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Abstract

Euripides and Gender: The Difference the Fragments Make

Melissa Karen Anne Funke

Chair of the Supervisory Committee:

Professor Ruby Blondell

Department of Classics
Research on gender in Greek tragedy has traditionally focused on the extant plays, with
only sporadic recourse to discussion of the many fragmentary plays for which we have
evidence. This project aims to perform an extensive study of the sixty-two fragmentary
plays of Euripides in order to provide a picture of his presentation of gender that is as
full as possible. Beginning with an overview of the history of the collection and
transmission of the fragments and an introduction to the study of gender in tragedy and
Euripides’ extant plays, this project takes up the contexts in which the fragments are
found and the supplementary information on plot and character (known as testimonia)
as a guide in its analysis of the fragments themselves. These contexts include the fifth-
century CE anthology of Stobaeus, who preserved over one third of Euripides’
fragments, and other late antique sources such as Clement’s Miscellanies, Plutarch’s
Moralia, and Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistae. The sections on testimonia investigate
sources ranging from the mythographers Hyginus and Apollodorus to Apulian pottery to
a group of papyrus hypotheses known as the “Tales from Euripides”, with a special
focus on plot-type, especially the rape-and-recognition and Potiphar’s wife storylines.

The final section turns to fragments and comic parodies of Euripides in Aristophanes,



which are instructive as a contemporary source of information on the playwright. This
section focuses on the fragmentary play Andromeda, but also includes information on a
variety of the other fragmentary plays from lines and scholia from various Aristophanic
plays. Finally, | consider the difference that the fragments make to our understanding of
larger patterns of gender in Euripides. | consider how the fragments provide an
expanded diversity of specific types of Euripidean characters, a more developed image
of characters that appear in the extant plays, more examples of specific plot-types, more
explorations of masculinity, and further plots taken from famous mythological cycles,
concluding that the fragmentary plays expand the possibilities of how gender was

portrayed and portrayable in Euripides’ plays.
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Introduction

xetpl 8¢l Bovelv. “He must die by (your) hand.”

Opohoyd 8¢ o€ adiketv. “I admit I wronged you.™
Read in isolation, these fragmentary Euripidean quotes seem like standard tragic fare, not
especially revelatory of the content and characters of their individual plays (Alexander and Auge,
respectively). Nor do they give much in the way of clues to who is speaking them (Hecuba and
Heracles). They are in fact fragments of fragments, excerpted from a papyrus fragment in the
case of the first (fr. 62d, v. 25) and from an anthologist’s quotation in the second (fr. 272a, v. 1).
Yet despite their brevity these short quotations provide essential evidence of Euripides’ approach
to characterization and plot, revealing a Hecuba who is prepared to have a man killed to protect
the reputation of her son and a Heracles who not only returns to acknowledge a son he fathered
with a drunken rape, but apologizes to his victim.

How does one arrive at such striking claims with what appears to be sparse material?
Looking beyond the fragments themselves to the contexts in which they have survived helps us
piece together the fragmentary picture by using all of the supporting evidence available to us. In
2

the case of Hecuba in Alexander another papyrus preserves a dramatic hypothesis for the play,

revealing Hecuba’s role in the conspiracy against her as yet unrecognized son, Paris, while

! Unless otherwise noted, all translations of Euripides’ fragments are from Collard and Cropp 2008a and
b. All other translations are my own.

% Fragment 62d of Alexander comes from P. Strasbourg 2342.3, a third-century B.C.E. Egyptian papyrus,
while the hypothesis is from P. Oxy. 3650, part of a collection of similar Euripidean hypotheses dating
anywhere from second century B.C.E. to the second century C.E. See Chapter 5 for a more thorough
discussion of the date of this hypothesis and its relationship to our understanding of Alexander.



Heracles’ apology in Auge is only fully understood once considered alongside Aelian’s remarks
on a different fragment of the same play.’

This project aims to investigate Euripides’ fragments dealing with issues of gender, such
as those mentioned above, by drawing on the contexts in which the fragments have survived,
which range from the works of Plato to papyri unearthed in Egypt, in effect “recontextualizing”
them. Catherine Osborne established the use of context as a means of illuminating the content of
fragments in her 1987 monograph Rethinking Early Greek Philosophy: Hippolytus of Rome and
the Presocratics. In her book, she disputes the assumption that a text created by the assembly of
fragments is sufficient for study on its own. Certainly we ought not to dismiss the work of
textual critics like Richard Kannicht (the editor of the most recent Euripidean volumes of the
Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta), in which the fragments are provided by themselves with
only the textual citation. As an editor of the fragments, it is not his task to address context
beyond citing the source of a fragment. But in the methodology employed by Osborne, if we use
only their work on the fragments alone, thereby ignoring the interpretations offered by the
ancient sources, we are passing over fertile ground for investigating the fragments. Looking at
context also allows us to consider how it can influence content, since the sources’ own agendas
affect what is preserved. In the words of Osborne, “there is no case in which it is irrelevant to
consider the text in the context of the interpretation which governs its preservation” (1987: 11).

In addition to the fragments’ contexts, I shall also take up the testimonia, supplementary
information pertaining to plot, character, or circumstances of performance, and the ways in
which they guide our analysis of the fragments. Their information on the plots allows us to

isolate the plot-types that Euripides returns to on multiple occasions and therefore to compare his

¥ Aelian’s remarks on fr. 272a are found in Misc. 12.15. For discussion of Heracles’ apology, see chapter
4.



adaptation of these templates in different plays. The testimonia are also a rich source for
contextualizing the fragments within their own plays, which in turn allows us to more closely
examine the interpretations offered by their contexts. This approach thus suggests that the
content and context of the Euripidean fragments are inextricable and both must be taken into
account in studying them.

This project uses the information gained from this recontextualization to examine how
Euripides portrays gender in the fragmentary plays. Gender has long occupied a significant
portion of the scholarship on Euripides, due largely to the subject matter of the nineteen plays
attributed to him,* and the history of the study of gender in Euripides often corresponds to that of
the study of gender in Greek drama as a whole. Many of his plays present female perspectives
(e.g. Hecuba, Trojan Women) or have characters that transgress conventional gender boundaries
(e.g. Bacchae, Medea). Individual fragments have appeared in discussions of gender in the extant
plays (e.g. Foley 2001 and McClure 1999), but the fragments have yet to be studied collectively
with this in mind. This project proposes that the fragments are indispensable for achieving a
meaningful appreciation of how Euripides portrays gender and using methods that have proved
fruitful elsewhere in the process of interpreting fragmentary content.

In the chapters that follow, | begin by recounting the history of the collection and
transmission of the fragments and introducing ancient Greek conventions of gender as found in
tragedy and the modern scholarship that has explored them. Chapters 2 and 3 examine the
contexts of the fragments, beginning with the fifth-century C.E. anthologist Stobaeus, our largest
source of Euripidean fragments, and moving on to sources as late as the tenth-century C.E. Suda.

The fourth and fifth chapters deal with the testimonia, with a special focus on plot-type. I look at

* I am including Rhesus in this total. For a survey of the dispute over its authorship, see Merro (2008).



sources as varied as the mythographers Hyginus and Apollodorus to the collection of hypotheses
known as the “Tales of Euripides” in order to augment my arguments from the chapters on
context. Chapter 6 looks at the unique case of Aristophanes’ comic use of Euripides’s plays and
of the playwright himself, incorporating both actual fragments and parodies in examining our
source closest to Euripides’ own time. In the concluding chapter, | consider what my analysis of
the fragmentary plays suggests for understanding overall patterns concerning gender in
Euripides. Finally, two appendices look at how the Egyptian papyri and the satyr plays contribute

to this picture.



Chapter 1: Approaches to Euripides’ Fragments, Approaches to Gender

What constitutes a fragment? How have they survived? Before attempting the task of examining
the context and content of the fragments, and identifying Euripides’ portrayal of gender in them,
I must first begin by answering the questions above and in doing so provide the fragments’
historical context. In addition, | must address the complex set of conventions that shape ancient
Greek views on gender and the modern scholarship that has illuminated these conventions. In
this chapter, | first delineate what the term “fragment” means and what a testimonium is, then
follow with the history of Euripides’ fragments’ preservation and collection. Next I summarize
the Greek gender conventions that appear as themes and as means of characterization in
Euripides’ plays, with a description of the plot-types to which he returns on multiple occasions.
Finally I take up the thriving body of scholarship on gender in ancient Greece, identifying those

scholars whose work has been particularly important to this project.

What is a fragment?

A fragment, as the term is deployed in Classical scholarship, is anything that remains of a work
which is no longer extant as a whole. It can be as short as a single word (cf. Alcmeon A or B fr.
87a) or longer than one hundred twenty lines (cf. Hypsipyle fr. 757). Those that have survived as
quotations in other ancient authors, scholars, and anthologists are known as “book fragments”.

These pose a unique challenge for editors, who, in the absence of identifying words such as “in

® Euripides’ fragments constitute two volumes of the most recent edition of the Tragicorum Graecorum
Fragmenta (Kannicht’s Volumes 5.1 and 5.2), while those of Aeschylus and Sophocles fill one each
(Radt’s Volumes 3 and 4). The Suda claims one hundred twenty-three plays for Sophocles (o 815) and
ninety tragedies for Aeschylus (o 357), meaning that with the ninety-two plays by Euripides known to
Alexandrian scholars (see below), Sophocles was the most prolific of the three, despite only having seven
surviving plays.



the words of Euripides”, must determine precisely where book fragments begin and end.® Editors
of book fragments must also be aware of potential distortion of the original text at the hands of
the quoting author, who often has a distinct agenda in excerpting Euripides.” A great number of
fragments from various authors’ texts have also come to us on papyri. Most of these were found
in a series of rubbish heaps from the Greco-Roman city Oxyrhynchus in Egypt at the turn of the
nineteenth century. The dig at Oxyrhynchus, led by Bernard Grenfell and Arthur Hunt, yielded
most of our significant fragmentary finds, many of which had been lost during the Middle Ages,
including poems by Pindar, Sappho, Alcaeus, and Callimachus.® There are even fragments
surviving on ostraka, most notably Sappho 2 (Lobel-Page).’

A testimonium, on the other hand, does not come from the author’s hand, but rather is a
source of secondary information on a work of literature or its author. In the case of tragedy these
tell us about a given play, providing details about plot, character, or the circumstances of a play’s
performance. Testimonia often come from other ancient authors, both Greek and Latin, and often
accompany book fragments, describing the context or supplying an interpretation for the
fragment itself. Material culture is also a source of testimonia, with inscriptions listing prize
winners at the Dionysia and vase paintings providing evidence about the performance of many

dramatic works.*°

® Metre is helpful here, since most book fragments are found in prose authors.

"I shall discuss this issue and how it manifests in the subsequent two chapters.

® For a full account of the dig at Oxyrhynchus and Grenfell and Hunt’s discoveries, see Parsons 2007. |
discuss the contribution of papyri to our understanding of Euripides in Appendix 1.

® The ostrakon is numbered PSI X111 1300.

1% See Green and Handley 1995 and Taplin 2007 for testimonia on dramatic performance from material
culture. See Billing 2008 for a discussion of the issues raised by using vase paintings as evidence of
performance.



The History of Euripides’ Fragments

| turn now to the fragments of Euripides, a diverse collection which has been assembled from
such disparate sources as quotations in the Second Sophistic author Athenaeus, various
anthologies of gnomic statements, and bits of papyri discovered in Egypt over the last one
hundred and thirty years.** They represent sixty plays (fifty-four tragedies and six satyr plays),*?
in addition to the nineteen extant plays attributed to Euripides for a total of seventy-nine plays.™
It is a collection which has grown over the years, most significantly with the discovery of
papyrus fragments in Egypt toward the end of the nineteenth century, which added significant
sections of several plays (the most notable of these being Hypsipyle) and a collection of valuable
hypotheses for plays both lost and extant.*

The remains of Euripides’ lost plays, as they have been collected and published, are
separated into two distinct categories: testimonia and fragments. The testimonia include
hypotheses to the plays (usually a synopsis of the plot, often including the first line of the play),
information about the life of Euripides, information about the production of the plays (often
concerned with the place won by a given tetralogy), and mythographical accounts of the stories
found in Euripides’ plays. Book fragments come from quotations in later authors, often from the

Second Sophistic, such as Athenaeus or Plutarch; scholiasts; lexicographers; the collectors of

' For the purposes of this study, and following the practices of Kannicht (2004), anything securely
attributable to Euripides, including titles on their own with no text, is considered a “fragment”.
Individually, I shall refer to these as fragments, and the supplementary material as testimonia.

2 This does not include the play Cadmus, assigned to Euripides by Probus alone in his commentary on
Virg. Ecl. 6.31. There is only one fragment (448) dubiously connected to this title, which Wilamowitz
describes as “wretchedly corrupt” (misere corruptos, 1875:160).

3 Ninety-two titles were known to Alexandrian scholars, however even at that early point in the history of
Euripidean texts, only seventy tragedies and eight satyr plays were available (Collard and Cropp 2008a:
xii). For a complete list of the sources of the fragments see Kannicht 2004: 1044-1088. Appendix 3
contains a full list of Euripides’ extant and fragmentary plays, with dates from Cropp and Fick 1985.
 Roughly half of the papyrus fragments attributed to Euripides were excavated at Oxyrhynchus during
the 1890s (Kannicht 2004: 1064-65).



gnomic anthologies (especially Stobaeus); and papyri (fragments of the plays themselves that are
found in quotations from other authors that have preserved on papyrus).

The history of the collection of Euripidean fragments is thoroughly intertwined with
those of the Aeschylean and Sophoclean fragments. The most recent edition of the “full”
collection of Euripidean fragments (as full as any fragmentary collection can be considered to
be) was published in 2004 by Richard Kannicht, who, along with Bruno Snell and Stefan Radt,
has replaced August Nauck’s 1889 second edition of the Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta
(henceforth TrGF). The work of Kannicht, Snell, and Radt represents the most recent entry in the
history of collecting the tragic fragments, which began in the second half of the sixteenth century
(ca. 1570-80) with Theodorus Canterus, who assembled the fragments and testimonia from their
sources.’® The Euripidean fragments were edited and prepared for printing by Joseph Scaliger
and André Schott, although they were never actually saw the printing press (Kannicht 2004: 9).
Collection of tragic fragments continued in 1619 with loannis Meursius’ Aeschylus, Sophocles,
Euripides: Sive de Tragoediis eorum. In the preface of this work, dedicated to the councils of
Groningen (Illustribus Ordinibus Urbis et Provinciae Groninganae), Meursius describes how he
has gathered what remains of the lost plays of the tragedians: Visum igitur, quando nihil aliud
licet, superstites illarum Titulos, ut naufragii valde deplorandi tabulas, passim hic illic disiectas
per Auctorum antiqguorum monumenta, summo studio colligere, et conservare, (“So I decided,
since nothing else was possible, to collect and preserve with the greatest care the surviving relics
of those [tragedies], which had been scattered here and there throughout the works of ancient
authors, like records from a very mournful shipwreck™).*® It is a small collection, encompassing

only one hundred twenty-seven pages, yet Meursius’ list of sources is representative of those

> Canter’s work is preserved in the Bodleian Library at Oxford as MS D’Orville 121, 122, and 123.
1 With the exception of the Euripidean fragments and testimonia, for which | shall be adapting the
translation of Collard and Cropp (2008a and b), all translations are my own unless otherwise noted.



used for the most recent TrGF, including scholiasts on a variety of writers, Diodorus Siculus, the
Suda, and Stobaeus.

While Meursius was the first to state that he collected tragic fragments with a view to
providing his reader with as complete as possible a picture of the lost tragedies, there were others
working at the same time collecting sententiae who carefully selected only those fragments
which expressed gnomic (and often generic) ideas suitable for educating their audience. Hugo
Grotius published two such volumes: the first, an assortment of gnomic fragments taken from
those already collected for the same purpose by Stobaeus, and following his arrangement by
theme, Dicta poetarum quae apud loannem Stobaeum extant (1623), and the second, a collection
of sententiae from tragedies and comedies, both extant and lost, which is arranged by author and
play, and with an alphabetical index of sources, Excerpta ex tragoediis et comoediis graecis, tum
quae extant, tum quae perierunt (1626)."

Collection (and re-collection) of tragic fragments continued into the 1700s with Ludwig
Caspar Valckenaer’s Diatribe in Euripidis perditorum dramatum reliquas (1767), in which
Valckenaer not only assembled fragments but also attempted reconstructions of several plays.
This work marks a merger of the two types of fragment collections, combining philological
rigour which would later impress Wilamowitz (Kassel 2005: 14) with the concentration on
sententiae found in the previous collections of fragments. Karl Wilhelm Dindorf published his
first edition of dramatic fragments, Poetae Scenici Graeci accedunt pertitarum fabularum
fragmenta, in 1830, which, in addition to those of the three major tragedians, included
Aristophanic fragments. This was the first of many editions of Dindorf’s work, which is central

to the field of fragmentary studies because of “his ubiquity, rather than the quality of his

" Kassel suggests that Grotius’ arrangement of his second volume was influenced by the work of
Canterus (2005: 11), while Kannicht claims that Grotius came into possession of Canterus’ work and used
in his 1626 volume (2004: 9).
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scholarship” (Harvey 2005: 24). Dindorf appears to have used the work of earlier editors of
fragments extensively and his work remained in use into the beginning of the twentieth century
(Harvey 2005: 24).%8

The most important and authoritative edition of the tragic fragments was the first version
of the TrGF, compiled by August Nauck and published in 1856. Nauck’s approach was heavily
influenced by August Meineke’s Fragmenta Comicorum Graecorum and his own edition is duly
dedicated to Meineke (Harvey 2005: 26). This was the first truly comprehensive collection of
tragic fragments. It was supplemented by Nauck’s three-volume edition of Euripides’ plays
(1869), the final volume of which contained the Euripidean fragments, effectively a second
edition of those in the TrGF (Harvey 2005: 28). The third volume of this set also included a
supplement to the Aeschylean and Sophoclean fragments. A second edition of Nauck’s TrGF
was published in 1889, which remained the standard text of the tragic fragments until Snell,
Radt, and Kannicht published their own editions. This version incorporates some plot
reconstruction, as well as other testimonia.’® It also spurred the emendation of countless
fragments by a raft of scholars, whom Harvey characterizes as an insanabile kakoethes
emendandi (2005: 37).%

Yet, even though Nauck’s volumes represented the best and most thorough work on the

fragments at the time, they contain only a single papyrus fragment, since the Egyptian papyri

'8 Nauck even included a concordance with Dindorf in his own definitive edition (1856: 776-84).

¥ This was followed by the Tragicae dictionis index in 1892, which Nauck worked on with the assistance
of Peter Nikitin. Harvey points out that even with publication of the new TrGF, there is still “no
comparable work™ to the index (2005: 31).

? Harvey also includes a list of those infected by this “fever” for emendation (2005: 37-8).
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were only beginning to be unearthed.? In the Tragicae dictionis index of 1892, which was
twenty-five pages long, Nauck added a substantial amount of fragmentary material, the
beginning of what Harvey characterizes as a “steady stream” (2005: 33). The “stream” had
produced enough fragments by the beginning of the twentieth century that Arthur Hunt was able
to publish an Oxford Classical Text titled Fragmenta Tragica Papyracea, with fragments from
Euripides as well as Sophocles.?” The papyrus fragments also expanded our knowledge of satyr
plays, since before their discovery, Euripides’ Cyclops had been all that was available of that
type of drama. Most important for this project, though, is the expansion of our understanding of
Euripides and his plots that took place during this period, primarily through the discovery of the
dramatic hypotheses known as the “Tales of Euripides”.? Since the survival rate of the Egyptian
papyri has been estimated at just .002% (Parsons 1982: 191), one can only marvel at what else
was surely available to the denizens of Roman Egypt.** Certainly the influence of the
Alexandrian scholars and the use of Greek literature to forge a Hellenic cultural identity under
Roman rule led to the accumulation of Greek works on papyrus at this time. There is evidence of
an educational system based on Greek models at Oxyrhynchus, indicating the extent to which

those who lived in this Greco-Roman town valued classical Greek literature.?®

2! This is Radt’s fr. 99 from either Europa or Cares of Aeschylus, included in Nauck’s second edition of
1889. For a discussion of all of the various types of literature represented by the Egyptian papyrus finds,
see Parsons 1982. | shall indicate all fragments using the humeration from the most recent editions of the
TrGF.

%2 The Euripidean plays represented in this text are Hypsipyle, Cretans, and Melanippe Desmotis.
Significant papyrus fragments of Aeschylus were not unearthed until 1928, when King Fuad | of Egypt
stepped in to allow the excavation of a mound beneath a grave considered sacred (Harvey 2005: 34).

2 See chapter 5 for a discussion of the “Tales of Euripides”. The most recent and best text for the “Tales”
as well as other types of dramatic hypotheses is Van Rossum-Steenbeck 1997.

?* Since Parsons put the number of fragments unpublished in 1982 at roughly 50,000 (193), one also
wonders what will become available to scholars as they are sifted through.

% Scholia give us the names of two teachers of literature at Oxyrhynchus, Dionysius and Lollianus
(Parsons 2007: 139). There are also a great number of rhetorical exercises and grammatical school texts in
Greek among the papyrus finds at Oxyrhynchus (Morgan 1998: 56).
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The next text to assemble dramatic papyrus fragments was D.L. Page’s Loeb edition of
1942, with fragments from all three major tragedians and a selection of the adespota (fragments
that editors have recognized as being tragic but cannot firmly assign to a specific playwright). As
part of the Loeb series, Page’s volume also contains his translations of the fragments, the
difficulty of preparing which he decries due to the incomplete state of his sources (Page 1942:
viii-ix). The work on the papyri continued to be supplemented with new publications, the most
notable of which was Colin Austin’s Nova Fragmenta Euripidea in Papyris Reperta (1968),
which most significantly brought to light a large fragment of Erechtheus (fr. 370).%

The papyri were not the only sources of “new” fragments post-Nauck. Since only the first
volume (out of a set of five) of the Wachsmuth and Hense edition of Stobaeus’ collection of
sententiae was available to Nauck due to their publication schedule, he was not able to derive the
full benefit from an inestimably valuable source of Euripidean fragments. From the mid-
twentieth century onward, however, scholars working on Euripides specifically benefitted greatly
and produced a plethora of texts dealing with individual plays or groups thereof.?” The first
important addition to the body of work on Euripidean fragments at this point was Bruno Snell’s
1956 Supplementum Euripideum, which was republished along with a new edition of Nauck in
1964. The first of the major collected editions is Herman Van Looy’s Zes verloren Tragedies van

Euripides (1964), which contains the fragments of the pairs of plays under the names Alcmeon,

% All fragments are marked using the numbers from Kannicht unless referring to a scholar’s work that
precedes his edition of the TrGF and where the numbers of Nauck’s second edition do not correspond to
Kannicht’s edition. In that case I will both mark the fragment with an N°, indicating Nauck’s second
edition and also give the number in Kannicht’s edition.

2" For lists of editions of individual plays, see the introductions to the plays in Collard and Cropp 2008a
and b. Another useful list is in Harvey (2005: 45-6).There are other works which were published in the
intervening period, such as Gilbert Murray’s Athenian Drama: Euripides (1902), including fragments
alongside translations and commentary, which are not specifically devoted to the collection and editing of
fragments and are therefore less important to the history of the fragments.
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Phrixus, and Melanippe along with notes on their sources.?® He and Francois Jouan followed this
with a complete edition of the fragments plus French translation in 1998-2003. Collard, Cropp,
and Lee (1995) and Collard, Cropp, and Gibert (1995) are a pair of useful editions of selected
plays with commentary and English translation.?® Nikolaus Pechstein’s Euripides Satyrographos
(1998) is a careful examination with text of the nine fragmentary satyr plays.*

The above works are indicative of what Harvey characterizes as the “golden years of
Euripidean thrausmatology” (2005: 45). During this time, the TrGF was being updated by Stefan
Radt (Vol. 11I: Aeschylus, and Vol. 1V: Sophocles, 1985) and Bruno Snell (the “Supplementum”
of 1964 mentioned above, Vol. I: Minores, 1971, and Vol. Il: Fragmenta Adespota with
Kannicht, 1981). In addition to this, James Diggle published a selection of tragic fragments in
1998 which made use of the re-worked TrGF volumes, as well as the available papyri for
Euripides. As a capstone on this productivity in the study of fragments, the “monumental
completion of a monumental series” (Cropp 2006), Kannicht published his magisterial two-
volume set of Euripides as part of the updated TrGF. Because Kannicht has included papyrus
fragments that earlier editors did not have access to, this is the best, most comprehensive
resource for any scholar of the Euripidean fragments and will therefore be the primary text | use
in this project. Kannicht himself has stated that he attempted to put the fragments together in
such a way as to help us read the fragmentary plays “as plays” (1997: 76, italics in original), and

wherever possible, this is my own goal.

%8 I.e. Alcmeon in Corinth and Alcmeon in Psophis, Phrixus A and Phrixus B, and Melanippe Wise and
Melanippe Captive.

 Collard, Cropp, and Lee (1995) contains Telephus, Cretans, Stheneboea, Bellerophon, Cresphontes,
Erechtheus, Phaethon, and both Melanippe plays, while Collard, Cropp, and Gibert (1995) contains
Philoctetes, Alexander, Palamedes, Sisyphus, Oedipus, Andromeda, Hypsipyle, Antiope, and Archelaus.
%0 pechstein also includes discussions of the evidence for those satyr plays for which we only have a title,
Epeus and Theristae.
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Finally, the most recent entry in the collection of Euripidean fragments is the two-volume
Loeb edition of Christopher Collard and Martin Cropp (2008). This makes substantial use of the
recent editions of Jouan and Van Looy and, in particular, Kannicht (Collard and Cropp 2008a:
iX), and reflects the growing interest in tragic fragments that has resulted from the new editions
of the TrGF. It does not include many fragments which are in such bad condition that they are
incomprehensible (e.g. fr. 756a from Hypsipyle), or several that consist only of a single word
(e.g. fr. 803 from Philoctetes), or all of the testimonia, but it is nevertheless an accessible text of
the fragments and a comprehensive source of bibliographical information on the individual
plays.

Interpretive work on the fragments has been much less prolific, but with the publication
of Van Looy and Jouan’s, Diggle’s, and especially Kannicht’s volumes, it is beginning to
flourish. Most work on the fragments in the twentieth century centered on reconstruction of
various plays (e.g. Hausmann 1958 on Antiope) or on fragmentary plays as part of their
tetralogies (e.g. Scodel 1980 or Wright 2005). In the last twenty years, the most significant work
on the fragments has come in several collections of articles, some devoted to tragic fragments,
others to the entire range of fragmentary Greek works, and still others to the fragments of
individual tragedians. These include Fragmenta Dramatica (1991, edited by Heinz Hofmann and
Annette Harder, a former student of Radt’s),** Collecting Fragments/Fragmente sammeln (1997,
Glenn W. Most, ed.),*® Shards from Kolonos: Studies in Sophoclean Fragments (2003, Alan
Sommerstein, ed.),*® Euripide e i Papiri (2004, Guido Bastianini and Angelo Casanova, eds.),

Lost Dramas of Classical Athens (2005, Fiona McHardy, James Robson, and David Harvey,

%! This is a collection of articles primarily dealing with textual criticism of the fragments.

%2 This collection originated from a conference at Heidelberg on the topic of fragments in ancient
literature, and is important to my study due to its inclusion of Kannicht’s account of his work on TrGF 5
(1997).

% This volume is a Festschrift for Radt.
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eds.), and most recently The Play of Texts and Fragments (2009, J.R.C. Cousland and James R.
Hume, eds.).*

Gender in Greek Tragedy

I now turn to the ways in which Classical Greeks conceived of gender as it relates to how women
were presented onstage. Tragedy has long elicited a question that may be articulated in this way:
how is it that a quintessentially Athenian art form, one composed and performed by Athenian
citizens,® or in the words of Hall, “mediated” by them (1997: 95), for an audience primarily
comprised of other Athenian citizens,®® gives so much voice to female characters, even though
real women were otherwise silent in civic life? As Foley puts it, the performance of tragedy
entails a de-emphasis of the “interior and private self” (1981: 133), and so in giving female
characters prominence, tragedy brings them into the center of civic life, if only for the duration
of a play.

The three major tragedians (as well as Aristophanes) all present female characters to such
a great extent that Lucian commented on this phenomenon:

Kol ycxp ov onep evem)\slg TT] Op)(T]OTlKT], TO avaag ovTaS unuenoﬁou

yuvmmg, KOlVoV TOUTO Kol TT]S TpO(yco5lO(§ Kl TT]S‘ KWUWSI0S EYKANUO Qv

€IN’ TAEIOUS YOUV EV aUTOIS TV aVSPCIV Ol YUVOIKES.

And in fact the thing which you called pantomimic, those who are men imitating

women, that would be a shared charge against both tragedy and comedy; indeed
more women are in them than men (On the Dance, 28-9)*’

¥ This volume was assembled as a Festschrift for Martin Cropp and as a result deals with many aspects of
Euripides’ plays, both extant and fragmentary.

% Unless otherwise specified, I use the term “citizen” to mean only adult male Athenians.

% For a discussion of and a list of sources about the composition of the dramatic audience at Athens, see
Csapo and Slater 1994: 286-305. Henderson argues that women were present; in their paradoxical role a
silent spectators of the women onstage, they “at once counted and didn’t count” (1991: 147).

%" In Poetics, Aristotle’s comments on women in tragedy are limited to how good a woman can be relative
to her position as a woman (1454a20), or treat individual characters (Melanippe and Iphigeneia at
1454a30). Despite their important position in the genre, he does not note the large number of prominent
female characters.
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Statistics (as gathered by Hall 1997: 105) verify Lucian’s claim: in the extant plays, only
Philoctetes has no female characters, and female choruses outnumber male choruses twenty-one
to ten. Euripides in particular developed a reputation for his use of female characters, which
often included charges of misogyny against him. Indeed, Aristophanes used this as the premise
for Thesmophoriazusae in 411.%

Despite the many women it portrays onstage, tragedy presents a unique challenge to
those who choose to study the role of women within it. As previously mentioned, it is an art form
deeply rooted in the civic milieu of fifth-century Athens, as the civic rites and ceremonies of the
Dionysia, which occur around the tragic competition, show.*® Those who took active part in civic
life in Athens were adult male citizens, and taking part in the tragic competitions, whether on
stage or in the audience, was an important constituent of this identity.*’ Yet for all of this focus
on citizen identity, tragedy does not reflect this reality directly, but rather presents a mythical
past,*! or in a few rare cases, the present (often with foreign characters).”? The costumes, the
various modes of speech and song (which do not reflect everyday speech), and the vocal
presence of women in a public sphere all differentiate the world presented in tragedy from that of
its audience. This differentiation allows the Athenian community to question itself and the
tensions that were part of its self-identification in an indirect manner (Foley 2001: 17). We

therefore cannot look to tragedy to tell us directly about the position of women in fifth-century

% Similar accusations appear at Lys. 368-9 and in an unattributed comic fragment (test. 111b = fr. 1048
PCG Vol.8).

% For a full account of these, see Goldhill 1990.

O Winkler (1990) has even suggested that taking part in the choruses had an initiatory/military dimension
for ephebes.

*! The closest tragedy comes to representing the Athens of its own day is the court of Eumenides, which is
nevertheless populated with divine figures.

*2 These include Aeschylus’ Persians and Phrynichus’ Phoenician Women and Sack of Miletus, which
was apparently so poorly received that it caused all those in attendance to burst into tears and resulted in a
fine of one thousand drachmas for its playwright (Hdt.6.21.2).
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Athens. What we can do, however, is use tragedy, a medium that employs mythological distance
as means of exploring the concerns of the contemporary polis, to determine how women were
conceived of in the ideology of that society, how the strict delineation between the genders was
drawn, and what aspects of women’s position were considered problematic.

The women portrayed onstage in tragedy are largely defined by their relationships to their
families including, if they have them, husbands. Women in Athens were conceived of as fitting
into society in much the same way. Legally, they had no meaningful independence or
responsibility, instead remaining under the supervision of a kurios, first father, then husband, and
then, should a hushband die, a male relative. The institution of kurieia assumes that an Athenian
woman “was always to be situated within a family or 0ikos under the guardianship of its head”
(Just 1989: 27). Tragic women are likewise identifies as the wives,** mothers, or daughters of
male characters. The only female characters who are not defined by their familial relationship to
male characters are the nurse-figures, who as slaves are nevertheless under the authority of male
heads of household. Even figures like Clytemnestra, famously described as having a “heart that
plots like a man” (av8poBoulov keap, 11) in the opening lines of Agamemnon, and Medea, who
is the antithesis of an ideal wife and mother, are shown reacting to their locations in the domestic
sphere (or in the case of Medea her dislocation from it).

Concordant with the mediation between women and the polis which kurieia entails is the
understanding that a woman’s means of participating in the polis is as the relative of a male
citizen, especially as the mother of one (after the Periclean citizenship law of 451/50).* A male

citizen with the right to participate fully in the political life at Athens was known as a ToAiTrns;

* Despite significant differences in their statuses, | extend this category to include characters such as
Tecmessa in Ajax or Cassandra in Agamemnon, who are not wives but concubines won through military
conquest.

*“ This law required that a citizen be of Athenian parentage on both sides. [Dem.] 59 is an example of a
case which involves a dispute over citizenship on the basis of the mother’s origins.
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the word moAiTis, the feminine version of this term, refers to a woman merely inhabiting a polis
(as at Eur. El. 1335).* The other term for a female inhabitant of a city, o, can refer to a
woman’s involvement in political life through her citizen son(s), since it is used in describing an
Athenian citizen as the child of a citizen-father and a mother who is an &oTr.*® These women
also needed to be legitimately married to their husbands, which their original kurioi would
arrange. Athenian women, therefore, are important to the polis as creators of political status for
their children and reinforcement of that of their husbands (Foxhall 1996: 140).* Conversely for
men, the use of the political status gained through their mothers and wives, that is, participation
in the assembly and the courts, was essential to their masculine identity.

If being a mother defines an adult woman in Athenian society, then how the individual
operates as a mother is the most common means of delineating important female characters in
Euripides’ extant plays. Medea, Hecuba, Andromache, Agaue, Creusa, Jocasta, Clytemnestra,
and Phaedra (who is a step-mother) are all portrayed on this basis, with most of them inhabiting
the less-than-ideal end of the spectrum. Hecuba and Andromache, seemingly the least
transgressive of this group, display extreme, destructive, devotion to their children. Even when
not characterized primarily through their relationship to their children, female characters in
Euripides’ plays exist in relation to a kurios-type figure and therefore in relation to the oikos, as
wives (Alcestis and Helen) or as daughters (Electra and Iphigeneia). Alcestis and Helen are both

mothers, and although this does figure in Euripides’ depiction of Alcestis, the play centers on her

** Plato also uses this term to refer to the women who dwell in the fantastic city in Laws (814c), notably
not to real Athenian women.

% Cf. Arist. Pol. 1278a34 and Ath. Pol. 26.3. See Gould 1980: 46, esp. n.56 and n.57, on both terms.
Patterson expands the discussion of nomenclature for Athenian women, addressing the use of ATtk
vs.  ABnvaia in addition to aoTn and moliTis (1986).

*" For a breakdown of women’s rights (or lack thereof) vis-a-vis the polis and a discussion of tragic
women and their political actions, see Ormand 20009.
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relationship to her husband. Even after the death of their father, Agamemnon, Electra and
Iphigeneia are still strongly associated with him and with his oikos via Orestes.

Being defined by and dependent on their kurioi in business and legal matters meant that
Athenian women were functionally voiceless in politics and the courts. The mere mention of a
woman’s name in court implied such negativity that a respectable woman would be referred to as
the daughter or wife of so-and-s0.*® A woman’s testimony was related in court by her kurios (cf.
Demosthenes 55.24),* and so in a culture in which the spoken word was linked directly to the
exercise of power,”® a woman’s silence in the civic sphere also meant her relative powerlessness.
Where and when women could be heard outside of the oikos was limited to semi-public
occasions, including funerals, weddings, and religious festivities, especially those associated
with women, such as the Thesmophoria.*

Tragic women, in contrast with real Athenian women, are almost hypervocal, often
speaking publicly and without the intercession of a kurios. The fact that these were male actors
speaking words written by a male playwright complicates but does not eliminate the paradox of
female characters’ occupying so much “airtime” onstage. Real Athenian women were not
permitted to speak in court and yet tragic women often deliver lengthy speeches especially as
part of agones, the heavily rhetorical debates between two characters.®® In tragedy women not

only speak in a “manly” way, but in certain cases they also act on behalf of the polis by doing so.

“8 Cf. Schaps 1977 on women in the orators, especially 323-4 in lists of individuals of both genders from
single families.

“ Gagarin 2001 deals with the significance of this type of testimony vis-a-vis women’s position in
Classical Athens.

% McClure suggests this may be “the defining feature of Athenian democracy” in the second half of the
fifth century (1999: 8).

*! This is not to say that there was not a great deal of public interaction including women on an informal
level (cf. Blok 2001: 110-12), simply that women’s voices were limited, if not silenced, in the more
regulated civic sphere.

>2 These speeches often mimicked those from the courts in rhetoric, structure, and terminology (McClure
1999: 16).
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Euripidean women who participate in agones include Medea in Medea (465-519), Andromache
(184-231) and Hermione (147-180) in Andromache, Electra (1060-96) and Clytemnestra (998-
1050) in Electra, Helen (914-65) and Hecuba (969-1032) in Trojan Women, and Hecuba again in
her eponymous play (1187-1237).>% This does not mean that tragic women exclusively take on
traditionally male modes of speech, since they also do a great deal of lamenting onstage, a
stereotypically “feminine” genre. Lamenting women appear in the plays of all three tragedians
(e.g. Electra in Aeschylus’ Libation Bearers and Sophocles’ Electra), with Euripides making
Hecuba the very embodiment of lamentation (in both Trojan Women and her eponymous play).
Because female characters in tragedy both embody the conventions about gender
prevalent in Classical Athens through their relationships to their oikoi and male relatives, and
depart from them by defying traditional public roles for women, they provide a medium for
exploring attitudes about gender. According to Foley, such an inversion “indirectly confirms the
importance of the ideal” (1981: 153).>* Though they do not correspond in any direct way to the
actual practices of the day, female tragic characters and their actions onstage are a conveniently
distant means of exploring and authenticating those practices. This separation from real life is
what gives them the opportunity to comment on their circumstances and relationships publicly.
Euripides, in returning to similar basic plots on multiple occasions, has his characters
offer varied commentaries on these issues. In both his extant and fragmentary plays, his most
common source material is the Trojan Cycle (Andromache, Hecuba, Trojan Women, Helen,

Iphigeneia at Aulis, Electra, Orestes, and Iphigeneia at Tauris of the extant plays and

% See Lloyd 1992 for a systematic rhetorical breakdown of these speeches.
* Foley claims that the inversion of female: domestic (oikos) and male: public (polis) in tragedy is not
always complete (in e.g. Women of Trachis or Phoenician Women), but that the ideal relationship between
the sexes (the opposite of the complete inversion) always informs tragedy (1981: 157). She also
comments on the limited role of the state in regulating the position of women within the oikos (as
opposed to marriage as a means of producing legitimate sons) (2001: 76-7).
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Philoctetes, Protesilaus, Alexander, and Palamedes of the fragmentary ones). The linked stories
of Jason and Medea are rich sources for Euripides in Medea (extant) and Peliades,> Aegeus, and
Peleus (fragmentary), as are myths from the Cretan Cycle (the fragmentary Cretans and Cretan
Women and the two Hippolytus plays, one extant and one fragmentary) and stories related to
Heracles (the extant Heracles, Heracleidae, and Alcestis, as well as the fragmentary Alcmene
and Auge). He also treats the story of Oedipus and his family in Phoenician Women and
Suppliants (extant) and Antigone and Oedipus (fragmentary). Plots that he returns to again and

*® in the Hippolytus plays and the fragmentary

again include the Potiphar’s wife story,
Stheneboea and Phoenix, and the rape and recognition plot that provides a basis for Menandrian
New Comedy (cf. Epitrepontes) in lon (extant) and the Melanippe plays, Alope, Antiope, and
Auge (fragmentary). Because of the large number of extant plays and the amount of fragments of

Euripides that have survived, we have the opportunity to observe the playwright reconsider these

gender-related issues in numerous ways.

Scholarship on Tragedy and Gender

In the latter part of the twentieth century, many classical scholars became intensely interested in
the position of women in Athenian society, and in the broader ancient world, and due to the
prevalence of female characters in the genre, tragedy was often a useful point of discussion.>
The growing amount of theoretical work from outside Classics on a variety of topics, including
anthropology, sexuality, and, most important of all, gender, greatly influenced scholars on

tragedy, so that when combined with earlier work on women, this sub-field of Classics

% One of whom was Alcestis, who seems to play an important role in Peliades and whose own story is
portrayed in her eponymous play but is not explicitly connected to Medea and Jason by Euripides.

>® The name for this plot-type comes from the story of Joseph and Potiphar’s wife, who falsely accuses
him of rape, found in Genesis 39.1-20. See chapter 5 for a full discussion of the Potiphar’s wife plots.

% See Gomme 1925 for an important early example, addressing the disparity between life and the stage
(including a fragment of Euripides, 10).
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blossomed from the late 1970s onward. Although those who work on gender in tragedy employ a
range of approaches, the scholarship that they have produced is remarkably complementary.>®

Helene Foley, working specifically on women in tragedy, summed up the state of the
question in this period in her 1981 article “The Conception of Women in Athenian Drama”. She
delineated two approaches to women in classical literature that were popular at that time,
Freudian psychology and sociology. She traced the former to Philip Slater’s The Glory of Hera
(1968), in which Slater connects the images of powerful (and therefore fearful) women in Greek
literature to the experiences of Greek male children. In doing so, she exposes the two main flaws
of Slater’s work: his overreliance on certain poetic sources that do not reflect the Athenian
reality (1981: 137-8) and the lack of complexity in an argument applied to the complex depiction
of women in tragedy (2001:10). Foley articulated the importance of studying gender in tragedy
for its own sake.

The culmination of Foley’s work on gender in tragedy is Female Acts in Greek Tragedy
(2001). Here, she breaks down the presence of women in tragedy into thematic subcategories
that are definitive of the role of women in Greek society, including lament, marriage, moral
agency, and motherhood. As with her 1981 article, she claims that drama highlights the failure of
men to stay within their roles, and that female characters then inhabit the “breach”, either
challenging or healing it (2001: 9). This leads to her conclusion that tragedy’s depiction of
gender tends to be more exploratory than affirmative, and that its relation to its fifth-century
Athenian context is more oblique than topical (2001: 17). What tragedy does do is to make the

domestic world into a world of ethical and moral decision-making on a par with the real

%8 Foley lists Lévi-Strauss, Bourdieu, Freud, Foucault, Althusser, Kosofsky Sedwick, Rubin, de Lauretis,
Lacan, Klein, and Butler among the non-Classical scholars who influenced work on gender in tragedy
(2001: 11). To this list I add Mulvey, in particular her influential article on the Gaze in cinema (1975).
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Athenian public sphere (2001: 335), and in this it allows women to take on moral agency in a
highly visible and public manner.

Of scholars outside the field of Classics, the anthropologist Claude Lévi-Strauss heavily
influenced the study of gender in tragedy throughout the twentieth century, particularly through
his work on the exchange of women within kinship systems.>® Women are exchanged between
men, who use this exchange as the basis upon which they establish culture. As the object of this
exchange, women become commodified (Rabinowitz 1993: 15, building on Rubin 1975).%° One
of the more prominent scholars to use this model as a means of understanding tragedy was
Nancy Rabinowitz in her book on Euripides, Anxiety Veiled: Euripides and the Traffic in Women
(1993). Despite advising caution in using Lévi-Strauss (she accuses him of “overt
androcentrism”, 1993: 15), Rabinowitz shows how his understanding of the exchange of women
is especially applicable to the practice of marriage in ancient Greece, as controlled by the kurios.
The exchanged women that she chooses to highlight are sacrificed virgins and wives (Iphigeneia
in 1A, Polyxena, and Alcestis) or vengeful mother figures (Hecuba, Medea, and Phaedra).
Rabinowitz also looks at how this system of exchange and its emphasis on male homosocial
bonds affects men in tragedy, specifically sons (Hippolytus and lon) and fathers (Theseus and
Xuthus).

Victoria Wohl uses a similar approach, addressing all three major tragedians in her book
Intimate Commerce: Exchange, Gender, and Subjectivity in Greek Tragedy (1998). Wohl shows
how the exchange of women in tragedy is often “in crisis and prone to failure” and that the

problematic nature of this exchange calls such a system into question by exposing its flaws

% Lévi-Strauss’ best-known work on this topic, and the one used by the scholars discussed here, is The
Elementary Structures of Kinship (1969).

% Rubin addresses the division of labour between the sexes that is part of Levi-Strauss’ theory of
exchange and what she calls a “taboo against the sameness of men and women”. This taboo then gives
rise to the gender binary (1975: 187).
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(1998: xiv). Coming shortly after Wohl’s book and adding even more nuance to the concept of
women’s subjectivity in Lévi-Strauss’ system, Kirk Ormand’s Exchange and the Maiden:
Marriage in Sophoclean Tragedy (1999) claims that Athenian marriage is not purely an
exchange between two men, but also involves transformation on the part of the bride as well as
the groom in that it acts as a transition into adulthood (1999: 18). The necessary distinction he
makes, though, is that for men, marriage is one of many initiatory rites, while for women, it is
the only one, and this is the factor that accounts for women’s preoccupation with marriage in
tragedy (1999: 19). Men nonetheless retain control over marriage, and therefore over women’s
transformation. Along with Rabinowitz and many others, Ormand also sees a connection
between marriage and death, particularly in the cases of Antigone and Deianeira. As a result of
women’s place in the tragic system of exchange, they have what Ormand terms ‘“‘subjectivity
under ellipsis”, obscured by the system itself (1999: 28).

Nicole Loraux also wrote about women’s subjectivity in tragedy. Among this prolific
French feminist’s work on tragedy, the compact Tragic Ways of Killing a Woman (1987)
proposes that tragic women gain subjectivity through their dramatic and unusual (by Athenian
standards) deaths. Loraux maintains that since the ideal Athenian wife lived most of her life out
of the public eye, and since even in death, this type of woman would only be publicly marked by
a few lines on her epitaph, their violent deaths marked out women in tragedy as trangressing the
ideal (1987: 3). A few are murdered, but the majority commit suicide, which also happens to be
the most common means of death for men in tragedy.®* The noble death of a woman (that is, a
death that displays andreia) is then “manly” in the tragic context (1987: 63).

Another scholar who has had an exceptional impact on the study of gender in tragedy is

Froma Zeitlin. Articles from early in her career handle themes such as myth and gender (“The

8 Loraux includes sacrificial virgins like Iphigeneia and Polyxena in this category (1987: 4).
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Dynamics of Misogyny: Myth and Mythmaking in the Oresteia”, 1978) and Aristophanes’ use of
gender in his parody of tragedy (“Travesties of Gender and Genre in Aristophanes’
Thesmophoriazusae”, 1981). Her most influential article on gender is probably “Playing the
Other: Theater, Theatricality, and the Feminine in Greek Drama”, which originally appeared in
1985.%% In this article, Zeitlin focuses on an essential aspect of any consideration of gender in
tragedy, the fact that all of the actors on stage are men, and that all female characters are
therefore played by men impersonating women (1996: 343). In doing so, and in her discussion of
theatrical space later in the same article (1996: 353), she reminds her reader that tragedy and
gender in tragedy in particular must always be understood through the lens of performativity.®
Zeitlin’s other key position is clear from the 1996 volume of essays which collects much of her
most important work in this field, where she makes the crucial point that the study of gender is
not exclusively the study of women or of men; masculine and feminine cannot exist without one
another, and any masculine self-presentation necessarily entails a consideration of the feminine

(1996: 3).

%2 Originally appearing in Representations 11 (1985), this essay also appeared in Nothing to Do With
Dionysos? (1990), and in a revised version in Playing the Other (1996). It is to the last version that |
refer.

% The title of the Festschrift honouring Zeitlin, Visualizing the Tragic (2007), illustrates this aspect of her
scholarly impact nicely.
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Other scholars have tackled the contrast between the world presented onstage and the
lived reality of Classical Athens. In Spoken Like a Woman: Speech and Gender in Athenian
Drama (1999), Laura McClure addresses the role that speech plays in the construction of a male
citizen’s identity in Athens and the limits placed on women’s speech, incorporating genres of
women’s speech in broader Greek culture/literature.** McClure’s conclusion is that if speech is
the means by which one gains political power in Athens, then by giving women voice in the
theatre, tragedy shows the negative outcomes that arise from that power resting in an outsider’s
hands.

Work on lament, one of McClure’s chosen genres, as a female mode of communication
in Euripides’ plays is, in fact, of great scholarly interest. Important work on this topic includes
Charles Segal’s Euripides and the Poetics of Sorrow (1993). Mourning and the actions arising
from it, according to Segal, are a result of the deep emotional connection a woman feels towards
her family and household (1993: 228). The lament that remains a constant theme for Euripides
makes the private emotions of women public (1993: 233). Loraux deals with mothers who
lament in all aspects of Greek culture, including tragedy, in Mothers in Mourning (1998), while
Casey Dué narrows her scope to the lament of women who have been captured in her book, The
Captive Woman’s Lament in Greek Tragedy (2006).°° The most recent work on gender-based
communication in Euripides is J.H. Kim On Chong-Gossard’s Gender and Communication in
Euripides’ Plays (2008). Like McClure (1999), this book encompasses a great number of modes

of female communication, but in this case, the varying forms of lyric performed by women in

* These genres include lamentation, aischrologia (ribald jokes often used in a ritual context), choral song,
gossip. McClure also takes up women who use persuasion, a type of speech usually practiced by men in
Athenian political and legal spheres, showing how they practice a type of “metadiscourse” onstage (1999:
8).
% Although Dué’s second chapter deals with Aeschylus’ Persians, the majority of this book concentrates
on the captive women in Euripides’ plays dealing with the fallout of the Trojan War. All of these studies
build on Alexiou’s landmark 1974 study of lament in Greece, and in particular its relationship to revenge.
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tragedy are used as a means of interpreting women’s speech onstage. According to Chong-
Gossard, Euripides uses lyric in a multi-faceted way, with the result that there is no single over-
arching pattern to his use of female speech (2008: 244-5).

Among these scholars, those who have made the most use of fragments of Euripides are
Foley (2001) and Chong-Gossard (2008). Foley tends to introduce individual fragments to
support claims that relate to the extant plays,®® while Chong-Gossard makes use of the more
extensive fragmentary plays with more lyric passages available, such as Hypsipyle.®” No one,
however, has yet attempted a general survey of the fragments in order to determine what they
reveal about Euripides’ approach to gender in comparison to the extant plays, while those who
work on the collected fragments are generally more concerned with determining the ipsissima
verba of Euripides and reconstructing the plays from them. Despite the fact that these plays are
not complete, however, they provide fertile ground for a discussion of gender and a necessary
enhancement of the picture of gender in tragedy.

In my own work, | subscribe most to the approach of Zeitlin, particularly her insistence
on the importance of tragedy’s performative/mimetic aspect.®® As | work through the fragments,
| shall endeavour at all times to keep in mind the implications of the fact that it is men imitating
women who are speaking (or singing) these words. Euripides, through his treatment of women’s
roles in society (mother, wife, daughter) and through the use of women’s modes of speech stages
gender just as much as his actors perform it via masks and costumes. In what follows I shall ask
what aspects of womanhood Euripides chooses to emphasize (or de-emphasize) in his plays that
allow his female characters to be understood as cultural signs. What acts do his characters

perform onstage that establish them on either side of the binary of woman/man as understood in

% See e.g. her discussion of thumos, which uses fr.1039 at 2001: 254.
®7 See Chong-Gossard 2008: 75-9.
% Foley also insists that tragic characters be understood in light of performance conventions (2001: 16).
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Classical Athenian society? How does Euripides manipulate well-known mythical stories in the
service of this characterization? My examination of the fragments will be grounded in these
questions, as it seeks to understand how the fragments can augment and possibly alter our image
of Euripides’ portrayal of women and gender.

In what follows | shall use the means by which the fragments of Euripides have been
transmitted to us in order to provide some sort of context and organization for a group of
seemingly disparate sources. For the second and third chapters and again in the sixth, on
Aristophanes’ use of Euripides, I use the example of Catherine Osborne’s productive study of the
Presocratic philosophers, Rethinking Early Greek Philosophy (1987), mentioned in the
introduction. As Osborne underscores (1987: 8), the fragments we have (perhaps with the
exception of the papyrus finds from Egypt) do not come to us entirely at random; the selection
we have has already been curated and edited for us, in the case of Osborne’s study by Hippolytus
of Rome and in the case of the Euripidean fragments by a wide variety of individuals, chief
among whom are Stobaeus and Athenaeus. The majority of Euripides’ fragments then come to us
already mediated by those who preserve them for us, and we must not ignore this reality. Since
those who collected and preserved the fragments presumably had access to more of the plays
than we do, and more of ancient literature as a whole, this allows us to use their choices as a
starting point. As an extension of this return to context, I shall also turn to the testimonia to

illuminate plot and characterization in my fourth and fifth chapters.
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Chapter 2: Euripidean Quotations in Stobaeus: Context and Content

The largest single source of Euripidean fragments, and hence my first choice for approaching the
question of the fragments’ contexts, is the massive anthology compiled by the fifth-century C.E.
Macedonian writer John of Stobi (commonly known as Stobaeus). Not counting the Dubia et
Spuria, the total number of Euripidean fragments in Kannicht’s volumes is one thousand two
hundred and thirty-two,®® and Stobaeus has provided us with four hundred and eighty-six of
those. Indeed, Stobaeus quotes Euripides more often than he quotes any other author (Campbell
1984: 54).7

Since his collection is comprised of quotations only, with no accompanying discussion or
contextualizing information, we may wonder how useful looking at these fragments as part of
Stobaeus’ larger project can be, and indeed whether it truly offers any context at all. By
examining both how Stobaeus has organized his anthology, however, and where he incorporates
Euripidean fragments and with what other quotes from non-Euripidean sources he classifies
them, it is my intention to show that, in fact, Stobaeus’ anthology does offer a substantial amount
of context, thereby determining what he reveals about the fragments as fragments. That is, | shall
show how the context in which they have been preserved and its organization affects our
understanding of the content of what has been preserved, a process | refer to as
“recontextualization”, and in doing so, I hope to illuminate how the lost plays of Euripides could

have been received by an ancient audience. | shall begin with a brief outline of Stobaeus’ work,

% This number does not match the number indicating the final fragment prior to the Dubia et Spuria
(1106) because it includes those fragments indicated with a letter in addition to the regular numeral (e.g.
62b) and excludes those fragments found in Nauck that Kannicht has reassigned (e.g. 312aN? = 472m).
Those with letters as well as numbers indicate fragments that were likely sequential in the original text,
so, for example, fragments 62, 62a, and 62b would come from the same section of text.

" While the excerpts of poetry are usually much shorter than some of the lengthy prose quotations, the
number of Euripidean excerpts is higher than that of any other author in the Anthology. See below for the
distribution of Euripidean quotations.
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its organization and content, and then take up the question of how Euripidean quotations from
both the extant and fragmentary plays fit into this large and, on first impression, unwieldy
corpus. After this, | shall consider how this larger picture can help to recontextualize quotations

that deal with gender from the fragmentary plays.
Format and Content in Stobaeus

An anthology divided into four books, which have survived intact for the most part,” Stobacus’
work was apparently intended as a collection of advice for his son, Septimius, although little is
known of either father or son beyond this work. The best clue we have for why and how
Stobaeus curated his anthology comes from Photius, the ninth-century Byzantine patriarch, in his
own collection, Bibliotheca. He tells us, in a paraphrase of the letter with which Stobaeus
prefaced the Anthology, that it is dedicated to Septimius, for his education and betterment (em
TG pubuiocal kol BeATiddoan T6) maudi TV ductv, Wachsmuth 1884: 4).”% It does not seem
that Stobaeus intended his son to take a definite message from all his selections, but rather that
he wished to provide both sides of certain issues, as several sections are followed by sections that
seemingly contradict them (e.g. 4.22.2, 6Tt oUk &yoBov TO yapeiv).”

The four books were later grouped into two sets of two, the first pair known as the
"Exhoyal ¢ucikai kol nbikat (Eclogae) and the latter pair, comprising the majority of the entire

collection, known as the ~AvBoAdytov (Florilegium).” These four books are subdivided into

™ Only the first book shows signs of abbreviation (Dickey 2006: 106), while many of the sections for
which Photius (see below) lists titles for book 2 are missing. Stobaeus’ collection is, in fact, the most
complete anthology of its kind to have survived from antiquity (Stanwood 1975: 142).

"2 Photius also describes the structure and subject matter of the entire collection, listing all the sections’
and subsections’ titles, as well as the authors quoted (Bibliotheca 167).

® This is particularly appropriate to the ambivalent Greek view of marriage.

™ For the purposes of this project, | shall follow the majority of scholars and refer to the entire collection
as the Anthology.
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over two hundred sections,” each of which Stobaeus heads with a subtitle, or lemma, that relates
to the quotations in that section (e.g. section 1.1 has the lemma oTi1 8eos Snuioupyos TGV
OVTWV kol SIETEL TO OAOV T TN)s Tpovolas Aoy kal Tolas ouclas UTapxetl, “That god,
creator of what is, both arranges everything with providence and is the source of what exists”).
Some of these sections are further divided, so that, for example, the twenty-second section of
book four (mepl yopou, 4.22) actually contains seven subsections, each with its own title (e.g.
4.22.1, oT1 kaA\IoToV O yauos, “That marriage is the finest thing”). As indicated by the first
title given here, the Anthology begins with metaphysical topics, moves into political ones, and
then, in the latter two books, focuses on ethical concerns. Of particular interest to this project are
the sections of book four that focus on marriage and children (4.22, 23, and 24), which contain
the majority of Stobaeus’ Euripidean quotations on women.

Within each section or subsection, verse quotations come first, then prose, but these are
arranged by content rather than author or chronology: so, for example, in section 3.4, Stobaeus
begins the poetic segment of the section with an extract from Sophocles, follows it with extracts
from Euripides, Hesiod, Menander, and then returns to Sophocles again, with no apparent change
in topic. He uses only Greek authors, roughly five hundred of them (in the paraphrased letter
mentioned above, Photius refers to philosophers, poets, orators, and politicians, as well as
historians, kings and emperors, and others) as early as Homer and as late as the mid-fifth century
CE Neoplatonist Hierocles, and never includes any Christian writers. The lengths of the
quotations are anywhere from a single line to multiple pages. Because it draws from this wide

selection of authors and genres, and provides a convenient gnomic sampling of them, Stobaeus’

" Photius lists two hundred and eight separate section-titles (Bibliotheca 167).



32

work was itself excerpted many times, particularly during the Renaissance period, due to an
emphasis both on returning to classical texts and on collecting sententiae.”

Stobaeus’ process of extracting from other texts has caused some scholars to question the
accuracy of the quotations we have in their current state.  Hense
shows how Stobaeus alters two quotations from Herodas by turning personalized statements into
general ones (1916: ix 2584). For example, where Herodas wrote MuAAL at line 67 of his first
mime, Stobaeus has replaced it with yuvat in his quotation (4.50.59).”" Campbell also shows
how Stobaeus achieved such impersonalization through selective quotation (1984: 55).” In
Theognis’ poem addressed to Simonides (467-96), for example, Stobaeus merely omits the lines
which call to Simonides directly, and begins his extract with a more generic-seeming second
person (3.18.13).”° Dickey argues that Stobaeus’ own sources were probably earlier anthologies,
rather than the texts themselves, and so subject to the same kind of distortion before he himself
used them (2006: 106). Luria argues that this is true in some cases, using the evidence of a single
source quoted twice in two separate sections that shows the same error (in this case, fr. 91 of
Philemon contains o for av at both 1.1.32 and 1.10.10) (1929a: 93). As well, he shows that
quotations are often credited to authors such as Solon when they are actually from another author
such as Plutarch (1929a: 94).

Luria suggests that subsequent copying of Stobacus’ text is the primary cause of its

distortion. Distortion is the best term to use in this case, as it does not seem that in quoting them

"® See Stanwood 1975: 141-2 for a list of the print editions and extractors of the Anthology.

" The original is as follows: TUAAL, Ta Aeuka TV TpIXV amapBAuvel Tov vouv “Gyllis, white hair
blunts the mind,” (Herodas 1.67), whereas Stobaeus’ version with yUvat in the vocative replaces the
proper name, Gyllis, with a general “Woman”. In the second example, another vocative, Kopittol
(Herodas 6.37), is replaced with the more general kopm, TU in Stobaeus (4.23.14).

78 Cf. Sider 1996 for omission of lines of poetry in Stobaeus that exemplify this process.

" Theognis’ poem contains the line und’ eUSovT’ emMéyeipe, Ziucvidn “Don’t wake the sleeping one,
Simonides” (469), and Stobaeus’ quotation begins nine lines after this at 479.
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Stobaeus himself altered the original texts any more significantly than in the above examples, but
rather that this distortion crept in later, both unintentionally and intentionally, when the
Anthology was recopied. Luria’s first explantion is that gnomic statements, taken out of context
and general (or generalized as above) as they are, lend themselves to misinterpretation and thus
mistranscription, despite the original copyists’ access to the longer works from which they are
drawn (1929a: 81). Beyond this, copyists are vulnerable to confusion caused by marginal notes,
and as the manuscript tradition moves forward, it is less and less probable that copyists have
access to the original works quoted (1929a: 82-4). Other distortions consist of rendering a line of
poetry in prose, such as the lines by an unknown author at 3.16.3, which follow and are followed
by poetry. This suggests one of two scenarios: either Stobaeus’ source was already flawed and
Stobaeus recognized this by grouping it with poetic quotes, or this rendering in prose occurred
post-Stobaeus. Intentional distortion in the manuscript tradition of Stobaeus, Luria claims, comes
primarily from later copyists with a theological or moral aim, so, for example, Beot becomes a
comfortably monotheistic 8eds (1929b: 225).%°

How then, are we to approach a text which seems so prone to distortion? Clearly we
ought to treat the Anthology as we do any other classical text, with the same awareness of
possible contamination. After all, the sources of distortion upon which Luria focuses are the
same vulnerabilities that any text from the ancient world suffered from through manuscript
transmission. Stobaeus is far from the only ancient author to lift quotations from their original
context, nor is he the only one to distort them or to be distorted in his turn by copyists. For the
sake of maintaining the focus of the present study, however, it is most important to focus on

those distortions that seem to have come from Stobaeus himself, namely his alteration of names

8 Luria gives the example of 3.1.26, from Isocrates’ To Demonicus (21), in which the plural Tous 6eous,
present in four separate manuscripts and codices, has been changed to Tov 6eov in another.
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and the omission of lines in an effort to generalize quotations. In these cases, it is not that
Stobaeus is providing us with dramatically incorrect information (such as inserting an entirely
different name, or turning a god into a human), but rather that he reduces our ability to use his
quotations as a source for understanding the plays from which they are taken. Meter provides a
useful bulwark in the first case, since altering a case or replacing a proper name with a pronoun
would often be obvious in poetry. In this case, Stobaeus’ alteration of his source text is easily
spotted. In the second case, corroborating evidence sometimes includes metrical form again, but
also consideration of plot wherever possible. As well, the primary context that Stobaeus does
contribute, his lemmata, provide some suggestion about how we can interpret the fragments;
while a single quotation may not tell us all we would like to know about a given play or
character, these section-headings can direct us to what aspects of characterization Stobaeus
found salient in them and perhaps indicate what types of distortion have occurred in specific

quotes.

Euripides in Stobaeus

Using the context provided by Stobaeus’ arrangement of the fragments within the framework of
his entire project, | intend to demonstrate that a clear pattern emerges in his use of Euripidean
quotations in the Anthology, showing that Euripides more than any other author was Stobacus’
first choice when discussing women in general, or marriage and children more specifically due to
the playwright’s choice of subject matter and his ancient reputation for misogyny. Because
Stobaeus had access to the fragmentary plays in ways that we do not, whether drawing from

other anthologies or from the play themselves, and because these fragmentary plays are far more
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numerous than their extant counterparts,®’ quotations from the fragmentary plays are more
numerous in the sections on gender than those from extant plays. In this part I shall first look at
the overall picture of all Euripidean quotations in Stobaeus, then at the distribution of the
fragments. After this | shall address how each fragmentary play is represented in this
distribution, and finally, how and alongside what other quotations those fragments dealing with
gender are allocated.

Overall, there are seven hundred sixty-two Euripidean excerpts in the Anthology, and
only two hundred seventy-six, or approximately thirty-six percent, of these are from the extant
plays (four hundred eighty-six are fragments).?? Of the total number of quotations from
Euripides, the vast majority, five hundred and thirty-three, are found in Stobaeus’ fourth book. In
many ways, this is unsurprising, since the first two books are concerned with metaphysical and
philosophical topics and therefore privilege the prose authors who deal with these more directly,
as opposed to Euripides, whose discussion of such topics is mediated through his plots.®® Book
3, which deals with generalized virtues of character, including arete (3.1), sophrosune (3.5), and
andreia (3.7), contains one hundred sixty-seven. The fourth book, also the largest of the
Anthology,®* has lemmata that mention topics both political and domestic, ranging from the
qualities of different types of rule (monarchy is best, 4.6) to slavery (4.19) to advice on marriage
(4.23) and the benefits of having children (4.24.1). The individual section containing the most

Euripidean excerpts (thirty-six) is 4.22.7, a subsection of 4.22 (mepl youou, “On Marriage”),

8 See ch. 1 for the numbers of extant vs. fragmentary plays.

82 Cf. the opening of this chapter for the number of fragmentary quotations in Kannicht (twelve hundred
thirty-two).

8 There are only sixty-two Euripidean quotations in books 1 and 2. The missing sections in book 2, for
which we have titles from Photius but nothing else, almost certainly contained some Euripidean
guotations, but, following the pattern of the sections we do have, were unlikely to have anywhere near the
amount in book 4.

8 As opposed to the others, it occupies two volumes in the edition of Wachsmuth and Hense.
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titled Yoyos yuvaikewv (“Censure of Women”).2® Quotations from his fragmentary plays follow
basically the same pattern of distribution as the entire group of Euripides’ plays, with a slight
majority found in book 4 (three hundred forty-eight). The section containing the highest number

of fragments, twenty-two, is 4.22.7.
Fragments on Gender

When we turn to the fragments dealing with gender, a similar pattern emerges. Stobaeus includes
seventy-nine quotations from fragmentary plays that directly address some topic related to
gender, including masculinity, sexuality, marriage, and femininity.2® Only four are found outside
of book 4, in book 3, with none in the first two books. The rest are in book 4, and unremarkably
the greatest concentration of these is once again in section 4.22.7. In addition to these, Stobaeus
has an entire section devoted to manliness, mept avSpeias (3.7), which contains five Euripidean
fragments.®” While these do not address the issue of gender in quite the same way as those which
relate the flaws of women do, by dealing with bravery, they do speak to the type of actions which
Stobaeus viewed as constituting the type of masculinity he presumably wished his son to
mirror.%®

Because Stobaeus seems to have meant for his anthology to guide his son as a man in

society, his chosen quotations will naturally reflect a particularly male perspective, with an

% Considering the classical reception of some of Euripides’ female characters (cf. Melanippe and Phaedra
in Ar. Thesm. 546-7) and the reputation for misogyny that the playwright developed, this concentration in
such a category is not surprising. There are several sections in Stobaeus titled oyos of something, often
opposing categories like wealth and poverty (4.31.3 and 4.32.2).

% For a complete list of these fragments, see appendix 3.

8 These are Bellerophon fr. 302 = St. 3.7.1, Archelaus fr. 245 = St. 3.7.4, Danae fr. 329 = St. 3.7.5, fr.
854 (inc.) = St. 3.7.8, and Oedipus fr. 552 = St. 3.7.9.

% The root of avdpeia clearly illustrates the impossibility of separating masculinity from courageous
actions. (Cf. its use in Arist. Rh. 1366b.11.) This does not mean that andreia as “courage” is the exclusive
domain of men. Cf. Soph. El. 983, in which Electra describes her own actions as displaying andreia.
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emphasis on the behavior desirable in a mature, educated man. As a genre created by men and
largely for men, tragedy also reflects a male point of view, but Stobaeus’ editorial choices
nevertheless are likely to distort the female perspectives (however filtered by a male playwright)
often present in tragedy. So while the Euripidean fragments found in Stobaeus contribute to a
more complex picture of the playwright’s use of gender, they probably represent a more
exclusively male perspective than do the plays of Euripides themselves. By taking these quotes
from their original contexts, Stobaeus replaces the voices of Euripides’ characters with his own,
erasing both male and female personae, and the circumstances which have shaped these
personae, as a means of advancing his own androcentric didactic platform.

The pattern of distribution of the Euripidean fragments raises the following questions:
Why is it that the densest concentration of them in the Anthology deals with gender? And if
Euripides was already known in classical times for his portrayal of women (see above), then
what new insight into Euripides’ corpus can we glean from Stobaeus’ choice of this playwright’s
words to teach his son about gender? | suggest that a combination of the following factors can
answer these questions: the lemmata under which Stobaeus arranges the individual fragments
and the distribution of the plays from which these fragments come. As | work through each
lemma containing fragments on gender, with an eye to which plays and characters are
represented in which part of the Anthology, | hope to show that the context in which Stobaeus
has placed them can inform our understanding of their content.

| begin with the three fragments connected with gender found in book 3, which are
concerned with masculinity, its lack, and the lack of that most masculine quality, self-control.®

This is demonstrated by the titles of the lemmata under which these fragments are categorized, in

% In the words of Zeitlin, manliness (andreia) requires “a willingness. ..to maintain control over self and
others” (1996: 6).
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the order in which | shall discuss them: mepi dpovnoecds (“On Sound Judgement™, 3.3), mepl
SetAlas (“On Cowardice”, 3.8), and mepl akpooias (“On Lack of Self-Control”, 3.18).
Masculinity, taking action, and self-control are immediately connected by Stobaeus through his
choice of quotations. I shall look first at how these three fragments interact with each other, then
at how they relate to the other fragments which Stobaeus has chosen as illustrative of andreia. |
shall also return in greater detail to the plays in which these fragments are found when I move on
to book 4 and its large quantity of fragments on gender.

The first fragment, from Antiope, comes from a debate between the title character’s sons,
Zethus and Amphion, at the beginning of the play, spanning fragments 182a-202. The play itself
is concerned with the familiar Euripidean motif of a young woman, divinely impregnated,
separated from her child(ren) by circumstance, and finally reunited with them.? (Antiope in this
case has been impregnated by Zeus.) The debate between the brothers contrasts the life of action
(as embodied by Zethus) and the intellectual/artistic life (as embodied by Amphion). Amphion is
more removed from the mainstream of society than his brother and characterizes himself as
preferring inactivity,”* as well as being a musician (he has just given a history of the lyre in
fragments 190 and 192), and the emphasis is on Amphion’s intellectual qualities versus Zethus’
physical ones.® Partially because it represents a significant amount of what survives of the play,

partially because of the political situation at Athens when Antiope was staged (probably around

% See both the chapters 1 and 4 for more on this plot-type. This basic plot is also found in the extant lon,
and the fragmentary Alope, Auge, Danae, Melanippe Sophe, and Melanippe Desmotes. For an extended
treatment of this motif in Euripides, and the playwright’s depiction of the children born of these unions,
see Huys 1995.

1 He claims that one who chooses activity (Tpacoeiv) over inactivity is a fool (ucdpos) in fr. 193 (=
St0b.4.16.2).

% Plato refers to this debate in Gorgias 485e-486d, where Callicles places Socrates in Amphion’s
position. For a full discussion of the debate between Zethus and Amphion and its implications regarding
participation in Athenian society, see Gibert 2009. For more on Plato’s use of the tragic genre as part of
his dialogue, see Nightingale 1995. See chapter 4 for a longer discussion of this debate.
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410),” and partially because this scene was being discussed as early as Plato (see n. 92), the
brothers’ debate over the virtues of political participation has stimulated much discussion.*

Zethus, prior to Amphion’s defense of his intellectual bent, criticizes the man who does
not properly participate in the oikos or the polis:®

avnp yop ocmg £V Blov KsKTnusvog

T HEV KOT® OIKOUS aus)\lo( TrO(pElg £QX,
uo)\rrouon & no@eng TOUT QEl anEUTm
OPYOS WEV OIKOI KO(V ToAeL ysvnoemu
4)1)\0101 8’ ouSels” M (bumg Yop ouxsTou
oTav YAukeias ndovis Noowv Tis 1.

A man who possesses a good livelihood

but neglects matters in his own house and lets them slip,

and from his pleasure in singing pursues this all the time,

will become idle at home and in his city,

and a nobody to those close to him: a man’s nature is gone

when he is overcome by pleasure’s sweetness. (fr. 187 = Stob. 3.30.1)

This is from the section mepl apylas (“On idleness”, 3.30), and articulates the idea that an
apolitical man who also does not run his household is no man at all, with inactivity resulting in a
loss of masculinity. Because masculinity requires constant action, lest it disappear, taking action
of the right kind is a means of maintaining masculinity.

Stobaeus also quotes part of Amphion’s defense of himself:

10 & 0obeves pou kal TO BNAV ceopaTos

KOKGS EMENDONS ™ €1 Yorp €U GPOVELY EX,

KPEIooOV TOS® EGTI KapTEPOU Pporlovos.

You incorrectly blamed the lack of strength and the femininity of my body;

for if I have good judgement,
this is a better thing than a strong arm. (fr. 199 = Stob. 3.3.2)

% As assigned by Collard and Cropp 2008a: 175. Cropp and Fick place it between 427 and 419 on
metrical grounds (1985: 70), but there is also a scholion on Ar. Frogs 53 (test.ii) that suggests it is post-
412. Collard and Cropp make their ca. 410 suggestion based on plot similarities to lon (ca. 414-10)
(2008a: 175).

% See Podlecki 1996 for an exhaustive account of the scholarship on this scene.

% Collard, Cropp, and Gibert note the aristocratic tone in Zethus’ comments (1995: 266).
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Stobaeus clearly selected this quote for its emphasis on judgement (0 dpoveiv), but the
secondary implication of these lines is that two factors can be used to assess masculinity: the
strength of the body and the strength of the mind. Amphion first claims that Zethus
overemphasizes the body as the center of masculinity, and then corrects this by identifying good
judgement as a better attribute than strength. But Amphion also betrays a fundamental
assumption: the inactive, weak body is equivalent to a feminine one (to 8’ acfevés pou kal To
BnAu  ocduaTos).*® What both Amphion and Stobaeus assert with this quotation is that good
judgement and its corresponding prudence are essential components of masculinity. When
reconsidered in the context of the entire agon, this fragment shows that Amphion argues that
physical activity is only one means of proving one’s masculinity. As an intellectual, he privileges
the mental over the physical and seeks to show that he is no less masculine, and perhaps even
more masculine, for doing so. In selecting this quote, Stobaeus offers two separate versions of
manhood to his son rather than a monolithic conception thereof.

The next fragment is from Archelaus, a play about a descendant of Heracles who was
betrayed by the Thracian king Cisseus, who, having offered Archelaus his kingdom and daughter
in exchange for his assistance against Cisseus’ enemies, tried to kill his new ally.®” Collard and
Cropp propose that this fragment comes from the initial negotiations between Cisseus and
Archelaus (2008a: 231), and | suggest that if this is true, then Archelaus is the speaker,
contrasting his own noble and thoroughly masculine character (he is a descendant of Heracles

and Zeus, after all) with the cowardice and inaction of Cisseus: 0 & ndus o1V 1) Kokn T

% Describing something as feminine (6nAus) often insinuates that it is delicate and therefore weak (cf. Ar.
Lys. 708, Soph. Trach. 1075, and Eur. Med. 928).

% Archelaus then travels to Macedonia, where he founds the city Aegeae, and so, along with the
biographical tradition, this play is given by Diodorus (17.16.3) as evidence of Euripides’ emigration to
Macedonia at the end of his career. Collard and Cropp see no reason to dishelieve this (2008a: 232),
although Scullion 2003 disputes this based on a reading of Aristophanes’ Frogs.
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avavdpia/ oUT’ oikov oUTeE TOAV avopBwiceiey av, “An enjoyable life and a sorry lack of
manliness can rebuild neither a household nor a city” (fr. 239 = Stob. 3.8.13).% Stobaeus’ choice
of the fragment as illustrative of attitudes towards cowardice supports this assignment. Indeed
the theme of courage through action strengthens the association between Archelaus and
Heracles, who was famous for this very thing (Collard, Cropp, and Gibert 1995: 336).

The absence of manliness (avavdpia) to which Archelaus refers is defined by the
absence of participation in rebuilding. Here rebuilding is a means of participation in society,
particularly at the level of the polis,®® but also of the oikos, a theme which repeats the content
with the agon from Antiope. This fragment, by its inclusion in the section titled “On Cowardice”,
insinuates that lack of this kind of action, and therefore lack of manliness, is concordant with
cowardice (Se1Aia), as taking no action at all is ultimately cowardly. Participation in the polis
and leadership of the oikos is a qualification for masculinity; not doing so by pursuing pleasure
above all makes one less than a man.

The fourth of these fragments requires discussion in greater detail, since it represents a
departure from idealized masculinity as portrayed in the first three fragments. Found in
Stobaeus’ section on lack of self-control, akrasia (3.18), this fragment is from Auge, a play of the
same plot-type as Antiope, this time with Heracles as the (semi)divine rapist, and with the baby
recognized in its infancy, rather than as an adult. In this fragment, Heracles apologizes directly to
his rape victim, Auge, saying: vov & otvos efeotnoe u’* opoloyw 8 oe/ adikelv, To &

9 4 b ’ b < ’ . . . .
adlknu’ eyEVeET’ oux ekouaiov, “As it is, wine drove me out of my senses. I admit I wronged

% See Katsouris 2004: 215-6 for a reconstruction of the conversation between Cisseus and Archelaus.

% Thus participation in the political sphere is one means of constituting manhood. Cf. Arist. Pol. 1252b,
in which slaves and women are considered to be of similar status when compared to a male citizen who
exercises political rights.
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you, but the wrong was not intentional” (fr. 272b = Stob. 3.18.19).* | shall address the full
ramifications of this apology as an apology for rape and why it is unique in this respect in
chapter 4 below. What | am concerned with here is the fact that Heracles has lost control from
excessive drinking and therefore has become an example of akrasia, which in turn makes him an
example of defective masculinity.

In consuming too much wine and then raping Auge, Heracles has shown a loss of self-
control so complete that he has committed a major transgression, but as | shall argue, this does
not have quite the effect on his masculinity that we would expect. Indeed, I question Stobaeus’
motivation for including these lines in a section on akrasia. If sophrosune (3.5) and enkrateia
(3.17) are qualities that Stobaeus seemingly wants to inculcate in his son, then why have wine be
the source of blame, rather than Heracles himself? Why is an excuse included? Or is it that
Heracles himself ought to be blamed, and Stobaeus has chosen these lines to illustrate that very
point (a question that our limited information on Stobaeus does not allow us to answer)?*™
Setting aside the fact that Heracles is the speaker of these lines, it seems that Stobaeus has
chosen them as part of a larger programme in this section. Of the preceding eighteen quotations
in section 3.18, fourteen connect overindulgence in drink with lack of self-control.*®? This

suggests that to Stobaeus, overconsumption of wine is practically synonymous with akrasia.

1% Although Stobaeus does not indicate the speakers in his dramatic quotations, the apology and mention
of drunkenness identify this speaker as Heracles. Huys 1989-1990 and Anderson 1982 both agree on the
speaker of fr. 272b in their reconstructions of the plot of this play.

! Indeed, Aristotle argues that drunkenness should double the penalty for a given crime (Nic. Eth.
1113b8).

192 These are the following: Soph. fr. 929 = Stob. 3.18.1, Sclerios = Stob. 3.18.2, Eratosthenes fr. 34 =
Stob. 3.18.3, Menander fab. inc. fr. 82 = Stob. 3.18.5, Philemon fab. inc. fr. 42 = Stob. 3.18.6, Philemon
fab. inc. fr. 99 = Stob. 3.18.7, Philemon fab. inc. fr. 100 = Stob. 3.18.8, Theogn. 627-8 = Stob. 3.18.10,
Theogn. 509-10 = Stob. 3.18.11, Aesch. fr. 393 = Stob. 3.18.12, Theogn. 479-86 = Stob. 3.18.13, Theogn.
497-8 = Stob. 3.18.14, Theogn. 499-502 = Stob. 3.18. 15, Theogn. 503-8 = Stob. 3.18.16, and Od.
14.463-6 = Stob. 3.18.17.
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If we reinsert this fragment back into its play, what does this suggest about Heracles’
masculinity? It seems that Heracles the drunk is lacking one of the definitive masculine virtues.
This is not, however, unusual in Euripides’ portrayal of this character (cf. Heracles’ awkwardly
comic appearance in Alcestis), nor in fact in regard to his mythic persona in general. Despite
being a paragon of masculinity in the ways that the quotes from Zethus in Antiope and Archelaus
identify (physical strength, heroic actions), the Heracles seen onstage in Euripides’ plays is also
one prone to excess, whether it be the drunkenness of Auge and Alcestis,'® or the divinely-
imposed murderous rage of Heracles. As Stobaeus shows us, the Euripidean Heracles displays
traits that are not ideally masculine, despite being an archetype of masculinity in Greek
culture.!%*

All these fragments suggest that masculinity is something that must be worked at.
Although this is true for femininity as well, the risk inherent in not taking action, and therefore
not displaying andreia, is that the inactive male becomes not only not male, but feminized, as
Amphion’s comment from Antiope shows. In the words of Cawthorne, andreia “is not a state the
male arrives at and relaxes into, indeed an aner must constantly prove, and, in the process risk,
his masculinity” (2008: 80).)®® The drunk Heracles of Auge reveals that this negotiation of
gender is a fraught and not always successful undertaking. From the content of these fragments,
it is quite clear that Stobaeus offered action as a means of defining andreia, and in accordance
with the etymology of the term, the two are entirely bound up in one another in the fragments of

Euripides that he chose. That is, masculinity requires action politically (which can take the form

183 E.g. Alc. 794-5. It is not uncommon for Heracles to be portrayed as straddling the line between male
and female, especially in the accounts of his stay with Omphale, when he dresses as a woman and she
takes up his club and lion-skin. See Loraux 1990: 28-9 for more on the feminine side of Heracles.

1041 shall explore this idea further in my discussion of Auge in the chapter on testimonia.

1% Cf. Ferrari 1993, who points out that the verb avSpoc refers to either making someone into a man
(active) or becoming a man (passive) and thus indicates that masculinity is constantly in flux (99).
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either of physical action or the practice of good judgement) and domestically (cf. the fragments
from Antiope and Archelaus), and courageous action makes one masculine.

Turning now to the wealth of Euripidean fragments in book 4, a more nuanced picture of
both masculinity and femininity begins to emerge, as Stobaeus focuses increasingly on matters
related to the domestic and conjugal sphere, with lemmata including mepi ~Adppoditns (“On
Aphrodite”, 4.20), Tepl youou (“On marriage”, 4.22) and olkovopikos (“The one who manages
the household”, 4.28). The five gender-related categories that | have identified in the book 4
fragments are love and sex, marriage, children and parenthood (with a particular concern for the
role of stepmothers), women as an entire category, and, as in book 3, masculinity (although this
is the lens through which all of these subcategories are filtered).’® In considering the Euripidean
fragments of book 4, I shall work through each of these subcategories, with special attention to
the lemmata under which they are classified as in the fragments | discussed from book 3.

For Stobaeus, as is also the case in Euripides and much of tragedy, love and sex are

107 1
| 10 d.108

primarily heterosexual,™" and due to the gnomic nature of his compilation, rather genericize
That said, there is much on offer here that is quite useful, particularly in terms of the individual
plays, in that these fragments can provide insight into how these issues were characterized.

Sexuality is bound to gender, partly because of Stobaeus’ favouring of heterosexual

106 As T discussed earlier, Stobacus’ selections are affected by his intended audience, and therefore
privilege the male perspective on these domestic issues, so that, for example, when the role of a wife is
the topic, it is from the husband’s point of view, or when it is children, it is vis-a-vis the father.

97 Two notable exceptions to this are Euripides’ Chrysippus and Aeschylus’ Myrmidons. Chrysippus told
the story of Laius’ (Oedipus’ father’s) rape of the title character. Aelian claims that Euripides
characterized Laius as the first Greek pederast (test. iva = Ael. NA 6.15). I shall examine this play more
thoroughly in chapter 4. Myrmidons includes references to the erotic relationship between Achilles and
Patroclus (frs. 135-7).

1% That is to say, Stobaeus has purposefully not included references to the individual romantic/sexual
partners in these cases. See Schmidt 2005 on Mimnermus for the effects of Stobaeus’ editing process on
the content and resulting critical interpretation of fragmentary works. See the earlier discussion in this
chapter on Stobaeus’ distortion of the original texts.
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relationships, but mostly because of the active/passive dynamic usually at play in representations
of sexuality in Greek literature.’® This dynamic conventionally places the male in the active

role, and feminizes the passive partner, even when he is male.™*

Any discussion of sexuality,
therefore, is implicitly also a discussion about gender.

Section 4.20.1 (a subsection of 4.20, wept ' Adpoditns) focuses on sex, both its pleasures
and its dangers. By beginning the section with the following fragment, Stobaeus makes this dual
nature explicit, and sets his programme immediately:

TT] 5’ Acbpo&m TOAN’ & EVEQTI TolkiAa

TEpTI’El Te ycxp uor}\lora KCXl )mrrer BpoTous-

TUXOIHI & aUTAS MVIK® EVHEVTS.

Aphrodite is very complex;

for she both delights and distresses mortals.

I wish I may meet her when she is kind. (Aeolus fr. 26 = Stob. 4.20.1.1)

This fragment is from Aeolus, in which Macareus, one of the wind-god’s sons, falls in love with
and impregnates his sister, Canace. The play, which deals with the delivery of their child,
Aeolus’ discovery of the infant, and Canace’s subsequent suicide, seems to have been Ovid’s
main point of reference for Heroides 11, which tells the story from Canace’s perspective.'*!

112
d

While it does not seem that Macareus’ feelings for his sister are reciprocated, ™ it is clear in all

199 Konstan 1994 argues that this is not always the case for the lovers of the Greek novel. Nevertheless,
the active/passive dynamic informs these later examples of symmetrical erotic relationships with partners
often shifting between being the active or passive partner (cf. Chloe’s transformation from active to
passive partner in Daphnis and Chloe).

10 cf. Dover 1978, especially 100-4. This is also famously the thesis of Foucault 1984 which Halperin
1990 develops further.

1 See Casali 1998 for a comparison between the two.

"2 The papyrus hypothesis for the play says that Macareus fell in love and then “corrupted” her
(“[e]pocBels 51é¢6£|pev” test. ii, 24-5), which is supported by a non-Euripidean quotation from
Stobaeus (5.a¢es.pm can be used to refer to rape) At 4 20.2. 72 under the lemma Joyos ~Adpoditns:
kol 0TI GaUAOS O EPEIS Kol TOOWV EIN KOKQV YeYovws oiTios (“Blame of Aphrodite; that eros is
bad; for how many evils it is responsible once conceived”). An excerpt adapted from Plut. Para. 312c
says that Macareus “violated” (¢R10cato) Canace. See chapter 5 for a longer discussion of the play, its
hypothesis, and other testimonia.
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versions of the story that his eros is the cause of her tragic downfall. This quote, which may
come after Canace’s death (Collard and Cropp 2008a: 13), typifies Stobaeus’ apparent message
to Septimius, that sex and love can be dangerous.

This was not an unusual idea in Euripides (nor is it at all unusual in Greek literature as a
whole). Since, like its second iteration,*** Hippolytus Veiled is a play that revolves around two
individuals’ inability to properly manage sex and love, it provides two quotes that articulate
Stobaeus’ emphasis on the potential for danger in one’s relationship with eros. As Foucault
showed in his work on the gendered active/passive paradigm of Greek sexuality, enkrateia (what
he terms “self-mastery”) is “virile by definition” (1984: 83). It follows that akrasia, especially in
the sexual realm, is feminizing. If one is immoderate sexually, one takes on the passive, feminine
role (1984: 84). Fragment 428 (= Stob. 4.20.1.3), possibly commentary from the chorus, reveals
that both Phaedra and Hippolytus, despite occupying opposite ends of the sexual spectrum, with
her being the inappropriate pursuer and him the fugitive from all sexuality, are equally guilty of
immoderation, albeit of different types: ol yap Kumpiv deuyovtes avBpwdmwv ayav/ vosouas’
ouoiws Tols ayav Bnpwuevols (“Those people who flee too much from Cypris are just as sick
as those who hunt for her too much,” trans. adapted). Excess and abstinence are equally
immoderate.*** Indeed, in a fragment under the same lemma, a character who seems to be
Phaedra, based on the use of the first person and on the actual content of the fragment, admits

that the struggle against eros is the most difficult of all:

3 Aristophanes of Byzantium tells us that Hippolytus Garland-bearer seems to have been a rewrite of
Hippolytus Veiled due to Euripides’ scandalous treatment of the subject matter (test. i). Most believe the
negative reception of this play was due to Phaedra directly approaching Hippolytus, as opposed to the
Nurse’s approach in the extant play. This is supported by Aristophanes’ labelling Phaedra a “whore”
(mopvn) at Frogs 1043. Roisman 1999 questions this and, unsuccessfully in my opinion, argues that
Phaedra’s approach to Hippolytus may have been successful in this version (408-9). Gibert 1997
questions Aristophanes of Byzantium’s statement, calling it “almost certainly a mere guess” (86).

' This sentiment is likely the chorus’.
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exoo S¢ To)\uns Kol 6pcxooug 6150(0K00\ov

EV TOIS‘ O(HT]XO(VOIOIV EU1TOp(,0TO(TOV

"EpwTa, TavTwy SucpoaxwTaTov Beov.

| have a teacher of daring and audacity who

IS most inventive amid difficulties—

Eros, the hardest god of all to fight. (Hipp. Veiled fr. 430 = Stob. 4.20.1.25)

From this it seems that love in this play must be fought against, and yet one must not fight too
hard against it. As in the extant Hippolytus, Hippolytus’ struggle against eros is presented as an
evil on par with submitting oneself entirely to it. In order to properly engage with society, the
individual must “enter into the necessary but inevitably ambiguous exchanges between self and
other” which eros entails (Zeitlin 1996: 223).'*

According to the Foucauldian model, Phaedra takes on the masculinized role of erastes as
the active pursuer in her relationship with Hippolytus in both of these fragments, and yet, also
remains feminized by her inability to exercise self-control. She simultaneously acts out the
stereotype of feminine passion in this pursuit. Hippolytus, on the other hand, as a young man
who has resisted Zeitlin’s “necessary exchanges”, is feminized, since he is a boy who refuses to
become a man, even beyond the realm of sexuality. This is effectively territory he already
occupies. But just as Heracles is feminized by his akrasia, Hippolytus retains some masculinity
through his enkrateia regarding eros, and so possesses feminine and masculine traits
simultaneously.

A lack of erotic control is assigned not only to women like Phaedra. Stobaeus also

includes a quotation from Euripides’ Antigone to show that men are vulnerable to this. Fragment

162 seems to be a comment on Haemon’s love for Antigone, which is fitting considering that

5 This is in reference to the extant Hippolytus play, but I think Zeitlin’s words are equally applicable
here.
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Euripides’ version of the story had Antigone marrying Haemon and giving birth to their son,
Maeon.™® This suggests that the play may have ended more happily than Sophocles’ version; the
inclusion of other fragments referring to love and marriage (161 and 162a) supports this.**” In the
case of fragment 162 (Stob. 4.20.1.4), Haemon’s defiance of his father is cast as the outcome of
his uncontrolled emotions:

avdpos &8’ opavTos eis Kumpiv veaviou

adUAOKTOS 1) TNPNOIS, WS KAV GauAos 7

TAAN’, E1S EPTA TGS QVNpP COPWTATOS.

When a young man looks to Aphrodite,

there’s no watch can be kept on him; for even if he’s bad

at other things, every man is clever in the pursuit of love.!*®
Something sinister, especially when applied to the character of Haemon, lurks behind these
words. Not only is Haemon struggling with self-control, but he can no longer be controlled by
others. Euripides’ use of the word Tnpnots (a “watching” or “guarding”) has both punitive (it is
used of a quarry that becomes a makeshift jail in Thuc. 7.86.2) and political undertones (Aristotle
refers to a Tripnois s ToAiTelas at Pol. 1308a30). Haemon’s love for Antigone in this play
literally places him both beyond punishment, which is a function of the polis, and beyond the
walls of the city itself as he joins her at the burial of Polynices (as per Aristophanes of
Byzantium’s hypothesis).

Stobaeus continues his warnings about the darker aspects of eros in the following lemma,
Joyos "Appoditns: kal 0TI aUAOS O EPWS Kol TTOOWV E1T) KOKQV YEYyovws aiTios (“The

blame of Aphrodite; that love is bad; for how many evils it is responsible once conceived”,

% Aristophanes of Byzantium relates these details in his hypothesis to Sophocles’ play of the same name
(test. iia).

"7 In Sophocles’ version, Creon characterizes Haemon as enslaved by his love for Antigone (cf. 1. 756),
but the sense of romantic happiness between the young couple is utterly missing.

8 | have chosen not to include the fourth line of this fragment, as the Greek is corrupt and suggests that it
is a non-Euripidean addition to the fragment. Kannicht obelizes the line and Wagner suggests a lacuna
prior to it.
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4.20.2)."° It is likely that the speaker in the following fragment is Atalanta, defending herself,
and her choice to remain a virgin prior to setting out to hunt the Calydonian boar to Althaea, the
mother of Meleager. Like Hippolytus, she is trying to avoid a necessary transition into adulthood
(motherhood in her case) through abstinence, and so rejection of sexual desire is to be expected.
Yet, when viewed as part of Stobaeus’ collection, with the context of Atalanta’s motivation for
saying such a thing removed, this fragment seems to get at the heart of what the other fragments
taken from Euripides in book 4 suggest: love and the sex that comes from it lead to a shameful
loss of self-control. Atalanta positions sex as the opposite of prudent behaviour: 1 yap Kumpis
TEPUKE TQY OKOTw GIAN,/ TO dds 8 avayknv TpooTiBnot cwdpovelv (“Cypris is a friend of
darkness, while daylight imposes a need for self-restraint,” fr. 524 = Stob. 4.20.2.50, trans.
adapted).

In addition to it being a source of shame (the reason that Cypris and darkness go
together), Stobaeus adds another shade to his presentation of desire, selecting a fragment which
pathologizes female desire, this time under a subheading in his chapter on marriage, titled yoyos
yuvaikav (“Blame of women”). Taken from Ino, the plot of which is not entirely clear but

120

which almost certainly involves the return of Ino to her husband’s court at Thessaly, " these are

121 & Bunta

likely to be the words of Ino herself, who has been spectacularly unlucky in love:
TPAYHAT’, @ YUVaIKELal Pppeves / ooov voonua Tnv Kumpiv kektrueba (“Oh, mortal dealing!

O women’s hearts! What a great affliction we have acquired in Aphrodite!”, fr. 400 = Stob.

19 Describing love as ¢palos, as both Euripides and Stobaeus do, indicates not only thoughtlessness
(both forethought and thought for others, cf. Euripides’ use of the adverb doauAcos at Her. 89 and lon
1546), but also inferiority, as in the fragment from Antigone.

2The plot of this play and the plots of the two Phrixus plays are often confused. The best source for this
play is Hyginus, Fab. 4 (= test.iii). See Luppe 1984 on the reliability of Hyginus for the plot of Ino.

2L 1 am referring to Ino’s frustration with her role as a second wife and stepmother which results in her
attempts to kill her stepchildren Phrixus and Helle, likely part of the plot of Phrixus A. See chapter 3 for
more on the plot of this play.
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4.22.7.183). The use of vdonua, which means “disease” and is frequently used of eros,'??
confirms what the other fragments on sexual desire have suggested, that a) erotic desire is
inherently dangerous in its assault on the boundaries of the self (cf. the impossibility of fighting
off eros in fr. 430 above), and b) women, or those who are womanly (note the use of
yuvaikelos), are particularly susceptible to this. It is entirely unsurprising to find such a quote
under this lemma.

Since 4.22, mepl yopou (“On marriage”), and 4.23, yopIKa TOPOYYEAUOTO
(“Instructions on marriage”), contain the bulk of the fragments from Euripides concerning
gender, | now turn to these sections and the image of marriage that they present. Stobaeus often
sorts his quotations into subsections which present opposing sides of the same topic, so, for
example, the first subsection of 4.22 is titled 0T kaAAioTov o yapos (“That marriage is the
finest thing”) while the second is titled 0TI oUk ayabov To yapelv (“That it is not good to
marry”).*?® He subsequently breaks his topic down even further, into more specific areas such as
courtship (4.22.4, mepl puvnoTeias) and the best age to get married (4.22.5, 0TI &V TOIS YGUOLS
TAS TV CUVOTTTONEVGV NAIKIas xp1 okomelv, “That it is necessary regarding marriage to pay
attention to the ages of those joining together”). Because of the variety and specificity of the
lemmata in 4.22, more than in any other section of the Anthology, Stobaeus’ selections are
revelatory of the types of conflicts about marriage foregrounded by Euripides in his fragmentary
plays. | have therefore classified the fragments from Euripides on marriage into two categories:
the good and the bad among wives, and the best circumstances for marriage. These

circumstances seem to primarily concern the best type of wife (meaning there is some overlap in

22 Noonua is similarly used to pathologize other undesirable phenomena, including tyranny (Aesch. Pr.
226-7) and injustice (Plat. Grg. 480b). Cf. the use of vocoua’ in fr. 428.
123 The first has twenty-seven quotations, while the second has thirty-nine.
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ideas, if not content, between these sections). Perhaps the selection of such fragments is a
reflection of Stobaeus’ overall purpose for his compilation, that of advising his son. (He does not
seem to concern himself with the idea that his son may one day be involved in choosing a
husband for his own daughter.) On the other hand, this is also consonant with the idea that, in a
marriage, it is the woman who is the variable factor; she moves between households as the
“(object) of social exchange” (Ormand 1999: 4) and the wedding is her rite of passage into
adulthood.’® The husband stays within his own household and his passage into adulthood is
marked by his participation in the polis. He is therefore conceived of as the stable factor in a

marriage.'®

If the wife is understood as the determining factor that shapes a marriage, then it is
fitting that Stobaeus focuses his advice in this way.

A male perspective on marriage is not Stobaeus’ only means of discussing marriage.
Tragedy as a genre and Euripides in particular also provide female (or rather, purportedly
female) perspectives, especially regarding marriage. As | examine the fragments on marriage, |
shall pay special attention to the assignment of the lines, so that | may see if Stobaeus favours
male or female characters’ words on this topic.

I begin with Stobaeus’ understanding of the benefits of marriage in 4.22.1, oTI

kaANloTov o yapos (“That marriage is the finest thing”). Stobaeus opens this section with a

quote from Oedipus that conveys the value of a wife as an object of exchange:'*®

124 By “adulthood”, I mean the state of no longer being a parthenos. The institution of male kureia meant
that no woman could claim to be an adult in the same way as a man.

125 Cf. Ferrari’s claim that a marriage was not understood as a necessarily permanent arrangement (2002:
194).

12 This is the theory applied by both Wohl (1998) and Ormand (1999) to tragedy, and which Rabinowitz
uses in her work on Euripides (1993). Lévi-Strauss originated this theory and it gained wide influence;
see esp. Rubin’s 1975 essay “The Traffic in Women: Notes on the ‘Political Economy’ of Sex”.
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HEYoAn Tupavvig avdpl TEKVA Kol yuvn
* *

lOT]V yop av5p1 oumbopow snvou )\syw
TeKVV 6’ auapTElV Kou TrO(TpO(g Ko xpnuava

aAoxou TE K55vng WS povmv TV XPNUATWVY
*

1| TeP1OOOV EGTIS avdpl, ceydpov’ v AafT...

Children and a wife are a great kingdom for a man...

for to lose children and fatherland and wealth

is a disaster for a man equal, | say, to losing

a good wife, in that his wealth alone...

Truly, it is better for a man, if he gets a virtuous [wife?]...(fr. 543 = Stob. 4.22.1.1)127
Since in this version of the Oedipus myth he is blinded by others (cf. fr. 541) and Jocasta does
not take her own life but rather follows him into exile (cf. fr. 545a), this fragment seems to come
from a scene in which Jocasta vows to support her husband upon his being sentenced to his

128 Wealth (xpnuoTa) and a wife (as well as

punishment and the two discuss their marriage.
children) are compared to each other, as they are in a fragment from Andromeda: Tv yop
mAoUTwV 08 &ploTos/ yevvalov Aexos supelv (“This is the best kind of wealth, to find a
noble spouse,” fr. 137= Stob. 4.22.1.11). Thus wives are part of a man’s acquisitions, the
equivalent of wealth.

The straightforward use of a possessive genitive (and a reappearance of the term Aéxos)
in a fragment from Danae make the wife/possession connection clear:

yuvn yap Eﬁe)\ﬁouoa TrO(Tpcocov 50uo.w

ou TV TEKOVTWV EOTI\I oA\ TOU )\sxoug

TO & GpOEV ¢ EOTT]K ev 50u01§ aen YEvos
Becdov TATPWWVY KAl TAGWY TILOOPOV.

2 The first lacuna is suggested by Weil, based on the change of subject from the first line to the second
(1889: 339-40), while Meineke, editor of the standard edition of Stobaeus that preceded Wachsmuth and
Hense 1884-1923, is the source of the second.

128 See Collard 2005 for a reconstruction of this play (57-62).
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When a woman has left her ancestral home

she is not her parents’, but belongs to her marriage-bed;

but male children stand always in a house

to protect ancestral gods and tombs. (fr. 318 = Stob. 4.22.7.148)*%°
When marriage is conducted properly, the woman ceases to belong to her parents, and moves on
to belong to her husband.**

A woman can provide benefit to the marriage not simply by being a type of possession
and therefore a mere object, but also by her active participation in the marriage. The right kind of
wife, such as the ccwadpeov in the fragment from Oedipus, can actually help a husband preserve
his possessions; this exercise of subjectivity makes her an “incomplete object” (Wohl 1998:
xxx). Though not associated with a specific play, fragment 1055 (= Stob. 4.22.1.9) offers a
complementary model of a wife’s role in the household, and here, it is the man who shows no
control: oikodpBopov yap avSpa kwAuet yuvr/ eaBAn Tapaleuxbeioa kol owylel Sopous (“A
good wife joined with him restrains a husband who is ruining his property, and saves the home”).
However, despite the emphasis on her agency, the good wife’s role is still to preserve her
husband’s possessions, which ultimately subordinates her actions by centering them on her
husband.

Thus we have seen not only that a good wife is the equivalent of wealth, but also that
when her husband is himself unable to, she can preserve the wealth of the household. This is in
fact part of her job as a wife (cf. the role of a good wife in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus 7). What
then does a bad wife look like in these fragments? Just as a good wife is a good possession, a bad

wife is equally a bad one, as seen in the following quote from Ino, from Stobaeus’ subsection on

why it is not good to marry (4.22.2):

129 This is not from the first subsection of Stob. 4.22, but the seventh, ydyos yuvaikav. It is likely
Acrisius, Danae’s father speaking here about his wish to have sons. This is supported by the version of
the story in Apollodorus (2.4.1).

130 Aéxos can also refer to a male spouse, as at Eur. EI. 481.
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VOOl YUVOIKGV 0U KAAMS KEIVTO TEPL”

XPTV Yop T(\)V E\’JTUXOGVG 0TS TAEIOTOS EXEIV
{yuvalKag en‘rsp Tpo¢n Sopots napnv}

cog ™y KO(KT]V HEV EEEBO(ME SWHOTWVY

TT]V & ouoow ¢obAnV Ndecos sowCETo

vuv & gls ulow B}\erroum Klv5uvov usyav
plﬂTOVTES ou yap TGV Tporroav nenpwuevou
vudas €s oikous eppaTiovTal BpoTol.

Laws are not made well concerning wives:

the prosperous man should have as many as possible

{if his house were to maintain them},

so he could throw the bad one out of his home,

and be pleased at keeping the one who actually is good.

Now, however, they look to one wife, and risk much on the throw;

for people take wives into their houses like ballast,

with no experience of their ways. (fr. 402 = Stob. 4.22.2.36, trans. adapted)

This scenario takes the concept of wife as possession to its logical conclusion: a bad wife ought
to be jettisoned like so much extra cargo. Collard and Cropp attribute these lines to Ino (2008a:
439). She could be expressing her disapproval of Themisto, perhaps out of bitterness that when
her husband thought she was dead, he replaced her. The notion of risk in bringing a wife into an
oikos in line 6 recalls the idea of the woman as the variable factor in a marriage (as discussed
above).

Stobaeus’ chosen Euripidean fragments also reveal that a bad wife can be absolutely
dangerous to her husband. Fragment 1060 (inc. = Stob. 4.22.7.141)"*! frames a wife as a curse:
exBpoiov €in morepEav SauapT’ Exev (“I wish a hostile wife on my enemies!”).** Lines
from Cretan Women thought to belong to Catreus make the threat a wife can pose concrete:'*®

YOUEITE VUV, YOUELTE, K&To BurjokeTe/ ) dopUOKoIGIV €K yuvaikos T} Sohots (“Well, go on

and get married, get married and then die through either poison or plot from your wife!”, fr. 464

I The lemma here is Joyos yuvaikav.

32 The use of moAepios couches this in military terms.

133 These are probably said in response to the discovery of the adultery of his daughter, Aerope (Collard
2005: 54).
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= Stob. 4.22.6.121). Just as the truly exemplary wife of fragment 1055 is judged to exercise of
agency, so is the absolutely terrible one.

A further set of quotations verifies that this dichotomy is consistently at work in
Euripides’ fragmentary plays (as in myth and tragedy generally). The first, not assigned to an
individual play, sets up the two classes of wife | have discussed above:

oU TTOVTES OUTE SUOTUXOUGIV €S YOHOUS

oUT’ gUTUXOUGL" Guudopa 8’ Os av TUXT]

KOKTS YUVaikos, eUTUXEL 8 E0BAT)S TUXGIV.

Not all men are unfortunate in marriage,

nor fortunate: but it is disastrous for any who gets a bad wife,

while any who gets a good one is fortunate. (inc. 1056 = Stob. 4.22.3.70) **

Fittingly, Stobaeus places this in the third section of 4.22, 0TI Tols pEV ETdEAT TOV YooV,
Tols 8t aoUudPOV O TGV CUVATTTOMEVGY OTeTEAecE Tpomos (“That the character of those
being joined aids marriage for some, but is misfortune for others”). The second, from one of the
Alcmeon plays,*® is found under the same lemma and contains the dichotomy within a single
woman:

yuvoika kol cddeAiav

Kol VOGOV avdpl PEPELY

HeyloTowv...

That a wife brings a husband

both the greatest help

and the greatest harm...(fr. 78 = Stob. 4.22.3.74)*%®
The third, from the same subsection as the other two, articulates what the second, and to a

certain degree the rest of Stobaeus’ selections on marriage, implies: pokopols 00TIS gUTUXED

yopov AaPwv/ eobAns yuvaikos, eutuxel 8 o pn AaPwv (“Blessed the man who has had the

134 This idea is prevalent in Greek literature and can be found as early as Hesiod (cf. WD 702-4).

3 The lack of specific attribution is a common issue with fragments from the plays which share title
characters.

3% The rest of the third line is obelized due to its uncertain metre and unclear sense and thus | have
omitted it.
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luck to get a good wife, and lucky the one who has not got one at all,” fr. 1057 = Stob.
4.22.3.72). According to this fragment, every wife has the potential to be a bad one.

While the above fragments establish the opposing poles of the good and the bad wife,
they do little to propose what a good wife actually is, beyond an adequate property manager (cf.
fr. 1055). Although this was an important role for a woman, in the tragic world as well as in
Classical Athens, these fragments do not address how one should find a wife who can do this. |
shall now present the fragments from 4.22 and 4.23 which do this by recommending the ideal
character, behaviour, age and even social class for a wife. As seen in the fragments above, good
wives are characterized as owdpwv and eobAn (a generic enough term for “good” but
consistently used in this context). This is also true in fragment 503 (= Stob. 4.22.6.132), from
one of the Melanippe plays:

uergiwv )\éKTng, HETPICOV 8E YO UV

HETO owdpoouvns

Kupoo BunTolctv aploTov.

Moderate unions, and moderate marriages

with self-discipline

are the best for mortals to find (trans. adapted).

Self-control (ccodpoouvn) in a wife is just as valuable as in a husband, if not the most important
virtue a woman can possess (cf. North 1977), although women express this quality somewhat
differently than men do. But whether women are capable of this self-control is another question,
and the answer in the fragments is “not very”. Most likely referring to Atalanta’s lack of
feminine modesty, Althaea in Meleager distinguishes between the good (¢o8An) wife and the bad
on the basis of their behaviour: svSov pévoucav Tnv yuvdlik’ eivat xpecv/ eobAnv, Bupact &’

alov Tou undevos (“A wife who stays at home is certain to be a good one, and one who spends

time out of doors is certain to be worthless,” fr. 521 = Stob. 4.23.12). Here, a woman who
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confines herself to the controlled sphere of the oikos is the best type of wife. The “worthless” one
will probably be unrestrained and therefore not practice self-control.

Fragment 463 (= Stob. 4.23.2) from Cretan Women is probably another of Catreus’
laments about the unmanageable nature of women:

ou yap ToT’ &vSpa TOV ooq)év YUVO(IK\I xpﬁ

Bouvou xa}\lvous ou5 O(q)EVT Qv KpaTslv

TIOTOV y0(p OUSEV ¢ EOTIV’ el O¢ Tis KUpEl

yuvaikos €66ATs, eUTUXEL kakov AaBadv.

The wise man should never ease the reins on his wife,

nor relax them and let her take control;

for there is nothing trustworthy about her. If anyone gets a virtuous wife,

he enjoys good fortune from something bad.**’
This recalls fragment 1057 in its ultimate censure of all women, regardless of character. Since a
man cannot watch his wife all the time, a servant will do, as in Ino fr. 410 (= Stob. 4.28.2).%
Finally, because a wife should stay at home and submit to her husband’s control, she becomes
his de facto slave: maoo yop Souln mepukev avdpos 1 cwdpov yuvn,/ N 8t un cwdpov
avola Tov Euvovd’ umepdpovel (“Every sensible wife is her husband’s slave; the wife without
sense despises her partner out of folly,” fr. 545 = Stob. 4.22.3.85).2%° This indicates that the best
wife is entirely obedient to her husband, in the manner of a slave.**® When a wife is not under
her husband’s control, she will control him: SetA&v yuvaikes SeamoTdv BpacuoTouol (“Weak

masters have outspoken wives,” fr. 3 = Stob. 4.22.7. 161).14

3" The use of xaAvds recalls Aesch. Ag. 1066, in which Clytemnestra wishes Cassandra would “take the
bit” and behave. Marriage and sex are frequently compared to horse-training in Greek literature.

138 This is from Stobaeus’ section on household management, olkovou1kos (4.28).

139 Collard includes this in the scene from Oedipus in which Jocasta confirms her support for him (2005:
61).

Y0 Aristotle compares the nature of women to that of slaves at Pol. 1252b.1-5, suggesting that this
dynamic in marriage was thought of as natural in broader Greek society.

I This is from Aegeus, and thus likely refers to Medea, a prime example of the uncontrolled woman.
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Two factors which can augment a man’s ability to control his wife are social class and the

age of both spouses. In the first case, a line (from either Antiope or Antigone)**?

urges a man to
marry at his own level (kaf’> autov, fr. 214 = Stob. 4.22.4.93), while a passage from one of the
Melanippe plays details why not doing this is problematic:

0001 yauouol M yeven KpElOOOUS‘ yauoug

M ﬂo)\)\a xpnuaT OUK ETIOTOVTOI yauslv

T& NS YUVOIKOS YOP KPOTOUVT’ €V SGOHAGIV

Soulol Tov Gudpar, KOUKET 0T’ EAeuBepos.

TAOUTOS &’ ETTOKTOS EK YUVCIKEIGV YUV

avonTos* al yop Stahucels <ou> padial.

Men who marry wives above their rank,

or marry great wealth, do not know how to make a marriage.

The wife’s interests prevail in the household

and make a slave of the husband, and he is no longer free.

Wealth acquired from marriage with a woman is unprofitable;

for divorces are (not) easy. (fr. 502 = Stob. 4.22.4.94)

A wealthy wife inverts the conventional power structure in a marriage, so that the man is now
slavish.

In focussing on the ideal age for marriage in the fifth subsection of 4.22, o1 ev Tols
YOUOIS TOS TV GuvaTTopvwv nAikias xpn okomelv (“That it is necessary regarding
marriage to pay attention to the ages of those joining together”), Stobaeus expands his scope to
include recommendations for the best husbands, but the negative consequences of a mismatched
marriage still originate with the wife. In more of Acrisius’ complaints about his lack of sons
from Danae, he protests that an elderly husband is hateful (ex6p0s) to a young woman (fr. 317=

Stob. 4.22.5.115). This is echoed in Phoenix fr. 807 (= Stob. 4.22.3.116).1* Fragment 804 (=

Stob. 4.22.5.109), line 3 of the same play shows why this is truly dangerous, identifying the same

142 Dye to their similar titles and the tendency of ancient scribes to confuse them, several attributions are
unclear (Collard and Cropp 2008a: 158).

43 Here the elderly husband is mikpos (“bitter” and therefore a source of enmity). The speaker is likely to
be Amyntor (Collard and Cropp 2008b: 406), who, by favouring his concubine, caused his wife to send
their son, Phoenix, to sleep with the concubine in revenge.
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reason which is found in the quote on wealth from Melanippe, namely the power imbalance:
Séomova yap yepovTt vupdicy yuvn (“For a wife rules over an aged bridegroom™). These
three passages also ascribe a great deal of agency to the wife, for she is the one who hates and
rules over her elderly husband, making her a dangerous match.

Stobaeus is somewhat contradictory in his choice of Euripides’ fragments that address the
alternative, marriage to someone closer in age. In Aeolus, the title character, in response to his

1% tells him that marrying a wife of

son’s proposal that the wind-god’s sons marry his daughters,
the same age is ill-advised, as women age faster than men (fr. 24 = Stob. 4.22.5.111). But in a
fragment of Antigone, Haemon expresses his preference for a marriage to Antigone, who is likely
close to him in age: eyw yap ew AekTp’ o Tol KoADs exev/ Sikaiov €oTIv olol
ouyynpacouat (“For I shall have a marriage which should rightly do well, | tell you, with a
wife with whom I shall grow old,” fr. 162a = Stob. 4.22.5.113, trans. adapted). This may be
partially due to Haemon’s obvious eros for Antigone (see above), but this may also be a path to
marital success that Stobaeus recommends for his son. This also suggests that, despite the
potential for variability in importing a wife into the oikos, stability is possible and is in fact the
goal in selecting the right wife.

This type of sentiment, one in which the possibility of some type of equality (however
superficial, as in the example above) within marriage is hinted at, also appears in one of the
Phrixus plays. Here, a good wife should share in her husband’s problems: Sikot’ eEAe€e xpn yop
gUVale TOoEl/ yuvaika Ko Tos Tuxas depetv ael (“He spoke justly: a wife should always

join the husband of her bed in bearing their troubles,” fr. 823 = Stob. 4.23.31).2* This indicates

' This is probably an agon scene (Collard and Cropp 2008a: 13).
S This is probably the chorus speaking. It is unknown whether the speaker the chorus refers to is Ino,
possibly after her identity has been revealed.
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that viewing one’s wife as a difficult slave needing active control and full of evil plots against
her husband is not the only model of marriage in the fragmentary plays.

There are two unattributed fragments which speak to the type of husband a man should
be. The first praises an affectionate husband: yuvaiki 8 0ARos, v mootv oTepyovT’ exn (“It is
happiness for a woman if she has a loving husband,” fr. 1062 = Stob. 4.23.15). The second warns
of what can happen to the excessively controlling husband, and in doing so offers an image of
womanly self-control. In fragment 1063 (= Stob. 4.23.26a), the wise (codos) husband is told not
to keep his wife indoors (line 3), since giving her access to the world beyond the oikos will in
fact satisfy her and make sure she stays out of trouble (lines 6-7). In contrast, the husband who
controls his wife too much, as fragment 463 suggests, is called foolish (uaToios, line 11) and
helpless (axpelos, line 16). This stands out for its contradiction of the usual Greek ideal of the
sequestered upper-class woman and in fact suggests a positive, rather than disastrous, outcome
when a wife is granted some freedom.*® Again, it confers a certain degree of agency onto a wife
who will balk at her husband’s dominance. Of all of the fragments on marriage, this one stands
out the most, because nowhere else in Euripides is there another example of this type of
advocacy for the freedom for women.

Upon examination of the identifiable speakers in these fragments, something intriguing
appears.'*” While the sample size is too small to definitively deem this a pattern, identifying the
speakers introduces an element of characterization to these sentiments. Aside from Haemon in
162a, those who express concern over the age of a wife are older men and the fathers of young

adults (Aeolus in 24, Acrisius in 317, and Amyntor in 804 and 807). Those who advocate for

1% | say ideal here, because the practice may have been flexible and dependent on social class. As Just
points out on the topic of women’s seclusion in Classical Athens, ideology and actual day-to-day practice
are two very different things (1989: 113-14).

Y| have excluded those cases in which the speakers are completely unknown and those in which the
chorus speaks.
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husbands’ control though are older women (Jocasta in 545, who says that a woman should be her
husband’s slave, and Althaea in 521, who expresses concern over women leaving the house).'*
It seems that characters in these plays who have been wives for a long time are more likely to
support the traditional view of marriage.

Parenthood is another topic with obvious relevance to gender roles about which Stobaeus
advises his son in section 4.24, wepl moddv (“On children”). The fragments from Euripides
dealing specifically with gender roles in connection with this topic appear mostly in its second
subsection, 0TI aoUNPOPOV TO EXEIV TEKVA, Kol adnAov gl 1810 TAV EXEV VOUILOVTwY, KAl
unde BeTous moieioBan (“That having children is useless, and it is unclear whether they belong
to those who think they are theirs, and one shouldn’t even adopt™). The lemma alone speaks
strongly to anxieties about fatherhood among the ancient Greeks, and the three fragments taken
from Euripides included in this group further articulate this, in each case from the father’s
perspective.

The first source of anxiety is the character of the children, and as with taking a wife,
fatherhood can be presented as a no-win situation. In his eponymous play, Oenomaus, the father
of Hippodamia, seems to be expressing his concern over his daughter’s potential marriage:149
UMYV 8’ EYwYE KOUK £XG HaBELY,
1T’ oV GUEIVOV 0TI YlyveoDal TEKVa
Buntoiow €T’ dmando kapmousha Biov.
opco yop oug HEV OUK s<bu00(v ae}\lovg,

OOOlGl & enow oudev z—:umxeorspoug
KO(l ycxp |<ou<01 yeymTeg exBion vooog,

Kaw av ysvvam ocoq)poveg— KOKOV PEYO(—
AuTrouat Tov ¢pucavTa un Tabwol Ti.

148 The exception to this is Acrisius in 463, who must be reacting to his daughter’s sexual freedom.
19 The story of Oenomaus’ condition for the hand of his daughter, winning a chariot race, is well-known
from Pind. Ol. 1.
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I myself am uncertain and cannot learn for sure

whether it is indeed better for mortals to get children,

or to enjoy a childless life.

For | see that those who have no children are miserable,

while all those who have them are in no way more fortunate:

if their children turn out bad, they are a most hateful affliction,

and if on the other hand they are well behaved— a great distress, this—

they make their father anxious that something may happen to them. (fr. 571 = Stob.
4.24.2.17)

The uncertainty of being a father (i.e. whether one ought to be a father or not) is even worse here
than being a husband in the passage discussed above, since at least husbands have the option of
escaping that anxiety through divorce (cf. 1057), while fatherhood is an irreversible state. The
idea of fatherhood (or the lack thereof), according to Oenomaus, can be a source of concern to
those who have no children to support them into their old age.

But what of those who are adoptive fathers rather than biological? This is a cause for
major concern, since the children being raised within the oikos are not blood heirs.**® In
Erechtheus, the title character needs to sacrifice his own child in order to save Athens from

invasion, ™

and it seems that there was some discussion over whether a child ought to be
adopted to serve this purpose and prevent the sacrifice of one of Erechtheus’ biological
children.™ Erechtheus rejects this plan when he claims that adopted children (8etot) are only
“pretences” (SoknuoaTa), especially in comparison to biological children (ta ¢puvTa, fr. 359 =

Stob. 4.24.2.28). This in fact would be “cheating” the gods. The same concern over what is

natural also appears in Melanippe Captive, in regard to Melanippe’s twin sons by Poseidon, who

150 While adoption was rather common, and was especially useful in cases where there was no heir for an
oikos (see Rubenstein 1993, ch. 4 for the primary reasons for adoption in Athens), adopted children did
not have the same rights of inheritance as biological ones, who could not be disinherited in favour of their
adopted siblings (MacDowell 1978: 100).

! This information comes from Lycurgus’ speech Against Leocrates 98-101 (= test. ii), in which he uses
Erechtheus’ sacrifice as an example of the type of patriotism that Athenians should emulate.

152 For the identity of Erechtheus’ own children, and the question of whether he had sons, see Collard,
Cropp, and Lee 1995: 151.
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have been adopted by Metapontus; perhaps the speaker is his wife, who is protecting the interests
of her own sons with Metapontus.™* Regardless of who is speaking, adoption is presented as an
aberration:

10T 8" Gdpaav cov 0TS GTEKVOS GOV TO 1Y

1T0(150(§ eupououg eng 60uoug EKTT]OO(TO

TT‘|V uonpow £1S TO UN Xpscov TrO(pO(OTpscbcov

co yap Beol 81801 un q>uvou TEKVOL,

ou xp1 uaxecBot Tpos To Belov, AN’ Eav.

A man who has been childless

and then has adopted the children of others into his home,

distorting his destined lot into what should not be,

should realise he is a fool.

A man who is destined by the gods to be childless

should not fight their will but should let it be so. (fr. 491 = Stob. 4.24.2.26)

To adopt is to circumvent one’s fate (Uolpa). If this is indeed spoken by Metapontus® wife, by
depicting her stepsons as an aberration, she is by extension claiming protection for herself
through the biological connection to the children of the household.

The reaction of a second wife to her stepchildren is often fraught, at the least, and
Stobaeus chooses two quotes which fit comfortably into the well-established mythological and
literary trope of the saeva noverca.™* The first, from Aegeus, is an obvious reference to Medea,
who tried to kill Theseus upon his return to Athens: Tepuke yop TS TaiGl TOAEUIOV yuvn/
Tols mpoobev N uyeloa SeuTtepa TaTpl (“A woman is somehow hostile towards the children
of a previous marriage when she is their father’s second wife,” fr. 4 = Stob. 4.22.7.157, trans.

adapted). This argument, located under the lemma yoyos yuvaikav, normalizes the attempted

crime of Medea, making it seem that this is a choice that any woman would make under the same

153 She may have adopted the boys herself when she was initially unable to have children, as in Hyg. Fab.
186 (= test.iii).
154 See Watson 1995, esp. ch. 1, for a full history of this type of myth.
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circumstances.™ This belief is also expressed elsewhere in Stobaeus’ choice of fragments, such
as Ino’s statement in one of the Phrixus plays, where she says c3s oUSev Uylés Gpaol UnNTEUICS
dpovelv/ voboior maicty, v dpuhaEopar Yoyov (“They say that stepmothers have no good
intentions towards another’s children; I shall be on my guard against such people’s blame,” fr.
824 = Stob. 4.22.7.197, trans. adapted).™*®

Children are not always such sources of anxiety though, and Stobaeus, as is his habit,
presents both sides of the issue. In the subsection mepl vnicov (“On infants”, 4.24.4) and in the
section omol0s TIVaS XET EIVal TOUS TTOTEQGS TEPI TA TEKVQ, Kol OTI GUGIKT] TIS QVAYKT)
aupoTepous els Stabeatv ayel (“What sort of man a father should be regarding children, and
that a natural compulsion brings both into harmony”, 4.26), he incorporates fragments which
show the natural love children elicit from their parents. In her eponymous play, Danae fantasizes
about having a son and its effects on her:**’

TO()( av rrpog aym)\alol Kol OTEpVOlS‘ EHOLS

mTvcov cx@upon Ko d)l)\nuava ox)\oa

qjuxnv eunv KTnoouTo TaUTA YO P BpOng

dIATpoV HEYIoTOV, ol Euvousial, TATEp.

Perhaps (he) would fall into and play in my arms and at my breast

and win my heart with a host of kisses:

for these things exert the biggest spell over mortals,

their intimacies, Father. (fr. 323 = Stob. 4.24.4.53, trans. adapted)
It is not only mothers who are susceptible to children, but everyone, as they are considered a love
charm (¢i1ATpov, the same term used by Danae) in Alcmene fr. 103 (= Stob. 4.26.6).

The other side of this relationship, the children’s feelings toward their parents, is also

treated in the Euripidean fragments of Stobaeus. In the section oTi xpn Tous yovels Ths

4 ~ ~ \ ~ ’ \ b b < b ~ ’
K('XST]KOUO'T]S‘ TIUNS K('XTGgIOUO'eCXl TOPX TWV TEKVWV, KX1 €1 EV XTTXCOIV UTOLS TTEIOTEOV

> Euripides also has Melanippe comment on this type of hatred in Melanippe Captive (fr. 493).
1% The irony in Ino’s statement is obvious, as she plots to get rid of her stepchildren.
57 This is possibly once she is pregnant after Zeus’ visit.
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(“That it is necessary for parents to be thought worthy of proper esteem by their children, and
whether there must be obedience amongst all of them”, 4.25), the love of children for their
mother is described as incomparable: ok toTi pnTPos oudev Ndiov Tékvols (“Nothing brings
children more joy than their mother,” Erechtheus fr. 358 = Stob. 4.25.4). But in keeping with his
emphasis on a man’s role, Stobaeus also includes this unattributed fragment, which aligns a son
with his father at the expense of his mother:

o’()\)\’”loe’ éuoi LIEV OUTOS oGK’éOTou véuog,

TO un ou o unTsp Trpoodpl)\n veuslv el

Kou Tou 6u<ouou KOl TOKGV TGV ocov XOPIV.

OTEPYw 88 TOV PUCOVTA TAV TAVTWY BPOTRV

noAtod’: opile TouTo, Karl ou un dBovel:

KELVOU yap éf;éﬁ))\otoTOV' oud’ av £ls avnp

yuvaikos audnoetev, aAha Tol TaTpos.

Know this, however: it will be my role always

to hold you dear, Mother;

it is what right requires, and a return for your giving me birth.

Yet | cherish him who begot me beyond all mankind:

this is what | have determined, and you are not to grudge it;

for it was from him that | sprang, and no man
would call himself a woman’s son, but his father’s. (inc. 1064 = Stob. 4.25.7)

158
So while there is love for a mother, the most familial affection is due to the father. This also fits
well with a patrilineal society in which a son (and therefore an heir) identifies with his father and
his father’s household, as the speaker makes clear in the last two lines.

If mothers and wives, two of the primary roles women occupy in tragedy (and in Greek
society), are so open to censure in Stobaeus and receive only a smattering of praise, what about
the entire gender of women? Since Stobaeus dedicates an entire subsection to blaming women

(4.22.7), the picture is somewhat skewed in favour of the negative, but, as with his selections on

wives, this also reflects the general case with tragedy and the broader society to which it

158 Collard and Cropp suggest that this may fit in Phoenix, in which the title character shows his loyalty to
his father over his mother (2008b: 60, n.1).
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responds. Good women who are primary characters are outnumbered by bad ones onstage, and
when they do appear, they often cease to be such good women over the course of the play.* As
with my earlier discussion of wives in Euripides, I shall begin with a collection of the fragments
on bad women and then look at the very few that praise women.

Because of subsection 4.22.7, there are many quotes on the evils of women. Unlike many
of the other sections that censure, there is no positive counterpart to this subsection. Due to the
sheer volume of this type of fragment, | am not able to examine each one at length, but rather I
shall group them by content. Unsurprisingly, given Hippolytus’ misogynistic bent and the
commentary on Phaedra’s behaviour in this play (see above), two quotes from Hippolytus Veiled
appear here. The chorus compares women to a fire, in that they are difficult to fight
(SuopaxwTépot, fr. 429 = Stob. 4.22.7.176),*° and Theseus is warned never to trust a woman,
even when she speaks the truth (fr. 440 = Stob. 4.22.7.180). This gets at the idea that women are
persuasive, and their words are not trustworthy, which Althaea uses against Atalanta in
Meleager: H10c yuvoika <Taoav> ek ToowV 8¢ GE/ TIS ToVnpa Tapy’ Xoua’ <eiT’>— el
Aéyet (“ 1 detest every woman— and you above all of them— who has done wicked deeds and then

defends them with fine words,” fr. 528 = Stob. 4.22.7.190).

9 E.g. Hecuba in her eponymous play. Most of the women who would be characterized as “good”
following the standards of Classical Athens are parthenoi (e.g. Ismene, Iphigeneia, and Polyxena).
“Good” gunai (e.g. Helen in her eponymous play, who is intended to contrast with the more famous
“bad”version) who remain so throughout the course of a play are very rare.

1% This exact claim, that women are SucpoaxeTépot, is made in fr. 544 (= Stob. 4.22.7.140) of Oedipus.
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Women are also characterized as the most horrible evil of all, in a way that men are not
anywhere in tragedy.'®® This occurs in Phoenix (fr. 808 = Stob. 4.22.7.191) and in one of the
unattributed fragments, in which women are said to be worse than a stormy sea or river, the heat
of fire, and poverty (fr. 1059 = Stob. 4.22.36, vv. 1-3). Later in the same fragment, this evil is
described as beyond description: oUT’ av ygvolTo ypappa TolouTov ypadT/ ouT’ av Aoyos
dei€eiev (“There could be no such picture drawn, nor could speech describe it,” lines 5-6).
(Although Euripides has taken a fairly good stab at doing so!)

The results of such a negative view are equally drastic: all women are to be hated, as in
fragment 498 (= Stob.4.22.7.146) from either of the Melanippe plays.'®? Because of this hatred
directed toward women, men also ought to speak ill of all women, as in Aeolus fragment 36 (=
Stob. 4.22.7.155). The onslaught of misogyny continues with Bellerophon in Stheneboea saying
that there is no greater insult than to be called “utterly evil, and a woman!” (TTorykokioTn Kol
yuvr,, fr. 666 = Stob. 4.22.7.168).'% Reading these en masse, as they have no attribution to
specific speakers, Euripides’ reputation for misogyny may seem to be well-earned.®* But
looking at them as quotes from speakers with specific motivations causes one to reconsider this

by addressing the process of dramatic characterization.

%l1no fr. 401 (= Stob.4.22.7.182) comes closest to describing men in the terms in which women are
usually described (i.e. utterly evil), but only does so in a periphrastic manner:

q)su

00 TO Gn)\u SUGTuxsoTspov ysvog

rrsd>u1<sv avdpdV- sv TO Tolol yap KO()\OlS

TOAG AeAeITTTa KT TOIS GlOXPOIS TTAEOV.

Alas!
How much more unfortunate the female sex is by nature
than that of men: it is left far behind in good conduct,
and yet further in bad.
192 The speaker’s mother is the lone exception to this.
183 Collard and Cropp suggest that this is directed at Stheneboea’s nurse as in Hipp. 616-68 (2008b: 137,
n. 1).
164 Cf. the testimonia to this effect at Kannicht 2004: 99-101.
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Even though Stobaeus does not provide a positive counterpoint for each negative
fragment, there are some that take a more balanced approach. The following fragment from
Protesilaus makes it clear that this is not the only manner in which to approach all women in
Euripides’ fragmentary plays:

OOTIS‘ 8¢ mooas OUVTleslg \|sz51 )\oyco

yuvouKag s&ng, OKO(IOS‘ EOTI KOU oocpog

no}\)\wv Yop ouov Tnv HEV EUpT]CElS‘ |<0(|<r]v

™V & cdomep NSe AU’ EXOUGOY EUYEVES.

Anyone who puts all women together and blames them

indiscriminately is foolish and not wise.

There are many of them, and you will find one bad

while another is of noble character, as this one is. (fr. 657 = Stob. 4.22.3.76)'®
This passage serves as a reminder that perhaps the characters who utter such absolutist
statements about an entire gender are also meant to be read as, if not foolish, then excessive in
their opprobrium (cf. fr. 428 from Hippolytus Veiled). Because they are deprived of context and
condensed in Stobaeus, these statements seem more excessive. Because they are not attached to a
specific character or plot point that we can assess alongside these lines, they are harder for us to

assess in terms of the strength of their content. That is, we do not have the lens of

characterization to aid us in analyzing them.
Conclusion

What then can we take from Stobaeus’ organization of his selection of Euripides’ fragments? |
suggest that his lemmata conveniently identify issues present in Euripides for us. We should not
necessarily consider Stobaeus’ choices representative of the lost plays, but rather select
highlights among the many topics Euripides deals with that illustrate Stobaeus’ own

preconceived notions. Although the selection of quotations from a given play may not represent

1% The final line may refer to Laodamia, who may or may not have committed suicide at this point.
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its main theme, the quotes that Stobaeus has chosen allow us to see some of the concerns that
Euripides dealt with in his fragmentary corpus, which in turn confirms patterns that have been
identified in his extant works. Although we must always be aware of Stobaeus’ programme of
selecting advice for his son, Septimius, the issues he identifies that are related to gender are
actually representative of those that are prevalent in the fragments as a whole. These include the
qualities that a man ought to possess (most of the lemmata in Book 3), the problems associated
with erotic desire (4.20), and the many anxieties related to marriage and children (4.22 and 4.24).
Because of his interest in providing both sides to most issues, Stobaeus’ didactic programme is
not always evident, beyond an apparent wish that Septimius seek a middle path between
extremes (which corresponds very well to the Classical Athenian mindset).

The fact that an entire subsection, one that is longer than the others in its section, can be
devoted to the flaws of women (4.22.7) and contains many Euripidean quotations from both the
fragmentary and extant plays indicates that the fragmentary plays too were a fertile hunting
ground for this type of rhetoric, and that negotiating the perceived threats that women posed to
men occupies a great deal of space in the fragments, as it does in Euripides’ extant plays.166 Even
when women are portrayed somewhat positively, as in fragment 463, the threat of their
misbehaving remains in the background. In both Euripides and Stobaeus’ advice to his son, men
must constantly and cautiously negotiate their relationships with women and therefore Stobacus’
choice of quotations reflects Classical Athenian concerns about gender (as identified in the first
chapter). Marriage and children figure prominently, as does the role of desire. But in framing his

collection as advice for his son, Stobaeus also causes us to look at how these ideas affect men as

1% A survey of the fragmentary quotes on gender-related issues gives a tally of twenty-eight clearly
misogynistic quotes and seven that clearly praise women. | have not included those that both praise and
blame women.
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well as women. His choices therefore draw us to consider masculinity in the tragic as well as the

Classsical Athenian context as much as we do femininity.
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Chapter 3: The Contexts of Non-Stobaean Fragments of Euripides

In the previous chapter, | showed how even the minimal context provided by Stobaeus can shape
a reading of the fragments through the process of recontextualization. In this chapter, | shall
further explore this idea as | take up the contexts of the remaining fragments and the wide variety
of sources in which they have survived.’® Aside from Stobaeus, the remaining Euripidean
fragments come from roughly one hundred nineteen authors, lexicographers, and anthologists,*®®
which range in date from as early as Plato’® to as late as the Suda, which dates to the 10"
century CE.}® While many of these contain only one or two fragments and none even
approaches the massive amount from Stobaeus, three authors stand out for their significant
contributions to the corpus of Euripides’ fragments: Clement of Alexandria (forty-eight
fragments), Plutarch (one hundred thirteen), and Athenaeus (thirty-seven).

The three authors listed above also represent the heaviest concentrations of Euripides’
fragments that deal with gender. In this chapter, as | examine the plays which contain significant
concentrations of non-Stobaean fragments, | shall also seek to answer the question of why these
sources contain so many fragments on gender in comparison to our other sources for Euripides’
fragmentary plays. Clement’s selections from Euripides, with the exception of a single fragment

in his Protrepticus (inc. 907), are all found in >Tpwuata (most popularly known and so

referred to henceforth as Miscellanies), a seven-book collection that presents a variety of

®Those found in Aristophanes will be discussed in chapter 6, while the papyri discoveries will be
discussed in Appendix 2.

1% Due to the nature of these sources, this is merely a rough approximation. In calculating this number, |
counted those works falsely ascribed to individual authors separately, such as Pseudo-Plutarch’s On
Homer. Scholia on a single author, such as those on Homer or Pindar, were considered as coming from a
single author, as were collections which were compiled over time by many hands, such as the Suda.

1% Plato was born approximately thirty years before Euripides’ death, making him a much younger
contemporary of the playwright.

70 For a full list of the sources of Euripidean fragments, see Kannicht 2004.
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quotations from Greek authors in order to discuss Greek philosophy and theology from a
Christian perspective. Those found in Plutarch come mainly from his "H6ika (Moralia), a group
of writings on a wide variety of topics ranging from the worship of Egyptian deities to erotics,
and written in a variety of styles.!™ Athenaeus’ are from his AeimvocodioTal (Learned
Banqueters), his extensive assemblage of Greek culture framed as dinner conversation.

In other cases, individual sources or authors contain the key fragments for a specific play
and offer insight into its reception, as in the case of Plato’s Gorgias and Euripides’ Antiope or
Lycurgus’ Against Leocrates and Euripides’ Erechtheus. | shall therefore examine these two
plays, several fragments of which are also found in the three authors above, in detail here. | shall
begin with an examination of the patterns | have found in the fragments from the three authors
with the highest concentrations of fragments from Euripides mentioned above, and then move on
to the special cases of Antiope and Erechtheus, seeking to understand how the contexts which

have preserved these fragments can aid in our understanding of their content.
Euripidean Fragments in Clement’s Miscellanies:

As with Stobaeus, Clement has a very clear modus operandi in collecting quotations from Greek
authors, that is, showing how they support his own theological perspective. Unlike Stobaeus, his
interest lies in Christian theology, as a teacher of the subject in Alexandria in the second half of
the second century CE. However, like Stobaeus, he very probably subtly adapted certain
excerpted passages to suit his agenda (Mahat 1966: 200), which was often to show how pagan
Greek authors could buttress a belief in Christ (Osborn 2005: 24).1"2 He approaches his Greek

material in a more aggressive manner than Stobaeus does, since he is often trying to prove

"1 Several are also found in the sections of Moralia attributed to Pseudo-Plutarch.
172 Oshorn also points out that Clement, whom he calls “the most Greek of the early Christian writers”,
was seeking the truth of these pagan texts in Hebrew scripture as well (2005: 25).
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something about the Greek authors that does not apply to their work (i.e. their usefulness for

supporting Christianity) and in doing so, seems to manipulate the original cultural context to a

greater extent, whereas much of Stobaeus works comfortably within that cultural context.
Miscellanies is a collection of seven books which deal with a wide variety of topics (as

the name suggests) ranging from faith and philosophy to a dismissal of paganism. Throughout,

Clement includes excerpts from a variety of Classical and Hellenistic authors used to make a

given point. Of forty-seven Euripidean fragments in Miscellanies, fourteen focus on gender.

Each chapter of the Miscellanies is given a heading, and again, as with the lemmata of Stobaeus,

several of the fragments on gender appear in a section that is focused on women. Thus chapter 20

of book 4 deals with good wives. Clement’s overall theme here is that if a husband is sufficiently

good, his wife will follow in his footsteps. Yet one of Clement’s choices of supporting

quotations reveals that he has ignored at least one glaring fact about the marriage it describes.

Probably in the closing scene of Oedipus,'” Jocasta is pledging her loyalty to her husband/son as

they go into exile:'"™

oOSeuiow cvnoe KaA\os s’lg néow F,uvo’(opow

O(psTn & cvnoe no}\)\as TooX yap KEcSvr] yuvn,

T]Tls cvapl OUVTETT]KE 0co¢povslv ETIOTOTAL.

npra HEV yap Tout’ \fmapxsl KOV auopq)og T TOoIS

xpn BOKEIV euuop¢ov €lval TN YE Vouv KEKTT]UEVT],

ou yop od)GoO\uog TO <TAUTO> KPIVOV EGTIV, 0()\)\0( vous .

€U Aeyetv 8' oTOV Tl )\sﬁn xpn 80|<s|v KOV U )\syr],

KGKTTOVETV OtV TOJ XUVOVTI TTPOS Yol LEAAT) ‘ITO\)EI\)

ndu &, nv kokov Tobn T1, cuckubpwTalelv TOCE!L

aAoXOV €V KOlVed Te AUTMs Nidovns T’ EXELV HEPOS.

ool & EywYe kal VOGOUVTI GUVWOscoUaS’ aveEEopal
\ ~ ~ ~ 4 b \ 3y /
Ka KOKGIV TV 66OV EUVoIow, KOUSEV EGTO oL TTKPOV.

13 Following Collard’s reconstruction of this play (2005: 57-62).

% See my discussion of fr. 543 from this play in the previous chapter. Kannicht has reordered the
fragment from Clement’s presentation of it, which is as follows: 7-8, 9-10, 11-12, 1-3, and 4-6 (each
separately).

' This line is defective, probably as a result of Clement’s adaptation to suit his needs.



74

Beauty has benefitted no wife with her husband,

but virtue benefits many. Every good wife

who has melted in union with her husband knows how to be sensible.

For this is the first foundation: even if a husband is not handsome,

to a wife with sense at all he ought to seem handsome;

for it is not the eye that judges (these things), but the mind.

She must think, whenever he says anything, that he speaks well, even if he does not;

and work to achieve whatever she means to work at to please her partner.

It is pleasing too, if he experiences some trouble, for a wife to put on a gloomy face with

her husband,

and to join in sharing his pain and pleasure.

I will endure sharing your suffering along with you,

and help to bear your troubles; and nothing will be too harsh for me (fr. 545a = Misc.

4.20.125-126, trans. adapted)
Clement has already mentioned the idea that women should be utterly faithful, even indentured,
to their husbands in a chapter dealing specifically with women and slaves, when he quotes
Jocasta as saying that a woman should be her husband’s slave (fr. 545 = Misc. 4.8.63.3).""° But
when we return to Clement’s inclusion of Jocasta’s speech in a section on ideal wives, her
devotion to her husband becomes more apparent. When Jocasta’s speech is read in the context of
the play, the circumstances of the marriage highlight this. Because the events in this play roughly
followed those of the Sophoclean play (with the obvious exception of Jocasta’s suicide, Collard
and Cropp 2008b: 3), we can read Jocasta’s speech here as a realistic depiction of what marriage
to Oedipus is going to be like now that he has been blinded and they are heading into exile
together. Obviously Clement has glossed over the incestuous circumstances of this marriage
(which would place it well outside his conception of ideal marriage, cf. Misc. 3) in favour of
foregrounding an image of a wife as help-meet, an idea which he mentions immediately after
quoting lines 4-6. This demonstrates that Clement is essentially “cherry-picking” from Greek

literature to find the sententiae that support his agenda best, with little to no regard for the

original context, literary or cultural, of the quotes.

176 Clement’s version of this is likely corrupt, but we have a more trustworthy version of these lines in
Stobaeus (4.22.85). Cf. ch. 2, p. 29.



75

In addition to describing the behaviour of the perfect wife, Clement also shares with
Stobaeus an interest in the appropriate ages for marriage-partners, revealing that this was a
concern that Euripides returned to several times. In this case though, the fragments that mention
this topic are not found in a section dealing with marriage, but rather one in which Clement’s
concern is to prove that the Greeks plagiarized from one another (6.2). He lists quote after quote,
each one sharing an idea with the previous one to demonstrate his point, and so it is here that we
find three fragments that are concerned with age and marriage. The first is inc. 914 (= Misc.
6.2.8), which says that marrying an age-mate will leave a woman planning evil (BouAeuel koko)
since her husband will be seeking other bedmates. Aeolus 24 (=Misc. 6.2.8), which | discussed in
the previous chapter, immediately follows this, suggesting that a young woman ought to marry
an older man, since her youth will fade faster than that of a man her own age. Phoenix 807 (=

Misc. 6.2.14, also mentioned in the previous chapter)'”’

claims that an elderly husband is hateful
to a young wife. Clearly, since these are not even from a chapter devoted to the topic of
marriage, and repeated enough that Clement could choose these excerpts as an example of the
author’s so-called “plagiarism”, this conflict was a distinctive theme in Euripides, and in the case
of Phoenix, what set the plot in motion.!™

Although not present in the same large number as they are in Stobaeus, the arrangement
of the fragments on gender from Euripides found in Clement reveals much of the same

information as that of the anthologist. Marriage seems to be what Clement focuses on in

Euripides’ fragmentary plays, which is unsurprising since he is known to have been very

"7 Clement falsely attributes this to Aristophanes.
178 This play follows the classic “Potiphar’s wife” storyline, from the story of Joseph and Potiphar’s wife,
who falsely accuses him of rape, found in Genesis 39.1-20, as outlined in Jouan 1990.
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interested in marriage and its regulation.'” By lifting excerpts out of their original context,
Clement, like Stobaeus, allows us to observe trends that occur across several of Euripides’ plays
but due to his obvious agenda in selecting these excerpts, his choices cannot be taken as

representative of all such themes.
Plutarch’s Moralia

Unlike Stobaeus and Clement, the late first-century/early second-century philosopher and
biographer Plutarch does not have one overarching goal in collecting quotations from Classical
authors, other than engaging in the display of paideia that is a hallmark of the Second
Sophistic.®® He quotes from Euripides’ fragmentary plays over one hundred thirteen times

(many of these are quoted more than once), ™

mainly in his collection of philosophizing essays,
dialogues, and speeches on varying topics, known as the Moralia. With one exception,'®* the
fragments on gender are all found in the Moralia, scattered among works on topics ranging from
Epicureanism to the oracle at Delphi. As in the cases of Stobaeus and Clement, Plutarch pulls
quotations from their original contexts in order to illustrate his own ideas. Unlike the other two,
however, Plutarch seems to have no one overarching didactic purpose, but rather a series of

individual ones. Instead, he uses these quotations in service of these varied goals, but primarily

as a means of displaying his familiarity with Classical Greek culture.

% He often modifies the word youos with ccddpeov, which indicates his interest in a marriage that
displays “well-ordered desires” (Osborn 2005: 237, n. 34).

180 For a brief description of how paideia and the display thereof operates in the context of the Second
Sophistic, see Goldhill 2001: 17. For an outline of the intellectual milieu of the Second Sophistic, see
Whitmarsh 2005.

181 E 9. Bellerophon fr. 309 = Plut. Mor. 529e and 807e.

182 This is Antigone 161, itself found in a fragment of Plutarch quoted by Stobaeus.
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Aside from fragments that are related to individual characters and their portrayals,'®

which | shall address in discussing those plays specifically, Plutarch often seems to have used the
lost plays as sources for quotations on love and desire. Two of these are found, unsurprisingly, in
Plutarch’s Platonizing dialogue on love, Amatorius. Told from the perspective of Plutarch’s son,
it tells the story of a wealthy widow, Ismenodora, and how she falls in love with a younger man,
Baccho, pursues, and eventually marries him. In the process of telling this story, Amatorius
touches on female eros, especially as it pertains to marriage.® In a discussion of Eros and
Aphrodite and their roles as deities, the first line of Danae 322 is included as an example of the
insults given at times to Eros, but at others to his mother: tpws yap apyov kami TolouTols
tpu (“For desire is naturally idle and inclined to such things™).'®> Collard and Cropp suggest that
this fragment is about the gold discovered in Danae’s chamber, in which her father, Acrisius, has
imprisoned her and where Zeus has impregnated her in the form of a golden shower (2008a: 324,
cf. Huys 1995: 110). When Plutarch highlights the insulting nature of this apparently neutral line,
it becomes clear that this and the lines that follow it are used to reproach Danae (Huys suggests
that the gold is assumed to have been used as a bribe to the guards, 1995:110). Acrisius has
already complained about the difficulty of guarding women (implicitly suggesting his concern
with preserving Danae’s virginity) in fragment 320 (oUK 0TIV OUTE TEIXOS OUTE XpPTuorTo/
ouT’ aAAo SuadpulokTov oudev s yuvr, “There is no wall, no wealth, nothing else so difficult
to guard as a woman”), and upon his failure to do so, blames Danae for her pregnancy.

Later in the same dialogue, when discussing the power of eros and what it gives to

mortals, Plutarch uses an excerpt from Stheneboea: mointnv &po/ “Epcws SiSookel, kowv

183 These are Alexander 62h = Mor. 379d, Erechtheus 360 vv. 7-10 = Mor. 604d, Melanippe Wise 481 v.
11 = Mor. 390c and 431a, and Scyrians 683a = Mor. 34d and 72e.

184 For more on the Platonizing aspects of this dialogue, see Rist 2001.

'8 The first line and the remaining four lines are also found at Stob. 4.20.30. The latter expand on the idea
introduced in the first line, suggesting that the wealthy are more likely to fall in love due to idleness.
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apoucos T To mpiv (“After all, Love teaches a poet, even if he’s previously lacking in skill,” fr.
663). He also quotes the same lines in On the Pythian Oracle (405e), where he claims they mean
that eros can only stimulate a pre-existing talent, and again in Table-Talk (622c), where he uses
them as the title of a discussion that concludes that eros causes the lover to try many things.*®®
Another example of the Potiphar’s wife plot-type (cf. n. 56), Stheneboea tells the story of the
title character’s failed seduction of Bellerophon, who has come to be purified after committing
murder.’®” When she fails, she accuses him of rape to her husband, Proetus, who plots to have
Bellerophon killed.'®® Bellerophon himself recounts much of this in the opening lines of the play
(fr. 661). The “poet” referred to in this quote must therefore be Stheneboea herself, who has
pursued the young man “with words and trickery” (Aoyouct...kal SoAw, fr. 661, v.8).

This fragment’s context in Amatorius, with its story of Ismenodora and her younger
beloved, adds a sinister shade to both Euripides’ play and Plutarch’s dialogue, pathologizing
both Stheneboea and Ismenodora through connection with one another.'®® That the quote from
fragment 663 appears multiple times as an example of what eros inspires in lovers (female
versions of erastai in the case of Amatorius) suggests that Euripides used it to characterize
Stheneboea negatively. Plutarch confirms the uncontrollable nature of eros’ effects on her by
citing a description of the strength of her desire in How to Tell a Flatterer from a Friend:
vouBeToupevos & tpws/ udAov mieCer (“When desire is reproved, it becomes more pressing,”
fr. 665 = Mor. 71a). He equates this type of desire with an infectious disease (n kokio

avomipTAauevn, 71b).

186 Cf. Plat. Symp. 196e, which quotes the end of this fragment.

87 Homer tells the same story at 11. 6.155-66.

8 The similarity of this storyline to the Hippolytus plays is noted by Aristophanes when he has
Aeschylus label both Stheneboea and Phaedra “whores” (mopvai) at Frogs 1043. Jouan suggests that
Stheneboea was Euripides’ first play to explore this type of plot (1990: 190-1).

189 The reaction of the speakers of this dialogue to Ismenodora’s pursuit of Baccho is quite negative.
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Indeed both Plutarch and Euripides seem to find love problematic in excess, but equally
when it is absent, and both struggle with the idea of self-control. In Philosophers Ought to
Converse with Men in Power, Plutarch uses a fragment from Hippolytus Veiled to illustrate the
idea of moderation in one’s personal relationships: ol yap Kumpiv ¢peuyovtes avbpameov
ayov/ vooouo’ opolws Tols ayav Bnpwpevols (“Those of mankind who flee too much from
Cypris are just as sick as those who hunt after her too much,” fr. 428 = Mor. 778b).*° This is an
obvious reference to both Hippolytus’ and Phaedra’s immoderate approaches to eros, and
resembles the fragments on Stheneboea’s love for Bellerophon discussed above in its
pathologizing of eros. Aside from the social boundaries these desires cross, it is excess which
Plutarch’s selections from Euripides bring to the foreground. Like Euripides, Plutarch in

Amatorius is deeply concerned with female eros and its consequences.
Athenaeus’ Learned Banqueters

In Athenaeus’ late second-century CE collection, Learned Banqueters, Euripides’ concern with
eros is once again foregrounded. Like that of Plutarch, Athenaeus’ work is a product of the
Second Sophistic and is concerned mainly with the display of paideia. This is perhaps the ne
plus ultra of this type of collection, both in terms of its scope and its sheer size (fifteen volumes
in its current condition plus an epitome).™* It is structured as an account of a series of banquets
hosted by the wealthy Larensius, at which the guests hold forth on a prodigious variety of topics,

from philology to cuisine. It follows the tradition of sympotic literature established by Plato and

%9 discuss this in the previous chapter as well, since Stobaeus also uses this quote.
91 McClure puts the original number of volumes at fifteen, based on the single manuscript of Athenaeus,
the Marcianus Codex (2003: 33). Several of the books are incomplete.
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Xenophon in the fourth century B.C.E.,**? and in such a setting, it is only appropriate that the
guests broach the topic of eros.*®?

I shall begin my discussion of Athenaeus by looking at the fragments quoted in book 13,
which deals with eros in several forms, but especially as it pertains to women.*** As is perfectly

in keeping with the sympotic genre, at the beginning of this book, the philosophers in attendance

195

take turns reciting quotations about love and beauty,”™ including Perseus’ statement from

Andromeda:

ou & & Becdv TUpavve kavbpwTwy  Epws,

ﬁ un. Bf&xcke T Ka)\d Baiveabon kahd,

T TOIS £PEITIV GV OU SNHIOUPYOS €l

uoxBouot uoxeoug EUTUXOJS‘ OUVEKTTOVEL.

Kol ToUTa HEV Spcdv Tiulos BvnTols gom,

um 8pcdv & UT o Tou Tou Sidaokesbot GiAglv
adoatpebnon xopiTas ols Tiuaol Ct.

And you, Eros, tyrant over gods and mortals—

either don’t teach us to see beauty in what is beautiful,

or help those who are in love to succeed in their efforts

as they suffer the toils that you yourself have crafted.

If you do this, you will be honoured by mortals,

but if you do not, by learning to love as their aim

they will deprive you of the thanks with which they honour you. (fr. 136 = Ath. 13.561b,
trans. adapted)*®

Perseus’ speech is in keeping with a quote from Euripides from one of the other philosophers in

attendance at the dinner, which addresses the painful aspects of love, hinted at by Perseus

192 Romeri suggests that the most coherent and fruitful reading of it comes from viewing it as part of this
tradition (2000: 256-7). It is also influenced by the genre of deipna, comic retellings of dinner parties
featuring stock characters familiar from New Comedy, such as slaves, cooks, and parasites (McClure
2005: 34). There are no other extant deipna.

1% As in both Symposia and Plutarch’s Amatorius, Aphrodite, Eros, and eros are all used to refer to
various aspects of erotic desire.

194 Book 13 is most famous for its catalogue of famous courtesans from Hellenistic Athens.

19 Cf. Plat. Symp. After the literary symposia of Plato and Xenophon, this becomes one of the tropes of
the genre.

19 perseus delivers this speech after deciding to rescue Andromeda just as he sets out to slay the Gorgon
(Collard and Cropp 2008a: 126).
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(ouvekmovel, v.4). Similar language is used to describe the effects of love in line 8, after the
philosopher has begun by describing the pleasure of love:
Tols & aTeENEOTOIS

TV TOUSE TTOVCIV UI|TE CUVEINV

XWPIS T aypledv VaIolUl TPOTTV.

To & £pAV TPOAEY W TOIGI VEOIGIV

UM TOTE PeVYELY,

xpnofat & 0pbcds, oTav eAOT.

May | not be among those

uninitiated in his toils,

and may | also keep clear of his savage ways!

To the young | say,

never flee the experience of love,

but use it properly when it comes. (inc. fr. 895, vv. 6-11 = Ath. 13.561a)

Although this fragment is unassigned, we can nevertheless see a reiteration of the concerns over
the proper use of love (xpnofot 8 opbcds, v. 11) seen in the fragments from Plutarch (cf. frs.
428 and 665 above).

At the same time, running through the quotes from both Athenaeus and Plutarch is the
idea that love is an externally imposed force, with the god holding the ultimate power, and the
individual, as in the case of Stheneboea, suffering under Eros’ or Aphrodite’s hand. Toward the
end of Book 13, talk at Athenaeus’ table returns to the unconquerable power of love, and after a
quotation from Aphrodite’s opening speech on her own powers in the extant Hippolytus (3-6), an
excerpt from Auge confirms one of the important roles of eros in Euripides:

"EpwTa & 00Tis pr) Beov kplvel pEyav

T) OKO10S ECTIC T) KAV ATTEIPOS GV
> 3 \ / > / 4
OUK O10¢ Tov UeytoTov avBpwtmols Beov.
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Anyone who does not count Love a great god

is either obtuse or, lacking experience in his benefits,

is unacquainted with human beings’ greatest god. (fr. 269 = Ath. 13.600d, trans.

adapted)™’
Although there is little evidence of how these lines would have fit into Auge, their value to this
discussion is in their confirmation of eros as an important force in humans’ lives. The fact that
Euripides reiterates this in play after play suggests that when one is reading his characters who
are motivated by desire, whether the treacherous Stheneboea or the heroic Perseus, the
responsibility for their actions cannot always be securely assigned. I am not suggesting that we
read them as mere puppets of the gods or of love, but that the lover in Euripides’ plays is, in the
words of Zeitlin, “both active and passive at the same time” (1999: 55). In typical Euripidean

fashion, there is more to his erotic plots than initially meets the eye and a single character can

embody two opposing ideas simultaneously.
Individual Sources on Individual Plays

Having examined the patterns in three of our most important sources of Euripides’ fragments, |
shall now take up two individual sources which are indispensable for the interpretation of single
plays. As opposed to observing general patterns found in a variety of fragments, which are then
applicable to specific plays or characters, | shall examine how one source can guide the

interpretation of one play.

" In his quotation of these lines, Stobaeus includes an extra line between vv. 1 and 2 (4.20.11). It reads
KOl TV amavTwy Saipovewv UTepTtaTtov (“and highest of all the divine powers”), which does not
fundamentally alter the meaning of the other three lines.
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Antiope

In the previous chapter, | mentioned the debate on participation in society between the sons of
Antiope by Zeus, Zethus and Amphion, which constitutes a majority of the fragments that remain
of Antiope. | showed how in a Stobaean fragment from this play the inactive body of Amphion
(the intellectual and musical brother) was characterized by Zethus as inherently feminine, and on
the other hand, how Amphion defended himself with a counterclaim that strength of the mind is
as masculine as strength of the body. When we turn to the rest of the fragments of this debate,
and the five from Plato’s Gorgias in particular, we see that the brothers’ debate pivots upon the
idea of how a man ought to participate in society and how that participation constitutes much of
his identity as a man.

Since Gorgias is itself concerned with defining rhetoric and its relationship to
philosophy, it seems only fitting as a source for fragments which defend rhetoric and the use of
the intellect as a means of defining oneself within the polis. In this dialogue, Socrates takes on
the sophist Gorgias, who famously used rhetoric to lucrative ends, to prove that rhetoric on its
own (that is, without philosophy) is mere persuasion. Callicles, Socrates’ opponent in Plato’s
debate, in fact aligns Socrates with Amphion, the intellectual brother, and therefore aligns music
with philosophy (485¢), and Plato’s dialogue follows the structure of the tragedy, complete with
its own type of deus ex machina at the end (in the form of Socrates’ myth; see Nightingale 1992:
136). This discomfort with rhetoric and its place in Athenian society bleeds into tragedy in

debates such as this one from Antiope;'*®

there is also evidence that Athenians viewed the type of
rhetoric employed in tragedy as specific to the genre and rather grandiose when compared to

other forms of persuasive expression such as speeches in the law courts (cf. Goldhill 1997:

% This is not an uncommon reaction to the practice of rhetoric and especially sophistry (cf. Ar. Clouds
112-115). A speaker who is likely Antiope voices a similar concern with rhetoric in fr. 206.
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127).*° Euripides in particular has many of his characters use (and abuse) this skill.?®® As
reconstructed by Collard,?*! the debate between the brothers follows a prologue by the herdsman
who raised Zethus and Amphion (frs. 179, 181, and 182), and Amphion’s entrance while playing
the lyre (frs. 182a, 190-2) (Collard, Cropp, and Gibert 1995: 262-4).

The debate is initially concerned with music, and Zethus’ view of it as fundamentally
idle, and therefore dangerous: Kok VKaTapPXEls TNVSe poucav gloaywv/ apyov, GpiAotvov,
XPNUGTGV oTnueAn (“You start the trouble by introducing music here: it’s idle, it loves wine, it
neglects affairs,” fr. 183).%° In the following fragment, Zethus introduces what will grow to be
the meat of his argument, that being a man means actively participating in society (this is what
he means by dedicating oneself where one is best):

£V TOUTG) <YE TOI>

AouTpos 6’ ‘ekaoTos KA TOUT EMElyETal,

VELGOV TO TTAEIGTOV TUEPOS TOUTEG HEPOS,

IV oUTOS oUTOU TUyXOVEl BEATIGTOS V.

It’s in this (I tell you)
that each man is distinguished, and for this that he is eager,

giving the most part of his day to this—

where he himself is actually at his best. (fr. 184)%%

This is then confirmed in fragment 185:

%9 Goldhill also points out how Euripides in particular adopts language that causes his speeches to echo
those of the rhetors (1997: 134).

20 For a list of characters who use rhetoric in especially manipulative ways, see Scodel 2010: 64-5.

201 gee Collard, Cropp, and Gibert for a history of the various reconstructions of this play (1995: 260). In
both Collard’s commentary on this play and in his Loeb edition with Cropp (Collard and Cropp 2008a),
he has reordered Nauck’s numbering, which is preserved by Kannicht.

%2 This fragment was reconstructed by Wilamowitz (1935: 200). Both lines are paraphrased in Dio
Chrysostom’s speech On Trust (Orationes 73.10), while the first appears in a slightly altered form in both
Athenaeus (14.616¢) and Plutarch (Mor. 634e). Sextus Empiricus slightly alters the second line (Against
the Experts 6.27).

% This fragment comes from Gorgias 484d-e (vv. 1 and 2 are paraphrased), while vv. 2-4 appear in
Arist. Rh. 1371b31, and [Arist.] Pr. 917a13. Vv. 3-4 are found in Plat. Alc. 1l 146a and Plut. Mor. 514a.
V. 4 appears in Plut. Mor. 622a, 630b, and 43b.
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(apelels cov Sl ot émus)\sTGGO(I )

Yuxns q)uclv <yop> e ysvvmav <Aarxeov>
yuvaouluco SIaTPETELS uopd)couom

koUT’ av 8ikns Bouhaict mpoaBel’ av Aoyov

oUT €lkos GV Kol TiBavov <ouSev> av Adkols
................... KOUT' OV 6oTi80s KUTEL

<koAeds> opAn|oeI<o>s oUT aAAV UTep

veavikov Boulueua Bouheuoaio <Ti>.

(You neglect things which should be your concern;)
(for) though naturally (endowed) with a noble spirit
you stand out with an appearance imitating a woman’s!
You’d neither contribute a word to deliberations about justice
nor voice anything likely or persuasive...

neither would you keep (bravely) close to a shield’s hollow

nor offer (any) forceful counsel on others’ behalf.?*

Not only does he accuse Amphion of being inactive but, as in the Stobaean fragment from
Amphion’s response (fr. 199), not participating in society (in a very Athenian manner with
participation in politics, war, and the legal courts) is equated with womanliness. Following
Zethus’ line of reasoning, the means by which one proves one’s manliness is by political and
military action. But when we turn to the context of these two fragments, a more nuanced image
of Zethus’ argument, and the conception of masculinity Euripides puts forward in this play,
emerges.

It is not merely that Zethus is automatically the masculine brother because of his
emphasis on participation in the polis or that Amphion is feminized by his intellectual bent. In
Gorgias, the speaker who refers to these parts of Antiope is Callicles, who argues against
Socrates’ behaviour and therefore against philosophy itself, basically placing himself in Zethus’
position (see above). He uses fragment 184 (as do Aristotle and Plutarch) to demonstrate that

each man desires to pursue those activities to which he is naturally suited, and goes on to argue

204 Di Benedetto suggests a different reconstruction of this fragment (2004: 120), which nevertheless
retains the same basic ideas about proper masculine activity as Kannicht’s version.
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that pursuing such activities (in the case of Socrates, philosophy) to excess leads to neglect of
one’s duties as a citizen (484d-e). Callicles views philosophy as something acceptable for young
boys, but utterly inappropriate for a grown man, and Socrates’ indulgence in it makes him
slavish (485b). His reproach (fr. 185) confirms this— overly intellectual pursuits rank a man not
only among slaves, but among women (v. 3).?®> Yet both Zethus and Callicles consider the
practice of rhetoric a fundamental part of being a man, alongside participating in the legal system
and the military.?%® Even the phrasing of this reference, using the word ikds, a term specific to
contemporary rhetorical practices,®® highlights this idea. Rhetoric is therefore identified as a
component of masculine action by Zethus. Zethus’ words then reflect the necessity for rhetoric in
democratic Athens.

The assault on music (by Zethus) and philosophy (by Callicles) continues in the
subsequent fragments. These Teéxvan are degrading to what is suitable for a man (euduns): kai
T3S codov TouT’ EoTIv, NTIS eudua/ AaBoloa Texvn GdT’ ebnke Xelpova; (“And how is
this wise— an art that takes a naturally robust man and makes him inferior?” fr. 186 = Gorg.
486b). Music and philosophy also directly oppose noble physical labour (révos):?®

oA\ gpol mibou-
TOUoAI uaTdev Kol névcov EULOUGI OV
O(OKE! TOIO(UT ae1 e Kol 80§E|§ (bpovew
OKOTI TGV, APV ynv TOIUVIOLS EMIOTATWV,

0()\)\015 To KOU\PO( TouT o«bslg ooq)louaTO(
€€ OV KeVOIOIV EYKATOIKNOELS SOHOLS.

%% In his commentary on Gorgias, Olympiodorus comments that while Euripides said “womanly”,
Callicles says “childish” (26.21). Jackson, Lycos, and Tarrant point out that it is unknown whether
Olympiodorus was working from Euripides’ words themselves (1998: 193).

206In this respect, Callicles confirms Socrates’ distinction between rhetoric and philosophy.

207 Cf. Collard, Cropp and Lee 1995: 73 on Cretans fr. 472e.

2% See Johnstone 1994: 220-222 on movos as definitive of the Athenian citizen male, particularly in light
of Xenophon’s use of the term.
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No, let me persuade you!

Cease this idle folly, and practice the fine music of hard work!

Make this your song, and you will seem sensible,

digging, ploughing the land, watching over flocks,

leaving to others these pretty arts of yours,

which will have you living in a bare home. (fr. 188 = Gorg. 486¢ paraphrased, trans.

adapted)

So in Zethus’ and Callicles’ speeches, rhetoric is aligned with the physical labour of a farmer or
a herdsman.

Yet, as I showed in my discussion of Amphion’s response to Zethus in fragment 199,
good judgement, and by extension intellectualism, can also be employed in political matters, and
therefore is just as much a constituent part of masculinity as physical action (cf. 1l. 9.443).
Indeed, it is its own type of political action, as Amphion claims:

yvmualg y0(p owcSpos €U EV ou<ouvrou ToAels,

el & o’u<og eng T ol rro)\euov IOXUEI ueya

ooc.’pov yap ‘tv BouAeupa Tos ToAAas Xepas

VIKG&, ouv OXAw & apabio TAEIoTOV KaKOv.

Cities are well managed by a man’s judgements,

and his house well, and he is a great resource in war;

for one wise counsel defeats many hands,
and ignorance partnered with a mob is the greatest evil. (fr. 200, trans. adapted)

209
Amphion asserts that good judgement (yvcouot and Bouleupa) can actually defeat physical
action (“many hands”), and in doing so places good judgement on equal, if not higher, ground
with physical action. It is also worth noting that Amphion provides specific examples of
intellectual activity (managing the polis and oikos, counselling during times of war); as in the
Platonic source of these quotes, not all intellectual activities are to be valued equally.

Amphion’s responses to his brother show then that Euripides offers two models of citizen

participation in the polis (cf. Gibert 2009: 25), and therefore two potential models of masculinity.

299 This fragment comes from Stobaeus (4.13.3) and Orion’s Appendix Euripidea (18a-b).
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As | discussed in the previous chapter, if participation in the polis is what makes a man (and
Callicles’ comments about the philosopher’s withdrawal from society making him childlike,
slavish, and womanish agree with this), then both Zethus and Amphion represent masculinity, if
in different ways. Rhetoric remains troublesome though, and therefore a suspect aspect of
masculinity in Antiope, as shown in the chorus’ interjection in fragment 189: €k TaVTOS &V TIS
TpayuaTos 8160V Aoywv/ aywva BT’ v, el Aeyetv €in codos (“A man could make a
contest between two arguments from any matter, if he were a clever speaker”). The brothers’
argument emphasizes then how a man’s participation in the polis must be constant, and how this
is done primarily through language. Viewing the debate in Antiope through the lens of Plato’s
Gorgias, with its concern about rhetoric and its place in society, sharpens our focus on
Euripides’ presentation of how language and intellect shape manhood while highlighting the
ideology applied to that use of language. This emphasis on language and its influential role in
defining masculinity confirm that Euripides’ characters make no claims here for a monolithic

version thereof.?°

While not all characters’ views can be considered of equal worth in the
context of the plays themselves, in the case of Amphion and Zethus in Antiope, Hermes’
instructions to the twins at the end of play (fr. 223), which offer them equal opportunities to
build the walls of Thebes, Zethus using his physical strength and Amphion his skill with the lyre,

suggests that Euripides assigns an equal value to both brothers’ views.
Erechtheus

As with Antiope, a single source has significant influence on our knowledge of Erechtheus. In

this case though, it is the combination of a testimonium and a fragment from a speech by the

210 cf. Buxton who states that the effect of a Euripidean play is not the privileging of one view over
another, but the “complex impact of all the interlocking persuasions, arguments, and cases,” (1982: 150).
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fourth-century anti-Macedonian orator Lycurgus, both of which shape our understanding of the
play. Like the Platonic fragments of Antiope, this key fragment from Lycurgus explores political
activity as it relates to gender, but here with a unique emphasis on how girls and women can
serve their society and in doing so become models of patriotism appropriate for fourth-century
Athenians facing the Macedonian threat.'* Since the play is set at Athens, on the Acropolis itself
(cf. fr. 370, 3-4), and deals with a northern invader, it is an ideal choice for Lycurgus’ rhetorical

point.?*?

As with Gorgias, an examination of the play using Lycurgus’ speech allows us to
isolate an important theme.

The play deals with the invasion of Athens by Eumolpus, depicted here not in the
traditional manner as an Eleusinian, but as a Thracian, who intends to bring the city under the
control of his father, Poseidon.”*® Erechtheus, the autochthonic hero of Athens,?** consults the
oracle at Delphi and is told to sacrifice his daughter before the armies meet in battle in order to
ensure victory and save his city (test.ii = Lycurgus, Against Leocrates 98-9). Lycurgus tells us
that Erechtheus in fact does this and the Thracians are defeated (99), although no report of this

from the play itself survives.?*> The emotional crux of the play is the decision by a seemingly

reluctant Erechtheus to go through with the sacrifice at the urging of his wife, Praxitheia.

211 | yeurgus delivered this speech in 330, accusing Leocrates of betraying Athens after the battle of
Chaeronea in 338.

212 Cropp and Fick put the play between 421 and410 on metrical grounds (1985: 70), and its quotations in
Ar. Lys. and Thesm. (411) confirm this terminus ante quem, making it a play likely responding to the
Peloponnesian War. Wilkins has identified six Euripidean plays which treat the theme of self-sacrifice
written during the Peloponnesian War: Phrixus B, Hecuba, Phoenician Women, Iphigeneia at Aulis,
Heracleidae, and Erechtheus (1990: 177). He also identifies the ritual steps that each of these plays
follow, including an original crisis, an oracle, and the victim’s consent (1990: 182).

13 On Eumolpus the Eleusinian, see Thuc. 2.15.1. If Eumolpus had won, he would have reversed the
famous contest between Poseidon and Athena over patronage of Athens.

214 Cf. 11. 2.546-9. For the role of autochthony in Athens and Erechtheus’ place in it, see Loraux 1993, ch.
1.

2> Lines 68-70 of fr. 370, a lengthy papyrus fragment (P. Sorbonne 2328) indicate that Erechtheus’
daughter has been sacrificed, as her sisters have also committed suicide as part of what seems to be a pact
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Because Lycurgus preserved her speech at length in Against Leocrates 100, we are able
to see in detail how Praxitheia presents herself to Erechtheus,?'® as a participant in and saviour of
the polis via her children, and how she equates the sacrificed girl**" with sons who would go into
battle:**®

TOS XUPITAS 0OTIS EVYEVLIS XapileTor,
n&ov gV BpoTolctv: ol 8¢ Spcdat e,

XPove 8e 8pwat, SUCYEVESTEPOV <TOSE>.
£y 8¢ 80w TE1SC TNV EUNY KTOVELV...
ETMEITO TEKVO TOUS' EKATI TIKTOMEV,

ws Becdv Te Beopous TaTpiSa Te pucduedar.
mohews & amaons Touvop’ €V, ToAAol 8¢ viv
vaiouat TouTous Twds StadBeipat pe xpn,
eEov mpomavTwy plav UTep Souval Bavely;

When someone gives favours generously,

people find it more pleasing— but to act

yet take one’s time is considered ill-bred.

I for my part shall offer my daughter to be killed...

Next, we bear our children for this reason,

to protect the gods’ altars and our homeland.

The city as a whole has a single name, but many

inhabit it: Why should | destroy them

when | can give one child to die for all? (fr. 360, 1-4, 14-18)

At first, she offers both herself and the child to be sacrificed as saviours of the city, using the
one-for-all argument common in the sacrifice of young women in Euripides.?*® Next, Praxitheia

compares her daughters to the sons of other families who are sent out to war:

between the three girls. This is confirmed in Apollod. 3.15.4. Fr. 357 refers to a “three-maiden yoke”
(Ceuyos TpimopBevov), which must mean Erechtheus’ three daughters.

21% On Erechtheus as the audience of this speech, see Kamerbeek 1991:114.

217 \Whether the sacrificed daughter is the youngest (as in Apollod. 3.15.4) is unknown. For more on her
name, which also remains uncertain, see Cropp in Collard, Cropp, and Lee 1995: 150.

218 Due to the length of this fragment, | have omitted those sections of Praxitheia’s speech which are not
immediately applicable to this argument.

29 This is found at Hercleidae 579-8-0 and IA 1390.
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e’l & fiv év Sikols quTi OnAetcdv onxug

O(ponv moAv 8¢ no)\sula KO(TEIXE q>)\o§

OUK GV VIV EETTEUTTOV ElS uaxnv 60pog,

BovaTov mpotapBoua’; aAN Euory’ €1 TEKVG 25
<> Kol HOOXOITO KOl HET' QVSPACIV TTPETTOL,

un oxMuoaT GAAWS EV TOAEl TEPUKOTC.

T UNTEPCOV 88 SAKPU’ 0TV TEUTT) TEKVC,

moAAoUs EBNAUY’ ElS HAXTIV OPHGILEVOUS .

HI0GS YUVGIKOS GITIVES TTPO TOU KoAoU 30
Cﬁv TrO(TSO(g el\ovT’ n Trapﬁveoav KoK

Kol v Bavovres Y €V uaxn no}\)\wv HETOX

TuuBov TE KOIVOV s)\axov EUK)\EIO(\} T lonv:

TN 8¢ T8l OTEGAVOS EIS LI HOVT)

moAews Bavouor Thod’ UTep SobroeTal, 35
KOl TNV Tekouoav kal ot SUo 6’ opooTopw

0wOoEl" TI TouTwv ouxl Se€aabal kakov;

If our house had males instead of females,

and the flame of war was besetting our city,

would I be refusing to send them out to battle

for fear of their deaths? No, give me sons 25
(who) would fight and stand out amongst the men,

not mere figures raised uselessly in the city.

When mothers’ tears accompany their children,

they soften many as they set off to battle.

| detest women who choose life for their sons 30
ahead of honour, or encourage them to cowardice.

Indeed sons who die in battle with many others

get a communal tomb and glory equally shared—

but my daughter, when she dies for the city

will be given a single crown for herself alone, 35
and will save her mother, and you, and her two sisters:

which of these things is not a fine reward? (22-37)

Because she is without sons, and cannot send her daughters to the front lines of battle, she will
accomplish the equivalent by giving up a daughter through sacrifice. After all, the usual model of
self-sacrifice on behalf of the city is the hoplite in battle (Wilkins 1990: 179). This model is the
best means of understanding these types of deaths; if, as Wilkins shows, the victim must be
willing (cf. n. 212), this is a glorious death on behalf of the nation, just like a hoplite’s (Loraux

1987: 46). But Praxitheia makes the distinction between how her daughter will serve Athens and
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how the sons she does not have would: her daughter will not be commemorated collectively with
comrades like a son who has died in battle but rather individually.?”® She then reiterates twice
more that she will give up her daughter for the good of all (38-41 and 50-2). Lycurgus in fact
lauds this act on her part, saying that if even a woman can show such bravery on behalf of her
country, men ought to be unsurpassed in their loyalty to Athens (101).

But why does the decision to give up a child fall to Praxitheia, and not to her husband,
Erechtheus, as the child’s kurios? In her speech, she insults mothers who reluctantly send their
sons into battle (28-31). As a mother, she ought to do this and understands the reasons why this
must happen. This does not necessarily grant all mothers the authority to sacrifice their children
on behalf of the polis. But as Cropp points out, her willingness gives Erechtheus the opportunity
to be seen to be unsure about the sacrifice: “The crucial decision may be centered on Praxitheia
because renunciation of personal and family attachments in favour of the community’s survival
is best epitomised in the mother...; her acceptance legitimises the sacrifice while also allowing
the king a seemly reluctance” (Collard, Cropp, and Lee 1995: 154-5). As a wife, Praxitheia has
already left behind her natal family in order to become a wife and mother, which benefits the
polis, and so sacrificing her daughter is just an extension of this type of action. Giving up one’s
personal happiness on behalf of the community at large is a theme seen again and again when it

comes to the mothers and widows of those who die for their polis®*

and Praxitheia herself says,
“I love my children, but I love my fatherland more” (¢ 1Acd Tekv’, dAAa TaTplS’ €NV uGAAov

1A, fr. 3604, trans. adapted).??

220 Cf. Pericles’ funeral oration at Thuc. 2.35. Athena’s speech in fr. 370 will prove this prediction
incorrect (see below).

221 pericles again at Thuc. 2.45.

222 This line is quoted at Plut. Mor. 809d, in regard to the good treatment of one’s enemies for the benefit
of the state.
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Praxitheia and her daughters will in fact be lauded by Athena at the end of the play in
fragment 370, where the goddess ordains that the girls receive treatment not unlike hoplites
killed in war: they are buried together in the same tomb (67-70). Athena then also makes them
the center of a cult, in which the girls are to be offered the first sacrifice prior to going battle
(83).2%® (Praxitheia’s reward is to become a priestess of Athena, 95-6.)

Lycurgus’ choice of Praxitheia’s words, and of a speech about the sacrifice of girls, rather
than soldier sons, highlights Euripides’ replacement of the hoplite with a parthenos. We see that
it is Praxitheia, rather than her husband (likely for the reasons mentioned above), who makes the
brave choice, or at least convinces Erechthteus to do so, which then serves as Lycurgus’ example
to his fellow Athenians. Because the crisis of the impending invasion affects the entire city, and
not just the soldiers who will face the Thracians in battle, Praxitheia and her daughters are forced
out of their domestic realm to take on the very public challenge of defending the city, as

Lycurgus acknowledges.
Conclusion

The contexts of Euripidean fragments underscore some of the most important themes in the lost
plays and thereby immediately provide us with an interpretive framework on which to base our
understanding of fragments that seem frustratingly enigmatic at first glance, such as fragment
663 from Stheneboea. Recontextualization using the readings of these fragments that our sources
provide takes up a diverse collection of fragments from a variety of plays, as in the cases of

Clement, Plutarch, and Athenaeus, and especially with Stobaeus, or on an individual basis as

223 presumably this would be offered by either soldiers or army commanders. For more on the cult of the
Hyacinthids at Athens, as Athena decrees the daughters of Erechtheus be known henceforth, see Ekroth
2002: 172-6. This fits with Euripides’ establishment of aetiologies for local cult practice at the end of
several of his plays (e.g. Hipp. 1424-5).
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with Gorgias and Antiope or Lycurgus and Erechtheus. In the case of the first three authors, their
agendas are served by choosing from more than one play to demonstrate the breadth of their
knowledge. As is often the case with Clement’s works, the purpose is to highlight specific ideas
that he wants to foreground. Euripides did return to these ideas on multiple occasions, so the
results of recontextualization in Clement are similar to those in Stobaeus, since both Stobaeus
and Clement respond to prevalent Greek ideologies of marriage and gender. In the case of
Clement particularly, the quoter’s agenda must never be forgotten. In the case of the two
individual sources | discussed subsequently, Plato and Lycurgus, we are able to get a sense of the
almost contemporary reception of these plays. Thus we can see that the negotiation of
masculinity in terms of the polis and the contributions of women to the polis were ideas that
Athenians responded to in Euripides’ plays. Antiope and Erechtheus, and the reactions to them,
suggest that the strict binary of masculinity and femininity is actually more labile than it first
seems, and that there can be positive consequences for the polis when individuals take up roles
that are not perfectly masculine or feminine.

The pattern that emerges from retrieving the contexts of the fragments on gender is
threefold. First, and perhaps unsurprising, is that fragments that deal with gender are often found
in works that have an interest in matters that are directly related to gender, such as marriage in
the case of Clement, and eros and its management in Plutarch and Athenaeus. Second is the fact
that they resort to Euripides for erotic concerns, particularly the characterization of eros as a
powerful external force, and especially for female eros as pathological (as in Amatorius). While
this idea is not without many precedents in ancient literature, Euripides is the dramatist who
repeatedly both foregrounds this issue and gives it female voice on stage. Third, when

recontextualizing, there must be a balance between reading Euripides and reading those who
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qguote him. Reading the collectors of quotations, whether anthologists like Stobaeus or
theologists like Clement, allows us to observe the currents running through Euripides’
fragmentary plays which can at times go unnoticed in our efforts to reconstruct them. We see, for
example, Jocasta’s role as wife in the foreground of her portrayal in Oedipus thanks to Clement’s
special interest in marriage, or the ways in which Euripides portrays the eros of women thanks to
Plutarch’s story of female desire. Moreover, looking at sources from Athens itself, like Plato’s
Gorgias or Lycurgus’ speech, which deal with single plays, gives us a sense of how Euripides’
own audience could have interpreted these plays. We must, however, always keep in mind that
these authors are using Euripides’ words for their own purposes and that the quotes they have

selected illustrate their own ends just as much as those of Euripides.
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Chapter 4: Testimonia on the Fragmentary Plays of Euripides

Having already explored the ways in which the sources which preserve the fragments can inform
our understanding of the fragmentary plays, | shall now turn to a broad spectrum of testimonia,

* and Pseudo-Apollodorus?®® to the fifth-century C.E.

from the mythographers Hyginus®
grammarian/historian Moses of Chorene. The mythographers are not always an accurate source
of information on Euripides’ plots (as with the papyrus hypotheses | shall discuss in the
following chapter, this can be determined by comparing their information on the extant plays
with the plays themselves). Nevertheless, when combined with the fragments and with other
testimonia, even the mythographers can prove useful. My task in this chapter, therefore, is to use
whatever testimonia are available for a given play in tandem with the actual fragments in order to
reach a better understanding of Euripides’ use of specific plot-types and mythological cycles as
they relate to gender. | shall first return to what constitutes a testimonium, how one differs from
a fragment, in what sources they are found, and how they can contribute to our understanding of
the plays. After this, I shall proceed through several categories of plays that highlight Euripides’
portrayal of gender, concluding with a brief analysis of the contributions of the testimonia to
what remains of these plots in the fragments.

Testimonia on the plays are unlike the fragments that | have discussed thus far in that

they are not actual quotations or paraphrases of any given fragmentary play but rather provide

supplementary information about the circumstances of its performance, features of the plot, or

224 Hyginus is the name assigned to the author of a ca. second-century C.E. collection of mythological
stories written in Latin. Originally titled Genealogiae, but now known as Fabulae from the title of the
editio princeps, these brief and clumsily-written stories were likely intended for use in schools.

2 Although assigned to his name, the Library and Epitome are not the work of Apollodorus of Athens,
the second-century B.C.E. scholar active in Alexandria. This association arose from the manuscripts of
the Library, which name the author as “Apollodorus the Athenian, Grammarian” (Frazer 1921: ix). In
order to avoid awkwardness, however, | shall refer to the author of the ca. first-century C.E. Library and
Epitome as Apollodorus.
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details about specific characters.??® They can provide as much information as full synopses of

the plays, as in the case of several of the “Tales from Euripides”,?* or as little as a title (from the

three catalogues of titles in various states of completion).?®

The testimonia on Euripides’
fragmentary plays come from sources which range from Byzantine scholars to red-figure pottery
to scholia on his own extant plays.??® The most prolific contributors of testimonia on Euripides
are Apollodorus and Hyginus, as well as Aristophanes, whom | shall discuss in chapter 6. The
large body of testimonia on Euripides’ plays is useful to us for two reasons: its guidance in plot
reconstruction and its assistance in the sometimes tricky process of dating and/or sorting the
plays, both fragmentary as well as extant, into tetralogies. When we are able to see how
Euripides works with and alters existing stories, we can observe his hand at work in
characterization more clearly; seeing which plays were produced together and when further
assists with this.

In order to examine the role of the testimonia, | have grouped the plays for which they
add most to our understanding according to basic plot points. These are the plays which center
on divinely impregnated women/child recognition (Antiope, Auge, and the Melanippe plays),?*°
false accusations of rape (Hippolytus Veiled, Stheneboea, and Phoenix), and the Cretan cycle
(Cretans and Theseus). In addition, there are several plays which present intriguing individual

characters, about whom the testimonia reveal striking details: Haemon’s rebellion in Antigone,

Althaea’s rejection of her son in Meleager, Laodamia’s mourning in Protesilaus, and Laius’

228 There is also a large body of testimonia on the life of the poet himself, but few of these are relevant to
this discussion.

227 | shall discuss this special kind of testimonia in more detail in the following chapter.

228 Catalogues I and II (following Kannicht’s numbering) are inscriptions (IG XIV 1152 and 11/111* 2363
respectively), while 111 comes from an Egyptian papyrus (P.Oxy. 2456).

229 Eor a full list of the sources of these testimonia, see Kannicht 2004.

230 All of these are discussed at length in Huys’ 1995 examination of the heroic offspring of divine rapists
in this plot-type in Euripides.
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sexuality in Chrysippus. As with the previous chapter, | shall discuss how in each case the

testimonia and fragments interact to reveal Euripides’ depiction of gender in the fragmentary

plays.
Rape and Recognition Plots

Antiope, Auge, and the Melanippe plays are all examples of a popular Euripidean plot-type which
follows these steps:*** first, a young woman is impregnated by a god or semi-divine hero (Zeus,
Poseidon, Apollo, or Heracles) and she either attempts to hide the result of this rape from her
father by exposing her child or is ordered to expose the child. Even when a parthenos has been
raped (in the current sense of the term, i.e. the sex was not consensual), she is in danger from her
father, since she is no longer eligible to be married. After this the child is recognized by its
father, thereby saving both mother and child.?* In this discussion, it is the initial rapes and their
impacts on the victims on which | wish to focus, with the assistance of the testimonia. | shall
look at these encounters in Antiope and the Melanippe plays first, and then take up the special
case of Auge, with its unusual interaction between rapist and victim.

In chapters 2 and 3, | discussed the famous agon in Antiope between the brothers
Amphion and Zethus. While the conflict over political participation is an important aspect of that

part of the play, the brothers’ origin and the fate of their mother is the crux of the plot. As

31 Other plays using this plot are Alope, Danae, and the extant lon, although several other of Euripides’
plays share elements of this plot, including Aeolus, Alexander, and Oedipus. Together with the plays I
shall discuss here, they constitute the predecessors of the rape-plots of Menandrian New Comedy, as seen
most clearly in Epitrepontes. Burkert refers to this plot-type as “the girl’s tragedy” (1979: 6).

%2 Huys (1995) has discussed this motif in Euripides at length, emphasizing the ekthesis of the future
hero. See especially 27-40 for a list of various Greek sources of this plot and an account of this type of
story in other cultures.
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outlined in Hyginus 8 (= test. iiia), an account that purports to tell the Euripidean version,* the
story is as follows: Antiope, the daughter of the Boeotian king Nycteus, is raped and
impregnated by Zeus. Fearing her father’s punishment, she flees and marries a man named
Epaphus. As Nycteus is dying, he commands his brother and heir, Lycus, to punish his daughter.
He does so by killing Epaphus and bringing Antiope back to Boeotia in chains (vinctam). While
returning home she gives birth to and exposes her twins on Mount Cithaeron,?** where they are
found and raised by a herdsman. Lycus gives Antiope to his wife Dirce to torture (in cruciatum),
from whom Antiope later escapes. (This marks the beginning of the action in the play and since
the twins are now adults, can be presumed to have taken place many years after the rape.) She
makes her way to her sons, but Zethus is unwilling to receive her. Dirce soon follows after, in the
throes of Dionysiac possession, and begins to drag Antiope away with the intention of killing her
(ad mortem). The herdsman tells Amphion and Zethus about their origins and they rescue their
mother, killing Dirce by tying her to a bull by her hair (crinibus). Hermes arrives on the scene to
prevent them from also killing Lycus, and grants the kingdom to Amphion. The version of
Antiope’s story in Apollodorus also names Zeus as the father of the twins and tells of Dirce’s
gory death (3.5.5 = test iiib).?*

Two fragments of this play raise a difficult question that Antiope’s twin sons ask
regarding the circumstances of their conception: was the encounter between Antiope and Zeus
consensual or not? This is a question that reflects the nature of many of the stories from Greek

myth that tell of divine rape, in which a god seduces or abducts a young girl and has sex with

3 1t is labelled “The Same by Euripides” (Eadem Euripidis, 8), and follows the story of Antiope in
Hyginus 7.

24 Fr, 207 confirms this detail.

2% Quoting the poet Asius, Pausanias includes the detail that Antiope conceived with both Zeus and the
herdsman (called Epopeus here) (2.6.4). In a different section, he mentions Dirce’s death (9.25.3).
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her,*® and she later derives honour from the encounter (as the prologue of Aeschylus’ Kares
claims of Europa after she was abducted by Zeus in the form of a beautiful bull).?’ First,
Amphion, after being reunited with Antiope, accuses his mother either of sleeping with Zeus
willingly or, as seems more likely based on the following fragment, of sleeping with a mortal
man and blaming the results on the god:**®
oUSE yap )\depa 801«.3
anog KO(KOUpYOU oxnuar EKHIIOULEVOV
ool Znv €S EVVNV WGTEP avBPwTOV LOAEIV.
Nor do I think

that Zeus secretly imitated the form of an evil beast

and came into your bed just like a man. (fr. 210)
When he arrives ex machina to end the play and rectify Zeus’ actions,”®® Hermes addresses
Amphion’s concerns about his paternity, but further confuses what seem to be Antiope’s claims
of rape:**°

kol mp[ed]Tar pev ooV pnt[pols] eEeped mEpL,

s Zeus eueixbn k[ouk o] TopvnTol Tode:

Tt dnTaver...[ ca. 7 1. JaAho...eTo

Znvos poholoo Ag[kTpo

First I shall speak openly to (both of you) about your mother,

Zeus lay with her and does (not) deny it;

why indeed(?)...
when she had come to Zeus’ (bed)...? (fr. 223.71-4)**

%% The line between consensual and non-consensual sex is often blurred in literary versions of these
encounters, or is not a concern for the author at all.

237 |_efkowitz cites this fragment (fr. 99 Radt) as evidence from tragedy that in Greek myth the gods either
seduce or abduct their victims rather than raping them in the current sense of the term (1993: 25). She
interprets Creusa’s version of her encounter with Apollo at lon 887-906 more favourably than | do (for
more on this, see below).

2% This is presumably after she has told the story of the twins’ birth. Heracles expresses a similar doubt
about gods’ relations with mortal women at Her. 1341.

% This is similar to Athena’s appearance on behalf of Apollo at the end of lon.

0 No fragments remain in which Antiope makes this claim directly, but Amphion’s accusation suggests
that she did at some point in the play.

#1 I have chosen Blass’ conjecture for the lacuna in the second line over Kannicht’s version, which reads
k[ol éav o] TapvnTat, since it makes better sense than the introduction of a condition here.
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Although this section of the papyrus fragment cannot be reconstructed fully, in representing
Zeus’ version of events, two words that are clear seem to refute Antiope’s claim. The use of
uiyvupt of Zeus’ actions, a term that is used for consensual intercourse (cf. 1l. 15.33) and the
participle uoAotoo,** almost certainly describing Antiope in the feminine singular, imply that
what occurred was, in fact, not rape.

Two testimonia, on the other hand, suggest that the opposite is true. A scholion on
Argonautica 4.1090 (= test. iiic), in which Antiope is named alongside Danae, tells the basic
story of the Euripidean play and says that Zeus slept with her in the form of a satyr (
"AvTidm..., v Zevs oaTupey Opotwbels dBeipet).?*® loannes Malalas, the fifth-century
chronicle-writer from Antioch, tells the same version and explicitly attributes it to Euripides: o
yoap codwtatos Eupimidns momTikeds eEebeTo Spapa, s OTI 0 Zeus IS OGTUPOV

peTaBAnbeis epBerpe v Avtidmmu®* (

“The very wise Euripides produced a drama in poetry,
that Zeus, having changed into a satyr, corrupted Antiope,” Chronographia 2.16.23-4 = test.
ivc).?*® The use of ¢Beipco by both writers hints at the possibly violent nature of the encounter,

or at the least that something bad (the corruption of Antiope via seduction) has occurred,?*® but

2 Euripides uses a similar expression at Tr. 1037-8 of Helen sleeping with Paris (exoucicos THvd’ &k
Sopcov NGV eucdv/ Egvas Es euvas “She [Helen] willingly went to a strange bed from my home™),
which indicates that it can have a fairly innocuous meaning equivalent to the modern expression “go to
bed with (someone)”. The mention of a “strange bed” also plays up Helen’s willingness to betray her
husband and therefore the consensual nature of her encounter with Paris.

3 7eus’ choosing the form of a satyr may correspond to the presence of a Dionysiac cult in the region
where the play is set (Kambitsis 1972: 78).

4 The presence of uetoAndeis in this place is debated by various editors (see Thurn 2000: 36, app.
crit.).

%> Ovid also includes the satyr detail at Met. 6.110-1.

2% dBeipco can also mean “to seduce”, which in the context of seducing a parthenos would be considered
moicheia, a serious offence in Classical Athens that seems to have made no distinction over whether the
sexual act was consensual or not (Omitowoju 2002: 115).
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the fact that Zeus took on the form of a satyr, a figure not usually depicted participating in
consensual intercourse with young women,**’ suggests that it was rape.

Despite what Antiope appears to have claimed, the doubt that Amphion expresses at his
mother’s version of events is not unprecedented; indeed it is similar to that expressed by Ion at
hearing Creusa’s story of her rape by Apollo (lon 341). Hermes’ appearance at the end of the
play indicates that since reparations have now been made any possibility of Antiope’s original
victimization and its potential fallout have effectively been erased (fr. 223.76-7).2*® Athena
expresses a similar sentiment at lon 1604-5. The fact that Euripides may have characterized what
happened to Antiope as rape, combined with Amphion’s denial of the event and the absolution of
Zeus cast a shadow, presumably, over the “happy” ending, leaving the resolution for Antiope’s
story ambiguous, since her suffering as an impregnated parthenos is never acknowledged (cf.
Creusa at the end of lon).

The other factor darkening the ending of the play is the violent death of Dirce. Since she
is the wife of Antiope’s captor, Lycus, and is her torturer (Hyg. 8),%*° Zethus and Amphion kill
her by tying her to a bull and having it drag her to death (Hyginus adds the gory detail that she
was tied by her hair).?° Fragment 175 appears to be a conversation between Amphion and Dirce

preceding her death, in which Dirce seems to have resigned herself to her punishment (she refers

7 see McNally 1978 on the interactions between satyrs and maenads in vase paintings. She traces a
pattern of hostility in these images that peaks in the mid-fifth century (1978: 106). As Lissarrague points
out, satyrs represent what is opposite from “normal” behaviour in their bestial natures (1990: 235).

248 See Lefkowitz 1993: 25 for positive outcomes of divine rapes.

29 The female tormentor of a victim of divine rape recurs in stories of this type, as | shall demonstrate in
my discussion of the Melanippe plays.

0 Apollodorus 3.5.5 and the scholion on Apollonius also mention her death, but not the detail of the hair.
An early fourth-century calyx-krater from Sicily also depicts this scene. For more on how the images on
this pot relate to potential productions of this play see Taplin 2007: 188-9.
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to bearing punishment “with equanimity”, e0dpycs, making her appear more sympathetic).?*

Fragment 221, presumably spoken as part of a messenger speech, mentions the circumstances of
the death itself, as does a character who seems to be Amphion at fragment 223.62. Although
Dirce is guilty of tormenting Antiope, her punishment stands out due to its severity and its
misapplication (i.e. Nycteus and Lycus, who are most responsible for the ongoing suffering of
Antiope and her sons, escape significant punishment). Zeus, who, as a god, would not face
punishment, nevertheless sends an envoy rather than resolve the situation himself, a pattern
which lon shares. Perhaps Amphion’s accusation of his father holds true, even for the ruler of the
gods:

ool & 0s T]o Aaumpeov alfepos valels meSov

Aeyw T]oGOUTOV" T YOHEIV pEV TISEwS,

ynuov] Ta & €1vat 0ols TEKVOLS QVGdEAT”

ou yop klahov Tod ...

(But to you who) dwell in heaven’s bright expanse,

do not lie with a woman for pleasure,

and after doing so fail to help your children.

That is (not) honourable... (fr. 223.11-14)
Nor are Zethus and Amphion made to face any repercussions for the death of Dirce; Hermes tells
them that they are now free of pollution (fr. 223.86), while Lycus is spared any punishment at
all, meaning that Antiope and Dirce have borne nearly all of the fallout from Zeus’ actions.

Euripides works with this pattern of rape and recognition in the Melanippe plays as well,
extending his treatment of it over two plays, Melanippe Wise, which deals with the immediate

results of Melanippe’s rape, and Melanippe Captive, which takes place after her children have

grown. According to Cropp and Fick, production of Melanippe Wise likely preceded that of

1 Ascription of this fragment to Antiope has been disputed (the original TrGF assigned it to Antigone
due to Stobacus’ assignment of lines 14-15 to that play). Diggle (1998: 87) supports the original
reassignment of Luppe (1981) on the grounds of the reference to the fawnskin and therefore to Bacchic
worship in line 7.
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Melanippe Captive, although secure dating for either is impossible to establish (1985: 70). As
with the other paired plays (the Phrixus, Alcmeon, and Autolycus plays), Euripides explores
more than one story about Melanippe, including details that contradict each other. These stories
follow the basic pattern which I have outlined above: Melanippe (who is herself the product of

252

rape) is raped by Poseidon,” she either exposes her children to hide her pregnancy from her

father (Melanippe Wise) or is ordered to expose them (Melanippe Captive),?*

and they are
recognized by their father and reunited with their mother (as adults, as in Antiope).

| begin my discussion of these linked plays with the one that represents the beginning of
Melanippe’s story chronologically. As I shall discuss in the following chapter, the papyrus
hypothesis for Melanippe Wise tells us that Poseidon fathered her twin sons, whom she then had
her nurse expose in a cattle-barn. Upon their discovery by her father, she defended them from
him in a speech famous in antiquity for its rhetorical display. Like Antiope, it is the testimonia
that confirm Euripides’ characterization of the initial encounter between Poseidon and
Melanippe as rape. This is confirmed not only in two testimonia by different authors, Pseudo-
Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Rhet. 9 = test. iia) and Nonnus (Dionysiaca 8.235 = test. iiid), but
also in a paraphrase from her famous speech ([Dion.Hal.] Rhet. 9 = fr. 485).%* Unlike Antiope,

however, Melanippe speaks out in defense of herself, if indirectly, as she defends the

“anonymous” young woman Who exposed the infants, which makes her the only rape victim in

2 A scholiast on Aratus Phaen. 205 says that Euripides mentions the detail that Melanippe’s mother,
Hippe, was corrupted (¢6apnvat) by Aeolus, in his Melanippe (which one is not specified). Like her
daughter and the other impregnated parthenoi in Euripides’ plays, she is sought out for punishment by her
father (= test. vb (a)).

%3 |n both versions, the babies are exposed and found in a barn with cattle.

4 [Dionysius] uses the phrase émepavn UTo Tou TTooelScvos (“penetrated by Poseidon™). mepariveo
usually refers to bodily penetration by inanimate objects, or even abstract ideas (cf. Aesch. Ch. 57), but
can appear in a sexual context. The paraphrase uses a form of ¢pBeipco in fr. 485, a term which may be
used for rape, as I have discussed above.
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the plays using this plot-type given the opportunity to publicly defend her victimization in this
way.255

Because the papyrus hypothesis and the testimonia focus on either Melanippe’s rape
([Dion. Hal.] Rhet. 9 = test. iia, Nonn. Dionys. 8.235-6 = test. iiid) or her bold speech ([Dion.
Hal.] Rhet. 9 = test. iia and Rhet. 8 = test. iib, Arist. Poet. 1454a28 = test. iiia), the ending of the
play remains in question. Does Aeolus catch on to Melanippe’s ruse and identify her as the
mother of the twins? A second exposure ordered by her father and a resolution via a deus ex

® and one detail from a visual

machina (as in Antiope and lon) would fit this plot-type,®
testimonium suggests as much: the presence of a horse being crowned in a vase painting
depicting this story.?®” This Apulian volute-krater from the late fourth century has two galleries,
the upper full of divinities, and the lower of mortals, whom the painter has labelled, with
Poseidon placed directly above Melanippe and next to Aphrodite and Eros. In the center of the
lower gallery, an old man labelled BOTHP (“Herdsman”) holds out twin infants to a figure
labelled EAAHN (Hellen, the progenitor of the Hellenes and Aeolus’ father according to both
line 20 of the papyrus hypothesis and line 2 of fragment 481). Aeolus stands to the left of the
herdsman, and left of him a figure named KPHOEYZ, possibly Melanippe’s brother, crowns a
horse with laurel. Melanippe is sheltered by a fierce-looking elderly woman labelled TPO®OZ
(“Nurse”).

Both Melanippe’s prologue (fr. 481) and the scholion on Phaenomena 205 (= test. vb (a))

support the supposition that the horse is in fact Melanippe’s mother, Hippe. In the prologue,

Melanippe relates the story of how Hippe was turned into a horse by Zeus because of the

2% gee the following chapter for a discussion of the ramifications of this defense.
2% See Huys 1995: 153 on the likelihood of a second exposure here (as in Danae and Alope).
%7 See Figure 1.
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apparent threat of her oracular powers (fr. 481.15-17).°® In the form of a horse, she could have
been the figure to deliver the final speech of resolution, much like Hermes in Antiope. Although
a horse seems an unlikely character to appear onstage in a speaking role,?*® Pollux does include
this very character in his list of special masks (' Immn 1 Xelpwvos UmaAaTTopEVN ElS 1TTOV

Evpimid), 2

along with horned Actaeon and blind Phineus (Pollux 4.141 = test. va). This
mention combined with her oracular powers makes the possibility of Hippe appearing onstage to
save her daughter and grandsons far greater (Taplin 2007: 195). Presumably Melanippe, now
recognized as the mother of a god’s children, would have been saved from her grandfather and
father’s anger.

In the second of the two Melanippe plays, the action and recognition of the twins’
parentage take place once they have grown, as in Antiope, lon, and Hypsipyle. Although
confused about several of the details of the story,?** Hyginus provides a basic guide for locating
the action of Melanippe Captive. According to his retelling of her story (186 = test. iii), after she
is impregnated by Poseidon, her father blinds and imprisons Melanippe as punishment. Seeing
that the exposed twins have been nursed by a cow, a cowherd decides to raise them. Metapontus,
king of Icaria, threatens to exile his wife, Theano, should she not produce any sons, and so she

takes the twins and presents them to her husband as her own (pro suis supposuit) after which she

bears two sons of her own. Jealous of the attention that Metapontus pays to Melanippe’s sons,

%8 The scholiast on Aratus says that Hippe was transformed in order to protect her from her father’s anger
on discovering her pregnancy (test. vb (a)).

9 Xanthus, one of Achilles’ team, is the most well-known speaking horse in Greek literature, given the
power of speech by Hera. After Xanthus tells Achilles that it was Apollo who killed Patroclus, the
Erinyes take away his ability to speak (Il. 19.404-18).

?%0 The specific mention of Euripides indicates that this is not a comic mask. Pollux’ list suggests that the
various categories of stock dramatic masks were not static and that the tragedians in particular added
special masks for specific plays (Webster 1965: 10).

21 Hyginus, for example, calls Melanippe the daughter of Desmontes [sic], an obvious misunderstanding
of the play’s title, MeAawvitmm 1) SeoucdTis (186 = test. iii).
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Theano sends her own sons to kill them while hunting, revealing that the two sets of boys are not
actually brothers. With the aid of Poseidon, Melanippe’s sons kill their foster-brothers, causing
Theano to kill herself, using the same weapon with which she had armed her sons (a culter, or
hunting-knife). After Melanippe’s sons flee, Poseidon reveals that he is their father, the boys free
their mother, who is still being held captive by her father, and Poseidon restores her sight. She
then marries Metapontus and the boys go on to found cities.

What aspects of this story is Euripides likely to have portrayed onstage? Since the twins
are grown (at least old enough to kill, cf. fr. 495), the blinding and imprisonment of Melanippe
must have happened long before the beginning of the play. Their foster-mother, who is called
Siris rather than Theano in the play,?®? and her plot against them fit in quite feasibly, although
here it is her brothers, and therefore the boys’ “uncles”, with whom she plots (fr. 495). Her
concern need not be focused on her own children, for whom there is no evidence in the play
itself, but rather on the fact that Melanippe’s twins make her an unnecessary addition to the
household of Metapontus.?®® A messenger reports the ambush of the twins by Siris’ brothers and
their successful self-defense, but Poseidon’s aid is not mentioned. Nor do | find it plausible that
Poseidon would have appeared onstage at the end of the play. As we have already seen in
Antiope, as | have mentioned is the case in lon, and as | will mention in further discussion of this
type of play, the god responsible for his victim’s suffering in the examples we have of this type
of plot does not normally take care of the results of his actions personally, but sends an envoy for
this purpose. Thus I suspect that while Melanippe is freed and cured of her blindness as part of
the action of the play, it is not Poseidon himself who appears onstage to take care of this, but

rather another of the gods.

262 Cf, Athen. 12.523d = test. iib.
%3 Siris is likely the speaker of fr. 491, which decries adoption. See also my discussion of stepmothers in
the next chapter.
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Auge, by contrast, departs from this situation in a way that | believe is unique among
Greek dramas,”® when Heracles appears onstage to apologize directly to the title character. |
suggest however that Heracles, unlike Zeus, Poseidon, or Apollo, is able to do this because of his
unique status in both myth and tragedy. In the case of this play, two testimonia, a plot summary
and a comment on a fragment, are the keys to understanding the onstage action. Based on the

plot summary (test. iia),?®®

written in Armenian by the fifth-century historian/grammarian Moses
of Chorene who took it from late Greek sources, most scholars agree that the basics of the plot
are as follows:?®® Auge, a priestess of Athena at Tegea, is raped by Heracles, who is drunk, while
participating in nocturnal festivities.?” He leaves a ring behind, which Auge keeps. She is
impregnated, and gives birth to Telephus. When her father, Aleus, discovers this, he orders that
the infant be exposed and Auge drowned in the sea. Before this can happen, Heracles returns to
Tegea, recognizes the child by means of the ring, and saves Auge and Telephus. In telling his
version of this story, Apollodorus adds that Auge’s baby was born in Athena’s sanctuary, and the

resulting pollution is what brought the matter to Aleus’ attention (Bibl. 2.7.4 = test. iii), which is

confirmed by Auge’s question to the goddess in fragment 266:

41 include comedy, specifically New Comedy, in this due to its many storylines set in motion by rape.
Menander’s Epitrepontes is the best point of comparison here, linked as it is by basic storyline to Auge.
This was intentional on Menander’s part, which is evident from his quoting Auge in the play (Epitr. 1123-
4 = Auge fr. 265a).

2% There is also a badly damaged papyrus hypothesis for Auge, but it reveals little information other than
the setting of the play (Arcadia) and that someone had consumed wine (olveopévol[s, test. iia.13). Luppe
(1983) offers the best reconstruction of the hypothesis.

%8 Most notable among these is Wilamowitz (1875: 189). The most significant opponent of using the
Armenian summary to reconstruct the plot is Anderson (1982), who, incorrectly in my opinion, conflates
mythographical information on Telephus from Strabo with the plot of Auge. A. Mai and J. Zohrab
translated the Armenian into Latin in the early nineteenth century, which is the text included in Kannicht
(2004).

%7 The term that Mai and Zohrab use for Auge and Heracles’ encounter is habere rem cum, a relatively
neutral term for intercourse. But Heracles’ interruption of what are exclusively women’s rites combined
with his drunkenness and the use of furtum to refer to his actions imply that what happened between
Heracles and Auge would be considered moicheia. Drunken rape at a pannychis was a trope in Greek
drama (cf. Men. Sam. and Epit.).
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OKU)\O( HEV Bpomd)ﬁopa
Xoupeug opcooa Ko vstcov spslma
KOU HI0PO ool TaUT EOTIV €1 & Eyw ‘TeKov,
Setvov Tod’ NyN;

You enjoy looking on spoils stripped from

the dead and the wreckage of corpses;

these do not pollute you. Yet you think it

a dreadful thing if I have given birth?
The plot thus contains all the basics of the plot-type | have already explored in Antiope and the
Melanippe plays: a young woman is raped, not by a god in this case, but by a semi-divine hero,
the baby is exposed under pressure from the young woman’s father, who punishes her, and
reparations are made by the end of the play when Heracles rescues Auge and their son, Telephus.

Two aspects of this rescue make it stand out among all the other plays of this plot-type:
first, Heracles actually apologizes for what he has done and second, as | mentioned, he arrives in
person to save Auge and his son. As we have already seen with Hermes’ appearance in

Antiope,®®®

the resolution of these plays does not usually address the original harm done to the
victim, but rather glosses over what caused the problem in the first place by rewarding the
mother and child with a secure new social position, often far away from the setting of the
original crime and its punishment (cf. Melanippe’s marriage to Metapontus). Yet in his apology
to Auge, Heracles does the opposite of this, drawing attention to the very moment of the rape by
recalling his drunkenness: viv 8’ oilvos &Eeotnoe u’* opoloywd 8¢ oe/ adikely, To & adikny’
EYEVET’ oUX Ekouciov (“As it is, wine made me lose control. I admit I wronged you, but the

wrong was not intentional,” fr. 272b). Neither in other tragedies nor in New Comedy does the

rapist himself acknowledge the act of rape directly to his victim.

28 This is also true of Athena in lon.
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Others have proposed differing versions of this scene, especially Anderson who claims
that these lines are spoken by Auge, quoting what Heracles said in his self-defense, and that she
is addressing either her father or Athena, who is angry over the pollution of her sanctuary.?®®
Huys proposes an apology from Heracles to Athena, again on the basis of Auge’s pollution of
her sanctuary, using Athena’s appearance onstage in lon as a precedent for her presence here
(1989-90: 180 and 1995: 115). But Heracles is not the object of Athena’s anger (if she appears in
Auge at all), and his reference to drunkenness makes it clear that he is apologizing for the actual
moment of loss of control, the rape itself.

There are two fragments which | believe place Heracles onstage alongside Auge at the
moment of his apology. The first has him playing with his infant son’s toys: Tis 8” ouxi Xalpel
vnmiols aBupuactv; (“Who does not take pleasure in childish toys?” fr. 272). The second
continues in this vein: Tailc* peTaPolas yop movwv ael diAw (“I'm playing; I always like a
change from my labours,” fr. 272a). This second fragment comes from Aelian’s Varia Historia
and is accompanied by a discussion of Heracles” well-known love of play and children. As proof
of this, Aelian points out this line from Auge, and says that Heracles said it while holding a baby
(Aéyer 8¢ ToUTO Toudiov kaTeXwv, 12.15). If Heracles is holding the infant Telephus onstage,
then Auge is presumably present with him, and must therefore be the recipient of his apology.

But why is it that Heracles can apologize onstage while gods, especially his own
powerful father, apparently cannot? | suggest that this is due to his semi-divine status and his
unique position in drama. First, the stakes for Heracles are far lower with his apology than if

Zeus, Poseidon, or Apollo were to do the same; Athena says as much in lon when she tells

?% This is based on his rejection of Moses of Chorene’s summary in favour of Strabo’s version of the
story of Auge and Telephus at 13.1.69 (1982: 70). Van Looy has demonstrated that Strabo did not use
Euripides as a source (1964: 260) and Wilamowitz had already refuted this argument as proposed by
Matthiae (1829) and Hartung (1843-4) (1875: 189).
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Creusa that she has come as his envoy in order for him to avoid the inevitable censure (1555-8).
(Athena does not explain why Apollo is concerned about this.) Avoiding censure is simply not an
issue for Heracles, who is already in the midst of his labours after killing his own children, nor
does he have the same power over mortals that the others do. As well, the excuse of drunkenness
in his apology brings to mind the comic Heracles of Alcestis, and his ignorant, inappropriate
behaviour at the house of Admetus. If this play served as a prototype for New Comedy, as the
use of fragment 265a in Epitrepontes suggests, would it not be fitting that Auge highlight

Heracles’ more ridiculous characteristics (like drunkenness), as the proto-satyric Alcestis

270 271

does?*”® Fragment 278, likely a joke referring to Heracles’ erect penis (képas opBiov),”* also
suggests a brutish Heracles. Whatever the reasons, however, Auge, with Heracles’ appearance

and apology, merits special attention among Euripides’ plays about rape and recognition.
False Accusations of Rape

In the previous section, I discussed what happens to the victims of divine rapists in Euripides’
plays and how the testimonia inform our understanding of this. In this section, | shall look at the
fragmentary plays in which women make false accusations of rape, Hippolytus Veiled,
Stheneboea, and Phoenix,?’* and at their accompanying testimonia, examining whether Euripides
establishes as clear a pattern in these plays as he does in his rape and recognition plays. | shall
also contrast the role of sexual consent here as opposed to in the rape and recognition plays and

discuss how it plays a role in this type of revenge, which is sought only by married women. As

2% For comic elements in Euripides, see Segal 1995.

2™t For a full rundown of the lengthy debate over the meaning of these words, see Huys 1989-90: 181.
Henderson shows how kepas is used in comic double-entendres (1975: 127, no. 91).

272 peleus also shares this plot, but since its single testimonium is from Ar. Fr. 863, | shall discuss it in the
chapter on Aristophanes.
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213 they all share these basic points, as outlined by

examples of the Potiphar’s wife plot,
Sommerstein (2006: 234): a woman who is married (but not necessarily much older than the
young women in my previous discussion) makes erotic overtures to a young man, he refuses
them, and she then accuses him of rape. The accused is punished, but when the truth is
established the accuser pays a significant price (usually death) for what she has done.

The first play I shall discuss is based on what is perhaps the most famous Greek story of
this type, that of Phaedra and Hippolytus, which Euripides dramatized twice, with the
fragmentary version, Hippolytus Veiled, preceding the extant version, Hippolytus Garland-
Bearer.?’* In his hypothesis for the extant Hippolytus, Aristophanes of Byzantium, the late
third/early second-century B.C.E. scholar, mentions that it is Euripides’ second version of the
story in which “what was unseemly and reprehensible has been put right” (TO yop oTpeTES Kol
kaTnyopias &Eiov v TouTe SiedpbeoTan, test. i).2”> What is “unseemly and reprehensible” is
usually understood to be Phaedra’s outrageous behaviour, in contrast with her inner conflict and
attempts to preserve her modesty which are featured in the extant version. It is my intention here
to investigate precisely what this reference means, using both the testimonia and fragments.

The mythographical sources portray a Phaedra who is far more direct than the one in the

extant play. In a scholion on Odyssey 11.321 (which mentions Phaedra), Asclepiades tells the

same story with the same basic points as the extant play (i.e. Phaedra is struck with love for

?"® The name for this plot-type comes from the biblical story of Joseph and Potiphar’s wife, who falsely
accuses him of rape, found in Genesis 39.1-20.

2% Sophocles also wrote a Phaedra, of which only fragments remain that reveal very little about its plot.
2> The Vita Euripidis claims that Euripides wrote the first version out of spite at his wife’s licentious
behaviour (T I Hll. C. 2 = test. iiib), while Griffin suggests that Euripides abandoned the traditional
portrayal of Phaedra as a challenge to make the story subtler (1990: 132). Only the date of the extant
Hippolytus (428) is certain, from Aristophanes of Byzantium (= test. i), while Cropp and Fick put
Hippolytus Veiled anywhere from 455-429 (1985: 70). Jouan suggests (tenuously in my opinion) that the
extant Hippolytus must be the latest of the plays on this theme on the grounds of its dramatic presentation
of the theme (1990: 190).
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Hippolytus and pines away for him), but says that she decided to persuade him to sleep with her
(81evoeiTo TelBelv TOV Veaviokov OTws auTh Hiyeln, test. iic (1). 12-13).2" This would seem
to have removed from the equation the Nurse, who is the one who reveals Phaedra’s desire in
Hippolytus. Apollodorus’ version of the story contains the same detail, that Phaedra sought out
Hippolytus directly (Se1ton ouveA8elv o, Epit. 1.18 = test. iic (2)), but also includes the
incriminating circumstance that Hippolytus fled her company (Tnv cuvouciav tpuyev, 1.18),%”’
confirming that she went after him personally in this version.?”® There is also the suggestion that
Phaedra attempted to justify her feelings for her step-son by blaming Theseus for treating her
poorly (Plut. De aud. poetis 8 = test. v).2"

This aggressive, blame-avoiding version of Phaedra could very well have been the one
that Euripides put onstage in Hippolytus Veiled; when we turn to the fragments, several support
this depiction of Phaedra. Fragment 430 reveals the lovestruck and bold Phaedra:

exco yo(p To)\uns Kol Gpaooug S18ackahov

E\) TOlS‘ O(UT]XO(VOIOIV EU1TOpCOTO(TOV

"EpwTa, TovTwv SuouaxwTaTov Bedv.

| have a teacher of daring and audacity

who is most inventive amid difficulties—

Eros, the hardest god of all to fight.

Fragment 444, although not securely assigned to an individual character, uses language similar to
that of Pasiphae in Cretans fr. 472e.30 in defense of her mating with the bull (fenAaTos,

“godsent”): & Soluov, s oUK E0T’ amooTpodn BpoTols/ TV uPuTwY Te Kol Benhatcov

Kokedv (“O you deity, how mortals have no way to avert their inborn or godsent troubles!”). If

276 For more on the connection between peitho and eroticism, see Buxton 1982: 31-48.

" suvouoia is a standard euphemism for sexual intercourse (e.g. Xen. Cyr. 6.1.31). If this is its meaning
in Apollodorus, Phaedra’s approach may have been especially bold.

278 | . he would not flee her without reason.

2" Her mother, Pasiphae, also uses her husband’s treatment of her to justify her bizarre behaviour in
Cretans fr. 472e, vv. 20-6.
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this is indeed spoken by Phaedra, as the correspondence with Pasiphae’s words suggests, then the
Phaedra of Hippolytus Veiled seeks to avoid responsibility on some level for her actions, which
she herself characterizes as bold. In addition to this, there is no evidence for Aphrodite’s
presence onstage in this play,”® which causes Phaedra’s claim that she is manipulated by the
gods to seem more hollow than in the extant Hippolytus. Although she may succumb to the
power of eros, with all of its divine associations, having Aphrodite onstage outlining her plans
against Hippolytus is a clear means of characterizing Phaedra as manipulated. In any case, this
would not have been seen as an especially successful defense, even by Phaedra herself; in the
extant version, when Phaedra mentions that her desire for her stepson has a divine origin (Hipp.
241), she assumes responsibility by saying that she must die to escape this passion (248-9).

Beyond the evidence for Phaedra’s direct approach to Hippolytus, the proof we have of
the boldness of her actions relates to the accusation of rape. Although none of the fragments
mentions the accusation directly, two make it clear that a falsehood has affected the action of the
play. A speaker who is likely Theseus laments the type of language that manipulates the truth,
recalling Euripides’ foregrounding of the problematic nature of rhetoric in the agon from
Antiope:*®

del del, TO un T TPAYUAT avbpedTrols EXElV

doovnv, 1V’ oo undev ol Setvol Aeyerv.

vUv §’eUpoolot oTouoct ToAnfeoTaTa

KAETTTOUGIV, cOGTE Hr) QOKETV o XPT| SOKELV.

Alas, the facts have no voice for human beings,

so that clever speakers would be nothing!

Now they disguise what is most truthful with fluent tongues,
so that what should seem so, does not. (fr. 439, trans. adapted)

280 Jouan proposes Phaedra as the first speaker, placing fr. 443 at the beginning of the play (1990: 193).

81 Conacher suggests that Euripides used rhetoric both as a means of characterization without
commenting on the morality of its use (as in Helen’s speech from Trojan Women, mentioned above) and
as a means of questioning a character’s morality (as in Hecuba’s and Odysseus’ speeches in Hecuba, 251-
95 and 299-331 respectively) (1998: 68-9).
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Someone else, addressing Theseus, warns him against believing a woman’s words: ©¢toev,
TOPAIVE 00l TO AQGToV, <e1> dppovels,/ yuvaikl meifou unde TaAndn kAucov (“Theseus, 1
advise you for the best, <if> you are sensible: don’t trust a woman even when you hear the truth
from her,” fr. 440).

The question remains, though, of how Phaedra goes about making her accusation. Two
details found in Apollodorus’ version of the story are distinctly different from the extant play and
therefore support Aristophanes of Byzantium’s description of the play (i.e. that Phaedra
approached Hippolytus directly). The first has Phaedra, fearing that Hippolytus will reveal her
advances to Theseus, setting the scene so that it will appear that she has been raped by throwing
open the doors to her bedchamber and tearing her clothing (Apollod. Epit. 1.18 = test. iic (2)). A
pair of very badly damaged papyrus hypotheses for this play offer slight but corroborating
evidence for these details, mentioning the bed chamber (8a]Aauois], test.iib, fr. A.10) and
possibly scratching, presumably self-inflicted by Phaedra as indicated by the feminine singular
form of the participle (xopdEaoa, test. iia, Col. I1.2) and Jevxopl, test iib, fr. A.11.%** The other
detail in Apollodorus is that Phaedra does not commit suicide until after Hippolytus has died and
her actions have come to light, contrasting with the extant play, in which her accusation comes in
her suicide note and its false nature is not discovered until well after she is dead.”®® Again, the
remnants of the hypothesis suggest that Phaedra is still alive after her accusation has been made

and Theseus has confronted his son; from fragment B of testimonium iib, line 31 refers to

%82 \/an Rossum-Steenbeek attributes these papyri to Hippolytus Veiled by virtue of details which do not
correspond to the hypothesis of the extant play, despite the absence of the conventional title and first line
of the play found on the hypotheses in the collection known as “Tales of Euripides” (1998: 16). There is
significant overlap between the two, indicating that they come from the same hypothesis.

283 Apollodorus also has her commit suicide by hanging, as in the extant play (Epit. 1.19 = test. iic (2)).
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Hippolytus being veiled (xo]Auyouevov) and line 34 to some type of inquiry being made
(eN]eyxov), while Phaedra is named in line 35, making it possible that she is present for this.

The evasion of responsibility, the creation of false evidence to support her allegations,
and her suicide only after the truth is revealed are all particular to the fragmentary version of the
play and could have added to the bad reputation in antiquity of this version of Phaedra. But is she
unique in this degree of behaviour among the Potiphar’s wives in Euripides? With this question
in mind, I shall now turn to Stheneboea to examine a case in which the desiring woman’s actions
are similar to Phaedra’s,”®* but the object of desire, Bellerophon, acts in a manner very dissimilar
to Hippolytus.

Of the evidence available for Stheneboea, a testimonium and a fragment from the same
source reveal vital information about the title character’s actions. Since it has a remarkably
complete papyrus hypothesis (= test. iia), there is little doubt over the details of the plot, and
Bellerophon’s opening soliloquy (= fr. 661) identifies the point at which the play itself begins.
The first three lines of P. Oxy 2455 (the standard title of the play followed by the first line and
then 1 8’umoBeois) are somewhat damaged, but the rest of the hypothesis is quoted with minor
variations in Joannes Logothetes’ commentary on [Hermogenes] Means of Rhetorical
Effectiveness (30), confirming that it indeed describes the action of Stheneboea. loannes
Logothetes follows the hypothesis with the opening lines of the play.?® Because of the

complexity of the plot, | have reproduced the hypothesis in its entirety:?®®

284 Aristophanes connects these two characters (without specifying which Phaedra) in Frogs 1049-52.

%85 |_ogothetes identifies the opening lines as belonging to Bellerophon, and various other sources quote at
least part of this speech (vv. 1-3 = Ar. Fr. 1217-9, v. 1 = Men. Shield 407, vv. 4-5 = Stob. 4.22.46, wv. 24-
5 = Aeschin. 1.151).

%86 |ines 1-3 represent the contents of the papyrus, while the rest represent the edited version using both
the papyrus and loannes Logothetes’ version found in Collard and Cropp 2008b.
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Stheneboea, which begins, ‘(There is no) man (who) is completely fortunate’; (the)
plot is as follows: Proetus was the son of Abas, brother of Acrisius, and king of
Tiryns. He married Stheneboea and had children by her. When Bellerophon fled
Corinth because of a killing, Proetus purified him of the pollution but his wife fell
in love with their guest. When she was unable to achieve her desires, she betrayed
the Corinthian (guest) as having assaulted her. Believing (her), Proetus sent him to
Caria to be killed: he had given him a tablet-letter and told him to take it to lobates,
who followed what was written and ordered Bellerophon to risk himself against the
Chimaera. Bellerophon fought and killed the creature, however; returning to Tiryns
he denounced Proetus but enticed Stheneboea with the idea of taking her back to
Caria. When he learned from her of a second plot by Proetus, he forestalled it by
going away. He mounted Stheneboea on Pegasus and rose high over the sea; when
he was close to the island of Melos he threw her off. After her death fishermen
found and carried her to Tiryns. Returning again to Proetus, Bellerophon himself
admitted his actions; having twice been the subject of plots, he had exacted the
appropriate justice from both— from her with her life, and from him with his
painful grief. (test iia)

The basic elements, as found in both Hippolytus plays, are present: a married woman falls in
love with a young man, he rejects her advances, and she seeks revenge by claiming rape. But
based on the details revealed in the hypothesis, both Stheneboea and Bellerophon are quite
different from Phaedra and Hippolytus in their actions. Bellerophon turns what was to be his
punishment, being sent against the Chimaera, into a triumph and uses it to gain his own revenge

on Stheneboea and Proetus upon his return.?’

Because Stheneboea’s transgressions are never
found out, she is not forced into suicide as Phaedra is in Hippolytus Veiled, but is Killed by the
man she has falsely accused.

Bellerophon’s lines, which begin the play, indicate that Stheneboea has already made her
unsuccessful advances on him, and that he is disgusted by her attempts to persuade him. He calls

her a “silly woman” (yuvn...vnmia, fr. 661.5) and tells of her approaches to him, as well as those

of her nurse:

%87 Joannes Tzetzes also includes the detail about Bellerophon’s revenge in his comment on Ar. Fr. 1051
(= test. iib).
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Adyotot meiber kot SoAcy BnpeuTa
Kpuq)ouov EUVAS ElS SutAhiow meceiv.
el yap nmep TcocS' EPECTTKEV )\oyoa
Tpod)og yepoua Kol Euvuornonv }\sxog
UpVEL TOV O(UTOV HUBov ‘@ KoKS q>povcov
mbol- T1 paivn; TARBI Secmolvns euns

* * *

kThoot & avaktos Swuad’, ev meiobels Ppaxy’.

(Stheneboea) persuaded me with words and hunted me with trickery
so that | would fall into the secret intimacy of her bed.

For her old nurse, who started this talk

and was trying to contrive a union,

always recited the same story: ‘You think wrongly,

be persuaded; why are you mad? Be daring as my mistress

* * *

You will gain the k1n§ s palace, once you are persuaded of this one little thing.” (fr. 661.
8-14, trans. adapted)?

He then relates his plan to leave the palace because he is unwilling to disgrace both his host and
hostess by taking part in an affair (fr. 661.27-31). This means that the play begins prior to
Stheneboea’s accusation, which must be what sets the play itself in motion.”®® Stheneboea is
using her nurse as a go-between and so resembles the more reticent Phaedra of the extant
Hippolytus, but her offer of the throne along with herself indicates that she is also boldly

attempting to convince Bellerophon to kill Proetus.”® Euripides characterizes Stheneboea as he

288 There is a lacuna at line 13.

?89 7ihlke proposes that the action concerning the Chimaera has already occurred at this point in order to
avoid the complex plot and large gaps of time within a single play (1961: 4), but the plot as laid out in the
hypothesis in combination with the surviving fragments cannot be stretched far enough to accommodate
this.

0 This is a common implication in cases of royal wives and potential adultery (cf. Clytemnestra and
Aegisthus in El. 11-3, Hippolytus’ assumption in Hipp. 1011, and Candaules’ wife in Hdt. 1.11.2; see
Collard in Collard, Cropp, and Lee 1995: 93).
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does the bolder version of Phaedra by describing her as hunting her beloved (v. 8), identical
imagery to fragment 428 of Hippolytus Veiled.?**

Stheneboea also resembles Phaedra in the way her persuasion is depicted. Her
inventiveness is highlighted in the same way as Phaedra’s boldness, with eros once more
receiving the credit: mointnv & apa/”Epws Si8aokel, kav auoucos § To mpiv (“After all,
Love teaches a poet, even if he’s previously lacking in skill,” fr. 663).2%? She is described as
pining for Bellerophon by “toasting” him with table scraps (ft. 664)293 and as “beside herself”
(aAVer, fr. 665.1) after he has gone to Lycia and presumably been killed fighting the Chimaera.

Although no fragments relate the accusation of rape, Bellerophon is not likely to know
that it has been made when he first sets off for the court of lobates in Lycia, based on the fact
that he apparently does not understand the message he carries in the Iliad.”** That Bellerophon
finds out and that his revenge also occurs within the action of the play is proven with his
apparent offer to take Stheneboea away to Lycia on Pegasus, the means by which he gains this
revenge (fr. 669). As in the hypothesis, he throws her off the winged horse over the sea, and her
body is recovered by fishermen, at least one of whom reports this (fr. 670). Stheneboea’s corpse
is brought onstage, leading Proetus to say, “Carry her inside. A sensible man should never put
any trust in a woman” (koplCeT’ €low TNvSe: moTevetv 8¢ xpn/ yuvaiki pndev ooTis €U

dpovel PpoTav, fr. 671). Stheneboea’s death has not come at her own hands, like Phaedra’s, but

! The use of hunting and pursuit imagery in an erotic context appears as early as Sappho (1.21) and
recurs in the extant Hippolytus.

292 Collard and Cropp suggest that the nurse speaks these lines (2008b: 135, n.1). The second line of the
fragment appears in Agathon’s speech in Plat. Symp. 196e.

2% Athenaeus describes this practice at 10.427e where he quotes this fragment and Aristophanes parodies
it at Thesm. 404.

%4 According to Homer, who refers to Stheneboea as Anteia, Bellerophon carries a tablet with “baneful
signs” (onuoTa Auypa) to the Lycian king (Il. 6.168-9). This is the earliest example of the Potiphar’s
wife storyline as well as the first “letter” recorded in Greek sources.
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she has been killed while willingly committing (attempted) adultery, making Bellerophon’s
reversal of the three plots against him unique among the Potiphar’s wife storylines.?”

Turning now to Phoenix, we find Euripides departing from the pattern he uses in both the
Hippolytus plays and in Stheneboea and producing a play which focuses less on the accuser
(who is nameless in all the evidence we have for this play and probably does not even appear

onstage),?*®

and more on the experience of the accused. In this play, Euripides adapted the basic
story of Phoenix from Homer (lliad 9.447-77), where Phoenix’ mother sends him to sway the
affections of his father’s concubine, he sleeps with the concubine, and is cursed with
childlessness by his father as a result.?®” Based on evidence gleaned primarily from the
testimonia for this play, Euripides’ version differs from Homer’s in the following ways: Phoenix

8

refuses his mother’s request,?®® is falsely accused of rape by his father’s concubine, and is

blinded by his father as punishment.?*®

The fragments reveal very little of the action of the play, beyond complaints over the
value of sons to their fathers (fr. 803b), issues between young wives and elderly husbands (frs.
804 and 807), and Phoenix’s suffering after being blinded (fr. 816). It is clear, though, that the

perspective of the concubine is not given the same amount of attention as that of Phaedra or

Stheneboea.*® Perhaps this is due to her status as a concubine and not a wife, since few

2% I e. Stheneboea’s accusation, the trip to Lycia, and the plot upon his successful return.

2% Apollodorus gives the concubine the name Phthia (Libr. 3.13.8 = test. iiid), although this may be due
to confusion over Phoenix’s connection to Peleus and Achilles.

%" This is how Phoenix ends up at the household of Peleus as tutor to Achilles. Peleus himself was falsely
accused of rape by the wife of Acastus, king of lolcus, where Peleus, like Bellerophon, had sought refuge
after committing murder (Hes. fr. 208).

2% A scholion on Il. 9.453 (= test. iia) includes the detail of the “guiltless” (qvaucpTnTOs) Phoenix in
Euripides, connected to the emendation of the Homeric text to say that Phoenix did not obey his mother.
2% Apollodorus includes the false accusation and the blinding in telling Phoenix’s story (Libr. 3.13.8 =
test. iiid), as does Hieronymous of Rhodes, mentioning Euripides and this play by name (fr. 32 = test.
iva).

%% jouan puts fr. 804 (on elderly husbands and young wives) in the mouth of the concubine during her
seduction of Phoenix (1990: 199), but there is nothing to support this attribution.
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concubines appear on stage in Greek tragedy,"

or perhaps this is a means of foregrounding
Phoenix’s suffering while disregarding hers, or both. Although the Hippolytus plays and
Stheneboea do give the lovesick accusers’ perspectives, Phoenix may not be alone in focussing
on the young man’s. Peleus has no testimonia and no fragments that reveal anything about the
play’s plot, but it may very well have been about Acastus’ punishment of the title-character after
his wife falsely accused Peleus of rape.**? Euripides therefore could have had two templates from
which to choose when portraying this type of storyline, one with a love-struck wife featured
prominently, or one exclusively about the young man’s experience.

One issue that stands out in these plays (including the extant Hippolytus), especially
when compared with the rape and recognition plots which I have already discussed, is the fact
that all of these accusations of rape result in attempts on the part of the husbands to seek revenge
on the rapist. At no point prior to the discovery of the truth is the woman in any danger from her
husband because of being “raped”, in contrast to the impregnated maidens who must all fear
what punishments their fathers will give, while their rapists face no consequences.*® In all of
these cases the father or husband acts as kurios.*** But it seems that for the young girls who are
raped, their consent (or rather the lack thereof) is not a factor in how their fathers react to the
situation, rather their pregnancies are, but for married women and concubines, their lack of
consent is what preserves their honour in the eyes of their husbands. As Sommerstein points out,

if the rape of which these young men are accused is never supposed to have happened, that is, it

% Jole in Women of Trachis and Tecmessa in Ajax and the special case of Cassandra in Agamemnon
(whose role as a prophet means she must speak) are exceptions.

%92 Sophocles’ play of the same name has Peleus as an old man, which prevents us from attributing this
plot to the Euripidean fragments with complete certainty.

%3 The fact that their rapists are divine or semi-divine is not important here, since the mortally-
impregnated girls of New Comedy fear their fathers as well (cf. Epitrepontes).

%% In Athens, a woman’s family retained some power over her after marriage via the dowry, but this is not
as much a factor in the mythological world of tragedy. Regardless, the rape of either daughter or wife
affects the kurios directly, and so | see no reason to treat either type of victim differently.
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was only an attempt, then the wives have not been defiled and the distinction holds up (2006:
234). But when we take into account the evidence from the papyrus hypotheses for Hippolytus

305
Kk,

Veiled (test. iia and b) that Phaedra created evidence of an actual attac it seems that at least

one of these accusations is of an attack that actually occurred, so the question of whether Phaedra

consented or not seems relevant.3%

As with the parthenoi of the rape and recognition plots, it is
not their initial consent (or lack thereof) but the end result, the corruption of the woman, that
matters.

The pattern that emerges from this comparison is that the unmarried women are not
believed (or see no possibility of being believed) that the encounter was against their will, nor is
this questions even relevant, while the married women are. If we look at the fact that all is
considered to be well when the divine rapists claim their children,*® even for their victims (the
victims’ perspectives being another matter entirely), but that rape of a married woman or
concubine (i.e. a woman also under the control of a kurios) is presented as deserving a
punishment as severe as death, the woman’s consent as a factor in shaping these storylines
disappears. The offense is the violation of what is essentially a man’s property and not the
trauma to the woman. The wives who falsely claim to have been raped also claim that it
happened in their own homes (or rather their husband’s homes).?’o8 In the Potiphar’s wife
storylines, the “rape” is both literally and figuratively a violation of the kurios’ property. In terms
of the unmarried young women, their rapes have made them unmarriageable except by the rapist,

so they are now ineligible to become the property of any other husband, their own shame

notwithstanding, while they are now considered “damaged” property by their fathers. Consent is

%% There is no evidence that an attack actually occurred for Hipp. Veiled.

%06 Cf, Sommerstein on the extant Hippolytus and the other plays | have discussed here (1990: 235-6).
%07 Cf. the “happy” endings of New Comedy in which a victim is married to her rapist.

%08 Cf. Phaedra’s bedchamber in disarray in Hipp. Veiled.
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only a factor in preservation of the married women’s shame (i.e. she must be shown to have
resisted and must be so ashamed that she commits suicide) and even so is secondary to the

violation of her husband’s property.
The Cretan Cycle

Since | have already mentioned how Euripides draws a parallel between the reasoning of Phaedra
and that of her mother, I shall now turn to the play in which he explores Pasiphae’s actions,
Cretans, followed by a discussion of the play that features her monstrous offspring, Theseus.
Cretans, in particular, stands out among the tragedies, and in Greek literature, for Pasiphae’s
speech in defense of having mated with a bull, while the action of Theseus likely involves his
brief romance with Ariadne and ends with the announcement that Theseus will marry Phaedra. |
am therefore interested in how Euripides explores the complex relations between the women of
the house of Minos and why, in the words of Reckford in his discussion of Phaedra and her
mother, “you can’t get away from Crete” (1974: 319).

Although none of the fragments of Hippolytus Veiled mentions Phaedra’s Cretan origins,

the extant Hippolytus does mention them at least five times.*°

When combined with Euripides’
use of the same language (BenAatos, see above) by both mother and daughter in defending their
behaviour, it becomes apparent that the fragmentary Pasiphae can be read as a link of sorts

between the fragmentary and extant Phaedras.*'® Cretans was as much the story of Pasiphae as

the Hippolytus plays were of Phaedra; loannes Malalas says as much in referring to this play as

%% Hipp. 156, 372, 719, 752, and 758-9.

%19 Since Cropp and Fick suggest that Cretans is early in the range of dates they give for it (455-428,
1985: 82), there is a likelihood that it was produced prior to the extant Hippolytus of 428, meaning that it
could have fallen between the two Hippolytus plays.
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mepl 8¢ Ths TTooipans (“about Pasiphae”, Chron. 4.16 = test. iib).3!* The play itself centers on
Minos’ discovery of the Minotaur’s birth,**? and Daedalus’ punishment and subsequent escape
from Crete.*"® The basics of Pasiphae’s divinely-imposed lust and the Minotaur’s origins are as
follows, as found in Apollodorus 3.1.3-4 (= test. iiia):*** while sacrificing to Poseidon, Minos
prays for a bull to appear from the sea, promising that he will sacrifice it. Poseidon sends the
bull, and Minos does not sacrifice it but adds it to his herds, using it as a divine sign in order to
seize the throne of Crete, sacrificing another of his bulls instead. As punishment for this affront,
Poseidon has Pasiphae begin to desire it (EA61v eis emibupiov, 3.1.4). Daedalus then constructs
a wooden, wheeled cow with a cow’s hide stitched onto it, into which Pasiphae climbs and mates
with the bull, thus conceiving the Minotaur.®®® Upon discovering this, Minos imprisons
Daedalus,®® but he and Icarus escape with Pasiphae’s help, leading to Icarus’ death as the two
fly to Sicily (Hyg. 40).

The divine origin of Pasiphae’s passion is her primary means of defending herself from
Minos and the chorus and, as | have already mentioned, the same defense that Phaedra uses in
Hippolytus Veiled; she also blames Minos for her situation, as the testimonium from Plutarch
suggests Phaedra does with Theseus (Plut. De aud. poetis 8 = test. v). This forms the central
platform of her lengthy speech, which has the same function as Phaedra’s long speech of self-

defense at Hippolytus 373-430 and fragment 430 of Hippolytus Veiled, which was presumably

1 ibanius also highlights this aspect of Cretans (Or. 64.73 = test. v).

312 Both frs. 472a and 472b.29 mention the mixed nature of the baby, and someone who is likely Minos
asks at whose breast it nurses (fr. 472b.38), indicating that Pasiphae has only recently given birth.

13 A scholion on Ar. Fr. 849 (= fr. 472g) mentions Icarus singing a monody in Cretans, which likely
took place just before he and his father departed on their final flight.

34 Hyginus 40 overlaps the information from 3.1.4.

31> Apollodorus has the Minotaur named Asterius, after the childless king of Crete whose throne Minos
assumed (3.1.4).

%1% This imprisonment is likely imported from stories about Theseus’ visit to Crete (cf. Apollod. Epit.
1.12).
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part of a similar speech. Pasiphae’s rhetorical strategy is to deflect blame initially, then place it
on the gods, and finally on Minos:

O(PVOUIEVT] HEV OUKET’ GV Trifolul ot

TI'O,(VTOOS‘ yd(p ﬁ5n SnAov s Exel TadE. 5
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Denials from me will no longer convince you;

for the facts are now quite clear. 5
If 1 had thrown myself at a man

in love’s furtive commerce,

I should rightly now be revealed as lascivious.

As it is, because my madness was a god’s onslaught,

| hurt, but my trouble is not voluntary. 10
Why, it has no probability! What did | see in a bull

to have my heart eaten away by a most shaming affliction?

Was it that it was handsome to the eye in robes,

and threw out a bright gleam from its ruddy hair and eyes,

the beard on its cheeks darkly red? 15
Certainly it wasn’t the (well-formed?) body of a bridegroom!

Was it for a union like that...

of an animal’s hide...?

Not (to get) children...to make it my husband!

Why then was | (maddened) by this affliction? 20
It was this man’s destiny

that (brought) me too (my fill) of trouble, and he especially...

since he did not slaughter (that) bull (which) he vowed

to sacrifice to the sea-god when it appeared.

This is the reason, I tell you, why Poseidon undermined you 25
and exacted punishment, but launched (the affliction) upon me.

And then you cry out and call the gods to witness,

when you did this yourself and brought shame upon me?

While I, who gave birth and was at fault in nothing,

concealed the god’s stroke launched by heaven, 30
you- fine and splendid things to put on show!—

you proclaimed them to all as if you want no part in your wife,

you worst of husbands in your intention!

It is you who destroyed me, yours was the wrongdoing,

you are the cause of my affliction! So either, if you have decided 35

to kill me by drowning, go on and kill me— you understand

acts of foul murder and the slaughter of men-

or if you desire to eat my flesh raw,*"’

here it is: don’t skimp on your banquet!

Because of the punishment upon you, we are to die, 40

who are free and quite innocent of wrongdoing. (fr. 472e. 4-41)

The initial comparison to a woman who commits (or attempts to commit) adultery (vv. 6-8)
would seem to distinguish Pasiphae from Phaedra, due to the obvious difference between their

objects of desire, but straightaway she describes her actions as caused by a god and therefore

317 Cf. Polymestor’s anticipated form of revenge at Hec. 1072-3.
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involuntary (ekouoios, v. 10), offering as proof the freakishness of human attraction to an
animal®*® (vv.11-16, although her detailed description of the beauty of human males as a contrast
to the bull’s appearance implies the presence of vestiges of her alleged former madness).**®
Although she and Phaedra blame the same source, eros, Pasiphae’s actions make insanity a far
more plausible defense in her case. She then lays the blame squarely upon Minos’ shoulders,
making Poseidon’s actions secondary to those of her husband (vv. 25-6). Once more, Pasiphae
reiterates her innocence (OL’JSéV alTla, V. 29), and her husband’s guilt three more times in an
ascending tricolon that ends with Pasiphae assigning the cause of her madness to Minos (vv. 34-
5).

It seems that this speech was sufficient to convince the chorus of priests, who ask Minos

to withdraw his sentence of death for Pasiphae (¢miox[es, v. 50).%%

Minos’ negative response to
this request (v. 52) raises the question that Euripides explores, through the characters of both
Phaedra and Pasiphae, of how to evaluate this kind of claim. How much responsibility can be
assigned to one reacting to the external force of desire? When both versions of Phaedra are
placed alongside Pasiphae, it would seem that, in typical Euripidean fashion, a variety of

attitudes are expressed. Since they both give in to external influence and pursue the objects of

their desire, Pasiphae and the Phaedra of Hippolytus Veiled are responsible for the results of their

318 Rivier points out that unwillingness was a frequently-used defense in Athenian law-courts (1975: 59).
Collard gives the first several lines of this speech as an example of an avTikatnyopia, in which the
defendant seeks to redirect responsibility to the plaintiff in the face of damning evidence. He also
highlights Pasiphae’s appeal to probability (To eikos) (in Collard, Cropp, and Lee 1995: 73).

3% See Collard in Collard, Cropp and Lee 1995: 74 for a comparison of Pasiphae’s description of the bull
with descriptions of human objects of desire in Euripides.

320 pasiphae’s punishment appears to have been a Euripidean innovation (Collard in Collard, Cropp, and
Lee 1995: 54).
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actions.** In Hippolytus, though, since Euripides emphasizes Aphrodite’s deeds by having her
on stage, he underscores the role of the gods in creating desire. He also emphasizes Phaedra’s
own role in managing her desire by having the nurse play a more forceful role and having the
suicide come prior to Theseus’ discovery of her desire. In the end of all three plays, though, the
result is the same: as a result of giving in on some level to a wrongful desire, the woman dies and
her family suffers, which suggests the inescapability of such forces and the inability of mortals,
at least mortal women, to withstand them.

Reckford suggests that in Cretans and the Hippolytus plays, Crete is represented as a
center for “the inevitability of moral failure” (1974: 326). It seems that the house of Minos is as
cursed as the house of Atreus,**? and when we turn to Theseus, we see that the moral failings of
Minos’ household continue. In telling the story of Theseus’ heroism on Crete, Euripides focuses
on Ariadne’s attraction to Theseus, which allows this play’s depiction of desire to be read
alongside those in Cretans and the Hippolytus plays. He also depicts Minos’ anger, but this
anger, rather than aligning him more closely with the fathers in the rape and recognition plays,
seems to be directed as much at Theseus as at his daughter.®?*

The play seems to be set on Crete, near the labyrinth, since Ariadne is a character in the
play and there is a messenger speech about Theseus killing the Minotaur (fr. 386b). Despite
significant damage to its left side, a papyrus hypothesis (test. iiia) reveals much about the plot:

Theseus kills the Minotaur with the assistance of Daedalus (Aai8olou BonBroavTos, v. 4) and

%21 Comparing Pasiphae to Phaedra and Medea, Rivier does not think it is possible to compare their
motivations to Pasiphae’s attraction to an animal, preferring it to correspond to what is “savage” in desire
(1975: 53).

%22 The house of Atreus in fact comes into contact with Crete via Aerope, the Cretan princess who is
Atreus’ wife and mother to Menelaus and Agamemnon. It is Thyestes’ seduction of Aerope that triggers
Atreus serving him the flesh of his own children. Euripides’ play featuring Aerope, Cretan Women, deals
with the results of Aerope’s relations with Thyestes and subsequent punishment by her father, Catreus,
the king of Crete (schol. on Soph. Aj. 1295-7 = test. iiia).

23 Cf. Apollod. Epit. 1.12, in which Minos is angry over Theseus’ escape.
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Ariadne (tTns Tou BaoiAéws ... ouvaywvicons, v. 5-6, with the feminine singular of the
participle, plus the genitive referring to Minos, indicating that Ariadne is referred to despite the
absence of her name). The skein of thread she gives him appears in fragment 386aa, possibly part
of a messenger speech.®** Ariadne is acting out of desire for Theseus (line 11 refers to her
emBuuia), which causes her to try to persuade her father (v. 12) and convince Theseus to take

her away from Crete (vv. 13-14).3%

Ariadne’s abandonment by Theseus is implied by a mention
of her marriage to Dionysus ( A[p]tadvny...] eynue, vv. 14-15).
The end of what remains of the hypothesis, though, is what is most intriguing:
Meiveo Sebuy...... e
] kehevoooo yapw TNV o[p]lynv Heco—
AaB— ] TNV vewTepav Buyat[elpa ]
And when Minos...

...ordered him...his anger with a marriage
...his younger daughter...(vv. 15-17)

Minos is ordered, presumably at the end of the play, by a female character (shown in the
nominative feminine participle keAevcaoca) to diffuse (presumably) his anger through a
marriage. Collard and Cropp offer Athena as the speaker here (2008a: 419), which works well,
since she appears as a dea ex machina in several other plays and is Theseus’ tutelary deity. Thus
it is likely that the play ends with a pronouncement to Minos of Theseus’ future. The marriage
will be of course to Phaedra, Minos’ younger daughter, and so what seems to be a resolution is in
fact a prelude to more misfortune after the play ends. The pattern of desire and disaster

established with Pasiphae continues through Ariadne (who at least gets her happy ending) and, as

%24 Apollodorus confirms that the thread comes from Ariadne (Epit. 1.8 = test. iiib (1)).
%25 Apollodorus (Epit. 1.8 = test. iiib (1)) and Diodorus Siculus (4.61.4- 5= test. iiib (2)) confirm
Ariadne’s desire for Theseus.



131

Euripides’ mention of her suggests, on to Phaedra, and so the escape from Crete will be

unsuccessful, even for Theseus.
Individual Characters

The characters | shall now discuss fit less into established plot-types than those | have already
examined, but rather stand out by virtue of how they relate to prevailing conceptions of their
gender in terms of marriage (Haemon in Antigone and Althaea in Meleager) or how they conduct
erotic relationships (Laodamia in Protesilaus and Laius in Chrysippus). In the first two cases,
Euripides works from well-established myths and makes choices in plot and characterization
which highlight how Haemon and Atalanta defy the expectations that come with their gender,
while in the final two, he adds unusual details which make Lamia and Laius stand out among all
tragic characters. For all of these characters, the testimonia provide this information.

0,%%% is the earliest extant version we have

Since Sophocles’ Antigone, produced circa 44
of this story,**” Euripides could have been reacting to the story line of rebellion and filial loyalty
that Sophocles had first established. In Sophocles’ version, Haemon asks his father, Creon, to
spare Antigone and then commits suicide after she is walled into a tomb while still alive. The
thwarted marriage of Haemon and Antigone initially seems secondary to the main plot point of
the play, which is Antigone’s defiance of her uncle’s order not to bury her brother Polyneices,
but as Ormand points out, this is not the case, as shown in Sophocles’ use of marital and erotic

imagery in depicting her death (1999: 79). If a marriage that is never realized in Sophocles’ play

is a “node of conflicting power relations” (Ormand 1999: 80), and Haemon defies his father by

%26 For more on the date of Antigone’s production see Griffith 1999: 1-2.
%27 The only earlier evidence for Antigone is her being listed as one of Oedipus’ daughters by Pherecydes
(FGrH 3, fr. 95).
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supporting his bride-to-be, then Euripides expands this theme, ultimately redefining the
relationship between father and son by having the marriage actualized in his play.

Avristophanes of Byzantium, in his hypothesis for the Sophoclean play, mentions Haemon
and Antigone’s marriage as the defining detail of Euripides’ play:

KElTO(l M uuGonona Kol PO EuplmBn EV A\)leovn ﬂ}\nv EKEL d)copa@enoa

usTO( Tou Algovos S180Tal TTPOS YO HOU KOIGVIOY® Kl TEKVOV TIKTEITOV

Maiova.

The plot is also found in Euripides in Antigone, except that there Antigone is

detected with Haemon and is joined with him in marriage; and she gives birth to a

child, Maeon. (test. iia)
The detail of the marriage also appears in a scholion on line 1351 of Sophocles’ play (= test. iib
(2)). Because the fragments for Antigone come mostly from gnomic anthologies, those that
pertain to Haemon deal with love and marriage and we know little of the character beyond this.
As | mentioned in my chapter on Stobaeus, fragment 162 (= Stob. 4.20.4), which calls a young
man in love adpuAakTtos (“unguardable”, v. 2) and copwdTaTos “very clever”, v. 3, cf. Hipp.
Veiled fr. 430), takes Haemon beyond the reach of the polis’ punitive structures as embodied in
Creon. Fragment 162a reinforces Haemon’s dedication to Antigone: £y yop €€ AekTp’ o To!
koAwds Exetv/ Sikaiov €oTiv olol ouyynpocouat (“For I shall have a marriage which should
rightly do well, I tell you, in which I shall grow old”, trans. adapted).*?®

This marriage then aligns Haemon even more securely with Antigone in her dispute with
Creon. Euripides’ Haemon allows Antigone to affect his relationship with his father earlier on in

the play, as opposed to his eventual defiance via suicide in Sophocles, and so the couple operates

together rather than separately against Creon. Siding with his bride against his father also means

%28 Euripides uses Aektpa of a marriage-bed (and therefore a marriage) at e.g. Alc. 925, Or. 939, Hipp.
944, Med. 436 and 594.
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that Haemon upends the exchange of the bride that underpins traditional Greek matrimony,**
and ends up transferred to his bride’s family and away from his own, as part of a marriage that
Creon must have arranged himself.**® This reversed transfer partners Haemon with his wife
against his father. Left with little more than this tantalizing information about Haemon and
Antigone, we can only speculate on how Creon reacted to his son’s abandonment of his natal
family.

Althaea in Meleager reverses Haemon'’s situation by rejecting her son and therefore her
marital family in favour of her natal family. The earliest version of Althaea’s story comes from
the Iliad, and is told by Phoenix in an attempt to lure Achilles back to battle (9.529-605). It only
briefly mentions the curses that Althaea directs toward her son, Meleager, but does tell us their
cause, the killing of her brother (kaciyvritolo ¢pdvos, 9.567).*' Not found in the lliad,
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Meleager’s reason for slaying his uncles, the Thesteids,”* is the awarding of the Calydonian

boar’s hide, which the Thesteids tried to seize.>*?

Euripides’ play most likely tells the story of the
hunt, the subsequent disagreement over the boar’s hide, and the killing of the Thesteids.
Atalanta, who probably entered the tradition of the Calydonian boar hunt by the sixth century,>*

adds another dimension to the narrative, which explores Meleager’s attraction to her and

Althaea’s reaction to this.>*®

329 As examined in Rabinowitz 1993, Wohl 1998, and Ormand 1999.

%%0 Ormand points out that this transfer occurs in Sophocles as well, and is fitting given Antigone’s status
as epikleros (1999: 98).

%1 This story is separate from the tradition of the Fates telling Althaea that her son would live as long as
the log on the hearth at his birth, and her later burning it in revenge (cf. Bacch. 5.93-154, Aesch. Lib. 602-
11, and Hyg. 174). This may have been part of Euripides’ play, but there is no proof of it. Although
Althaea burns the log to kill her son in Accius’ Meleager (frs. 444 and 445), there is no evidence that this
was part of the Euripidean storyline.

%32 Despite the singular form in Homer, other sources refer to Althea’s two or more brothers, cf. fr. 530.
%33 Cf. Apollod. Libr. 1.8.3 (= test. iiic) and Ovid Met. 8.446.

%4 Bacchylides 5 is the earliest text that includes Atalanta among the hunters.

%% Euripides was probably the first to add Meleager’s love for Atalanta to the story (Page 1937: 179, esp.
n. 2).
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Althaea reacts against her own son in this play because of Atalanta’s presence in the
narrative: Meleager falls in love with Atalanta (there is no trace of his wife from the lliad,
Cleopatra), wishes to award her the boar’s hide, and so kills his uncles who wish to claim it for
themselves,**® drawing his mother’s vengeance upon himself. Much of what remains of the play
deals with Althaea’s fraught relationship to her son, beginning with fragment 518, in which he
defends to her his choice to go out on the hunt (the vocative tekouoo makes it clear that the

addressee is Althaea).**

Atalanta is a divisive presence between mother and son in fragments
520-8, in which all three characters seem to debate marriage to a transgressive woman such as
Atalanta.®*® For her part, Atalanta never expresses interest in marrying Meleager, but defends the
type of match that would result from such a marriage (fr. 525). Althaea’s rejection of Atalanta as
a suitable wife for her son is based on the most traditional of grounds, that Atalanta is too manly
in her pursuits, and this upsets the boundary between men and women:

€1 KepKISCOV UEV QVSPAGIY UEAOL TTOVOS,

yuvaul & omAcwv eutrecoley ndova:

€K TNS ETMOTNUNS YOP EKTTETMTWKOTES

KEIVOL T/ arv oudEV €1ev oub’ UUELS ETI.

...iIf men concerned themselves with the labour of weaving,

and the joys of armed fighting overcame women;

cast out from their proper sphere of knowledge,

they would be good for nothing and so would we. (fr. 522)*°

She then seems to escalate her rhetoric against Atalanta, again expressing concern over the

latter’s behaviour as a woman: pI0S yuvalka <TEOOV>— €K TAOWV 8¢ GE—/ MTIS TOVNPX

%% The argument stems from who actually killed the boar, with Atalanta striking the first blow,
Amphiarus next, and Meleager finishing the kill (Apollod. Libr. 1.8.2-3 = test. iiic).

%37 Fr. 517, a pun on Meleager’s name (“wretched hunt”), could be part of Althaea’s attempt to keep him
from going.

%38 See Barringer 1996: 59 for an examination of Atalanta in comparison with other women who are
portrayed as hunters, including maenads and Amazons.

%% Fr. 528a, which refers to the “work of the singing shuttle” (kekiSos do18ou ueAéTas), may have been
part of this rhetorical strategy of dividing up women’s and men’s work.
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Tapy’ exous’ <eiT> el Aeyel (“I detest every woman— and you above all of them— who has
done wicked deeds and then defends them with fine words”, fr. 528).

But if Althaea defends traditional roles for husband and wife within a marriage, she
ultimately disregards her own in condemning Meleager to death with her curse. Unlike Haemon,
who takes on the position of a woman in marriage when he leaves his natal family to side with
his wife in untenable circumstances, when the situation escalates, Althaea chooses her brothers
over her sons. In having her do so, Euripides underscores the labile position of a wife who has
joined a new household, since Althaea rejects not a husband, to whom she has no biological ties,
but her own son in favour of her natal family. This is the concern that the marital exchange of
women between households foregrounds. The result of this choice is that Althaea effectively
becomes a filicide, which puts her in the category of Themisto from Ino, Agave from Bacchae,
and Medea.?*® Agave is a particularly interesting comparanda for Althaea here, since as a
maenad she is a female hunter like Atalanta (see. n. 339 above). By Kkilling her own son, even at
a remove, Althaea has drawn herself closer to the woman she rejected so forcefully earlier in the
play.

In Protesilaus, Euripides explores mourning one’s spouse through the character of
Laodamia, who represents the other side of the situation he presents with Admetus in Alcestis,
much as Althaea’s situation is similar to that of Haemon but with a different gender-based slant.
Protesilaus tells the story of the title character’s return from Hades for single day,**" in order to
visit his wife, Laodamia. Since Protesilaus and Laodamia had only recently married prior to his

death at Troy (he was the first Greek to die there, Il. 2.695-710), her grief is so immense that she

%0 See McHardy 2005: 145-8 for Althaea in comparison to filicides from the fragmentary plays of
Aeschylus and Sophocles.

%1 The limitation to a single day is found in a scholion on the conversation between Protesilaus,
Persephone, and Hades at Luc. D.Mort. 28.2 (= test. ii).
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has created an image of him to allay it (Apollod. Epit. 3.29 and Eust. on Il. 2.700-2 = test. iiia
and Hyg. 104 = test. iiib).>*> While striking, this is not the only instance of Euripides referring to
an inanimate surrogate beloved; he has Admetus suggest this as an antidote to the grief he will
feel after Alcestis has taken his place in the Underworld (348-52). Since the two plays could be
quite close chronologically,*** Euripides could very well have meant them to echo one another.
Supporting this idea are the innovation of Protesilaus’ return from Hades, which is just like
Alcestis’ return, despite being limited, for which there is no evidence earlier than this play, and
the fact that both stories have Thessalian origins (Jouan and VVan Looy 2000: 573).

Euripides does not merely reverse the circumstances of Alcestis by making Laodamia into
a female Admetus, but rather expands on the presence of the statue and has her commit suicide at
the final departure of her husband, unlike Admetus when Alcestis dies.*** Because the statue is
so prominent in the various testimonia it was probably equally prominent in the play.** In
Hyginus’ version, Laodamia’s father discovers its existence and orders it burned (104 = test.
iiib). This provides a potential opening conflict for the play, prior to the arrival of Protesilaus

(Mayer 1885: 117).3* Laodamia’s pledge of loyalty may come from such a scene: ouk Qv

mpoSoinv kaimep auxov dihov (“I shall not forsake a loved one, even though he is lifeless,”

%2 Apollodorus goes so far as to insinuate that she has intercourse with the statue (TpoocopiAet, Epit.
3.29). This recalls Pygmalion and his statue at Ovid Met. 10.253-8. Steiner traces the practice of
“replacing” a dead loved one with an image in the ancient world to the Bronze Age, although the
examples she uses have the primarily ritual purpose of replacing an absent body and aiding the psyche’s
transition to Hades (2001: 5-8). These statues are therefore part of an acceptance of death. In the case of
Protesilaus (and Alcestis), the statue is meant to be the loved one and to allay the grief of Laodamia,
which is emphatically not an acceptance of Protesilaus’ death.

%3 Alcestis was produced in 438 and Cropp and Fick propose a terminus ante quem of 425 for Protesilaus
(1985: 70).

¥4 The chorus comments on Admetus’ cowardly choice to send his wife in his stead, suggesting that he
should commit suicide (227-9, cf. Loraux 1978: 16).

% Protesilaus’ statue is featured on a Roman sarcophagus from the middle of the second century C.E. (=
test. iiic (1).

%% Jouan and Van Looy propose that the play begins with a prologue by Aphrodite due to her connection
to the war at Troy and the fact that her vengeance was developed in Protesilaus’ dialogue in Lucian
(2000: 577).
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fr. 655).*” The ephemeral return of Protesilaus precipitates Laodamia’s suicide by the end of the
play (fr. 656), and thus Euripides differentiates her from her male counterpart, Admetus, by
means of her choice. Admetus has been feminized by his choice to allow Alcestis to die nobly in
his stead (Loraux 1987: 29); Laodamia, in contrast, has chosen a heroic and therefore manly
death.

Finally, I turn to Laius in Chrysippus, whose little-known story exists on the fringes of
the famous Theban cycle and the plays about the house of Atreus. The play is one of the rare
known instances of same-sex desire portrayed in tragedy, with Aeschylus’ fragmentary
Myrmidons being another.3*® Chrysippus focuses on pederasty, specifically Laius’ abduction and
rape of Pelops’ son, and there appears to be no earlier evidence for this story, which may be a
Euripidean invention.**® Only six fragments remain of the play itself, and so reconstruction is
heavily dependent on the testimonia. According to Athenaeus, Laius was visiting Pelops at Pisa
and fell in love with Chrysippus, whom he carried off in his chariot (13.602f).>*° This seems like
a plausible plot for the play, which then would have focused on Laius’ betrayal of Pelops’
hospitality and could have ended with a curse that forecast the story of Oedipus.***

Even more intriguing is the fact that Euripides seems to have presented this as the first

instance of male homoeroticism among the Greeks. This is according to Aelian in his

¥7 &uxos can be used to refer to statues, cf. Timaeus 127.

8 Fragments 64-6 of this play seem to refer to an erotic relationship between Achilles and Patroclus. For
instances of homosexuality implied if not explicitly portrayed in Euripides, see Poole 1990.

9 Lloyd-Jones claims that Euripides must have taken this plot from a lost epic (not the Oedipodeia) or
from Aeschylus, who wrote a play titled Laius as part of trilogy on the Theban cycle (1983: 120-1). Since
no fragments of this play remain, it is not possible to prove or deny that it dealt with this subject matter.
%0 Apollod. Libr. 3.5.5 relates that Laius was exiled from Thebes.

%L A lengthy scholion on Phoenician Women 1760 (known as the Peisander-scholion) mentions a curse
on Laius due to his unholy love (epws acefnoos, 3-4) for Chrysippus, but ascribes it to Hera. See
Mastronarde 1994: 31-8 for a detailed account of the use of this scholion in various reconstructions of the

play.
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comparison of a dolphin that falls in love with but accidentally kills a young boy (described as an
ephebe) with Laius’ conduct toward Chrysippus:
Acios 8¢ emi Xpuoi e, o kaAe EUpimidn, TouTo ouk e8pace, KalTol TOU
TV GPPEVIV EPWTOS, WS AEYELS OUTOS Kol 1) drumn Sidaoket, EAANvv
TPWTIOTOS ApEos.

...Laius did not do this over Chrysippus,®? O noble Euripides, even though he

was the very first of the Greeks to practice eros for males, as you yourself say and

tradition tells us. (NA 6.15 = test. iva, trans. adapted)

Laius’ destruction of his beloved through desire®® puts him in the same category as Phaedra,
whose eros leads to the death of Hippolytus (although Hippolytus’ death is not a suicide). In
fragment 841, Laius’ faults are divinely-sent: aiod, T8> 118n Belov avBpcdTols kakov,/ oTawv
Tis €180 TayaBov, xpntat 8¢ un (“Alas, this is a truly divine evil for men, when someone
knows the good but does not practice it”).>** Laius also remarks on the strength of his desire, and
its compulsion, emphasizing his passivity in the face of eros: yvwunv 8 exovta u’ 1 ducts
Braleton (“Though I am mindful of it, nature compels me,” fr. 840.2). In Chrysippus Euripides
depicts male desire using the same language that he uses for female desire, aligning those who
are overcome by eros by characterizing them as passive and therefore feminized.

All of these desires, however, are depicted as out of control; after all, Euripides
characterizes Laius’ love for Chrysippus in the same way as he does Pasiphae’s for a bull. A
chorus from the play comments on the production and fertility of heterosexual relationships by
describing the cycle of life that begins with Earth and Heaven (fr. 839). This has the effect of

casting fertility as natural and the sterility of Laius’ desire as unnatural (Poole 1990: 148). While

there is no evidence that Euripides wrote this play to be anti-pederastic (at least as pederasty was

%2 The dolphin beaches himself beside his beloved out of grief.

%3 A scholion on Phoen. 1760 says that Chrysippus killed himself out of shame (0o aioxuvns).

%4 In quoting this fragment, Albinus compares Laius to Medea for his conflict between passion and
reason (Intro. to Plato 24). Poole also makes the comparison to Phaedra on the basis of her similar
situation (1990: 142).
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practiced at Athens),®* I do think that the comparison with Phaedra and Pasiphae shows that he

was interested in exploring the potential for extreme results when desire goes uncontrolled.
Conclusion

The testimonia are of the utmost importance in determining Euripides’ depiction of gender in the
fragmentary plays. Without them, we would not know of significant plot elements in several
plays, including the appearance of Hippe at the ending of Melanippe Wise or the onstage
presence of Heracles in Auge, nor would we have a sense of just how fervent the desires of
characters like Phaedra in Hippolytus Veiled or Laius in Chrysippus are. We would not fully
grasp the significance within the Euripidean corpus of Haemon’s rebellion in Antigone or
Laodamia’s bereavement in Protesilaus. There is no choice but to turn to the testimonia when
studying gender in the fragments, since without them, we would not fully grasp the transgressive
nature of women like Pasiphae or Laodamia and men like Haemon and Chrysippus. In cases like
those of Haemon and Althaea or Laodamia and Admetus, we do not see the parallels between

characters of opposite genders as easily.

%% Indeed Aelian (rather preposterously) says that he wrote this play due to his love for Agathon (VA 2.21
= test. ivc). Hubbard suggests that this play comments negatively on the link between the upper class and
pederasty, with Laius as the arrogant prince (2011: 243).
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Chapter 5: Plot and Characterization in the “Tales of Euripides”

Having just discussed the means by which the mythographers and other sources of testimonia
can supplement our understanding of Euripides’ lost plays, we are left with yet more pieces to
the puzzle that the fragmentary plays present. There is a kind of source which I have only briefly
touched upon so far in which the basics of Euripidean plots are covered and which has proven
itself to be an invaluable resource for understanding how gender operates in the plots of several
of the fragmentary plays. The so-called “Tales from Euripides” is a collection of tragic
hypotheses of both extant and non-extant plays in Hellenistic prose, first given the name
Evpimidou  ‘loTopian by Zuntz (1955: 136).%°° In addition to dealing exclusively with
Euripidean plays, this group also stands out from the main Alexandrian and Byzantine
collections of dramatic hypotheses by virtue of its mythographic focus and the presence of
distinctive stylistic features.® The “Tales” share the following structural characteristics, as
outlined in Van Rossum-Steenbeek (1997: 2-3)*%: the first line contains the title of the play

followed by ou/fs/cSv apxn, the second line is a quotation of the opening verse of the play, and

%% Although Zuntz provided this group of hypotheses with its name, Wilamowitz was the first to observe
that several mythographic summaries and scholia dealing with Euripides’ plays seemed to share a
common source (1875: 183-4). For a list of all the hypotheses, from plays both fragmentary and extant,
and the papyri they were found on, see Van Rossum-Steenbeek 1997, chapter 1. For a list of the
mythographical works and scholia, with the hypotheses from which they are derived, see Rusten 1982:
357,n.2.

%7 Zuntz includes the recurring use of pév...8¢ antitheses, connecting phrases with ToUTov pev odv...Tov
8¢, and participles used substantively (in a “somewhat strained” fashion) in his list of identifying features
(1955: 135, n.1 and 2). In addition to these, Van Rossum-Steenbeek mentions the use of relatively simple
syntax and vocabulary, pointing out that the “Tales” rarely make use of technical or poetical terms, and
that they use either the aorist or the imperfect, as opposed to the present tense employed in other types of
hypotheses (1997: 7-12).

%8 van Rossum-Steenbeek includes the “Tales from Euripides” in her category of “narrative and learned”
hypotheses, as opposed to those she calls “descriptive” (referring to the hypothesis of a comedy) or those
she calls “prose and metrical” (of Menandrian plays) (1997: 1).
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the third line is 1 8¢ UmdBeos,™ after which the hypothesis summarizes the events of the
tragedy in prose, usually in the order in which they appear in the play itself, never referring to
didascalic information or to the author. These hypotheses are between 33 and 42 lines in length,
with 27 to 31 letters per line. The consistent appearance of these shared characteristics suggests
that the “Tales” are the work of a single author, who was likely composing them not as an
accompaniment to the text of a given play, but as a substitute, in which one could find
information about the Euripidean version of a given myth (Zuntz 1955: 135).

In the past, the search for this lone author centered on the figure of Dicaearchus, a student
of Aristotle. This identification stems primarily from a passage in Sextus Empiricus’ Against the
Mathematicians naming Dicaearchus as a writer of hypotheses of Euripidean as well as
Sophoclean plays,*® and secondarily from Demetrius Triclinius’ late addition of Atkaiapyou to
the hypothesis of Alcestis in manuscript L.%** Most scholars who have worked on the “Tales”,
however, have dismissed this connection as tendentious, concluding that while it is not
impossible that Dicaearchus wrote this particular set of hypotheses, it is highly unlikely.*®? At

this point, therefore, the authorship of the “Tales” remains unknown.

%9 For example, the hypothesis of Auge begins like this:
Abyn 115 1 apxn’
"A)\éag "Aba]vas 08 mol[ Uxpucos Souos’

1 &8’ umo]beois- (1-3)
360 Sextus Emplrlcus glves one of the definitions of urro@soug as: BpauaTlKn 1TEplTI'ETElO( koo kai
Tpayu(nv ko kepikny UTToBectv givatl Aeyouev kol Atkaiapxou Tivas UmoBecels Tadv EvpimiSou
kol 2opokAéous uubeov (Adv. Math. 3.3). Gallavotti (1933) was first to put forward Dicaearchus’ name
in connection with the “Tales”. There is no collection of Sophoclean hypotheses that is even mentioned in
medieval MSS.
%1 Zuntz points out that Alcestis’ hypothesis, despite some similarities with the rest of the “Tales”, is
sufficiently different from the rest stylistically to consider it unique in the corpus (1955: 144). Rusten
presents this as an argument in favour of Dicaearchan authorship (1982: 360).
%2 Zuntz is of this opinion (1955: 145), which is shared by Rusten, who considers the “Tales” to be a
prime example of the mythological handbooks popular in the second and first centuries B.C.E., such as
Apollodorus of Athens’ TTept Oecdv (1982: 365).
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The “Tales” are found in a collection of eighteen papyri, all of which date from the first
four centuries C.E., with the majority dating from the second century (Van Rossum-Steenbeek
1997: 22). Rusten, however, places these hypotheses themselves in the last two centuries B.C.E.
(1982: 365). Due to their alphabetical organization, Zunzt gives them a terminus post quem of
roughly the third century B.C.E., after alphabetization had become popular.®®® Diggle, using
metrical clausulae as his means of investigation, places them anywhere from the second century
B.C.E. to the first century C.E. (2005: 67).

Aside from their obscure origins, there are several caveats to observe when working with
the “Tales” as a guide to the tragic fragments. These issues were sharply illuminated by
Hamilton in his review of Coles’ 1974 publication of the hypothesis of Alexander. His concerns,
based on the hypotheses of extant plays in the “Tales” and their relationship to their sources,
include inaccuracy of detail and chronology, the addition of supplementary information not
found in the plays, and the tendency of the hypotheses to focus on the conclusions of the plays at
the expense of the opening segments (1976: 68). His recommendations for avoiding these pitfalls
are not considering the beginning of the hypothesis (that is, the section immediatelyfollowing 1
8’ Umdbeats) definitive proof of contents of the prologue,®** not placing complete trust in the
chronology of events presented in the “Tales”, and not placing undue weight on word choice in
these hypotheses (1976: 69). I share Hamilton’s apprehensions, and so I will endeavour to keep
them in mind as I work through the “Tales” and discern how they can best be used to
complement the image of a given play created by the fragments.

Yet, despite these concerns, | believe that these hypotheses can provide a great deal of

value to my study of gender in the fragments. Viewing the “Tales” as they were originally

%3 For a chronology of the introduction of alphabetization, see Rusten 1982: 363.
%4 Williams, on the other hand, points out that beginning with a significant portion of exposition mirrors
the structure of the extant plays, which all begin with an expository prologue (1992: 202).
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intended, as a compendium of works organized to allow the reader straightforward access to a
body of knowledge, allows us to make use of them in much the same way as the ancient readers
would have done. Although we are impoverished by not having access to these fragmentary
plays in their entirety, we have what was created as the next best thing, intended to aid the reader
to “easily master that body of knowledge” i.e. the Euripidean corpus (Van Rossum-Steenbeek
1997: 157). In short, these hypotheses are the best sources for the plots of the lost plays that we
currently have and as such are invaluable for the task of assigning and arranging the fragments.
They therefore provide a rough, but nevertheless solid, framework that can be put to productive
use, to organize and gain insight into the literary fragments.®® Because not all of the “Tales™ are
sufficiently extensive to study in conjunction with the tragic fragments of their plays, however, |
have chosen to study those that have at least ten to fifteen lines in good condition and those
which contain characters whose characterization is largely shaped by their gender roles (e.g.
characters who are known primarily as mothers).**® | will examine how the hypothesis of each
play I have chosen interacts with the tragic fragments and then assess this group of plays as a
whole.

Five of the plays from the “Tales” which I have chosen to work with are Aeolus,
Melanippe Wise, Alexander, Hypsipyle, and Phrixus A. (One other will be addressed at the end of
the chapter.) Problematic motherhood is a dominant theme in all of these, as it is in many of the
extant plays. Motherhood is fundamental to our understanding of gender in Classical Greece, as

it is the primary means of defining a woman’s role in Greek society. In Euripides’ Athens, the

%5 An excellent example of this process is the chapter on Alexander in Scodel’s Trojan Trilogy of
Euripides (1980), in which she reconstructs this play using the hypothesis from the “Tales”.

%0 The fragmentary plays which have surviving hypotheses (of varying length and quality) from the
“Tales” are Aeolus, Alexander, Auge, Bellerophon, Busiris, Melanippe Wise, Oedipus, Peliades,
Stheneboea, Scyrioi, Temenidae, Hypsipyle, Phoenix, Phrixus Aand B, and Chrysippus.
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main purpose of marriage between “citizens™*®’

was procreation and the resulting transfer of
property to a man’s children.**® Foley argues that this is the main reason for the focus in tragedy
on women'’s roles Vis-a-vis reproduction (2001: 59). Although they come from a later date than
Euripides’ floruit, lines 1013-14 of Menander’s Perikeiromene nicely illustrate this emphasis,
casting childbearing as the purpose of marriage: Toutnv yvnolwv/ TaiSwv T’ GPOTG OOl
8i8cout (“I give this girl to you for the plowing of legitimate children™).>* If the societal ideal in
Classical Athens is the bearing of heirs and future citizens within a legitimate marriage, then
anything that does not fit comfortably into this category should accordingly be considered
problematic and it is precisely the problematic nature of their motherhood that drives many
female characters’ actions in Euripides.*”

Another problematic facet of motherhood of any kind is that despite its societal purpose,
it is in many ways “without mediation” (Loraux 1998: 38); that is, although social constructions
(primarily marriage) may influence mother-child relationships, they do not define them (cf. my
discussion of Althaea and Meleager in the previous chapter). This is especially true in Euripides’
plays. The relationships between mother and child in the plays | am about to discuss can be so
intense that they result in extraordinary actions, usually with negative consequences with the

mothers often undertaking extraordinary actions when motivated by their relationships to their

children (for better and for worse).

%7 Because a woman was not considered a true citizen, with full rights in the polis, 1 use this to mean
people of Athenian parentage on both sides (see chapter 1).

%%8 For discussion of how childbirth and motherhood are the female means of participation in the polis,
see Demand 1994, chapter 7.

%9 For more discussion of how this phrase reflects the Athenian attitude toward marriage, see Oakley and
Sinos 1993: 9-10. See also Lape 2004: 21 on New Comedy’s “democratic nationalism” in the Hellenistic
period as expressed through plots centered on marriage.

%1% Because marriage in Athens was configured in this way, the result was that for women, sexual activity
outside marriage (which would threaten the bearing of heirs for the oikos and result in offspring that were
not fully Athenian) was “legally proscribed” (Lape 2004: 100).
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Aeolus

My first example of problematized motherhood comes from Aeolus, a play in which Macareus,
one of the sons of the ruler of the wind, has impregnated his sister Canace. This play follows
many of the conventions of the rape and recognition plots I discussed in the previous chapter.
Macareus persuades his father to allow his sons to marry their sisters, but Aeolus has them draw
lots to be assigned wives. Canace is not assigned to Macareus, and his transgression is exposed.

The recognition is therefore not a happy one, nor does it keep Canace from harm as in the

resolutions of the other rape and recognition plots:*"*

Alo)os, ob [ap]xn

‘A Sewa kol SuoyvwoTo Bouleuet Beos’.
1 8¢ umobeots:

Alolos Tapa BecdV Excov TNV TWV avepcoV S[eoTToTEl-
oV GIKNCEV €V Tols kaTa Tuppnviav vnoo[is vlous €€ 5
kol BuyaTepas Tas 100S YeEYEWNKWS. T[ouTwvy 8’ 0
vewdTaTos Makapeus pids Toov adeA\[ddv  €-
paoBels Siedpbeipev. 1 8’ Eykuos yevn[Beloa
TOV TOKOV EKPUTITEV TG VOOEIV TTp[ooTroln-
T3S, O 8¢ VEaVIoKos EMEICE Tov TTaTEP[ar Tars Bu- 10
yoTEpas ouvolkioal Tols u[t]ols. o 8¢ cuvka[Asoa-
Hevos kAfpov ToU yauou Taatv eEebn[kev.
TrTodcxg Se nepi TOV nd)\ov o TaiTo ulnxa-
vnoauevos NTUXEL TT]V Yop UTO ToUTOU s[q>60(p-
HEVTV O KATpOS TPos aAAou ouuBloao[lv EVUl- 15
doryad[y]et. cuvdpapovTes 8’ els To auT[0?
kouT.. [..].1 To pev yewvnBev 1 Tpodos [

%1 Here and in all subsequent plot descriptions, | will be following the “Tales”. The hypothesis here is
supported by Ar. Clouds 1370-3 (= test. iva).
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Aeolus, which begins ‘The designs of heaven are indeed frightening and
inscrutable’. The plot is this: Aeolus, who had the mastery of the winds from the
gods and lived on the islands off Etruria, had fathered six sons and as many
daughters. The youngest of these, Macareus, fell in love with one of his sisters and
corrupted her; she became pregnant and hid the birth by pretending illness. The
young man persuaded his father to marry his daughters to his sons; calling them
together, Aeolus made them draw lots for their marriage. But the one who had
contrived this was unlucky and so failed, for the lot betrothed the daughter he had
corrupted into living with another son. They ran to the same (place?) to meet each
other...the nurse...the newborn child... (trans. adapted)

Issues of incest are superseded in this play when Aeolus agrees to allow his children to marry
each other. In any case, such concerns are not particularly relevant to the gods (e.g. the marriage
and offspring of the siblings Zeus and Hera are not viewed as problematic).*? Miilke discusses
the idea of sibling incest in Aeolus in the context of Euripides’ Athens, concluding that Canace’s
eventual suicide reflected the Athenian mindset concerning sibling incest at the time. But

although there are indications that the play was received in this way,*"

the trespass of having
pre-marital sex (voluntarily or not) carries far more weight in this play than sibling incest.*”* This
hypothesis foregrounds a more important issue with Canace’s pregnancy; she has been sexually
“corrupted”— whether through rape or seduction is unclear— via impregnation by Macareus:
Mokapeus pids Tev adeh[dwv £/pacBels SiépBeipev.’” The first line (as quoted in the

376 addresses the problematic nature of

hypothesis), most likely spoken by Canace’s nurse,
Canace’s pregnancy and its potential for a negative outcome: "H Seiva kol SuoyvwoTa

Boulevet Beos (“The designs of heaven are both frightening and inscrutable,” fr. 13a). The

%72 None of the extant tragedies treats incest among divine characters as problematic, nor does any of
Euripides’ fragmentary plays.

%73 See Plat. Laws 8.838a (= test. iiib), in which Macareus is compared to Thyestes and Oedipus.

374 Cf. my discussion of the parthenoi in the rape and recognition plots from the previous chapter.

%7 For the use of StadBeipco to indicate corruption through inappropriate sexual activity see e.g. Bacchae
318. See also my discussion of ¢feipco, rape, and moicheia in my previous chapter (n. 246).

%76 | am comfortable assigning this line (as do Collard and Cropp 2008a: 13) to the Nurse, since her role
as confidante in matters of sexual transgression is paralleled by the nurses in the extant Hippolytus and
the fragmentary Cretans.
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problem with Canace’s pregnancy is clarified when Aeolus expresses his wish to have
grandchildren in fragment 15 (1Soiut & otV tkyov’ apoev’ apoevewv, V. 1), presumably
uttered when discussing Macareus’ plan for his sons to marry his daughters. That they should
come from marriages he has legitimized by giving his permission is understood. The hypothesis
also tells us that Canace hides her pregnancy by pretending to be ill (25-6). Canace’s actions, in
combination with her brother’s plans, confirm that the pregnancy must be concealed because it is
not within the proper confines of marriage.®”

Despite the abbreviated ending of the hypothesis, Canace’s destruction (most likely by
suicide) by the end of the play is clear from fragment 32, which refers to troubles and suffering:
KOKMS o apxNs YlyveTal TEAos kokov (“A bad end comes from a bad beginning”). Heroides
11, written from Canace’s perspective, alludes to this outcome, which is further repeated in the
accounts of this story in Sostratus (FGrHist 23 F 3 = test. iiia (1)) and Pseudo-Plutarch (Parallel

Lives 28A = test. iiia (2))."®
Melanippe Wise

Melanippe Wise portrays a situation similar to that of Canace, with the happier outcome more
usually seen in the rape and recognition plays. Along with its name-partner, Melanippe Captive,

this play presents a challenging case, as early records rarely distinguished between plays that

" The other main source for the story, Ov. Her. 11, has Canace claiming to have attempted to abort her
pregnancy (39-44). Heroides, however, should be approached very cautiously as a means of
reconstruction of Euripides’ fragments, as Ovid often departs from the plots of the tragedies with which
he works. Williams gives the example of Heroides 12, in which Ovid uses Apollonius as well as
Euripides as sources for his own version of Medea’s story (1992: 205). Unlike the “Tales” or even
Hyginus, Ovid does not purport to give us Euripides’ version of a given story.

%% pseudo-Plutarch’s language is suggestive of that used in the hypothesis itself, particularly when
relating the relationship between Macareus and Canace (Mokapeus 8’ 0 vewTaTos epwTt edBeipe pio,
test. iiia.2). Compare to lines 24-5 of the hypothesis (above). Sostratus and Pseudo-Plutarch are to be
approached with the same caution that applies to the mythographers; they are useful but best combined
with other corroborating sources.
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shared name-characters, and so we are left with more than half of the fragments from both plays
not securely assigned to either.®” Fortunately, we do have a rather well-preserved hypothesis
from the “Tales” that describes the action of at least the first part of the play:

Me[AaviTn 1 Zodn, fis apxn’
“Zevs 8.[----
1 8¢ uTobeots
“EAAnvos Tou Atos Alohos Tekveobels
ek uev Evpudikns eyévvnoe Kpnbea kol 5
> ohucvea kal 2icudov, ek 8 Ths Xelpo-
vos BuyaTpos ‘lmrmmns kaAAel Stadepou-
oov MeAavITTTIV. ot TOS HEV OUV $pOVOV
moimoas e eviauTov amnABe duyds,
v 8¢ Me)\avfrrrrnv ﬂooenBoSv 515\3ucov 10
TaiSwv £ EYXUOV r—:rromor—:v 1 8¢ S TNV mpoo-
Sokiow Trs ToU TOTPOS TOPOUTHios TOUS YEv-
vnbevTas eis TNy BOUOTO(OW £8coke Tn
Tpode Belvat KaTa TNV EVToAnv ToU Ka-
TAOTEIPOVTOS. UTO 8¢ TNV kabodov Tou 15
SuvacoTou Ta Bpedn Tives TKOV Boukolwv
HUAXTTOMEVO EV UTTO TOU Taipou, Br-
AaCopeva 88 UTTO HIGS TKOV Pocdv 180V TES,
ws Pouyevn TepaTa T BaoiAel Tpoon-
veykov. o 8¢ T Tou Tl‘O(TpéS‘u E}\}\nvog YVd- 20
un metobels oAokouTouv Tar Bpeqm Kpi-
VoS Me)\avmrrn ™ euyanl npoosTO(st
EvTodiols auTa koopmoat, i 8¢ Ko Tov
KOGHOV auTols £mEBNKe Kol Adyov els
TapaiTnotv eEebnke GrAoTipov. 25

%79 The pairs of plays under the titles Alcmeon, Autolycus, and Phrixus present the same problem.
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(Melanippe Wise, which begins,) ‘Zeus...’; the plot is as follows: Aeolus, son of
Hellen son of Zeus, fathered Cretheus, Salmoneus, and Sisyphus by Eurydice, and
by Chiron’s daughter Hippe (he fathered) the exceedingly beautiful Melanippe.>®°
Now he himself went into exile for a year after committing a murder, and
Poseidon made Melanippe pregnant with twin sons. Expecting her father’s return,
she gave the infants she had borne to her nurse to put in the ox-stable, as their
father had instructed. About the time of the king’s return, some of the herdsmen
saw the babies being watched over by the bull and suckled by one of the cows,
and thinking they were the cow’s monstrous offspring they brought them to the
king. He took his father Hellen’s advice and decided to burn the babies alive, and
so he instructed his daughter Melanippe to dress them in funeral clothing.
Melanippe clothed them and made an ambitious speech in their defence. (trans.
adapted)

Like Canace and the parthenoi | discussed in the previous chapter, Melanippe has been
impregnated outside of wedlock without her father’s knowledge. The father of Melanippe’s
children in this case is the god Poseidon, who has instructed her to conceal the children in an ox-
stable (8-15). The babies are discovered and Melanippe’s father (named Acolus, not to be

confused with the wind-god)**

orders her to dress them in clothing for burial, which she does,
but she then, in an act which illustrates her fundamental difference from Canace and from the
other impregnated parthenoi, gives what the hypothesis characterizes as an “ambitious speech”
(Aoyov ¢pr1hoTipov) in their defense (20- 5).

The certain fragments of this play are few, but there are two in particular, from her
speech in defense of the children, and of herself too it seems, that depict Melanippe as the
“ambitious” speechmaker of the hypothesis, who is far less a victim of circumstance than her

age-mate Canace. This is not to say that her speech was well-received: Aristophanes links her

with Phaedra as an immoral woman and Aristotle gives her speech as an example of deficient

%% Melanippe’s mother is variously known as Hippe or Hippo (“Mare”). For the purpose of simplicity, I
shall refer to her as Hippe.

%1 This is not the king of the winds, but rather son of Hellen and grandson of Zeus, as identified in both
line 4 of the hypothesis and lines 1-2 of fragment 481, Melanippe’s opening speech.
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%82 Unlike Phaedra and especially Euripides’ other parthenoi, though, Melanippe is

character.
shown as having access to an unusual amount of knowledge, in her case through her mother,
Hippe, daughter of the famous centaur Chiron. Here, she tells of Hippe’s punishment for sharing
her special knowledge:
Xslpcovog 8¢ e

ETIKTE Guyamp Alo)\co sznv usv olv

xon KaTenTepwoev el TPIXI

Zeug, ouvsx Upvous ide xpnoum&oug BpoTols

akn movwv ppalouca kal AuTtnplor

Chiron’s daughter bore me to Aeolus. Now Zeus gave

her a coat of tawny horse-hair because she sang

oracular songs to men, telling them cures and ways to

relieve their pains. (fr. 481.13-17)
Melanippe is unafraid to claim this wisdom for herself, saying at the opening of her defense,
£YW YUVT) HEV Elt, voUs & €veoTi pot, “I am a woman, but | have intelligence” (fr. 482 = Ar.
Lys. 1124).%% The use of pév...8¢ highlights her self-presentation as a woman; this speech is
clearly meant to be understood from that perspective. The implication of the correlatives is that
this knowledge somehow makes her less (or perhaps more) than feminine.

She follows this with a question that follows Euripides’ pattern of having his characters
express empathy with women (cf. Medea 230-251 on the position of women). Although the

384

wording does not follow that of Euripides exactly,*** the sentiment is obvious: €1 8¢ Topbevos

%82 Ar. Thesm. 546-7 (= test. iiib): émiTndes eUpiokwv Adyous omou yuvr Tovnpo/ EyEVeTo,
MehaviTmas molv Qaidpas Te, “Purposefully devising words for any shameful woman, writing of
Melanippes and Phaedras.” Arist. Poet. 1454a28-31 (= test. iiia): éoTiv 8¢ TopaSelypo TOVNPLOS HEV
nBous pn avaykaios olov...n Ths Mehovimmns pnols, “An example of unnecessary baseness of
character is...the speech of Melanippe.” Unlike Aristophanes’ reference, which could be to either of the
Melanippes or Phaedras that Euripides put on stage, Aristotle must be referring to the wise Melanippe by
virtue of mentioning her speech and therefore he objects to the fact that is clever, rather than to her sexual
morality.

%83 The scholion on this line of Aristophanes reads: ¢ oTixos & Zodns MehaviTms.

%4 This unmetrical fragment comes from a quotation in Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ Art of Rhetoric in
which he recounts Melanippe’s arguments (9.11 = test. iia).
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dBapeioa eEebnkev Ta mondio kol poBoupEvn Tov TaTEPS, oU povov Spacels; “But if a girl
exposed the children because she had been raped and was in fear of her father, will you then
commit murder?” (485). The idea of being raped and fearing the consequences from one’s father
speaks directly to Melanippe’s situation (which she shares with Canace in Aeolus along with all
of the parthenoi from the rape and recognition plays), but unlike Canace, Melanippe is able to
articulate her position because of the wisdom passed down to her by her mother. Wisdom like
this, that originates in the legendarily wise Chiron, is something unusual for a mortal, let alone a
woman; Collard, Cropp, and Lee refer to this as an “alien element” (1995: 246). Her rhetorical
point is that she has no control over the circumstances in which she finds herself (it is in this that
she is most like Canace), and that murdering these children is unjust. Perhaps she even brought
the children onstage dressed in their funereal garb to strengthen her defense of them, not unlike
what Megara does in Heracles 451-97. As in the case of her own mother, her unusual intellectual

ability and concomitant ability to defend herself mark Melanippe out as an atypical woman.
Alexander

In Alexander, Hecuba, a figure strongly identified with maternal grief, rage, and vengeance in
Euripides’ extant Trojan plays,*®® presents an unexpected version of problematic motherhood. In
this, the first play of a trilogy including the fragmentary Palamedes and the extant Trojan
Women, she, unlike Canace and Melanippe, has given birth within the confines of legitimate
marriage. The results of her exposure of that child, which are depicted in this play, add to our
understanding of how Euripides shifted his characterization of her in Trojan Women and Hecuba.

In addition to her role as the grieving mother extraordinaire in the extant plays, in Alexander,

%> The ending of Hecuba illustrates this grief-driven rage: after hearing the prophecy that she will turn
into a dog, Hecuba responds with oUSev péhel pot ool yé pot Sovtos Siknv (“It is nothing to me, since
you have paid the penalty to me,” 1274).
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Hecuba’s interactions with her cursed son prior to recognizing him show her as a mother who is
protective of her acknowledged children and even willing to kill in order to protect them. This

play, much like Hecuba and Trojan Women, presents a Hecuba for whom there is no emotional

386
d

middle ground,™ and ultimately revolves around the Trojan queen as a mother.

The hypothesis for Alexander is remarkably full and relates Hecuba’s earlier exposure of
the child due to a dream (4-5) in which, as Apollodorus tells us in his Library (3.12.5 = test. ivb),
she dreamt that she had given birth to a blazing firebrand:*’

"AAeEav]Sp[os, o apxn’
Jka o kAetvov [1]iov’
1 8¢ v]mobecis-
] ExaPns ka8’ Utrvov ofets
€] Scokev éKeeTvm Bpéd)og 5

Jv eEeBpeev uiov ’ Ahe-
E,O(chp[ov ﬂ]aplv Trpooayopeuocxg “Exa-
Bn 8¢ Tn[v nJuepav ekelvnv mevbol-
oo apa k[al] TipRs aEloloo kaTwdu-
paTo pev [To]v ektebevTa, TTplauov [8° - 10
me[1]oe mo[AuT]eAels aywvas e’ o[u]TCd Kor-
taotno[ao]fa[1]: SieAbovT[cov St TV €i-
kool O HEV s €80Ee [kpelTTwov T]nv
duov elvat BoukoAo[u Tol Bpepalvtos,
ol & aAhot vopels Sia [T]nv uTepndavov 15
oupPlwatv [8]noavTes em[1] TTplapov avnyo-
yov auToV ..... nfels [8]e eml Tou Suva-
otov....a[.]....m. [...]perTo kai Tous Si-
aBd)\)\OVTag ekaoT[o]us ’s’)\aBs Kol TeOV
ET aUTE Tt—:)\[o]uusv [cov] aycovcov gladn 20
usTaoxslv Bpouov 8¢ kol mEvTablov,
eTt Sormakn T TTed....amEbNpleoce
Tous Tepl AnidoBov: C;ITIVES’ nrTaocor Sta-
AaB[o]vtes utro Souhou katnEiwoav THy
‘ExaPnv, 0TS GV auTOV oTTOKTEIVN<I> Q- 25
paryevnBevta 8¢ Tov AAeEavSpov
Kao[oov]dp[o pJev eppovns emeyve

%% This is reflective of Hecuba’s dramatic transition from queen to slave (Michelini 1987: 154).

%87 Exposure or concealment of unwanted childbirth as a prelude to Euripidean plots, what Huys refers to
as the “exposed-hero tale-pattern” (1995: 69), also occurs in lon, Melanippe Captive, Melanippe Wise,
Oedipus, Danae, Aeolus, and Auge.
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ko T[epl Ted]v peAAOVTeoV EBEGTICEY,

“Exafn [8¢ o’(rro]KTsTval Bé)\ouoa Stekco-

)\uen ﬂ[a]pa[yevo]usvos e Gps\pag aUTOV 30
Sia Tov Klvéuvov nvaymoﬁn )\syew ™v

aAnBerov: “Exafn uev olv uiov avelpe.

Alexander, which begins, ‘...and famous Ilium’; the plot is as follows: (because)
Hecuba (had seen) visions in her sleep, (Prima) gave her infant son to be
exposed. (The herdsman who took him) reared him as his son, calling Alexander
Paris. But Hecuba, grieving because of that day but also thinking it should be
honoured, lamented the exposed child and persuaded Priam to establish lavish
games for him. When twenty years had passed, the boy seemed to have a nature
(superior) to that of the herdsman (who had reared him), and the other
shepherds, because of his arrogant behaviour towards them, bound him and
brought him before Priam. When he (was arraigned?) before the ruler, he
(readily defended himself?) and caught out each of those slandering him, and
was allowed to take part in the games which were being celebrated in his
honour. By (winning the crown?) in running and the pentathlon, and also (in
boxing?), he enraged Deiphobus and his companions who, realising that they
had been worsted by a slave, called on Hecuba to kill him. When Alexander
arrived, Cassandra became possessed and recognized him, and prophesied about
what was going to happen; and Hecuba tried to kill him and was prevented. The
man who had raised him arrived, and because of the danger (to Paris) was
compelled to tell the truth. Thus Hecuba rediscovered her son...

The fact that €]8cokev exBelvar Bpedos (5) would comfortably conclude an iambic trimeter
suggests that this could very well have come from Euripides’ play, possibly from the prologue
(Collard, Cropp, and Gibert 1995: 70). Afterward, out of grief for the child (Hecuba is described
as mevBouoa in 8-9), she has Priam host games in the child’s honour. Hecuba mentions this grief
in the play itself: e[y 8¢ Bp]nved y* o1 Bpled, “And yet | grieve because (I/we killed/exposed
our) child” (46, 2); it seems that this fragment was part of the parodos, her conversation with the
chorus emphasizing the importance of Hecuba’s maternal suffering in the play (cf. ol TaBovTtes
at 4 and ko[ at 10).%® That she had exposed an ill-omened child does not make Hecuba
automatically a bad or necessarily an unconventional mother, but highlighting her grief over the

act in the beginning of the play shows that Euripides did characterize the exposure of Paris as an

%88 Scodel allots a scene to the development of Hecuba’s grief in her reconstruction of the play (1980: 25).
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event that does not fit with the image of ideal motherhood. That is, having to expose a child,
however ill-omened it may be, does not indicate a “successful” motherhood, regardless of the
expectations of society for a mother in that position. Possibly this is the source of Hecuba’s grief,
that she exposed her child and in doing so gave up a part of her identity as a mother.

Twenty years later, Paris is brought to Priam on account of his arrogant interactions with
his fellow herdsmen (15-17). Because he successfully defends himself against his accusers (18-
19), he is then allowed to participate in the very games honouring him, but runs afoul of
Deiphobus, who has taken offense at being defeated by a slave. Deiphobus then calls on Hecuba
to kill the offender (or have him killed) (24-5). It seems odd here that Deiphobus, a grown man
old enough to be participating in games, turns to his mother to execute his enemy (why not
Priam, for example?), but the hypothesis is clear that it is indeed Hecuba to whom he appeals:

olTives nrTaochot Sia-
)\aB[o]VTeg uTo Soulou Karnﬁlmoav ™y
"ExoPnv, 0Tws dv oUTOV OTTOKTEIVY<I>"

Realising that (Deiphobus and his companions) had been worsted by a slave,
[they] called on Hecuba to kill him. (23-25)

At first glance, this seems improbable; as Kovacs, pointing out the hypotheses’ potential for
fallibility, puts it, “If our hypothesis told us that Hecuba put on a suit of armor and a false beard
and pretended to be a hoplite, we would be forced to doubt either its veracity or our interpretation
of its wording” (1984: 55). Yet Kovacs’ interpretation of the wording provides the key to
understanding how this scene may play out. He takes amokTelve as referring not to actual
physical murder but rather to a judge condemning someone to death (1984: 55, see also LSJ s.v.

2). This allows Hecuba an opportunity for vengeance on behalf of her acknowledged son without
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actually having to carry it out, a more probable scenario.*®*® Huys reads this section of the
hypothesis to mean that Hecuba acted as the lead plotter with Deiphobus’ companions,
mentioned in line 23 (Tous mept AnidoPov). Hecuba in either case is definitely implicated in the
plot to kill Paris. This is confirmed by fragment 62d, in which Hecuba is depicted plotting Paris’
death with Deiphobus, stating “he must die by (my or your) hand,” ]18e xeipl 8¢l Bovelv (V.
25).390

What would Hecuba’s motivation be to commit what seems to be a rather extreme form
of vengeance on behalf of Deiphobus? Unlike the case of Creusa and her returned exposed child
in lon, the offending shepherd presents no real threat to Hecuba’s status, or even that of her
family. Scodel speculates that Hecuba’s motivation is concern that the interloper may supplant
her own children in Priam’s favour. She adds that perhaps Paris may somehow resemble Priam
and thus appear to be an illegitimate child, adding to Hecuba’s concern for her own children with
Priam (1980: 33-4). But no such motive is necessary. That someone who seemed to be a slave
had defeated her son, a member of the royal house, in a venue with a great deal of prestige at
stake, might be sufficient cause for a character known to the audience as a notoriously protective
mother (cf. 1. 22. 79-89 and 24. 212-13). Indeed, Hecuba is not just protective, she is
frighteningly so. Having Hecuba shift from grief to vengeful anger is something that Euripides
had already done in Hecuba. These are the two emotions with which she would already have

been associated due to the earlier production date of Hecuba.*** Alexander acts as a prequel of

%9 This is not to say that women cannot be murderers in tragedy (cf. Clytemnestra and Medea), but that in
this circumstance, it seems odd for a group of young men to appeal to the queen of Troy to kill a rival.
Paris’ slave status may also provide a key to why Hecuba is his potential killer.

%0 Collard, Cropp, and Gibert offer T8¢ following Crénert, suggesting “he must die by this (= my)
hand” (1995: 83).

$1Ceadel sets the date of Hecuba as between 426-3 (1941: 75) while the trilogy of Alexander, Palamedes,
and Trojan Women dates securely to 415. See Rabinowitz 1993:107-8 for a discussion of how Hecuba is
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sorts, a preview of what Hecuba can be capable of doing, but here she does not have the benefit
of a sympathy-inducing pretext, nor has Euripides structured the play with her murderous
reaction as the climax (cf. Michelini 1987: 148 on Hecuba).

The hypothesis goes on to relate that Hecuba did indeed attempt to kill Paris, but was
prevented by the arrival of his foster-father, who facilitated Hecuba’s recognition of her son (29-
32). In its final line before breaking off, the hypothesis underscores that the recognition is
Hecuba’s: "Exafn pev odv ulov aveupe..., “Thus Hecuba rediscovered her son...” (32). It is not
Priam and Hecuba, their family, or even the Trojan people who are reunited with Paris, but

Hecuba alone who receives the emphasis.®

If we accept Scodel’s discarding of attempts to
reconstruct a subsequent scene (with yet another attack on Paris by either Cassandra or one of the
gods), the play probably ended shortly after the recognition. As Scodel points out, the hypothesis
itself could have been neatly tied up in another line with a 8¢ clause to answer the pev of the last
extant line (1980: 38), indicating that the plot is basically concluded at this point in the
hypothesis. Making Hecuba leader of the plot to kill Paris enhances the dramatic impact of his
recognition. Hecuba’s rage in Alexander then reminds the audience of her eventual fate as
foretold at the end of Hecuba as well as her furious punishment of Polymnestor in the same play.

Reading this play as part of its trilogy, we can see that Hecuba going from grief to rage in
Alexander prepares the audience for the potent combination of these emotions that she will go on

to display in Trojan Women, the third play in the trilogy. Another way of reading Hecuba’s

remarkable capacity for vengeance in Alexander is to see that it undermines her righteous grief in

structured chiastically around the characters of Polyxena and Polydorus, whose fates lead to vengeance
and mourning.

%2 The use of uev odv and the singular verb here fortify this argument, that it is Hecuba alone on whom
the emphasis of the reunion falls.
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Trojan Women, as well as in Hecuba.**® The Hecuba of Alexander can be viewed as especially
prone to vengeance, with her reaction to her son’s loss at the games just as strong as her reaction
to a child’s death. Since the “carefully manufactured conditions” (i.e. the deaths of Polyxena and
Polydorus), which Michelini identifies as the cause of Hecuba’s extraordinary grief and a means
for the audience to view her actions with “clarity” in Hecuba (1987: 132), are not a factor,
Hecuba’s response to Paris’ triumph is entirely out of proportion. Her wish to murder Paris is not
based in a meaningful type of reciprocity, as her vengeance against Polymnestor is in Hecuba.
Rage is then her default reaction, rather than a justified response to horrendous circumstances.
This is made more effective by manipulating the image familiar from the Iliad and Euripides’
own Hecuba, in showing how, even prior to the Trojan War, Hecuba is capable of anything when

her children are involved.

Hypsipyle

Another play with a climactic recognition scene between mother and children is Hypsipyle. With
a significant backstory that includes the voyage of the Argo and the Seven against Thebes, it fits
comfortably among Euripides’ later plays that tend to incorporate epic themes and expand upon
the conventional scope of tragic plays.*** Hypsipyle had twin sons (Thoas and Eunoos) with
Jason during his time on Lemnos, and these children were taken from her when he left. She was
then taken from Lemnos and sold into slavery. In this way she provides an ideal bridge between
characters like Canace and Melanippe (of Melanippe Wise), who, like Hypsipyle, are parthenoi

prior to becoming pregnant by men who are not their husbands, and a character like Hecuba, who

%3 This reading of the events in Alexander was originally suggested to me by Olga Levaniouk.
%4 See Michelini 1999-2000 for a discussion of this in Phoenician Women, Orestes, and Iphigeneia at
Aulis.
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is reunited with her child after many years.**® Since Hypsipyle is now a slave outside of Nemea,

396

the nurse of the son of Lycurgus and his wife, Eurydice,” she can encapsulate in one character

the roles of illegitimate mother (Canace and Melanippe), surrogate mother (to Opheltes, the
infant child of her owner, Lycurgus), and mother reunited with her children.

Although Hypsipyle is one of the best-preserved fragmentary plays and therefore merits a
lengthier discussion than many of the others, its hypothesis is in rougher shape than those

discussed above (the lines up to 19 and 31ff. are in too poor a condition to glean anything

useful):*%’

kprjvnv e8<e>1E[e Spa-
k[o]vtos dieom[ca. 7 II.] ads. |

T[é]rrous ol yeyovéTeg .1 rroGBeg Tap[no]av
ET TNV TS unTpos Cnmow KOl KOTO-
)\ucoumss Tapa Tn Tou Aukoupyou yuvoum
Tov emTaAdPIov Tou Taidos nbeAnoav a-
ywvicacbal: 1) 8[g] Tous T[p]oeipnuév[o]uls
EevoSoxnoaoa TOUTOUS WEV ETVEC[E]V,

TNV UNTEPO & VTV ATTOKTEIVEIV [TuEA-
Aev [@] § ekouoiw [s am]oAwAeku[t]as o]u-
(s TO Tlékvov' Aludralpdou 8k....... [
ooyl....] TouTtw(...] X[a]ptv 8wa[ke

(Hypsipyle) showed (them) the spring...(torn asunder by?) a serpent...the sons
born...arrived (in the) vicinity in search of their mother and having lodged with
Lycurgus’ wife wanted to compete in the boy’s funeral games; and she having
received the aforesaid youths as guests approved them, but (planned) to kill their
mother (as) having killed (her) son on purpose. But when Ampbhiarus...(she?)
thanked him... (19-30)

What remains is useful nevertheless, due to the section detailing the arrival of Hypsipyle’s sons

and Eurydice’s (Lycurgus’ wife) plot against Hypsipyle (21-30).

%% Cf. Creusa in lon or Melanippe in Melanippe Chained.

%% Eurydice refers to her as Sucis 1 Tpodos at fr. 754c, v. 5.

%97 The text for this play comes primarily from P. Oxy. 852, published in 1908 (and therefore not available
to Nauck for his 1889 edition of the fragments). Reconstruction of the papyrus was greatly aided by the
layout of the text and markings that indicated every hundred lines of the play (Collard, Cropp, and Gibert
1995: 170).
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These plot details, which lead to the recognition scene, are key for understanding
Hypsipyle as a mother. In one of the first scenes of the play, she greets Thoas and Eunoos at the
door of Lycurgus’ home, and in a moment that highlights her ignorance and heightens the
dramatic irony, exclaims that their mother must be blessed (uakopia) (fr. 752d.5). As she does

%% Holding her master’s baby,

so, Hypsipyle holds her master and mistress’ baby in her arms.
Opheltes, in the presence of her biological children heightens the effect of her misplaced
identification.

This image of warm domesticity, with Hypsipyle as surrogate mother to the baby
Opheltes at its center, is reinforced in fragment 752f, as she sings to the child and speaks of how
she comforts him with song. However, in the same fragment she points out that this song is not
Lemnian, as the Muse would prefer her to be singing (Tapouubia Anuvia/ Moloo Belet pe
kpevelv, v. 10-11). That her song is not the one she ought to be singing at home on Lemnos
reinforces Hypsipyle’s role as both insider (child-minder) and outsider (foreign slave).>* This
charming but sad scene is shattered, however, later in the play when the baby Opheltes is killed
after Hypsipyle leads a visiting seer, Amphiarus, to a spring, and brings along Opheltes, who is
attacked by a serpent. After she returns without the baby, there is an exchange with the chorus in

which Hypsipyle cries out:

yuva]ikes otas eifs o u.(.)[
ol] £yw"

...women, what...Woe is me! (fr. 753d. 13-14)

%% We know this because she refers to distracting the child from crying earlier in the same fragment, vv.
1-2.

%99 Chong-Gossard details the implications of the lyric portion and the suggestion of genre found in
Hypsipyle’s song that follows this in frs. 752a-h (2008: 75-9).
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Despite the very rough condition of the papyrus, the combination of the extant sections of these
two lines reveals what is likely to be some kind of an appeal to the women of the chorus
combined with a classic female lament. The phrase ol eycd first appears in Aeschylus’
Agamemnon, in Cassandra’s mantic ravings about her fate (1257), but more importantly it
appears in Euripides when, in their eponymous plays, Helen laments the death of her mother
(685) and Hecuba laments the fate of the Trojans (155). After what appear to be non-verbal cries
from Hypsipyle (fr. 753e), she continues her dialogue with the chorus and begins to discuss her

options now that her ward has been killed in her care (fr. 754b).%®

As Hypsipyle sees it, her only
option is to flee Nemea, as she is now a woman of no use to the household and has allowed its
future to be destroyed. As a slave and a childless woman, Hypsipyle is without protection of any
kind. Since she has just lost her only connection to Lycurgus’ and Eurydice’s household, this
fear is with good reason.

When Eurydice finds out what has happened to her infant son, she immediately calls for
Hypsipyle’s death, as mentioned in the hypothesis (27-8). Hypsipyle defends herself to Eurydice

by appealing to her role as surrogate mother and wet-nurse to the boy:

cog Tou Bavetv usv OUVEK’ ou usya oT[év]w,
£l 55 KTO(VEIV TO TEK\)OV OUK ochog Soke,
TOUHOV TIBNVNW’, OV €T EUCICIV OrYKOAXLS
TANV 0U TekoUGa TAAAX Y’ €IS EHOV TEKVOV
’ ’ y b ’ ) b \ ’
oTepyous’ edpepPov, wdeAny’ epol peya.

| do not greatly complain that | must die, but if
I wrongly seem to have Kkilled the child, my
nursling, whom | fed and cherished in my arms
in every way except that | did not bear him—
he was a great blessing to me. (fr. 757.8-12)*%

%0 Collard, Cropp, and Gibert point out that this stichomythic exchange, plotting drastic action such as an
escape or a murder, is a common feature of later Euripidean plays, giving Iphigeneia in Tauris 1020-151
and Helen 1035-85 as examples (1995: 242).

“* This appeal to Eurydice on the grounds of her role as the woman who breast-fed the child evokes the
famous scene in Libation Bearers where Clytemnestra appeals for mercy to Orestes by pointing to her
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Hypsipyle is laying an emotional claim to motherhood here, but since she did not actually bear
the baby, she is not his mother in social or legal terms, with any claim to a role in Lycurgus’
household. Immediately after this, though, she calls out to her own children (1> o1&, cds
amolupo kokeds, fr. 757.845), not having realized that the two visitors are the sons who were
taken from her on Lemnos. Amphiarus intervenes on her behalf by calling on Eurydice’s sense of
justice, which saves Hypsipyle, and so the stage is set for Thoas and Eunoos, who are still at
Nemea, to be recognized and reunited with their mother.

When she is finally reunited with her children,*® she also discovers that her father,
Thoas, whom she rescued from the slaughter of the men on Lemnos, is still alive (fr.
7592.1627).%%% The three piece together the boys’ departure from Lemnos as infants and their life
since. Hypsipyle describes Thoas and Eunoos as amouccTiSiov (“off the breast”) when they
were taken from her, which makes their departure from their mother all the more dramatic by
reminding the audience that she was no surrogate to these children. After being momentarily
without any connection to society at all, Hypsipyle has suddenly been reintegrated into her own
family. This is an interesting variation on a conventional recognition, where the rediscovered
child must be brought back into its proper household. Here, the household is represented by
Hypsipyle’s children, who are her remaining male relatives and therefore her connection to
society, and who erase her previous identity as a slave surrogate mother and replace it with one

as a free biological mother. Recognition scenes such as the one in Hypsipyle need not be

breast and claiming to have nursed him (897-9). The irony is that Orestes’ nurse has recently mentioned
her nursing of him (749), making her the closer parallel to Hypsipyle.

%02 Fr. 765a must be from this scene (mepiRoaAX’, ¢3 Tékvov, wAevas, “Throw your arms around me, my
child!”).

“% The boys also tell of how Jason took them to Colchis (fr. 759a.1614), and one wonders if they
encountered the wicked stepmother par excellence, Medea, while there. Yet they also relate that Jason
died while at Colchis, a departure from the Jason/Medea story that Euripides himself had established
years earlier in Medea.
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understood as just the reunion of parent and child since they also incorporate the assumption of
one’s true identity. In this case, Hypsipyle’s identity was damaged when she was separated from

her children and repaired upon their recognition.
Phrixus A

In both Phrixus A and B, we see another type of surrogate mother, the stepmother. Ino, in
contrast to the affectionate surrogate Hypsipyle, desires to be rid of her foster children, Phrixus
and Helle.*** Although both plays have extant hypotheses, | will be focusing on Phrixus A, as its
hypothesis contains more material that deals with Ino as a scheming stepmother and thus draws
more attention to gender, detailing her plot with the Thessalian women to roast the seeds for the

following year’s planting, and therefore prevent any yield from the crops:**

®pi[Eols mpcyTos, OL GPXT|
‘€1 pEV Tod' AUOP TPLITOV TV KOKOULE-
vey'' N & umobeais:
"Abapas vios pg[v] v Alodou, BactAeus
St OeTTalos [xwv] 88 To1da[s] ek 5
NeldeAns” EAAn[v te k]t OpiEov, [cluv[ei-
knolev lvor Tq[1] Kadpou, moidals
Jol ‘ka]Ta 8¢ TV Tpo-
yoval[v emPoulnv] eunxoavato koabo-
mep do[Boupévn, un Tov TS UNTEUIGS 10
TIKPOV. | In° ouykoe-
0000 yop T [OeTToAdv y]uva[ikas op-
kols KaTnodaA[loaTo GPUYEIV GTEPUS TUPL-
VoV £T1 TNV Xe[IHEPIVAV GTTOPAV" TNS €

%4 The stereotype of the stepmother is so loaded with negativity that at line 727 of Prometheus Bound, the
dangerous coastline of Salmydessus can be referred to as pnTpuia vecdv, a “stepmother of ships”. See
also fr. 4 of Aegeus, likely in reference to Medea.

“%5 Phrixus A and B, like Melanippe Wise and Melanippe Captive, have a group of unassigned fragments.
The hypothesis to B reveals that this play deals with the maddening of Helle and Phrixus by Dionysus, as
opposed to Ino’s plot to have the children sacrificed in A (test. iia). The existence of two plays of this
name by Euripides was uncertain until both hypotheses were discovered. In the first line of both, the plays
are referred to as mpcdTos (A) and Seutepos (B). For a list of the differences between the two plays, see
Collard and Cropp 2008b: 426.



163

akapTias [[oye. [ 15
Aucty, g1 Ppifos [ odoryein Al Tov yop
els Aehdous o[ ayye-

Aov Emeloe s, [

The first Phrixus, which begins, ‘If this were (my) first day of trouble’; its plot is

as follows: Athamas was the son of Aeolus, and king of Thessaly; (with) Helle

and Phrixus, his children from Nephele, he (lived with) Ino the daughter of

Cadmus; ...child(ren)... Against his previous children Ino contrived (a plot),

inasmuch as she feared...the cruel...of a stepmother; calling the women (of the

Thessalians) together, she secured an oath (that they would roast the seed corn) for

the (winter sowing)...and deliverance (from?) barren crops if Phrixus (were

sacrificed to Zeus); for she persuaded the (envoy) to Delphi that.. .(1-18)406
There is only one tragic fragment (as opposed to several testimonia) securely assigned to A, in
which Athamas (Helle and Phrixus’ father and Ino’s husband) groans over his troubles, and so
my discussion will be limited to what we can gather from the hypothesis itself.

In this hypothesis, lines 8-11 suggest that Ino’s actions against the children were
motivated by fear concerning her position as a stepmother.*” Like Hypsipyle, she has no
biological link to the household, but unlike Hypsipyle, who has the role of a nurse for the baby
of another woman, Ino’s position is threatened by the presence of Athamas’ children who are a
fundamental part of the household. It is clear that Ino’s actions have one motivation: her anxiety
over her position in the household. In one of the unassigned fragments from this pair of plays,

Ino expresses a similar fear:

S OUSEV UYIES GOCI UNTPUIAS GPOVELY
’ / ° ’ ’
voBoiot maiotv, wdv pula€ouat Yoyov.

%% After this section, there are thirteen missing lines and four incomplete lines.

“7 Euripides’ fragmentary Ino depicts a plot against Ino’s own children with Athamas by their stepmother
(Athamas’ third wife, Themisto) that ends in her suicide. She is also the sister of Agaue, who killed her
son, Pentheus, in a Bacchic frenzy (see E.Ba.), and the sister of Semele, who died bearing Dionysus. She
therefore comes from a family full of problematic mothers. Cropp and Fick place Ino anywhere from 455-
425, and Phrixus A and B anywhere from 455-ca. 416 (1985: 70), which means that we have no sense of
which version of Ino’s story may have influenced which.
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Men say that stepmothers have no good intentions towards another’s children; I

shall be on my guard against such men’s blame. (fr. 824)*%®
Ino’s position as a stepmother automatically makes her an object of suspicion to the community
at large, and her drastic actions against Helle and Phrixus fulfill this stereotype.

Despite the differences in age, class, and marital status, all of the women | have discussed
so far are characterized by their relationship with motherhood. These five plays confirm that
motherhood is one of the most important ways as well as perhaps the most common way to
understand a woman’s interactions with her society in Euripidean tragedy. Motherhood is a well-
defined category with clear boundaries in Classical Athenian society (i.e. within marriage for the
purpose of producing heirs for the oikos/citizens for the polis). In tragedy, the same stricture of
motherhood within marriage applies and is destructive to those who are mothers, but not in a
socially-sanctioned manner (Canace, Melanippe, and Ino) or is safe only when a woman sits

comfortably inside those limits (post-recognition Hypsipyle).
Scyrians

| now turn to a play that focuses on how a man’s role in society is shaped by gender as much as
those of the women discussed above. As | have mentioned, motherhood is the most important
way for a woman to participate in Athenian society. Since men’s roles in society are more

multivalent, there are accordingly many ways for Athenians to conceptualize the operation of

“%8 Euripides’ use of vobos here to describe stepchildren is intriguing, since it usually applies either to
illegitimate children (cf. Hdt. 8. 103) or to a child with an Athenian father but an alien mother (cf. Dem.
23.213). The insinuation in Ino’s comment is that as far as she is concerned, these children might as well
be bastards. For more on the status of bastards and legitimacy, see Ogden 1996.



165

masculinity.*”® The play that best illustrates this is Scyrians, which, in its depiction of Achilles’

time on the island of Scyros prior to his departure for the Trojan War, demonstrates that

410

masculinity is defined in opposition to femininity.™ The hypothesis tells of Thetis’ wish to

prevent her son from going to Troy at all, and how she dressed him up as girl and sent him to the
household of Lycomedes, the king of Scyros. It also tells of Achilles being raised alongside
Lycomedes’ daughter, Deidameia:

S KUpIOL, COV apXT]°
‘@3 TuvSopela ol Aokatva |
n & umobeois:
O¢T180s Tou Ta180s  AxtAEw([s TNV elpop-
HEVNV ETIEYVGIKULGS, TN[S TPOs  IAI- 5
oV OTPOTElOS OUTOV a[TrElpyeLy Bé-
Aoouca kopns £oBNT[1 KpUpooo Topede-
To Aukoundel T3 2kupi[wv Suva-
o). TPEDwv & exelvos [BuyaTepa
UNTPOS opdavny ovoua [AniSapel- 10
av, TaUTN cuveToPBEVeEUE[V aruTOV ar-
yvo[oup]evov Os €aTiv. O 8[e AaBpail-
os [utro]kAéyas TN Anidafueiov £y-
ku[ov eTrjoincev. ol 8¢ mepl T[ov Ayorue-
uvov[a] XPMoHWY auTous K[eAeuov- 15
Toov X[wplls  AxiANeéws un mloteioBat
v ot[palTet[a]v.(.)L...]..[
Aropnd[..] ko[
katav[olnoav[Tes

499 gee e.g. Theseus as monster-slayer in Theseus, Alexander as victor and returned son in Alexander,
Aeolus the father in Aeolus, Bellerophon the vengeful lover in Stheneboea, Eunoos and Thoas as sons in
Hypsipyle, the agon in Antiope, etc.

10 Cf. fr. 199 from Antiope as discussed in chapter 2.
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Scyrians, which begins, ‘O daughter of Tyndareus from Sparta...’; the plot is as

follows: Thetis, having learned of (the destiny) of her son Achilles, wanted (to

keep) him out of the expedition (against Troy), and so (she concealed) him in a

girl’s clothing (and deposited him) with Lycomedes the (ruler) of the Scyrians.

(Lycomedes) was raising (a daughter) named (Deidameia) whose mother had

died, and he brought (Achilles) up as a girl together with her, his real identity

being unrecognized; and Achilles...secretly took Deidameia and made her

pregnant. Agamemnon and his comrades (were told) by an oracle not (to make

their expedition) without Achilles...Diomedes...(they,) learning... (trans.

adapted)

The use of cuvemapBeéveuev in this hypothesis is intriguing, both because it implies a
female object (which is not the case here), but also because Euripides uses the verb mopBevevco
in this sense only once in the extant plays at Suppliants 452.*'" In both cases there is the
implication that one is not just raising a female child, but protecting her virtue while doing so.**?
The subsequent lines of the hypothesis enhance the irony of this word choice, revealing that
Achilles impregnated Deidameia while sharing this protective upbringing (20-2). The remaining
lines which mention the oracle received by Agamemnon, telling him not to go to Troy without
Achilles, set the scene for the arrival of Odysseus, who will persuade the young hero to join the
Greek expedition.

The play opens with a character, presumably Deidameia’s nurse, revealing to Lycomedes
that Deidameia is ill, an act which recalls Canace concealing her own pregnancy with the excuse
of illness. This is a conventional way to begin a play with a rape and recognition plot, however
Achilles’ continued presence on Scyros departs from the usual brief encounter between the

parthenos and the man who impregnates her, while the recognition centers not on the child, but

on Achilles himself. Lycomedes’ response to the nurse exposes either just how effective

“11 |t is attested in only one other instance, by Lucian in Dialogues of the Sea-Gods 12.
“2 In Lucian, this connection is explicit, since the girl in question has been locked up in a bronze
chamber.
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Achilles’ disguise has been, or how confident Lycomedes has been of his success in segregating
his daughter from outside influence:

Trpog TOU; TIS O(UTT]\) ﬂnuovn SauaCETal
HCOV KPUHOS oUTRS TAsupa yupvalel xoAfs;

What is the cause? What ailment is overcoming her? Is some chill in her bile
troubling her chest? (fr. 682)

In several other versions of Achilles’ time at Scyros, Lycomedes aids in hiding Achilles (e.g.
Hyginus 96). The choice to have Lycomedes be ignorant of Achilles’ true presence heightens
both the shock of Deidameia’s pregnancy and Achilles’ inevitable (and perhaps literal?)
unveiling.**® In a way, it is only appropriate that Achilles impregnate his companion, since for
Achilles to assume his destined position, he cannot discard his masculinity. Achilles’
impregnation of Deidameia is a clue as to just who it is under that feminine clothing. The
greatest Greek warrior is a candidate to be disguised as a woman precisely because his masculine

identity as warrior is well established.*"*

A male character in the same position with a less than
stable masculine identity would provoke more unease from the audience than Achilles does,
since he would not be able to discard his feminine identity as easily as Achilles does.

The arrival of Odysseus to retrieve Achilles reinforces how humiliatingly ridiculous the

idea of a warrior in women’s clothing is to the Greeks and Euripides plays with this idea, giving

“3 For a discussion of the inherently deceptive and concealing nature of women’s clothing and its
implications for cross-dressing scenes, see Bassi 1998: 105ff.

“14 Although Achilles is still an adolescent and has yet to obtain his greatest kleos for his deeds at Troy,
his being sought as the key to Greek victory at Troy implies that his reputation as a warrior is already
well-known. Ament discusses Achilles’ (and Theseus’) cross-dressing as reflective of ritual androgyny,
one of the rites a young man may pass through on the way to adulthood (1993: 19-20). As Ament points
out, later authors (Hyginus and Bion) view this as a means of escaping manhood rather than assuming it
(1993: 19). I believe that Achilles in Scyrians straddles both interpretations. His female disguise is
intended to put off assumption of adulthood through his position as the greatest Greek warrior, but it is
inevitably discarded when he acts “like a man” and impregnates Deidameia. Putting an end to the cross-
dressing signifies his final passage into manhood.
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Achilles the most womanly task of all.**> Odysseus derides Achilles both as a warrior and as a

son to Peleus:

ou &, dd TO )\aurrpov q)ms omooBewug ysvoug,
Eouvslg, aploTou TaTPos EANvwv yeyaws;

And you, extinguisher of your family’s brilliant light, are you combing wool—
you, born of the most valiant father in Greece? (fr. 683a)

Whether or not Odysseus is aware of Deidameia’s condition at this point is unimportant. His
point is that it would be far more damaging for Achilles to stay in a domestic setting and work at
the ultimate female task, wool-working, than to go to war. Staying back in this womanly manner
IS equivalent to destroying his family’s reputation, and possibly the family itself. For the female
characters I have discussed, association with a household, with a husband, or with one’s
legitimate children, is the key to assuming one’s proper role in society, but for Achilles it is
precisely the opposite. He has impregnated Deidameia but not married her, which paradoxically
has proved his masculinity, despite his being dressed as a woman, and now he must leave behind
his adopted household, or any household at all, in order to assume the role he ought to identify
with, that of a warrior.

A fragment that is possibly a part of Odysseus’ persuasion of Achilles confirms this
idea;*'®

OUK €V YUVOIEl TOUS VEQVIOS XPEGIV
aAN €V GI18MPw KV OTTAOIS TILOS EXELV.

Young men should get honours not amongst women but amidst arms and
weaponry. (fr. 880)

“15 Cf. the magistrate at Ar. Lys. 532-8 and the gender reversals in Herodotus’ Egypt (2.35.2).

415 Fr. 880 is placed among the incerta by Kannicht; Collard and Cropp, however, include it with the
fragments of Scyrians as a likely addition to Odysseus’ speech to Achilles on the basis of Odysseus’
comment to Achilles about wool-working and war (2008b: 167).
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It could not be much more explicit than this: young men do not gain esteem by associating with
women and doing womanly things, but rather from war.*” Putting on armour signifies adoption
and acceptance of masculine identity, the active life that Zethus endorses in Antiope, in contrast
to the femininity signified by carding wool in a dress. Collard and Cropp suggest that in the final
scene of the play Achilles may have made the decision to leave Deidameia and their son for Troy
(2008b: 160-1).**® There is no way that Achilles can remain on Scyros and maintain his status as
a great warrior. Achilles the warrior confirms the expectations of how he ought to behave by
leaving. Even if he married Deidameia and became a father to their child, Achilles would be no
man, according to Odysseus’ implication, and so Achilles’ female disguise strengthens the
dramatic impact of his ultimate assumption of the role of a warrior.

Masculinity in Scyrians, then, can also be limiting, just as femininity in terms of
motherhood is in the plays examined in the first part of this chapter. Despite there being a greater
variety of roles available to the male characters in Greek tragedy, Euripides shows that these
masculine roles are at times mutually exclusive and that shifting between these roles can cause
problems. Employing a story from the Trojan Cycle, Euripides engages with the idea that to be a
warrior, a man must give up fatherhood and household, at least temporarily. The distinction that
is seen in this play though is the fact that a choice is given to Achilles (whether the outcome of
the myth allows it or not), but not to the female characters | have discussed. When he takes up a
female guise at the behest of his mother, it is a voluntary means of deception. When Melanippe
claims to be masculine-thinking, it is because a display of her innate wisdom (which she
inherited from her mother) automatically entails this shift toward masculinity. She cannot

dissociate herself from this trait as Achilles can set aside his spindle. Achilles ostensibly has the

7 Staying at home when one ought to be at war in fact makes a man womanly (cf. the chorus calling
Aegisthus a woman who waited at home while other men went to Troy at Ag. 1625).
“8 There is no indication of whether this is a difficult decision for Achilles or not.
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option to be a father to Deidameia’s child (although this would align him with feminized
characters like Aegisthus) or to leave, which in fact is the more socially-sanctioned choice.
Deidameia must remain on Scyros with the baby. For her, there is no other option. Nor can
Hecuba, Melanippe, et al. leave behind their characterization as mothers. As Foley puts it in her
paraphrase of Aristotle, “Women are good for their function” (2001: 110), their primary function
in society being motherhood. Mothers who do not perform this function in a satisfactory manner
are simply not “good”. Men, on the other hand, do have more options (e.g. father, husband,

warrior), but as the case of Achilles in Scyrians illustrates, these can be mutually exclusive.

Conclusion

This chapter has looked at how the tragic hypotheses in the “Tales of Euripides” can illuminate
our understanding of gender in the fragmentary plays. The plots of the six plays examined above
are revealed by the hypotheses while my remarks on characterization are based on the
combination of the hypotheses and the actual fragments. For the women discussed here,
characterization occurs primarily through motherhood, while for men, the depiction of Achilles

in Scyrians indicates that there are more options, but they are equally constraining.
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Chapter 6: Fragments and Testimonia in Aristophanes

In the previous chapters, I considered a wide array of sources and testimonia for Euripides’
fragmentary plays. These sources range in date from as early as Classical Athens to as late as the
Byzantine period and vary from philosophical dialogues to collections of papyri. | now turn to a
set of texts that are more homogeneous than those mentioned above since they originate from a
single author, Aristophanes, who seems to have had a special affinity for Euripides. This
phenomenon was remarked upon in antiquity to the extent that his fellow Old Comic poet
Cratinus coined the term eupimdapioTopaviletv (according to the LSJ, “to write in the style of
Euripides and Aristophanes”).*® As early as Pollux (second century C.E.), scholars have
suggested that this influence went in both directions, with Aristophanes affecting Euripides’
work in turn.*® The comedies of Aristophanes, Thesmophoriazusae, Frogs, and Acharnians in
particular, are a prodigious source of both fragments and testimonia on Euripides’ lost plays and
it is because of this intertwining of the two poets’ work that I shall take up Aristophanes together
with the later commentary on his work, which is a valuable resource for determining where he
quotes or parodies Euripides. Due to this relationship between the two playwrights, | shall treat
Aristophanes’ plays as well as the commentary on them as a separate type of source for the
fragments. Aristophanes is also our most significant contemporary source for fragments from
Euripides, having produced his plays on the same stage and possibly even on the same day as

those of Euripides on several occasions.*?*

“® The fragment containing the term is as follows: Tis 8 oU; koupds Tis Epoito Beatns./
UTTOAeTTTOAOYOS, YVwHISIwKkTNS, euptmdapioTopavilwv (““And who are you?” A refined spectator
might ask. Overly-subtle, sententia-hunter, Aristophanic copier of Euripides”, fr. 342 PCG).

20 Onom. 4.111. For more recent (and somewhat opposing) takes on the back-and-forth between
Euripides and Aristophanes, see Taplin 1986 and Segal 1995.

“2! Individual comedies were likely performed at the City Dionysia after a tragic poet’s tetralogy during
the Peloponnesian war (Foley 2008: 16).
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In this chapter, | shall first discuss paratragedy and parody, outlining both and identifying
how they are used in Aristophanes. Then | shall list the most important Aristophanic sources of
Euripides’ fragments and testimonia, classifying which come directly from Aristophanes and
which are products of the ancient scholarship on his plays. After this, | shall examine how
Aristophanes responds to Euripides’ portrayal of gender in his fragmentary plays, especially
Andromeda, the main source of parodied material in Thesmophoriazusae. Finally, | shall
consider the contribution of Aristophanes and his scholiasts to our knowledge of gender in the

fragmentary plays of Euripides.
Paratragodia

Before beginning this discussion of the Aristophanic fragments and testimonia, | must first
address the issue of what constitutes an actual fragment vs. what we consider paratragic vs. what
is a testimonium. This process is sticky to say the least, and in this undertaking, I shall strive to
be conservative in assigning these terms to the excerpts with which 1 am working. In the case of
Aristophanes, as in my previous chapters, fragments may be defined as direct quotations or
paraphrases without significant alteration of the content of Euripides’ text.*?? Testimonia are all
other references to the title, plot, characters, or circumstances of performance. Aristophanes,
however, also parodies tragic plays, so that a new category, paratragedy, emerges, which merits
special care due to its unique nature. In Aristophanes, those passages imitating either tragic
language or tragic action can be considered paratragedy, but because these passages are
intentional distortions of the original, rather than attempts to faithfully reproduce Euripidean

content, they must be examined with a great deal of caution. The oldest attested use of the term

“22 An example of this type of paraphrase is fr. 485 of Melanippe Wise (= [Dion. of Halicarnassus] Rhet.
9.11).
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mapedos indicates the obscure nature of parody: avakaAuw yop Aoyous,/ KOUKETL
Tapwdols xpnooueod’ aiviypactv (“For I will reveal my meaning, and no longer use obscure
riddles,” Eur. 1A 1446-7). Although the speaker, Clytemnestra, is not talking about comedy here,
the opposition between speech that is clear and speech that is not readily understood is
apparent.*”® Paratragedy, therefore, must be treated as a valuable, but suspect, source on
Euripidean drama.

In a review of Rau’s 1967 study of paratragedy, Dover identified four circumstances in
which Aristophanes employs tragic elements: when the plot requires the quotation of tragedy and
the script itself acknowledges this (e.g. Peace 1012-13), when Aristophanes is trying to achieve a
serious effect (often in choral passages), when he highlights the contrast between a character’s
words and action, and finally, when he is directly critical of a tragedy (1968: 827).*** Dover also
makes the important distinction between using tragedy “as a weapon and using it as a target”
(1968: 827). This raises the question of how Aristophanes uses parody and what we can safely
glean from paratragedy.

There are several means of determining where the boundary between quotation and
paratragedy lies. Scholia, in particular, are helpful in this since ancient scholars often noted that
specific lines in Aristophanes were based on Euripides’ works or that specific lines were actual
425

quotations from the tragedian, such as Thesmophoriazusae 1065-9 (= Andromeda fr. 114).

Metre can be useful, but since tragedy and comedy can share certain metres (e.g. iambo-

%23 See Rose 1993, esp. ch. 1, for a history of the term “parody”, beginning from this use.

“24 Since the first category refers to actual quotation (i.e. fragments), it cannot be considered paratragic in
the sense of the other three.

2 Cf. Klimek-Winter’s 1993 commentary on Andromeda for a thorough list of all lines in
Thesmophoriazusae designated as direct quotations from Euripides.
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choriambic, dactylo-epitrite) and Aristophanes uses metre allusively, this is not conclusive.*?
The appearance of tragic themes or references in language that is not tragic itself fall under the
category paratragic.

Parody and paratragedy are not synonymous. Since parody can be applied to any genre,
paratragedy is rather a subcategory of parody. In her 1993 work on parody, Rose isolated the
specific types of changes that a parodist can make to the original passage. Those that apply to
Avristophanic paratragedy include absurd changes to the message/subject; changes that highlight
irony, satire, or comedy; syntactic change; changes in grammatical features (e.g. person or
tense); juxtaposition of passages from the parodied work with new passages; and changes of
metre (37). Awareness of these changes can therefore help us safely assign paratragic status,
especially in the case of those fragments which contain both quotation (as indicated by scholia)
and parody (e.g. Andromeda fr. 122). For these alterations to be worth making, Aristophanes
certainly counted on an audience that would be aware of Euripides’ original play and one that
would be sensitive to Euripides’ portrayal of gender. (How else to explain the accusations of
misogyny levelled at Euripides that are a central theme in Thesmophoriazusae?) Whether all of
Aristophanes’ more subtle references would have been apparent to all is questionable, but
nevertheless, we can conjecture with relative certainty that where paratragedy is present,

Aristophanes intended it to be apparent to at least some of his audience.

Distribution of Aristophanic Sources of Euripidean Fragments and Testimonia

Avristophanes and the scholia on his works provide us with one hundred and two fragments and

forty testimonia, making him the third most prolific source of fragments from Euripides after

“26 Aristophanes, for example, also uses resolution, a Euripidean metrical signature, making this particular
tool less useful (Rau 1975: 353).
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Stobaeus and Plutarch. Of Aristophanes’ plays, Frogs offers the highest number of all fragments
and testimonia (thirty-four and eighteen, respectively). This is not surprising, since Euripides
appears in this play as a character and quotes many of his own works in self-defense against
Aeschylus. Of the thirty-four fragments, fourteen come (at least partially) from scholia
commenting on paratragic passages, while another fourteen are accompanied by scholia
identifying the Euripidean source of the quotation, meaning that only six of the fragments come
from the text of Frogs by itself. All of the testimonia come from scholia on Frogs. This basic
pattern of distribution applies to the rest of Aristophanes’ plays that provide fragments from
Euripides,*’ meaning that the importance of the scholia for the purposes of identifying and
supplying fragments is paramount. Other Aristophanic plays with a large concentration of
material from Euripides are Acharnians, with its parody of costume in Telephus,*® and
Thesmophoriazusae, which parodies several scenes from Euripides’ plays, but especially the
rescue of the titular character in Andromeda.**

Of the one hundred and two fragments of Euripides from Aristophanes, | have identified
thirty-three which take up some aspect of gender. Seven of the forty testimonia also do this. The
three plays of Aristophanes which contribute the most fragments and testimonia on gender
unsurprisingly deal directly with either gender (Lysistrata) or Euripides (Frogs), or both
(Thesmophoriazusae). Aside from Thesmophoriazusae, which, as | have mentioned above,
parodies Andromeda in an extended rescue scene, most of the Aristophanic fragments and

testimonia on gender focus on individual characters from Euripides’ plays (such as Stheneboea at

Wasps 111-12) or on the lot of women in general (Frogs 1476-8 = Polyidus 638). Because of this

“7 These are Acharnians, Knights, Birds, Peace, Thesmophoriazusae, Wasps, Lysistrata, and several
fragments of Aristophanes.

“28 Six of seventeen Euripidean fragments in Acharnians come from the text alone.

“29 Seven of nineteen Euripidean fragments in Thesmophoriazusae are from the text alone. Kannicht 2004
has a full list of the sources of the fragments, including the rest of Aristophanes’ plays.
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pattern, | shall begin with an extended treatment of Andromeda and then take up individual
characters and comments as they are referred to in Aristophanes. At times, | shall consult other
sources on these plays, such as Eratosthenes, who tells us about the exodus of Andromeda in his

astronomical work, Catasterisms.

Andromeda and Thesmophoriazusae

Andromeda seems to have been a particularly innovative play among Euripides’ corpus, since it
depicts a pair of young lovers happily united after overcoming several obstacles, a plot which

seems more suited to New Comedy than tragedy.**°

Much of our reconstruction of the play is
dependent upon Thesmophoriazusae, since the Aristophanic play features his kinsman,
Mnesilochus,*®** defending himself against the angry women of Athens by enacting scenes from
Telephus, Palamedes, Helen, and, most importantly, Andromeda, with the assistance of
Euripides.*** Mnesilochus has incurred their wrath by infiltrating the women-only festival
wearing women'’s clothing at the bidding of Euripides, who wishes to defend himself against the
women’s revenge for his supposed misogyny. Singing lyric passages from the song of
Andromeda, Mnesilochus is rescued from his captor, a Scythian archer (i.e. the Athenian

equivalent of a policeman), by Euripides, who (at first unsuccessfully) plays the role of Perseus.

Aristophanes’ choice of this particular rescue scene may have been due to Andromeda’s

%0 The agency and voice of Andromeda in this play suggest that, along with Helen in her eponymous
play, she stands out among female characters who are part of a romantic match at the end of a play. This
sets the play apart from New Comedy (Gibert 1999-2000: 91).

1 Mnesilochus is the name traditionally given to the kinsman, who is only identified as the knSeotns
(“in-law”, a male relative by marriage) of Euripides in the text of the play itself. The name comes from
the scholia on this play (Austin and Olson 2004: 77). The Vita Euripidis assigns this name to the father of
Euripides’ first wife (5.5)

32 Bowie notes that the last two plays in this list have more comic aspects (both in characterization and
plot), and that Euripides’ final, successful means of rescuing Mnesilochus is to dress up as a procuress,
which is highly comic. He claims that this progression is Aristophanes’ means of demonstrating the
“superiority of comedy as a dramatic form” (1993: 220).
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production in the year prior.**® Since the play ends with a happy romantic union, it stands out
among other tragedies, which provide only one parallel for this type of happy ending,*** and is
therefore a fitting reference for Aristophanes.

The erotic overtones of this play caused it, in fact, to be received as an exemplar of this
type of love in antiquity. As early as Frogs (405, cf. n. 12), authors remarked on this aspect of
the play.*®® In the opening of Frogs, Dionysus remarks that upon reading Andromeda, a yearning
has stricken his heart (52-4 = test. iib), which he later calls “desire” (1uepos, 59).** In Diogenes
Laertius 4.29, Arcesilaus’ passionate love for philosophy (or perhaps for his teacher of
philosophy) is described using a quote from Andromeda (= fr. 129a). Thus this play seems to
have enjoyed a lasting reputation for its erotic content.

Andromeda appears to have opened with Andromeda bound to a rock situated by the sea
waiting for the sea-monster to attack her (she has been placed there by her father, Cepheus).**" In

a novel addition to tragedy, Echo repeats her lament from offstage (cf. fr. 118.2). The chorus is

composed of Ethiopian maidens (cf. fr. 117), with whom Andromeda exchanges complaints

3 A scholion on Frogs 53 puts the production of Andromeda five years prior to that play. Frogs is dated
to 405 by the mention of the archon in its hypothesis, giving Andromeda a date of 412 (counting
inclusively). At 1060-61 of Thesm., Euripides (playing Echo) claims to have helped Euripides “last year
in this very place” (TEpUGCIV €V TISE TOUT XWPIW).

4 As Konstan points out, the happy ending of Helen is based on “conjugal loyalty”, rather than eros
(1994: 177). Nevertheless both plays can be said to have an ending based on love, if not eros in its
strictest sense. The remaining fragments of Sophocles’ version of Andromeda do not indicate whether
eros played as significant a part in his version of the story.

> The passage in which “Perseus” declares his love for “Andromeda” (1106-18), while certainly not
Euripidean, is surely a parody of similar erotic content in Euripides’ play (Gibert 1999-2000: 79).
Heracles’ assumption that reading Andromeda has inflamed Dionysus’ sexual desire at Frogs 56 confirms
the erotic reputation of this play (Moorton 1987: 435).

6 A scholiast on Frogs 53 refers to Andromeda as one of Euripides’ best plays (Tc3v koAAGTwV
Eupimidou Spaua 1" AvSpoueda). Sfyroeras (2008) suggests that this reference draws attention not only
to Euripides’ play, but also to its parody in Thesmophoriazusae, and more specifically to both Frogs’ and
Thesmophoriazusae’s narratives of rescue.

7 The sea-monster was sent as punishment for the boast of Cassiopeia, Andromeda’s mother, that she
was more beautiful than the Nereids (Hyg. Astr. 2.10 = test. iiib). Several vases seem to depict this scene,
with Andromeda bound in the center of the image. For more on these images, see Taplin 2007: 176-80.
The scholia on MS R of Thesmophoriazusae indicate that this is the opening scene of Euripides’ play.
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about her situation.*® Perseus arrives, most likely on the machina, and after some exchange
between the two, Andromeda promises herself to Perseus should he rescue her (fr. 129a). The
presence of Andromeda’s parents, especially her father, at this point has been debated (Gibert in
Collard, Cropp, and Gibert 1995: 133), but it is clear that Perseus goes off to fight the sea-
monster after his initial meeting with Andromeda. There is perhaps an agon between
Andromeda, Cepheus, and Cassiopeia, in which the parents attempt unsuccessfully to convince
their daughter to remain with them (cf. Hyg. Astr. 2.11 = test iiia(b)).**® After a messenger
relates Perseus’ triumph, Andromeda follows through on her original promise and accompanies
Perseus to Argos (cf. Eratos. Catast. 17 = test. iiia(a)). It is Athena who probably resolves the
conflict between Perseus and Andromeda and her parents with her arrival ex machina at the end
of the play.

The suffering of Andromeda and her rescue by a man who falls in love with her, and with
whom she also apparently falls in love,**® appear to be the significant themes of this play. In the
context of Aristophanes’ parody, this leads to three lines of investigation: was Andromeda’s
suffering portrayed with special reference to her gender, how did Euripides portray Andromeda’s
and Perseus’ love in his play, and how did Aristophanes make this an object of fun in his version
of their encounter? | begin with the first question.**! Fragments 114-122 all center on

Andromeda’s predicament at the beginning of the play, and all come from Thesmophoriazusae’s

8 Schmid suggests that Andromeda’s lyric laments took up most of the first half of the play (1940: 518).
9 Andromeda’s fiancé, her uncle Phineus, may have also taken part in this, but he is not mentioned in
any of the fragments or testimonia.

“% None of the surviving fragments tell us explicitly that Andromeda reciprocates Perseus’ eros, which is
described in detail in fr. 136. Frs. 137 and 138 nevertheless imply that the play ends with an ostensibly
happy marriage and reciprocated feelings between the two. Eratosthenes ascribes the final decision to
marry Perseus as Andromeda’s (Catast. 17 = test iiia(a)).

“ In order to avoid making overly tendentious claims about the content of Euripides’ play, I shall specify
where the scholia clearly indicate a Euripidean quotation vs. paratragedy.
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parody of this scene. In fragment 115 (= Thesm. 1070-72),**? Andromeda claims “a share of
suffering above all others” (TeptaAha kokedv HEpos) and calls herself a “wretch” (TAfucov).
Neither of these are examples of language that is used by one gender more than by the other, but
both are rather generic expressions of suffering.*** Fragment 117 (= Thesm. 1016) indicates the
entrance of the chorus, who must be peers of Andromeda, since she addresses them as
mapbévor.*** Once the chorus has entered, Andromeda dismisses Echo:

KAVELS O]

TPOoOUSLS G TAV EV QVTPOIS,

ATOTOUCOV, EGOV, AXOL, HE GUV

dthais yoou mobov AaPetv

Hello, do you hear?

| appeal to you in the cave,

stop, Echo, allow me along with

my friends to have desire for mourning. (fr. 118 = Thesm. 1018-20, trans. adapted)**
In her choice of yoos (“mourning/weeping”), Andromeda has chosen a word that has strongly
feminine overtones in Euripides’ plays. Although Euripides does use it in describing a man’s

mourning (cf. Supp. 1142, Or. 1121), it is most often applied to a very female expression of

emotion (cf. Or. 1022).** In fragment 119, from Stobaeus (4.48.17) rather than Aristophanes,

“2MS % indicates that these lines are from Euripides’ play, marking them as £k Tou TpoAdyou.

“3 TAucov, for example, is used of Admetus at Alc. 144 and of Creon’s daughter at Med. 1233.

“4 MS 3 attributes these words to Euripides’ play. The rest of Aristophanes’ line (beginning mc3s cw)
scans differently than this beginning section, indicating paratragedy (cf. Kannicht 2004: 241, n. on fr.
117).

“> MS 3 indicates that these lines are from Euripides’ play, with an adscript on line 1021 indicating a
return to Aristophanes’ words. Euripides (the character) speaks these lines, as opposed to Mnesilochus,
who gets most of Andromeda’s lines.

0 E.g. of forty-four uses of the term in Euripides, only six are applied to male characters, while the rest
of its uses are in an explicitly female context. This is likely due to the association of women with
mourning and lamentation in Greek culture.
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Andromeda then calls on her friends to share her pain (cuvaAy€w), claiming that this will lessen

her burden as she suffers (katpvea).*’

Fragment 122 demonstrates the difficulty of ascertaining what is actually tragic vs. what
is paratragic. Mnesilochus nimbly alternates between tragedy and comedy, sometimes within a
single line. There are several small jokes slipped in, absurdities and comments on Mnesilochus’

predicament, but as Austin and Olson point out, the humour of these lines comes mainly from an

old fool repeating the words of a beautiful young woman (2004: 315-16):%®

0pdis; oU XOPOIGIV OU-

8> U¢p’ NAikwV veaviSwov

KT|LIOV €0TTK’ EXOU-

0, dAN’ £V TTUKVOIS SECUOIGIV EUTIETTAEYHEVT)
knTet Bopa MAaukeTn TPOKeIUal,
younAlew pev ou Euv

TV, Seopic 8.

yoaaBe W, & ywvalkes, ods

pEeo Hev TETOVOO HEAEOS

—@ TaAaS £y, TaAos—

a1o 8¢ ouyyovav TaANavt dvoua Tabec,
b Ta AiTopgvav,

no’)\\{ﬁdrpl)f?v "A18a yoov pAeyouoav.
—oiol oo & -

Do you see? Not in choruses nor

among girls of the same age

do 1 stand holding my voter’s funnel,*®

but tangled in tight bonds

| am offered as food to the sea-monster Glauketes,
with a paean not for my wedding,

“7 The chorus’ response, fragment 120, comes partially from Thesm. 1022 and the scholia on this line.

These two fragments are linked by a first/second-century C.E. papyrus (P. Oxy. 2628) which contains
only the last several letters of each line of these fragments, along with an additional five very badly
damaged lines.

“8 | follow the practice of Collard and Crop (2008a) in printing the paratragic parts in a smaller font.
Underlined sections are definite parody.

“9 This line has created a great deal of confusion, since MS R offers yndov knuov (“voting pebble
funnel”). This makes no sense and is not metrical, the grounds for the removal of yndov. Since it would
be more likely for a voter to hold the pebble rather than the funnel, Austin and Olson suggest the gloss on
knuos offered by Hsch. k 2514 and Phot. k 665 of “an ornament for women”. This may in fact fit with
the image of Mnesilochus in drag. Rau, following Leeuwen, suggests kcpov eaTnk’ dyous’ (“I stand
participating in a revel”, 1967: 74) as the original line from Andromeda, a fitting lament in her position.
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but for my binding.

Weep for me, women, since

I, being wretched, have suffered wretched things

—O wretch, wretch that | am—

other uncustomary sufferings at the hands of my relatives

as | begged the man,
lighting tear-filled grief at my death.
—Oh! Oh! Woe! Woe!- (= Thesm. 1029-42, trans. adapted)

If we read the scholia conservatively, they indicate that only the lines reproduced here in full-size
(1, 2, 6, the first word of 7, the first two words of 8, 9, and 11) are directly from Euripides.
Because of this, | shall address those lines only, since the likelihood of the rest of this passage
being Euripidean is quite small.**°

Andromeda’s first appeal in this passage is to the social role she ought to be playing at
her age (vv. 1-2), which includes participating in the choruses of parthenoi that also function as
initiatory rites.*! Her absence from her rightful place in this ritual is underscored by the presence
of that exact type of chorus onstage beside her. Since lament over leaving one’s age-mates
behind upon entering marriage is a common feature of this type of choral performance and it is
common to depict unmarried girls together as dancing like a chorus (cf. e.g. Bacch. 13. 83-90),
Andromeda is effectively performing this type of song for herself.**> Her complaint therefore

becomes a fitting if unintentional precursor to her impending marriage to Perseus. Andromeda

next expands on the list of rituals she will miss and further foreshadows her fate after being

%0 Metre is not very useful in this passage, since Aristophanes has surrounded the passages that are most
probably Euripidean with a metrical hodgepodge. Gibert suggests this heterogeneity of metre is
Aristophanes’ means of parodying Euripides’ “New Music” (in Collard, Cropp, and Gibert 1995: 159).

! The most famous song performed by this type of chorus in Greek literature may be the Louvre
Partheneion of Alcman, from Sparta. There are also many examples of choruses of young women outside
of Sparta, often dedicated to Artemis. For a more detailed examination of these, see Calame 1997, esp. ch.
3, pp. 91-101. Performances by young women at the type of all-night festival known as a pannychis are
mentioned several times in Euripides (cf. Heraclid. 781-3). Although these may not always be exclusively
initiatory (cf. Stehle 1997: 87), they are the territory of parthenoi and not married women, making them a
clear marker of societal status.

%52 Cf. the similar complaint made by Electra at Eur. EI. 175-80.
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rescued by Perseus by mentioning the next social ritual she will miss, her wedding (vv. 6-7). She
has also moved on to the next genre of song she expects to miss out on, the wedding paean.**

Next Andromeda commands the chorus to weep for her loss, using the verb yodofe.***
As discussed above, the stem yo-, used of mourning and lament, has heavily female overtones.
The term is particularly fitting here, since Andromeda appeals to her peers on the basis of their
common gender and the experiences she expected to share with them. Her final claim of having
been treated against custom (c&vouo) by her family (v. 11) shows how absolutely these
expectations of her social role have been reversed, since her father ought to have organized her
marriage, the loss of which she now grieves.

At this point in the play, as she waits for the sea monster while bound to a rock,
Andromeda has taken on the role of sacrificial victim shared by several other parthenoi in
Euripides’ plays.”® By calling attention to the replacement of marriage with death, Euripides
aligns Andromeda with the other parthenoi.”® While the conflation of marriage and death is a

47 there is a certain

common theme in many tragedies and is not limited to sacrificed parthenoi,
poignancy in the early death of an unmarried young girl which these characters themselves
articulate. In Heracleidae, the young girl about to be sacrificed laments the loss of her

marriageability due to her premature death (579-80), just as Andromeda does. Polyxena does the

same in Hecuba (416-18), while Agamemnon says that his daughter will marry Hades in

*53 The connection of this type of song to weddings appears in Sappho 44.31-3 and Ar. Birds. 1764.

4 She uses the same vocabulary (yodaofe) that Hecuba uses at Trojan Women 288, when she makes a
similar demand of the chorus, in this case asking that they weep at her enslavement by the Greeks.

> These include Iphigeneia in IA, Macaria in Heracleidae, Polyxena in Hecuba, and Erechtheus’
daughter in Erechtheus (cf. ch. 3).

% In several other sources for the story of Andromeda (Ovid Met. 4.663-5.249, Apollod. 2.4.3-5, and
Eratosth. Catast. 15-17), she is engaged to be married prior to her exposure, making the replacement of
marriage with death literal as well as figurative. See Wright 2005: 68 for a list of variants of the
Andromeda myth.

" E.g. Rehm 1994, ch. 3 on Helen, Iphigeneia, Clytemnestra, and Cassandra in Agamemnon as brides of
death.
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Iphigeneia in Aulis (461)."®

As with the other parthenoi, Andromeda’s death is meant to protect
the wider community (cf. Loraux 1987: 33), but unlike them, her sacrifice will not be the ritual
sphagia to which the others are subjected. Instead of a wedding turned sacrifice, as happens with
the other parthenoi, the sacrifice of Andromeda turns into her eventual marriage to Perseus, and
so she will not lose her partheneia through having her throat cut like an animal,**® but rather in
the conventional way. The arrival of Perseus to save Andromeda and kill the sea-monster thereby
represents a return to the “correct” order of circumstances, in which a male hero saves the polis
rather than a young girl.**°

Upon his arrival, Perseus’ initial misperception of Andromeda as a statue (&yoAua, fr.
125)*! recalls the statues as erotic partners of Admetus (Alcestis 348-52) and Laodamia
(Protesilaus test. iiia and b),*®? but more importantly the description of Polyxena’s exposed chest
prior to her sacrifice as s ayoAuoatos kaAAioTa (“very beautiful, like a statue” Hec. 560-1).
This heightens the eroticism of the hero’s first encounter with Andromeda while recalling her

current sacrificial status. When Perseus first speaks to her, Andromeda seems to respond (or

rather not respond) in a way that follows appropriate social convention for a parthenos

% The use of the Thesmophoria as the context of this play within the play reinforces the idea of
Andromeda as a potential bride of death, since it celebrates Demeter and Persephone, the original virginal
bride of Hades. Tzenetou shows how Aristophanes’ dramatic plot and its use of Euripides’ plays
culminating with Andromeda mirrors the myth of Demeter and Persephone at the center of the festival
(2002: 340).

9 As Loraux points out, their sacrifice allows these parthenoi to be “virgins and yet not virgins” (1978:
41), completing the transition into womanhood without the ritual of marriage.

0 Since they depart the exotic Ethiopian setting of the play to be married in Greece, Perseus and
Andromeda’s marriage can also be seen as a return to the properly civilized (i.e. Greek) order of things
(cf. Wright on this motif in Helen and IT as well as Andromeda, 2005: 219).

1 This fragment is partially from a scholion on Thesm. 1105 (vv. 1-2) and Maximus Confessor’s Scholia
on the Works of Dionysius the Areopagite 234 (vv. 2-4). Ovid makes a similar comparison, likening
Andromeda to a “work of marble” (marmoreum...opus, Met. 4.675). Likening Andromeda to a statue
seems to be Euripides’ innovation (Wright 2005: 78).

“2 Although Admetus does not actually create such a statue, even proposing the idea suggests the
eroticism of this type of statuary. For the connection between Laodamia and Admetus, see ch. 4.
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encountering a strange man by remaining silent: c1yds; ot & amTopos EpuUNVEUS A0y
(“You are silent? But silence is a poor interpreter of words,” fr. 126, trans. adapted).463

The following pair of paratragic fragments suggests that Perseus immediately takes pity
on Andromeda’s plight and that she breaks her initial silence to ask for his help. In fragment 127,
“Perseus” (Euripides arriving to rescue Mnesilochus from the Scythian) expresses his concern
for “Andromeda”: & Topbev’, olkTIpw Ot KpepopEvnY opadv (“Maiden, I pity you seeing you

299

hanging there” = Thesm. 1110). Fragment 128 has “Andromeda” asking for “Perseus’” help:
Eeve, KaTolkTIpoV We, TNV TavoabAiav (“Stranger, take pity on me, all wretched as I am” =
Thesm. 1107).%* While the vocabulary of these two lines is suitably tragic (cf. Rau 1967: 87),
and the lines resemble lon 618-19 and Iphigeneia in Aulis 1336-7 (Gibert in Collard, Cropp and
Gibert 1995: 161), they are more likely paratragic, since the scholia do not comment on their
origins as they do with the other fragments from Euripides in Mnesilochus’ rescue scene. A
retelling of Perseus’ story in Lucian’s Dialogues of the Sea Gods supports the idea that these
lines reflect an actual exchange in Andromeda, since Perseus is described as feeling pity
immediately upon seeing Andromeda (To pev TP ToV olkTElpaS, 14.3).

This exchange marks the end of the Aristophanic parody of this scene, but not the end of
Perseus and Andromeda’s dialogue. Perseus’ pity seems to morph into something more self-
serving, when he suggests that Andromeda will be in his debt if he saves her: & moapbev’, el

owoaipl 6°, €107 pot Xoptv; (“Maiden, if T should rescue you, will you show me gratitude?,” fr.

129). Andromeda responds with the following: ayou 8¢ W & E€v’, €ite mpoomolov BeAers/

%63 Fr. 126 = Stob. 3.34.12. Ovid also describes Andromeda as hesitant to speak to an unknown man
(Primo silet illa, nec audit, adpellare virum virgo, Met. 681-2).

“4 Kannicht has omitted the following line, Aloov ue Seoucdv (“Free me from my bonds” = Thesm.
1108), which Nauck kept and Canter, Barnes, and Matthiae attributed to Euripides (Kannicht: 2004: 247).
It is possible that Perseus does not free Andromeda until after killing the sea monster, based on Ovid and
Lucian’s versions of the story (Webster 1965b: 31).
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€1T” ahoxov eiTe Sued’ (“Take me with you, stranger, whether you want me as a servant, a
wife, or a slave,” fr. 129a).465 Perseus’ question to Andromeda is laden with erotic overtones.
Since xapis can refer to sexual favours (cf. e.g. Agamemnon 1206), Perseus seems to be asking
for quite a reward for rescuing her. This also confirms his eros for the maiden. The quotation of
these two fragments by Diogenes Laertius in an erotically charged conversation supports this
interpretation. Crantor, a teacher of philosophy who is smitten (¢pcoTikeds SiaTeBels) with his
student, Archesilaus, cites Perseus’ question to him.

Archesilaus’ response, fragment 129a, suggests that he reciprocates Crantor’s feelings,
but when voiced by Andromeda in the original text, this is definite self-assertion on the part of a
parthenos. In offering herself up to Perseus in a variety of roles, Andromeda introduces the idea
that he could marry her, effecting a double rescue, first from the sea monster, then from the
father who put her in its path. In doing so Andromeda has transitioned from powerless virgin
sacrifice, so inert that she can be confused with a statue, to a woman who is advocating, however
obliquely, on her own behalf. If the play ends as Eratosthenes describes it, Andromeda herself
chooses to leave for Argos with Perseus (he calls her aubaipeTtos, “choosing on her own”,
Catasterisms 17 = test iiia(a)). Having the couple set off to marry confirms the funerary-marital
connection that Euripides introduced earlier in the play, while continuing Andromeda’s reversal
of the usual pattern involving sacrificed parthenoi (see above).

Aristophanes’ parody of Andromeda’s rescue is, then, to be understood in terms that are
explicitly focused on gender. Aside from the immediate humour generated by the old man

Mnesilochus playing a beautiful young parthenos, there are several aspects of female identity at

> The presence of 8 as a connective prevents most scholars from reading fr. 129a as the immediate
response to fr. 129. The source of these fragments, Diogenes Laertius, however, characterizes fr. 129a as
Ta exopeva (“what follows”, cf. Pl. Gorg. 494e), suggesting that these lines are not very far apart in the
original play. The end of the second line of 129a is missing several syllables.
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play which Aristophanes foregrounds in his choice of quotes and therefore in
Thesmophoriazusae more broadly. The choral overture that immediately precedes Euripides’
final attempt at rescuing Mnesilochus makes continual reference to the dance that the chorus is
actually performing, specifically the type of female-only chorus that “Andromeda” will long for
shortly (947-1001, esp. 968, 971, and 974). Mnesilochus, keeping up his female disguise, appeals
to this chorus on terms that are as feminine as those used in Andromeda’s expression of despair
at losing access to such festivities. Mnesilochus then takes up Andromeda’s complaints from the
beginning of Euripides’ play (fr. 115 = Thesm. 1070-2). The evidence that we have of
Andromeda’s laments that does not come from Thesmophoriazusae indicates a conventionally
feminine type of lament, and the Athenian audience was likely to have understood it as such.
Even if Mnesilochus does not quote these complaints directly, his identification as Andromeda
lends his own laments a feminine air and heightens the comedy of an old man first playing
Helen, the most beautiful woman of all, and then a beautiful parthenos. When the chorus again
make reference to their women-only dancing by calling on Athena to watch their dance (they use
the epithet dp1Aoxopos, “fond of choruses”, at 1136), they draw even more attention to the
invasive nature of Mnesilochus’ and Euripides’ presence, reminding the audience that such
festivities are forbidden to men (oU 8 avdpaciv ou Bepis elcopav, 1150). As Zeitlin indicates,
the Thesmophoria is not a time and space “appropriated by the women as a crucial and
outrageous strategy to further their plans,” as in Aristophanes’ other “women on top” plays
(1996: 376), rather it is already assigned to them by convention.*® This convention, however,

itself involves the temporary adoption of an otherwise traditionally male space (the Pnyx) by

%% Despite the women'’s legitimate presence at their festival within the play, Zeitlin addresses the paradox
of their presence on the Pnyx and on stage, both civic spaces usually reserved for men.
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women, so Mnesilochus and Euripides are in effect mirroring the women’s actions.*®” That is to
say that the Thesmophoria grants the Pnyx, which is usually male, to women, who then have
their female space appropriated by the two men.

Since it is in his guise as Andromeda that Mnesilochus is finally freed (albeit with the
help of a sexy flute-girl and Euripides in disguise as a procuress), it is worthwhile to compare her
both to the other Euripidean heroine he impersonated (namely, Helen) and to Euripides’
characters that caused the women’s original anger at the playwright. Why is it that the
Andromeda ruse is successful compared to the others? Is there anything related specifically to
Andromeda or to her play that reduces the women’s anger? When first caught by the women at
the festival, Mnesilochus attempts to escape by “playing” male characters from Euripides,
Telephus (from his eponymous play) and Oiax (from Palamedes). When neither of these works,
he turns to the impersonation of a female character, Helen. He is finally assuming the female role
for which he has been dressed since the beginning of the play and subjecting himself to a
“female experience” (Zeitlin 1996: 391). This Helen is the virtuous version from Euripides’ play
of the same name, who did not actually go to Troy (in this version of the story it was an image
sent by the gods).*®® Like Andromeda, she also must escape a male figure to be with her desired
partner. (In this case it is not her father, but the king of Egypt who wishes to marry Helen.) Both
Helen and Andromeda are what Wright terms “escape-tragedies”, and are two of the few
examples of this type of tragic plot for which we have evidence.*® Since the women from these

plays both escape their captors, they are apt choices for an escape ruse based on Euripides’ plays.

7 \Women gathering in traditionally male seats of power at the Thesmophoria occurred outside of Athens
too, including in its celebration at Thebes and Thasos (Bowie 1993: 207).

“%8 Helen had been presented at the Dionysia along with Andromeda the year prior to the production of
Thesmophoriazusae.

“9 Wright includes IT in this category, as well as Sophocles’ version of Andromeda and Aeschylus’ lost
Prometheus Unbound (2005: 124).
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However, in the case of his version of Helen, despite the blamelessness of this character and the
possibility of redemption for Euripides, claiming to be her is a bridge too far for Mnesilochus: he
is called out for this unbelievable impersonation by his “audience”, Critylla, the woman guarding
him (863-4).

What of the characters who are the cause of the women’s anger? While they are not

named beyond Phaedra and Melanippe (546-8),%"°

there are several clues to help us identify who
else is implied. In the First Woman'’s list of the ways in which Euripides has slandered women,
she includes terms like Tpo80oTis (“traitress”, 393), a noun form which is only used by Euripides
at this point (Austin and Olson 2004: 179).** He uses it of Medea (Med.1332) and Helen (not
the virtuous version, Cyc. 182, Andr. 630, EIl. 1028, and Hel. 834, 931, 1148). The reference to
the Corinthian stranger at 404 clearly points to Stheneboea (the stranger being Bellerophon, cf.
chapter 4). These are not examples of virtuous women, especially compared to the innocent and
virginal Andromeda. Mnesilochus’ versions of Andromeda and the Egyptian Helen are then to be

read as the opposites of Euripides’ earlier Medeas and Stheneboeas, an attempt at redeeming

Euripides by reminding the angry women of his “good” female characters while saving himself.
Fragments on Gender in Aristophanes

Turning now to Aristophanes’ broader pattern of engagement with Euripides’ depiction of
gender vis-a-vis the fragments, | shall demonstrate that Aristophanes does not use individual

plays as he does in Thesmophoriazusae, but rather “cherry-picks” from Euripides’ plays that

“70 Since there are two versions of each of these characters, it is not possible to determine at which version
of Melanippe or Phaedra this opprobrium is directed. | suggest either Phaedra on the grounds of her
attempted adultery, but the Melannipe of Melanippe Wise, since her speech was well-known in antiquity
(see chapter 5).

‘™ TToo818cout appears in earlier texts (e.g. Hdt. 3.45) as does the masculine form mpodoTns (e.g. Hdt.
8.30), but Euripides is the first to use this term to refer specifically to a female traitor.
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address issues of gender in a way that reflects patterns within Euripides’ own work. The lost
plays were one of Aristophanes’ favorite sources for additional commentary on the roles of
women and men, as well as for references he must have expected at least a segment of his
audience to pick up on. As discussed above, these references were not limited to simple
quotation, but could include metrical devices, vocabulary, melody, plot, and character. As well,
Aristophanes both quotes and alludes to Euripides so repetitively that an audience could
practically expect Euripides’ material to pop up somewhere in one of his plays.*’

Aside from his use of Helen and Andromeda in Thesmophoriazusae, produced the year
after Euripides’ plays (see above), Aristophanes does not seem to have specifically chosen plays
that had been recently produced, meaning that he was also counting on some of his audience to
recognize his references to Euripides years after their original performance.*® | therefore suggest
that when Aristophanes uses Euripidean quotations on gender, he often does so as a sort of
shorthand, an efficient means of communicating a given point about the roles of men and women
in society or about a specific character. If these references were well-known enough that a
portion of the audience could pick up on them, then the associations Aristophanes wished to
make would be clear with one reference. The pattern that emerges is as follows: Aristophanes
uses certain Euripidean gquotations on gender as commentary on women and their behaviour and
to refer to specific female characters like Stheneboea and Melanippe, often highlighting their
negative actions in light of their gender. | shall address the quotations with an eye to this pattern

and note when Aristophanes is using Euripides to make a general comment on society, to

%72 There are quotations and allusions to at least forty of Euripides’ plays in Aristophanes (Harriott 1962:
3).

" Telephus, for example, was performed in 438 (as recorded in the hypothesis to Alcestis), but is
extensively parodied in both Thesmophoriazusae (411) and Frogs (405). See above for a discussion of the
dating of the comedies. See Harriott for a table of the distribution of Aristophanes’ quotations of
Euripides including both extant and fragmentary plays (1962: 6).
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comment on a character in his own play, or to poke fun at Euripides (or all three). As with
Andromeda, the scholiasts on Aristophanes are also a significant source for Euripidean
fragments, so | shall discuss them at the same time.

As | have already mentioned, in Thesmophoriazusae the women of Athens wish to take
Euripides to task for slandering their gender with his female characters. As the First Woman
details the ways in which women have suffered due to this, she both directly refers to and alludes
to several of Euripides’ female characters (see above). In this speech (383-432) she also quotes
Euripides several times, reproducing lines from Stheneboea (404 = fr. 664 v. 2), Phoenician
Women (406 = Phoen. 1246), and Phoenix (413 = fr. 804, v. 3). The two brief fragmentary
quotations are references to adulterous behaviour, in both cases from plays that fall under the
Potiphar’s wife plot-type (cf. chapter 4). In the first case, the quotation unambiguously refers to
Stheneboea by using the phrase T3 Kopivbic E¢vey, a reference to Bellerophon, with whom she
tries to commit adultery. Aristophanes does not even need to mention Stheneboea’s name,
indicating that her story is well-known among his audience and she is a sort of exemplar of the
adulterous woman.*"

The line from Phoenix, however, does not call directly on the audience’s knowledge of a
specific character, but rather its awareness of the Potiphar’s wife plot-type and its frequent use
by Euripides. It rehashes the sentiment we have already seen used on several occasions and
quoted in Stobaeus, that a young wife is dangerous to an old man: S¢omolva yap yépovT!
vupdley yuvn (“For a wife rules over an aged bridegroom,” fr. 804, v. 3). When the First
Woman repeats the line, claiming that it is the reason old men will no longer marry young

women, she introduces it with 8ia ToUTros Tod1 (“on account of this line”). In having her do so,

4% Stheneboea’s toast to Bellerophon (whom she supposes to be dead) in fr. 664 seems to have been
especially resonant with Athenian audiences, since it also appears as parody in Cratinus fr. 299, where a
woman playing kottabos calls out T¢3 KoptvBico meet (“to the Corinthian cock™).
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Aristophanes elicits recognition of the play itself, but more importantly of Euripides’ use of that
type of story. Including this line in a speech with the reference to Euripides’ Stheneboea
reinforces the tragedian’s reputation for depicting adulterous women, confirming that this
reputation was current among his contemporaries.

An unassigned fragment that appears in Lysistrata provides the same type of observation
on Euripides. When the choruses of men and women have an argument, the men counter that
Euripides’ reflections on women are correct: ouk €61’ avnp Eupimidou codwdTepos moinTns:/
oUSEV yap oUTw Bpeup’ avaides E0TIC ws yuvaikes (“No man is a wiser poet than Euripides,
‘for no creature is so shameless as a woman’”, Lys. 368-9, v. 2 = fr. 882b). Although this
fragment is not assigned to a specific play and its wording is not certain,*”> Aristophanes once
again selects a sentiment, the superlative evil of women, seen elsewhere in Euripides (Phoenix fr.
808, cf. chapter 2). As with the First Woman’s speech, this should be read not as Aristophanes’
commentary on women, but rather as his selection of a common Euripidean trope in service of
the male chorus’ commentary on women.*"®

When Aristophanes highlights specific characters, he emphasizes the features of their
portrayals that seem to be most prominent in the plays themselves and that seem to have

resonated most with his Athenian audience. As we have already seen, Aristophanes uses

Stheneboea as shorthand for an adulterous woman. When he again quotes from the play about

"> Despite its lack of attribution to a specific play, most editors accept this as Euripidean due to its
meaning. Henderson claims the Euripidean sentiment is sufficient (1987: 126). Even if it is not from
Euripides, the fact that Aristophanes associates such an idea with Euripides indicates that this was
Euripides’ reputation in Classical Athens.

“7® In what seems to be a reference to the fragment from Phoenix, an unassigned comic fragment from an
ostrakon mentions Euripides by name in association with this type of sentiment: v Tov Ala Tov
HEyloTov, €U Y’ EUpimidns €lpnkev <€lwai> TNV yuvalkelav GUOIY TOVTWY HEYIOTOV TWV EV
avBpwdTols kakadv (“Yes, by Zeus, the greatest, Euripides has spoken well (saying) that a woman’s
nature is the greatest of all evils among humans”, PCG VIII fr. 1048). For more on this fragment, see
Fraenkel 1924.
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her in Wasps, describing the deranged mental state of Philocleon, the line he uses refers to her
erotically-tinged madness: Tola0T” aAUel* voubeToupevos &8 ael/ paAhov Sikalet (“Such is his
madness; always giving advice, he passes judgement more”, 111-2). A scholion on line 111
identifies its source as Stheneboea, while the same fragment’s quotation in Chrysippus’ On
Passions (= fr. 475) and Plutarch (Moralia 71a) gives us the actual Euripidean wording: TolouT’
aAUel: vouBeToupevos 8’ tpcos/ uaAAov mieCer (“Such is her madness; when desire is rebuked,
it presses more”, fr. 665, trans. adapted). Even without any sense of the audience’s recognition of
this line, we can see that Aristophanes turned to Euripides’ portrayal of Stheneboea as driven
mad by eros for a description of the extremities of madness (cf. chapter 4). If noticed, the
comparison between Philocleon’s love of the law courts and Stheneboea’s desire for Bellerophon
heightens the comedy of this description. Because Aristophanes draws on the Potiphar’s wife
plot, he also emphasizes how mistaken Philocleon’s love is.

Melanippe is another of Aristophanes’ favorite targets/comparanda. As mentioned above,
she comes up in Thesmophoriazusae as an example of the type of negative female character
Euripides puts onstage (along with Phaedra, 546-8). As with Stheneboea, Aristophanes turns to
the most notable aspect of Euripides’ depiction of her, her intelligence.*’” The play Melanippe
Wise, in fact, centers on this aspect of Melanippe, with her famous speech in defence of her
children. So when Lysistrata, addressing the Spartans and the Athenians, wishes to remind her
male audience that she as a woman ought to be listened to, she uses a line from this play: ey

YUV EV Elut, vous & tveoTl pot (“I am a woman, but I have intelligence”, Lys. 1124 = fr.

7" All Aristophanic references to the character Melanippe are to the play Melanippe Wise, which features
her cleverness as a plot-point (cf. chapter 5).
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482).*™ As with the lines in Wasps pertaining to Stheneboea, the connection with Euripidean
characterization enriches Aristophanes’ own characterization. Lysistrata is a woman using
rhetoric to convince men, and what better source to draw upon than one of the most famous
speeches by a woman? Lysistrata can safely describe herself as a Melanippe, since in the comic
world, all will return to normal as the plays ends, with men returning to their customary positions
of power in the polis and the oikos. As a character in a Euripidean tragedy, however, Melanippe
becomes a target for censure (cf. Thesm. 546-8 and Arist. Poet. 1454a28ff.), since she represents

an aberration from societal norms that will not be corrected.
Conclusion

The use of Euripides’ fragments by Aristophanes provides us with as near to contemporary
reception as we have. By looking at Euripides’ presence in Aristophanes, we are able to
determine which plays, characters, and aspects of those characters resonated with the Athenian
audience. While Aristophanes is not likely to have been his only contemporary responding to
these aspects of Euripides, he is our only surviving example of this and as a playwright with a
defined audience he gives us a perspective on the tragedian that relies on at least part of his

audience understanding these quotations and references in his comedies.*”

Were we to rely
exclusively on Aristophanes’ direct commentary on Euripides (such as the anger of the women at

the tragedian in Thesmophoriazusae or the observation of the chorus of men in Lysistrata), we

“’® The scholia indicate that this line is Euripidean. Dindorf and Welcker included the following line of
Lysistrata thinking the scholia referred to this line, but Kannicht and Rau argue that it can only refer to
1124 (Kannicht 2004: 533).

“® The strongest argument in favour of Aristophanes’ audience understanding these very nuanced
references is his participation in competition. If he wanted to win, as he did several times, Aristophanes is
not likely to have wanted to confuse or alienate his judges with references they would not comprehend.
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could come away with the mistaken idea that Athenians’ sole consideration of Euripides was that
he was deeply misogynistic.

| propose a more nuanced take on the relationship between Euripides and Aristophanes.
When we look more closely at specific plays and characters related to issues of gender, we see
two modes for Aristophanes’ use of Euripides. First, Aristophanes can draw on key aspects of
characterization to enhance his own comic portrayal of characters, as when he uses Andromeda
the parthenos to contrast with Mnesilochus the old man, and the love-maddened Stheneboea as a
comparanda for the lawcourt-enamoured Philocleon. Bringing Helen and Andromeda into
Thesmophoriazusae for this purpose proves that Aristophanes’ own appreciation of Euripides
extended to his “good” female characters. Second, when a dynamic based on gender is at play
and much of the comedy of a given play (Thesmophoriazusae and Lysistrata) centers on this
dynamic or the reversal thereof, Aristophanes turns to Euripides as a source for well-known and
dramatic examples of this. While some of the commentary on specific characters like Melanippe
suggests that Euripides was a source for “bad” women for his contemporaries, it also indicates
that his use of such characters was provocative and raised uncomfortable questions among his
fellow Athenians that transcend mere misogyny. That is, characters such as Melanippe were not
used merely to show the fundamental flaws of women, but rather to probe the ideology
surrounding Athenian women. In Aristophanes’ plays, Euripides’ works are employed as a

means to articulate the contradictions of the female role in Athenian society.
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Conclusion: What Difference Do the Fragments Make?

When 1 originally undertook this project, the job ahead of me was to look for the difference that
the fragmentary plays represent: where they add to or alter what we know of gender in Euripides’
plays rather than fill in all the blanks. My conclusion is that the fragmentary plays expand on the
understanding we have from the extant plays, and in doing so, confirm that there is no monolithic
Euripidean approach to any one issue related to gender, but rather a constantly shifting set of
responses to the position of both women and men in Classical Athenian society.

The recurrent themes | have observed in Euripides’ depiction of gender in the extant

481

plays are as follows: virgin sacrifice,*® widows’ lament,**! negotiation of motherhood (whether

a character is defined by it or rejects it),**? negotiation of the role of a wife,*®®

the relationship of
a daughter to the oikos,*®* and the negotiation of masculine identity.*® The mythological cycles
that Euripides returns to on multiple occasions in the extant plays include the Trojan Cycle
(Andromache, Hecuba, Trojan Women, Helen, and Iphigeneia at Aulis), the Theban Cycle
(Suppliants and Phoenician Women), and the story of the House of Atreus (Electra, Iphigeneia at
Tauris, Orestes, and Iphigeneia at Aulis). In individual plays, Euripides takes up such themes
directly related to gender as the Potiphar’s wife storyline (Hippolytus), the role of the stepmother

(Hippolytus again), and rape and recognition (lon). Hippolytus also touches on the Cretan Cycle

of myth. From these plays we see a Euripides deeply interested in the dynamics of gender and

%80 Cf. Macaria in Heracleidae, Polyxena in Hecuba, and Iphigeneia in IA.

“81 Cf. Andromache in her eponymous play, the chorus in Suppliants, and the chorus in Trojan Women.

%82 Cf. Medea in her eponymous play, Andromache in her eponymous play, Hecuba in her eponymous
play, the majority of the characters and the chorus in Trojan Women, Creusa in lon, Jocasta in
Phoenician Women, and Clytemnestra in IA.

%83 Cf. Alcestis in her eponymous play, Medea in her eponymous play, Phaedra in Hippolytus, and Helen
in her eponymous play.

“84 Cf. Macaria in Heracleidae, Electra in her eponymous play, Iphigeneia in IT and in IA.

“85 Cf. Hippolytus in his eponymous play and Pentheus in Bacchae.
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the influence of these dynamics on his characters’ behaviour. They show us that Euripides was a
master of the art of ethopoieia, the common rhetorical practice of answering the question “What
would X do in this situation?”,*®® and that he used this technique particularly skillfully with
female characters. Although imagined and composed by a man, these plays bring exclusively
female experiences into the spotlight and explore how differently they can play out, depending
on individual characters and their choices. In doing this, they show us that Euripides’ mothers,
wives, and daughters are not homogeneous in any way.

Why then has it been necessary to take up the fragmentary plays? What can this
admittedly difficult form of evidence tell us that the extant plays cannot? Looking at gender in
the fragmentary plays has five major advantages over looking at the extant plays alone: first, we
get an expanded image of the heterogeneity of specific types of Euripidean characters; second,
we get a more developed image of recurrent individual characters; third, we get more examples
of specific plot-types; fourth, we have more instances of Euripides exploring how masculinity is
defined; and finally, we have more examples of Euripides’ approach to famous mythological
cycles. Beyond these reasons, we also have access to characters that we wouldn’t otherwise. In
the first case, there is a far greater range of mothers, wives, and daughters in the fragmentary
plays, with specific aspects of these familial roles only touched upon briefly in the extant plays.
This notably includes repeated meditations on the role of the stepmother in Aegeus, Ino,
Hippolytus Veiled, Melanippe Captive, and Phrixus A and B. In all of these plays the stepmother
is a danger to her stepchildren, who in all but one of these plays have the potential to threaten her
position within the oikos, while Hippolytus Veiled adds the erotic dimension of the Potiphar’s
wife storyline. Hecuba in Alexander and Althaea in Meleager join Medea as destructive mothers,

in Hecuba’s case of the unrecognized Paris and in Althaea’s of Meleager who has murdered her

“8¢ See Russell 1983, especially chapter 5 on ethopoieia and its role in rhetorical practice.
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brothers. Laodamia in Protesilaus stands beside Alcestis as an example of extreme marital
devotion with her suicide upon the death of her husband at Troy. Ariadne in Theseus and
Antigone in her eponymous play are opposites in terms of their displays (or lack thereof) of filial
loyalty, as Ariadne goes against the wishes of her father in helping Theseus and leaving Crete
and Antigone disregards the edicts of her father-in-law to be in favour of burying her brother.

In the second case, specific characters recur in the fragmentary plays, showing how
Euripides explored alternative scenarios, multiple aspects of characterization, or the histories of
single characters. The distinction between the extant and fragmentary Phaedras is the most
famous example of this. Whether the story of Euripides reworking this storyline in the extant

87 our evidence for the

version to make his Phaedra more palatable to the judges is true or not,
fragmentary version gives us a more manipulative Phaedra, who, in her attempts to control her
situation by “framing” Hippolytus, takes on more personal responsibility than the Phaedra in the
extant play. In Aegeus, we see Medea continue her destructive ways as a stepmother, rather than
as a mother (and thus with a different motivation for wanting to get rid of Theseus than when she
kills her own sons in Medea). Rather than the more maternal figure of Phoenician Women, the
Jocasta of the fragmentary Oedipus is primarily understood as a wife based on the fragments that
have survived in Stobaeus and Clement of Alexandria. In Peliades and Alexander, by looking at
the earlier stories associated with these characters in ostensibly happier times, Euripides gives us
an indication of the capacity for vengeance that both Medea and Hecuba possess and which we
see reach its fullest expression in the extant plays. In the case of Alexander, its position as the

first play of a trilogy that concluded with Trojan Women indicates that Euripides was interested

in exploring the character of Hecuba before and after the Trojan War.

“87 Cf. test. i on the extant play (Aristophanes of Byzantium’s hypothesis of the play).
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In terms of the third advantage of looking at the fragmentary plays, two plot-types that
occur only in single extant plays appear with far more frequency in the fragmentary plays,
demonstrating that these were some of Euripides’ favorite plots to explore rather than one-off
attempts. The Potiphar’s wife plot, which occurs in the extant Hippolytus, appears at least three
more times in Euripides’ corpus, with the amorous stepmother motif of Hippolytus Veiled
(touched on more obliquely with the presence of Phoenix’s father’s concubine in Phoenix),
Stheneboea’s pursuit of Bellerophon in her eponymous play, and an exploration of the male
perspective on this plot in Phoenix. The rape-and-recognition plot, which appears only in lon
among the extant plays, appears six more times in the fragments (in Alope, Antiope, Auge,
Danae, and the Melanippe plays), with four more fragmentary plays that incorporate elements of
this plot (Aeolus, Alcmene, Skyrians, and Hypsipyle). Without the fragmentary contribution to
our understanding of this plot-type, we would not have the many examples of recognition of
infants (Ion is recognized as Apollo’s son when he is an adult) and therefore the accompanying
explorations of the dangerous position of a raped parthenos, nor would we have Heracles’
striking apology to Auge, the only example of such an apology that survives in Greek drama.

The fourth advantage, further examples of Euripides exploring masculinity, allows us to
see his investigation of the other side of the ancient dynamic of gender more clearly. If a woman
can be defined through her relationship to the oikos, how is a man defined? In Bacchae,
Euripides approaches this question through a deity that possesses many traditionally feminine
qualities and is involved in a lengthy scene in which he helps Pentheus cross-dress in order to
more closely observe female bacchants. A similar situation occurs in Skyrians, in which the most
powerful (and arguably most masculine) of all Greek heroes, Achilles, cross-dresses to avoid

going to the Trojan War. In Scyrians, Euripides gives us the hyper-masculine paired with the
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feminine in one character. In the extant Hippolytus, Euripides questions whether a man ought to
isolate himself from participation in the oikos as well as the polis and explores the potential
consequences of this isolation. This question is also part of his first version of the story in
Hippolytus Veiled, but the idea that participation in the polis is an essential aspect of masculinity
receives its fullest expression in the debate between Zethus and Amphion in Antiope. This is the
most explicit exploration of masculinity and its place in the polis in Euripides due to its agonistic
nature.

Finally, without the fragments, we would not have nearly as many examples of how
Euripides uses themes centered on gender in his various depictions of the famous mythological
cycles. His extant plays on the Trojan Cycle focus primarily on the experience of the defeated
and enslaved women of the Trojan royal family, whereas the fragmentary plays show us that
Hecuba was an equally fierce and protective mother prior to the downfall of her family and city.
The fragmentary plays also give us an example of widowhood from the Greek rather than Trojan
perspective, with Laodamia in Protesilaus. The fragments also give us two more plays from the
Theban Cycle, in which Euripides foregrounds Jocasta’s role as a devoted wife (Oedipus) and
Antigone’s loyalty to her natal oikos (Antigone). Since the Theban Cycle is more famously
associated with Sophocles and his plays have become the canonical version, Euripides’ Oedipus
and Antigone give us insight into how a different author could tackle this set of stories, perhaps
in response to the Sophoclean plays.*®® From the Cretan Cycle, only touched upon obliquely in
the extant Hippolytus, the fragmentary plays give us one of the most striking fragments of all in

Pasiphae’s speech of self-defense after mating with the bull and conceiving the Minotaur. The

“88 Since Sophocles’ play about Antigone is the earliest evidence of her story, it is likely that Euripides
was responding to this version. In his hypothesis to the Sophoclean version, Aristophanes of Byzantium
mentions that both stories are essentially the same, but that the happier ending for Antigone and Haemon
is Euripides’ innovation (= test. iia). Euripides’ Oedipus is likely post-419 (cf. Cropp and Fick 1985), and
so must be read in light of the Sophoclean version of roughly twenty years prior.
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depiction of Pasiphae in Cretans also gives us an excellent companion to the two versions of
Phaedra in its extreme depiction of god-sent eros.

We must also consider that there are many characters in the fragments of Euripides whom
we do not find in any of the extant plays by any of the three major tragedians. Some, such as
Canace, Hypsipyle, and Andromeda are familiar to us from other ancient sources (Ovid’s
Heroides in the first two cases and the parody in Thesmophoriazusae in the third case). But these
extant sources distort Euripides’ original material in service of their own artistic agendas,
whereas returning to Euripides’ own words and drawing on other testimonia for Aeolus,
Hypsipyle, and Andromeda allows us to see how Euripides explored the distress of all three
women.

Other fragmentary plays are our only sources that give voice to characters who are
voiceless in other versions of their stories. Pasiphae’s scandalous speech of self-defense in
Cretans would not have survived except for the felicitous discovery of a papyrus in Egypt, nor
would we have either version of the feisty Melanippe without the fragments. The story of
Erectheus’ wife and daughters and their role in defending Athens and the debate between
Antiope’s sons exist only in the fragmentary plays. Each of these examples is unique in
Euripides’ corpus in its direct presentation of a specific gender-related issue, such as
Melanippe’s defense after being raped in Melanippe Wise or the debate on manhood and
participation in the polis in Antiope.

In isolating these advantages gained by including the fragments in a study of gender in
Euripides’ plays, this project has attempted to weave in as many of the useful strands of evidence
as possible. My purpose in incorporating the testimonia and the contexts in which the fragments

are preserved is in step with my original motivation for studying gender in the fragments: using
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all the available evidence in order to arrive at a fuller image of how Euripides works with gender
in his plays. Looking at the fragments has both confirmed and contradicted what | originally
understood of Euripides’ interest in how gender affects the actions of his characters. The famous
characters | expected to find (Medea, Hecuba, Phaedra) are all present, but with new shades
added. The characters that are found only in the fragmentary plays (e.g. Pasiphae and Melanippe)
are perhaps the most fascinating of all. Masculinity is more explicitly a factor for several
characters, such as Achilles and the twins, Zethus and Amphion, than | would have expected
based on the extant plays. Perhaps most importantly, the richness and diversity of Euripides’
work is better understood after looking at the fragments, with a tantalizing hint of what the whole

image might be were we in possession of the complete corpus.
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Appendix 1: Gender in the Papyrus Fragments

Papyri excavated from the sands of Egypt have contributed much to our understanding of ancient
literature. Inhabiting an area occupied by Greeks in the Hellenistic period and Romans from the
dawn of the empire onwards, the populace of Egypt had access to a great body of literature,
especially those in the area around Alexandria, with its great library and culture of learned
paideia. Much of this literature was recorded on papyrus, which was plentiful in the valley of the

Nile River.*

Although papyrus was widely used throughout the Greco-Roman world, the vast
majority of the papyrus that has survived until now comes from Egypt, thanks to the
exceptionally dry climate in many parts of that country.*® There are at least five hundred
thousand scraps of Greek papyrus from Egypt (Parsons 2007: 41), a massive accumulation which
has provided such essential Greek literature as poetry by Pindar, Sappho, Bacchylides, and
Callimachus, and much of Menander’s corpus. Many of these fragments were unearthed in the
fertile literary hunting ground that is Oxyrhynchus, a Hellenized city roughly two hundred
kilometres up the Nile from modern-day Cairo.

The papyrus finds are equally important to our reconstruction of lost Euripidean plays. Of
the one thousand two hundred and thirty-two fragments identified as belonging to Euripides (cf.
Kannicht), sixty-seven (or parts thereof) are preserved not in quotations from other ancient

authors, but on papyrus. The dramatic hypotheses known as “Tales from Euripides” are also

preserved on papyrus (see chapter 5). These papyrus fragments and the hypotheses are from at

“®% For a description of the process of making papyrus and the conventions of reading a papyrus scroll, see
Parsons (2007: 39-40).

“% papyrus does not survive in strata below the level of ground-water, and so the parts of Egypt subject to
the annual flooding of the Nile have not preserved any papyrus fragments. Papyri from other parts of the
Mediterranean include the only papyrus book remaining from Classical Greece, charred on a funeral pyre
and thus made waterproof; a library from Herculaneum, baked in ash from Vesuvius; and several from
other arid climates including the area around the Dead Sea and Petra in Jordan.
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least twenty-four different plays.*®*

Without the papyrus fragments we would not have most of
what remains of Alexander and Hypsipyle, the two biggest Euripidean papyrus finds. The former
has nine fairly lengthy papyrus fragments and a relatively complete papyrus hypothesis, while
the latter has twenty-one fragments found on papyrus to go with its hypothesis (cf. my discussion
of both plays in chapter 5). The papyrus fragments are often dozens of lines long, therefore
providing continual narrative flow that the shorter book fragments usually lack. The hypotheses
themselves, the “Tales from Euripides”, have proven to be invaluable in piecing together plots.
As with many of the important Egyptian papyri, the majority of Euripidean papyri were found at
Oxyrhynchus (forty-nine of sixty-seven).**? In this appendix, | shall briefly explain how these

papyrus finds have added to our overall knowledge of Euripides’ entire corpus and then isolate

the specific contributions of the papyri finds to our understanding of gender in the fragmentary

plays.

493 it was the

Prior to the discovery of the Egyptian papyri in the late nineteenth century,
manuscript tradition that had preserved Euripides’ work, meaning that in addition to the plays
that had survived whole, book fragments were all that remained of the non-extant plays. The
individual who selected a quotation from Euripides did so for a specific purpose and likely had
access if not to the entire text, certainly to more of the original text than we do. Everything that

had survived to this point had done so through the intention of individual scholars and authors

and therefore can be said to have been mediated by them. The papyrus fragments on the other

“1 Twenty-one are not securely attributed to individual plays, suggesting the number of plays is
ultimately higher than twenty-four. Fr. 86 (from PSI 1302) may be from either Alcmeon in Corinth or
Alcmeon in Psophis. For a complete list of the sources of the fragments see Kannicht 2004: 1044-1088.

%2 See Donovan 1966: 9-10 for a list of the evidence for Euripides’ work attested in the Oxyrhynchus
papyri.

% Greco-Roman papyri had been found here and there in Egypt prior to this point, but most
archaeological work done there in the nineteenth century focused on the remains of pharaonic Egyptian
culture.
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hand have survived only through serendipity. To a certain extent, the editorial influence of the
ancient excerpters is less of a factor in their survival.*®* Because of this, scenes that the ancient
excerpters may have found distasteful or unworthy of attention have survived.*

The great discoveries (especially those at Oxyrhynchus) unearthed not only bits of the
lost plays, but valuable additions to our knowledge of the surviving plays, with only The
Children of Heracles, lon, Suppliant Women, and the satyr play Cyclops not represented among
these finds.**® In many cases, the papyri reveal readings that vary from the manuscript versions,
some rather intriguing,*®” some less s0.*®® In other cases, the papyri support readings offered by
certain manuscripts but not by others, while some papyri suggest a different ordering of lines

O which is invaluable to those

from the manuscripts.*®® Still others have musical notation,*
scholars working on dramatic performance. Many Euripidean papyri were only published in the
latter half of the twentieth century and many continue to be re-edited (cf. van Rossum-
Steenbeek’s work on the “Tales from Euripides”), meaning that much of the information they
contain has come to light only relatively recently.

The sixty-seven papyri from the non-extant plays have preserved either actual fragments

or testimonia from the following identified works: Aeolus, Alexander, Alcmeon in Corinth,

Alcmene, Antigone, Antiope, Archelaus, Auge, Autolycus, Danae, Erechtheus, Theseus, Ino,

“ This does not apply to the excerpts that survive in anthologies or quotations in other authors on
papyrus.

“E g. the references to Pasiphae’s bestiality in Cretans.

%8 Thjs is based on the inventory of papyri in the second edition of Pack 1964.

“7 P Harris 38 contains Medea 1282-1308, and confirms the reading aAats in line 1285, which had
previously been offered as a conjecture (Athanassiou 1999: 14).

“% An example of this is the fragment of Medea published by Page in 1938, which provides what Page
characterizes as an “inferior variant” in line 1176 (ué)\og rather than the preferable uéycxv of the MSS,
45).

% Cf. Longman’s discussion of Orestes 332-40 based on the fragment published by Wessely in 1892
(1962). As of 1966, one hundred sixty-eight variant readings had been noted in the Euripidean papyri
from Oxyrhynchus, with sixty-nine being entirely new (Donovan 1966: 58).

%% The papyrus from Orestes mentioned above has musical notation.
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Hippolytus Veiled, Cresphontes, Cretans, Melanippe Wise, Melanippe Captive, Oedipus,
Polyidus, Protesilaus, Scyrians, Telephus, Hypsipyle, Phaethon, Philoctetes, Phoenix, Phrixus A,
and Phrixus B. Of the sixty-seven papyrus fragments, | have identified twenty-five that deal with
issues of gender.

In some cases, the papyrus hypotheses reveal crucial information on plot as it relates to
gender.”®! Relating the story of Aeolus, the hypothesis on P. Oxy. 2457 (ed. E. Turner) gives us
information on Macareus impregnating Canace and the young man’s plot t0 gain permission to
marry his sister. Without this, we would be overly reliant on the version in Ovid Her. 11 to piece
together this play.>® The hypothesis of Alexander, on P. Oxy. 3650 (ed. R.A. Coles), provides us
with Hecuba as a willing potential murderer of Paris on behalf of the defeated Deiphobus (23-5
and 29-30). Auge’s hypothesis, in far worse condition than the previous two on P. Kéln 1 (ed. B.
Kramer), nevertheless suggests the night-time festivities and drunkenness that are hallmarks of
this plot, especially as a precursor to New Comedy (7, 8, and 13) (cf. Barrett 2007: 460). The
hypothesis of Theseus, on P. Oxy. 4640 (col. i, ed. M. van Rossum-Steenbeek), may refer to the
hero’s marriage to Phaedra as a resolution to the play (16-17, cf. ch. 4). The badly damaged
hypothesis from Hippolytus Veiled, found on two separate papyri,”®® hints at Phaedra’s bed-
chamber (P. Mich inv. 6222A, fr. A. 10) and her scratching of her own cheeks (P. Oxy. 4640, ed.
M. van Rossum-Steenbeek, col. ii 2), both of which may be part of her attempt to frame
Hippolytus in that play and are key distinctions from the Phaedra of the extant version.

The hypothesis of Melanippe Wise is particularly well-preserved on two papyri (P. Oxy.

2455, ed. E. Turner, 1-2 and 5-19 and P. Leiden inv. 145, ed. R. Daniel, 18-23), with the

%01 See ch. 5 for extended discussions of most of the following hypotheses.

%02 See Lloyd-Jones 1965: 443 for a list of the suppositions on the plot of Aeolus confirmed in this
hypothesis.

%3 See van Rossum-Steenbeek 1998: 16 and 22 on the overlap between the two papyri and Luppe 2004
on the ordering of the hypothesis.
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combination giving us the full story of her rape by Poseidon and Melanippe’s defense of her
sons. Scyrians has a hypothesis which may depict Achilles raping Deidameia as opposed to
seducing her (PSI X11.1286, ed. C. Gallavotti).>®* Although the two papyri on which it is found
are fairly damaged (P. Oxy. 2455, ed. E. Turner and P. Oxy. 3652, ed. H. M. Cockle), the
hypothesis of Hypsipyle provides clues to the play’s complex plot. The hypotheses of Phrixus A
and Phrixus B indicate that the first play focussed much more on the misdeeds of Ino as a wicked
stepmother (P. Oxy. 2455 1-12 and 19-23, ed. E. Turner, re-ed. Van Looy and P. Oxy. 3652, ed.
H. M. Cockle and P. J. Parsons), while the second dealt more with the fallout from those
misdeeds and Dionysus’ rescue of Ino from certain death (P. Oxy. 2455).

In terms of the actual fragments, much of our information on characterization of
individuals comes from the Egyptian papyri. This information often adds shades to a specific
character that other plays or the more famous book fragments do not depict while confirming
plot points found in the hypotheses. The many papyrus fragments of Alexander include Hecuba’s
grief at exposing her son (frs. 46 and 46a) and her concern that Deiphobus has been defeated by
the son of a slave-woman (fr. 62c), which is a precursor to her homicidal anger in fragments 62d
and 62e, corroborated in the hypothesis of this play (see above).*® Fragment 223 of Antiope
includes Amphion’s condemnation of those who impregnate a woman but do not help the
resulting children (alluding to Zeus’ role regarding his mother, vv. 10-14).°% This contradicts his

earlier accusation in fragment 210, as quoted by Clement (Misc. 5.14.111.2), and Hermes

%4 In lines 20-21 of this hypothesis, describing Deiadameia’s pregnancy by Achilles, Latte conjectured
Aabpai]os (“secretly”), which Kannicht includes in his edition. Diggle rejects this, suggesting something
along the lines of peT’ 1oxU]os (“with force™), based on rules of syllable division at line-ends, Ov. Ars 1.
699-700, and St. Ach. 1.640-2 (2004: 53).

%05 All of these fragments are from P. Strasbourg 2342-4 (ed. W. Crénert).

%% The papyri on which fragment 223 is found, P. Petrie 1 and 2 have a complex editorial history,
beginning with J. Mahaffy (with J. B. Bury and H. Weil) in 1891. Part of this process has centered on
numbering vv. 28-116 (or 57-145) since several editors, Kannicht among them, believe that twenty-nine
lines are missing after v. 27. Diggle 1998 is the most significant recent re-editing.
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verifies Antiope’s claims later in the same papyrus fragment (v. 72), when he arrives ex machina
to end the play. Several of the papyrus fragments of Hypsipyle depict her as a caring maternal
figure, highlighting both what will happen to the child in her care and her eventual reunion with
her own sons. Fragment 752d accomplishes both in the span of a few lines, as Hypsipyle soothes
baby Opheltes and greets her (unrecognized) sons (P. Oxy. 852, ed. B. P. Grenfel and A. S.
Hunt). Other fragments from the same papyrus, one of Grenfel and Hunt’s most significant
discoveries, have her singing to the infant (752f), telling of her journey from Lemnos (752g and
752h), then lamenting after Opheltes has been killed (753f, 754, 754a, 754b, and 757). P. Oxy.
852 also includes her happy reunion with her sons (fr. 759a), thereby preserving the full range of
emotion centered on Hypsipyle in this play and confirming much of the complex plot.

The papyri can also offer downright surprising details from the fragmentary plays. This is
certainly true of fragments 472b (P. Oxy. 2461, ed. E.G. Turner) and 472e (P. Berlin 13217, ed.
U. von Wilamowitz and W. Schubart) of Cretans, which reveal Minos receiving the news of
Pasiphae’s monstrous offspring in the former case and her striking and passionate speech of self-
defense in the latter (cf. chapter 4).

Other papyrus fragments further strengthen the understanding of individual plays or
characters that we have gleaned from the book fragments and testimonia, and sometimes even
confirm the accuracy of the quotations. From Erechtheus, fragment 370 depicts the grieving but
proud Praxitheia and Athena’s reward to her for the sacrifices highlighted in Lycurgus’ speech
(vv. 96-7, cf. chapter 4, P. Sorbonne 2328, ed. C. Austin). Fragment 494 of Melanippe Captive
features her lengthy encomium of womankind, in which she criticizes those who find fault with
the entire gender (P. Berlin 9772, ed. U von Wilamowitz and W. Schubart). This fragment both

confirms the image of Melanippe as keen-witted from the play depicting her as a younger
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woman and her reputation in the classical era (cf. Aristotle). It also weaves together individual
lines found in sources varying from Stobaeus (vv. 27-9 = 4.22.78) to another papyrus (vv. 5-16 =
Satyrus, Life of Euripides, P. Oxy 1176).°°" Fragments 822 (P. Oxy. 2685, ed. J. Rea) and 822b
(PSI 1474 col. i, ed. G. Vitelli), from either of the Phrixus plays,*®® show Ino confronted by her
husband and accused of ruining the corn-seed.

Finally, the unassigned fragments (both the incerta and the adespota) preserved on
papyrus provide us with a tantalizing passage, which may yet be securely identified as more and
more papyri are published. The passage is on P. Strasbourg W.G. 306, which contains part of an
anthology of tragic lyrics, also found on P. Stras. W.G. 305 and 307. Editors have identified
fragment 953m from this papyrus as Euripidean, since not only does the style correspond to that
of the playwright, but there are also passages from Medea and Phoenician Women in the same
anthology written in the same hand.>® The fragment, in poor condition, seems to be concerned
with the death of a child (or children) at the hands of its own mother (vv. 21-35) and refers to the
husband of the woman in question (v. 40). We have, therefore, another scene in which a woman
is made to face the consequences for killing a child. Since Medea is extant and the fragment
includes a mention of Cadmus (v. 25), the play in question could very well be Ino, with the
murderess being Themisto (who kills her own children after being tricked by Ino) or Ino herself
(who will commit suicide by throwing herself into the sea with her son Melicertes in her arms).
The two plays share the theme of infanticide, and with Medea quoted on the same papyrus, it is
likely that this passage is from Ino (Fassino 1999: 44). Despite its poor condition, this papyrus

provides us the opportunity to examine Euripides’ portrayal of infanticide beyond the most

%7 The various sources for this fragment apart from P. Berlin 9772 are vv. 1-3 = Anon. Vit. Eur. 4.2, wv.
5-16 = Satyrus, Life of Euripides, P. Oxy 1176, vv. 9-10 = Ath. 14.613d, vv. 27-9 = Por. fr. 409f and
Stob. 4.22.78.

%% Diggle assigns fr. 822b to Phrixus A (1998: 163).

%9306 has Med. 841-65 and 1251-92, while 307 has Phoen. 1499-1581.
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famous version in Medea. There are similarities between the two plays (both Ino and Medea are
motivated by vengeance) as well as differences related to the variant shades of infanticide in both
plays. These points of comparison include the pathos of a woman mistakenly killing her own
children (Themisto), the vengeance of a first wife on her husband and his new bride (Ino and
Medea), and sheer desperation due to inescapable circumstances (Ino). Again, the fragmentary
play gives us another take on a single issue of gender.

The papyri have revealed some of the most striking aspects of Euripides’ fragmentary
plays. Without the felicity of their survival we would not have Hecuba wishing to kill her own
son, Pasiphae’s mad lust, or Hypsipyle’s reversal of fortune. More importantly, we would be
overly reliant on relatively short book fragments. While this latter type of fragment is obviously
very useful, the extensive texts found on papyri, both hypotheses and actual fragments, provide
much of the information on plot and character that we otherwise piece together with much effort

using only book fragments.
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Appendix 2: Gender in the Satyr Plays

Among Euripides’ fragments there are remnants of at least six satyr plays, in addition to the
extant Cyclops, the sole surviving example of this genre by Euripides. The fragmentary satyr
plays are Autolycus,®™ Busiris, Eurystheus, Sisyphus, Sciron, and Syleus,®™ which represent a
total of forty fragments and nineteen testimonia. The sources which preserve these fragments and
their distribution among them are similar to the main body of tragic fragments, with Stobaeus
contributing the most (seven total), and Athenaeus and Plutarch also represented. Pollux also
makes a significant contribution to the satyric collection with six fragments.

Since the fragments are for the most part quite short, and the papyrus record has yet to
contribute a longer fragment as in the case of several of the tragedies,®'* we are left with rather
scanty information about character. In terms of plot, however, we have much more evidence,
mainly in the form of narrative hypotheses on papyrus that are in the same format as the “Tales
from Euripides” (cf. chapter 5). Busiris, Sisyphus, Sciron, and Syleus all have hypotheses, which
provide important clues to the plots of these plays despite being in rather poor condition.®** The
hypothesis for Busiris (= test. iiia) gives us one very important word: apples (presumably the

golden apples, xpuc]a unAa, 4). In combination with a mid-fifth century Attic cup showing

1% The belief that Euripides wrote two plays by this name comes from the testimonium in Athenaeus
accompanying fr. 282, referring to “the first Autolycus” (T¢d TpwTe AUToAUke, 10.413¢ = test. iiia). A
badly damaged papyrus hypothesis refers to a drama (to Spauc) of this name by Euripides, a departure
from beginning with the tragic title alone (cf. Alexander test. iii) or referring to the play as catupikos (cf.
Syleus test. ii). Due to irregularities in the hand, van Rossum-Steenbeek does not consider it part of the
“Tales from Euripides”, but claims that it is likely based on a lost hypothesis from that sort of collection
(1998: 14).

*1 We have only the title for the satyric Harvesters, which Aristophanes of Byzantium says was produced
in 431 with Medea, Dictys, and Philoctetes (argum. Med. 90.40).

*2 Aside from the opening lines provided by the papyrus hypotheses, only one fragment (282 from
Autolycus) comes (partially) from a papyrus source. Lines 1-9 are on the badly damaged P. Oxy. 3699,
and are already present in book fragments from Athen. 10.413c and Gal. Pro. 10.

*3 The badly damaged hypothesis of Autolycus (= test. iiib) is only four lines long and provides little
other than the names of Euripides, the title character, and Hermes.
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Heracles being led in bondage to Busiris (Berlin 2534), this tells us that this play dealt with
Heracles’ trip to Egypt after claiming the golden apples of the Hesperides. The hypothesis of
Sisyphus (= test. iii) does not signpost its plot as clearly as that of Autolycus (in which Sisyphus
probably also appears),®** but the play seems to feature the release of satyrs from slavery by
Heracles,”™ since the hypothesis includes terms such as “yoked” (emeCeu€ev, 3), “escaping”
(duywyv, 4, and ¢uyelv, 11), and “fighting” (possibly against their masters) (pocxou[e]vos, 5).
Sciron’s hypothesis includes the title at the beginning, and is in better shape than the others,
revealing that the title character, a robber (6), leaves his rocky dwelling (5) to be guarded, most
likely by Silenus.>'® Satyrs (12) bring prostitutes (éTopcv, 13) to this place. According to its
hypothesis and Philo’s lengthy discussion of this play with quotations in Every Good Man is
Free, Syleus tells the story of Heracles sold to the title character as a slave (6), his ill treatment at
Syleus’ hands, and his subsequent murder of his master. He saves Syleus’ daughter (either
Xenodice or Xenodoce, 16-17),>*" but for his own erotic purposes.

In the case of the plays without hypotheses, testimonia and the fragments themselves
give us information on plot. For Autolycus, Tzetzes’ Chiliades gives us a great deal of detail on
Autolycus’ story, and mentions that Euripides has told his story “accurately” (akpiBcds, 8.453 =

test. iv). Autolycus, a son of Hermes, is a very talented thief who tricks his victims by replacing

>4 Because the title is missing from this hypothesis, but it is included in the > section of the collection of
hypotheses on P. Oxy. 2455 (the source of most of the “Tales from Euripides”), scholars have debated
whether this hypothesis belongs to Sciron and the one assigned to that play belongs to Sisyphus, or if
perhaps these belong to Syleus. Jouan and Van Looy provide a list of who has attributed which
hypothetical fragment to which play (2002: 38). Pechstein is the most prominent voice in opposition to
the assignment of these hypotheses as it is in Kannicht 2004 (1998: 204).

" The lone fragment of this play (673) includes a vocative addressing Heracles: & BéATioTov
"ANkuNVNS Tekos (“O most excellent son of Alcmene”).

*1% This part of the line is missing. Lloyd-Jones was the first to conjecture the name Silenus as the
Siakovos (“servant”) (1965: 440).

>17 Apollodorus gives her name as Xenodoce (2.6.3 = test. iiic), while Tzetzes gives it as Xenodice (Chil.
2.435 = test. iiic). The first option (“Guest-hostess”) allows for a pun that corresponds to her eventual
relationship with Heracles.
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the goods he has stolen with something of lesser value (e.g. an ass for a horse, 446, or a satyr in
place of a parthenos, 448-9). We have no testimonia for Eurystheus, but the fragments,
especially 371, make it clear that the play is about Heracles’ twelfth labour, the trip to Hades to
fetch Cerberus.

Since only Sciron and Syleus feature females onstage, and the evidence we have for the
male characters in the fragmentary satyr plays indicates that they adhere to the generic
conventions for their gender, I shall limit my discussion to these two plays, in the first case to the
prostitutes accompanying the satyrs and in the second to Heracles and Xenodice. | shall attempt
to avoid commenting on gender in Euripides’ works from this genre as a whole, since our
evidence is far too scant for that purpose. Work on gender in the entirety of the genre has
historically focussed on masculinity in satyr plays and this will form the basis for my brief
discussion of the women in these two plays.>*®

In the hypothesis to Sciron, the women accompanying the satyrs are characterized as
eTollpal (conventionally translated as “courtesans”, test. iia.13).5’19 The presence of prostitutes
alongside hypersexual satyrs is not surprising and the fragments give us more detail about what
kind of prostitutes they are. Fragment 675 relates the prices for the individual prostitutes:

KO(\l Tas pev ofn, Trcﬁ)\ov ’r‘]v 616ch <f—:\)O(

Tas S, EuvcopIS' ou 8¢ Kol Tsooapo.w

¢01Tcoow 1TV apyvav q>|)\ou01 S¢

Tas €€ ABnvcdv mopbevous, oTav depn
TOAAS <TIS>...

%18 See Hall 1998 for an excellent discussion of the role of the satyr-play viz. collective masculinity in
Athens. See also Voelke 2001: 410-11 on the masculine aspect of satyr-plays vs. the feminine aspect of
tragedy.

*% This does not automatically assign them the status of famous hetaerae like Lais or Phryne, but is likely
used as a generic term here. There seems to have been a great deal of flexibility between the terms
hetaera and porne (“prostitute”) (cf. Glazebrook and Henry 2011: 5 on the “fluid status” of prostitutes in
Athens). Even though hetaera is the term used of upscale demimondaines like the two mentioned above,
its use in sources such as the speech Against Neaera and the comedies of Menander suggests that it could
be used more generically of prostitutes in general (McClure 2003: 11).
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You can take them, if you pay one colt,

and those, if you pay a team; but these go for four
silver horses. They love

the girls from Athens, when someone’s got

a lot...(trans. adapted)

Assigning very specific prices to the individual women indicates a lower status than the grand
hetaerae (who would be quite out of place in a satyr play as urban women who navigated the
complex system of gift exchange with their lovers).”®® The equestrian references are to types of
coins (based on the images on them, according to Pollux 9.76), rather than to actual horses.
Fragment 676 contains further proof that these are ordinary pornai, in which a speaker likely to
be Silenus acts as a pimp by offering a Corinthian girl to a passer-by.>**

In Syleus, Xenodice is also present for sexual purposes, much like the prostitutes of

Sciron, after Heracles has killed her father.>??

Fragment 693 is a crude pun on Heracles’ club as
he appears to be preparing to sleep with her (cf. Auge fr. 278): €1a 81, d1hov Euhov,/ Eye1pe pot
oeauTo Kol ylyvou Bpacu (“Come on then, my dear club, stir yourself, please, and be
bold!”).>2* In fragment 694, he makes his intentions with the girl clear, despite having just killed
her father: BauBcdpev eloeABovTes® amopopEat oebev/ To Sakpuar (“Let’s go inside and ‘go to

524

sleep’; wipe away your tears!”).”" Thus the only evidence we have for women in Euripides’

satyr plays is as sexual objects.

520 This is one of the primary distinctions between a common prostitute and the famous hetaerae. An
hetaera receives “gifts” from her lovers and gives “favours” in return, while a porne charges by the act.
See Davidson 1997: 201 on the distinction between pornai and hetaerae and Kurke 1999: 185 on
hetaerae and gift exchange.

%21 Middle Comedy especially plays on the fame of Corinth for its prostitutes, and the infamous Neaira is
supposed to have worked in Corinth at the beginning of her career. McClure attributes the reputation of
Corinthian prostitutes to the city’s location on a busy port (2005: 142).

%22 It is unclear whether she has a speaking role in this play or not.

%23 Hesychius has this fragment under T, with TUAov (“penis”) instead of EUAov. This is probably an
adaptation of these lines, but nonetheless points to the validity of a ribald interpretation.

%24 BauPBoeo is used euphemistically here.
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The fragments and testimonia of Sciron and Syleus depict female characters as present for
the sexual gratification of male characters, specifically satyrs, silenoi, and Heracles. These
characters are particularly suited to the rural aspects of the genre and both represent an image of
hyperactive male sexuality in these plays. The evidence that remains of the pornai and Xenodice
suggests that they are present in their plays as foils and objects for this sexuality, rather than as
characters in their own right. If we look at the hypersexuality of the satyrs and of Heracles in
Sciron and Syleus in the broader context of satyr-plays as a genre, it seems that, in these
instances, Euripides conforms quite easily to what little evidence we have of the genre. It must
be said, though, that due to the scant evidence for the satyric genre and for Euripides’ work

within it, this is not conclusive and so must not be treated as such.



Appendix 3: Dates for Euripides’ Fragmentary Plays®*

Aegeus: 455-30 (?)
Aeolus: 455-21

Alcmene: 455-10
Alcmeon in Corinth: 405*
Alcmeon in Psophis: 438*
Alexander: 415*

Alope: any

Andromeda: 412*
Antigone: 420-06
Antiope: 427-19
Archelaus: post-408/7*
Auge: 414-06

Autolycus (A and B): ca. 420*
Bellerophon: 455-25
Busiris: any*

Chrysippus: any
Cresphontes: 455-24
Cretan Women: 438*
Cretans: 455-28

Danae: 455-25

Dictys: 431*

Erechtheus: 421-10

Eurystheus: any*
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%2> The above dates are based on Cropp and Fick 1985: 70, who determined dates for many of these plays
based on rates of metrical resolution. An asterisk indicates a date taken from Cropp and Collard 2008a or

b based on evidence other than metre.
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Hippolytus Veiled: 455-29
Hypsipyle: post-412*
Ino: 455-25

Ixion: ca. 420-06
Licymnius: any
Melanippe Captive: 426-12
Melanippe Wise: 455-11
Meleager: 418-06
Oedipus: 419-06
Oeneus: 455-25
Oenomaus: any
Palamedes: 415*
Peleus: 455-17
Peliades: 455*
Phaethon: 427-14
Philoctetes: 431*
Phoenix: 455-26
Phrixus A: any

Phrixus B: any
Pleisthenes: 455-14
Polyidus: 421-06
Protesilaus: 455-25
Sciron: any*

Scyrians: any

Sisyphus: 415*
Stheneboea: 455-22

Syleus: ca. 430s*



Telephus: 438*
Temenidae: 422-06
Temenos: 455-22
Theseus: 455-22
Thyestes: 455-25
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Figure

Figure 1. 4"-century Apulian volute krater, in Taplin 2007: 194.
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