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Praise, Blame and Identity Construction in Greek Tragedv: Abstract.

This thesis examines the use of praise and blame in Greek tragedy as a method of
identity construction. It takes sociolinguistic theory as its starting point to show that the
distribution of praise and blame, an important social function of archaic poetry, can be seen as
contributing to the process of linguistic identity construction discussed by sociolinguists.
However, in tragedy, the destructive or dangerous aspects of this process are explored, and the
distribution of praise and blame becomes a way of destabilising or destroying identity rather

than constructing positive identities for individuals.

The thesis begins with a section exploring the importance of praise and blame as a
vehicle for identity construction in the case of some of the mythical/heroic warriors who
populate the tragic stage: Ajax, Heracles, and Theseus. I discuss the ways in which their own
seeking after inappropriate praise leads to the destruction of Ajax and Heracles, and the lack
of clear praise for Theseus in extant tragedy. The second half of the thesis examines the
devastation caused by women's involvement in the process of identity construction, focusing
on Deianira, Clytemnestra, and Medea. All of these women are involved in rejecting the
praise discourses which construct the identities for their husbands. Clytemnestra and Medea
further replace such praise with new discourses of blame. This process contributes to the

destruction of all three women's husbands.

Prioritising this important element in interpretations of tragedy, influenced by a greater
recognition of the ways in which tragedy draws on older genres of poetry, leads to new
readings of apparently well-known plays, and new conclusions on such iconic figures as
Theseus. Furthermore, within the context of the extended scholarly discussion on women's
speech in tragedy, this approach demonstrates an effective and destructive result of that

speech from a new perspective.
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Introduction

This thesis explores the use of praise and blame for the process of identity construction
in Greek tragedy, and particularly the ways in which tragedy raises issues with or casts doubt
upon this process. I shall argue that tragedy shows the destructive aspects of this process, by
exploring the ways in which the desires of male warrior figures can create a damaging
disjunction between the praise they seek and that awarded to them, and the role of women in
rejecting praise discourses or replacing these with discourses of blame, with damaging effects
on their husbands. Tragedy's engagement with identity construction through praise and blame
represents a development which draws on one of the central functions of older poetic genres,
the distribution of praise and blame, and explores its problematic features within a new social
context. This project makes use of close readings of tragic texts, informed by a theoretical
approach which has been developed in the field of sociolinguistics, in order to discuss the
distribution of praise and blame as part of a process of identity construction. In this
introduction I shall indicate the literary and theoretical contexts which inform the approach of
this thesis, before giving a definition of the terms 'praise' and 'blame' as they are used in this

project.

Tragedv and Praise/Blame Poetry

Recent work on tragedy has been particularly concerned with re-situating it within a
continuum of lyric poetry, and recognising the ways in which tragedy draws on generic or

other features from older genres of lyric poetry as well as epic.! This approach to tragedy

1 Connections between Homeric epic and tragedy are rather longer-acknowledged — see particularly Garner

(1990) on direct allusions; Rutherford (2012) 45; Herington (1985) 133-6.
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stems partly from Jon Herington's 1985 work Poetry into Drama, which details an argument
that tragedy is one of the final forms of the Greek poetic tradition found from Homer down to
the fifth century BC, and thus specifically connected with poetic genres as much as it has
previously been considered to be a form of ritual or part of a separate genre of 'drama'.> More
recently, there has been an increasing body of work which explores the ways in which tragedy
draws on features from specific genres of archaic poetry, such as Laura Swift's The Hidden
Chorus, which provides one of the most wide-ranging and thorough examples of this

approach.’

These developments in approaches to the study of tragedy have come alongside a
greater awareness of the social functions of poetry, particularly choral poetry, and a
recognition of how these functioned as an essential part of Greece's “song culture.”*
Influential works such as those of Claude Calame (1977), Kurke (1991), Rutherford (2001)

and Kowalzig (2007) were concerned with identifying the ritual and social functions of

2 Herington (1985). See also Nagy (1990) 400-13 on the ways in which the tragic chorus' drawing on older
forms of choral poetry involved the perpetuation of education in what were previously aristocratic values and
ideologies, as a central result of its drawing on older genres of choral poetry. Friedrich (1996) 260-1 and
notes provides a good overview of the approach which tried to cast tragedy as a form of Dionysiac ritual.
Scullion (2002) is one of the most detailed objections to this approach, which is now widely considered to be
unhelpful (see also Taplin (1978) 118-9; Vickers (1973) 33-41). For a more nuanced approach to ritual in
tragedy, Easterling (1988) is a particularly useful discussion. See also Friedrich (1996); Seaford (1994); Graf
(2007) 58-69; Foley (1985).

3 Swift (2010). Similarly Dué (2006) explores the ways in which tragedy draws on older song traditions in
presenting the laments of captive women; and Steiner (2010) & Carey (2012) explore uses of the epinician in
theatre, particularly tragedy. See 1. Rutherford (2001) 108-26 for a discussion of tragedy's use of the paean;
R. Rutherford (2012) 45-7 on tragic appropriation of ritual song, and 48-52 on lyric genres more generally.
Nooter (2012) examines the “Iyricism” of the language of Sophocles' heroes. For a more general overview of
this development in the study of tragedy, see also Gagné & Govers Hopman (2013) 18-25.

4  On Greek culture as a 'song-culture' Herington (1985), Ford (2003) 15-37, who focuses on the relationship

between performed song, literacy, and the first poetic texts.
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various types of choral performance, demonstrating that such performances were an integral
part of Greek culture and society, with purposes beyond entertainment. At the same time, the
emphasis on these types of poetry as being necessarily performance-based made it possible to
examine the social functions of such performances,’ rather than focusing on the texts as
literary works — the latter approach being the result of dependence on the Alexandrian
treatments in the centuries of following scholarship.® As a result, more recent studies have
focused on the role of poetic, particularly choral, performances in re-integrating individuals
into a community after an athletic victory,’ in initiatory and other age-marking rituals,® as part
of the interstate relations enacted through theoria,” and in marking religious communities and
providing a means for those communities to effect and process social or political change

through performance of myth and ritual.'

Rather than focusing on these very occasion-specific social roles which choral poetry
can perform, this thesis takes a new approach by focusing on a social function of poetic
performance which is spread across multiple genres and occasions — the distribution of praise
and blame. Detienne's study Les Maitres de vérité dans la Grece archaique (1969) first
brought out the central role of poets as 'truth-speakers' in distributing praise and blame, which
was essential for confirming the “memory” of a warrior which would confirm his worth

within his society." As such, Detienne's study revealed the importance of praise and blame

5 Swift (2010) 8-34 further notes that this focus on performance has also significantly adjusted the way in
which scholars classify lyric poetry into genres.

Calame (1977) 30.

Kurke (1991).

Calame (1977).

Rutherford (2013) 237-46.

10 Kowalzig (2007).

11 Detienne (1996) 45-8.

O 0 9 O
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poetry not only in the genres which were acknowledged as poetic forms of praise and blame,
such as epinician or iambos, but as a constant feature of archaic poetry across the genres. This
approach was developed further by Nagy (1979), who considered the role of praise and blame

in epic and, in a later study, in Pindaric praise poetry and even the prose of Herodotus."

This project marries the two approaches discussed above, by extending awareness of a
central social function inherent in a great deal of archaic poetry, the distribution of praise and
blame, and considering how tragedy's development from older lyric genres ensured that it
continued to explore this poetic function. This is particularly relevant when considering the
mythical warrior figures who had appeared in epic and other archaic poetry, such as Theseus,
Heracles, and the heroes of the Trojan epics such as Agamemnon and Ajax, who were regular
targets of praise and celebration in earlier genres of poetry. The question of male warriors' (or

199

“heroes"’) transition from epic or other archaic genres on to the tragic stage has been much
discussed,” with particular reference to what epic ideas about heroic qualities or values

continue to be represented in tragedy.'* As will be discussed in more detail below, however,

12 Nagy (1979); (1990).

13 Finglass (2011) 42-3 identifies some key problems with use of the word 'hero' to describe the (usually male)
protagonists of tragedy.

14 Vernant (1988) 33-8. Langerwerf & Ryan (2010) 12-6 provides a very good overview of some of the
approaches taken to the idea of 'tragic heroes', and of how far the concept maps on to earlier concepts of the
hero. Knox (1964) is one of the most influential types of this scholarship, examining what makes a
Sophoclean 'hero', as opposed to a Homeric one, although his analysis also includes female main characters
in the term. Similarly, although with a very different set of qualities for the 'heroic', Ahrensdorf (2009)
examines how far Sophoclean 'heroes' match up to the qualities of rationalism and piety valued in Athenian
political philosophy. There is a great deal of similar work on individual tragedies, such as Kokkini (2010) on
the Alcestis, Allan (2000) 96-37 (partly responding to Whitman (1974) 124). Whitman (1951) & (1965)
considered the Oedipus Coloneus as representing the reintegration of a transgressive hero into his collective
context. The view of tragedy as exploring how epic heroes suit later realities is a particularly prevalent trend
in scholarship on Sophocles' 4jax, see for example Segal (1983) 150; Knox (1961) 22-23, Winnington-

Ingram (1980) 59. This focus on the 'hero’ in tragedy often also involves discussion of heroes as those who
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this thesis examines such figures from a further step away. The focus on praise and blame
poetry as a vehicle for identity construction allows a closer examination of the problems and
dangers which tragedy presents as being involved in constructing heroic identities. More
particularly, it examines the processes of construction and destruction of such identities
through praise and blame speech and song, an effect which would have been familiar to an

audience used to experiencing such processes as a function of archaic poetry.

Furthermore, this approach also makes it possible to consider a new aspect of the role
of women in Greek tragedy. Women make up a staggering proportion of leading characters
and choruses on the tragic stage, preventing any exclusive focus on the mythical warriors to
whom they often prove to be destructive foils. This thesis therefore examines the important
and often destructive role played by female characters in controlling and influencing the
praise and blame awarded to the male warriors who appear on stage alongside them,
particularly as their husbands. The role of awarding praise or blame could be considered to be
more typically male — not least as praise poetry in particular often focuses on male-dominated
public spheres such as athletic victories, the spheres of war or politics.'” There is also some
suggestion that not only are they uninvolved in the awarding of praise and blame, but that
they should not be involved in receiving it either. This is particularly discussed in relation to
Pericles' much-discussed address to the Athenian war-widows:

HeydAn 1 86&a xoi Ng v & Edyiotov Apetiic mépt §j woyou &v 1oic dpoect kKAEog

:;vz

receive cult, and works such as Seaford (1994) and Garland (1992) have been particularly productive
discussions of this kind.

15 The comment from the chorus of the Medea that their lack of involvement in poetry has caused women to be
blamed rather than praised by the poets reflects the same general tradition — see Chapter 5 for a more detailed

discussion of this passage.
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... Her reputation will be great, who is least spoken about among men either in praise

or blame. Thuc. 2.45.2'
This conclusion, however, risks placing too much emphasis on a particular interpretation of
Pericles' idealised speech and ignoring evidence from elsewhere. Firstly, while Detienne was
primarily focused on the role of male poets and authoritative speakers in assigning praise and
blame to male warriors, he also acknowledged the role women played in judging their male
compatriots in the Spartan Partheneia, where they could either jeer at young men who had
done wrong, or sing their praises.'” Furthermore, there is a specifically Athenian example
provided in the Against Neara, when the speaker argues that the jury will face condemnation
from the women in their homes, if they do not judge Neara to be guilty (Dem. 59.110-1). In
the Iliad itself, potential female blame is held up as a spur to heroic behaviour for Hector,
when he remarks:

aidéopar Tpdag kai Tpwddag Ehkecuméniovg,

U moté Tig €IMN o1 KOKOTEPOS HAAOG ENETO:
"Extop Not Biner mdfcog dreoe Aadv.

I am ashamed before the Trojans and the Trojan wives with trailing robes, lest some

16 On the idea that this speech represents the extremely limited status of women in Athens: Pomeroy (1975)
141-2; Rusten (1989) esp 176-7; Schaps (1977) argues that the attitude demonstrated in this comment is
partly what lies behind the lack of women mentioned by name in Athenian oratory. Walcot (1973), in an
interpretation which rather leans on a view of male psychology as identifying women as property, has
analysed this sentence in the context of a Greek view on 'honour', which women could threaten by being
publicly discussed. More recently, scholars have moved away from considering these sentences as a
generalised statement regarding all women: Hardwick (1993) discusses their relevance to the necessity of
moderating the lament to follow; Tyrell & Bennett (1999) argue that Pericles' comment is intended to prevent
women raising their voices and shaming their husbands or male relatives for the policy of abandoning the
countryside during the war which Pericles had pursued; and Winton (2010) suggests that the comment is a
positive encouragement, not an admonition, and that it is designed to both remind the Athenian widows not to
behave like Helen, and commend them for being unlikely to do so.

17 Detienne (1996) 45.
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other worse man than me will say: Hector, trusting in his own might, destroyed the
host! (1. 22.105-7)
It is therefore possible to argue, based on these examples, that there was acknowledged
throughout Greek society a potential for female blame of the male leaders in society, and this
is further considered in both the latter cases to be a strongly motivating factor.'® As a result, a
focus on women's role in controlling and influencing the praise and blame awarded to their
male counterparts enables recognition of tragedy's exploitation of this male anxiety about

women's ability to participate in generating discourses of praise and blame.

This project therefore builds on the work on female speech in tragedy which has
proved a particularly successful way of examining the process by which female characters are
created on stage. Especially influential have been works on the genres and styles used by
female characters on the tragic stage, such as McClure's study of female verbal genres,"
Fletcher's study of Euripidean women's manipulation of oaths,* or Mossman's analysis which
aims to identify linguistic features of women's speech in Euripides' Electra, with particular
reference to how these features are affected by the internal audiences (male, mixed, or female-
only) to whom they speak.?' More recently, Chong-Gossard's study of female communication
in Euripides examines the uses of song and silence in relation to female spaces which are

created by communication by female characters.” In their relationships with male characters,

18 The interpretation of Tyrell & Bennett (1999) discussed above makes reference to the Homeric passage (43-
4) in relation to precisely what type of speech from women Pericles aims to “mute”.

19 McClure (1999).

20 Fletcher (2003).

21 Mossman (2001). Griffiths (2001) also takes up the search for a female 'style' of speech in tragedy, although
he concludes that, given the multiplicity of roles and voices female characters perform and speak in on the
tragic stage, no 'woman's voice' can be clearly identified.

22 Chong-Gossard (2008).
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studies of individual female speakers have been most common, particularly in relation to the
notoriously successful female speakers Medea and Clytemnestra.” However, rather than
considering what is particularly 'female' about the tragic speech of female characters, the
approach developed in this project goes beyond these aspects to explore an efficacious genre
of speech — poetry which awards praise or blame — and consider the ways in which tragic
female characters exploit this genre and its efficacy against the male characters they join on

stage.

In both situations — whether women are involved or not in distributing or rejecting
praise and blame discourses in relation to male characters — the awarding of praise or blame is
a central aspect of creating or destroying a heroic 'identity' for the male characters involved.
As a result, it is possible also to consider this process with reference to poststructuralist
theories of identity construction, particularly through language, as argued for by modern

sociolinguists.

Identity Construction

Detienne's formulation of the role praise and blame played in Greek society allows for
a useful comparison with an approach found in the modern discipline of sociolinguistics.
Influenced by poststructuralist thought, the idea of identity as constructed through linguistic
practices, including the things (good and bad) spoken about an individual, has become widely
accepted in many branches of sociolinguistics. Detienne's discussion presents a contrast

between warriors who are praised, thus developing a logos which is preserved in “memory”,

23 For scholarship on the speech of these chapters, see Chapter 4, n5 on Clytemnestra; Chapter 5, n44 on
Medea.
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and warriors who are blamed, who instead experience oblivion, silence, and forgetting — i.e.,
their logos ceases to exist.** Furthermore, the 'truth' with which Detienne concerns himself is
in itself performative, and, as a mythico-religious figure, “creates being.”* In the case of the
warrior whose /ogos is confirmed and distributed through the praise of poets, the 'being' that is
created is his own — his self, or his identity. Along similar lines in a later discussion, Nagy
talks of epic and Pindar's praise poetry as “defining” the individuals praised in these genres of

poetry.®

Poststructuralist theorists established as a central concept the idea that social reality is
itself constructed by, not simply reflected in, language, beginning from the theories of the
structuralist Saussure.”” This was further developed into the idea, contrary to humanist thought
which posits a fixed inherent essence at the heart of an individual that makes her what she is,
that an individual's sense of self, or subjectivity, was also constructed through discourse, in
language. These ideas of subjectivity suggested a fluid, constantly changing subjectivity
which is constantly constructed and reconstructed through speech and thought.?® This theory
does not, however, suggest that subjectivity can be made up of positions (known as subject
positions) invented without constraint, entirely in the abstract, but instead, following on from

Foucault's theory of discourse, are limited to those available in any given discourse, which are

24 1t is notable that the linguistic roots of the term logos also serve to tie the wider meaning intended here into
the linguistic focus of sociolinguistics as a discipline.

25 Detienne (1996) 16, where he also notes Foucault's claim that true discourse is “discourse pronounced by
men who spoke as a right, according to ritual.” (1972) 218. Foucault's formulation of a 'true' discourse thus
comes very close to Detienne's idea of performative truth as being spoken by the poets, particularly in their
use of praise.

26 Nagy (1990) 146.

27 Saussure (1916).

28 Deckert & Vickers (2011) 10.
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in themselves limited to the discourses produced in a particular social and historical context.”

It is Foucault's awareness of the ways in which discourses are necessarily products of their
social and historical contexts which prevents subjectivity from being an entirely untethered
process, and furthermore suitable as a lens for considering the processes through which
subjectivity is constructed or established in a range of different historical contexts.’® As long
as awareness of the discourses which exist can be established, some understanding of the

construction of subject positions within those discourses can be developed.

This type of theoretical approach has been particularly useful for considering issues of
gender. Theorists of the French school such as Kristeva, Irigaray, and Cixous, argued that such
theories excluded women from the possibility of being 'subjects', instead relegating them to
positions as object or linguistic 'other', as the theoretical speaking subject was always
considered to be male.”' They suggested that in order to establish a female subject and an idea
of what female subjectivity might entail, new methods of producing discourse would need to
take place, particularly through new styles of writing.** In examining the female speakers of
tragedy, this project draws rather more on the Anglo-American tradition which allows for the
possibility of female subjectivity, even if it often limited by social contexts.** Nonetheless, the

limited view of female subjectivity proposed by the French school can be seen as having

29 Foucault (1981); see also Weedon (1987) 107-113.

30 Althusser (1971) further connected theories of the subject and subjectivity with dominant social ideologies by
arguing that individuals become interpellated as subjects by an ideology, thus becoming an “agent” of that
ideology. The process of interpellation which Althusser posited suggests a more limited scope for the agency
of the subject in self-construction, since Althusser's subject speaks as if she is the author of a discourse or
ideology, but in fact has been effectively co-opted into the ideology, which exists independently from her in
society at large. See further Weedon (1987) 30-1.

31 Irigaray (1975) esp. 135; Kristeva (1980); Cixous (1976) 875-7. See also Smith (1988) 137.

32 Esp. Cixous (1976) 876-7.

33 For more on the study of possibilities of female subjectivity in tragedy, see below.
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particular implications for a genre like tragedy, where the “women” who appear on stage are

both written and acted by men.

The poststructuralist ideas of a subject constructed discursively have been particularly
productive when considering aspects of identity as they are created in language.
Sociolinguists have been particularly concerned since the second half of the 20™ century with
examining the ways in which language is used to indicate and establish aspects of “social
identity”, such as membership in a community — particularly class, or nationality. As the
branch developed into a separate field of linguistics, sociolinguists were often motivated by
social or political concerns, so that their work, originally developed from a straightforward
study of dialects and regional differences, became concerned with how the linguistic patterns
of subordinated groups were involved in establishing stigma and an idea of the 'nonstandard'
and thus 'substandard' other in language.** One of the earliest studies of this kind looked at
linguistic markers used to show that a particular individual came from Martha's Vineyard,
particularly where these markers were used to demonstrate a sense of self that might be used

against those who were not from the same area.”

A focus on one particular aspect of identity — gender — became one of the most
prominent areas in the field, and was often motivated by similar political impulses as those

experienced throughout the development of sociolinguistics. To begin with, sociolinguists

34 Cameron (1992) 31.

35 Labov (1963). This type of interactional relationship between identity and group membership is a common
feature of studies of this kind, particularly since the development of the theory of social identity (Tajfel
(1978)). In sociolinguistics, a more nuanced approach refers to 'communities of practice' as having an effect
on the types of group identity which may be relevant — see further Eckert & McConnell-Ginet (1992) 464;
Holmes & Meyerhoff (1999).
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examined how language reflects differences in gender,’® such as the features of a 'woman's
language' marked off by Lakoff, as a wider pattern of examining how women were treated as
a 'non-standard other'.’” Acceptance of these ideas of gendered language identities in turn
allowed wider acceptance of other aspects of identity to spread, and scholars began to
consider identity as encompassing a wider variety of 'group identities' beyond those
traditionally considered.”® At the same time, anthropological studies also explored the links
between language and identity in particular communities, including studies on women as a

community.*

The next step came when sociolinguistics began to consider identity and identities as
constructed, not reflected in language, and performed, rather than innate. Again, researchers
working in the field of language and gender were especially prominent in this development, as
scholars in sociolinguistics, particularly feminist scholars, began to argue that language brings

about the existence of gender.* Specifically, sociolinguists argued that gender is itself

36 An excellent overview of such studies is given in Cameron (1992) 55-81.

37 Lakoff (1975).

38 See further Watt & Llamas (2009) 13-4 for a range of examples of the studies produced.

39 e.g. Schiefellin, Bambi & Doucet (1998). One of the most prominent anthropological approaches to gender
and language has been the discussion by Edwin and Shirly Ardener of women as a 'muted' group — Ardener
(1975); (1978).

40 Influenced by theories of determinism in language as often considered to be exemplified in the Sapir-
Whorfian hypothesis, this position also draws strongly on Lacan's theories about language and identity. See
Cameron (1992) 131-40. In many ways therefore this development meshes well with the simultaneous
approach developed by gender theorists such as Butler which considered gender a construct, established
through its 'performance’ by an individual. Butler (1990) — although Butler's idea of performativity should not
be taken to imply either that individuals have a free choice of what gender they wish to perform at any given
time — as with subject positions, performances in Butler's terms are limited to the 'culturally intelligible' —
(1990) 22-7. Anzaldua (1990) takes a similar stance on gender as a performed construct, but with an
approach which also considers the importance of race as part of this process, and allows a more central role

for the body as part of the ongoing performance envisaged.
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discursively produced by the taking up by an individual of particular gendered subject
positions — thus gender becomes a process, produced and reproduced in every subject position
adopted by an individual.*" This does not, however, mean that an individual is able freely to
choose the gendered subject positions which she takes up — as with the earlier limitations
acknowledged on subjectivity more generally, these gendered positions are limited to those

available within the discourses produced in any given social or historical context.*

Furthermore, recent work on discursive constructions of identity, in particular
gendered identity, have argued for the necessity of its being seen as an interactional process,
achieved or challenged in conversation, rather than purely by the linguistic processes of an
individual acting alone. This may seem a somewhat self-evident point — after all, language is
open to interpretation, and thus attempted performances of a particular subject position or
identity, if produced in language, must be available for misinterpretation.” Furthermore, as
discussed by Hollway's model of investments, many societies provide built-in rewards or
potential disadvantages based on the successful construction of an appropriate gendered
identity, or indeed even the temporary successful adoption of a particular gendered subject
position, such that the failure to do so can be extremely damaging. This has been a productive
focus of study for some anthropologists, influenced by Moore's early proposal of the idea of

'thwarting' — a violent response to the failure to maintain a desired gendered subject position.*

41 For particularly influential discussions: Wetherell (1998); Cameron (1996); West & Zimmermann (1987).

42 Hollway (1984) esp. 236-7 examines the limitations on the availability of gendered subject positions with an
eye to her theory of investments — the motivating factors which may compel an individual to take up a
particular subject position within a dominant discourse.

43 Sunderland (2004) 176-7 provides a particularly good discussion of the ways in which an individual's
“intentional self-construction” may not be interpreted as the speaker intended by an interlocutor.

44 Moore (1994) 64-9; see also Wade (1994); and following Moore's theory of thwarting particularly when
considering gendered violence: Peterson (1999) 130-1; Mehta (1999); Niehaus (2012).
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The interactional nature of these processes is further ideally suited to the study of tragedy,
itself, an essentially interactional, dialogic genre. The primary difference between the
performance of tragedy in comparison to the performance of older genres is the far greater
extent of conversations, whether co-operative or combative, which the introduction of
multiple actors introduces, in comparison to what is possible between a single chorus-leader
or poet and chorus.* While this project is primarily based on close readings of the extant texts
of the tragedies, rather than a more performance-focused approach, nonetheless this dialogic
element remains key in understanding the nature of these texts as drama,* making the
sociolinguistic theories of identity construction as being interactional, particularly apt, and a

valuable new approach to the study of Greek tragedy.

Some of the theoretical approaches discussed above have already been adopted as
useful tools for considering Greek tragedy, and particularly gender in Greek tragedy. The
works of Victoria Wohl and Kirk Ormand in particular have examined the portrayal of female
characters in tragedy in relation to theories of subjectivity.”” Wohl has argued that tragedy

complicates performances of exchanges of women between men by allowing for the idea that

45 As Amott (1991) 24-5, 44-7. Although Ley (2007) 6-7 adds the important caveat that even multiple actors
often interact first with the chorus rather than one another, and thus emphasises the importance of the
chorality of tragic performance, rather than seeing the addition of extra actors as representing a development
away from such a form.

46 This project therefore does not represent a close relationship with the recent rise in performance-based
studies of Greek tragedy, begun by Taplin (1977) & (1978) and followed by studies of tragic performance
techniques such as Mastronarde (1979); Ley (2007); Wiles (1987), (2000) & (2007); Harrison and Liapis
(2013); and on comedy: Russo (1962); Revermann (2006). Hall & Harrop (2010) represents a move into
theoretical approaches to performance when reception and re-performance are considered. Harrison and
Liapis (2013) 1-17 provides a good overview of the development of this field of study as an approach to
Ancient Greek theatre. Powers (2014) is a very comprehensive treatment of the various scholarly approaches
to the study of Athenian tragedy “in performance”.

47 Wohl (1998); Ormand (1999).
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a female subject may be present in the exchange, and that in the case of Deianira in particular,
much of her time on stage is spent attempting to establish such subjectivity. Ormand similarly
examines attempts by Sophocles' female characters to attain subjectivity, and the ways in
which the dominant ideology of tragedy prevents their doing so. As has been shown above,
however, these theoretical approaches have proved particularly productive as a way of
examining language and speech practices, and it is these, drawing on approaches popularised
in the field of sociolinguistics, rather than subjectivity in a more abstract sense, that this thesis

examines.

The sociolinguistic focus on theories of identity and subject positioning as being
discursive, produced linguistically and interactively, thus provides an effective framework for
considering the arguments about the place of praise and blame in Greek poetry and drama.
Detienne's formulation of the authoritative praise or blame speech of praise as key in
establishing the /ogos of a warrior, the only idea of them which endures, or, indeed, fails to do
so, comes close to describing this process as a form of discursive or linguistic identity
construction, as it is discussed by sociolinguists. The same is true of Nagy's discussions of

praise poetry as 'defining' an individual.

Furthermore, tragedy's place within its social and historical context suggests its
fruitfulness as an arena for examining issues with identity construction and the role which
praise and blame could have in that construction. In her 1981 study L'invention d'Athénes
Nicole Loraux pointed to the importance of rise of the epitaphios, the prose funeral speech of
praise for a community of dead, as a key element in studying Athenian ideology. With the rise

of this specifically Athenian form of praise speech, it is possible to see an ongoing concern
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with how individuals should be praised — the old procedures of aristocratic praise poetry being
unsuitable.”® Loraux considers the “official orator” as an heir to the poets who “possess the
ainos” - precisely the same authoritative poets as discussed by Nagy and Detienne.* The
epitaphios therefore becomes part of a continuing tradition of praise or blame speech,
originally embodied in poetic form, before reaching the prose form favoured in the classical
Athenian period.™ Yet the need to adopt such a new form at all, and, indeed, the noticeably
more communal approach of the epitaphios in comparison with the traditional genres of praise
and blame poetry, with their focus on (often aristocratic) individuals, demonstrates, according
to Loraux, that “Entre la gloire des aristocrates et celle des soldats-citoyens s'est donc
interposée la cité; et c'est encore la cité qui, donnant la parole a l'orateur, le sépare
irrémédiablement du poéte.”"' This increased prominence of the polis can also be considered a
characteristic shared with tragedy, whose citizen choruses and concerns with the “political” in
its broadest sense made it a poetic genre into which the city, as in the epitaphios, had
significantly interposed itself.”> As a result, it is possible to see that tragedy's repeated concern

with the processes of identity construction, as demonstrated in this thesis, is part of a social,

48 Swift (2010) 106-115 on the unsuitability of epinician and the values represented therein for the democratic
ideology of Athens, although she adds some welcome caveats to the traditional argument.

49 Loraux (2006) 22-3.

50 As with Detienne's formulation of archaic praise poetry, designed to ward off the forgetfulness of death
((1996) 47-51), Loraux (1981) 3 also notes the parallel function of the epitaphios in preserving the dead and
the city in Memory, against forgetfulness and oblivion. See also Loraux (1981) 51-54 on the progression
from the poetic praise of Pindar or Bacchylides to the praise found in the epitaphios.

51 Loraux (1981) 53.

52 How 'political' or even 'Athenian' a genre was tragedy has been a hotly debated question — Carter (2011) is
the most recent foray into this subject. For a good overview of the various potential positions involved see
Griffith & Carter (2011) 2-7, 10-11; see also Swift (2010) 43-60 for a good discussion of the 'elite' material of
older choral genres and its relationship to the 'democratic' values of tragedy. Recognising this shared context,
Loraux's study (1981) frequently examines tragedy and epitaphios together as both being genres which

explore some of the ideological questions with which democratic Athens grappled.
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cultural trend of the time, reflected not simply in drama, but also in the rise of this new

genre.”

The communal focus of the epitaphios, where individuals are praised primarily for
their involvement in their community of citizens, is also represented to some extent in the
approach which tragedy takes in presenting questions of praise and blame.>* The inclusion of
the chorus on stage as a contrast with the individual actors allows the tragedian to present a
community voice, which, when the chorus engages in praise and blame speech, presents a
contrast with the individual figure or figures being judged. As well as providing an internal
audience,” tragic choruses are often explicitly connected with the land in which the tragedy
takes place, as is the case with the chorus of the Medea, who express their joy at belonging to
their local community, unlike the isolated Medea (Eur. Med. 644), or the chorus of elders of
the Agamemnon, who present themselves as representatives of the city community (Aesch.
Ag. 546, and explicitly when drawing on that communal role to blame Clytemnestra and
Aegisthus, 1410-11, 1615-6, 1632). It is therefore possible to see in tragedy's representation of
the communal voice of praise and blame, where the chorus takes this role on, tragedy's

grappling with the same questions recognisable in the newly communal genre of the

53 Morgan (2013) in a useful discussion shows how the praise/blame opposition and particularly its nature as
rooted in poetry, including epinician poetry, is also essential for the Plato's Laws, although here the 'poet' who
awards praise or blame is now a lawgiver, and the Laws are envisaged as a new genre aimed at surpassing
previous genres of both poetry and prose which performed this role. This therefore suggests a further
adaptation of a valued principle for the needs of the genre and time, in the same way as the rise of the
epitaphios represents a generic development which demonstrates similar concerns in its own, slightly earlier,
time.

54 Loraux (1981) 42-56.

55 If not an 'ideal spectator', the chorus certainly provides a kind of spectator for the action on stage: on the now
rather unpopular idea of the chorus as 'ideal' spectator see Schlegel 1846, 7677, with responses by
Kirkwood (1958), 184; Kaimio (1970), 99; Gould (1996), 219 and n. 2, 232; Mastronarde (1998) 59; Fletcher
(1999) 30.
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epitaphios — how could praise and blame be properly and democratically awarded, if the old,

individualistic and aristocratic genres were no longer suitable?*®

Tragedy is therefore a genre which, with its relationship to older traditions and to its
democratic context, is uniquely positioned at the intersection of old and modern approaches to
praise and blame. As with other social issues, it is possible to see questions around these
approaches being explored to great effect in tragedy, particularly where the destructive and
dangerous effects of issues around praise and blame speech are demonstrated. An awareness
of the poststructuralist, sociolinguistic theories of identity construction further provides a new
lens through which these effects can be examined. Issues of heroic identity are also
particularly apt for examination in tragedy, a genre which features the 'heroes' of epic

participating in a new medium.

'Praise' and 'Blame'

It is possible to identify praise or blame speech in tragedy by the use of specific
generic features which draw on the traditions of archaic poetry discussed above. This is
particularly the case for praise speech in tragedy, especially in choral passages, where these

are frequently signalled by features found in the genres of epinician and paean.”” Triumphs

56 While not specifically related to praise and blame, there is a close similarity between the interaction of
tragedy and epitaphios discussed here, and tragedy's presentations of the role of women in laments and
mourning, which was, as with praise for the dead, a particularly socially relevant issue. See Foley (2001) 21-
55; Loraux (1986) 47-9.

57 Swift (2010) 29-31 describes this type of allusion as medium- or high-level generic interaction, and
particularly shows (31) how it is rooted in the widespread familiarity with choral traditions that is a key
feature of Greek society. Swift also provides a particularly thorough overview of this kind of allusion for the

paean (61-103) and epinician (104-172).
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may be specifically described as athletic victories and praised in songs which echo the
epinician genre, such as the chorus' praise for Orestes' murder of Aegisthus (Eur. EL 860-5),
which Electra also takes up in her celebration (866-79). Elsewhere, as in Euripides' Heracles,
particular tropes of epinician praise such as a focus on youth or vigour (Eur. Her: 637-700), or
a celebration which ties the 'victor' to his local community (792-7) may evoke the genre even
without the more obvious allusion which reference to athletic victory sets up. Similarly the
paean in which Ion praises Apollo (Eur. fon 113-83) is marked by a specific paeanic refrain
(125-7, repeated at 141-3), as well as by references to sacred labour (esp. 134).>® Praise which
is marked with these type of generic features is thus made formal and established within a
context which is familiar to the audiences of tragedy, so that attention is drawn to its function

via its form.>

It is not possible to identify generic interaction as marking blame speech in tragedy in
the same way. The genre most usually considered to be 'poetry of blame', in direct contrast
with praise-poetry, is iambos — Pindar himself claimed that Archilochus' iambic poetry should
be considered as effectively opposite to his, as that poet distributed yoyog (blame) where
Pindar gave &mawvog (P2.55).% Aristotle makes similar associations between blame and
iambic poetry (Pol. 1448b). While there is undoubtedly an increased frequency of invective or
mockery as a central feature of iambos,®' other features too have been identified as key to the

genre, such as a pronounced narrative element,* or vulgarity in treatment of sex — which is a

58 See further Rutherford (2001) 111-2.

59 This is particularly the kind of praise discussed in the second half of Chapter 1, where Euripides' Heracles is
discussed in detail.

60 For the way Greek thought set these two terms in opposition, cf. Nagy (1979) 222-4.

61 Carey (2009) 149-50.

62 Bowie (2001).
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less common element in other genres.” Furthermore, as with many genres of archaic Greek
poetry, there is a distinct flexibility when it comes to identifying iambos — certainly it is not

clear that there was any early, formal categorisation of the genre.*

By the time of Aristotle's Poetics, the association between iambic poetry and invective
was considered fixed (1448b 27-31), and, in a particularly relevant move for this project,
Aristotle attempted to disassociate iambos from tragedy entirely — claiming that epic poetry
should be considered alongside tragedy, while iamboi should be considered more part of
comedy (1448b 38-1449a 6) — and therefore that tragedy was the inheritor of praise poetry,
whereas comedy was the inheritor of blame.® To some extent this formulation seems
reasonable, not least as several of the 'lambic' features noted above will not be found in
tragedy — explicit sexuality, for example, or the vulgar language found in Hipponax's
approach to the genre. Furthermore, the performance context of the older poetry does not as
easily adapt itself to the tragic stage. lamboi are generally assumed to be part of the sympotic
solo performance tradition,® while in contrast epinician would have been part of a choral
performance, and at the very least belong to a more public tradition than the intimate

symposium, better suited to the public, festival aspects of the tragic performance.®” Moreover,

63 Carey (2009) 151.

64 As is a common problem for Greek poetic genres, cf. Swift (2010) 8-11. For approaches which focus on
examining genre through performance context see Calame (1977), Képpel (1992), Rutherford (2001).
Specifically in relation to iambos, cf. Carey (2009) 149-50 for some of the problems of identifying pre-
Hellenistic categorisations of the genre.

65 For the association between iambos and comedy see Bowie (2002). On some problems with Aristotle's
formulation of praise/blame poetry and epic, tragedy and comedy, cf. Nagy (1979) 253-6.

66 Although in the case of Hipponax, Carey (2009) 166 indicates some caveats.

67 For the debate about the choral nature of epinician, cf. Burnett (1989), Carey (1989), (1991) in support of
choral performance, and Davies (1988), Heath (1988), Heath and Lefkowitz (1991) on the opposite side.
Morrison, Athanassaki, Ferrari, Budelmann, Agécs and Thomas in Agocs and Carey (eds.) (2012) 111-224 all

took up the question of social performance contexts for epinician once more. Swift (2010) 105 with n.6 for
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while it is possible to identify references to epinician in the tragedians' use of the dactylo-
epitrite metre, the iambic trimeter used by Archilochus and Semonides is the usual metre of
all dramatic dialogue, so that it would be difficult to suggest that passages in this metre are

attempting to refer to the earlier iambic tradition.®

However, this clearly should not mean that it is unreasonable to look for or discuss
instances of blame in tragedy. For praise, too, it must be possible to talk about praise speech
which is not marked in this way through generic interaction or allusion, not least as the
importance of the praise/blame opposition in Greek thought extends throughout its literary
and performance-based culture, and is certainly not limited to particular genres of lyric
poetry.” Moreover, the term most commonly considered to sum up this socially-fixed concept
of praise, aivéw and its compounds (particularly &maivog), itself appears in a wide range of
contexts and with meanings which extend beyond formal contexts of praise.” Occasionally in
tragedy the use of this vocabulary does introduce the kind of formalised, often choral, praise
ode that may also be accompanied by features common to the genres of epinician or paean. In
the Oedipus Coloneus, for example, the chorus introduces their praise ode for Colonus:

dAAov &8 aivov Eym patpomdAeL TOSE

And I have another word of praise for this my native city. (707)

Similarly the chorus of Aeschylus' Suppliants, in the first few lines of their departing song of
praise for Athens, sing:

... 0ivog 8¢ mohv tavde Tlehacydv

the public aspect of epinician. Kurke (1991) in particular is an earlier example of a treatment which
highlights the social functions public performance of epinician could perform.

68 Swift (2010) 120.

69 As above, see also Morgan (2013) 266.

70 For the importance of this vocabulary: Detienne (1996) 45-9; Nagy (1979) 222-3.
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EXET,...

And let this city of the Pelasgians have praise. (Aesch. Supp. 1023-4)
This type of specific praise can also be addressed by a chorus to an individual, without the
same formalised sung context, as when the chorus of the Hippolytus directly tell Phaedra
“aiv®d 0¢ o¢” (Eur. Hipp. 483-4), for her decision to die rather than submit to her passion for

Hippolytus.

It is also possible, and indeed, common, in Greek to express a more general positive
judgement by describing a choice or decision as one to be praised — without any indication
that a formal praise context is also being invoked. There is a tendency for scholars to translate
the use of Greek praise words for these judgements as 'approve' or 'agree', which demonstrates
the limited scope of the English word 'praise' in comparison to the Greek, and has the result of
rather subduing the weight of the statements. A clear example is the statement made by the
chorus of the Choephori:

... Gpyoc Tpémov

Bia epevdVv aivéoat,

It is proper to praise my rulers in spite of my thoughts. (Aesch. Cho. 78-9)"

There is no indication here that the chorus intends to begin any formal praise of Clytemnestra
or Aegisthus of the kind that as is introduced by the use of the term in the examples discussed
above. Instead the scope of what may be described as 'praise' appears to cover a far more
general positive judgement or attitude. Similarly, the chorus of Philoctetes complain to the
warrior that:

gVTE Y& MOpPOV Ppovical

100 Awiovog daipovog iAov 10 KAKIOV aivelv.

71 Sommerstein (2008) translates 'approve' here.
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When it was possible to think sensibly, you chose to praise the worst fate instead of the
more desirable.” (Soph. Phil. 1099-1100)
Again, here, Philoctetes has not been involved in any type of formal praise — rather, the chorus
means only that he has been involved in making a positive judgement of what they consider
the 'worse' fate. There are similar examples at, among others, Eur. Alc. 1093, Hipp. 483, IT
1023, Her. 275. It therefore seems reasonable to conclude that the main Greek term for praise,
aivéw, should be treated as covering a far more general range of positive speech than only

those marked by the formal features found in genres of praise poetry.

The use of the concept of aivog to convey a general positive judgement is also shown
in several cases where individuals express an explicit refusal to praise as a way of conferring
negative judgement. In discussing the situation between Andromache and Hermione, for
example, the chorus of Euripides' Andromache declare:

0VO£EmOTE didvpa AEKTP  EMaVECH PPOT@V

1 will never praise a double marriage-bed among mortals. (Eur. And. 465)

Similarly the chorus of the Eumenides include among a long section of generalised advice on
social morals (490-565):

e’ dvapktov Piov

pte 0EGTOTOVUEVOV

aivéonc

Do not praise a life of anarchy, nor one lived under despotism. (526-8)

Medea makes use of the same formula to claim:

000" 4oTOV fjves™ OoTig avBadNg YeymdS

1 do not praise the citizen who is stubborn. (Eur. Med 223)

72 Lloyd-Jones (1998) similarly renders 'aiveiv' 'approve'.
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And Phaedra's Nurse taps into a common fifth-century sentiment in the expression:

obtm 10 Mav focov Enavd

00 Undev dyov:

And so I praise excess less than acting moderately. (Eur. Hipp. 264-5)"
Phrasing negative judgements in terms of something being unworthy of praise is not limited
to generalisations, as it can also be found in specific circumstances or applied to individuals
throughout tragedy. Tyndareus complains to Menelaus,

€YD 08 o® HEV YLUVOIKOG AVOsiovg,

‘EAévny e, TV o1V dAoyov, obmot’ aivécw

I hate wicked women... and Helen, your wife, I will never praise (Eur. Or. 518 & 20)
and in the same way Amphitryon passes a negative judgement on all of Greece for their lack
of help for his son:

000 ‘EAAGS™ fives’ (000 dvéSopal mote

oly®v) kokiotnv AapPavev €¢ maid” Eudv,

1 will not praise Hellas (nor will I ever keep silent), on finding her to be most wicked

towards my son. (Eur. Her. 222-3)
This formulation is found as far back as epic — Penelope's suitors rather startlingly suggest
that if their plot to murder Telemachus was discovered by the people as a whole:

010~ 00K aiviioovotV AKOVOVTEG Kakd Epya

They will not praise us on hearing of the evil deeds. (Od. 380)
In this epic instance, and in some of the examples shown above, the phrase might seem rather
an understatement — presumably the people of Ithaca would speak against the attempt to kill

Telemachus, rather than simply decline to praise it; and Tyndareus' words against Helen and

73 Gregory (1991) 52-5.
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Clytemnestra, when coupled with his statement of express hatred, are condemnation, rather
than merely a neutral lack of praise. However, it seems clear from the repetition of the same
formula that discussing a person or a deed in terms of the praise they may or may not win was

an established way to discuss positive or negative judgements of that point.

It is similarly possible, as with this discussion of wider uses of terms of praise, to pick
out clear instances of judgements being expressed through the use of the typical Greek terms
for blame. These words associated in the poetic tradition with blame are identified by Nagy as
yoyos, pdpog, and dvedog — and both the former and the latter feature prominently in tragedy,

especially in statements pronouncing judgement on what is seen to pass on stage.”

As with the use of terms stemming from aivéw discussed above, the use of this
vocabulary for blame seems to invoke a wide range of types of negative speech. This can
include comments or specific criticism directed against an individual, as when Creon
characterises Haemon's criticisms about his own decisions in relation to Antigone as
“yoyowst” (Soph. Ant. 759), or accusations, as when Athena asks Orestes to defend himself
against the Furies' “yoyov” (Aesch. Eum. 436). There are also more general applications —
particularly in connection with female characters, who complain about the 'blame' women
receive from others more generally. Clytemnestra complains in Euripides' Electra that when
women cheat in response to the adultery of their husbands:

Kmelr év Nuiv 6 yoyog Aapumpiveral,

o1 0’ aitol T@vd' 00 KADOLG™ EVOpPeES KOKAG.

Then against us the blame shines clearly, but the men who are responsible, are not

spoken of badly. (Eur. EL. 1039-40)

74 Nagy (1979) 223.
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Similarly, Andromache complains in the 7rojan Women that:

Tp®OTOV PV, EvBa (KOv Tpoot] kdv un Tpooct)

YOY0S yovar&iv) adtd TodT EQEAKETOL

KOK®G AKOVELV, TJTIC OVK EVOOV HEVEL,

First (whether a there is a specific accusation that exists against a woman or not)

whenever she doesn't remain inside, this attracts speaking badly about her. (647-9)
The chorus of the Suppliant Women apply a similar remark to the fate of foreigners:

... TAG TIC EMEWETV

yoyov aAAoBpdoLg

€0TLKOG. ...

Everyone is ready to cast blame on those who speak another language. (Aesch. Supp.

972-4)
Unlike the comments of Haemon or the Furies labelled as woyog above, this type of
generalised blame is rarely shown on stage.” Furthermore, since this thesis focuses primarily
on the identity construction of specific individuals, this type of generalisation is not a key
topic of discussion. Nonetheless, it demonstrates a tragic awareness of a context in which
awards of praise and blame can be considered widespread judgements, and the importance of

this type of speech in dealing with social questions of morality and similar.

As with the praise vocabulary discussed above, there is often a wider scope to the
meaning of terms for 'blame' here, such that they encompass a general idea of negative

speech. Often it is equally appropriate to render the word yoyog as 'reproach’ or 'criticism' — a

75 Although see Chapter 5 on how this tradition of generalised blame directed against women is shown being

explicitly manipulated by Medea in Euripides' Medea.
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meaning which is even more apt when the term used is dveidog.” This is the case in Euripides'
Ion, for example, when Ion comments:

v’ éomecodpat 500 VOO KEKTNUEVOC,

TaTpOS T EMAKTOD KAVTOG MV VoBayevig.

Kol ToDT” Eywv ToVveEoC, AoBevng LEvev

<O0TOG TO> UNOEV KOVOEVIOV KEKATGOLLOL.

So I shall burst in on them with two illnesses, that my father is an alien, and I am a

bastard. And while dealing with this criticism, [ am weak, and I shall be called no one

and son of no-ones. (Eur. Ion 591-4)
Ion's complaint is not that he fears being blamed in the English sense of the word, implying
some fault on his part, but that he fears the bad things that the citizens of Athens will say
about him (he goes on to elaborate this point fully, 594-606). More explicitly, Menelaus in
Euripides' Andromache complains about Peleus' long list of insults, (590-641):

... QloYPa HEV cavTd AEYELS

Nuiv &' 6veidn dwd yovaika BépPapov,

You speak words that are shameful to yourself, and criticism against me on account of

a barbarian woman. (Eur. And. 648-9)
In this instance the word encompasses a wide range of accusations and abuse from Peleus.
The 'blame' Ion fears is only imagined, whereas the audience experiences the criticisms of
Menelaus from Peleus, and, furthermore, can see how they are justified. Nonetheless, both
examples demonstrate that a wide range of negative speech contexts can be covered by the
term Ovewoc. This wider scope of meaning is equally applicable to the sort of comments

which Creon objects to from Haemon (above).

76 LSJs.v.
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In the case of several of the examples above, there is a clear indication that the praise
or blame offered is distributed by a community. In some occasions, particularly in the cases of
the formalised praise expressed by choruses, this communal aspect is expressed by the use of
the chorus to pronounce the praise or blame distributed. The chorus may also in these cases
themselves have clear ties to their local community, as is the case of the choruses of the
Oedipus Coloneus, or Heracles, such that their judgements seem to lean on a wider context.
This is the case even when communities are not as obviously marked out by such ties to a
particular place such as Colonus or Thebes. For example the Furies of the Eumenides, while
they do represent a particular community in themselves, are not representative of a wider
social group — the Furies are a very particular group, who are offset by the community of
Athenian jurors. The kind of generalised blame against women invoked by Andromache or
Clytemnestra is similarly represented as that directed by a community against an individual.
As a result, this aspect of the function of praise and blame ties closely into the public,
communal contexts for the performance of praise identified above, including the later prose

performances represented by the development of the epitaphios.

Thus, when considering praise and blame in tragedy, it is important not just to consider
those instances where praise is marked and distinguished by allusion to specific genres of
archaic poetry, but a much wider base of positive and negative speech. Characters in tragedy
reflect a context which allows any positive or negative judgement to be assigned the labels
'praise’ or 'blame'. This project therefore explores both situations. There is a particular focus
on moments where praise is marked by epinician features, by particular marked vocabulary
such as koAAivikoc or forms of aivog or yoyog, or by other formal features which emphasise

the importance of the praise and blame being given to or by particular characters. Where
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characters or choruses make strong associations between praise or blame awarded, the
reputation gained as a result, and the identity of an individual, language around reputation and
renown more generally has also been brought out (particularly in Chapters One and Five).
However, this thesis also includes discussion of less formally marked examples of praise or
blame given to the characters considered, wherever positive or negative comments are made
directly about an individual character by another character or chorus. Furthermore, theories of
identity construction which take a sociolinguistic approach argue for the importance of all
comments about, to, or by an individual as part of the process of identity construction.’”” While
the marked, formal statements indicated by generic interaction may have additional force, the
process overall extends to a far wider range of comments made on stage by individuals and

the chorus about one another.

Summary of the Argument of the Thesis

An approach which examines processes of identity construction is ideal for focusing
on some of the key individuals who appear on the tragic stage, and examining the functioning
of these processes in relation to their situations. This is particularly the case for the individuals
who are major figures within an older, often epic, tradition. As a result, this thesis begins with
a section exploring the importance of praise and blame as a vehicle for identity construction in
the case of some of the mythical warriors who populate the tragic stage: Ajax, Euripides'
Heracles (Chapter One), and Theseus (Chapter Two).” In the cases of Ajax and Euripides'

Heracles this approach has demonstrated that disjunctions between the praise sought after by

77 Hall & Bucholtz (1999) 21-3 cover the wide range of “linguistic resources” which can be examined and
considered as part of the process of identity construction.

78 The texts used for the Greek of all tragedies are the Loeb editions. All translations are my own.
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these men and the praise actually awarded by the characters and chorus around them leads to
violent crises of identity, from which Ajax does not recover, and Heracles only partially. In
this regard, the situation as it is portrayed in Sophocles' Ajax and Euripides' Heracles matches
the discussion of 'thwarting' begun by Moore — since they both reach for a subject position,
established linguistically through discourses of praise, that they fail to establish or maintain.
Once this failure is assured, violence breaks out, and for both, an alternate, undesired identity
is instead established in the praise and blame discourses within which they are positioned —
for Ajax, posthumously, whereas Heracles finally accepts the formulation of his heroic
identity constructed throughout the play, at the urging of Theseus. As for Theseus himself, a
focus on the praise and blame awarded him by the characters and chorus reveals the unusual
lack of direct praise in the Suppliants, Heracles, Hippolytus and Oedipus at Colonus for the
Athenian exemplar, despite the largely positive roles in which he often appears. Instead,
praise is used only to persuade Theseus to behave as desired by the characters around him. As
a result, while Theseus faces no violent identity crisis, as Ajax and Heracles do, his identity is

often more questionable and less secure in the tragedies in which he features.

The second half of my thesis examines the devastation caused by women's
involvement in the process of identity construction, focusing on Deianira (Chapter Three),
Clytemnestra (Chapter Four), and Medea (Chapter Five). As discussed above, the prominence
of female characters in tragedy, often with particularly efficacious speech of their own, makes
tragedy a particularly fruitful arena for exploring an issue which had been hinted at in epic as
well as Classical Athens — the effect, particularly negative, that the praise and blame of
women could have on their male counterparts. In tragedy, this involvement of women in

processes of identity construction is shown to be destructive in several key cases, particularly
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in relation to the refusal of female characters to accept the validity of established praise
discourses, or their attempts to construct their own new discourses of blame within which
their husbands are to be positioned. All three of these female characters have been much-
studied in relation to their involvement in powerful and efficacious speech,” and all three
have warrior heroes who are part of an earlier epic tradition as husbands, whose identities are
compromised by the destructive impact of their wives' involvement in the production of
discourses of praise and blame. This makes them a particularly fruitful topic of study in
relation to the question of praise or blame discourses and identity construction. In the case of
Deianira therefore, her rejection of the praise discourse usually used to construct Heracles'
identity is key to the destruction of his praiseworthy qualities, his body and physical strength.
Clytemnestra and Medea both take an even more active role in this destructive process — not
only rejecting praise for their husbands, but instead forcibly positioning them within
discourses of blame as bad husbands, bad fathers, and in the unusual case of Medea and
Jason, blameworthy in specifically female terms. However, it is notable that in all these cases,
while the women's rejection or replacement of praise discourses has (often desired)
devastating effects on their husbands, it also often comes at the cost of their own destruction,
as in the cases of Deianira and Clytemnestra, and to some extent Medea. Medea's success,
(qualified, with the loss of her children), is furthermore the result of her deliberate choice to
make use of and adapt acceptable gendered discourses of blame, even if she turns these
against Jason in a less commonly accepted way. As a result, it is possible to see the limitations
in available discourses and subject positions, as discussed in theoretical terms above, in their
dramatic reality — for Clytemnestra and Deianira no long-term success is available through the
socially unintelligible discourses they propagate, and even in the case of Medea, who draws

on socially acceptable discourses, there continues to be a high price to pay for her

79 See Chapter 3, ns 8 & 9 on Deianira; Chapter 4, n5 on Clytemnestra; Chapter 5, n44 on Medea.
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involvement in such a process at all.** The exploration of women's role in identity
construction through praise and blame which is undertaken by tragedy cannot therefore be
seen as positive — women do not succeed in any sustained, meaningful sense in participating
to positive effect. In this regard, this aspect of tragedy therefore appears to fit with the views
of those scholars of women and tragedy who have argued that tragedy participates in shoring
up a patriarchal ideology, rather than providing a subversive space in which this ideology is

undermined.®!

80 See along similar lines, if far more generally, Wohl (2005) 149-50.

81 As Rabinowitz (2004) esp. 40, (1993); Ormand (1999); Zeitlin (1996). McClure (1999) is also a negative
view, showing how tragedy presents the genres of speech associated with women as disruptive and dangerous
to civic discourse. On the slightly more positive side, Foley (2001) allows for some challenges to the
dominant ideology, even if these prove only temporary, and thus end in reinforcing that ideology. Wohl
(1998) suggests that tragedy at least allows for the possibility of female subjectivity for an extended time,
even if this is then generally overturned. Seidensticker (1995) gives one of the more positive views of how
tragedy interacts with Athenian ideologies of gender. Wohl (2005) provides an excellent overview of the
potential positions in this debate, and how these may also be implicated in the political concerns of the

debater.
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Chapter One: Praise, Blame, and Heroic Identity Crises.

This chapter explores the identity crises experienced by Sophocles' Ajax and
Euripides' Heracles, as a result of the inability of both individuals to match their desired
subject positions with the subject positions constructed for them through discourses of praise
and blame by those on stage with them. In both plays questions of identity and praise are key
issues, thus making this a particularly valuable focus for examining these texts. Furthermore,
such an approach leads to readings of both the Ajax and the Heracles which present a different
perspective to those more usually found in scholarship, particularly for the Heracles. The first
section of the chapter covers Sophocles' Ajax, and the ways in which Ajax's death is
represented as a consequence of his unsuccessful seeking after the identity 'Best of the
Achaeans'. The second section addresses the more positive case of Heracles, whose heroic
identity is re-constructed after his crisis, caused by a clash between the identities of glorious
father and glorious hero, the latter of which he unsuccessfully seeks to replace with the

former.

The Best of the Rest: Ajax Thwarted.

Questions of identity and the use of praise to establish identities are central to
Sophocles' 4jax, particularly as a result of its interaction with Iliadic material. Issues around
praise and kleos are of course central to the //iad, so much so that it is possible to read the
poem as an extended praise song, singing the glories and kA¢o¢ of the heroes of old.! In the
lliad, the most celebrated warrior and prime target for this praise is Achilles, whose wrath

opens the action, and whose status and glory is central even when he is physically removed

1 Nagy (1979) 16-8, Webber (1989) 12, cf. also Arrowsmith (1974) 25-6 on the important connection between

heroism and kA€oc.
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from the action of the poem. A fairly close second is Ajax, son of Telamon, who leads the
fighting when Achilles is absent, and is named 'Best of the Achaeans — after Achilles' (2.768).
In the 4jax, the situation has shifted so that the play takes place after Achilles is dead, yet in
the contest for his arms, and his legacy, the hero who in the /liad is named second to him, is
not the winner. Instead, the hero of an entirely separate epic and tradition of praise succeeds,
Odysseus. Furthermore, in the 4jax it becomes clear that Ajax's failure is not simply a failure
to win Achilles' arms, but rather a failure to appropriate the whole discourse of praise which
positions and identifies him as the 'Best of the Achaeans'. Ajax claims a right to the praise
Achilles receives, and thus to the same identity as 'Best', yet the characters around him
constantly demonstrate that this claim is inappropriate, and it fails. Instead, Ajax continues to
receive praise couched in the same terms as that he is given in the //iad — he is strong, and
great, but he cannot inherit the language used to describe Achilles, even when he is

rehabilitated at the end of the play.

The destructive violence which breaks out as a result of Ajax's failure to maintain a
subject position within this particular discourse of praise corresponds to the situation which
Henrietta Moore has influentially described as 'thwarting'. According to Moore,

Thwarting can be understood as the inability to sustain or properly take up a gendered

subject position, resulting in a crisis, real or imagined, of self-representation and/or

social evaluation.?
Moore notes, along with others who have drawn on her approach, that the process of
thwarting regularly involves violence as a response to this failure to sustain a particular

subject position.’ Furthermore, Moore's analysis recognises that such a crisis can be closely

2 Moore (1994a) 66.
3 Moore (1994) 67-9; Wade (1994) noted the tendency of violence to break out among Colombian men as a
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tied to challenges to identity which result in a loss of assets — such as Achilles' arms.
Effectively, the inability of Ajax to secure Achilles' arms confronts him with his own failure to
position himself as 'Best of the Achaeans', within the poetic praise discourse which establishes
this identity, and he experiences thwarting. As a result, he turns first to external violence
against the Atreids (intended), and then finally to suicide. Therefore, scholars who argue that
Ajax is rehabilitated after his death, as a result of Odysseus' willingness to praise him,* have
not fully acknowledged that this praise is not the kind which Ajax has claimed. Rather,
Odysseus continues to position him within the same discourse of praise as is found describing
Ajax in both the /liad and Sophocles' 4jax — Ajax is best only after Achilles — and Ajax's

attempt to position himself as best outright remains entirely unsuccessful.

Ajax: Best of the Achaeans?

It 1s perhaps not surprising that we should find a great deal of praise of Ajax in the
Ajax — after all, the chorus are his sympathetic supporters, and half of the individual
characters presented (leaving Ajax himself aside) also demonstrate sympathetic attitudes.
Even his enemies prove willing to give praise where it is due — in the midst of celebrating his
downfall, Athena asks Odysseus, and receives his ready agreement,

TOVTOVL Tig &V 601 TAVIPOC 1| TPOVOVGTEPOG

result of a failure to sustain two competing subject positions, both of which carried particular expectations of
their behaviour to those around them. Nichaus (2012) has also recently argued that this same process is at the
root of narratives of male suicides in the South African lowveld. It is important to recognise the different
cultural contexts present between such case studies and the tragic world depicted in the Ajax. Nonetheless,
the similarities in the pattern of male individuals failing to sustain particular subject positions, undergoing
'thwarting' as Moore describes it, and turning to external violence and suicide, makes these useful
comparative studies to bear in mind.

4 Such as Burian (2012) 80-1; Musurillo (1967) 23-4; Garvie (1998) 12-4, 196-7; Machin (1989) 31-59;
Winnington-Ingram (1980) 57-8; Finglass (2012) 62-3; Taplin (1978) 28; Carter (2013) 140.
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1} Opav dpetvaov nOpEn ta kaipla;
Who was ever to be found, who was more careful or better at doing the right things

than this man? (119-20)

Athena's praise hints at a motif that will be developed in the praise of Ajax throughout the
play, and is a key part of praise of Greek heroes as it is presented in the //iad — the idea of
judging which hero is the 'Best of the Achaeans.” The contest for the arms brings this Iliadic
context directly to the foreground — Achilles is proclaimed by the /liad to be the best of the
Achaeans, and so a contest among the heroes after his death to judge the most worthy to
receive his weapons also, to some extent, presents the idea of judging which hero is most
worthy to stand as his successor in that role. Both Ajax (443) and the chorus (935) in fact
specifically connect the prize of the arms with the idea of who is @pistoc, best — so that the
weapons become a symbol of the title and identity Achilles has held, as best of the Achaeans.®
Athena's comment at the start of the play does not specifically describe Ajax using the
standard phrase, but her comparison of him to the rest of the men hints at it, before it becomes

a more pronounced theme later in the play.

Ajax himself makes a claim to this highest title available in epic praise poetry, when
he claims to be,
... Gvodpa...

... &mog

egepdd péy’,

5 Nagy (1979).
6 It is also important to note in this connection that in the Little lliad the awarding of the arms is in itself the
result of a paean of praise awarded to Odysseus but not Ajax, so that the awarding of the prize is closely tied

to the awarding of formal praise. See further Detienne (1996) 47 n50.
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otlov obtva,

Tpoia otpatod

dépyON xBovog HoAGVT™ Amd

‘EALavidog

A man... I will speak a great word, such as no other of the army that Troy saw come

from the land of Hellas! (421-6)
This statement does recall the typical Iliadic framework which places Ajax as mightiest after
Achilles, although it is not an exact reference.’” It could also perhaps be considered not too
extreme — Ajax does not state whether his remark refers to his status now that Achilles is
dead, nor does he directly draw a comparison between them. However, in his very next
speech, Ajax himself highlights that this comparison is meant to be made by mentioning
Achilles as one of the judges for the award of his arms;

el L@V Aylhedg Tdv Smhov TV OV TépL

Kpivewv Euedde KpATOG APLOTEING TV,

oVK v T1g avt” Epapyev dALog vt éuod.

If Achilles were still alive and intended to judge the prize in excellence for someone in

a contest for his own arms, no other would take that prize instead of me. (442-4)
Not only is this statement rather awkward, as presumably if Achilles were still alive he would

not be giving his arms away at all, but also, by the deliberate mention of Achilles in this

7 cf. Il 2.768. Contrasting with those such as Winnington-Ingram (1980) 14-15, who argued that this boast
showed Ajax's “megalomaniac pride”, since he makes the claim of being like no other without the Iliadic
exception for Achilles, Garvie (1998) ad loc, and Rose (1995) 68 & n24, have both argued that Ajax's boast is
not unusual for an epic hero, as it claims that he is 'uniquely great' rather than better than others such as
Achilles. Hesk (2003) 59-60 is particularly useful on this debate overall, and adds the interesting caveat that
Ajax may still be mad at the point of making this claim, thus suggesting that care must be taken in
interpreting this statement as unproblematic. Finglass (2011) 261-3 ad loc similarly argues that “no one could

accept” Ajax's terms of talking about himself here.

47



context, Ajax invites his hearers to recognise his claim not only to the arms belonging to
Achilles, but also his epithet, and identity, as best of the Achaeans, which he tried to assert 20
lines earlier. The use of dpioteiag, closely related to the praise term “épiotog”, recalls the
praise which he seeks, and is particularly evocative of the close connection with Achilles
demonstrated in Ajax's language. Indeed by conjuring up the awkward image of Achilles
awarding his own arms to Ajax, Ajax almost creates a slippage between their two identities —
Achilles cannot possibly award the arms to Ajax yet carry them himself, unless they are to be
identified as the same person.® Ajax's suggestion that Achilles would award him the arms thus
becomes a suggestion that Achilles and he have a shared identity, and it is this identity that he
tries to establish for himself, by positioning himself within the praise discourse more usually
found in relation to Achilles. It is also notable that, as O'Higgins has argued, Ajax insists on
representing his relationship with Hector in such a way that he effectively substitutes himself
for Achilles in that regard, claiming a long enmity which ends in his own death on Hector's

sword, as the rivalry between Achilles and Hector was similarly ended on Achilles'.’

Ajax does not only assert his own right to receive this type of praise, but also notes
emphatically his father's ability to claim such a title. The vocabulary he uses makes it even
clearer that it is the praise and title which Achilles earned which he seeks, rather than simply
the physical prize of Achilles' weapons. In fact it is his father's success in becoming the best
among an Achaean army which particularly seems to chafe for Ajax. He says,

Otov matnp pev ted’ an’ Toaiag yBovog

8 Michelakis (2002) 145-6 argues that Ajax's boasting at 421-6, by omitting Achilles, threatens Achilles with
oblivion, as Ajax attempts to replace him. Ajax effectively represents himself as standing in Achilles' place
twice in extremely close succession, with the boasting, as Michelakis acknowledges, and again with the odd
situation of Ajax and Achilles both bearing the arms which Ajax implies in his comment about the judgement.
See also on the problematic counterfactual King (2012) 401; Gill (1996) 207; Euben (1986) 151-2.

9 O'Higgins (1989) esp. 49-50.
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T4 TPATO KOAMOTED APIOTEVGAS GTPOTOD

npdg oikov NAOe miicav edKAELOY PEPMV:

E&ym 0" 0 kelvov TOic, TOV AVTOV £G TOTOV

Tpoiag EmelBiv ovk ELdocovt 6OEveL,

o0’ Epya peim yepdg dpréoag Eufic,

dripog Apysiotsty ®d' dmdAvpaL.

1, whose father came home from this land of Ida after winning the army's finest prize

for excellence, and bringing every kind of glory. But I, his son, came to the same

place, Troy, with no less strength, and having performed with my own hand no less

great deeds, I am destroyed, dishonoured by the Argives. (434-9)
The formulation of the remark about his father's prize once again recalls the epic praise which
Ajax seeks, with its use of the word dpiotevcag — his father can be described as 'best' among
the Achaean army, even if the standard phrase is heavily implied rather than directly repeated.
Furthermore, this statement is tied directly into the praise his father received for his exploits,
by use of the word ebrheiav - glory.'” Ajax directly states that his deeds should be considered
equal, yet his honour is not — he claims a right to the praise his father received, in terms which

also strongly echo the kind of praise which Achilles deservedly claimed in the Iliad."

10 Nagy (1979) 2§3 notes the centrality of kleos (established through praise poetry: and which brings gbxAewa
§3n5) to Achilles' claim to be the 'best' of the Achaeans — so that Ajax's invocation of the same terms in
relation to Telamon carries similar connotations.

11 Asatll. 1.244, 412, 16.274 — each time Achilles contrasts his identity as 'best' with the lack of honour shown
to him by Agamemnon, just as Ajax here brings out the contrast between Telamon's identity as 'best' and the
dishonour Ajax faces from the Argives. Nagy (1979) 26-35 discusses the only places where this formulation
in the lliad describes individuals other than Achilles, and points out that several times, individuals called
'best' are themselves substitutes for Achilles during his absence. It is further interesting to note that at //
11.784 Achilles' aiming at being 'best' is further associated with his own father by Nestor, who claims that it
formed part of an instruction from Peleus to Achilles, thus presenting a further parallel with Ajax's concerns

here.
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Similarly, when Ajax attempts to decide what he can possibly do after the slaughter of the
flocks, he asks,

Koi Tolov Sppo ToTPl SNADC® QOVELG

Tehapudvy, TG e TANoeTal ToT €l01OEV

YOUVOV QavEVTO TV Aploteimv dtep,

OV o0TOg E6YE 0TEQAVOV EVKAETNG HEYOV;

And what kind of expression shall I show to my father, Telamon, when I appear? How

will he ever bear looking at me when I appear naked, without the prize for being the

best, when he himself got a great crown of glory? (462-5)
Ajax again demonstrates his preoccupation with the same ideas - even repeating the same
phrases in his use of dpiotémv and gukdelog. Ajax’s concern is not simply that his father won
renown or prizes which he did not, it is particularly the type of prize which his father has been
able to claim which so upsets him. His father has won a prize for the dpiotoc Greek, one
which comes with a “ctépavov edkheiog”, a phrase particularly evocative of praise poetry.'
Telamon, therefore, has successfully won the same prizes and been honoured in the same way
as Achilles, while Ajax in seeking that prize has been entirely unsuccessful. It is possible to
see in the description of Telamon's prize an even closer parallel drawn between him and
Achilles, in the words Teucer uses to describe their father. He exclaims in a description of his
parentage,

0¢ &k matpog pév gipt Tehapdvog yeyme,

60TIg 6TPaTod TA TPMT APIETEVCAS EUNV

ioyel Ebvevvov untép’, ...

1 am born from my father Telamon, who as the army's best prize for excellence won my

12 Kurke (1991) 92 discusses the representation in Pindar of epinician praise poetry as a 6T€Qovog — a crown, or

garland, for a victor. See also Nisetich (1975).
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mother for a bedfellow. (1299-1301)
In this tragedy, where Telamon is shown as an example of a warrior who has won the same
types of prizes and praise as Achilles, who himself constantly lurks just beyond the words the
characters speak, it is easy to be reminded of the 'prize' that Achilles himself lost, also a
woman, which sparked off the central conflict between Agamemnon and himself in the //iad.
Achilles himself even connects the loss of this prize with Agamemnon's refusal to honour “6
T dprotov Ayoudv” (/1. 1.410-2), connecting the two ideas closely. Fathers play a significant
role throughout the /liad in the construction of heroic identity — several times characters
represent themselves as acting in particular ways in order to live up to their fathers' standards,
either at their instruction, or when compared to them by others."* Sophocles' representation of
Ajax's concern with establishing his identity as 'best of the Achaeans', established within a
discourse of praise poetry as Telamon's was, therefore draws heavily on this tradition, so that
Ajax's failure to establish his identity of 'Best of the Achaeans' is one which is framed by the

Iliadic context as much as the tragic.

Ajax's view of the subject position 'best of the Achaeans' therefore seems to suggest
that it is one which is desired partly in order to meet the expectations of excellence passed on
from father to son. His father had successfully maintained this position, established through a

praise discourse surrounding his exploits in war, and Ajax demonstrates a keen awareness of

13 Thus at /I. 5.800-813 Athena reproaches Diomedes for not living up to the example of his father, and
specifically for not being 'éowodta’ him, suggesting an expectation that sons should bear similar or the same
identities to their fathers. Agamemnon berates Diomedes for the same fault at 4.401-2. Similar examples
showing a warrior son's concern with living up to his father's standards are found at //. 6.206-11 (Glaucus),
11.683 (Nestor), 6.476-81 (Astanyax, although expressed here by the father, Hector), and 11.785-90
(Patroclus, reproached by Nestor). See also Finlay (1980) 268-9; Redfield (1975) 111; Mills (2000); Crotty
(1994). On the father as 'internalised other' Williams (1993) esp. on Ajax 84-6 and for Ajax specifically, Gill
(1996) 207, Hesk (2003) 61. For a good discussion of potential Oedipal readings of Ajax's relationship to his
father see Starobinski (1974) 52-55.
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his comparative failure to do the same. It is notable in this regard that when Teucer talks of his
own heritage, he identifies himself to Agamemnon:

... ®d' &protoc & aprotéotv dvoiv

BracT@V...

1, the best son from two of the best people... (1304-5)

As with Ajax's claims about their father, Teucer creates the impression that his quality as
dprotog is closely related to his father's own success at being dpiotoc. In fact early on in the
play the chorus suggest that Ajax might, like Teucer, claim to have lived up to his father's
identity of 'best', when they describe him as:

8¢ €i¢ maTpdog fixmv yevedg apt-

OT0 TOATOVOV AYOLOV,

He who is the best of the much-suffering Achaeans, in relation to his lineage. (636-7)
However, the chorus' speech expressly goes on to state that whatever good situation Ajax
might previously have been in, it no longer applies (639-40). In combination with the
comments of Ajax discussed above, it becomes clear therefore that unlike Teucer, Ajax has not
successfully lived up to the expectations inherited from his father, that Ajax should match

Telamon's identity of 'best'.

Not only has Ajax's failure to maintain this subject position interrupted this succession
of expectations, however, it is also possible to see a similarly interrupted succession in his
failure to secure the arms of Achilles. In her persuasive analysis, Barbara Goff has shown that
the apparent failure in the transmission of the arms of Achilles, combined with Ajax's later
concern for the disposition of his own arms, is also represented in the Ajax as raising

significant questions about Ajax's identities as son and father, both of which are disrupted
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through the failed transmission of the arms.' Ajax's Iliadic identity as 'best... after Achilles'
almost positions him as Achilles' successor,” and his attitude in the 4jax to the disrupted
passage of the arms from Achilles to Ajax presents this passage as a rightful inheritance. ' His
inability to properly 'inherit' his arms therefore also disrupts this aspect of his identity,
compounding his inability to live up to his father's identity of 'best', established through
praise.'” Ajax therefore proves to be unable to live up to the subject position expected of him
as a result of his paternal inheritance, at the same time as he fails to inherit the physical

symbols of that subject position from a substitute paternal figure, Achilles.

Thus the identity 'best' should, in Ajax's eyes, have been one which is expected of him
as a result of his inheritance through blood, from his father, and should have been confirmed
through the award of Achilles' arms, yet Ajax's crisis and experience of thwarting comes
because neither method has been successful. Ajax is unable to live up to his father's much-
praised identity, and simultaneously unable to properly secure the inheritance and
transmissions of arms made in the play, which further undermines his attempts at establishing
his identity. However, as I shall go on to show, it is primarily in the praise and blame of those
around him that Ajax's failure to sustain his attempted subject position is realised. Even
characters friendly to Ajax refuse to position him within the necessary praise discourse to

establish the identity of 'Best'. Instead, they only reproduce Iliadic discourses of praise,

14 Goff (2010).

15 Although see Kirk (1990) 52-3, Pratt (2009) 159-60 and bibliography cited for the extensive scholarly
discussion (beginning in antiquity) on Diomedes vs. Ajax as the Iliadic substitute for Achilles.

16 Goff (2010) 226-7; Michelakis (2002) 146; Starobinski (1974) 19-20. See also on the passage of fame from
father to son, Pallantza (2005) 240.

17 Rosenbloom (2001) 116 recognises that the arms are a symbol for “shared essence of Ajax and Achilles as
heroes of kratos and of kleos,” thus representing those aspects of Achilles' identity which Ajax is attempting
to claim, although Rosenbloom does not acknowledge the essential role of praise in establishing that kleos

and identity.
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repeatedly positioning him as second-best.

Types of Heroism

Aside from the issue surrounding the title 'best of the Achaeans', there are some clear
similarities in the types of praise both heroes are given. Both heroes are particularly praised
for their physical strength and prowess, contrasting with heroes like Odysseus who receive a
wider range of praise." However, although both heroes fall into a specific 'type' of praise
discourse, there are significant differences in the way each is described. Sophocles' 4jax has
often been discussed in terms of 'types' or 'styles' of heroism, with many scholars seeing the
distinction between Ajax and Odysseus as one between an archaic, strength-based,
individualistic heroism and a classical, democratic heroism which relies on rhetoric and
persuasion.'” Given that Sophocles' Ajax provides significant material for a discussion of
'types' of heroism, therefore, it is important to bear in mind this comparison not only when
dealing with the relationship between Ajax and Odysseus, but also that between Achilles and
Ajax. Moreover, it is particularly important to note the repeated differences in the praise
discourses within which Ajax and Achilles are positioned in the 4jax, given Ajax's claim to a

right to be positioned in the same ways as Achilles has been.

The main vocabulary used in praise of Ajax is the word péyag — great. Often the word

appears as part of a standard identification of Ajax along with the patronymic, so that it

18 Nagy (1979) 45-9.

19 For examples of this type of discussion see Langerwerf and Ryan (eds.) (2010) 7, with note; Kitto (1961)
122; Webster (1969) 71; Segal (1995) 6, 17; Gardiner (1987) 50. Finglass (2011) 44-5 usefully discusses
some problems with this model, see also Rose (1995) 63-5; Hesk (2003) 104-124; Cairns (2006) 115-7.
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becomes part of his name, as in the form “uéyac Tehapdviog Alac” (e.g. II. 5.610, 12.364,
13.321, 14.409, 15.471, etc.). This praise is also applied to his shield, at 11.572 — also an
important part of his heroic identification.”® It is common for Homeric epithets to denote
particularly praiseworthy aspects of a warrior's identity, so that rather than being a purely
neutral descriptor, they repeatedly invoke a positive context, celebrating speed, as with
“nddag dKUG Ayheds”, or beauty, in “AevkdAievog “Hpn.2' When this epithet is transmitted
to tragedy, and used in descriptions of Ajax in the Ajax, this positive aspect of the description
is intensified, since it is repeatedly found in contexts specifically related to positive, praising

descriptions of Ajax.

Throughout Sophocles' play the descriptor péyag is shown to be an integral part of
Ajax's identity, and is an essential part of the praise vocabulary used by everyone else in the
play. When the chorus of sailors describe his role in relation to them, they praise his support

for their efforts in their comment,

Kaitol ocpikpol peydAmv ympig

oQOAEPOV TOPYOL POLO TEAOVTOL'

Heta yop peydiwv Paidg dpiot’ av

Kol péyag 6pBoid’ VO pIKPOTEPWV.

And indeed, small men who are separated from great ones become uncertain
protection for a wall: for it would be best for small men to be set straight by great
men, and great men by those who are smaller. (158-161)

And a few lines later, follow this with,

20 See below.
21 Hirsch (2014) 219 connects Homeric epithets to the 'praise names' of heroes in poetic genres from other

cultures. See also Parry (1973) 3-4.
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uéyav aiyvmov <o >, vrodeicavteg

tay av, EEaipvng €l 6L Paveing,

ouyf] réeav dowvot.

They would quickly shrink in fear before the great vulture, if you were to suddenly

appear, and would cower voiceless, in silence. (169-71)
The image of Ajax as a vulture not only has significant epinician connotations,* but it also
praises Ajax through representing Ajax as significantly more important and influential than
the Atreids, described as chattering sparrows (167-8). Tecmessa also uses the same word to
praise Ajax, calling him “péyac” at 205, and the even stronger “péyistov ioyvoe otpotod” a
few hundred lines later (502). It is perhaps understandable that Tecmessa would focus
particularly on Ajax's physical strength — her presence in the camp is, after all, a direct result
of his martial prowess, as she is a military captive. However, the focus on the word péyog

particularly recalls the Iliadic context of praise for Ajax.”

In Sophocles' 4jax, there is no detailed praise of Achilles, although as noted above, the
language of Ajax, and Odysseus' comment at the end of the play, (1340-2) recalls the praise
discourse of the /liad in naming him the 'Best of the Achaeans'. As a result it is difficult to
make a detailed comparison of the types of praise received by Ajax and Achilles in the 4jax. It
is nonetheless still possible to consider the discourses of praise within which each hero is

positioned in the /liad, and thus to explore the significant differences in the tradition. Unlike

22 It is very similar to an image found in Bacch. Ep. 4.16-30.

23 Rose (1995) 69-71 argues that this imagery is part of a representation of Ajax as a great strategos, reflecting
the contemporary Athenian political situation. This is a reasonable interpretation, but Rose's argument does
not fully acknowledge the linguistic parallels between descriptions of Ajax in the 4jax and the /liad, nor does
he demonstrate that the idea of soldiers/sailors sheltering behind a great general is specifically and solely
relevant to a Classical Athenian context, rather than also being a recognisable feature of Homeric poetry, in

which the generals are also heroic figures who lead the regular soldiers.
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Ajax, Achilles is only described once in the epic as péyag — and the occasion is in his taunts to
the Trojan he has just killed, so the comment is made in his own words, rather than his being
described in these terms by the narrator or any character around him. Achilles elsewhere in
the poem receives an elevated level of praise, being described by such terms as oiog or
dtiprhog — particularly as the epic goes on to the later books, he is praised in terms beyond
those deserved by a more mormal' hero.** In comparison, Ajax's key word, péyac, seems
limited, and it draws a distinction between the two heroes simply through the vocabulary
deemed suitable for praising them. It is perhaps notable that the lack of the word péyag to
describe Achilles in the Iliad does not reflect a difference in their physical attributes —
Achilles notes when his armour has been lost that only Ajax's gear might suit him as a
replacement (//. 18.192-3), suggesting that in physical terms, the description péyag is equally
appropriate for either hero. The rejection of this term, therefore, in favour of more extreme
alternatives of praise, creates a clear distinction between the heroes, and develops contrasting

identities for each of them.

As well as praise for physical attributes, both Achilles and Ajax receive praise in the
lliad which focuses on descriptions of their roles in the army, and particularly the roles they
perform in relation to other soldiers. Both are described in terms of defence — they are called a
shield, or bulwark, and said to stand between the Greeks, or a particular group of them, and

disaster. Achilles is named by Nestor as,

0G péya maov
EpKog Ayanoioty TEAETOL TOAELOL0 KOKOTO
He who is for all of the Achaeans a great bulwark against evil war. (1.283-4)

Less than a hundred lines later, Achilles himself characterises his role as,
24 Schein (1984) 128-9, 138, Whitman (1958) 138-44.
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decéa Aoryov audvot

101G GAAOLG

Warding off loathsome destruction from the others. (1.341-2)
In the lliad, Ajax too is marked as a defender of the army — he is named “Afog meAmdprog
gproc Ayoaudv” (3.229) by Helen, when she identifies him to Priam, and later on he is called
by the same epithets (6.5). However, in the parts of the Illiad where this description is
combined with a more active role in the narrative, there is a difference in how the description
is included. When Ajax steps forward to take part in the duel with Hector, he is described once
more as the 'bulwark of the Achaeans' (7.211). However, it is notable that when Ajax features
in a defensive role, the focus is often devoted to an extra detail, a description of his famous
shield:

Alag & &yyvev qA0e @épmv cdxog ite TOPYyOV

yéAxeov entafodeiov, 6 ol Tvylog kdpe Tev OV

4g ol émoinoev odkog aidAov Entafosiov
Ta0poVv CaTpePEmV, €M 6° §yO00V NANGE YUAKOV.
Ajax came from nearby, carrying his shield that was like a tower, a shield of bronze
with sevenfold bull's hide, which Tychius made, working hard... who had made him his
flashing shield of seven hides of sturdy bulls, and over it had worked an eighth,
bronze, layer. (7.219-23)
Similarly, at 15.405ff he is instrumental in warding off the Trojans from the Achaean ships.
His defence of Patroclus' corpse is also described in detail,
Alag & &yyv0ev N\ pépov obikog fiite mopyov...

Aloc & apel Mevortidadn odkog eDpL KOAOWOG.

58



But Ajax came up, carrying his shield that was like a tower... Ajax covered the son of
Menoetius with his broad shield around him. (17.128, 132)
What is particularly notable in this passage, is the difference between the ways in which
Ajax's and Achilles' defensive qualities are highlighted in the Greek. Achilles is himself a
'bulwark' or shield — Ajax acts as one, but the focus is on the shield he carries, which is

repeated in the Patroclus passage as a particularly important detail.

In Sophocles' Ajax, this idea of Ajax is maintained, with the chorus as the first to

describe Ajax as their protector or shield, when they say,

HeTd yop peydAwv Pordg dpiot” av...
YNUETG 000V cBévopey mpdg TadT
anoréEacOar 6od yopig, dva.
Little men are best [supported by] the great... and we, for our part, have no strength at
all to defend ourselves against them apart from you, lord. (160, 165-6)
Similarly, Teucer says scathingly of Agamemnon,
00 6D mOAMAKIG
TNV OGNV TPOTEIVOV TPOVKAUES YOV dOpEL
Did you not often defend this man, [Ajax] offering up your own life to the spear!
(1269-70)
The Ajax's chorus of sailors even claim rather emotively, once they fear disaster has come to
him,
Kol Tpiv peEv évvuyiov dgi-
LOTOG TV 1ot TPoPOAd Kai

Beréwv Bovprog Afoc
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And before, furious Ajax was my shield against nightly fear and arrows. (1211-3)

In all these examples, the chorus or Teucer represent Ajax as a shield himself, rather
than focusing on the shield he carries. Their language is somewhat more varied than that
found in the /liad, so that they do not directly mirror the phrasing found there, only the sense
of Ajax's identity which they present. However, Ajax himself resurrects the difference found
in the wording of the Iliad, even to the point of linguistic echoes, when he discusses the
legacy which he intends to pass on to his son. Ajax insists on passing his shield on to his son,
despite the fact that all his other weapons will be buried alongside him (575):*

Evpovcakeg, ioye 1t molvppdoov otpépmv

nopTaKoC, ENTdPolov dppnKToV GAKOC"

Eurysaces, carry my unbreakable shield of seven hides, turning it about by its well-

sewn handle. (575-6)

The word for shield (cdxog) is the same used in the Iliad to describe Ajax's shield,*® and the
use of this word is made even more significant because Ajax claims that it is this word which
forms the basis for his son's name (574). It is also made clear that Ajax sees this moment,
along with the distribution of his shield, as an intrinsic part of passing his own heroic qualities
on to his son,

AL aOTiK OUOTG aDTOV &V VOUOIS TATPOG

Ol moAodapvelv ka&opotodohat pooty.

® 70, YEVOL0 TTPOC EDTVYEGTEPOC,

T4 6 AL Spotog

But immediately it is necessary to break him in accordance with the laws of his father,

25 Goft (2010) 228-30.
26 Davidson (2006) 27-31 on the Homeric aspects of this vocabulary choice.
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and make his nature quite the same as mine. My child, become more fortunate than

your father, but the same in all other respects! (548-51)
For Ajax, therefore, his shield is an essential part of his heroic identity. Not only is it worth
naming his son for — almost in the manner of a patronymic — it is a key part of the instructions
to those who will raise him, such that the two instructions, that Eurysakes should carry Ajax's
shield alone of his weapons, yet be exactly alike him in nature, become closely intertwined.?’
The passing on of his shield becomes, in this way, an essential part of imparting that set of
values and qualities which Ajax wishes to see inculcated in his heroic offspring. In contrast,
Achilles is given an entirely new shield during the course of the /liad (18.478-608). While this
shield is extraordinary and god-made, it is not envisaged at any point as a part of Achilles'
heroic identity. Indeed, the loss of Achilles' original armour is more meaningful for Hector,
who steals it, and will then die in it, than it is for Achilles himself.?® Achilles is shield and
defender of his people by his own nature®” — Ajax claims the same role, but only by virtue of
the enormous shield he carries, something external to him, and not as clearly part of his
inherent qualities, which are in the tragedy almost displaced into the shield rather than the

hero himself.

Furthermore, the presentation of Ajax as shield and protector in Sophocles' 4jax is not

uncomplicated. Unlike the words of other characters, which refer in the most part to Ajax's

27 Goff (2010) 30-1 on Eurysaces' name and the complicated relations between the shield, father and son.

28 Allan (2005) 1-16. It is also important to note that the contest for Achilles' arms featured in the 4jax prevents
their ever being passed on to his heir, Neoptolemus (made the root of his persuasion of Philoctetes in the
Philoctetes, (359-381) although the claims he makes here are, of course, false). Thus Ajax's concern with the
transmission of his shield to Eurysakes is entirely antithetical to the situation of Achilles' arms shown in the
play. Goff (2010) 224-6.

29 Although cf. Elliot-Sorum (1986) 364 on Achilles elsewhere in the //iad as aggressor, contrasted with Ajax as

defender.
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past glories, the sailors focus their praise on a role which Ajax fulfils for them in the present,
at least, that is, until he is dead. Once Ajax has died, they are forced to bewail the loss of his
protection — the quality their praise was focused on no longer exists, and their praise therefore
has to cease. Ajax's role as protector is only praiseworthy while he still lives and can fulfil it;
once his protection is removed, the sailors will not be able to praise him in the same terms.*
Their emphatic positioning of mpiv at 1211 makes it clear that their praise is very specifically
directed at the past, to a situation which no longer applies. Even more notable is the way in
which Tecmessa responds to the sight of the death of Ajax; she cries,

... VIV TEPUTTLYEL

QAPEL KOADY® THOE TOUTAONV. ..

I will cover him entirely with this cloak folded about him. (915-6)
With his death therefore, Ajax does not only lose his heroic role of protector, but finds his
situation entirely reversed. Ajax has gone from being able to cover Patroclus' corpse for its
protection in the Iliad, (it is notable that the same word for 'cover' is used each time), to
needing to be covered himself, in his death. However, no warrior or hero stands over him in
this moment, although Teucer will eventually perform that role; instead Ajax must be covered
and protected by a woman's cloak, hidden away from the eyes even of his friends. It is
furthermore significant that while Achilles in the [liad also voluntarily withdraws his
protection and shielding qualities from the Achaeans, his withdrawal results only in an
increase of his honour, gifts, and increased right to praise for his glorious deeds once he
returns. Ajax's withdrawal results in almost entirely opposite results; he must be hidden as if

shameful, in the garments more usually used to hide away women from the eyes of others.’’

30 Elliot-Sorum (1986) 366 on the sailors as victims of Ajax's heroic desire. Blundell (1989) 75-90 esp. 86-8 on
how Ajax's suicide not only removes protection from but actually results in injuring his philoi; similarly
Belfiore (2000) 106-7.

31 On veiling in Ancient Greece Lee (2015) 154-60; Llewellyn-Jones (2003), esp. 299 on the A4jax. Cairns
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The idea that Ajax's previously praiseworthy protective attribute now belongs firmly to
the past is mirrored in statements made by both the chorus and Ajax in response to the
dishonour he claims to have experienced from the Atreids. Both Ajax (446) and the chorus
(616-20) claim that his previous deeds of excellence are themselves being erased by his
present suffering. Clearly Ajax's deeds cannot literally be undone, or cease to have happened,
so the process which the chorus and Ajax describe is one which must be the result of the
present blame that Ajax faces for his more recent deeds. Dolores O'Higgins has argued that
their description refers specifically to the lack of praise that Ajax is now receiving for those
deeds, since “Deeds may not establish or re-establish kleos. In themselves they may have no
meaning whatsoever,” and must therefore be given context and meaning through speech.** In

the Ajax, those around Ajax have refused to perform this function and confirmation of Ajax's

(2002) esp. 75 notes the many emotional reasons for veiling in Greek culture (shame, grief, anger among
others), and argues (76-7) for its use by men in emotional extremes as part of placing themselves “in a
feminized predicament” (76), since Greek women habitually veil. It is notable in this context that Ajax
further cannot cover himself, and instead is veiled by a woman, most likely using her own cloak rather than a
garment owned by a man. Furthermore, Cairns (2002) notes (81-2) that veiling can be a response to a
challenge or threat to “one's social self [or] public identity,” an idea which is especially fitting to the covering
of Ajax once his identity has come under threat by his failure to sustain it through praise. Regarding the use
of Tecmessa's cloak, Jebb (1962) 141 ad 915 suggested that a new cloak had been brought on stage by an
attendant — for the contrary viewpoint see among others Stanford (1963) 179 ad 916, following Kamerbeek
(1963) 184 ad 915. Finglass (2011) ad 915-6 adds that the using of her own cloak adds pathos to Tecmessa's
action. Finglass (2009) provides the most compelling argument for rejecting any possibility bar that
Tecmessa is covering Ajax in her own cloak.

32 O'Higgins (1989) 48. See also Rosenbloom (2001) 122, who claims that Ajax “naively” assumes that heroic
deeds will speak for themselves, and is thus destroyed when he finds they do not. Rosenbloom is correct to
note the importance of speech in confirming the validity of heroic deeds in the Ajax, but his claim about
Ajax's own failure to recognise this element is unfair — Ajax is not naive at all — he fully recognises that his
deeds will not speak for themselves, and his entire complaint in this play (later taken up by Teucer in his
defence) centres around the fact that others do not speak of them, praise them, or judge them in the precise

way that Ajax believes they should.
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deeds, in not awarding him the arms or the identity 'Best of the Achaeans', which should have
been confirmed through praise precisely of those deeds. Instead of having his exploits
celebrated as the cause for naming him 'best', Ajax is facing blame, censure, rumour and
disgrace, and any hopes he held for establishing such an identity for himself are entirely
overturned, forcing him through the process of thwarting that Moore recognises in such crises

of attempts to establish a particular identity.

Second-Best of the Achaeans

This difference between the two outcomes of their deeds experienced by Ajax and
Achilles, is further significant for demonstrating the level to which Ajax's claims to the
identity 'Best' fail. As mentioned above, Achilles receives more exaggerated praise, and
particularly praise which assimilates him more closely to the divine, as the //iad progresses,
particularly once Patroclus has fallen and he re-enters battle. By the end of the epic, he is
acknowledged in his early claim of being the Best of the Achaeans, and is able to receive the
honours he demanded in the first book of the epic (1.412). In Sophocles' 4jax, the precise
opposite happens to Ajax once he has claimed the title 'best of the Achaeans', and met his
resulting crisis point. Rather than successfully claiming increased honour and establishing his
identity as 'Best' through the praise of those around him, Ajax instead faces blame and censure
from those who remain after his death, which further destabilises any attempt to position him
as 'best', by positioning him instead in discourses of blame rather than praise. Of course his
suicide in and of itself has a further destabilising effect on his identity. Once dead, Ajax
cannot continue to take part in any discursive practices as a means of constructing an ongoing

identity; instead he is reliant wholly on those left alive, and cannot intervene to challenge their
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attempts to position him, particularly in discourses of blame.*

The culture of blame which surrounds Ajax after his slaughter of the beasts is
indicated by the chorus' early talk of bad rumours (137-200), but it becomes especially clear
in the words of the Messenger when Teucer has returned to the Greek camp. He says of
Teucer,

Kvdaletat toig miowv Apyeiotg Opod.

otelyovta yop TpodowOev avTOV €V KOKA®M

nadoveg dppéotnoay, it dveideoty
fpaccov &vlev kdvBev obtic £€68° O¢ 0,

TOV TOD HOVEVTOG KATBOVAELTOD GTPATRD

Ebvarov amokalodvieg, MG T 00K APKECOL

10 W) 0oV mETpoLot Tag KaTaEavOeig Baveiv.

He was reviled by all the Argives together. For they learned that he was approaching

from afar and stood around him in a circle; then every single one of them assailed him

with blame here and there calling him the brother of the man who, mad, had plotted
against the army, and saying that they would not ward off death from him, when he

was being entirely mangled to death through stones. (722-728)

The scene is dramatically described — what is particularly notable is that Teucer clearly cannot
have been involved in Ajax's actions, since he is described throughout the play before then as

having been away, and even the Messenger's speech focuses for the first two lines (719-20) on

making Teucer's previous absence and his present return extremely clear. The Argives cannot

33 Although given Ajax's utter failure in this play to change the discourse of praise within which he is
positioned, this may not represent a particularly significant change in his status — even when alive, any

challenge he made to the words of others was unsuccessful. Rose (1995) 75 recognises a similar point.
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have thought that Teucer was involved in what has happened; indeed, it is clear from the
description of the accusation they make (726-7) that their anger is really directed at Ajax. In
this scene, therefore, Teucer as Ajax's closest relative and companion in the camp, stands in
for Ajax and receives the blame that is directed at him. It is also notable that this blame is
widespread, communal, and not the result of any individual enmities; Ajax and the chorus
have both previously announced their expectations of taunts and blame from Odysseus, but
the audience have seen precisely the opposite. The first instances of blame come from a much
wider source — the Argives as a whole — and cannot be dismissed as an example of an
individual's bias. Furthermore, the scene depicted here provides a counterweight to the united
community represented by the chorus, whose discourses of praise maintain Ajax's heroic
identity. Here, a group is similarly described as sharing in a common discourse, but this time
of blame. The image of their united, communal role in distributing blame is strengthened by
the representation of their standing in a circle, with Teucer isolated (723), just as when on

stage individual actors may stand out against the grouped chorus.

Once Ajax is dead, the concern with Ajax's reputation, status and identity becomes the
central focus of characters other than Ajax and the chorus. Teucer, Menelaus and Agamemnon
are all introduced in the second half of the play, and all make long speeches which attempt to
position Ajax within discourses of praise or blame respectively, as a way of posthumously
confirming his identity, contrary to the views of the opposing parties. Ajax particularly
becomes the focus of a great deal of blame and personal attack, particularly from the two
leaders of the army, Menelaus and Agamemnon. Menelaus calls him “€x8io ®pvydv” (“More

an enemy than the Phrygians”) (1054), “kaxod” (1071) and claims,

...tpdcOev ovTOG TV
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aibwv VpploTIC,. ..

Formerly he was heated in his insolence (1087-8)
Agamemnon's arguments are more concerned with Teucer, as defier of Menelaus' stricture that
Ajax not be buried, although he also calls Ajax “pundév”’ (1231), and most importantly asks,

ovK Gp” Ayouoic dvSpeg eici A 80¢;

Are there not men for the Achaeans, other than him? (1238)
This comment directly reflects Ajax's earlier claim, and the issue of the praise which he has
grasped after, in its deliberate setting of Ajax as simply another man among the Achaeans. Far
from being called the best, he is not even marked as outstanding — dismissed by Agamemnon
as on a par with all the other unnamed Achaeans. Agamemnon himself also claims to be the
heroic equal of Ajax (1236-7), definitively refusing to sanction Ajax's desire to be named the

new best of the Achaeans.

In the final scene of the play, after this discourse of blame has fully played out and its
results of denying Ajax the identity 'best' are felt, Odysseus makes his reappearance. As the
audience have already seen in his first scene with Athena, he is unexpectedly sympathetic to
Ajax, presenting a sharp contrast with Ajax's and his supporters' previously expressed fear
(148-50, 379-82, 955-60, 971) that Odysseus will mock him and damage his reputation, not
praise him. Instead, Odysseus denies any desire to 'dishonour' Ajax at all, and his argument as
to why Ajax should be buried directly picks up on the same rhetoric of praise that Ajax laid
claim to earlier. Thus he says,

oV Tdv dtpdoaip’ dv, Gote P Aéyev

&v’ avdp’ 10€lv dprotov Apyeiov, doot

Tpoiav dpucopesOo, TANY AytAAémc.
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1 would not so dishonour him as to not say or realise that he was the best man among

the Argives, of those who came to Troy, except Achilles. (1339-41)
Odysseus' statement clearly mirrors the claim Ajax made to the title granted to Achilles in the
lliad so that to begin with, it seems as though he is ready to grant that title in its entirety to
Ajax. However, once again Ajax's attempt to claim the identity 'best' is contradicted, as
Odysseus insists on including the traditional exception for Achilles. It is not until the very end
of his statement that he makes the exception clear, so that the hope is built up by both the
phrase itself and the comment that it covers all those who came to Troy that Odysseus will
concede this title to the dead Ajax.** However, Odysseus' final note makes it clear that he had
no intention of making the statement without the traditional, //iadic exception. Ajax is the best
only after Achilles, and the way in which this part of the remark falls last, makes it appear a
very final judgement.”® Furthermore, as the praise comes from someone who claims not to be
a friend of Ajax (1336-7), it is given a greater validity in Greek eyes — coming from a neutral
or unbiased individual.** Odysseus comes very close to repeating this judgement in his
comments to Teucer a little later, when he states that the funeral rites should be those
appropriate to “dpiotoig dvopdacwv” (1380). The use of dpiotolg would seem a concession to

Ajax's claims, except for the fact that it appears in the plural, in a generalising comment, so

34 O'Higgins (1989) 53 nl13 notes that “'Best... after' is a promise that is then taken back” in the Illiad, thus
making it more disappointing than a simple second place. The same effect of a retracted promise is found in
Odysseus' formulation here — by delaying the exception Sophocles not only recalls the traditional
formulation, but also implies that Odysseus will finally vindicate Ajax's attempt to claim this identity for
himself, before that possibility is firmly removed.

35 1 do not agree with Murnaghan (1989) 182 that this is a concession of victory from Odysseus — it is not until
the Odyssey that this title becomes an appropriate measure of his own worth (cf. Nagy (1979) 34-41), so he
concedes nothing about himself or his victory to include it here - and Odysseus' inclusion of Achilles in the
formula thus thwarts Ajax's desires rather than fulfilling them, as she claims. Similarly Garvie (1998) ad loc
claims that Odysseus “validates Ajax's perception of himself” - as I have been arguing, this does not take
sufficient account of the difference between what Ajax claims and what Odysseus will allow.

36 cf. Bowie (2002) 180.
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that once again Ajax becomes one of several best men, and not the sole “best of the
Achaeans.” At this stage of the play, too, no one chooses to argue this point — it becomes the
final assessment of Ajax's status and the sorts of praise he can claim a right to.”” In fact,
Teucer finally seems to confirm the appropriateness of this judgement, by naming Odysseus
“dprot’ Odvooed”, in is acknowledgement of Odysseus' help. While this comment does not
appear with the full, traditional formulation, by naming Odysseus alone as 'best', with no
qualifier or generalising plural, Teucer seems almost to confirm the result of the transmission
of Achilles' arms, and that the identity of 'Best' has been inherited by Odysseus along with
them.*® As a result, it seems clear that Ajax's attempt has failed — he is limited after his death
to the same status he was granted in the /liad, and has been unable to move beyond it by his

ambition after the death of Achilles.

Conclusion

In Sophocles' 4jax, Ajax experiences the process of 'thwarting', as a result of his
failure to establish the desired identity for himself of 'Best of the Achaeans', through a
discourse of praise. Ajax argues for his right to such an identity on the basis of his father's
same claim, and his own claim to be Achilles' successor, and recognises in his failure to

secure the arms of Achilles a physical symbol of his failure to secure Achilles' desirable

37 Hubbard (2000) esp. 318 makes the interesting argument that Odysseus' appropriation of the rhetoric of
praise poetry, particularly Pindaric poetry, succeeds in contrast to the chorus' failed attempt to reintegrate
Ajax into his community through the performance of choral epinician. See also on the chorus' 'epinician' ode
Cairns (2006) 103. Finglass (2011) 176 ad 136 objects to Cairns' interpretation, although the arguments of
both Cairns and Hubbard seem to me to be reasonable.

38 Odysseus will also be 'best' Achaean in the Odyssey, so that the transmission of this identity from Achilles to
Odysseus in this play mirrors the transmission of the same title between the two Homeric epics. Nagy (1979)

34-41.
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identity. Despite Ajax's claims, the other characters and chorus in the Ajax repeatedly fail to
position him as 'best', instead repeating the traditional praise discourse of the /liad within
which he is instead positioned as different from Achilles rather than equivalent to him. Any
attempts to claim further praise are met with the blame of Agamemnon and Menelaus, and the
only identity which is successfully rehabilitated and maintained against their competing
discourse is that confirmed by Odysseus, 'best... after'. Ajax's violent response to this crisis in
the identity he fails to secure is typical of thwarting, and rather than rehabilitating him, his
suicide leaves him vulnerable to positioning by those characters who arrive on the stage after
his death, and without recourse to further attempts to participate in constructing his own

identity.

Ajax is not the only tragic hero to face this type of identity crisis caused by a
disjunction in the praise he seeks compared to the praise he receives. Euripides' Heracles
faces a very similar situation, although in his case the disjunction is far greater, since Heracles
attempts to establish a wholly different identity as his praiseworthy self. In the next section I
shall explore the ways in which this crisis in praised identities is presented, as a further
example with tragedy's persistent representation of identity construction through praise and its

more problematic aspects.

Euripides' Heracles - “Glorious” how?

In Euripides' Heracles, it is possible to see a very similar process at work in the

identity crisis faced by Heracles to that faced by Ajax.” Like Ajax, Heracles faces a conflict

39 Barlow (1981) brings out the many similarities between Euripides' Heracles and Sophocles' Ajax in her

detailed and very valuable analysis, although she does not recognise that both Heracles' and Ajax's violent
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between two desirable subject positions, or identities, both of which are established and
maintained through praise, that causes an eruption of violence and almost leads to his suicide.
Yet unlike Ajax, Heracles is eventually able to accept the identity constructed for him by the
praise of those around him, and thus ends the play still alive, and reintegrated into a
community with his heroic identity successfully reconstructed, even if his alternative family-

focused identity remains entirely destroyed.

Recognition of this aspect in relation to Euripides' Heracles is not entirely new —
scholars often argue that the play stages an adjustment of Heracles' identity, from semi-divine
hero of renown, to mortal, fallible and destructive father, forced to rely on friends rather than
his own qualities of excellence.* Many aspects of the play certainly lend themselves to a
recognition of these two distinct strands of Heracles' identity, or two separate subject positions
which he takes up, one as mortal, family-focused individual, the other as the larger-than life,
glorious Heracles of the mythical labours. The split between these two distinct subject
positions can be seen in the frequent discussion of the issue of dual parentage,*' and, when the
end of the tragedy is considered, in regard to the future of Heracles' now dual-aspected
weapons, both symbols of his heroic victories, and now symbols of the murder of his family.*
The idea of the two identities of Heracles is also one which reflects the complex
representations of his nature in the literary tradition on which tragedy draws. In epic Heracles
had been a figure of contrasting values, as likely to break the bounds of hospitality and moral

3

codes as to protect them,” so that later epinician poetry, particularly that of Pindar who

madnesses break out in connection with a crisis specifically of identity. See also Michelini (1987) 234-6.
40 e.g. Papadimitropoulos (2008) 132-5; Silk (1985) 12-6; Gregory (1977) 275.
41 Gregory (1977) esp. 260-2.
42 Dunn (1997) 98.
43 Galinsky (1972) 10-15.
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celebrated him as a hero, made a significant move towards rehabilitating him, presenting him
as a more humanised character, and one whose moral virtue was as supreme as his valour and
physical strength.** It is possible therefore to suggest that such a transition in Euripides'
Heracles would be reflecting and continuing the historical trend in the representations of his
character found in other genres; Euripides' play continues and dramatises the process of
bringing Heracles back to earth as a more mortal figure rather than the destructive hero of

enormous dangerous potential.*

However, if we focus on the process of identity construction specifically through
discourses of praise and blame, a rather different picture emerges. Heracles certainly does
prioritise his family life in the middle section of the play, but his attempt to effect any
repositioning of himself as father, and family-focused, are in the end entirely unsuccessful, as
a result of the reactions of the chorus and characters around him. His actions in this section
receive no praise, and are undermined by blame aimed at his acts both here and elsewhere in
relation to his family. Furthermore, his departure for Athens with Theseus comes with the
promise of a status as an object of praise once more (esp. 1331-5), and as a glorious hero, who
leaves his uncelebrated family life behind him, precisely as he had done during his

praiseworthy labours.

Renown and Identity

To an even greater extent than in the 4jax, Euripides' Heracles demonstrates a clear

44 Galinsky (1972) 23ff.
45 Foley (1985) 175-200 and Swift (2010) 121-56 esp. 122, 155-6 demonstrate the most detailed arguments for
the importance of reading Heracles' presentation in tragedy as a development of his portrayal in other genres,

particularly in relation to epinician.
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preoccupation with the importance of renown, and of establishing and maintaining a particular
identity through discourses of praise and blame. Often at moments when we would expect a
focus on family or domestic issues, the chorus or characters instead focus on praise of heroic
deeds or comments on the reputation gained by such deeds, particularly as a way for
characters to decide which actions they can pursue and how they should represent themselves.
Furthermore, the characters of the Heracles explicitly make a connection between
praiseworthy, heroic deeds, the reputation gained by these, and identity, by explicitly

identifying themselves with reference to such deeds.

The importance of renown and reputation as a method of expressing identity is brought
immediately into focus, by Amphitryon's introduction of himself and the play, when he
identifies himself using the question,

Tig 1OV A10g GOAAEKTPOV OVK 0IdeV BpoTdV,

Apygiov Aporrpdov’, ...

Who among mortals does not know me, the man who shared his wife with Zeus, Argive

Amphitryon? (1-2)

The idea of his being known to all mortals, and the deed for which he gains this renown, is
announced even before his name, and as a key part of his identity. Similarly when Megara
enters the stage she addresses him first by recalling his renowned deeds, rather than
addressing him by recognition of their family connection,*

o mpéoPv, Taginv &g ot &Eileg TOAY

otpatniaticog kiewva Kadpeiov dopdg

Old sir, you who once took the city of the Taphians, famously leading the army of the

46 In contrast to Eur. Or. 241, 470 and 477 for example, where Menelaus and Tyndareus upon their entry on
stage are identified primarily by their family ties with the speaker. Similarly Eur. Supp. 100, Soph. OT. 639.
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Cadmeians. (60-1)

The issue of reputation and renown becomes a key one in the scenes involving Lycus'
entrance, when Lycus makes sustained efforts to dismiss the importance of such renown in
connection with Heracles' identity in his absence. Although he does bring up the unlikelihood
of Heracles' being able to rescue his family (144-146), his main argument against Amphitryon
and Megara is surprisingly not concerned with this question — rather he wishes to focus on
destroying the reputation Heracles has (in his view, unreasonably) attained, and the source of
his renown — his heroic deeds.”” He belabours the point that Heracles' reputation is
undeserved, asking:

i O1) TO oEUVOV 6O KaTelPyaoTOL TOCEL,

What awesome thing has your husband even achieved? (151)

Unlike Megara's addresses to Amphitryon, Lycus prominently does not identify Heracles by
his deeds, but rather by the family relationship of husband. It is notable that he insists on
emphasising family ties in his address to Megara and Amphitryon too, ignoring the praise-
focused identification Megara had used (140). In the case of Heracles, he refuses to accept
Heracles' reputation as a valid part of his identity at all, arguing instead that he knows the
reality of what sort of person Heracles is, and it does not match his reputation:

0 0' €oye 00&aV 0VOEV MV evYVYlag

OnNpdVv &v aiyum, TdAla & 0VOEV BAKILOG

Heracles, despite being nothing special, has got a reputation for courage from

spearing beasts, although in other things he is not at all brave. (157-8)

His concern throughout is with the disparity he sees between Heracles' deeds and his

reputation — he does not ever contradict the tradition that he did kill the Nemean lion or

47 Foley (1985) 181-2 on some interesting associations drawn in the Heracles between Lycus and blame poetry.
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“bopav €letov” (“marsh snake” 152), but he rejects the reputation Heracles has gained as a

result.

It is this aspect too which Amphitryon so angrily reacts against, complaining

... éuoi pélet Adyotot v Todd” apabiov vrep cEbev

JeTEUL KaK®G YAp G~ 00K £0TEOV KAVELV.

It is my concern to show the ignorance in the words of this man in relation to you

[Heracles]: for to hear you spoken badly of is not to be borne. (171-3)
He picks this up throughout the passage, further commenting bitterly,

1} 00 ToAda TOV EUOV, OV oL ONG €ikT] OOKETV;

Is it not my son who you say only seems to be brave? (184)
The first part of his defence does not only focus on attesting that Heracles' glorious reputation
is deserved, it emphasises its existence and widespread nature, as if its very excessiveness is
self-validating. Amphitryon suggests that Lycus could hear of Heracles' renown from the gods
(esp. 176 and 180), the Centaurs (181) and even Mt. Dirphys (185) — suggesting that even the
great and glorious mythological races of great fame, the gods, and monumental landmarks,
will lend their voices to praising Heracles. Furthermore, when he twits Lycus with his own
lack of deeds, this too focuses on their nature as praiseworthy or not. He does not only
comment that Lycus has done nothing glorious, but (more importantly, to him), that he has
done nothing noteworthy even to his own people, let alone those further afield:

oVK (v ¢ ' aivécelev: ov yap €60 dmov

€60LOV T dpdcag paptup’ av AdPoig Tatpay.

You would certainly not be praised, for you have not done anything good anywhere for

which you could take your homeland as a witness! (186-7)
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The importance of this issue to him shows that at this moment it is apparently a greater
concern that Lycus not get away with 'slandering' Heracles (174-5) than that he be allowed to
kill Heracles' family. It is not until he has sufficiently dealt with issues of Adyot that he finally
turns to Lycus' intended deed (205), thus making Heracles' reputation and the things said
about him his most urgent or immediate concern. Amphitryon's first priority is to rehabilitate
Heracles' identity as that associated with his reputation and praiseworthy deeds, rather than

identifying him in any way in relation to his family relationships, or the threat of Lycus.

In response, Lycus does not reject Amphitryon's argument, but rather his entire
approach, commenting:

oV pév Aéy’ Mudc oig memvpymacol Adyolg,

€YD 08 OpAo® G~ AVTL TAV AOYWOV KOKADC.

You go on saying these words to me with which you have fortified yourself, but I will

actually do something in return for the things you have said so badly. (238-9)
Lycus argues firmly against an approach which values renown, praise through words, and
reputation, in favour of (violent) acts. Furthermore, his lack of concern for reputation can be
seen demonstrated elsewhere in his behaviour. Firstly the very act of threatening to burn
suppliants around an altar suggests a wanton disregard for the disapprobation such behaviour
would earn him — the chorus' own disapproval and horror suggests what the wider public view
would be of such an act (252-67). Megara even comments to Heracles, in her discussion of
Lycus' conduct:

aiddGc; v’ dmoikel Thode Thig 60D TPOGW®.

Shame? Why, he lives far away from that goddess. (557)

Concepts of aidmg can often be strongly linked with an idea of what is considered by society
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to be conduct likely to bring external criticism rather than honour,* and so Lycus' rejection of
this idea can be seen as a further step away from valuing public reputation and praise. Thus
unlike Megara and Amphitryon, Lycus refuses to accept renown or reputation as a central
aspect of identity, and furthermore, does not concern himself with reputation or public opinion

when presenting his own identity to others.

Yet Lycus' claim to authority is entirely undermined by the play, with the result that his
attitude to reputation and public opinion is not upheld by the characters around him. The
chorus complain of the inappropriateness of his current position of power (252-7) and later his
hubris (740-1), thus undermining any authority his position might supply for his speech, and
Heracles and Megara make it clear that his behaviour has been shameful (556-7). His decision
to burn Megara and the children on the altar at which they are supplicating (716, 723-5)
further discredits his attitude, since it demonstrates willingness to engage in behaviour a
Greek audience would have considered disgraceful.” Moreover, the attitudes of all the other
characters and the chorus to praise and reputation emphasise that Lycus' approach is entirely

wrong, even if it were not made problematic by their direct reactions to his words and deeds.*

48 Cairns (1993) 15-8. On the connection between shame and self also Cairns (1993) 18-26.

49 Mikalson (1991) 72-4 and specifically on Lycus 258 n17. Burnett (1971) 162 n8 in a rather unusual reading
argues that Megara's faults in the matter of the supplication prevent Lycus from seeming particularly
villainous. Burnett's argument at the very least does not take sufficient account of the general condemnation
of the chorus and all characters for Lycus' behaviour and attitudes, including his impious treatment of the
suppliants, discussed below. Gregory (1977) n9; Yoshitake (1994) 137 and Lee (1980) 37, 39-40 provide
sensible counter-arguments to Burnett's view.

50 It is important to note that these rejections further have the effect of setting Lycus up to be isolated in his
opinion. Unlike the community of Argives who blamed Ajax in the 4jax (above), Lycus is not shown in the
Heracles to be supported by anyone else, making his blame seem more personally, unfairly, motivated, and
significantly less valid and more easily opposed by the communal praise and respect found for Heracles from

all others in the play.
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As discussed above, all the characters other than Lycus recognise renown as an
integral part of a person's identity. Furthermore, in several situations the value of a reputation
or renown is given a great deal of weight in arguments or situations where characters seek to
decide how to act in such a way that they represent themselves well to others, with Lycus, as
mentioned, the only exception.’’ Megara finally manages to convince Amphitryon to support
her decision to leave the altar with an argument based on what is worthy of their renowned
status. Firstly she reflects a common heroic attitude to reputation and judgement by others,
when she claims that death by fire would mean their:

... &Opoiowv yéhwv

odovTag, ...

Giving laughter to our enemies. (285)*

She goes on to focus more specifically on the fact that the children's deaths must not happen
in such a manner as to mar Heracles' glorious reputation:

OoVHOG O™ ALOPTVUPNTOG EVKAENG TOCIC;

0¢g T0060¢ Taidag ovk dv Ekadoat BEAOL

d0Eav Kakmyv AaBovtag: ol yap eOyeveis

KGOLVOLGL TOTG 0iGYPOIcL TOV TEKV®V VItep:

éuot te pipmp’ dvopog ovK ATWCTEOV.

Is my glorious husband unwitnessed? He would not want to save these children if

doing so brought them a bad reputation: for noble parents are distressed by the

shames of their children: and I must not reject my husband's example. (290-4)

51 The idea of identity as constructed discursively relies on the reception and interpretation of that identity by
others, such that this concern over how one is received by others is in itself a question of what identity to
construct and present — see Moore (1994) 65-6, Ochs (1996) 424-5.

52 This concern mirrors Ajax and his companions' obsession with the same idea (148-50, 379-82, 955-60, 971 -
see above) Maddalena (1963) 138 on the laughter of enemies as the greatest fear of heroes. Foley (2001) 248

similarly on Medea.
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Her argument here is bracketed by emphatic references to Heracles' reputation and thus the
manner in which her children must behave is clearly to be understood as being dictated by
this. Furthermore, Megara argues that Amphitryon's own reputation, independent of his son's,
must also preclude such a death for him,

o¢ HEV 00kno1g Elafev ek eng d0pag,

®ot’ 00K avektov dethiag Bavelv 6° Hmo-

You obtained a glorious reputation as a warrior, so that it is unbearable for you to die

like a coward. (288-9)
Megara's argument is successful, and there is no suggestion within the play that it is anything
other than correct or persuasive to appeal to renown and reputation in this manner.” Megara
and Amphitryon therefore do not only explicitly identify individuals by their heroic exploits
and reputation, they also consider these as an essential aspect in the ongoing maintenance of
identity, even to the extent of considering what kind of death is suitable for the type of person

which they will present themselves as to others.

Thus the prominence and weight given to a reputation for heroism is reinforced
throughout the first half of play by all the characters and chorus. It is an important aspect of
identity, and something which must be considered when it comes to making even life or death
decisions. Given this background, it may therefore seem strange to suggest that Heracles'
transformation in this tragedy includes his rejection of this reputation, when he moves instead

to a focus on simpler pleasures — mortal friendship, and a life more focused on the limited

53 contra Burnett (1971) 159-63. Yoshitake (1994) esp. 137-40 convincingly argues that the Heracles supports
the importance of preserving reputation through suicide by having Heracles take up and validate Megara's
and Amphitryon's earlier arguments. Walsh (1979) 305 argues that Megara fails her family by prioritising the
'public' honour over private ties here, but no other character in the play levels this charge against her, not

even Amphitryon in their dispute about whether she is right to choose death.
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mortal sphere. In fact, if we continue to consider the role of praise and reputation in relation to
that of his more mortal or domestic aspects — his family, his relationship with Theseus, and his
choices at the end of the play, it quickly becomes clear that precisely the opposite effect
happens. Heracles may attempt to set aside heroism for family life in the middle of the play,
but it is an impossible attempt — when his family is destroyed, heroism reclaims him, and

nowhere is he able to suppress it by this resolution.

Heracles, Glorious in fatherhood?

As soon as he arrives on stage, Heracles begins to counteract the effect of the chorus,
Amphitryon and Megara's earlier focus on his heroic deeds through his attempted rejection of
those deeds and the reputation gained by them. He chooses instead to focus his attention
entirely on the situation of his family, and explicitly connects that focus with a rejection of his
labours in strong terms, as he declares “yoapoviov névor” (“Farewell to my labours” 575),
and goes on to argue,

patny yop avtovg tdvoe HaAlov fvoca.

In vain I accomplished them rather than the tasks here. (576)

Furthermore, Heracles specifically connects the idea of abandoning his labours and heroic
deeds with the reputation they have won him, when he argues that unless he defends his
family,

ovK ap’ ‘HpokAfg

0 KaAAlvikog mg mhpofe A€ot

I shall not be called Heracles, glorious in victory, as I was before. (581-2)

The word koAAivikog is one laden with praise and carries with it the full extent of Heracles'
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heroic reputation.** In declaring that this term can now only be applied to a successful defence
of his children, he associates his rejection of his labours with an attempt to transfer that
quality of glory and reputation away from them, and instead on to his domestic work. It is
possible to argue that Heracles' decision to overthrow Lycus could also be a socially
beneficial heroic task — ridding Thebes once again from wrongful treatment and domination,
and Heracles could reasonably celebrate it as such.” However, this reading is deliberately
undermined by the hero's own presentation of the situation. On leaving the stage, he takes
hold of his children and leads them carefully into the house, focusing specifically on their
welfare and even remarking:

... Koi yap ovK avaivopon

Bepamevpa TEKVOV.

1 do not refuse to care for my children. (632-3)
Heracles emphasises that his children and family, not the city, are his priority here. His
gnomic statement (634-6) then attempts to make this behaviour sound as reasonable and as

widely accepted as his reputation for monster-slaying deeds.

However, despite the confidence and assurance of Heracles in this scene, it is clear
from both the reactions of the other characters and the events elsewhere in the play that this

attitude is complicated at best. To begin with, the use of gnomic statements in poetry can often

54 Swift (2010) 132-3 with notes. koAAivikog also occurs as a cult title for Heracles — see Sourvinou-Inwood
(2003) 363; Stafford (2012) 90, 176. Heracles' use of the term also picks up on its appearances elsewhere in
the play when it is used as an identifying feature which focuses on his glorious deeds — as at 49, 180, 570
(applied to his club). It is particularly important as a marker of epinician style, as at 681, and 789. See Carey
(2012) 29-30. In fact even after his failure to save his children Heracles will still be called koAAivikog,
contrary to his claim here, even by himself at 961 and by the chorus at 1046. (See below)

55 As elsewhere at 50, 265 and 568-70, where Heracles' victory over the Minyans is noted as a great service

from Heracles to the people of Thebes.
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be seen as an acceptable claim to an authoritative position, backing up an argument or opinion
with the strength of generally acknowledged wisdom.® Yet the Greek of his statement is
ambiguous, “mdv 6& @ulotekvov Yévog” (636) could indicate either that all mortals love
children, or all mortals only love their own children. Any strength given to the more general
statement is immediately undercut by Heracles' act in the next part of the play: he will kill the
children he believes to be Eurystheus' offspring with relish and an excess of violence, even
indicating his delight in doing so,

0 0’ MAdraée kamekdumacey TAdE

Eig pév veooscog 88 Bavmv Evpucdimg

ExOpav TaTp@Oav EKTIVoV TENTOKE oL

He raised a warcry and boasted aloud in this way: “This is one chick of Eurystheus'

dead, he has fallen to pay me back in full for his father's hostility!” (981-3)
Heracles does not act in grim silence — he shows no qualms about killing young children,
indeed he is represented by the messenger as enjoying a triumph in doing so, and thus there is
clear difficulty with setting this desire and delight in child-killing alongside any statement that
claims universal love between mortals and children.”” A similar ambiguity occurs even in the
statement by which he declares his intention to save his children:

... TGOV &' EUAV TEKVOV

00K €kmoviom Bdvatov; ...

Shall I not labour against the death of my children? (580-1)
The construction implies precisely the opposite — Heracles could also be asking if he should

labour to bring about the deaths of his children and in fact given that he will end up

56 On authoritative choral wisdom expressed through gnomic statements Swift (2010) 38-9; Calame (2013) 39-
40; Foley (2003) 20-1; Segal (1997) 70; Easterling (1978) 158; Goldhill (1996) 252.
57 Padilla (1994) 293; Griffiths (2006) 73. Konstan (2007) 192 considers this issue within the wider context of

ethical discussions of violence in Greek society.
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accomplishing precisely that, at his hands rather than Lycus, this doubled meaning is

significant.™

Even without taking into account the ambiguous nature of Heracles' statements, or any
acts committed under a god-sent madness, there are clear problems throughout the play with
the child- and family-focused attitude he attempts to claim. Unlike the glory bestowed for
heroic acts, Heracles receives only mild criticism for and disappointment about his decisions
when it comes to care for his family. Amphitryon remarks rather pointedly on Heracles'
decision to leave his family behind in order to undertake his labours, stating,

Mrav 8¢ OMPag, od KotokicOny &yo,

Meydpav te tvoe mevhepoic...

Leaving Thebes, where I had settled, and leaving Megara and his in-laws... (13-4)

It does not need stating that Heracles must have left Thebes to go elsewhere and perform
labours, but Amphitryon emphasises this point in terms that make it clear he has also
abandoned his family — both his father, and his wife and her family. Furthermore, when
talking about the responsibilities this has left him with, he is almost scornful, calling himself a
“1po@oOV tékvev” (“children's nursemaid”) (45) — an extremely incongruous description for a
famous warrior. It is important to remember in this regard that the labours occurring before
Heracles' madness is a Euripidean innovation.” In other versions of the myth, Heracles does
not leave his family in order to complete his heroic deeds, since they are already dead when

these take place. As a result, this type of blame from Amphitryon about the negative

58 Padilla (1994) 292. See also Gibert (1997) 255 and n40 on the discussion of the meaning here. On the
parallelism between Lycus' intentions and Heracles' act Papadopoulou (2001) 116; Kraus (1998) 140-3.

59 Conacher (1967) 82 argues that this “humanises” the myth. Padilla (1994) 294 raises the interesting argument
that the innovation allows for Heracles' labours to be a duty to Amphitryon, so that both Heracles' fathers in
the Heracles have sent him to undergo dangerous trials rather than caring for him. See also Holmes (2008)

253-4.
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consequences for Heracles' family of his renowned exploits is unique to the situation
Euripides has deliberately created.”® Euripides has effectively forced a situation in which
Heracles' treatment of his family, even before his madness, can be called into question or even
face outright blame, problematising his desire to be praised for caring for them. Furthermore,
Amphitryon's comments suggest either that Heracles is disingenuous to claim that his family
must come before his labours, and that all men would agree, or at the very least that Heracles'
resolution is rather a case of too little too late, since clearly up until now he has prioritised his
labours, not family at all. Therefore his attempt to claim a care for family as a more glorious
pursuit than his previous labours is further complicated by the blame which Amphitryon
introduces for this element of his identity, which contrasts rather sharply with the play's praise

for his labours.

Even in the moments which are meant to show Heracles' care for and devotion to his
family, there are some uncomfortable juxtapositions. Megara, immediately before the death
she anticipates, describes her grief for her children by talking of the happy and hopeful lives
they previously led. However, when she talks of Heracles playing with his children, it is
notable that each of them is given an inheritance won by martial deeds, and the first two are
lent one of his weapons or heroic tools as a toy (462-475). Perhaps this would be less
concerning in the heroic age than in the rather more safety-conscious modern era, if it were
not for the fact that the next time the children encounter these weapons, it will be in their
father's murderous hands. This troubled connection between Heracles' children and his heroic

weapons is at the heart of the conflict embodied in this play between his heroism and his

60 Griffiths (2006) 21 notes that this innovation “allows Euripides to place Heracles firmly within a family
context,” but does not fully recognise that the result of this change for Heracles is not only negative in terms
of the results of the madness, but also in relation to the blame to which this leaves him exposed for his

regular relations with his family.
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family life. Once his children are dead, he faces his weapons in full awareness of this fact,
imagining that they speak to him, and remind him of how they killed his children in graphic
terms

Hyiv tékv’ elhec kod dapopd’ - Huag Exeig

TOLO0KTOVOVS GOVG...

You killed your children and wife through us, and you still hold us, your child-slaying

weapons. (1380-1)
Simultaneously he recognises that to give them up means repudiating his heroics,

... AL yopvoBeilg Omhwv

EVV 0ig T0 KAAMGT 8E€mpat’ &v EALGSL

But shall I strip off my weapons with which I achieved my most glorious exploits in

Greece? (1382-3)
In bringing his two identities too close together, Heracles has seen the more dangerous, heroic
side of him utterly destroy his priorities in a mortal, domestic world, and this conflict of what
to do with the weapons represents his recognition that the two must once more be separated.
In combination with what follows, his decision to bear them once more must be seen as a
decision not to put aside his heroic glory as he had previously wished — effectively, the mortal
and the heroic sides have clashed horribly, yet it is the heroic side which is maintained and

which goes on.

Heracles thus attempts to establish for himself an identity as family-focused man, and
further attempts to represent this identity as one which, like his heroic identity, can be
constructed and maintained through discourses of praise. Yet even from the earliest moments

of the play Heracles' attempted family-focused identity features in no such discourses of
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praise. Instead it is established as problematic, only worthy of blame, even from close
supporters such as Amphitryon. Furthermore, as I shall go on to demonstrate, Heracles' claims
are undermined by the fact that the chorus and characters around him repeatedly insist on
positioning him within discourses of praise which only succeed in constructing his identity as
heroic, glorious, monster-slaying, and ignore any other aspects of his identity, such as his
fatherhood, entirely. In many ways this situation imitates that found in the 4jax, therefore, but
with a crucial difference. Ajax's conflicting identities are primarily different by degree; he
wishes to be praised as the best of the Achaeans, whereas those around him seek to praise him
only as almost the best. In Heracles' case the two potential positions are more distinct,
although this is primarily a matter of his own apparent desire to separate them out and

establish one as his primary identity while rejecting the other.

Heracles, Glorious in heroic deeds

Not only is Heracles' attempt to claim his identity as a father as replacing his heroic
identity problematised, it is also openly contradicted by the identity which the characters and
chorus around him seek to establish through praise. I have already discussed the ways in
which praise and reputation are seen to be essential in establishing and maintaining identity,
yet there are also noticeable examples of places where they are expressly privileged above
family concerns, both by the chorus and by the members of Heracles' family who appear on
stage. Once again, in turning to the expression of praise in the play, we see this theme
carefully demonstrated throughout — at times when we would perhaps expect a focus on
family or domestic matters, the precise opposite happens, and issues of glory or heroism

predominate. Heracles' identity as loving father is never securely established by the discourses
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of praise in which the chorus and characters position him, and instead his identity as glorious

hero is repeatedly constructed against his apparent wishes.

As has already been discussed, Amphitryon is clearly concerned with his reputation for
past glories, and it is notable that on two separate occasions he turns his focus to these even
when it might be unexpected. The first time this happens is in what he believes will be his
final goodbye to the chorus, when he expects Lycus to return and kill them. He has already
called Zeus to aid Heracles' family, and made much of his service to them (339-347, and 497-
502). But in his final moments, when he turns to say goodbye to the Theban elders who have
shown themselves to be eager friends to the family, he suddenly drops this concern with his
family, instead demonstrating that in his final farewell, his reputation and previous glory are
his lingering concern,

opat’ & omep N mepiflentog Ppotoic

OVOUAGTA TPAGCOV...

08" dMPog O péyag A & S6E™ odk 016" Bt

BéPardg €ott...

Look at me, the man who was once admired from all sides by mortals, famous for my

deeds... I do not know anyone who has great wealth or reputation as a certain

possession. (508-12)

In his generalisation, Amphitryon asks the chorus to recognise in him not a father, husband, or
grandfather, but rather someone who has himself done glorious deeds. He makes of it an
essential aspect of his identity, and one which is so dominant that it can be generalised from,
unlike any family-oriented aspect of his identity. In a similar way, Amphitryon demonstrates a

particular focus when talking to his newly arrived son. Although he originally advises
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Heracles to focus on his home, greeting his household gods and protecting his family (599-
605), he actually ends up significantly delaying his son in doing so by asking prolonged
questions about Heracles' previous deeds in Hades, Eurystheus, and Theseus (610-620). The
effect is rather wrenching — at this time of apparent crisis, despite his own advice, Amphitryon
is almost lured away from his focus on Heracles' family to dwell on his son's labours, and
heroic deeds, and the fellow hero he met in accomplishing them. It is Heracles himself who

forces the scene back on to his domestic focus, preventing further questions from his father by

addressing his children instead (622).

It is possible to dismiss these examples as being only appropriate to the situation
(Amphitryon and the chorus say farewell through mention of a shared background), or
dramatically necessary (the details of Theseus and Cerberus will be useful when it comes to
the end of the play), but they are accompanied by far more distinct instances of the same
approach, which in combination create a noticeable pattern. Furthermore, the other examples
of this pattern come from speakers with significant authority: the chorus, and the goddess,

Lyssa.

The chorus are immediately identified in a role much closer to that of the authoritative
public singers of Greek society,” rather than the more dramatically-involved roles which may
be seen in such examples as the Trojan captive women in Euripides' Troades, or the servant
choruses of Sophocles' Electra or Euripides' Hippolytus, among others. The chorus introduce

themselves as

61 Swift (2010) 1-3 and Goldhill (1996) 252-55, Henrichs (1996) on choral authority more generally. Cropp
(1986) 193 notes the chorus of the Heracles' role in representing the wider community. See also Worman

(1999) 96-7.
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nAépwv yépwv dot-

30G ...

An aged singer of lament. (110-1)
labelling themselves immediately as singers rather than elders or counsellors,” and thus
imbuing their speeches both with the authority of a public chorus, and, given their focus on
their old age, also with the authority of age, even if they comment on their lack of physical

vigour (e.g. 107-9, 268-9).

This idea of the chorus both as authoritative speakers and as being much more closely
aligned to the idea of public choral performance is maintained throughout the play, such that it
is constantly drawn to the audience's attention. In lines 673-700 they give a more formalised
lyric announcement of their role as singers, and more specifically, they claim:

&t v ‘HpaxAiéovg

KoAAVIKOV Geidm

1 still hymn Heracles' glorious victory. (680-1)

The chorus thus connect their position as singers with the function of praising Heracles and
his 'victories', as in an epinician ode.”® Furthermore, they invest that same victory ode with
'the power of right'* in the claim that follows shortly (694-5), in a comment which once again

2

makes explicit reference to their ode as “toic Ouvoiocwv.” The chorus thus insist on
emphasising their authoritative position, and tying this explicitly to their function as singers

beyond their involvement in specific 'character' roles. In their next ode they similarly give

great prominence to discussing their use of dance — once again highlighting their function as a

62 Contrast Soph. OT. where the chorus of Theban elders are identified by Creon simply as “@vépeg moAitar”
(514), or Ant. where they are simply “coykintov yepdviav” (159).
63 Rehm (1997) 53.

64 Kovacs' translation (1998) seems apt for the sense of this passage.
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public chorus rather than simply a group of bystanders or similar minor characters. Moreover,
the chorus insist on framing Heracles' defeat of Lycus in a similarly self-referential context of
song, describing his cries as a pélog, and turning immediately to their own celebration
explicitly involving song and dance once his 'song' is silenced (760-771, 781-9). It is notable
that this persistent self-awareness and insistence on representing themselves as singers
presents a sharp contrast with the sailor chorus of the A4jax, whose only apparently meta-
theatrical reference comes in a song to Pan and is not concerned with their role in representing

Ajax himself.®

It is therefore somewhat understandable that the chorus' main focus in relation to
Heracles is his praiseworthy status as a hero — as public singers, they have an important role
in conveying mythical material and ideal exempla to the society they serve.® Furthermore, the
chorus' explicit decision to sing praise songs for Heracles, means that they participate in the
construction of his identity through these praise songs throughout the play, in a way which is
far more direct than any comparable effect found in the 4jax.®” Their first major ode is sung as
a victory hymn for Heracles, describing his success in glorious labours (355-435). It is highly
decorative, invoking Phoebus and the lyre at the start in a way which mimics epinician odes,®®
and describing many of Heracles' tasks with adjectives which recall gold, glory, and similarly

attractive ideas (e.g. 368, 375, 386, 396, 414, etc.).” Futhermore, the chorus expressly

65 A4j. 701. Henrichs (1995) 73-5 on the 'self-referentiality’ of this passage. Finglass (2011) 347 ad loc argues
that this is not meant to be 'extradramatic' or to refer to the tragic chorus itself.

66 Rutherford (2012) 76.

67 See further on 'formally' marking praise discourses with the use of epinician markers, Introduction.

68 Rehm (1997) 53. On the epinician aspect of this ode as a whole Swift (2010) 124-9; Carey (2012) 28-9 and
on the specifically Pindaric features Barlow (1996) 139.

69 Galinsky (1972) 61, who notes that this is the longest extant praise of Heracles' deeds in Greek tragedy. See
also Bond (1981) 146; Barlow (1982) 118-20 who notes the contrast between the decorative, somewhat

vague style here with the specifically physical description by the Messenger of Heracles' 'labour’ in killing his
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describe their song as “ctepdvopa poybwv”, a particularly Pindaric way of referring to a
praise-song.” It is perhaps natural to expect Heracles' labours to be considered a suitable topic
for the first choral ode, often focused on mythological background, but the decorative and
glorious style is especially notable here. The epinician context positions Heracles within a
praise discourse which typically compares winning athletes to glorious, mythical heroes,”" but
here Heracles is himself the hero, not an athlete, so that the effect is undiluted by comparison.
With this ode, the chorus draws on that generic context and identifies Heracles purely by his
heroic, glorious deeds, without making any reference to family or other aspects of his identity,

making his own introduction of those aspects somewhat of a surprise on his entry.

Moreover, their second choral ode (680-1), in explicitly harking back to this first ode
through the comment that the chorus “€rti...0eidw” for Heracles, intensifies this effect still
further. This ode celebrates Heracles' sudden return and, coming immediately after his arrival
on stage and his promise to protect his wife and children, has far more reason than the first to
celebrate the anticipated salvation of his family rather than his past exploits. However, the
chorus instead digress into a celebration of Heracles' glory more generally, even concluding
with a specific focus on his labours,

AWG 6 maig Tac O evyeviag

TAEOV VTEPPAAADV <APETH>

poyonoog tov dxvpov

Bfikev Plotov Bpotoig

népoag dsipata ONpdV.

children.

70 Carey (2012) 28; Steiner (1986) 35-6.

71 Young (1971); Pavlou (2012) 96; Rutherford (2011) 110; On myths of Heracles himself providing useful
exempla Graf (1993) 64 and specifically in Pindar Rutherford (2011) 110 121-2.
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He is the son of Zeus: but he has fully overtaken even this good lineage in his

excellence, and has laboured and made life peaceful for mortals, and slain terrible

beasts. (696-700)
Rather than concluding with a triumphant statement of his ability to save his family, the
chorus appear to dismiss that family entirely, naming his divine parent instead of Amphitryon,
and concluding with praise of his deeds overcoming 'monsters' rather than any mention of
Lycus at all. In their reference to Heracles' slayings of 6npdv the chorus even pick up Lycus'
earlier dismissive complaints that Heracles has earned a glorious reputation through killing
beasts (157-8), and effectively refute them.” The context calls for praise of Heracles' saving
his family, but the chorus instead prioritise further mention of his heroic glories, connecting
this ode with their previous glorious hymn to his labours. Indeed Heracles is not identified as
even being a father in this ode, only as the son of Zeus. In the same way, immediately after
Lycus' death, the chorus sing a brief hymn addressed to Thebes (764-796), before concluding
with a description of Heracles and his triumphs. Once again, however, they explicitly claim to
be seeing proof of divinity and supermortal status in Heracles' acts (802-3), and almost
dismissing Amphitryon and Heracles' mortal nature entirely — although the 'double marriage'
is noted, Amphitryon is not named in this passage, and Zeus is named twice as Heracles'
father (800, 803). Furthermore, rather than praise Heracles' dispatch of Lycus, the chorus
actually choose to focus on the aspect of the events which is most related to his labours and
least related to his family, the fact that:

0¢ yag é£€Pag Barapwv

[MTAovtwvog ddpa Mmwv

72 Bond (1981) 154 also notes that the chorus sings a 'panhellenic’ version of Heracles' labours. It could be also
argued that a secondary effect of their doing so is to effectively support Amphitryon's earlier insistence on the

wide-ranging quality of Heracles' heroic reputation.
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VEPTEPOV.

You came out from the depths of the earth, leaving behind Pluto's home below. (806-8)
Some scholars have argued that it is this deed of Heracles' and the way the chorus praise it
which causes his destruction, as it represents him breaking the bonds of mortality.” However,
what is certainly the case is that twice when given the appropriate dramatic and emotional
context in which to praise Heracles in relation to his family, the chorus reject their chance to
do so, instead focusing on his labours, his divine nature, and his heroic identity. It is important
to note that in the description of Lyssa's attack by the messenger, Heracles' children are named
as a “yop0g... kaAApopeos” (925), but this chorus, intimately connected with Heracles' mortal
family life, are silent for the audience, and utterly destroyed shortly afterwards — the only
choral theme which ever dominates is that spoken by the chorus of the tragedy, who celebrate

the heroic aspects alone.

The same persistent identification of Heracles by his heroic exploits rather than family
relationships is shown by the goddess Lyssa, in her argument as to why Heracles should not
be attacked by Hera. It is made clear by Iris that Heracles' punishment is intended to be one
which is intensely linked with his family, when she states,

"Hpa Tpocéyar Kovov oipt’ antd 0éret

TA00G KatakTeivovTl, cuvOEA® & &ym

Hera wants him to be bound up with kindred blood, from killing his children, and I

want that too. (831-2)

However, Lyssa in her argument against the punishment entirely ignores this aspect, choosing
instead to emphasis his role as a glorious hero, and his wonderful deeds,

avnp 60’ 0Ok donpog ot &mi xBovi

73 Burnett (1971) 178-9; Silk (1985) 17; Griffiths (2002) 650-2.
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obt’ &v Beoioy, o ob |’ doméumelg dopovg:

dPatov d¢ yopav kol Bdlaccav dypiov

é&nuepaoag, Bedv dvéstnoev HOVOC

TILOG. ..

The man into whose house you are sending me is hardly insignificant, either on land

or to the gods: for he tamed the untrodden land and savage sea, and alone restored

the honour of the gods. (849-853)
The first part of her response focuses on Heracles' widespread reputation, before she goes on
specifically to address his labours. Lyssa could also have argued that slaying his own family is
too harsh a punishment, or unfair on their part, but Lyssa does not mention Heracles' family at
all, instead talking only of the significance of Heracles' deeds and heroism. In doing so, Lyssa
effectively lends divine support to the idea that Heracles should be primarily identified with
and through the praise won for his heroic deeds.™ It is therefore not solely the chorus who add
authority to the expressions of this idea by other characters around chorus, but even the divine
figures involved in the play insist on reinforcing this type of identity for Heracles, above all

else.

Reconstructing the Heroic Heracles

Thus several times in the play the characters and chorus reject opportunities to focus
on or value Heracles' relations with his family, instead drawing attention repeatedly back to
his heroic labours and his reputation. In this context, it would be odd to suggest that the

ending of the play flies in the face of all of this, prioritising Heracles' mortal experiences and

74 Lee (1982) 46-7 for the importance of Iris' and Lyssa's equal status in giving both goddesses' valid weight
within the play.
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sending him away to a more restrained existence in Athens. However, it is very clear from the
ending notes of the play that this is not what happens. The clash between Heracles' two
identities is certainly identified and discussed in the final scenes, but Heracles and Theseus
both make a point of rejecting the mortal, domestic ties Heracles had briefly tried to prioritise,
instead focusing on his heroic identity as a way of moving forward. In many ways Theseus in
the Heracles plays a very similar role to that demonstrated by Teucer in the 4jax — both enter
the stage after the outbreak of violence and identity crises of the protagonists, and both have a
friendly relationship with the protagonist which enables them to attempt a reconstruction of
heroic identity through praise. Yet where Teucer only succeeds in posthumously re-
establishing an identity which Ajax had attempted to reject, Theseus is far more successful,
and proves able to persuade Heracles to abandon death and accept the identity previously
established for him by the praise discourses of the chorus and characters throughout the

Heracles.

As with Ajax in the 4jax, the violence which breaks out as a result of the identity crisis
Heracles experiences has had a destabilizing effect on Heracles' identity, so much so that his
friend Theseus is unable to correctly identify him on his entry to the stage.” Theseus reveals
himself as being entirely unable to recognise who Heracles is, asking Amphitryon:

... Tig 8' ' oLV VeKPOIG, YEPOV;

Old man, who is that in among the corpses? (1189)

In the descriptions which follow, Theseus and Amphitryon participate in a process of
reconstructing Heracles' identity which makes him recognisable once more. This process is

accomplished through their positioning him once more within discourses of praise which

75 Holmes (2003) 263 further points out that Heracles almost does not recognise himself in the extreme “self-

alienation,” which causes him not to recognise the results of his actions.
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celebrate his heroic identity as a monster-slayer, and leaves his identity as mortal family-
focused man entirely aside. Theseus and Amphitryon therefore draw on and reiterate the same
praise discourses through which Heracles' identity has been constructed throughout the play in
order to perform this reconstruction. Heracles' survival enables him to participate in this
reconstruction through his discussion with Theseus, and unlike Ajax he proves persuadable,

even finally taking back up the praiseworthy identity he had previously tried to reject.

Amphitryon begins this process immediately in his response to Theseus' question of
who Heracles is, by identifying him as:

€LOG €U0g 6O YOVOG O moAvTOVog OG i

36pv yryovto@dvov ey OV Oeoi-

o1 Dreypaiov €¢ mediov AOTIGTAG.

That is my son, the man of many labours who came with the gods to the plain of

Phlegra, where many giants fell, as a warrior and spear-carrier. (1190-2)
Amphitryon does describe Heracles by their shared relationship, but immediately passes over
it, instead referring to Heracles' labours, and then progressing to a detailed description of one
of Heracles' heroic exploits as a means of identifying him to Theseus. In addition, Amphitryon
continues the description of Heracles by declaring,

oVK v €10eing &repov

TOAVHOYOOTEPOV TOALTAYKTOTEPOV TE OVaTV

You will not learn of another more-labouring or more-wandering among mortals.

(1196-7)
The comment explicitly evokes Heracles' heroic labours in the term “moAvpoy6d6tepov” and

establishes these as a further element of his identity by which Theseus can recognise him.
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These comments may seem somewhat redundant — Theseus and Heracles have a previous
relationship of which Amphitryon is already aware (619-20), and so Theseus should not need
to hear more than Heracles' name to be able to answer his question. Yet in his state of absolute
despair, as Theseus will later state, Heracles is 'not himself' (1414), so in taking more pains
over identifying him, Amphitryon and later Theseus begin the process of revealing who that

'self is, and who he is to be in the future, after the violent crisis in identity he has experienced.

Once Heracles is identified to Theseus, and he is able to persuade Heracles to uncover
his head and speak to his friend, they begin the conversation which is often accredited with
being part of Heracles' acceptance of a mortal life or lifestyle.” However, there are frequent
hints that precisely the opposite is taking place. To begin with, Theseus describes Heracles'
misery as spanning far more than just the mortal earth:

dmtn kdtwOev oOpavod dvompasio

In your misery, you overtake heaven from down below. (1240)

From then on, he actively rejects Heracles' repeated attempts to continue claiming his more
unheroic aspects, at the same time as he reflects the destabilisation of Heracles' identity as
part of the violence he has experienced. Theseus begins his comments by remarking
dismissively of Heracles' grief:

glpnKog €mruyovtog avBpdmov Adyouvg

You have spoken the words of some common person. (1248)

In the face of Heracles' enduring despair, however, Theseus is forced to amend his judgement
— Heracles is not simply speaking l/ike some ordinary person, he has temporarily become
someone other than himself, so that Theseus is forced to recognise a disjunction between the

identity he expects, and the one which Heracles is displaying to him:

76 e.g. Galinksy (1975) 65; Gregory (1977) 271-5; Yoshitake (1994) 153; Papadopoulou (1999) 305.
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0 moALd On TAGG Hpakific Aéyet TadE;

evepyENG Ppotoiot Kai péyag eilog;

Does the much-enduring Heracles say these things? (1250)

Is this the benefactor and great friend to mortals? (1252)
Faced with Theseus' questions, Heracles begins to re-establish his heroic identity for himself,
talking of his lineage (1258-68), and dwelling on his labours and successful monster-slayings
(1269-1279). However, here he is once more distracted by his desire to focus on family, and
furthermore indicates that his killing of his children has undermined the identity that he had
begun to re-establish, claiming that he will be unable to move in society (1281-6), and since
the earth itself will reject his presence (1294-1300), that he may as well be dead (1301). In his
complaints about Hera he argues that she has entirely destroyed him (1303-10). Heracles
claims that the man he once was is no longer — that identity has been overturned by Hera's
sending of the madness, and despite his acknowledgement of its existence, it cannot be re-
established. Once he has acknowledged the previous existence of this identity, however,
Theseus makes sure to have Heracles remember and continue to maintain it, asking:

oUTmG TOVOV 6OV OVKETL LV EXELS;

Do you thus no longer hold on to the memory of your labours? (1410)
when he would linger, and accusing:

... 0 Khewoc Hpaxfig ovk &l voov.

Distressed, you are not the famous Heracles. (1414)
Theseus' comment explicitly acknowledges the crisis in Heracles' identity, caused by the

violent clash between his two potential subject positions.”” He does not complain that

77 Kraus (1998) 150 makes the interesting argument that as well as his 'heroic' self, Theseus offers Heracles

various 'cult selves' to take up as his identity in the titles at 1250-1, all of which Heracles rejects.
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Heracles is not behaving like a famous individual, rather that Heracles at this point in time is
not his famous, heroic self. Yet Theseus does not only state this as a reflection on the
situation, his remark is intended as a reproach to Heracles, and does indeed succeed in
stinging Heracles to a response which recalls his own triumph in the underworld as opposed

to Theseus' failure (1415-7), thus re-connecting Heracles with his heroic identity.

Theseus does not rely solely on Heracles' remembrance of his past heroic identity,
however, but offers a future situation which will re-establish that identity for the future, and it
is this which causes Heracles to give up on his planned death, and agree to Theseus'
suggestions (1322-3). What is particularly important to note in their conversation is that
Theseus at no point suggests that Heracles should have any further concern for domestic or
family matters. The life he maps out for Heracles in Athens includes the important promise
that,

Bucioict Aaivolsi T E€oykdpocty

tipov avééel s’ ABnvaiov Tolc.

KOAOG Yap aotoig atépavog EAMvev Hro

dvop’ €600V dperodVTAG EVKAEING TUYETV.

The whole city of the Athenians will raise you up as revered with sacrifices and

monuments of stone. For it is a fine crown for the citizens in the view of the Greeks to

gain renown for aiding a noble man. (1332-5)

It is clear that Theseus is not offering a simple domestic life — he talks of honours and prizes

t78

in recognition of heroism, and a life associated with that.” The close juxtaposition of the

terms otépavog and evkAeiog evoke the context of praise poetry once more, so that Theseus'

78 Walsh (1979) 306-8 recognises the public nature of the move to Athens, as distinct from the private realm

Heracles failed to maintain through care for his family (306).
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words here reflect the chorus' earlier epinician odes for Heracles, and tie his ongoing life in
Athens into that context.” Furthermore, these gifts are offered in return for another heroic act
which Heracles has committed — rescuing Theseus from the underworld (1336-7). Theseus
presents an ongoing life for Heracles in which he continues to live and behave according to
his heroic identity, and his identity as father is entirely left behind. This promise is taken up
by Heracles' agreement to leave with Theseus, so that even before they reach Athens, the path
they embark upon will take them back to Heracles' heroic labours — the incomplete task of
delivering Cerberus to Eurystheus (1386-8).* This decision is even represented in the staging
of the scene. Heracles makes the rather symbolic move on stage away from his family — his
father is left standing on stage alone, with the bodies of Heracles' wife and children around
him, once more responsible for their care (in this case their burial 1358-65), and unable to

follow Heracles to his return to heroic labours and a praiseworthy life.

Heracles accepts the idea of maintaining his heroic identity when he takes up his
weapons to leave with Theseus. However, even before that, he shows growing concern for this
aspect of his identity, and willingness to take it up in preference to his family disasters, in his
responses to Theseus' final offer. It is important to note that when he agrees to accept Theseus'
gifts, he does so partly with the reasoning,

gokeyduny o¢ Kainep &v Kakoiow Gv,

un detMav SeAm Tv’ KMV OAog

I realised that although I am in the midst of troubles, I have not incurred some charge

79 See nl2 above on the Pindaric image of epinician poetry as a crown of glory.

80 Bond (1981) 408 ad 1386-8 notes some textual issues here, and rejects these lines as an 'antiquarian's
footnote'; Barlow (1996) agrees that they are 'odd'. However, Kovacs (1996) & (1998), and Diggle (1989) do
not object to the lines, although both accept Wakefield's (1794) conjecture of 'aypiov' to improve the sense of

1386.
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of cowardice by leaving the light. (1347-8)
This is not a statement which is explicitly connected to Theseus' arguments so far, but it is a
symbol of his acceptance of the heroic identity which Theseus offers and promotes instead of
his mortal one. He allows concern for reputation and renown to hold sway, and it is in
association with this reason that he accepts Theseus' offer to go on living as a hero in Athens.
It is this reasoning which Theseus plays on in his short accusations, particularly when he
argues that Heracles is not behaving like his 'famous' self (1414). Given the prominence with
which reputation and renown are treated throughout the play, it is clear that this comment is
not meant simply as an additional concern, but rather a return to those heroic values which
have dominated throughout for many of the characters, and which Heracles tried

unsuccessfully to reject when he promised instead to turn to tending to his family.

This transition is even recognised in the formal context of song which the chorus have
demonstrated throughout. Immediately after Heracles' murder of his family, they attempt to
put his deeds into an appropriate context through song, as they were able to do throughout
with his triumphant labours. However, although they attempt to begin with two different
mythological examples — the Danaids, and Procne's story — they reject both as unsuitable, and
eventually appear to give up the attempt entirely, crying in perplexity,

aioi, Tiva otevayuov

1 YooV 1] OTdV ®dav 1| TOV At-

da. Yopov dynow;

Alas, what groaning or wailing or song for the dead or chorus of Hades shall I sound?

(1025-7)

Heracles' acts become effectively impossible for them to sing — they cannot relate a
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mythological example which is suitable, and they cannot even work out what type of sound
they should make to best begin their song, suggesting and failing to take up in turn a groan, a
wail, and even a chorus of Hades. Their confusion and inability to handle the situation is
emphasised by Amphitryon's repeated attempts to silence them (1042-4, 1048-51, 1052, 1053-
4, 1060). The chorus which was so formal and authoritative earlier on in the play is silenced
and unable to perform their appropriate function in this new situation — effectively, the
destruction of his family that has become the climax of Heracles' attempt to pursue domestic
concerns, has made him an impossible target of song.®' Yet with his promised rehabilitation in
Athens, this too will be transformed, as the rites of honour that Theseus promises are closely
related to the earlier context of praise songs within which the chorus had repeatedly

positioned Heracles.®

It is also possible to argue that in the Heracles the reconstruction of Heracles' identity
as solely heroic is accomplished partly through the functioning of the theme of friendship. In
the past scholars have noted the importance of friendship as a potential theme when it comes
to Euripides' Heracles,” but it is significant that any friendship is shown clearly only to
manifest on one side of the conflict between Heracles' heroic aspects and his domestic.
Amphitryon remarks repeatedly that Zeus refuses to show friendship to Heracles on behalf of

his family, when they face trouble (339-47, and 498-502), and it is clear that no friendship

81 Foley (1985) 187 and Griffiths (2006) for this silencing of the chorus.

82 As above. It is also notable in this regard that even in his despair the chorus prove unable to identify Heracles
as anything other than koAAivikov (1046) — they do not acknowledge that there is any alternative to this
identity for Heracles, even while they do more explicitly recognise the family relationships involved in
Amphitryon's suffering (1039-41).

83 Silk (1985) esp. 17; Papadopoulou (1999) 303-4 particularly on friendship as a communal, civic virtue;
Dobrov (2001) 146.
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from Zeus extends to this aspect of Heracles' identity.* However, Lyssa herself reveals that in
contrast, Zeus has extended friendship, and has protected Heracles from the anger of Hera
throughout the time when he was undertaking his heroic acts,

piv pEV yap dOLovg éktelevtiicon TKpovg,

T0 ¥pN Vv €€Ecmlev 00O’ €la TaTNP

Z£0¢ viv kak®g opav ovt” En’ ov0” "Hpav moté:

For before he brought to an end his painful struggles, it was necessary to keep him

safe, and his father Zeus did not permit either me or Hera to do anything harmful to

him at any time. (827-829)
Similarly, Heracles, the chorus, and his family all express dismay that when his family faces
trouble, he receives no help or friendship from the people of Thebes (217-228, 272-4, 551,
558-61, 568-9), other than the ineffectual support of the chorus, who, as discussed above, are
more concerned with hymning his heroics than talking about or supporting this mortal side of
his life.* However, when a friend is finally revealed, and explicitly claimed to be of the ideal
kind (1404), it is Theseus, a friend who has been won through a heroic deed, and one who will
return Heracles to a life of heroism.* Even Heracles' friendships are therefore split between
his two identities — with only those connected with heroism ever shown to be effective.
Euripides' Heracles is also of course shown to be more fortunate in his heroic friends than

Sophocles' Ajax, since Theseus, unlike Teucer, arrives in time to prevent his death and

84 Mikalson (1986) 94.

85 In this regard it is important to note, as Mastronarde (2010) 105 does, that the chorus is also left behind while
Heracles goes to flourish elsewhere, without even the promise of a delayed opportunity to follow him as is
given the choruses of the Helen and the Iphigenia at Tauris. Even their somewhat ineffectual connection is
therefore severed as part of the reconstruction of Heracles' heroic identity.

86 Theseus is also of course a monster-slaying hero himself, and it is significant that they share the quality of
dual mortal/divine parentage which is treated as a marker of Heracles' two competing identities in the
Heracles. Kraus (1998) 137 argues that Theseus' entrance onstage effectively doubles Heracles' through their

similarities. See also Chapter 2, n7.
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reconstruct a favourable, heroic identity for Heracles which he is successfully persuaded to

accept.

Conclusion

Thus, like Sophocles' 4jax, Euripides' Heracles experiences a violent crisis of identity
as a result of the differing types of praise he seeks and receives. Indeed Heracles establishes a
far more extreme difference than that sought by Ajax, in attempting to establish for himself an
identity of caring father, a position which he argues should be associated with the same praise
as his heroic identity. The two identities, as in the case of Ajax, are incompatible, and
Heracles' attempt to forcibly establish the 'father' identity causes an outbreak of violence
which is destructive to both. Taking an approach to these plays which is focused on praise and
blame therefore provides an alternative perspective to the usual interpretations of the
Heracles which argue that Heracles' transition is from the dangerously heroic to a more
mortal, appropriate type of heroism, treated by the play as a positive transition. Furthermore,
the comparison of these two plays enables an exploration of the similarities between the
situations of Ajax and Heracles. However, there are some differences between the treatment

which appears in Sophocles' play and Euripides', which are worth briefly considering.

The case of Ajax dramatises a crisis caused by a dissonance in the degree of praise
sought to that awarded. Ajax unsuccessfully seeks to be positioned with praise discourses as
'best’, but this identity is still one which is still focused on military or heroic exploits among
men, whereas Heracles attempts to establish his identity through discourses of praise about his

role in family life, among women and children.®” Heracles' two potential identities are more

87 This type of distinction will also be shown to be far more dangerous where women are involved in the
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distinct than those experienced by Ajax, yet while the identity crisis which consumes Ajax
results in his death, that endured by Heracles is somewhat counteracted by the more forceful
and persistent praise which reconstructs the heroic identity of Heracles before his death. In
this regard it is important also to note, as a substantial difference between the two
explorations, the formalisation of such discourses of praise and their role in identity
construction in Euripides' play. The chorus has a particularly significant role in this process in
the Heracles, and their self-conscious acknowledgement of their role as praise-singers and use
of epinician motifs is far more pronounced than anything found in the Ajax. The question of
blame is also different for the two warriors. While Heracles faces similar questioning of his
reputation and praiseworthiness as that experienced by Ajax, Heracles' criticisms come from
Lycus alone, isolated by the situation of the play, and are neither as thorough nor as
widespread as the communal blame endured by Ajax, which perhaps may go some way to

explain why the crisis forced by Ajax is fatal, whereas that caused by Heracles is not.

In both these plays male warrior figures face identity crises caused by a failure to
establish a desired identity through discourses of praise. Despite their minor variations in the
treatment of this issue, both Sophocles' Ajax and Euripides' Heracles demonstrate a clear
preoccupation with the questions of how to deal with the process of identity construction
through praise, and what happens when it fails or is problematised by the desires of the
subject. It is perhaps therefore not surprising to see such issues reoccur in the case of another
tragic warrior figure, the Athenian exemplar Theseus. However, as I shall go on to discuss in
the following chapter, the situation for Theseus is vastly different to that discussed in relation
to Ajax and Heracles. Not only does Theseus face no comparable identity crisis in tragedy, but

the process of identity construction through praise seems to be presented entirely differently

production of such discourses, in Chapters 3-5.
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when it comes to Theseus, across the works of both Sophocles and Euripides.
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Chapter Two: Unsung Hero? Theseus as unpraised exemplar.

While the model of identity construction through praise has a great deal of prominence
in the Heracles and the Ajax, it is not the only approach found in tragedy, nor is it a requisite
for dealing with the types of male warrior or “hero” figures who move from archaic poetry on
to the tragic stage in Sth-century Athens. In fact in the case of Theseus, claimed as Athens'
own hero by the virtue of his role as founder and civiliser of Athens itself, this process of
identity construction through praise is conspicuous by its absence, providing an interesting

counterexample to the cases discussed so far.

As the hero claimed by Athens for her own, supposedly the first king of Athens'
mythical democracy, Theseus might be expected to find in Athens' tragedies an unrivalled
level of panegyric and praise.! Certainly several scholars have recognised that he plays an
unusual role — persistently helpful in three of the four tragedies we have, and representing
Athens in coming to the aid especially of suppliants.? In the last twenty years the position of
Theseus in tragedy has attracted a great deal of study, both from those who consider the tragic
portrayal in relation to other mythical traditions surrounding him, and from those who would
see comments on contemporary politics represented in the way Theseus is portrayed.® Sophie

Mills' work Theseus, Tragedy and the Athenian Empire (1997) has made the strongest case for

1 On Theseus as Athens' 'own' hero: Mills (1997) 2-6; Walker (1995) 13-5. On Theseus as founder of Athens'
democracy: Calame (1990) 259-60; Walker (1995) 35-64, 143-6; Mills (1997) 97-104; Davie (1982). Loraux
(1986) 66-7 has some caveats on the idea of Theseus as 'democratic' hero.

2 For purely positive interpretations of Theseus' roles in tragedy, cf. Blundell (1989) 230-2, 248-53; Mills
(1997) 160-85; Reinhardt (1979) 208. On Athens' reception of suppliants in tragedy, cf. Carter (2011);
Tzanetou (2011), and Mendelsohn (2002) 15-6 on the introduction of this ideology into tragedy.

3 e.g. Michelini (1997); and for further examples see Morwood (2007) 170-1. Zuntz (1955) 155-7 strongly

rejected the type of precise historical mapping present in many of these interpretations.
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praise of Theseus in tragedy, arguing that the Theseus of tragedy is presented as an
embodiment of all Athenian virtues, making tragedy a major contributor in the construction of
a picture of Theseus that is relentlessly positive. However, many of these interpretations rely
on a reconstruction of an external audience's judgement of the tragic Theseus, and a
consideration of his behaviour and actions within a framework of Athenian values, as far as it
can be reconstructed from other texts. This is undoubtedly a major part of understanding the
presentation of Theseus, but falls short in that it does not take into account the ways in which
he is judged within the plays themselves. When we consider the judgements passed by other
characters and choruses on Theseus, and the praise or blame awarded to him throughout all
four of the extant tragedies which appears, a far less obviously positive picture is presented. In
fact, Theseus is directly awarded an unusually small amount of praise specific to himself in
tragedy, when set alongside other heroic figures such as Ajax or Heracles, especially in
relation to the predominantly positive roles he plays in those tragedies. Furthermore, set
against this lack of directly focused praise is a rather surprising degree of blame, both
explicitly directed towards him, and implied. Contrary to Mills' argument, it seems clear that
if we consider specifically the role of praise and blame in forming judgements of Theseus in
tragedy, a rather ambiguous picture at best is presented, and even where his role may be
positive, the Athenian tragedians did not use their works to present an unqualified panegyric

of the Athenian hero.

What makes the case of Theseus so unusual is that praise across all the tragedies in
which he appears is never awarded to him without an ulterior motive on the part of the
speaker. Often, characters and choruses praise Theseus in order to flatter and persuade him,

rather than to celebrate his successes or virtues. Furthermore, even this rhetorical praise is
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often laced with problematic associations and undercut by other issues in the plays, such that
it is often complicated and ambiguous. Unlike Ajax or Heracles, therefore, Theseus is not
presented as having his identity constructed or challenged through the praise he receives on
stage, not least since this is both limited and problematic. Furthermore, Theseus is faced with
an unusual level of direct and indirect blame everywhere he appears in tragedy, which is not
usually recognised by interpretations of his tragic 'character'. He therefore presents a rather
unique case among male warrior figures in tragedy, and one which is unexpected given his

high status as Athens' favourite hero.

Praise as Persuasion

Theseus and his deeds do not of course go entirely unpraised in Greek tragedy. As
discussed above, praise is often shown to be a key aspect of heroic identity for other male
warrior figures in tragedy, to the point of contributing to violent and dramatic identity crises
in the cases of Ajax and Heracles; thus to find no praise at all in the case of Theseus would
present a dramatic contrast. Yet what makes the situation of Theseus so unusual in tragedy is
that where praise for this Athenian hero par excellence does appear, it is rarely presented in
and of itself, or seen as part of the process of constructing Theseus' identity. Instead, a great
deal of the praise given to Theseus across tragedy is deployed as part of a rhetorical strategy,
often aimed at persuading Theseus to perform particular acts on behalf of the speaker. Of
course, Theseus faces no violent identity crisis such as that experienced by Heracles and Ajax

in extant tragedy; nor is he shown in the context of his more heroic exploits.* Nonetheless,

4 The Theseus and two Aegeus plays, covering Theseus' trip to Crete and defeat of Medea would presumably
have featured Theseus in a more central, heroic light. On Theseus in these plays see Webster (1967) 106-7;
Mills (1997) 223; Sourvinou-Inwood (1979) 56.
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since he does appear in a variety of positive roles in tragedies which focus on his actions as
well as those such as the Heracles which do not, the lack of comparable praise awarded him is

unusual even outside of the destructive contexts in which it is shown in the 4jax and Heracles.

It might be expected that in the Suppliants, which Aristophanes of Byzantium called in
his hypothesis “a celebration of Athens” we would find a great deal of praise both of Athens
and of its King, who plays a central dramatic role. Certainly among scholarship there has been
a great deal of praise of Theseus for his actions, and the ways in which they represent what
have been considered cardinal Athenian virtues.” However, the praise which is actually
addressed to Theseus within the play is limited, and often contains problematic associations
which undercut its impact and effectiveness. Almost from the first moment he arrives on stage
Adrastus and the suppliants address a great deal of praise to Theseus. However, for reasons
that will become apparent, it is important to note that this praise does not actually begin
before his arrival on stage — Aethra and the chorus speak only of 'her son' or describe him by
name, with no special epithets or descriptions attached (5, 24, 37, 55, 60, 68).° It is only once

he has asked the meaning of the display, and once Adrastus begins his formal plea, that the

5 Notably Macleod (1983) 74 on pity as a cardinal Athenian virtue represented by Theseus; on pity combined
with an ability to be persuaded Mills (1997) 106; and on piety Mills (1997) 148. Buxton (1982) 185-6 on
peitho as an Athenian virtue represented by Theseus' values and behaviour in the Suppliants.

6 At 65 Euripides' specially-coined noun gdtekvig could be considered praise for her child, as in Kovacs'

translation (1998) “the noble son you bore”. However, the more straightforward reading is to read it as

simply referring positively to the fact that Aethra, whose son is still alive, is considered blessed by the
chorus, who contrast this status with the loss of their own sons (and thus her power against their
powerlessness). Collard similarly (1975) emphasises the contrast it sets up with dvetvyiav (cf also n. on 955).
This contrast between childlessness and the 'gift' of children, rather than representing any quality of those
children, is supported by its use at Jon. 470. Note also here the contrast between this family-focused way by
the chorus and Aecthra of identifying Theseus as opposed to the identifications which focus on praiseworthy
deeds found in the Heracles (Chapter 1 above). The use of this type of identification squanders a potential

opportunity to praise Theseus.
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praise begins in very strong terms:

O KoAivike yiig AOnvaiov dvag,

Onoed, 60¢ ikétng Kol TOAewg Tikw cébev.

Theseus, glorious in victory, lord of Athens, I have come as a suppliant to you and

your city! (113-4)
The word kaAiivikog is elsewhere in tragedy usually used to describe Heracles, and its use
here evokes the great hero, both as a familiar comparison with Theseus,” and more generally
as an exemplar of excellent heroic behaviour, and thus a superlatively praiseworthy figure.®
Adrastus begins his statement with this description, and in fact prioritises his praise of
Theseus before addressing him by his name, which comes last in the phrase. However, as will
become an obvious pattern of use in this play, Adrastus' praise is not meant to be simply an
overflowing of positive descriptions for Theseus, in the way that, for example, the choral odes
praising Heracles in Euripides' Heracles might be considered. In fact, Adrastus' praise is
intrinsically bound up in the intention he states, his supplication of Theseus, which forms the
second half of a neat two-line phrase. Adrastus praises Theseus with the intention to persuade
— partly to flatter him into agreeing to Adrastus' request, and undoubtedly partly with
reference to his end goal, that Theseus will be 'victorious' in retrieving the bodies from
Thebes, at which point Adrastus would be able to praise him in the same terms for this

accomplishment on the suppliants' behalf.” As a result, unlike the praise of Heracles and Ajax

7 Morwood (2007) ad loc and Collard (1975) ad loc both note that the term's use here may be intended to
evoke this comparison. On the frequent comparisons drawn in the Ancient World between Heracles and
Theseus: Barlow (1981) 3; Mills (1997) 108, 138; Connor (1970). Plutarch (Theseus 6-12) reflects this
process in his claim that Theseus deliberately 'imitated’ Heracles' great deeds — see further Ampolo e
Manfredini (1988) ad loc.

8 On kaAlivikog see Chapter 1, esp. n54. But see below for the ways in which the use of this description in the
Suppliants has more troubling associations.

9 Morwood (2007) 152 notes Adrastus' intention to persuade here.
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discussed in the previous chapter, Adrastus' praise is part of establishing the identity Adrastus
would like to hope that Theseus has, or perhaps would like to encourage Theseus to claim,
rather than maintaining an already established identity. If Theseus is indeed the type of
individual that Adrastus praises him as, then he will be able to establish the quality xoaAiivicog
as an aspect of his identity as a result of the actions he undertakes on behalf of Adrastus. Thus,
Adrastus' praise refers not solely to Theseus' current identity, but one which he holds out
before Theseus as a potential prize for being persuaded by Adrastus. This is wholly unlike the
praise discourses within which Ajax and Heracles are positioned, since both of them are
instead praised for identities already established as a result of their previous actions. Adrastus'
focus on his goal, and his desire to make a request is demonstrated by the play to be the key
aim of his statement, since it is clearly picked up by Theseus' response, which addresses him
with two direct questions about what he seeks (115). With this in mind, the lack of praise
involved in earlier mentions of Theseus becomes clear — before he is on stage, there is little

point in attempting to flatter or persuade him by this method. '

This technique of persuasion-through-praise, rather than praise for aspects of an
already established identity, becomes a central feature of the praise Theseus receives
throughout the scene, in a way which has not been acknowledged by previous analyses of the
persuasion attempted by Adrastus and the chorus of Theseus. The next piece of praise that
comes to Theseus is again given by Adrastus, when he cries,

G, & ka®” BALGS dAxipdTaTov Kapa,

dvag AGnvdv, &v pev aioydvaig &y

TTVOV TPOS YOVL GOV aumicyew yept,

10 See Introduction for a brief discussion of the widespread awareness in Greek culture of the power of praise or

blame as a motivating factor.
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[TOAOG Avip TOPOVVOG EVOOUI®Y TAPOG]*

Opmg &’ dvdykn cupeopais eikewv LIS,

But, most mighty man in Greece, king of Athens, although I hold it to be shameful, to

be falling on the ground and grasping your knees with my hands, [an old man, who

was formerly a fortunate king]: nonetheless I must give way to my disasters. (163-167)
Once again the praise is directly combined with Adrastus' appeal, in this case even with the
physical act of supplication, making the two aspects entirely combined.'" Similarly, this praise
too focuses both on Theseus' status as king of Athens, and on praise which represents him as
valiant, and thus on his potential to be victorious in fighting or battle, something which
foreshadows the role Theseus will actually have to play to fulfil Adrastus' appeal. Similarly
Adrastus praises Theseus in connection with his city when he explains why he has come to
ask Athens for help, saying,

... TOMG 0¢ on

povn duvvaut” v TOove” mooTivon THVoV:

T4 T olkTpd Yap d€d0opKE Kol veaviay

el 6 moéV’ E6OLOV" 0D ypeiq TOAEIG

TOALOL SIOAOVT’, EVOEETS GTPATNAATOV.

Only your city could undertake this labour: for it sees pitiable things clearly, and it

has you, a young, noble chief: in need of which many cities have been utterly

destroyed, through wanting such a general. (188-92)
Again Theseus is described in terms which emphasise potential in battle, particularly in the

reference to other cities lacking such a 'ctpatnAdng.'? It is perhaps not surprising therefore

11 Thus readings such as Morwood (2007) ad loc which recognise only Adrastus' emotion and 'respect' in this
address do not give sufficient weight for the intended persuasive purpose of this type of praise in Adrastus'
speech.

12 Burian (1985) 132 identifies Adrastus' “flattery” as the Argive's attempt to sway Theseus through political
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that when Adrastus' request is originally rebuffed, he gives up on his praise, going almost in
entirely the opposite direction when he complains about Theseus' response (253). However,
the chorus take their cue from his original tactic, crying,

npOG <G> YEVEIASOC, ® PIA0g, <O Pihoc>,

o doxipmrtatog EALGS <yoie,

dvtopon apeuritvousa 10 GOV YOVU

Kol yépa dethaia, ...

und’ dtapovg, tékvov, év Kadpov yovi ydpuato Onpdv
Toidag &v NAkig T@ od Katidne, iIKeTted .
By your beard, friend, <friend>, most excellent man in <the land of> Greece, I beg
you, embracing your knees and hands, wretched me... do not, child, look away in your
prime of life, and leave our sons unburied in the land of Cadmus, a delight to wild
beasts, I beseech you. (277-283)

In precisely the same way as Adrastus, the chorus closely entwine their praise with their

supplication, and focus particularly on praise which indicates what they expect of Theseus. "

As a result, none of the praise that Theseus receives in the early part of the play is
delivered unencumbered — both Adrastus and the chorus use it purely as a method of
persuasion. Furthermore, it is this same, unusual technique that Aethra develops as her focus

in her own attempt to persuade her son, although her approach is slightly different. Rather

considerations.

13 Burian (1985) 134 prioritises the chorus' appeal to pity as their main tactic of persuasion, and does not
recognise their simultaneous attempt to take up a tactic of praise in service of persuasion. It is notable that
although both Theseus (288) and Aethra (293) recognise the pitiable situation of the mothers, he refuses to be
persuaded by this (292-4), partly based on a lack of fellow-feeling — see further on Theseus' 'detachment’
Gamble (1970) 386-93; Hesk (2011) 134-5 on neither Aethra nor Theseus being persuaded by pity.
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than attempting to persuade strictly through direct praise, she addresses how Theseus will be
undeserving of praise if he does not do what is asked — and this approach, unlike that of
Adrastus and the chorus, is successful. Her discussion of the rewards Theseus would win for
himself is specifically framed in terms of the types of prizes usually closely involved with
praise poetry. She says,

EpeT 0& oM TG OG Avavopi xepdv,

OAEL TOPOV GOl GTEQAVOV gVKAEIOG AoPETV

Someone will say that out of unmanliness you remained hands-off, instead of seizing a

crown of glory for your city. (314-5)
Theseus picks up her reference immediately, commenting,

... TOAAQL YOP OPAGOG KOANL

£€00g 100” €ic "EAANvag é&eder&auny,

del KOAUOTN G TOV Kak®dV KadeoTdval.

0VKOLV ATodaY duvatdv 6T Lot THVOLG,.

tiyap p €podotv of ye Suoueveig fpotdv,

For having done many fine deeds I have declared this kind of habit to Greece, always

to appoint myself a punisher of evil deeds.. Therefore it is not possible for me to refuse

labours. For what will hostile mortals say about me? (339-343)
Both show great concern over what will be said about Theseus — and therefore, in
combination with Aethra's imagery of winning a crown or garland — indicate that their
concern is whether he will win praise or blame for his choice of how to deal with Adrastus.'
With his reference to his previous deeds, and the reputation they have won him across Greece,
Theseus furthermore explicitly connects the issue to his reputation for heroics. Aethra's

approach of persuasion through reference to praise is successful where Adrastus and the

14 On imagery of praise as crowns or garlands, see Chapter 1, n12.
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chorus were not partly as she manages to hold before Theseus the promise of winning more
praise rather than relying on praise for the deeds he has already accomplished. Yet Aethra also
takes the technique further than Adrastus or the chorus, by not only promising praise if
Theseus does help the Suppliants, but combining this with the threat of blame if he does not.
Not only does she warn him that he must continue to win more praise in order to maintain his
identity of heroic and praiseworthy, therefore, she also demonstrates how fragile this type of
identity is, and that it can be undermined if his deeds do not continue to win further praise. It
is this point that Theseus reflects with his (worried) reference to maintaining the reputation
and identity established by praise for his earlier heroics. Effectively, Theseus' and Aethra's
conversation here discusses some of the issues at stake in the situations which Heracles and
Ajax face, as Theseus prioritises his reputation and earned praise as part of publicly
establishing his £€0og, his customary practice, which he claims can be recognised as part of his
typical identity by the Greeks, as something which they can 'always' associate with him.
Theseus further recognises the dangers of destabilising that identity through earning blame
rather than praise. Yet where Ajax and Heracles attempt to force the issue, Theseus sensibly
backs down and takes the course which promises praise that will confirm his traditional heroic
identity."”” Furthermore, even if this conversation reflects the issues faced by Heracles and
Ajax, it remains notable that it takes place within a context of persuasion, in which Aethra

appeals to praise and the threat of destabilising blame specifically in order to prevail upon

15 Goff (1995a) 71-4 gives a useful analysis of the roots (maternity and ritual) of Aethra's authoritative speech,
as well as her concern with articulating an Athenian identity in the process persuading Theseus (76-8). 1
would further argue however that it is not solely Athens' identity which is represented as being at stake in the
rhetoric Aethra deploys, but also Theseus', and it is this which he takes up as his primary concern in his
response to her. See also, McClure (1999) 263 on Aethra's speech being sanctioned by her involvement in
public ritual. McClure also notes that Aethra's speech, since it is addressed to her son, should be seen as
reasonably authoritative and neither transgressive nor even especially public except appropriately where she
discusses ritual. Hesk (2011) 130-3 discusses Aethra's speech in relation to a specifically Athenian concern

with euboulia.
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Theseus, in a way which does not apply to Heracles or Ajax in their own plays.

Thus even though the Suppliants opens with a great deal of praise for Theseus, and
further discussion of ways in which he can win more praise, all of it is focused on persuasion
rather than praise alone. It is perhaps also relevant to note here that when the chorus responds
to Theseus' promise of aid, they have returned to calling him simply 'the king' (éva& 367),
abandoning their earlier flowery phrases once the cause has been won. In this passage the
subject of their praise is rather the city, when they cry,

KOAOV & dryoApo mOAESY €0-

oePng movog yapv T Exel

Tav £¢ aiel.

A pious labour is a beautiful ornament for cities, and gains gratitude forever. (373-4)
The 'labour' which Theseus had previously agreed to (342) is here transferred to the city as a
source of glory. However, this statement comes as the chorus' response to Theseus' need to
seek agreement from the city. It is therefore important to recognise that even if they cannot
address the city directly, the chorus here nonetheless addresses its praise not to Theseus, who
has already agreed to their request, but to the city as a whole, in the hope of persuading the

assembly.

Of course, the ancient description of the Suppliants does not actually describe it as an
encomium of Theseus — it is called an encomium of Athens, instead. Theseus' close ties to
Athens are exploited throughout the tragedies, with the city also receiving a detailed degree of
praise. As discussed above, however, this praise for the city is also often deployed as a type of

persuasion, as by the chorus when Theseus claims that he must convince the city in the form
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of the assembly to help them. This type of persuasion through praise of the city is furthermore
not limited to the Suppliants, but also appears in the Oedipus at Colonus. The longest period
of explicit, uncomplicated praise for a place in the play is actually focused on the deme of
Colonus (668-718), and while Theseus has connections established in mythical tradition both
to Athens itself and to Troezen,'® he does not share the same closeness with Colonus, which
has its own eponymous founder-hero."”” When it comes to Athens, rather than Colonus,
however, the characters in the Oedipus at Colonus show the same willingness to use praise
purely to persuade or manipulate as the characters in the Suppliants. Particularly notable in
the praise of Athens in this play is its use to set a standard of behaviour which Oedipus
believes the chorus and Theseus must live up to, as in his comments on Athens' fine reputation
to the chorus,

i 0fjtal 06ENC, 7 TL KANOOGVOS KaATg

patnv peovong aeEAnua yiyvetot,

el tég vy ABMvag eact Beoocefeotdtag

glvat, Lovac 8& TOV KaKoLUEVOV EEvov

o®ew olag T Kol povog Apkelv Exetv;

... OV W] KAAVTTE TAG €VOOILOVOG
gpyotlg ABnvag dvociolg vaNPeTdV,
What then becomes of a reputation, or what is useful about beautiful fame that streams

away in vain, if they say Athens is god-fearing, and that she alone is the kind of city

16 See on Theseus and Troezen Walker (1995) 11-2 on the theory that the Theseus myth was adopted by the
Athenians from the Troezenians, which he disputes: 12, 14-5. On the later representations of the early parts of
Theseus' story with Theseus as Troezenian 'outsider' also 84-113.

17 Colonus is himself explicitly mentioned as the founder of the deme at 59, making it impossible to assume
that he is to be ignored, and Theseus is here meant to replace him in significance. On Colonus/Athens and

this ode Allison (1984) and Blundell (1993) are particularly useful discussions.

118



who can save a maltreated foreigner and ward off that mistreatment? ... You, don't

cloud over fortunate Athens by helping in unholy deeds. (258-83)
Oedipus' focus on the fame of Athens and her reputation also invokes the things for which she
was most praised, at least in the eyes of the Athenians, her protection of suppliants.'®
However, the context of this praise is once again persuasion of the kind which Adrastus
applied in the Suppliants, and more specifically, Oedipus indicates that praise from others can
be shown by him to be undeserved, if the chorus do not do as he wishes. In fact his statement
is entirely concerned with praise from others, rather than containing any direct praise from
Oedipus himself, and even this he declaims as potentially undeserved.” Furthermore,
Antigone refers to the land in similar terms when she cries,

® mAEioT” dmaivolg edhoyovuevov TEdov,

VOV 601 T0 Aapumpd TadTo Ol Paivewy €.

Oh land most celebrated with praise, now it is necessary for you to show that these

shining words are true. (720-1)
Here the requirement for Athens to demonstrably earn the praise given is made entirely
explicit, so that Antigone's words have the effect of underlining the effect introduced by
Oedipus earlier.® The point becomes that Athens could be deserving of a great deal of praise,
but must earn it and show itself to be so, rather than simply that Athens should be or is

praised.”’ As with Megara's arguments in the Heracles, and Aethra's in the Suppliants,

18 On Athens and suppliants see n2 above.

19 This type of hyper-aware distinction between praise given and praise deserved appears elsewhere in tragedy —
it is on this basis that Amphitryon and Lycus argue in the Heracles (see above, Chapter 1). In Sophocles'
Trachiniae Deianira makes a similarly deliberate distinction between Heracles' fame and praise from others
and her own opinion — see below Chapter 3.

20 Segal (1981) 376 argues that this reference is partially metapoetic, and requires Athens to enact (through
drama) the praise which poetry (including odes found in drama) awards it.

21 The same type of argument is also made by Creon at (728-34, 747-9), where he praises Athens in order to
persuade Theseus to give Oedipus up, and in Oedipus' response to Creon (1003-1013), which praises Athens
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Antigone and Oedipus refer to past praise and reputation as a way of establishing an identity
which must be maintained by particular acts — just as Megara and Amphitryon must maintain
Heracles' praiseworthy identity by dying nobly, so must Theseus give in to Oedipus' requests
to maintain Athens' praiseworthy identity, and by extension, his own.” Yet in the case
discussed in the Heracles, there is no suggestion that Heracles' reputation could be proved
undeserved; indeed, this is precisely what Amphitryon argues successfully with Lycus. In the
Oedipus at Colonus, the presentation of reputation and identity is made more fragile; by not
living up to Antigone's or Oedipus' expectations, Oedipus claims that Athens' reputation could
be judged to be 'in vain', her fame 'clouded’, and even previous praise demonstrated to be
false. Thus the use of praise and reputation is far more weighted here, and simultaneously
shown to be, itself, significantly more fragile than the praise given to Heracles which forms a
similar standard for Megara and Amphitryon. Oedipus and Antigone not only refer to this
praise only to use it in persuasion, undermining its impact, they also call it into question at the
same time, thus making it impossible to read such comments as being uncomplicated

panegyrics of Athens which reflect well on Theseus.

The use of praise in relation to Theseus in these plays therefore presents a stark
contrast with the situations found in the 4jax and the Heracles. In both the Ajax and the
Heracles concerns of being praiseworthy were used to motivate behaviour, but praise was not

held out so explicitly as a prize for preferred behaviour. Furthermore, there is plenty of praise

in order to persuade Theseus not to! Buxton (1982) 137-8 notes Creon's use of flattery in what seems to be
persuasion but turns out to be deceit.

22 Hesk (2012) 169 notes that it is Theseus' arrival and promise to help Oedipus that stir the chorus to “express
their Attic values and identity” at 668-719, as part of the very close connection which the play develops
between Theseus and Athens or Attica. The patriotism of the chorus is only introduced by the appearance of
Theseus, so that it is a reaction as much to him as to the land itself. See further Dhuga (2005) on the

interesting status of the chorus of the OC.

120



of both Ajax and Heracles in their respective plays which does not conform to this motivation
for use, which is intended rather for the construction of their heroic identities after the crisis
these face, or as rather straightforward celebration of their heroic deeds. Theseus is unusual on
both fronts, therefore. Praise both of him and of Athens is deployed far less subtly in these
plays in order to persuade him to undertake specific acts, and there is very little praise
awarded to him which does not possess this ulterior motive. Moreover, as I shall go on to
show, much of the praise given to Theseus in the Suppliants and Oedipus at Colonus is
complicated by problematic associations or undercut by the context within which it appears,
creating a further contrast with the praise given to both Heracles and Ajax, and the identities

constructed for them as a result.

Problematic Praise

It is possible to trace this ambiguous use of praise even in the apparently
uncomplicated praise Theseus receives for his successful deeds during the Oedipus at
Colonus. Once Theseus has rescued Oedipus' children from Creon's kidnapping, Oedipus
claims:

EmioTOpON YOp TAVOE TNV £G TAGOE Ot

TEPYV TTOp” GAAOV PUNOEVOG TEPAGUEVT V.

... Enel 10 v evoePec
HovVoIG mop” VIV NOPoV avOpOTOV £Y0
Kol TOVTIEIKEG KOl TO 1] WYEVOOOTOUETV.

For I know that the delight revealed to me from these girls is due to no other... and |
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have found piety and what is fitting and a lack of falsehoods in you alone among

mortals. (1121-7)
Praising the same rescue, Antigone calls Theseus “dpiotov dvdpa” (1100), a term associated
in Homer with the utmost in heroic exploits,” and Oedipus repeats the term upon his death,
“1ov mavt' dprotov Onoéa” (1458). By rescuing Oedipus' daughters, Theseus has apparently
fulfilled his promise to protect Oedipus (1039-41, 1145-6), and so in many ways the level of
praise given is warranted. However, even in this relatively uncomplicated situation, this
apparently high praise is not presented unambiguously. It is notable in Antigone's statement
that as well as including her praise for Theseus she indicates the fact that while she can
describe him thus, her father cannot necessarily join in on her judgement, as he cannot
actually see Theseus,

o mhrep mhTep,

Tig &v Be®dV G601 TOVS™ dpioTov dvop’ 10elv

oofn...

Oh father, father, who of the gods could grant that you see this, the best of men?

(1099-1100)
A reference to Oedipus' blindness here is not perhaps entirely surprising — it is, after all, partly
the reason why Oedipus has needed Theseus to protect his daughters on his behalf. However,
in combination with Oedipus' answering praise of Theseus above, stating the excellence

which he has found in Theseus, Oedipus' inability to see Theseus becomes rather more

meaningful. In fact, throughout the play, Oedipus has demonstrated several times an inability
to judge Theseus' qualities — including in direct relation to the qualities he praises here, such
as that of truthful speech. Early on in the play, when Theseus agrees to receive Oedipus'

supplication and offer his own help in protecting Oedipus from Theban assailants, there is a

23 Nagy (1979).
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curious exchange when Oedipus makes it clear that he is doubtful how far he should trust the
Athenian king:

O: et ool y’ dmep ong Eupevel teAodVTL pot.

®: Bdpoet 10 ToDOE ¥* AvdpdS oV Ge Un TPodd.

O: o101 6" VY™ EpKOV ¥~ (G KAKOV TIGTAOGOLLOL.

®: ovKovV TTEPAL Y AV 0VOEV T} AOY® PEPOIG.

O: 1édg OVV TONGELG;

O: If you abide by what you've said to me, and accomplish it.

Th: Be a man of good courage: I will not betray you!

O: Indeed I will not make you trustworthy through an oath, as if you were wicked.

Th: You would get nothing more than by my word.

O: So how will you act? (648-52)
Oedipus' doubt about Theseus' agreement to help is clearly expressed — and his reference to
seeking a binding oath to prevent any potential dishonesty, along with Theseus' slightly
touchy rejection of such a tactic,’ makes it clear that he does not necessarily believe that
Theseus' speech is as truthful as he will later claim in his praise.” Furthermore, even when
Theseus has indeed 'carried out' his pledge as promised, Oedipus continues to seek further
assurances from him for the rest of the play, such that it is impossible to suggest that Oedipus'
praise follows a change of opinion as a result of Theseus' success. Directly following his
praise of Theseus, Oedipus finishes,

oL & avTdOev pot yaipe Kol Td Aotd Lov

24 On Theseus' irritability in dealing with Oedipus' doubts see below.

25 Fletcher (2015) 118-9 argues that Theseus' ability to make authoritative speech acts, an ability which Oedipus
shares, gives his word the force of an enacted oath. See also Markantonatos (2007) 171-5; Sommerstein
(2014) 100-3 shows how any request for an oath here would be an insult, whereas later, once Oedipus moves

beyond the mortal realm, Theseus' pledge can be sought and demonstrates a stratifying of their statuses.
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pEAOD O1KaimS, MoTEP €6 TOS MUEPAG.

But you, greet me from that very spot and for the rest, take care of me justly, just as

you did up to this day. (1137-8)
It is strange that Oedipus does not seem to consider his praise of Theseus' previous deeds,
which he recognises again at the same time as this request, evidence that he does not need to
ask Theseus again to protect him in the future, although Oedipus' vulnerable position is
undoubtedly highlighted by his frequent requests for protection.” Effectively, however, his
praise of Theseus comes to seem almost hollow, as while he claims to see piety, fairness, and
truthfulness in Theseus, he does not trust these qualities to be sustained long enough to need
no further reminders from him. In fact earlier in the play, when Theseus leaves the stage and
entrusts Oedipus to the care of the chorus (652), Oedipus explicitly states the same doubt to
them, suggesting a lack of belief in the effectiveness of Theseus' charge. What is particularly
noticeable here is that Oedipus does not cast his doubts in terms of asking the chorus if they
will help him, but gives a far more negative impression,

im Eévor. i Spdoet’; | mpoddoerte,

Kovk €€ehdte TOV doePi Thiode xBovag;

Oh guest-friends, what will you do? Will you betray me, and not drive out the ungodly

man from this land? (822-3)
The extremely negative tone of his language — asking if they will betray him rather than
simply asking what they will do to help, suggests once again that Oedipus has no trust at all in
Theseus' assurances, nor in the explicit pledge to help given by the chorus (726-7). He makes
this point even more strongly when the issue of his son's supplication comes up, and this time

Theseus even rebukes him for his lack of faith:

26 Repeated at 276, 284-5, 457-60, 625-6, 648, 653, 724-5, 822-3, 1137, 1206-7, at which point Theseus finally

rebukes Oedipus for asking 'twice' (somewhat understating the issue) and Oedipus does not ask again.
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O: uévov, E&V’, simep keivog d éledoetan,

unoeig kpateito Thg EURS Yoyt moTe.

O: dmo& Ta TodT’, ovyl 0ig xpNlm KAvEW,

® TpéoPv. koumelv & ovyi Bodropar ob & MV

o®¢ 1607, £av mep KApé T1Ic oMLN Bedv.

O: Only, guest-friend, if ever that man should come here, do not ever let him get

mastery over my life.

Th: I need to hear such things only once, not twice, old man, I do not want to boast,

but know that you are safe, if some one of the gods keeps me safe. (1206-1210)
Theseus' loss of patience is understandable — Oedipus reveals that regardless of what positive
things he may have said only 100 lines before, his trust in Theseus is not as thorough as that
praise might suggest, and therefore invites us to question how sincere or lasting his previous
praise truly was. Furthermore, Oedipus' praise, like Adrastus' in the Suppliants, is of course
intrinsically linked to the services he expects from Theseus. Not only is it shown to be rather
uncertain in foundation, as Oedipus does not seem entirely sure that it is correct, but it is also
delivered with a motivation beyond simple praise, unlike, for example, the choral praise of
Heracles in the Heracles. Furthermore, in Oedipus' frequent apparent recantations of his
earlier praise for Theseus, expressed through his doubts that the qualities he praises in
Theseus are actually consistently present, Oedipus almost appears to consider that Theseus'
stable identity remains divorced from the praise he gives him and is somehow otherwise to be
described, in a way which does not ever occur in the Ajax or Heracles for their respective

heroes.

Of course, it is worth briefly noting here that Oedipus' concerns turn out not to be
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totally unfounded — although Theseus does succeed in retrieving the two kidnapped daughters,
their abduction only happens at all because he leaves the stage to return to a sacrifice, and so
is unable to protect them. In addition, this too undermines a further aspect of Oedipus' praise
for Theseus: his claim to have found Theseus ultimate in piety. Theseus' frequent absences to
return to his aborted sacrifice are indeed considered by scholars to be a sign of his piety,?’ yet
while this piety might be admirable in the abstract, in the situation of the play it results in
Oedipus' daughters being abducted, thus adding a rather doubtful note to Oedipus' praise of
this virtue.” Furthermore, in his debate with Creon it becomes further evident that the promise
of protection Theseus gave to Oedipus was baseless:

dumg 88 kapod pf mapdvrog oid” bt

TOVUOV QUAAEEL G~ Svopa PN TAGYEY KOKADC.

I know that my name will guard you whether I am present or not, so that you don't

suffer badly. (666-7)
Theseus accuses Creon that in behaving with violence against the people under his protection,

Kol pot TOAY KEVAVIPOV §j SOVANV TV

£doag etvon kép’ i6ov T@ undevi.

And you thought that my city and men were slaves or something, and that I was equal

to nothing at all! (917-8)

It is clear that Theseus contrasts the way Creon thought of Athens and its king with the way he

27 As Kelly (2009) 114; Mills (1997) 179 who also argues that Theseus' willingness to abandon the sacrifice
shows an Athenian 'enlightened' piety balanced with recognition of other matters which took priority,
although if this is the ideal, then it might be argued that perhaps Theseus should have also been enlightened
enough to leave the sacrifice for good in order to stay with Oedipus and protect him; Ahrensdorf (2008) 187;
Markantonatos (2007) 109, 130.

28 Dhuga (2005) 344 rightly notes in an interesting discussion of the chorus' authority, that Theseus throughout
the play only enters the stage on the chorus' summons. Thus it could be argued in relation to Oedipus' and
Creon's concern with Theseus' frequent absences that in fact absence is his 'natural' state, and his presence

and agency is rather subordinated to theirs.
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should have — that is, the way Theseus expected his name would serve in protecting Oedipus.
Theseus' expectation is that his public reputation and identity should have been recognised by
Creon and thus should have protected Oedipus, and in claiming that Creon set Theseus' very
self as 'nothing', seems to realise that no such identity has been established. It could even be
possible to argue that Theseus' objection that Creon set him as 'nothing' reflects the
slipperiness of Oedipus' praise for Theseus in this play. Shown through the expressions of his
doubts mentioned above, Oedipus has failed to establish a firm heroic identity for Theseus
through any consistent and unambiguous awarding of praise, and even more notably, no other
character in the play has participated in any such process either.” Creon's identification of
Theseus as 'nothing' could be considered justified, therefore, as no alternative, heroic Theseus

has been convincingly established for his identification.*

Once Theseus is back on stage, he makes a noticeable effort to make up for his
previous absence — Theseus volunteers himself particularly as Creon's escort (1028), and even
Creon comments rather pointedly,

00OV oL pepmtov £vBad’ dv épeig ol

While you are here nothing you say to me is blameworthy. (1036)

His emphasis on Theseus' current location and physical presence set up a rather obvious

contrast with the king's previous absence, and the falseness of Theseus' assumption that even

29 The chorus, Megara, Amphitryon and Lyssa all contribute to such a process for Heracles, and for Ajax,
Tecmessa, the chorus, Ajax himself, Teucer and Odysseus do the same, so that even when there are
competing discourses of blame presented on stage, there is nonetheless a persistent process of identity
construction through praise taking place.

30 It is also worth briefly noting here that this accusation from Theseus reflects the blame for Ajax spoken by
Menelaus and Agamemnon in their explicit attempt to reject his praiseworthy identity — Menelaus (Soph. 4;.
1231) openly calls Ajax 'undev' in an assessment which is vehemently rejected by Teucer, since the dead

Ajax, unlike Theseus here, cannot reject it for himself. (Chapter 1 above)
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while 'absent' he could serve as protection. Creon shows clearly that nothing less than his
presence will suffice. In this regard the case of Heracles provides a particularly illuminating
contrast. When Heracles was absent from the stage in Euripides' Heracles, the chorus, Megara
and Amphitryon all still maintained their faith in his praiseworthy identity, and the chorus
indeed continued to participate in the maintenance of that identity. That faith was further
justified by Heracles' return and defeat of Lycus, so that his praiseworthy characteristics
remained consistent and stable even in his absence. Creon's failure to recognise Theseus'
praiseworthy identity in his absence, and Oedipus' doubt that it can remain consistent,
therefore contrast sharply with that faith, and demonstrate that the lack of praise for Theseus
has indeed contributed to his identity as praiseworthy being less stable and consistent than
that of Heracles, despite the fact that Theseus experiences no dramatic crisis of identity as

Heracles does.

Aside from these brief, somewhat unstable, descriptions, there is very little explicit
praise of Theseus in the Oedipus at Colonus. The only other clearly positive description used
of him by the characters is the term yevvaiog, used in connection with Theseus twice by
Oedipus (569, 1042), and once by the Messenger (1636). Within this play, however, the word
vevvaiog functions primarily to establish a concord of similarity between Theseus and
Oedipus, who is the only character otherwise described as noble. Scholars have noted that the
description is used to demonstrate their equality and level of understanding, rather than as a
type of praise specific to Theseus.*' A particularly conspicuous absence in this lack of praise is
the chorus of the Oedipus of Colonus, who both in their ode celebrating Colonus and their
description of the battle to rescue Ismene and Antigone manage to abstain entirely from

directly praising Theseus. This chorus' difference from the Ajax's chorus of sailors, with their

31 Kelly (2009) 112. See also Burian (1974) 415, Walker (1995) 188.
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dependence on Ajax, might be expected, but the refusal to praise Theseus here strikes a
sharper contrast with the chorus of the Heracles. Both of these choruses are groups of elder
men from the local community, thus represent a similar demographic. Yet where the chorus of
the Heracles play an instrumental role in constructing Heracles' identity through praise, the

chorus of the Oedipus of Colonus do nothing of the sort.*

In Euripides' Heracles, while Theseus again has a positive role in reconstructing
Heracles' heroic identity and thus preserving his life,”* only one comment is made directly
praising him: Heracles' famous comment,

... TOWOVO™ Avdpa yxp1n ktdcOot pilov.

Such is the type of man it is necessary to gain for a friend. (1404)
It is notable that in such a praise-focused play there is no other praise given to Theseus at all,
but as the main focus of this play is Heracles, this is perhaps not enormously surprising.’* In
the Hippolytus, as perhaps would be expected, he is considered predominantly unworthy of
praise. Thus the only other extant play in which there is any specific, extended praise of

Theseus is Euripides' Suppliants.

32 Dhuga (2005) 337-9 argues that the OC's chorus' Athenian nature and different approach to old age makes
them inherently more active and influential than the similar chorus in the Heracles — I would suggest further
that the choruses have deliberately been positioned as more and less effectual in order to adjust the relative
statuses of their respective protagonists. The chorus of the Heracles' ineffectual attempts to help Amphitryon
and Megara make the situation for these two more desperate, and Heracles' arrival and role as saviour
considerably more glorious, whereas the chorus of the OC in succeeding in detaining Creon on the stage
somewhat diminish Theseus' comparable triumph — he does rescue Antigone and Ismene, but does not need
to rescue Oedipus as a result of the chorus' activity, and cannot therefore gain as much credit as Heracles. |
would therefore disagree, as Dhuga does (2005) 342 with the view of Burton (1980) 252-3 that the chorus
can do nothing without Theseus.

33 As in Chapter 1.

34 Chapter 1 above. Amphitryon does briefly praise Athens in lieu of Theseus (1405), and Theseus invites
comparison of himself with gbyevr|g mortals (1227), but other than these rather tentative examples only

gratitude is expressed to or about Theseus, no direct praise.
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In the Suppliants, as discussed above, a great deal of praise is awarded for Theseus
with the ulterior motive of persuasion. Once these are set aside, the praise Theseus receives is
extremely limited. The only further praise from Adrastus comes at the very end of the play, in
his expression of gratitude, which speaks only of their being treated yevvoio (1178).
Otherwise, Theseus is the subject of praise from the Messenger, who describes his victories in
the battle fought against Thebes, calling him “naida kAewov Aiyéws” (656) and beginning the
description of what in this play serves almost as his heroic aristeia,

K&V T@de TOV oTpaTnyYOV aivécot Tapiv:

And in this thing the general was to be praised: (707)

The description of this scene provides a sharp contrast with what is effectively a very similar
moment in Sophocles' Oedipus at Colonus (1044-99) — another battle which Theseus fights to
fulfil his pledges to the suppliants. In Sophocles' play the battle itself is not narrated by an
eyewitness, instead the chorus gives an account of their imaginings about the situation, which
effectively reproduces the information given by the Messenger in the Suppliants. However,
these different techniques provide an illuminating contrast. The chorus' imaginings are
reasonably distant from the battle itself, in their description as well as the physical position
the chorus holds in relation to the battle, unlike the Messenger, who has been on the
battlefield. However, the level of detail the Messenger reveals, particularly in his description
of Theseus' actions, goes beyond simply providing more information. The Messenger relates,
a0Toc 07 OTAMG O TOVTISAVPLOV AaPdV
OEVG KOPOVIG SLapEPMV EGPEVOOVOL
Opod TpoayNAovg KAmIKEIEVOS KAPQ

Kuvéag Bepilov KamokavAlov EOA®.
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He, taking up the Epidaurian weapon, a terrible club, he chucked it about on either

side of him, snapping necks and reaping helmeted heads with the club. (714-7)
This has been discussed simply in terms of an archaic or Homeric level of violence —
connecting this description of Theseus with similar moments from the /liad to reflect a similar
degree of greatness.” However, the context that this scene appears within suggests that this
cannot be a moment of glory for Theseus, despite the fact that the Messenger claims it is
'praiseworthy'. Throughout the play there is an unusually strong focus on the troubles and
woes brought by war, with several characters contributing some blame towards the violence
and loss it involves.*® The Theban Herald begins the argument, claiming that peace is better
than war, and emphasising slavery as a consequence (486-93). The Herald seeks to persuade
Theseus not to engage with Thebes, so some bias would be expected. However, immediately
after the news of Theseus' success has come, along with its heavy emphasis on the battle,
Adrastus cries,

... ® xevoli Bpotdv,

oi t6&ov évteivovteg TTod KapodT mépa

Kol TPOG SIKNG Ye TOAAY TACYOVTES KK,

@1Ao1g pev o0 meibecbe, Toig 08 TpAyHacY*

TOAELG T , Eyovoat 010 AOYoV KAWL KOKJ,

OOV KaBapeich’, ov Ady®, T TPaypoTOL.

Oh destitute mortals, who stretch out their bows to shoot beyond the mark and rightly

suffer a great many troubles, you are not persuaded by your friends, but only by

deeds: cities, you could turn around your misfortunes through words, but you destroy

them through slaughter, and not through words. (744-9)

35 Mendelsohn (2002) 182-4, Collard (1963), 178-82.
36 Kitto, (1939) 222-3, Greenwood (1952).
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This is not his only comment of this kind: when he has given the speeches of praise for the
dead warriors, he comments further,
... ® ToAainmpor Ppotdv,

i k1do0e Adyy0g Kol Kot AAAMA®Y pOVOLG

ti0ecle; mavcach’, ALY ANEavTeg TOVAOV

dotn puAdoced’ fiovyot pued’ Hovywv.

Oh wretched mortals, why do you get spear-heads and use them against one another

in murder? Stop it, stay your labours and guard your city instead, and rest along with

relaxing people! (949-52)
Mills has tried to separate these parts of the play, along with their problematic message, from
the first half, with what she considers its less problematically positive presentation of
Theseus.”” However, the way these anti-war statements bracket the unusually graphic violence
of the Messenger's description of Theseus' fight make it difficult to believe that these are
meant to be somehow isolated from one another. Given the background of extreme loss this
play presents, and these explicit arguments against war, it seems almost impossible to
consider that the praise of Theseus taking such a violent role in war is meant to be considered

as uncomplicated or untroubled.*®

Even without this problem, there are issues which arise from the specific language

37 Mills (1997) esp. 122. Contrast Burian (1985) 145 who sees Adrastus' speech as instead forming a bridge
between the first part of the play with the second. Mill's separation is partly an attempt to deal with the
complex question of the tone of the Suppliants, which has been argued to be both optimistic and pessimistic
by scholars, who remain split. Zuntz (1955), Collard (1972) & (1975); Smith (1966) (although in a more
qualified form than Zuntz or Collard), and most recently Storey (2008) esp. 101-4 all reject the idea that the
Suppliants should be read as ironic and pessimistic, as argued by Gamble (1970), Fitton (1961), Greenwood
(1953) and Mendelsohn (2002).

38 Thus I cannot agree with Burian (1985) 143-4 who omits discussion of this passage when he characterises the

battle as showing Theseus to be an “ideal” of heroism, particularly in regard to his moderation.
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used in praise of Theseus, and the concepts it evokes throughout the Suppliants. Even the
epithet with which Adrastus begins his praise, kaArivikog, is complicated by more than just
the comparison with Heracles it invites. This epithet comes once more in the tragedy, but this
time it is used by Evadne to describe her suicide over Capaneus' tomb (1059). Mendelsohn
(2002) has convincingly shown the ways in which Evadne here claims the glory and praise of
a male hero, in what he sees as a central part of this play's blurring of lines and categories
between the genders.” Even if one takes a more cautious approach, it is obvious that
Euripides' use of this word for both figures, particularly as it is not especially common in

1.4 Evadne's fate shows the

tragedy, is deliberately designed to draw an uncomfortable paralle
ways in which seeking military glory can have terrible results, both in her choice to pursue her
own dramatic death, and in the fate her husband faced for his boasts of intended military
triumph, already referred to explicitly several times in the play (495-9, 639-40, 860-1, 934-5,
984-5, 1011). In fact Capaneus is only mentioned once without reference to his being struck
by lightning. As a result his fate, and hers, as she forces them together, become intrinsically
bound up with the idea of his punishment — and thus cast a rather uncomfortable light back on
the only other time when the term xoAAivikog was used, and its intention. Adrastus, as
discussed, used the term intending to spur Theseus on to military victory — the same kind of

victory boasted of by Capaneus, which caused his disastrous end. It is a rather unpleasant

connection, and thus casts a rather long shadow on the term as it is used to praise Theseus.

Furthermore, the other language used to praise Theseus, even in persuasion,

demonstrates further complicated associations. Adrastus' praise of Theseus' 'youth' (190) as a

39 Mendelsohn (2002) 203-5. See further on Evadne below.
40 Forms of xaAAivikog appear only 32 times in extant tragedy, including fragments, with all but one of these
instances in Euripides. It occurs once in a fragment of Aeschylus (fr. 190), probably in an address to

Heracles.
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strong leader of Athens introduces a term which is presented elsewhere in the play almost
entirely as a form of blame: veaviag. Theseus himself in his response to Adrastus' appeal gives
a tirade against the young, véoig, (232-7), before the chorus responds with the rather
surprising idea that it is natural for young men to make mistakes:

Auaptev: €v véorol &’ avBpommv tdde

EVESTL CLYYVOUNV O TMO EXEV YPEDV.

He has made a mistake. But this happens among young men; and there is a need for

forgiveness for this. (250-1)
It is not entirely clear whether the figure the chorus considers to have erred is Theseus or
Adrastus, but the central point, that it is natural for young men to make mistakes, is not very
flattering for someone praised for his youth very shortly before this comment.*’ An even
stronger remark is made by the Herald in his argument with Theseus, when he comments
dismissively,

Yvaon o mdoymv: viv &' &' &l veaviog.

You will learn by suffering: for now, you are still young. (580)
This comment neatly combines the two ideas presented so far — both that the young have
much to learn and therefore make mistakes, as the chorus says, and Theseus' association with
youth in the play. Indeed the connection between Theseus and youth could be extended.
Walker has rightly emphasised the irony present in Theseus' criticisms of youth when he
himself was predominantly associated with youth in Athenian mythical tradition.** Even
without this extension of the concept, it is clear that within the Suppliants youth is something

with a great deal of potential for criticism and blame, rather than praise, and so Adrastus' use

41 Collard (1975) ascribes the description to Adrastus, but Morwood (2007) n. on this line, demonstrates well
the problems with this reading.

42 On the association between Theseus and youth in Athenian thought: Mastronarde (2010) 284, Mendelsohn
(2002) 149, Calame (1990) esp. 191.
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of it to praise Theseus in the start of the play is rather complicated.*

It is not solely the specific praise given to Theseus in the Suppliants however, which
carries such potentially negative connotations, and make this praise problematic. Throughout
the play, a problematic discourse around praise is established, in a way which does not apply
to such an extent in either the Heracles or the Ajax. The existence of this discourse can be
seen in the question of the funeral orations given to the Seven dead Argives. It has been noted
by scholars that those funeral orations contain a great deal of problematic material, both in
their relationships with the traditional myths surrounding these figures, and in relation to the
language of the rest of the play.* Commentators, most notably Helene Foley, have represented
the scene between Theseus and Adrastus as an attempt by Theseus at suppression of (archaic),
female lamentation in funeral ritual, which is then replaced with praise focused on a civic
discourse.* The process is not entirely successful, particularly given that Adrastus' speech is
immediately followed by the dramatic suicide of Evadne, and the laments of the mothers and

their grandsons.*® Furthermore, the praise which Adrastus gives to the Seven in his apparently

43 See further Burian (1985) 143.

44 Collard (1972) 39-53 and Zuntz (1955) 23 are among the few scholars to read the speech 'straight'. Michelini
(1994) 242-5 argues that despite its presentation as a public funeral speech the speech cannot be considered a
typical Athenian epitaphios as it discusses individuals rather than a collective, but notes the similarities in
content with an epitaphios. Loraux (1986) 108-8 provides some justification for Euripides' inclusion of what
she still considers to be an epitaphios which focuses on individuals. Fitton (1961) 437-40 argues that the
speech is intended to be ironic. Burian (1985) 147-8 attempts to read Adrastus' speech as a genuine, but
failed, attempt at praise.

45 Foley (2001) 36-44. Loraux (1986) 48-9, unlike Foley, argues that this process, once undertaken by Theseus'
intervention in Adrastus' lamenting is a success, and that the Argive mothers are appeased by the praise
speeches and integrated back into the 'civic' sphere. Similarly Vinh (2011) 331-2 argues that the praise speech
'replaces' the chorus' farewell songs.

46 Foley (2001) 42-44; Mastronarde (2010) 81-2 similarly argues that the mothers' laments juxtapose a personal,
antipatriotic grief with the civic patriotism of the public funeral speech and the attitudes of Aethra and

Theseus in the play.
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civic funeral speeches seems to be so far divorced from the traditional representations of those
praised, as well as apparently divorced from the reality of the play, that scholars have
suggested that they are parodies of Athenian funeral speeches.*” This is the only episode of
praise in the play which does not contain an ulterior motive such as persuasion, and given that
it is Theseus who has instructed Adrastus to give the speech (839-43), it is also sanctioned by
the most authoritative figure of the play. Yet as the praise given is so incongruous as to be
disturbing, the process of praising itself is cast into doubt, particularly given that there is no
comparable, positive example of praise in the play. In the Suppliants, praise is used to
persuade, or once Adrastus gives his encomia for the Seven, seen only to be problematic,

disingenuous, and troubling.

Furthermore, the case of Evadne discussed above does not only cause problems with
the vocabulary of praise used to describe both her and Theseus, but also with praise for heroic
deeds in and of itself. Evadne's suicidal speech is littered with explicit claims to seek glory
and praise from those around her, and to be compared to other women. She declares her
intention to gain “cdxAeiog” (1015) through her suicide, claims to be “koAAivikoc” (1059),
claims that her victory will put her above all women (1061), and expressly connects that
victory as being one of “apetr” (1063).* Scholars such as Mendelsohn (2002) and Chong-

Gossard (2008) have shown that Evadne's speech severely complicates the relationship

47 Foley (2001) 38; Fitton (1961); Smith (1966). Collard (1972) 44 objects to the idea that variations from the
traditional presentations of the Seven should lead to suspicion, citing the tragedians' freedom in interpreting
myth — but this objection doesn't fully acknowledge the inconsistencies that still exist within presentations of
the figure of Capaneus internally to the play itself.

48 Evadne's claim to be judged on her dpetr| in fact makes her comparable to Heracles and Ajax, both of whose
plays represent concerns with what this value is and how it can be demonstrated by traditionally 'heroic'
mythical warriors. On Heracles and apet) see Galinsky (1972) 15; Halleran (1986) 177; Adkins (1966);
Swift (2010) 142-5 and on the Ajax Winnington-Ingram (1980) 36-69; Blundell (1989) 94-103; Blake-Tyrrell
(1991) 66-72.
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between such qualities and the usual restrictions of gender found in Athenian society.*
However, there is another aspect to Evadne's unusual behaviour which deserves further
consideration. Chong-Gossard has rightly pointed out that Evadne's behaviour is designed to
be public, and to transmit her newly heroic reputation back to Argos through a network of
women's gossip.”® Moreover, Evadne is explicit about her desire to win glory and a fine
reputation, established through the praise of others, in a way which no other character in the
Suppliants is. While Theseus expresses a desire to avoid blame, he does not express any
similar eagerness to seek praise, so that Evadne is the sole example of this, more usually male,
pattern of behaviour. Evadne's explicit, disturbing seeking after praise and glory would make
an extremely uncomfortable comparison with any other character to indulge in the same
behaviour.”' In combination with the subdued praise of the Seven found in the unusual funeral
scene, this scene adds to an impression of praise and seeking glory as problematic and un-
Athenian, even un-male, in sharp contrast with the picture presented in both the 4jax and the
Heracles, where the male protagonists' concern with praise, glory and reputation as an

essential aspect of their identity is presented as reasonable and understandable.

It might be possible to argue that this rejection of the heroic-style seeking after praise,
which is treated as more reasonable in the Heracles and Ajax, represents a chronological shift
of perspectives, particularly given the shift depicted in the appropriate manner of dealing with

the heroic dead shown in the Suppliants.> The argument would suggest that in later,

49 Mendelsohn (2002) 202-8; Chong-Gossard (2008) 220-2. On Mendelsohn's argument related specifically to
kallinikos see also above.

50 Chong-Gossard (2008) 224-5.

51 Indeed Hesk (2011) 131-2 rightly notes that even Theseus' more cautious decision to be swayed by Aethra's
promise of glory must mirror Adrastus' disastrous decision to attack Thebes for similar reasons, casting
suspicion on Theseus' decision to do the same.

52 Since this does reflect a chronological shift in Athenian society: Loraux (1986) 49; Foley (2001) 40; Jouan
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democratic times, the archaic method of establishing male, heroic or warrior/athletic identities
through praise poetry was becoming unpopular, partly as the state-approved genre of funeral
epitaphioi took its place.” Unfortunately any chronological argument involving the
Suppliants becomes problematic as its date is so uncertain.* Furthermore, while the early date
of the Ajax and late date of the Oedipus at Colonus could support such an argument, if, as is
most commonly argued, the Suppliants is dated to the mid-twenties BC, it would have been
performed nearly 10 years before the Heracles, which demonstrates no such reluctance to

draw upon traditions of praise poetry in dealing with questions of identity.

If the difference is not chronological, it may nonetheless tie into a changing attitude to
praise and praise poetry in democratic Athens. Given that Theseus, unlike Heracles or Ajax,
has persistent strong connections to Athenian democracy,” he could have been considered a
specifically unsuitable target for identity construction through praise. However, while there is
no tragedy extant which presents a great deal of praise for Theseus, there are two odes by
Bacchylides (Bacch. 17 & 18) which do precisely that. Furthermore, as well as being
described through a great deal of decorative praise,® Theseus is directly connected with

Athens by Bacchylides (18.60), such that it should not be suggested that it is a non-Athenian

(1997) esp. 226.

53 Loraux (1986) 44-9. On the general trend of secularization and politicisation of speech and poetry in this
period Detienne (1996) 100-116.

54 On dating the Suppliants see Storey (2008) 23-8; Morwood (2007) 26-30.

55 Although it is important to note that some scholars (most notably Hall (1997)) have argued that the process
undergone by Heracles in the Heracles is partly related to the need to adapt and claim him for translation to
Athens, and it is notable that, based on the number of shrines and sanctuaries, worship of Heracles was
extremely widespread in Athens itself. On Heracles being claimed by Athens see: Hall (1997) 102; Dobrov
(2000) 146; Griffiths (2006) 102-3. On shrines to Heracles: Stafford (2012) 92, 167-70, 176-80.

56 17:47,113-4, 122-4. 18: 17-9, 46-61.
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Theseus celebrated in this way.”” Of course Bacchylides was not a tragedian, and worked
earlier than both Sophocles and Euripides,®® such that even if we cannot claim a chronological
shift in attitudes to heroic identity construction through praise, we might suggest that such a
shift does take place specifically in relation to Theseus, or even perhaps that it is a generic
shift, in relation to portrayals of Theseus in tragedy. Yet making such an argument on the basis
of the rather limited selection of extant tragedy featuring Theseus would be risky — given the
subject of Bacchylides 18 may well have been mirrored in either or both of the Aegeus plays,
they might also have contained some similar language in praise-focused descriptions of

Theseus.

There is also a further complicating factor to be considered when portrayals of
Theseus in tragedy are considered. Theseus is not subject to the same process of identity
construction through praise as that undergone by Ajax and Heracles, but he is instead
repeatedly and explicitly positioned in discourses of blame alongside the problematic praise

discussed above.

57 Fearn (2007) 242 claims that although the ode was performed in Delos, not Athens, “the mythological and
ideological force of Bacchylides 17 is strongly Athenian”. See more fully Fearn (2007) 242-56. It is
interesting to note that the second ode featuring Theseus is one of the most dramatic dithyrambs to survive:
Fearn (2007) 193. Burnett (1985) 114-7 further argues that Bacchylides' ode 18 (& 16) are specifically (and
unusually) tragic in character.

58 Although not a great deal earlier if Bacchylides was active primarily during the first half of the 5" century
BC (Cairns (2010) 4), and dating Bacchylides' odes is tricky at best — see Cairns (2010) 1-4 for a good
discussion of some possibilities for dating the odes. Furthermore, while Bacchylides was not writing drama,
his 'dramatic' dithyramb 18 seems to have been intended for public performance in Athens, indeed probably
at a state-sponsored festival, and is therefore not enormously removed from the performance context of

tragedy. Burnett (1985) 117.
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Blaming Theseus

Of course the main source for blame of Theseus is Euripides' Hippolytus, in which
Theseus plays a rather negative role, and suffers for it. To some extent the comparison with
Heracles and Ajax provides Theseus with an unfortunate disadvantage in this regard, as while
both of them similarly perform negative acts in their own tragedies, neither of them manages
to kill any figure as prominent as Hippolytus, and Heracles is exonerated by madness, Ajax to
some extent by his offended honour, while Theseus in the Hippolytus can claim no such
excuse. Mills has again attempted to exonerate Theseus from the worst aspects of this play,
based partly on a perceived distance between the Theseus of this play and the 'Athenian’
Theseus of others.” To address the first part — Mills' claim is similar to Edith Hall's argument
that the setting of Hippolytus in Troezen means the deliberate distancing of Theseus from
Athens, and thus a disconnection being created between the blame he deservedly earns in this
play, and his praiseworthy status as hero of Athens.®® This is a reasonable argument, but in
both accounts insufficient attention has been paid to the extent to which the play works
against too great a disconnection by frequent reminders that even if Theseus is not in Athens
when the drama takes place, that is his land, and an essential part of his identity. Even at the
very start of the play, Aphrodite deliberately notes that the seeds of the drama began in
Athens, not Troezen at all. She comments that Hippolytus came to “Tlavéiovog yfjv” (26) for
the mysteries, that Phaedra build a temple in honour of her love, “métpav map’ avTiV
[MTaAradoc” (30), and makes the connection between Theseus and Athens especially clear
when she says,

énel 0& Onoevg Kekpomiav Agimet y0ova

59 Mills (1997) 186-7
60 Hall (1997) 103
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poopo eevymv aipotog [oAlaviiddv

gviavoioy Ekdnpov aivésag puyny,

But Theseus left the Cecropian land fleeing the pollution from the blood of the

Pallantidae... having agreed to a year-long exile from home. (34-7)
The repetition of names for Athens, the central location of Phaedra's temple, on the Acropolis,
with ties to Athena, and the reference to Athens as Theseus' home all make close and explicit
the ties between Theseus and Athens, making it difficult to conclude that the audience could
hear this litany and then promptly disassociate the hero from his usual city. Furthermore, the
reference to the killing of the Pallantidae at this stage of Theseus' life is an innovation by
Euripides — it more usually comes as part of Theseus' original integration into Athens, and the
securing of Aegeus' throne on his own behalf and as such can be considered an integral part of
his move from Troezenian bandit-killer to Athenian civic hero, and king.®' The introduction of
the Pallantidae thus recalls Theseus' arrival in Athens, and succession to its throne, and so in
combination with the other references to Athens discussed above, makes it difficult to

consider Theseus as being entirely separated from his usual connections with the city.

Furthermore, the references to Athens as Theseus' natural homeland are sustained
throughout the play — they cannot be dismissed simply as an unusual feature of the goddess'
prologue. The chorus in their opening ode call Theseus, “tov Epgyfeidav apyoydv” (151-2),
and Phaedra, despite her own obvious connections to Crete,*® wishes for her children,

... AL €levBepor

61 Plutarch Theseus XIII. Mills (1997) 193 attempts to distance this murder from his role as king of Athens, but
this is rather strained given that traditionally their murder comes as a result of their challenging his right to
the succession: Calame (1990) 74-6.

62 Hipp. 156, 337-9, 372, cf. Reckford (1974).
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Tappnoig OaAAovTeg oikoiev TOAY

KAew@v AGnvdv, ...

But may they live as free men in the city of the famous Athenians, flourishing in the

right to free speech. (422-3)
The emphasis on free speech is a particularly Athenian virtue, and with this comment Phaedra
makes it clear that not only her husband but also her sons, and thus the family with which this
play is partly concerned, are essentially connected to Athens.” Even more significantly, the
exile Theseus pronounces upon Hippolytus, a central aspect of his blameworthy behaviour in
this tragedy, is explicitly framed as an exile primarily from Athens. Theseus in his sentence
cries,

&Eeppe yaiag tHod  doov Téyog euydg,

Kol unt’ ABnvog tag Beodpuntoug LoAng

uAT gig Bpoug Yic I &udv Kpatel S6pv.

Go away out of this land into exile as quickly as possible, and don't come back to

either godbuilt Athens or the boundaries of any other land which is ruled by my spear.

(973-5)
The exile from Athens is mentioned first, with the extension to Theseus' other lands added as
a further point, rather than the central aspect. Hippolytus emphasises precisely the same
aspect in his response, when he complains,

... pev&obecta o
KAewdg ABNvag. ALY xoupét® TOAG
kai yoi’ "Epey0émc: ® médov Tpolviov,

1 shall go into exile from famous Athens. But farewell, city and land of Erechtheus. Oh

63 On free speech as an essential part of Athenian democracy, Hdt. 3.80.6 and Thuc.2.37.1, Ober (1989) 296,
Griffith (1966) 115-38.
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land of Troezen. (1093-5)
Troezen, the land Hippolytus will technically be leaving, is dismissed to the end of the third
line of his complaints, with Athens coming first, both as the place he declares his exile to be
from, and in his dramatic farewell — as well as recalling the same connection with Erechtheus
that the chorus had previously mentioned. Furthermore, his death as explicitly characterised
as a loss for Athens, both by the Messenger (1158), and even more dramatically by Theseus in
his final remarks,

o 1helv’ Epeyféng IMaAirddog 0° dpicpoara,

oiov otepnoecd’ avdpdc.

Oh famous territory of Erechtheus and Pallas, what a man you have been deprived of!

(1459-60)
The text is unfortunately uncertain here, but the descriptions of Athens as Erechtheus' land
and the reference to Pallas Athena would seem to recall the descriptions of Aphrodite in the
prologue — thus concluding a sustained thread of references to Athens running throughout the
entire play, which should make it impossible to consider that the Theseus of the Hippolytus

has somehow been entirely separated from the 'expected’ portrayal of Athens' national hero.

It therefore seems unreasonable to separate out the Theseus of the Hippolytus and the
blame he receives as somehow unconnected to the Athenian Theseus of other tragedies. This
is not to say that the Theseus who appears in various tragedies should be treated as being the
same character — it has long been recognised that tragedies and the characters represented
within them stand as self-contained units, or at most connected elements of a single trilogy,

and to expect close similarities in character or attitude from one to another is unrealistic.®

64 Thus I would be very cautious about interpretations such as that of Michelini (1987) 258 who suggests

Euripides systematizes character traits across plays, including in presentations of Theseus.
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However, in treatments of Theseus, and particularly when focusing on the blame he receives
in tragedy, it is possible to see some particular characteristics presented as blameworthy

across multiple tragedies, and reaching their most extreme point in the Hippolytus.

The first of these is Theseus' anger, considered an essential part of his error in dealing
with Hippolytus. When the curse against his son has been pronounced, and Hippolytus
appears on stage, the chorus cry to Theseus,

... 0pyNG & &faveig kaKmc, dvag

Onoed, 10 APcTOV 60ict BOVAELGAL dOUOIC.

Let go your evil anger, lord Theseus, and deliberate on what kind of things would be

better for your house! (900-1)

The chorus places heavy emphasis on Theseus' response being one of anger, which they
criticise as being “kokfic”, and their words make it clear that they believe this anger is causing
him to harm his house rather than do what is best. Their persuasion is unsuccessful, and the
speech that follows from Theseus to his son demonstrates his rage in the strong language he
uses (936-80). Hippolytus too recognises the source of this speech, and remonstrates against
it,

ndtep, pévog pev Edviacic e cdV Ppevdv

dswvn’

Father, the temper and rigidity of your heart is terrible. (983-4)

Indeed even Theseus recognises the contrast between the anger of his response and the
attitude of Hippolytus, although he does so rather scornfully,

0¢ Vv éunv mémodev evOPYNGig

YUYNV KPOTHGELY,...
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He is persuaded that he will overcome my spirit through his gentleness of temper.

(1039-40)
Even the Messenger who brings the news of Hippolytus' fate, and speaks in his support (1173-
7, 1243-6, 1250-4), despite saying that he is only a slave, 'advises' Theseus not to be 'savage'
to his son, before Hippolytus returns to the stage. Furthermore, once Artemis has revealed the
truth to Theseus, Hippolytus remarks that even if Theseus had not spoken a curse,

... ExTavég Tl |, (G TOT N6’ dpytopévoc.

You still would have killed me, since you were provoked to such anger. (1413)
The emphasis on Theseus' anger as one of the key points of his error is therefore clear
throughout the play, presenting a damaging picture of Theseus' inability to master his

inappropriate anger and thus harming Hippolytus in error.

Given this background, it is notable that in two of the other extant plays in which
Theseus has an important role, the Suppliants and the Oedipus at Colonus, he makes
comments blaming anger as a problematic quality, despite not remaining entirely clear of it
himself. In the Oedipus at Colonus, references to Theseus' anger are more limited, as with
Oedipus on stage, characterised as someone with a “Bupog 6&0¢” by his daughter (1194), it
would be difficult to represent Theseus as someone especially angry in comparison, without
his betraying a rather alarming type of behaviour. However, as has been mentioned above,
Theseus does demonstrate irritation (at best) with Oedipus' tendency to question his word.*
Furthermore, in dealing with Creon Theseus appears to make a conscious effort to moderate

his anger, since he comments,

65 On Theseus' irritability or impatience when dealing with Oedipus: Jebb (2004) ad 1208 generously judges it
only to be excusable; Kelly (2009) in a more nuanced reading identifies “a certain tetchiness” both here and
at 652-6 in defence of his honour, and labels this as typical of an autocrat (115), drawing reasonable parallels

between Oedipus and Creon in that regard.
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el pév 8t dpyfic frov, fig 88° &&rog,

dtpoTov oV pebiik’ av €€ Eung xepog”

If I came to such anger with him as he deserves, I would not set him free from my land

unharmed. (905-6)
Nonetheless, in his desire to avoid that he “yéAwg o' &yd Eév yévopor t@de,” (903-4) there is
more than a hint of anger — particularly in the suggestion that he will seem 'foolish’', and this
comment coming immediately prior to a deliberately stated desire to restrain anger present the

topic as more of a concern than it might otherwise have been.

The issue of anger is treated similarly in the Suppliants. The Herald, in his argument
with Theseus, first warns against it,

oKkéyor o€, Kai U Tolg €noic Buuoduevog

AdyoloY, MG O TOAY EAevBEpav Exmv,

ocEPYAVT dpetym pdbov €k Bpoytovov.

Think about it, and don't, angry at my words, respond with overfilled words from a

small start, saying that your city has freedom. (476-8)
The Herald's warning is rather similar to the chorus' injunction to Theseus in the Hippolytus to
restrain his anger and consider the matter and his actions more carefully, and it seems
appropriate here — the Herald's words manage to rouse both Adrastus, who begins with abuse,
and even Theseus to some anger. Morwood has rightly noted that Theseus' interruption of
Adrastus here (513) is the most abrupt and rude in extant tragedy, and his language is
extremely brusque.® His response to the Herald is equally sharp — he begins by remarking,

ovK 018 &ya Kpéovta deondlovt’ €pod

000¢ cBévovta peilov, GOt avaykdoat

66 Morwood (2012) 560.
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dpav tag AOnvag todt

I do not know that Creon is my master, nor that he has greater strength than me, so

that he can force Athens to do these things. (518-20)
The tone becomes rather more moderate as the speech goes on, but it seems clear that Theseus
is not entirely free from the anger the Herald had warned against. At the end of the exchange,
Theseus remarks,

ovtol P €mapeig dote Bupodcbat ppévag

TOIG GOTo1 KOUMOLG" GAL™ AmocTéEAAOL XBoVOC

Adyovug pataiovg obomep NVEYK® AaPadv.

nepaivopey yap ovdEV.

You will not stir up my heart to anger with your boasts: but leave the land and take off

your empty words that you brought with you. For we are finishing nothing. (581-4)
The very necessity of making the denial seems to belie its content once again — particularly
given the strength of the command he then gives to the Herald, along with his insult towards

the herald's speech.

In neither play is the theme of Theseus' problematic anger treated anywhere near as
drastically as in the Hippolytus. However, the references to anger made as warnings and
blame from characters who seem to recognise its potential presence in Theseus' behaviour is
clear, and perhaps somewhat unnecessary given the different focuses of both the Suppliants
and the Oedipus at Colonus. The consistent presentation of this trait as problematic in
Theseus' case allows characters across multiple tragedies to voice blame for the same quality
in his character, and thus to represent his identity as consistently blameworthy in a way which

is not found in the cases of either Ajax or Heracles.”” While both those heroes do face blame or

67 Anger in Athenian culture is not in itself inherently problematic. Aristotle EN 4.5, 1125b35-1126al discusses
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criticism, it is either unfounded (as is the case for Lycus' blame for Heracles), or in the case of
Ajax, purely situational and fiercely disputed. Neither of them are subject to the same
presentation of traits of their character and identity as blameworthy across multiple tragedies,

and it is therefore surprising that Theseus, the Athenian hero, should be.

There is another aspect to consistencies between Theseus' behaviour in tragedy which
is even more problematic, and leads to repeated blame from the characters around him —
especially when it appears in its most extreme form in the Hippolytus. A central part of
Theseus' identity in antiquity represented him as a 'punisher' of evil — particularly in his
dealings with the bandits of his early exploits.® This aspect also becomes a prominent part of
his presentation, including particularly his self-presentation, in extant tragedy. In the Oedipus
at Colonus this quality is limited, although it may be alluded to in Theseus' words that he will
return Creon's behaviour directly upon himself (907, 1025-7). In the Suppliants, however,
Theseus explicitly claims this as part of his heroic tradition,

TOAAQL YOP OPAGOG KOAML

£€00g 100 &ic "EAANvag é€edeldumy,

the possibility of 'virtuous anger', although this must be applied appropriately, and more contemporaneously
to tragedy, Longley (2012) 76-77 has argued that Thucydides consistently represents anger as “irrational and
damaging.” Allen (2003) 76-9 has argued that Athenians valorized anger as a potential virtue in civic
situations, especially when applying the law. However, she goes on to demonstrate (84-5) that while useful in
the polis, anger is simultaneously dangerous when turned in against the family in a destructive fashion,
precisely as Theseus' anger is in the Hippolytus. Furthermore, the persistent criticisms and reproaches, or
disquieting images associated with Theseus' anger or irritation by the characters and choruses who appear
with him in tragedies hardly suggests that in these contexts it can be considered a virtue. It is furthermore
possible to read Theseus' repeated anger as being part of a trope of 'angry rulers' found in Greek literature —
see Harris (2001) 229-32, Erskine (2015) 118. If this reading were accepted, it would add a further
problematic aspect to the portrayal of Theseus' anger, as the majority of rulers portrayed this way are non-
Greek, and tyrannical, often foolish rulers such as (in Herodotus) Cambyses or Xerxes.

68 Plutarch Theseus 11.1, and Ampolo e Manfredini (1988) ad loc, who relate this to traditional Greek thought.
On Theseus as "punisher’ see also Davie (1982) 25; Mastronarde (2010) 299.
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del KOAUOTN G TOV Kak®dV KafeoTdval.

For having done many fine deeds I have declared this kind of habit to Greece, always

to appoint myself a punisher of evil deeds. (339-41)
Furthermore, in his debate with the Herald he emphasises this again not only as characterising
his action here, but as a part of his general temperament,

K: 7 méictv odv 6~ Epuoev EEaprelv motp;

®: dcoty’ VBplotai xpnoTd &' oV KoAdlouey.

H: So did your father bring you forth to be a match for everyone?

Th: Sure, those who are outrageous: we do not punish the good. (574-5)
Theseus' actions and behaviour are characterised as a consistent trait - “I do not punish” rather
than 'will not' referring to this specific action against Thebes. Furthermore, once again
Theseus describes this as part of his own self-presentation, rather than something perceived

by others, and the trait is again discussed in terms of punishment.

Even before addressing the Hippolytus, where this trait becomes most problematic,
there are hints of trouble in the Oedipus at Colonus and the Suppliants. In Sophocles' play
Oedipus chides Theseus for reproving him before hearing all the information, in a rather
similar fashion to the way he will behave in relation to his son in the Hippolytus,

Otav pnabng pov, vovbétet, Tavdv 8 €a.

Whenever you have learnt from me, chastise me, but for now, leave it! (593)

Theseus accepts the rebuke, agreeing not to 'blame' Oedipus without further information,
(595), and interestingly the next time he uses this term it is in asking Oedipus about the
suppliant, whom Oedipus rejects, so that Theseus asks,

Kol Tig ot €otiv v ¢ &ym wEEouui T
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And who is the man who I should blame? (1172)
In both instances therefore Theseus is judged to need assistance in apportioning blame, and
making the kind of judgements which are such an important part of his usual characterisation.
In the same way in the Suppliants Adrastus objects to Theseus' remarks about the fate he has
suffered,

0UTOL SIKAGTHV G EIAOUNV EUDY KOKDY

000, &l TL Tpaag pn| KaAdS gvpickopal,

TOVTO®V KOAUGTIV KATLTIUNTHY, GVos

I did not choose you to be a judge of my troubles, or if I am found to have done

something not fine, to be punisher or chastiser of these things, lord. (253-5)
Here not only is Theseus' judgement called into question, but also with the specific use of the
term “koAactnv” his traditional role as punisher is explicitly rejected as being inappropriately
applied to the Argives.”” Furthermore, the issue of appropriateness of punishment is raised
again when it comes to dealing with the fates of Capaneus and Amphiaraus. The Herald
argues that Theseus' attempt to bury these two men sets himself against the just punishments
given to them by the gods (494-505), even concluding,

1 VOV @povelv duewvov g€atdyet Alog,

1} 800G d1kaimG TOLG KAKOLG ATOAAVVAL.

Now either boast that you think better than Zeus, or that the gods rightly destroy the

wicked. (503-4)
Although the chorus address this point by saying that the Thebans are in fact adding to Zeus'

punishment, not simply upholding it (511-2), Theseus does not directly address this point,

69 Storey (2008) 34 on the reasonable nature of this rebuke, in contrast to Theseus' not having “behaved well” in
harshly criticising Adrastus. Fitton (1967) 140 similarly: “Adrastus is rightly annoyed.” Scodel (1999) 139-

40 argues that Adrastus may be complaining that Theseus has selected the wrong 'genre' of speech in his

reply.
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rather talking more generally about the injury the Thebans suffered in being attacked by the
Argives, and their deaths as sufficient justice for this. Furthermore, the treatment of Capaneus
later in the play continues to make the issue of this judgement contentious. Theseus makes it
clear that his burial will have to be handled separately from those of the other Seven, (935-7),
and Evadne's sudden appearance and dramatic death continues to keep attention fixed on this
controversial figure.” However, the point at which Theseus' judgements in terms of Capaneus
become most obviously open to questioning is during the funeral orations, when Adrastus
explicitly praises Capaneus for a lack of boasting, and “gdnpoonyopov octoua” - giving a
description which seems to present precisely the opposite picture to that upheld in mythical
tradition, and which the Herald has already confirmed: that Capaneus died due to his boasting
enraging the gods. Theseus does not make any further comment on Capaneus, except for
making the burial arrangements, such that Adrastus' contrary depiction is allowed to stand,
giving Theseus' judgement a rather questionable quality. It would not be unreasonable to have
him maintain the rightness of burying even Capaneus, but the fact that to begin with he does
not even address it, followed by the rather surreal praise given by Adrastus, leaves the issue

with a decidedly problematic quality.

In the Hippolytus, these problematic aspects of Theseus' self- and traditionally
assigned role as punisher become entirely destructive. The central importance of Theseus'
potential for judgement is made clear throughout the play.”’ Before her trouble is even
revealed, Phaedra cries,

un Sp@dc’ Eymy’ €kelvov 0QOeiny KoK®C.

70 Mendelsohn (2002) 202.
71 Mills (1997) as a further attempt to exonerate him argues that Theseus is a 'minor' part of this play, which I

hope what follows will demonstrate to be rather a minimisation of his role.
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May I never be seen doing something wrongly against him [Theseus]! (321)
She elaborates this point further in her revelation of the depth of the situation, expressing
disbelief that unchaste women can even look into the faces of their husbands (416), and
further suggesting that the darkness or the house itself would seem to betray them.” She even
specifically expresses her desire to die in order that,

WG uNmotT” Avdpa TOV EUOV aioyLVIG  AAD,

1 may never be caught shaming my husband. (420)
As soon as he has heard the Nurse's words Hippolytus declares that only piety stops him from
telling Theseus (658), but even so, he will make sure to be present to see how Phaedra and the
Nurse manage to face him (661-2). Phaedra repeats that,

000" &g mpdommov Oncéwg apitopon

aioypoig én’ Epyolc obveka WYoyfig Lac.

1 will not come to face Theseus with shameful deeds against me, all for the sake of one

life. (720-1)
Once Theseus' harsh judgement has been pronounced, as well as expressing distress with its
results, Hippolytus does also note the importance of the source of the punishment,

... d0KpVOV £yYDG TOOE,

€l 01 kakdg ye poivopat Sok® te Gol.

This is near to being worthy of tears, if I seem to appear wicked to you. (1070-1)
Thus the weight given to Theseus' judgement, as well as to its significant results, is developed
throughout the play until the curse is pronounced. Theseus himself represents his punishment
of Hippolytus, particularly the curse, as being an act of justice, declaring to the Messenger
upon hearing of its results,

elné, T@ TpOT® AlKng

72 Goff (1990) 2-12.
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EMOoEV OTOV POTTPOV OUoYOVAVT EUE;

Tell me, in what way did the stick of justice strike him for shaming me? (1171-2)
Furthermore, Theseus himself explicitly connects his judgement of his son with his previous
career, particularly in relation to his traditional punishments of the bandits between Troezen
and Athens. He says,

el yop mabov € cov téo’ noondncopat,

o0 paprtopnoet p° "Tobuog Xivig mote

KTOVETV £€00TOV ALY Kopmdley patnyv,

000’ ai BaAdoor GUVVOLOL ZKIP®VIdES

@GOV TETPAL TOIG KOOI [ lvar Boapiyv.

For if having suffered this I am to be defeated by you, Isthmian Sinis will not again

witness that I killed him but boast that it was in vain, and the Skironian rocks by the

sea will not say that I am a burden to the wicked. (976-80)"

The audience, of course, knows that Theseus' role as punisher here has led him to a
fatal mistake, but even beyond this recognition, several of the characters in the tragedy
explicitly blame him for his actions.” The chorus give an immediately condemnatory
response to his pronouncement of the curse,

dvag, dmevyov TavTo TPOg BEdV TAALY,

Voo Yap avdig dumioxdv: Epol mood.

73 Walker (1995) 113.

74 Mills (2002) 213 nonetheless argues that it is a Euripidean innovation that Theseus uses the first wish, which
makes his decision less blameworthy, since he could not know that the wish would be successful. I would not
agree that some uncertainty over whether he would successfully achieve his attempted murder of his son
makes Theseus less culpable for that murder - see Kohn (2008) for a thorough analysis of the 'three wishes'
motif, which is not so favourable to Theseus. It is notable that, as Kohn points out (380-1), the tradition of

Theseus being granted wishes by Poseidon never appears without his using one to kill his son.
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Lord, wish this prayer back away, by the gods, for you will learn that you have erred!

Trust me. (891-2)
Theseus does not accept their warning, and instead completes his sentence, condemning
Hippolytus to exile as well.” The chorus are not the only one to criticise Theseus' judgement —
the Messenger who relates Hippolytus' fate gives the dramatic closing statement,

SoDAoc pEv ovv Eymye odV dOuwV, Bvas,

dtap t0c0DTOHV ¥ 0L dvvicopal TOTE,

1OV 60V mBécHo ToAd dmwg E6TIV KAKOG,

000" &l yovauk@®v v kpepacoein yévog

Kol v €v "Ion ypappdtov TAnceE Tig

ek €net viv E60L0v dvt’ EmioTapot.

So I at least am a slave of your house, lord, but I will never be able to believe such a

thing, that your son is wicked, not if all of the race of women should hang themselves

and fill with writing all the pine on Ida. Since I know that he is noble. (1249-54)
The messenger's decision to explicitly contradict Theseus, despite his acknowledgement of
the unusual nature of this sentiment from a slave, and the extreme exaggeration of his case,
makes it clear quite how much he blames Theseus' failure to judge correctly. In fact even
Hippolytus, after he has realised the full situation, queries the appropriateness of Theseus'
punishment, claiming that he would have killed his son for a similar crime rather than simply

exiling him (1041-4). Of course, Hippolytus has not heard the curse, only having been told by

75 cf. Parker (1983) 191-5 on the social/historical situations involving the combination of curses and exile —
Theseus' double punishment is paralleled in the historical evidence for such sentences for the especially
polluted, making it not an obviously unreasonable choice to enact both exile and a curse in combination.
Thus Rabinowitz (1993) 175, in her otherwise extremely interesting and valuable discussion of the
relationship between Theseus and Hippolytus, is a little harsh in her judgement of the addition of exile to the
curse as excessive. See Goff (1990) 75 on the two punishments, curse and pronouncement of exile, as

performative utterances with a similar source.
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his father of his banishment, so does not realise that Theseus' intention is to kill him as well.
Still, this comment adds to the weight of criticism against Theseus' punishment, from all those

who witness it.

The most vehement blame that Theseus receives for punishing Hippolytus is divine —
from Artemis, and, according to her, Poseidon too. Artemis' language is strong; she accuses
Theseus of killing his son in an 'unholy' fashion, (1287), and remarks,

TG 0VY VIO YIS TAPTAPO KPOTTELS

dépag aioyvvoeic,

7| TTVvoV dve petafag Piotov

TUOTOG EEM OO TOVO AVEYELG;

¢ &v Yy’ dyaboig dvopdcty ob cot

KTNTOV PloTov péPog €otiv.

Why do you not hide beneath the earth, having disfigured your body in shame, or pass

over the sky having changed your life to that of a bird and lift your foot out of this

pain? For you are not worthy of a share of life among good men. (1291-5)

Effectively her instruction to Theseus that he should remove himself entirely from society
functions in the same way his exile for Hippolytus did — and is the kind of treatment reserved
for serious criminals and the religiously polluted in the ancient world, thus judging him as
part of this category. Indeed by suggesting that Theseus should die, as Heracles and Ajax
considered, or cease being a man at all, Artemis suggests that by acting as the 'punisher
Theseus' inappropriately, against his son, Theseus has entirely destabilised that previous
identity and its praiseworthy qualities, even if it is only a momentary comment, and does not

carry the full weights of the situations in the Heracles or the Ajax. Artemis does not stop
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there, however, expressing a clear desire to 'sting' Theseus with the truth (1313), calling him
kaxiote (1316), saying he acted 'rashly' (1323), and repeating the criticism with a comment
that even Poseidon, his father, and the means by which his curse was fulfilled, now condemns
him,

oL & &v T ékelveo kav épol @aivr kakog,

You appear wicked to him and to me alike. (1320)
The language used picks up on Theseus' previous claims to punish toig kaxoig, especially
when Artemis remarks that Hippolytus was after all dwaiav, and Theseus' punishment is
criticised specifically as being wrong, with all the divine blame directed against the only

person shown to be explicitly and accurately described as xokdg, Theseus himself.

It was notable particularly when discussing the Oedipus at Colonus that the lack of
identity construction through praise for Theseus made the praiseworthy aspects of his identity
unstable and inconsistent. Oedipus did not trust these characteristics to remain consistent
throughout the play, and Creon supposedly failed to recognise that they even existed,
particularly in such a strong form as to be still in existence while Theseus was absent. In
Acethra's persuasion in the Suppliants she similarly suggested that Theseus had yet to establish
a secure identity through praise that could not be challenged, and used that insecurity to
persuade him through the promise of further praise. It is therefore particularly unexpected that
where Theseus does seem to have consistent, stable features of identity represented across
multiple tragedies, these are all blameworthy, and reflected and constructed as part of his

identity through the blame of those around him.

There is a final aspect to presentations of Theseus in tragedy which makes it difficult
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to consider his portrayal as being entirely positive. Many scholars have recognised that the
pre-tragic Theseus had plenty of troubled associations in his mythical background, which are
a curious facet of his adoption as the national Athenian hero.” However, it has not been as
widely recognised that even if the extant tragedies featuring him do not explicitly cover these
myths, many of them make frequent references to mythical traditions which introduce less
salubrious elements. The dual parentage of Theseus, for example, is obviously a central point
in the Hippolytus, but appears frequently in the background even of the Oedipus at Colonus,
partly due to the setting's close connections with Poseidon.”” Several times when Theseus is
off-stage, he is said to have been sacrificing at the altar to Poseidon (888, 1158, 1493-5). It
has been reasonably argued that this is intended to represent his piety, but the decision to have
the sacrifice be to Poseidon rather than, for example, Athena, constantly reminds the audience
of this connection, particularly given that this location is repeated.” A similar effect is present
even in the Heracles, which as mentioned above contains the least direct praise or blame for
Theseus of any of his tragic appearances. Not only is Theseus' discreditable trip to the
underworld evoked by his presence there, but twice when Heracles talks of his own visit to
the underworld, he specifically draws attention to Persephone (608, 1104) — providing a
further reminder of the illegitimate purpose of Theseus' errand. I am further convinced by the
arguments that place the Peirithous in the same trilogy as the Heracles.” This would mean

that not only were the audience reminded of the circumstances of Theseus' rescue from the

76 Esp. Walker (1995) 1, 61.

77 On connections between at Colonus and Poseidon: Kelly (2009) 68-71.

78 On Theseus' sacrifices as demonstrating piety cf. Kelly (2009) 114; Blundell (1993) 289-92. Some scholars
have also seen in the references to Poseidon a hint towards the activity of Peisander and the Four Hundred —
see Hesk (2012) 175.

79 Mette (1983), Dobrov (2000) 136. If this is correct, the reference to Ixion at 1298 could also be evoking ft.5,
and the multiple generations of sins against the gods represented by Peirithous and his father (not a creditable

association for Theseus).
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underworld, they might even have seen it immediately before the Heracles began — making it
difficult to avoid any negative associations from that errand being connected to his presence
in the Heracles. In fact the doomed expedition with Peirithous is not only referred to in the
Heracles, but also explicitly mentioned entirely gratuitously, by the Messenger who narrates
Oedipus' death in the Oedipus Coloneus (1593-4). No dramatic context requires this
reference, unlike in the Heracles, and it could easily have been omitted — its inclusion is
deliberate and therefore meaningful. Scholars have frequently highlighted the positive aspects
of Theseus' relationship with Peirithous in their interpretation of this brief comment, partly in
order to exonerate Theseus from any criticism that it might imply.* However, the mention is
so brief that it is difficult to consider it wholly or successfully characterised positively, as the
messenger immediately moves on without explicitly making a positive judgement of Theseus'
pledge. Furthermore, while it is entirely possible to argue that references to myth are intended
to call forth positive associations in an audience, to ignore their potential to simultaneously do
the opposite is overly simplistic. While Theseus' loyalty to his friend in dire straits may be
commendable, it cannot be ignored that an expedition to abduct the Queen of the Underworld
is hardly a creditable exploit for Theseus and Peirithous to have undertaken.® If Sophocles
had intended to avoid the negative implications of this complicated episode in Theseus'

traditional history, by far the easier course would have been not to refer to it at all.

80 Such as Markantonatos (2007) 175-7 who sees the Peirithous myth, and particularly Euripides' staging of it
as demonstrating Theseus to be the exemplar of Athenian humanity and Justice. See also Mills (1997) 257-
60; Eucken (1979); Sutton (1987). Against these, Wilson (1997) 105-6 argues that its inclusion here is as an
example of a failed or broken promise which contrasts with the promises to Oedipus which Theseus succeeds
in keeping.

81 Walker (1995) 15-6; Griffiths (2006) 105-6; Blondell (2013) 231; Slater (1968) 394-5. Scholars who dismiss
the problematic aspects of their expedition rather skate over the fact that in most versions, Peirithous is
punished for it by never being able to return, and Theseus himself only escapes through Heracles' help,

without which he would be similarly fixed there in punishment. See further Dobrov (2001) 142.
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There are further hints at Theseus' problematic mythological past in the Hippolytus,
particularly in the comments by the chorus when Phaedra's malady is first revealed. In their
attempts to guess at the source of her misery, their first suggestion after offended gods is
infidelity on the part of Theseus (151-5), which they give with a rather full description. While
it turns out to be entirely the wrong suggestion, since the infidelity is in fact Phaedra's, the
chorus' comment immediately calls to mind Theseus' traditional mythical identity as lustful.*
The same tradition may also be indicated in Phaedra's reference to her sister, a previous
conquest of Theseus', only 200 lines further on (339). Indeed even if these references are
considered to be suggestive rather than explicit, Hippolytus' very presence on stage as

3

Theseus' illegitimate son is problematic for his marriage,* and invites recollection of the

exploits with the Amazons which formed part of his more lustful exploits.

None of these references to mythical tradition can of course be considered as
particularly strong sources of blame — there is certainly no direct or explicit blame from
characters or choruses involved in making them — and the impact of their presence should
therefore not be overstated. However, the tragedians were adapt at selecting from and alluding
to a vast range of myth in order to create the effects they sought, and, while they may be more
relevant to the Hippolytus, neither of these allusions is strictly necessary for the main plots
presented by the Oedipus at Colonus or the Heracles. By purposefully introducing these
mythical allusions, the plays make it possible to connect the problematic associations they

bring with them to the Theseus who appears on stage.

82 Rabinowitz (1993) 179; and more generally on Theseus' troubled exploits with or against women: Zeitlin
(1996) 89-90; Slater (1968) 391-3. Plutarch Comparison of Romulus and Theseus 6.1 (Manfredini ¢ Ampolo
(1988)) indeed condemns Theseus very strongly for his 'lustful' behaviour.

83 Rabinowitz (1993) 179-80 notes that the reconciliation between father and son in the Hippolytus
conveniently displaces the marital problems inherent in Hippolytus' bastardy and Theseus' excessive lust on

to Phaedra, who is not included in such a reconciliation. See also Walker (1994) 124.
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Conclusion

Thus, even though Theseus appears in largely positive and helpful roles in extant
tragedy, it is nonetheless problematic to suggest that this leads to a mostly positive portrayal,
let alone that tragedy functions as the extremely positive, panegyric style genre that Mills
supposed. It is not enough when considering tragedy to simply discuss either our own
interpretation of actions undertaken, or a reconstructed version of an Athenian interpretation —
we must also pay close attention to what the characters on stage with any given figure say
about him, particularly when they choose to allot praise or blame to his actions. In the case of
Theseus, I have shown that express praise of Athens' hero is extremely limited, and even
where it exists, it is often intended as a type of persuasion rather than purely meant to praise.
Even then, there are problematic elements raised in the praise assigned to him in almost every
tragedy he appears in. Further, there is a surprising amount of direct and implied blame aimed
at him, not only limited to criticism specific to the particular scenarios he appears in, but

extending to common traits across all portrayals of Theseus.

While part of this difference may result from the differences in extant tragedies
featuring Theseus in comparison with the Heracles and A4jax, it still remains notable — even
where he has a largely positive role, whether this is as a main character or in a more
supporting position — that Theseus is never positioned in the same discourses of praise which
construct a particularly heroic identity for him. As a result his identity as praiseworthy is
flexible, unstable, and open to challenge and rejection in a way which Ajax's and Heracles'
both prove not to be. Where they attempt to supplant one praiseworthy identity with another
and force a violent crisis in their identities, Theseus is distinguished instead by demonstrating

no such praiseworthy identity at all. Furthermore, the uniquely consistent positioning of
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Theseus in discourses of blame which continues across multiple tragedies further
disadvantages him in comparison. It is possible to see both this unusual method of dealing
with praise and blame as a tragic response to contemporary social concerns about the status of
heroism and discourses of praise, although as discussed above there are complicating factors
which prevent this effect being dismissed as simply a chronological change, nor is it
straightforward to explain why it should appear so distinctively in tragedy alone, and not
elsewhere in poetry which features Theseus. To some extent, such questions are made more
difficult to answer simply by oddities of surviving material. It is entirely possible that if either
of the Aegeus plays or a Theseus had survived, the picture given of Theseus and identity

construction through praise would be entirely different.

However, the example of the Suppliants, in which issues around seeking and awarding
praise are vividly raised, suggests further that perhaps Theseus, as a uniquely Athenian figure,
also presented a uniquely interesting figure to deploy in explorations of such issues. It is
certainly not surprising to find the concerns around funeral procedures and public praise
raised in the Athenian democracy explored in the Suppliants, given the tragic stage's
usefulness for exploring social concerns and issues of ideology.* Perhaps it is also reasonable
therefore to see such a consistent portrayal of Theseus as unpraised and unpraiseworthy as
part of a similar exploration of such issues in a democracy which was grappling with how to
deal with praise of individuals. It is particularly notable that this situation occurs across the
work of both Sophocles and Euripides, thus suggesting a consistent concern with such issues
which is wider than being just an interest of one particular dramatist. Furthermore, these
issues surrounding praise are similar to those raised in the Ajax and Heracles. In all of the

plays discussed so far, the process of identity construction through praise is dramatised and

84 Gellrich (1995); Goff (1995b) 11-24 are particularly useful on tragedy and ideology.
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problematised, and praise itself becomes problematic as a way of establishing who a character
is. In the cases of Heracles and Ajax these issues involve the violent crises reminiscent of
thwarting, whereas the case of Theseus presents a far more subtle discussion of concerns
around praise and praiseworthiness. The situation of Evadne presented in the Suppliants also
rather unsubtly introduces a new element to this discussion which will be a key factor in the
second part of the thesis: gender. All of the situations discussed so far have focused on the
issues raised by identity construction for male, warrior figures, the traditional subjects of
praise poetry. Yet the tragic stage is notorious for its focus not solely on these heroic males,
but also their female counterparts. As I shall go on to show, issues of identity construction
through praise become even more complex where female characters become prominent,
particularly as they seek to establish themselves as producers of discourses both of praise and
blame, through which they often destroy their male peers, just as figures such as Ajax and

Heracles destroy or almost destroy themselves through such seeking.
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Chapter Three: Deianira and the control of Praise and Blame in Sophocles'
Trachiniae

In Sophocles' Trachiniae, it is not the conflict between praise sought and praise
awarded that causes a physical destruction of Heracles' identity, unlike in Euripides' Heracles
or Sophocles' Ajax. Nor is Sophocles' Heracles' situation comparable to that of Theseus
throughout tragedy. Rather than facing an entire dearth of praise, or praise deployed solely
with an ulterior motive such as persuasion, Heracles receives praise from the chorus of the
Trachiniae in terms which are largely compatible with the praiseworthy qualities he claims for
himself. However, like Euripides' Heracles and Sophocles' Ajax, Sophocles' Heracles still
faces destruction of his praiseworthy qualities and identity in the Trachiniae, and this is once
again represented through the treatment of the praise which establishes that identity. Instead
of being caused by Heracles' own participation in shaping the discourses of praise involved in
the construction of his identity, however, the violence and crisis of the Trachiniae is caused by
the involvement of his wife, Deianira. In this regard, Deianira is one of several female
characters who, as wife of an otherwise praiseworthy male warrior, has a destructive role in
rejecting or reshaping the discourses of praise and blame within which her husband is

positioned.

Sophocles' Trachiniae can be described as a nostos play — the warrior returns home to
his family, at the end of his deeds abroad.' Alongside the dramatic features which this
identification can invoke, the return of Heracles is also portrayed in such a way as to establish

it firmly within another poetic context — namely the return of the victor, as envisaged in the

1 Taplin (1977) 124-6 and 302, Levett (2004) 41. Also more recently Kratzer (2013) for the play's interaction
with traditional nostos motifs. Holscher (1990) 50 connects it to the nostos of Odysseus, which builds up the

parallels some scholars have seen between Deianira and Penelope (cf. n10 below).
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epinician odes of Pindar and Bacchylides.” The announcement of Heracles' return is presented
in a way which positions the messenger as the epinician herald; wearing the traditional
garland (“xatactet]” 178), he declares Heracles' return by reference to his family, as found
in the victory statements of the herald at the games, and describes him as viknedpw, a word
which is commonly found in Pindar.’ A little later, he is similarly described by the chorus as
“apetdc Aapup’ Exwv (“bearing trophies of valour” 645). As scholars have previously
discussed, the contest described at the start of the play between Achelous and Heracles is also
suggestively framed as an athletic contest, one worthy of notably epinician description.* As a
result, Heracles' return is framed by language which is more usually associated with praise
poetry, setting up a context which will be of central importance throughout the rest of the play,

particularly in the ways in which Deianira exerts her own authority and power within the

context of praise.

When considering the Trachiniae, scholars often make two particular observations on
the character of Deianira. The first, and now somewhat less popular view, was that Deianira is
weak, uncertain, and unable to influence the events around her.” The second major point in
many scholars' discussions of Deianira, is their comparison of her directly with another tragic
husband-killer: Aeschylus' Clytemnestra, whose active role in her husband's death is very

similar to Deianira's, and who similarly spends a great deal of time on stage managing the

2 Kurke (1991) 6 on the role epinician can be argued to play in returning and reintegrating an athletic victor to
his home, and thus the similarity between the context of these praise poems, and the nostos discussed in the
Trachiniae.

3 eg. Pind. OI. 2.5, 10.59, 13.14, Pyth. 1.59, 8.26, Nem. 1.9, 3.67, Isth. 1.22 etc.

4 Stinton (1976) 126, Easterling (1982) 136 on 504-5 and 137 on 514-16, Kratzer (2013) 28-30, Heiden
(1989) 77-8.

5 Bowra (1943) 121-4.
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events surrounding her husband's death.® In many ways Clytemnestra is not a very satisfactory
model — she kills her husband directly, face-to-face, and while she does use a robe like
Deianira's, she in fact destroys Agamemnon with a weapon, as a male killer would act.” She is
undeceived at the time of her murder, she does not kill herself, and at every step she is willing
to try the male approach, argument, against those who would condemn her, whereas Deianira
at the critical moment instead chooses silence. Yet in Deianira's control of speech and of the
praise given to her husband, both areas which are usually not recognised at all by scholars, it
is possible to see a connection between Deianira and Clytemnestra, who, in Aeschylus'
Agamemnon particularly, demonstrates many of the same qualities in her control over speech
and the praise or blame awarded to Agamemnon.® Throughout the Trachiniae Deianira
displays a level of control over her speech and that of those around her which sets her aside
from all the other characters on stage. This is particularly important given the significance of

speech, reports, and stories in the play.’

It is this control over her speech which enables Deianira to manipulate and reject the

6 Errandonea (1958), March (1987) 69-70, Levett (2004) 85, Carawan (2000), esp 191, Beer (2004) 87,
Rutherford (2012) 307-9; also see Zeitlin (1990) 347-8 who combines the two ideas so that Deianira only
exists as destroyer of Heracles, with no further independent purpose. Conversely Webster (1936) 177 drew
parallels between Deianira and Penelope, the paradigmatic wife. More recently Mattison (2015) argued that
the comparison between Clytemnestra and Deianira is built around their roles as loving/bitter and
innocent/contriving in the murders of their husbands, and particularly focused on the reactions to the
concubines each husband had introduced to the household.

7 Marshall (2001), esp. 59 with notes for summary of discussions on Clytemnestra's weapons.

8 Mossman (2012) 496 argues that allusions in the Trachiniae to the Agamemnon are in fact meant to
emphasize the differences between Deianira and Clytemnestra, which can be partly shown through their
different styles of speech. However, as will become clear, in characterising Deianira's speech as “hesitant,
stumbling [and] rambling”, Mossman takes a very different view of Deianira's use of speech to that argued
for in this chapter. Clytemnestra's destructive involvement in identity construction through praise and blame
is discussed in Chapter 4 of this thesis.

9 Heiden (1989), Kraus (1991) esp. 84-8.
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praise discourses within which her husband is positioned, and which gives this technique such
a destructive effect. As a result, this chapter, as with Chapters Four and Five on Clytemnestra
and Medea, will explore the ways in which women's control over speech and awareness of
efficacious speech can be turned against men specifically through awareness of the
importance of praise and blame speech, and ability to manipulate its role in identity

construction.'”

Demanding Truth

Deianira's influence over speech and control of praise and blame is demonstrated
partly through her strong desire to maintain control of what is spoken around her, including by
directly seeking truth above misleading words. Even from her opening statement, Deianira
demonstrates a desire to effectively de-emphasise what is commonly held as truth in favour of
what she herself knows, in saying,

AOYOC pev 6T’ apyoiog AvOpOTOV QOVELG

MG VK AV ai®dV’ EKpabolg fpotdv, Tpiv v

0avn tic, oUT’ €l ypnoTog 0T’ €l T KakdC

EYm 08 TOV €UV, Kol Tpiv €1 A1d0V HOAELY,

£E010” E&yovoa dvotuyi TE Kal fapvv,

There is an ancient, revealed saying of men, that you cannot understand a man's life

before he dies, neither if it is good for him, nor if it is bad. But as for me, even before

going to Hades, I know well that I have an unfortunate and grievous life. (1-5)

10 As a result this project builds on previous work on women's speech in tragedy such as the works of McClure
(1999) and Mossman (2001), which were primarily focused on the stylistic or generic features of their

speech.
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The emphatic positioning and repetition of her “gym d¢ tov €uov”’ make clear that she
prioritises her own experience and understanding above what 'men' believe to be true.! From
then on, she displays herself clearly as someone who is eager to reach the truth behind what is
told to her, as with her first conversation with Hyllus. He appears readily willing to accept the
hearsay available on Heracles' location,

GAL o1da, uoboig ' &l TL mMoTEDEWY YPEDV.

But I know, if we can trust what people are saying! (67)"
whereas she appears more doubtful, remarking

v totvuv, gl Kol TodT” ETAT, KAVOL TIG dv.

Then one might hear anything, if he endured even that! (71)
Her emphasis is not on the idea that Heracles might be doing anything, if he put up with being
a slave, rather that one might Aear any report of him — as such it subtly questions the report,

and from there Hyllus follows her lead, constantly remarking that his further knowledge is all

11 There may also be a point about gender to be made in Deianira's contrast between the knowledge men have
and she, a woman, can demonstrate. See Easterling (1982) 72 on 4-5 on the rhetorical precedence for this
type of statement, although it is not very common elsewhere in tragedy. Heiden (1989) 1-2 has argued that
the unusual nature of this prologue (rare in tragedy) adds a performative quality to Deianira's speech, and
thus supports the idea that this statement is a programmatic one which demonstrates Deianira's concern with
speech and its effectiveness.

12 Heiden (1989) 33-4 correctly notes this statement as part of Hyllus' tendency to “exaggerate the extent of his
knowledge”, which he demonstrates throughout the play, but does not recognise in Deianira's questions a
desire to replace this exaggeration with a more accurate report, instead claiming that Deianira repeatedly
interprets Hyllus' report in terms of her own interpretation, one which expects negative news. Deianira's
questions, however, are neutral in content — rather than indicating any unusual degree of fear, she asks for
precise information about Heracles' location and status, as well as casting doubt on the veracity of the report
Hyllus brings. Further, in her discussion of the prophecies, rather than demonstrating any “expectation of
disaster” (Heiden 34), Deianira technically gives more weight and detail to the positive potential meaning of
the prophecy (80-1), than to the negative (79), which she passes over more quickly. Heiden's reading is part
of a trend of scholars who seem determined to read a persistent and unnatural level of fear or anxiety as the
central trait of Deianira's character — see also Mattison (2015) 14-5; Rabinowitz (2014) 192; Morwood
(2008) 29-31; Mossman (2012) 495.
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gained by report: “0g £€y® kKMW®” (“As [ hear” 72) and “@aciv”’ (“They say” 74). Deianira
turns the conversation away from the reports by drawing Hyllus' focus to the prophecies left
to her, which she calls, “motd” (“trusted” 77), thus valuing the prophecies she has and can

see herself above the things she hears from others.

Similarly, her interrogation of the various messengers who bring news of Heracles'
location and status, involves repeated questioning which clarifies the source of the
information, as well as its content.'”> When the first messenger arrives, she has him repeat his
information and clarify it from its originally rather grandiose wording (180-6). Once she has
clearly ascertained the message, Deianira asks specifically for the source of the information,

Kol ToD T00™ AoT®V 1| EEvarv pabav Aéyels;

And from which one of the citizens or strangers have you learned this information that

you tell me? (187)

Her question even differentiates between citizens and strangers when she asks who he heard it
from, undoubtedly in order to clarify the answer she receives beyond simply being told that
the messenger heard it from some particular individual. In checking her source in such detail,
she confirms how trustworthy it should be, expecting a difference in the nature of the story a
citizen would tell compared to one she might hear from a stranger. She then has a further
question designed to confirm a final point of information. It is only after she has checked all

these issues that she is willing to believe and celebrate the information given (200-4).

In the same way, once Lichas arrives she asks him very specific questions for his first
few moments on stage (232-33, 236, 239, 242-3) — thus quickly gaining the exact information

she seeks. It is only once she has obtained this information that she asks a more general

13 Bowra (1944) 121 rather characterises this care instead as uncertainty and unwillingness to act.
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question, which allows Lichas to give a fuller answer and tell his full story:

7 Kami TovTn TH TOAEL TOV GoKOTOV

ypovov PePirg NV fuepdv dvipdpov;

Was he gone for that reckless, immeasurable span of time in order to attack this city?

(246-7)
She uses the same technique when attempting to question Lichas about Iole, asking
deliberately specific questions of her lineage and name of him (316 and 318), the latter
question even suggesting for Lichas a way in which he might have gained information even if
his first answer, that he has not asked any questions, might still be true. Even at her most
emotionally charged moment on stage, when Hyllus accuses her of murdering Heracles,
Deianira demonstrates this clarity and interrogative nature, first refusing to accept Hyllus'
accusations until she understands their cause exactly,

11 8" Eotv, ® Mo, TPAG Y oD GTUYOVUEVOV;

And what is the hateful thing that I have done, my son? (738)
Her question, in contrast to Hyllus' emotional and powerful statements, is brief and precise,
seeking exact information rather than simple dramatic declarations. Once again in this
instance she also seeks to confirm the source of this information asking

100 o’ AvOpdTOV pabadv

dlnlov obtwg Epyov elpydoBor pe eNg;

You say that I have done a terrible thing, but from which man did you learn this? (744-

5)
Deianira's next question seeks to clarify Hyllus' information even further; she asks,

od &~ éumeAddlelg Tavopl Kai Tapictocal;

Where did you approach the man, and stand by him? (748)
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She presumably aims, given the focus on his location and where he stood, to find out whether
Hyllus saw from a distance, or whether he was close enough to the action to know exactly
what has happened. As with her questioning of the messengers, Deianira prevents Hyllus from
immediately launching into his story until she has ascertained to her satisfaction his source,
and exactly what he wishes to tell. Even when she sees the captive women, including Iole, her
reaction involves questions seeking information (307-313, 316, 318, 320-1) at the same time
as her more emotional response of sympathy (298-306). In her conversation with Lichas she
lays heavy emphasis on how she values the truth, first with a generalisation about the
dishonourable nature of lying (449-454), and then finishing with an emphatic statement of the
importance she personally puts upon hearing the truth,
ool &’ &ym Ppalm KaKOv
TpOG GAAOV etva, TPog & W’ dyevdeiv del.

1 tell you to be deceitful to someone else, but always to be honest to me! (468-9)"

It is possible to see displayed in Deianira's interrogation of those around her a certain
degree of power. Discourse analysts have identified questions as potentially powerful forms in
and of themselves, since they both oblige a response, and in Grice's terms regarding logic in
conversation, also oblige a conversationally relevant response.'> Furthermore, sociolinguists

have shown that questions tend to be used more commonly by the more powerful participants

14 Sommerstein & Torrance (2014) 90-2 notes that Lichas' perjury here is given extra weight by his decision to
swear an oath by Zeus which he then breaks, so that his grim fate can be considered the just retribution for
this perjury. Deianira's demand is therefore unfortunately aimed at possibly the least suitable candidate for
such a speech in the Trachniae, since Lichas is not solely a liar, but even a perjurer. They further show (93-4)
how Deianira's later claim that Lichas indeed swore he did not know who Iole is, which he has not, (what
Sommerstein and Torrance label a “Sophoclean Oath”) demonstrates the weight Deianira places upon his
falsehood, judging it to be as serious a matter as a broken oath to Deianira.

15 Grice (1975), Coates (1995) 16-8.
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in a conversation, and sometimes even seem to be part of establishing that more powerful
position.'® In this regard, then, Deianira's repeated questioning of others on stage could
already be considered part of an attempt to position her as both the more powerful participant
in these conversations, and as exerting powerful forms within the conversations. It could even
be argued that this is a position which Deianira claims for herself, as part of the contrasts she
has established between what 'men say' [above], and the truths she will seek out. Moreover, in
seeking this position Deianira creates a direct contrast between herself and those around her,
who demonstrate no such desire for either the position of power created through Deianira's
persistent questions, or even the truthful information gained by her reaching that position. As
a result, Deianira's involvement in the process of identity construction in relation to Heracles
comes from a position which Deianira attempts, with some success, to establish as
authoritative, since it is rooted in what she perceives as 'the truth' based on her careful

questioning.

As mentioned above, all of the characters around her have a far more relaxed approach
to gaining information through speech. Hyllus seems willing to believe reports of Heracles'
location without very much doubt (77), and the chorus celebrate Lichas' message (291-2) with
none of Deianira's doubts or concerns (295-306). Perhaps the most important examples of
other characters failing to follow Deianira's sensible technique are the situation that arises
between the Messenger and Lichas' alternate accounts of Iole's capture, and Heracles' reaction
to the poisoned robe. The information that Lichas brings to Deianira is called strongly into
question by the Messenger,

avp 68° 00SEV v Ehelev dpting

QOVET 01knG €6 OpBOV, AAL" T} VOV KaKOG

16 Harris (1984).
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| Tp6GOev 0V dikarog dyyehog mapijv.

This man has just told you nothing which is spoken truthfully or justly, but either now

he is base, or before he was present as an untruthful messenger. (346-8)
But the Messenger, it turns out, is basing this accusation only on another version of the
message which he has heard Lichas give — with no real evidence as to which version is more
truthful.'” The chorus then suggests that Deianira may be able to get the truth from Lichas by
questioning him again (385-6), but there is no clear reason why his willingness to lie to her
previously should be changed by a second questioning. Lichas does change the version of the
tale he tells Deianira, so that it matches the version which the Messenger shares, but he does
not say what his source is for the second, passion-driven narrative, only that Heracles has not
specifically asked him to conceal it (479-80). Neither messenger has any better information
than hearsay — Lichas mentions that at least part of his story comes from what Heracles has
told him (253), but unusually for this play does not mention being present for or witnessing

any of the events that he describes.'®

This relative laxness in gathering information is also demonstrated most strongly by
Heracles, both in his time off-stage and once he arrives before the audience. Most noticeable
in this regard is his treatment of Lichas once the poisoned robe has been brought to the
sacrifice. Hyllus makes clear with his contradiction, that Heracles' original interrogation of his
herald is made under the assumption that he is the guilty party,

évtadba on 'Bonoce TOV dvcdaipova

Afyav, OV 008&v aitiov Tod 6od kaKoD,

17 Heiden (1984) 67-9.
18 Contrast Hyllus at 749. Scholars have previously commented on the level of attention given in the play to
what information has been witnessed or seen, see Heiden (2012) 134 and note for a full details of the

discussion.
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moloug &vEyKot TOVOE PNovoic TETAOV”

Then he shouted at unlucky Lichas, who was not responsible for your evil, demanding

to know by what kind of scheme he had brought this robe. (772-4)
Even when he has the truth, it seems to matter very little, and Heracles' behaviour is
apparently unchanged, as he kills Lichas regardless of the information he gives — in direct
contrast with Deianira, who only comes up with her new strategy of using the poisoned robe
once she has discovered the truth about Iole. In the same way, Hyllus is forced to make ten
attempts at revealing the truth to Heracles, who is repeatedly resistant to his son's speech. He
is so convinced that he already has the truth that he makes no effort to question Hyllus at all,
instead choosing the opposite course and attempting to reject Hyllus' speech entirely, saying

O TOYKAKIGTE, KOl TOPELVIC® YO o

TG TATPOPOVTOL UNTPOS, MG KAVEWY EUE;

O most base man, have you again mentioned your father-killing mother, so that I can

hear it? (1124-5)
and following it with a recommendation that, contrary to Hyllus' statement, silence would be
best (1127). From then, he repeatedly cuts Hyllus off in his attempts to reveal the full
information (esp 1131, 1133, 1135, and 1137). The last example is especially notable — when
Hyllus claims:

dmav 10 xpip’, Huapte YpNOTA LOUEVN

She did something entirely wrong, but she only made a mistake in her good intention.

(1136)
referring to her intention, Heracles instead objects to her act itself:

YPNOT , ® KAKIGTE, TATEPO. GOV KTEIVAGH Spd;

Did she do a good thing, wicked one, in killing your father? (1137)
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Heracles thus completely misses the significance of Hyllus' statement, and the truth contained
within. Indeed while Hyllus does manage to reveal some truth to Heracles, it is not the truth
he wished to convey — that of his mother's innocence — rather Heracles seizes on the
involvement of the centaur, and only when his name is revealed claims,

oipot, ppovd oM Euppopdg v’ Eotapev

Alas, I know now what the disaster I stand in is. (1145)"°
He never speaks of Deianira again, and it becomes clear that Heracles has once again taken
the information he wants and ignored anything else, as he could be said to do when he later

dismisses the feelings of his son about his deathbed orders.*

Commanding Speech and Silence

In this respect, then, Deianira demonstrates herself to be capable and sensible in her
use and understanding of speech — selecting the important truths in all her interactions with
other characters, in a way which sharply contrasts with those around her, who are repeatedly
misled or made uncertain by their inability to do the same. There is another aspect to her
interaction with speech, however, that reveals Deianira as displaying a surprising level of
control and power. Frequently in her discussions with others she is able to order them to speak
or otherwise, effectively exerting power even over their ability to speak on stage. This
influence is particularly evident in her interactions with the chorus, whose speech she

effectively permits or forbids several times. The most obvious example of this type of

19 On Nessus and Heracles' understanding of the centaur's role, Fowler (1999) 165-7, who connects this
realisation strongly to the myth of Heracles' apotheosis. Also Holt (1989) 75, Dickerson (1972) 447.

20 For other interpretations of this scene see Linforth (1952) esp. 258-62, Jebb (1902) ad loc, Easterling (1981)
57, (with notes for a good summary of earlier critics' views of the end of this play), Segal (1981) 99-100,
Galinsky (1972) 52.
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instruction is when she has heard the news of Heracles' return, and addresses those around
her, with particular reference to the chorus,

povicat’, & yuvaikeg, ai T’ elom oTéyng

ol T €KTOG AOATG, ...

Speak out, women, both those inside the house and outside the court. (202-3)
The command has an immediate effect, and the chorus break into song, but interestingly their
own song includes injunctions for the house, and men to join in

AvVOAOAVEATM dONOG

gpeatiolg dAalayaig

0 LEAAOVLUQOG" &V 0& KOWVOG BPGEVAOV

T KAayyd 1oV edQapétpov

AmOAM® TpocTaTaY,

opod 0¢ mondvo Tot-

av’ avéyet’, @ mapOivor,

Bodre ...

Let the house which is about to be a married household cry out with shouting: let the

shouts of the men go forth in common with them to our protector, Apollo of the bright

quiver, and with them, lift up the Paean, maidens, the Paean, shout aloud... (205-12)*
It is almost as though Deianira's command to speak out has such force, that the chorus is able
to take it and apply it to others not addressed, including the inanimate force of the house
itself.”> In this context it is also important to note that it is only on the urging of Deianira that

Lichas gives in and reveals his supposedly true version of Heracles' capturing Iole (468-9, and

21 On the paeanic and Dionysiac features of this ode, see Rutherford (2001) 113-4.
22 Gardiner (1987) 121 notes the autonomous position of the chorus — but this still does not prevent their

obeying Deianira's commands whenever she gives them.

175



472-4).” In answer to the messenger's badgering Lichas displays only strong resistance, even
rejecting the idea of speaking to him at all,

8vOpomog, ® Séomotv’, AmooTHT® TO Yip

VOGODVTL ANPETV AvdpOg 0VYL GOPPOVOG.

Let the man go away, mistress: for it is mad to speak with a man who is not in his right

mind. (434-5)

Perhaps the most definite and striking example of Deianira's control over the chorus'
speech comes with her instruction to them regarding her plan with the robe,

uévov mop’ VPGV €0 oTeyoined’

Only I hope that I will be well concealed by you. (596)
The silence she enjoins upon them here is maintained beyond the length of the play. Even
when Deianira's act has come to light, the chorus never discuss it or reveal its roots with
Hyllus, the Nurse, or Heracles — they talk of her death, and in their lament they talk of the
centaur's blood and his cunning (831-848), but they do not reveal the methods or intentions of
Deianira even after she is dead. There is a strong similarity with the chorus in Euripides'
Hippolytus, who upon Phaedra's urging to “ocuyfi xaAdyad av0ad’ sionkovoate” (“Keep
hidden in silence what you have heard here.” 712), agree not to speak of it, and even go so far
as to lie to Theseus when he asks what has happened, claiming that they do not know why she

has died, as they are only recently arrived at the house (804-5).** However, Phaedra's chorus

23 contra Gardiner (1987) 124-5.

24 The chorus of the Iphigenia at Tauris also lie for Iphigenia in order to conceal her escape (1056-1077, 1293-
1301), although it is important to note that in order to gain this result, Iphigenia supplicates the chorus of the
IT (1069-70), while Deianira needs only to give a command to her own chorus. See Foley (2003) 16 on
choral deception. Chong-Gossard (2007) 155-74 discusses choral silences at the request of women, aimed at
‘covering-up' wrongdoing in terms of 'female solidarity' in Euripides, demonstrating how the female

characters often appeal to shared female experiences in order to establish this solidarity (156). See similarly
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do indicate the extra knowledge they have and begin to reveal it when they tell Theseus that
he has made a mistake in his understanding of the situation (891-2). Furthermore, in their
lament, they state clearly Hippolytus' innocence (1148-50). They remark much more clearly
and decisively on the events that have happened, revealing discussion particularly of those
outside Theseus' knowledge, than the chorus of the Trachiniae ever do once Deianira has
given her authoritative command. Indeed it is emphasised clearly that the chorus of the
Trachiniae recognise the full force of her command and its destructive nature when they cry at
her exit,

Tl oty deépmelg; ov kdtolod’ 60ovveka

EuVNYOpPETS orydGO T® KATNYOPW;

Why do you steal silently away? Do you not understand that your keeping silent

seconds your accuser? (813-4)
They recognise clearly that both her silence and their own bind them into an untenable
situation — Hyllus cannot be persuaded of the truth if no one will speak to do so, but they are
powerless to prevent her choice, or to break their own enforced quiet. Nor are they even able
to warn Hyllus of Deianira's intention to die (revealed to them at 719), or to hint at it as
Sophoclean choruses in similar situations elsewhere do.” Their emphatic repetition, “ciy’...
owy®doa” has the effect of highlighting the strength of the idea — both Deianira's silence and

their own are too strong to be overcome, and thus Deianira goes to her death without anyone

Montiglio (2000) 252-6. Deianira's silence differs significantly from these (generally Euripidean) silences, in
that she takes pains to distinguish herself from the chorus in their early meeting (see further below), refusing
to draw on the sorts of female solidarity discussed by both Montiglio and Chong-Gossard. Furthermore, the
chorus' dismayed response to her silence and the silence Deianira has imposed upon them (below) suggests a
greater degree of compulsion and unwillingness than is suggested by the cases of the other choruses who are
complicit in a female character's silence.

25 Ant. 1251, OT 1073. Burton (1980) 43 notes the contrast as 'curious', but does not recognise that it is the force

of Deianira's command for silence which thus binds them.
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being able to correct Hyllus until it is too late.

In her injunction to silence, and the death which caps that command, Deianira
demonstrates not just a concern for what she says, in preventing Hyllus or Heracles from
questioning her further. Her death is also placed within a context of her concern for what
others say about her — her reputation. While Deianira does not make as much of her concerns
for her reputation as Euripides' Phaedra does, she does refer to it specifically as part of the
context for her command of silence made to the chorus:

uévov mop' YUV £V oteYoined" OC oKOTE

KAV aioypd TPAcoNG, OVTOT' aicyLVN TEGT.

Only I hope that I will be well concealed by you: since if you commit shamelessness in

darkness, you will never fall into shame. (596-7)

Furthermore, she connects her death too to this idea of protecting her reputation:

v yap Kak@®dg KADOVoAV OVK AVOGYETOV,

TG TPOTIUQ UT| KOKT] TEPVKEVOL.

For it is unendurable to survive and be called evil, for any woman who takes care to

live well. (721-2)

Indeed, as I will go on to show, in this regard Deianira's act is doubly successful. Not only
does she succeed in preventing the chorus from discussing what she has done, and in
preventing any further questioning of her purposes from Hyllus and Heracles, but her death
also has the effect of rehabilitating her reputation, such that Hyllus, previously her greatest
accuser (749-812), is willing to attempt to defend her virtue and innocence to his father. Thus
not only is Deianira's use of and control over speech an effective tool in achieving her goals,

but she is also able to deploy its counterpart, silence, to good effect.
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There is a further comparison to be made within the 7rachiniae, which emphasises the
unusual nature of Deianira's influence and effectiveness. Several commentators have drawn
parallels between Deianira and Iole in the 7rachiniae, emphasising their shared statuses as
prizes won or exchanged by men, particularly Heracles, and the link between them created by
the empathy Deianira has for ITole.”® In fact, however, the presence of Iole highlights the
unusual nature of Deianira's position in the tragedy, and the change between the position she
held as a young woman, and the one she claims now. The only strongly defined characteristic
Iole is awarded is her silence. Lichas comments that even outside the confines of her presence
on stage she has wept but never spoken (322-8), with particular emphasis on her persistent
silence (322-3), and unlike Cassandra in the Agamemnon, to whom she is also frequently
compared, Tole does not speak at all on stage in the Trachiniae.”” As has been shown above,
however, this characteristic could hardly be further from Deianira's position in the tragedy. It
is certainly the case that Deianira's story of her past capture by Achelous places her in a
position which is similar to lole's, particularly as regards her passivity (21-5, 523-30) and self-
enforced silence about the fight (21-3), which is mirrored in Iole's silence about her own,
similar position in coming into Heracles' possession. Yet Deianira takes deliberate pains to
distance the woman she is at the time of the Trachiniae from that earlier self and the position

she held. Even in her conversation with the chorus, she draws a clear distinction between the

26 Rabinowitz (2014) 194-5, Foley (2001) 95. Segal (1977) 62 suggests that their similarity lies in Heracles'
view of them as similar. Easterling (1982) 2 argues for lole as establishing a physical link (among other
objects such as the robe) between Deianira and Heracles, who never come into contact in the play.

27 On Iole and Cassandra Mattison (2015) esp. 12-3, 24; Mossman (2012) 496. Iole's persistent silence presents
a dramatic contrast between her and Cassandra, who begins in silence but dramatically breaks it, which
somewhat counteracts the value of such parallels between the two concubine figures — see McClure (1999)
92-7 for a thorough and convincing analysis of the important effect Cassandra's speech has in the

Agamemnon.
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types of woman they are, young and unmarried, (143-8) as she was at the time of the
Achelous incident, and the type of woman she now is, in her married, fearful position (148-
52).%* In her attempt at conversation with Iole, Deianira makes clear that she considers Iole to
be counted among young girls, veavidwv, (307), rather than among married women such as
herself.”” Indeed her prayer that Zeus never be turned against her offspring the way he has
turned against these young women (303-306) makes the distinction even stronger — Deianira
aligns herself with Iole's parents in her fears, not lole herself, seeing a clear difference in the

positions in life which they hold.

Moreover, the difference between Iole and Deianira is also emphasised by the
dynamics of the drama itself. Unlike some other tragic leading women, Deianira does not
make much of her presence in the semi-public arena of the open stage, outside the house - it is
a position which she at least does not problematise.’® However, her position outside the house
does present a contrast with Iole, who is described far more in terms which associate her with

being inside, not out in the public space which Deianira occupies. Deianira first associates

28 Mattison (2015) 14-5 argued that Deianira here attempts to “infect” the chorus with her own fear — I do not
see any evidence for this in her language, and would argue instead that she makes her fearfulness in this
situation part of the contrast she draws between the 'group' truth they claim to represent, and Deianira's own,
lived truths which she argues for throughout the play. (As above).

29 Seaford (1986) esp. 55-9 and Ormand (1999) 42 have both argued that in fact Deianira's transition to
(particularly happily-) married woman is incomplete, and this is part of the reason for the destruction which
the play represents. I would not contradict these valuable arguments, but rather state that Deianira at least
claims this status for herself in her interactions with the chorus and Iole, even if an external audience or
reader may interpret her position differently.

30 Goldhill (1992) 41 argued that all instances of women speaking in public are inherently problematic, but see
McClure (1999) 261-2 for a more nuanced and helpful approach to the issue of women's public speech in
drama. It also must be important to consider the difference between tragic women who draw attention to their
‘public' speech (for example Clytemnestra in Aesch. Ag. 855-7, Electra and Chrysothemis in Soph. El. 310-5,
328-30, Heracles' daughter in Eur. Held. 474-5, or Medea, Eur. Med. 214-5) and those who don't, as Deianira

does not.

180



Iole with the inside space when she invites Iole to go inside “oltwg Omwg fidota” (330),
suggesting that Iole will be more comfortable inside. When Deianira begins to follow her, she
is delayed by the messenger (335-8), so that she maintains her position outside of the house
while Iole goes in. Furthermore, Deianira expresses explicit awareness of Iole as being
positioned 'inside' when she exclaims:

Tiv' £66€dey ot TUOVI)V VTOGTEYOV

AaBpaiov;

What secret enemy have I taken in under my roof? (376-7)
Once she knows the truth of lole's situation, Deianira goes inside the house with Lichas, but
immediately returns, even explicitly announcing her return to the 'outdoors' of the stage and
contrasting that with Lichas and the girls, Iole included, who are still inside (531-3), and even
repeating this idea of Lichas and lole inside while she is outside in her comment to him before
he leaves (601). It is only finally with the failure of the potion and the destruction of Heracles,
effectively ending the status Deianira had claimed as older, married woman, that she removes
herself from the stage and goes inside in silence, like Iole. Yet Deianira's silence, as discussed
above, maintains a very different function to that displayed by lIole. As Rabinowitz has
argued, lole's silence is partly a feature of her being passed around as a voiceless object
between Heracles and Hyllus.? In contrast, Deianira's silence, as discussed above, serves the
two positive purposes she seeks from it, the preservation of her reputation and the prevention
of the chorus from speaking about what she has done, thus maintaining elements of control.
Unlike Iole, whose silence has no apparent impact on her fortunes or reputation, Deianira's

use of speech and silence demonstrates that she has moved beyond the position Iole holds in

31 Rabinowitz (2014) 195. Wohl (1998) 39 argues convincingly that Iole's silence also allows Deianira to

project her own construction of Iole's identity on to Iole, without any involvement from lole herself.
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this play, and established herself successfully in a far more influential position.*®

Deianira does not only reveal power over speech and silence, she also exerts control
over the precise content of both her own speech and that of others. The first indication of this
tendency is given in her conversation with the Nurse and Hyllus. The Nurse is granted her
ability to speak presumably by Deianira's grace; she asks permission with:

Vv 9, €l dikatov Tovg ELevBEépoug ppevodv

YVOUOLGT SOVANLG, KAUE YPT) PPAGAL TO GOV*

Now then, if it is right for slaves to instruct the free with their knowledge, then it is

necessary for me to advise you. (52-3)
and Deianira agrees,

K& dyevvntov dpa

pubOot KoA®dg mimtovotv: 10€ yap yuvn

d000AN Lév, elpnkev 8 ElevBepov Adyov.

Even words from ill-born people can fall out well: for this woman is a slave, but she

has spoken a speech worthy of a free man. (61-3)

However, when she passes the Nurse's words on to her son, she repackages them, changing

32 Wohl (1998) 44-5 has argued that the gendered spaces of inside and outside the house are clearly demarcated,
with no overlap, in that Deianira's meaningful actions take place inside, and Heracles only returns to it once
he has been feminised by the robe. It is important to note however that Heracles does not enter the house at
the end of the play, instead being removed immediately to the site of his pyre (Hyllus even summons the
chorus to leave the house behind entirely — 1275). Furthermore, it is difficult to judge whether there should
be such a strong distinction made between speech and action in tragedy, of the kind Wohl makes (45) given
that nearly all tragic 'action' of any kind happens off-stage, very often in an inside location. All of Deianira's
speech happens outside, without any symbolic 'inside' moments which introduce a definite and explicit
movement outside to continue their speech, as is seen with Medea, or Ajax, for example — both of whom can
be heard actively participating on the drama on stage while still positioned as 'inside', in a way Deianira never

is.
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the meaning subtly but decisively. Where the Nurse says it would be “gix0d¢” to send Hyllus to
inquire after Heracles, Deianira claims it is “aioydvnv” that he does not go, making the
comment far more of a value judgement against Hyllus than the Nurse apparently intended. It
is perhaps understandable that, as a servant, the Nurse might seek Deianira's approval before
speaking, but the extent to which Deianira rephrases her words is more unusual — she does not
simply pass on the Nurse's speech, but redevelops it so that the Nurse's words end up taking
on the message that Deianira wishes to convey — even while they remain attributed to her.
This adjustment in the strength of what is said explains Hyllus' rather surprised objection that
it is not shameful because he does in fact already know where his father is, (67), and Deianira
is forced to move to a new tack in order to persuade Hyllus, the mention of the prophecies.
Apparently having judged that the Nurse's statement was not strong enough for her purpose,
Deianira appears perfectly capable of changing its content while claiming simply to relay it, in

order to get the maximum affect from what is spoken.

Her message to Heracles via Lichas demonstrates a very similar level of control and
understanding of the exact words that should be used to achieve her desired affect. Having
told him what he is to tell Heracles in much detail, she outlines to him clearly that he must be
careful to specifically pass on her message,

AL Epme, Kol UAOCOE TPATO LEV VOLOV,

T0 U ‘mOvpPETV TOUTOG DV TEPIGGA dpav:

But go, and first keep your eye on the rule, that a messenger should not want to be

over-involved beyond the scope of his message. (616-7)

Lichas agrees, but when he says that “ppdcw cecwouéva” (“I will explain that all is well”

626), Deianira does not leave it at that — she quickly steps in again and specifies exactly what
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he will speak of in this context, firstly pointing him to the fact that she has welcomed Iole
“eilog” (628), and then adding the rhetorical question,

i Of|T” v GAAO Y™ €vvEmolg;

Then what else could you tell him? (630)
She makes it clear to Lichas that there is nothing else he should say to Heracles, and indeed,
Lichas agreeably goes away without adding anything else to his proposed message, at least
before Deianira. Most noticeably, Deianira expresses her awareness of how carefully the
message should be constructed,

dédouka yop

un Tp®d ALyors v Tov mobov Tov £E oD,

npiv eldévar tdxeiBev el moBovpeda

For I am afraid, lest you speak to him early about longing for him from me, before

learning if I am also longed for there. (630-2)
She is aware of potential repercussions from speech which may run against what Heracles
wishes to hear, and is therefore unusually careful and controlled when instructing Lichas on

what message to carry.

Both Lichas and the Nurse are in a social sense subordinate to Deianira, and so her
level of influence could be considered unsurprising. However, both reveal by their autonomy
and level of independence that she does not necessarily have a constant, controlling authority
over them both. Despite her request for permission, the Nurse does feel she is in a position to
give advice to Deianira (53), and she describes how she watches Deianira in her distress,

Kay® AaBpaiov SUpL EMECKIOGUEVT|

QpovPOLV”
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And I kept watch on her, covering over my face. (914-5)
and takes steps to prevent her suicide (presumably against Deianira's will) by running to fetch
Hyllus,

Kay® opopaia Bac’, dcovrep Ec0svov,

@ Toudl Ppalm TG TEYVOUEVNG TAE.

And I went running at full tilt, as quick as I could, and warned her son of this thing

she was contriving. (927-8)
Elsewhere in the play she is significantly less present or active than Nurse figures from other
tragedies, such as Phaedra's nurse, so it is difficult to establish her level of independence fully,
but it certainly seems clear that she is not such a subordinate figure that she objects to
advising, or even attempting to involve herself in Deianira's actions. Lichas is a far more
active character beyond the bounds of Deianira's potential influence, and establishes himself
outside the period of Deianira's questioning as able to act independently, and even against her
potential wishes, as he does when he strongly resists the messenger's attempts to make him
reveal the full story to Deianira (393-435). Despite the fact that he claims that Deianira is his
“deomdtv”’ (407), he rejects any charge that in refusing to fully answer her questions he is
being “un dikoog” as the Messenger alleges (411). In fact he refuses to give the information
she seeks until she gives her own long response to his obfuscation, littered with strong
commands:

un ... EKKAEYNG AOYOV.

AL elmg mhv TaAN0Ec g ELeVBEPW

YeLOET KOAETGOUL KNP TPOGEGTIV OV KOAN).

Omwg 0& Moelg, ovdE Todto ylyverar

185



moAol yap oig eipnkagc, ol eplcovs” Epoi.
... 001 0" &ym epalm KaKoOv
TpOG BAAOV etva, TPog & W’ dyevdeiv del.
Do not conceal your story!... But tell me the whole truth! It is not a good thing for a
free man to be called a liar. Nor can you in any way escape notice: for there are many
people to whom you spoke, and they will tell me... I tell you to be deceitful to someone
else, but always to be honest to me! (436-69)
It is only then, still with reluctance, that Lichas reveals the truth and all the information he has
concealed, and he makes it clear that he has done so of his own volition,
ot elne kpomTEWY OVT’ AInpvidn MOTE,
GAL" adToc, M Séomotva, . ..

er

Auaptov, €l TL TdVO™ auaptiov VEUEL.
He [Heracles] did not tell me to hide anything, nor to deny anything, but, mistress, 1
myself did wrong, if you think that anything in this was wrong. (480-83)
Even before he enters, there is some suggestion that Lichas has the power to act fairly
independently of Deianira's wishes, as the messenger indicates that he is delayed in bringing
the story to her (193-9), despite her eagerness to hear the news, which the messenger himself
identifies (189-91). It is clear therefore that the power Deianira exerts over both Lichas and
the Nurse is stronger than any compulsion based on relative social status — not least as both of

them seem often not to recognise a great deal of influence from this source.

Similarly Hyllus, as her son, demonstrates independence and autonomy which prevent
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his being repeatedly persuaded by Deianira from seeming only a consequence of their mother-
son relationship.*® Hyllus reveals that he has been collecting information on his own initiative
even before Deianira instructs him, and passes that information on with apparent confidence
in its veracity, until it is questioned by Deianira (67-75). Furthermore, in the later parts of the
play he demonstrates himself to be entirely willing to set himself against his mother, in his
rush on to the stage after he has seen the results of the poisoned robes. He makes extremely
strong comments, declares firmly his wishes for their ties to be severed, either by her death or
by having never existed, (734-7) and then moves on to his direct accusations. However, even
after this dramatic shift in their relationship, both in her skilful handling of the questioning at
the start of the play (see above), and in her actions around her death, Deianira is still able to
lead Hyllus strongly down the routes she prefers. She even succeeds in transforming him from
her prosecutor to her defendant through her death, although it is notable that his own skill in

speech is significantly less than hers, and so he proves a poor advocate for her to Heracles.

In contrast, there are few others able to command speech or silence in the same way
Deianira does. Lichas makes it very clear that Heracles has not been so careful in his message
to Deianira — indeed Lichas is able to change its content entirely, apparently without fearing
any repercussions from Heracles (479-83). His whole comment makes it clear that he has
been passing on his message rather than one specifically marked out by Heracles, and thus

shows that the off-stage hero has been far less concerned with controlling his messenger's

33 Hall (2009) in her discussion of poor decision-making in this tragedy has argued that in fact Hyllus' status as
young adult male in the family makes him somewhat superior to Deianira, and leads to an expectation that
Deianira should consult him for advice, so that her failure to do so should be seen as part of the cause of the
disaster (84-6, 94). While the Athenian audience may have expected to see Hyllus take such a role, however,
it is important to note that no similar expectation is raised within the play itself — the Nurse does not advise
Deianira to consult with Hyllus, rather to take her own decisions and use him to carry them out (54-60, esp.

60 when she claims Deianira should “ypficOat” Hyllus).
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speech, in comparison to Deianira. Perhaps the most striking example of lack of control and
inability to command speech is found in the scene which ends in interaction between Hyllus
and Heracles at the end of the play. In his extremity of pain, Heracles is originally silent and
sleeping, and three times the accompanying old man warns Hyllus that he similarly must be
quiet, and avoid waking his father (974-7, 978-81, 988-91), but his commands and urgings
have no affect at all. First Hyllus answers the old man's command with a question urging the
old man to more speech rather than less (977), then he rejects (rather abruptly — beginning
“aAL” €mi pot”) the other's command in order to lament his own misery (982-3), and when the
old man remonstrates with him a third time, he rejects his instructions again, instead
commenting on his own feelings (992-3). The old man has no influence at all on Hyllus'

speech, unable to keep him silent even to protect his beloved father.

Once Heracles awakens, his pain is poured out in a great flood of speech, with the old
man and Hyllus interjecting once, but unable to interrupt him again. He ends his final speech
with a desire to have Deianira near, but this time he does not express a wish to punish her
physically (recognising this as potentially impossible - 1107-8) as such, but claims,

TPOSUOAOL LOVOV,

v éxddoyof maow dyyéAdey Otu

kol {AV Kakovg ye Kol Bavov étetecauny.

Let her only come close, so that she may be taught to announce to everyone that both

living and dead I have punished the wicked. (1109-1111)

The choice of language, given his wish to have her “dyyéierv” what he wishes, suggests that
his focus is on exerting control over Deianira's speech, particularly as this statement is

combined with his explicit recognition of his inability to punish her physically. However, even
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this level of control is denied him. Deianira's silence has been made total and permanent by
her death — the choice of silence she has already made cannot be broken by Heracles or any
other, and so his wish to control her speech, unlike her own, is totally ineffectual. He then
begins his conversation with his son, and as mentioned above, they repeatedly talk at cross
purposes. Heracles attempts to interrupt or stop his son from talking several times, and Hyllus
goes on determinedly, utterly uncontrolled by his father's words. But similarly, Hyllus is not
able to influence his father to actually accept his speech — the frequent interruptions and
objections prevent his getting to the central point for over 20 lines. Neither speaker is strong
enough to assert control of the conversation and affect the speech of the other, unlike in the
conversations Deianira led. Their confusion and contradictions contrast strongly with her
strength and control, and leave a powerful impression of her skill in this area, even after her

death, which functions to bind her silence effectively as she desires.

By seeking and demonstrating such authority in the realm of speech and silence,
Deianira obtains an unusual position in relation to her husband, and the discourses of praise
and blame within which he is positioned. None of the male warriors discussed in the previous
section — Ajax, Euripides' Heracles, or Theseus — have wives who demonstrate the same type
of strength. As a result, particularly in the cases of Ajax and Heracles, they themselves are the
most influential figures who attempt to involve themselves in the production or rejection of
praise or blame discourses, in order to construct their own identities to their satisfaction —
with ruinous results. In the Trachiniae, Deianira's authoritative position in relation to speech,
and particularly the efficacious praise and blame speech which is used for identity
construction, makes it possible for her involvement to carry much more weight than is seen

from any of the women on stage with Theseus, Ajax or Euripides' Heracles, and it is this
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weight which means that in the Trachiniae it is her involvement, not Heracles', which ends

destructively.

The Destruction of Heracles' Praise

The effect which this strength of Deianira's has on her husband's identity, and the ways
in which it becomes part of his destruction, can be demonstrated through her relationship with
the discourse of praise that Heracles attracts. Unlike Megara in Euripides' Heracles, Deianira
demonstrates a clear unwillingness to accept the praiseworthiness of her husband, and to
contribute to the praise culture surrounding him. As a result she does not participate in
maintaining his identity or subject positions within discourses of praise — instead, she rejects
the discourse entirely, and causes the undermining and eventual destruction of his

praiseworthy identity.

Deianira refuses ever to praise Heracles directly — the closest she comes to such an
action is when she calls him “kAewvog” (“famous” 19), thus evoking the praise that others
have given him in the past, but given her later moves to undercut his praise, this is a rather
double-edged compliment. When Heracles' return has been announced to her, she is not as
quick to join his praise as those around her, saying only:

TAOC 6 00K £yd yaipo’ dv, avopog vty

KAovoa TPAEY THVOE, TaVOTK® QPeVi;

TOAMY 6T  AvAyKn THdE TODTO GUVTPEYELY.

How then should I not rejoice with an entirely righteous heart, in hearing about this

successful business of my husband? It must surely be the case that my joy must match
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up to this success. (293-5)
This is her only indication that she might intend to share in the celebration, and she
immediately turns away from it, instead focusing on her pity for the captured women. Her
questioning tone to begin, discussion of the triumph in strong terms of obligation (“moAAr
avaykn”) and her focus on what is fitting or right (“movdike @pevi”) suggests obligation
rather than any actual willingness, and as a result she avoids actually praising Heracles, rather
casting doubt on the whole process before she refuses to participate in it and chooses pity
instead. It is further important to note that the chorus begin to frame Heracles' return in very
epinician terms (see above), such that Deianira's rejection of this celebration constitutes a
rejection of the formal praise with which they might celebrate a returning victor. Again, this
presents a significant contrast with the chorus' epinician celebrations of the returning warrior
in Euripides' Heracles, which receive no rejection or dismissal, and thus stand more securely

as a positive process of identity construction for Heracles.*

Once she has heard the full story of lole, she takes this line of thought to its bitter end,
calling Heracles sarcastically,

0 ToTOG MUV KAyaBOg KOAOVUEVOG

He who is called both trustworthy and noble. (541)
Rather than simply focusing on the description of her husband, it is important to note that
Deianira highlights the fact that this is what he is called by others — once again raising a
dissenting voice against the praise given to him by others, and disassociating it clearly from
anything she might say about him. Her message to Lichas similarly contains none of the

praise or welcome found from other wives to their returning husbands, focusing instead on the

34 Chapter 1.
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idea that she has welcomed Iole, and warning Lichas against expanding further.”® Thus in a
play in which Deianira is shown to be particularly concerned with truth and careful speech, it
is notable that she is never willing to praise her husband, and even undercuts the praise of
others when she mentions it. As a result, her apparent control over speech is involved in
refusing to position Heracles within praise discourses, thus removing the option for this
efficacious speech to be an aspect of his identity construction, at least while she dominates the

stage.

Deianira is not only involved in denying Heracles praise, she is also responsible for
suggesting implied blame for her husband, in her reactions to what the chorus and messenger
see as triumphant victories in his labours. Even early on, while the other characters on stage
are celebrating her husband's return, she warns that she must fear for Heracles,

Buwg & EVESTL TOIGLV £D GKOTOLUEVOLG

TapPeiv TOV €D TPAGGOVTO, UT| GOAAR TOTE.

Nevertheless, it is for those who consider things well to be terrified for the man who is

doing well, lest one day he is thrown down. (296-7)

While her words mirror a trope often found in Greek thought, and particularly in disclaimers
such as those found in Pindar's poetry,”® they are still an unexpected negative note from
someone who claims that she 'should' rejoice at hearing of her husband's return.’” As the
tragedy progresses, she takes this negative note much further, however, and while she never

moves into outright blame, she makes several comments which invite those around her to

35 As above. Contrast the (deceptive) praise Clytemnestra displays as part of her welcome to Agamemnon, esp.
Aesch. Ag 896-913. In Eur. El. Electra complains 157-66 that Clytemnestra's welcome to Agamemnon did
not (at least according to her version) involve the appropriate garlands and context of praise for a wife
welcoming home a victorious husband.

36 Egs. Ol. 5.23-5,7.24-6, 12.6-12a, Pyth. 3.80-106.

37 Easterling (1982) 2-3 on this idea of the mutability of human fortune as a central theme in the play.
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consider whether Heracles' actions might be at least unworthy of praise, if not outright
blameworthy. When she interrogates Lichas she comments:
el pev éx ketvov pabov

yevodn, ndnov ov kaAnv ekpavidvelg:

el 8 adTog anTdV Mde moudevelc, dtav

0€Anc Aéyecban xpnotog, dpHnomn KaKOG.

If you lie because you have learnt it from him [Heracles], you are not learning a fine

lesson well: but if you yourself have educated yourself in this fashion, whenever you

want to be said to be honest, you will in fact be seen as base. (449-52)
Although she does not go so far as to explicitly condemn Heracles, the strength of her
language to Lichas, and the description of him she provides as acting in such a way as to
prevent his ever being seen as honest, is very damning. There has in fact been no indication
from Lichas that he should be repeating a message he has been schooled in by Heracles —
Deianira's drawing in of her husband as a cause for the blameworthy actions she sees in
Lichas is unfounded, as Lichas himself will reveal (479-83). Her introduction of Heracles into
the issue leaves him open to criticism and censure, in the same way that the behaviour she
feels he has caused in others is open to censure, despite the fact that he is not actually directly

responsible for what has been said.

In a similar manner, Deianira manages to indicate reproach for Heracles' actions in
discussing the matter of lole, without ever directly blaming him herself. She cries,

nheiotag dvip eic Hpoxfig &ynue d1;

KOUT® T1G aOTAV €K Y™ €UOD AOYOV KOKOV

nvéykot’ ovd’ dveldog
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Didn't one man, Heracles, sleep with many women? But not one of these has borne a

bad word from me, nor any blame. (460-62)
Deianira here uses a rhetorical effect to avoid actually blaming Heracles, while nonetheless
making it clear that his actions would be worthy of blame. It is similar to the orator's
technique of paraleipsis, which despite the denial manages to introduce a discussion of the
very thing supposedly not to be mentioned.”® Although Deianira claims that she has never
spoken evilly or reproached any of the women Heracles has slept with, the very fact that she
denies having done so opens up the possibility, and invites her hearers, the chorus and Lichas,
to consider that she could have taken this course, and would not have been entirely
unreasonable to do so. Furthermore, the very fact that she makes Heracles distinctly the agent
in the situation, while stating only that she does not blame the women involved, leaves rather
obviously unspoken her opinion of his behaviour as opposed to theirs. The strength of her
opening sentence, contrasting the singled-out €i¢ Heracles with not simply other women, but
mieiotag women, leaves the potential for blame even more noticeably highlighted — Deianira
describes the situation in the strongest, most negative words possible, while still avoiding
actually reproaching her husband for his actions. With this in mind, it is notable that when
Deianira decides to take action to change the situation, it is Heracles' behaviour which

becomes her target — she does not even seem to consider taking action against lole.

It is not only the crisis of infidelity that Deianira hints at blaming in the Trachiniae.
The grand undertaking that became synonymous with Heracles' identity, his labours, become
a target for her disapproval, even if, again, this is never expressed through direct blame. Even
at the beginning of the play, she describes her married life in rather negative terms,

Aéxoc yap Hpaxdel kprtov

38 e.g. Dem. 19.182, 19.145, 21.15, 21.95-7.
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Euotdo’ del v’ €k pOPov ooV TP,

Kelvov mpoknpaivovasa. ...

KAQPUGALEY OT) TATOG, 0VG KEIVOG TTOTE,

YNNG g Gpovpav Ektomov Aoy,

oneipov Povov mpoceide KAEaUMDY drna

T0100TOG OUMV €i¢ HOUOVS TE KAK dOUMV

del TOv dvop’ Emeume Aatpehovid 1.

For, won as the chosen bride for Heracles, I always foster some fear or another,

anxious for him... indeed we had children, who he, just like a farmer who has taken a

distant piece of ploughland, only looks at when he is sowing or reaping: such is the

life which sends my husband, working in service to someone, always to and from

home. (27-9, 31-5)
Her description is unflattering — she reveals no joy in the way she came to be married to
Heracles, or any feeling more than 'anxiety' for him (which, given her later musings on the
difficult state of women when their husbands/male protectors are defeated (298-306), may in
fact be closer to anxiety for herself). Her description of his role as a father stops short of
actual blame — she does not clearly indicate that she holds him responsible for his attitude, or
even that such an attitude is totally reprehensible — the farmer she gives as an example, after
all, is not doing anything obviously wrong. However, the context in which the image is
presented makes it clear that even if Deianira does not blame Heracles directly, she invites
those around her to share in recognising how her situation, caused by her marriage to him, is
less than ideal. Indeed, in this aspect she is successful, for both the Nurse and the chorus on

their respective entries to the stage comment on her misery (49-50 and 103-131), and neither
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reproach her for it — the chorus even suggest that they sympathise with her, even though they
urge her to hold on to hope, “@v émpueppopévac adgio” (122). It is notable here that even
though Deianira has not indulged in any direct blame of her husband for her unhappiness, the
chorus in responding to her words use the verb émpéppopar, often used with the meaning
'cast blame upon.' Even if Deianira does not directly express any blame, the chorus seem to
read the possibility of her doing so from her words, and to acknowledge the blameworthy
aspects of the situation of her marriage. This aspect of her reframing of his identity is perhaps
one of the most damning. By refusing to praise Heracles' labours, and in fact inviting blame
for him from others, Deianira does not reinforce the 'traditional' heroic identity he would gain
from them. Again, there is a clear contrast with the situation found in Euripides' Heracles,
where the chorus and Lyssa both use reference to Heracles' labours in order to position him
within discourses of praise as a heroic, triumphant figure.*® In the Trachiniae, Deianira denies
Heracles a similar identity by rejecting these types of praise discourses, and instead
suggesting that the labours are not praiseworthy at all, even if any blame is implied rather than
directly spoken. Thus in direct contrast to Euripides' Heracles, who seeks to reject this aspect
of his identity and has it forced upon him nonetheless, for Sophocles' Heracles this
praiseworthy, heroic subject position ceases to be accessible at all, since Deianira, whose
control over speech is demonstrated whenever she is on stage, refuses to establish or maintain

it as part of his identity.

In the same way, Deianira's reactions manage to create blame for Heracles in another
individual on stage, even without any direct comment from her. As discussed above, Deianira
refuses to blame lole expressly for her role in Heracles' infidelity and the actions following.

However, when Heracles commands Hyllus to marry her, the blame that she hinted could have

39 Chapter 1.
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come from Deianira is effectively transferred to Hyllus, who expresses horror at the idea, and
blames lole for all that has happened. Heracles' words in the command, when he suggests that
Hyllus should,

und” GAAOG AvOp@dV TOTG EUOIG TAEVPOTG OPOD

KMBgloav avtnv dvti cod Aapr moté

Never let another man but you take her who has lain pressed to my side. (1225-6)
clearly recall Deianira's emphasis on Heracles as 'one man' with many wives, as he insists on
remaining the sole man for lole, with the exception of his son who will stand as an unwilling
proxy for himself. Furthermore, in his reply Hyllus claims that the only person worthy of
blame for the situation is lole, declaring,

Tig yép o0, 1| pot unTpi pev Baveiv povn

HETAITIOC, GOl & awvdic A¢ Exelg ExeLy,

Tig TodT dv, ...

ELo110; KpEIGooV KApé v, ® matep, Oavely

1} Tolow éybictoict Guvvaisty OpoD.

Who possibly, when she is the only accessory to my mother's dying, and to your being

in the way you are, who then... could choose this? Better for me too to die, father, than

to live together with she who is the most hateful to me. (1232-7)
Despite the fact that Hyllus has explained the role of Nessus to his father only 100 lines
before, he entirely omits the centaur from any further responsibility, unlike Heracles (see
below), claiming that Iole is the only cause for all that has happened, and describing her in
very strong terms. Further more, he suggests that to marry her would be “6vcoefeiv” (1245),
and the context suggests, both with this line and his description of Iole's perceived crimes,

with his mother's death coming first, that it is primarily his mother's perspective he wishes to
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represent here. With the focus on Iole, therefore, Hyllus has taken his mother's earlier words
of suggested blame and applied them directly — just as Deianira does not dwell on blame for
Nessus' role, neither does Hyllus, who in forming his judgement of what has happened, refers
only to ideas his mother has previously suggested. While Hyllus, like Deianira, may not
express direct blame for Heracles, this re-issuing of Deianira's earlier implied blame invokes
the previous occasion, a situation in which Heracles, while not explicitly blamed, is indicated

as being potentially blameworthy.

Thus Deianira has an instrumental role in not only rejecting the praise tradition for
Heracles, but even in inviting and creating blame from others around him, even if, as a good
wife, she never actually speaks such blame aloud herself.*” Of course her physical destruction
of the very qualities for which he was previously praised, his strength and vitality, even if
unintentional, is the final overturning of any praiseworthy identity for Heracles, once again
managed by Deianira. Nearly all of the praise which Heracles receives in the Trachiniae from
those around him is focused on his physical strength, and often his vitality. The messenger
announces his return by specifically mentioning his “kpdtel viknedpw” ( “victorious might”
186). Lichas emphasises the same points when giving a report of Heracles' condition,

&yoyé 1ol 6’ Elemov ioydovtd e

kol {@vta kol 0dALovTa Ko vOG® Papdv

For myself, I left him strong, alive, and flourishing, and not weighed down by any

illness. (234-5)

Deianira has no reason to suspect illness in Heracles — perhaps she might fear that he would

be wounded or dead — but Lichas' focus on health emphasises this as one of his most-praised

40 This lack of explicit blame from her is the major contrast between Deianira and Clytemnestra and Medea,

discussed in Chapters 4&5.
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characteristics, especially as he repeats the comment that he is strong. The chorus imagine his
“nacog apetdg Adevp’” (“Trophies of all valour” 645) and later describe him as “dAxiuov”
(“mighty”” 956). Heracles himself focuses on his many feats in relation to the physical parts of
his body which have brought them about, talking of the “kai yepol koi vdtolst poybnocog

&y (“labours of my arms and my back” 1047).

It is these praiseworthy attributes which are then described as so utterly ruined by the
robe Deianira sends. Heracles himself recognises the destruction which the robe brings as
being a devastation of the body, focusing on it when he cries

TAELPAICL YOP TPOGHOYOEY €Kk UV EoyATAG

BEPpwre caprac, TAeOHOVOS T apTnpiog

POPel Evvolkodv: &k 88 YAwpov aipd pov

TEMOKEY 710N, Kol St€pOappat dEpag

10 AV, AEPAcTO T 0E YepwOEig TEM

It has stuck to my sides and eaten into my innermost flesh, and it clings to me and

devours the pipes of my lungs: already it has drunk my fresh blood from me, and my

whole body is utterly destroyed, as I have been mastered by these unspeakable fetters.

(1053-1057)"

The focus on the physical effects is emphasised by his insistence that the entirety (t0 mav) of
his body is ruined — the hero whose greatness lay in physical strength of the body, for which

he was most praised, now finds that it is in this aspect that his destruction is wrought.*

41 Mattison (2015) 12 on the verbal echoes between the description here and that of the robe in Aeschylus'
Agamemnon.

42 On the extremely physical aspect of the robe, Kratzer (2013) 46-7, who compares the robe to a wrestler,
recognising the physicality of its effect. Also Pozzi (1994) 585, who treats the robe as an embodiment of

Deianira, forcing a physical union between her and Heracles.
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Heracles emphasises this point further in his cry, focused on the physical instruments of his
success:
O xEpeg xEpeS,

o vdTa kol 6Tépy’, ® eilot Ppayiovec,

VUETg ékelvol On KaBéoTal ...

O my hands, my hands, O my back and shoulders, O my beloved arms, are you the

same ones which once subdued [the Nemean lion]. (1089-91)

Similarly a little later he complains, immediately after a description of his successful labours
(1101-3):

viv &' ©3' dvapOpog Kol KaTEPPAKMUEVOG

TUQANG VT &G ExmemOPON Lot TAAOG,

But now, unjointed and torn to rags, I, wretched, am undone by blind ruin. (1103-4)
Heracles contrasts the descriptions of his past glories with his physical destruction through his
close juxaposition of both. As a result the destruction of his physical strength is presented as
simultaneously the destruction of his glorious identity, which should have been preserved
through praise discourses, as is the 'heroic' identity of Heracles in Euripides' Heracles,
particularly in the celebration of his labours which the chorus carry out. In the Trachiniae,
there is no such celebration of Heracles' labours — other than the chorus' brief early allusions,
the only sustained praise for them comes in Heracles' statements here, where they are forcibly
coupled to their detriment with the destruction of his physical strength. Deianira's refusal to
sustain a discourse of praise within which Heracles is positioned therefore prevents him from
having any other access to a discourse of praise within which his heroic identity can be

constructed, and contributes to the impossibility of sustaining that identity.
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Heracles' recognition that this destruction of his strength has been effected by a
woman “pacydvov diya” (“without a sword” 1063) emphasises the incongruity of Deianira's
strength — without recourse to 'manly' might (1062) or even a weapon such as he would
recognise, she has destroyed his strength and made of him something unworthy of praise.*
His surprise, however, is mistaken. Deianira's actions are the final step in her process of
problematizing the praise which Heracles has received throughout the play, by reducing him
to a status which cannot be praised at all. Furthermore, this destruction of his capacity to be
praised is the result and final unconscious extension of her own skill and command over the
speech of those around her, and her control and understanding of the value of truth and correct
speech. As a result, this verbal destruction of his heroic identity is part of the simultaneous
destruction of the physical strength, so that Deianira's skill with speech, not Heracles' own
problems as in Euripides' Heracles, makes it impossible for Heracles to maintain his desired

identity.

Conclusion

Although Deianira's destruction of Heracles' praiseworthy identity affirms her power
in the short-term, as with many powerful women in tragedy, it is difficult to read the
Trachiniae as a triumphal argument for the righteousness of women's influence. It is unlikely

that any Athenian audience could look at the play, with Deianira dead, Heracles, a great hero,

43 Wender (1974) 14, Machin (1981) 274. It is worth noting here that although Deianira kills Heracles without a
(typically masculine) sword, she does of course bring about her own death using one. See also Loraux (1987)
9-11 on possible gendered readings of tragic deaths, and Winnington-Ingram (1980) 81 n.28, who connects
this mode of death with the sexual relationship between Deianira and Heracles. Hoey (1970) 16 also provides

a gendered reading of the deaths of both characters.
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dying, and Hyllus extremely upset,* and consider that this is a positive ending. Deianira's
influence over speech has in fact only succeeded in destroying herself and everything around
her — and while this may involve the vindication of her own doubts about Heracles'
praiseworthy status, this is in no way a success which the wider community can celebrate. If
tragedy is meant to involve that community, in the form of its audience, in passing judgements
on the events of the play, then Deianira's fate is a dangerous warning of what can happen
when women successfully claim influence for themselves, particularly in the realm of public
discourses of praise and blame, from which they are more usually considered to be barred by
Athenian society.* Much of Deianira's implied criticism of Heracles is entirely justified — by
bringing Iole back to the house in the way that he does, he cannot be considered an entirely
innocent victim of his own fate.* Nonetheless, the connection between the praise of Heracles
which Deianira so aptly controls, and the intensely physical aspects of his destruction, prevent
Heracles' death from being represented as a consequence of his own actions rather than hers,
and thus make Deianira appear as the far more problematic figure. Heracles' behaviour may

be condemnable, but Deianira's condemnation is terrifyingly destructive.

In many ways, however, Deianira's treatment of Heracles' praiseworthy identity is
mild. While she may refuse to position him within discourses of praise, she does not progress
beyond implied blame to outright criticism, nor does she openly position him through
discourses of blame rather than praise. As a result, she presents a decided contrast with the

two other wives selected for discussion in the next two chapters, Clytemnestra and Medea.

44 Even if his 'succession' is assured by his marriage to Iole — Wohl (1998) 4.

45 As suggested in the somewhat notorious comment of Pericles at Thuc. 2.45.2. On this, see further the
Introduction.

46 Foley (2001) 94-104, esp. 95-7 on the Trachiniae discusses well tragedy's extremely negative portrayal of
male attempts to introduce concubines into homes where wives already exist and the relationship between

these portrayals and Athenian male anxieties about marriage. See also Mattison (2015) 22-3.
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Both of these characters take a far more active and damaging role in the identity construction
of their husbands, by replacing the praise discourses within which they are replaced with
discourses of blame. In this regard, Deianira's use of this technique can be seen as part of a
repeated pattern in the depiction of the destructive wives of warrior figures in tragedy, which
is only revealed when the use of discourses of praise and blame as a method of identity

construction is examined.
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Chapter Four: Clytemnestra's new discourses of blame.

When an attempt is made as part of identity construction to position someone (or
oneself) within a particular discourse, there are a variety of possible responses, particularly if
this attempt is made as part of a conversation or similar interactive process.' The discourse
and the position within it may be successfully conveyed, and the desired identity constructed.
The discourse may be resisted or rejected entirely, and the identity constructed within it may
therefore be destabilized in the eyes of the interlocutor, as is the case with Deianira's rejection
of the praise discourses which position Heracles in the Trachiniae* Or, as an alternative
response, a competing discourse may be presented by the second participant, which attempts
to construct an alternative identity for the original participant.’ This is the approach taken by

Clytemnestra to the identity construction of her husband, Agamemnon.

Like Deianira, from the Agamemnon onwards Clytemnestra dominates the discourses
of praise and blame surrounding her husband, so that her influence over these becomes part of
his death. However, unlike Deianira, Clytemnestra chooses not simply to reject the dominant
discourse of praise within which Agamemnon is usually situated by the chorus and other
characters. Instead, in all the tragedies in which she appears, Clytemnestra insists on situating
Agamemnon within an entirely different discourse of blame. Rather than allowing him to be

praised as general or warrior, she insists on constructing his identity within a discourse of

1 Davis & Haare (1990) esp. 45, 48 present a particularly clear analysis of how processes of subjectivity
through discursive practice take part in conversations between multiple participants.

2 Sunderland (2003) 176-7 on some of the ways these attempts to construct identity may be resisted by an
interlocutor. Also Davis & Haare (1990) 53.

3 On resisting subject-positioning within a particular discourse by either of the two methods mentioned here,

see also Weedon (1987) 97-8, 111-2; Moore (1994) 48, 61.

205



blame which focuses on his roles as father and husband, a more domestically-focused
discourse. Her success in asserting this discourse as the dominant one contributes to the
erasure of Agamemnon's praised identity and thus his death, as is the case with Deianira's
success in the Trachiniae. However, Clytemnestra's introduction of a competing discourse as a
means of verbalising this destruction, with its focus on blame for the roles played within the
family, leaves her vulnerable to the same effect. Deianira's death comes with her insistence
upon silence; Clytemnestra's, in contrast, is a triumph of the very same discourse she had
produced around Agamemnon, taken up and used against Clytemnestra herself by her
children, Orestes and Electra, who simultaneously reject its suitability for constructions of
Agamemnon's identity, and insist on repositioning him within the more familiar discourses of
praise for his heroic identity. Both of these effects remain constant across the tragedies in
which Clytemnestra and Agamemnon appear, developing from their original (extant)
introduction in the Oresteia. It is a consistent aspect of her appearances in drama that she
deploys a discourse of family-focused blame against him, yet finds the same discourse turned
against her by her own family.* While it is often recognised that Clytemnestra's facility with
persuasive speech is part of her undermining and eventual destruction of her husband,
Agamemnon, this chapter instead explores the ways in which this facility with speech is often
framed in the plays as being part of a specific awareness of the efficacious nature of praise
and blame speech, particularly in relation to its use as a process of identity construction. As a
result, it is specifically Clytemnestra's control over discourses of praise and blame, and her
use of these to construct an alternative, negative identity for Agamemnon, which is argued for

here as the most destructive aspect of her verbal influence.

4 See Chapter 2 esp. n64 on dealing with one character across multiple plays.
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Controlling Praise & Blame

Like Deianira, Clytemnestra is consistently presented as being concerned with and
skilled in the manipulation of speech. However, unlike Deianira, Clytemnestra also
demonstrates a persistent awareness of the power of specifically praise and blame speech, and
a clear desire to control this efficacious type of speech. Moreover, she is frequently portrayed
in tragedy as not only being aware of the power of praise and blame speech, but particularly

its powerful relationship with identity, particularly her own.

Clytemnestra's skill with language and her use of that skill against her husband is well-
recognised as a consistent part of her characterisation in Greek tragedy.’ In the Agamemnon in
particular, despite the chorus' continued attempts to call the value of her speech into question,
this faculty is proven beyond doubt. In their earliest address to Clytemnestra the chorus ask
for information, yet indicate that they doubt she will speak to them at all, anticipating that she
may instead choose to keep silent (263). When she answers with the news that the Argives
have conquered Troy (267) they initially doubt her, drawing particular attention to a perceived
lack of clarity in her speech:

TOC ENG; TEPEVYE TOVTOG €€ AMGTIOG.

What are you saying? The word escaped me, as it is unbelievable. (268)

Clytemnestra's somewhat sarcastic response repeats the information before she asks “7| Topdg
Ayw”, drawing attention to their apparent disbelief and dismissing it. Their further

interrogation about the source of her information leads to a further criticism of their doubts
5 For example: Raeburn & Thomas (2011) lii, lix; McClure (1999) 70-100; Goldhill (1984) esp. 35; Goward
(2005) 63-8; Sevieri (1991); Rabinowitz (1981) 168; Mossman (2001); Thalmann (1985) esp. 226-30.

McClure (1997) (partly influenced by Neustadt (1929)) in an interesting assessment argues that parts of
Clytemnestra's speech in Aeschylus (specifically Ag. 958-74) draw their efficacy from the use of magical

incantations.
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from her:

Tod0G VENS MG KAPT' EULMUNGO PPEVOC.

You have criticised me as if I were a very young child! (277)
Yet her rebuttal doesn't entirely convince the chorus, who express further confusion about
how she could have received the message (280), before Clytemnestra launches into the
beacon-speech explaining the situation (281-316). This is a rhetorical tour de force,® and
although the chorus doubt her again later in their concern to hear a spoken account rather than
try to read a message born of light (496-7), while she is still on stage and addressing them
they express willingness to be convinced. They ask first for her to repeat her message, this
time without expressing disbelief at her words (318-9), before confirming that they approve
her final explanation and its trustworthiness:

yoval, Kat' dvopa cOPPoV' eDPPOHVMG AEYELS.

€YD o' AKOVCNG TOTA GOL TEKUNPLOL

Woman, you speak reasonably, like a sensible man.

And I, now that I've heard trustworthy proofs from you... (351-2)
They cannot resist demonstrating further doubts about her honesty and trustworthiness, even
if this time correctly, when they express doubts about her welcoming message to Agamemnon
(615-6), but this time Clytemnestra does not seem to have remained on stage to rebuff their

complaints.

There is also a particular concern found in Clytemnestra's response about a certain

6 This beacon speech has been much-discussed in scholarship. Rosenmeyer (1982) 116-7 focuses on its artistry,
particularly for conveying geographical scope (further on potential issues with the geography, Quincey
(1963)); Goldhill (1984) 33-42 & (1992) 50-1 argues that it shows Clytemnestra's facility for manipulating
the gap between signs and meaning. Tracey (1986) suggests that the speech invokes negative allusions to the
Persian war, which compete with its positive light-based imagery. See also Rabinowitz (1981) 166-7 for a

particularly interesting discussion of its oxymoronic complexity.
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type of speech, which the chorus does not share. While the chorus may be concerned with
speech in general, Clytemnestra's criticism of them focuses on their inappropriate use of
blame specifically, (épouicm 277) and thus points to her particular awareness of the
importance of this type of speech. She does not object explicitly to their refusal to believe her,
nor to their repeated questions, instead complaining about their inappropriate blame, and it is
notable that her complaint has immediate effect — the chorus stop asking about the source of
her information and immediately turn their attention to finding out the details of her
knowledge (278). Furthermore, it becomes clear that this preoccupation with the value of
appropriate praise and blame, beyond a more general concern with speech or truth, as is
demonstrated in the case of Deianira, is a consistent element of Clytemnestra's

characterisation.

In the same way, Clytemnestra's complaint about her treatment after celebrating the
news of the beacon is focused upon the (to her) unfair verbal criticisms of others. Again she
does not complain that she was not believed, but instead comments:

Kai i p' évintov eine. ..

LOY01G TO10VTOLG TAAYKTOG OVG  £QATVOUNV”

And someone spoke, criticising me... in words of such a kind I was proclaimed to be a

mad woman. (592-3)
As with her complaint about the criticisms of the chorus, Clytemnestra explicitly focuses on
the identity which the unnamed individual constructs for her with through the use of this
blame, claiming that these words attempt to position her within a discourse of blame that

constructs her as a mad woman, just as the chorus, in her eyes, criticised her as if she had
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been a young child. Neither type of blame is accepted by Clytemnestra, and in both cases she

is vindicated, and her rejection of these suggested identities is successful.

Furthermore, there is a strong sense in the Agamemnon that Clytemnestra's influence
as regards blame she might receive extends significantly beyond her own direct objections. In
the very earliest scene of the play, the Watchman claims that he will not comment on the
situation in the house, although he expresses a desire that it might speak for itself.”

16 0" GAAa o1y®" Podg €nl YAdoo HéEYog

BéPnKev. oirog &' avtdg, £ pOoyyrHv Adpor,

capéotat dv AéEetev:

I am silent about the other things: a great ox has stepped on my tongue. But the house

itself, if it had a voice, might speak most clearly. (36-8)

The image he uses to represent his silence indicates an almost forced quality to his refusal to
speak — his silence is effected and imposed upon him by an external force, rather than being
entirely of his own will. Similarly on the herald's arrival to the palace, the chorus refuse to
answer his question about why the citizens have been unhappy, saying only:

méAal TO orydv eappoakov PAGPNG Exo.

For a long time I have used silence as a remedy against harm. (549)

The herald correctly reads the chorus' implication that they have been afraid of someone
(550), but the chorus does not explicitly identify the person they fear, nor do they express any
blame for the situation in Argos which goes beyond their deliberately vague forebodings.® The

sense conveyed in both instances is that the watchman and the chorus would like to criticise

7 Euripides makes especially pointed use of a similar idea when Phaedra claims that the house should speak
out specifically against adulterous wives in Hipp. 417-8. Goff (1990) 8-9. This could also have rather telling
implications for the watchman's comment here.

8 Goldhill (1989) 51-2.

210



Clytemnestra, to blame her before the audience and their companions on stage, but find
themselves unable and unwilling to do so. There is a further enlightening comment in the
chorus' first address to Clytemnestra, when they claim:

fiko ogfilowv oov, Kivtapviotpa, kpatog:

dtkm yap €0TL QOTOS Apyyod Tiew

yovaik', Epnuwbévioc dpoevog Bpdvou.

I have come, Clytemnestra, revering your power. For it is right to honour the wife of a

male ruler, when the throne is deprived of that man. (258-60)
Their use of the term cefiCwv echoes meaningfully in their first address to Agamemnon, when
they ask:

G o€ Tpoceinw, Mg oe 6ePilw,

o' vmepdpoag PNo' VoA Ag

Kapov x4pttog;

How shall I address you, how reverence you, neither neither overshooting nor falling

short of the target of pleasure? (784-6)
This sung address is very reminiscent of the Pindaric technique of comparing the selection of
the appropriate extent of praise to the shooting of a projectile, as with the arrow of N. 6.26-8,
or Ol 2.83, 89-90.° The chorus' question about 'reverencing' Agamemnon is thus one which
evokes the context of praise poetry, and could even be translated as 'How shall I praise you'?
Given the close parallels of their similar address to Clytemnestra, as both are opening
remarks, directed precisely to the king (782) and queen (259-60) with specific references to

that power, it is possible to see a similar meaning in their opening remark to her. However, in

9 For projectiles more generally see also O/ 13.93-5; Pyth. 1.42-5; N. 7.70-72 and 81, N. 9.55, and Isth.
2.35-37. On the Pindaric resonances of the use of this image in the Agamemnon see Steiner (2010) 25-6. On
the epinician echoes of this passage more broadly cf. Harriott (1982) esp. 11-12; Steiner (2010).
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addressing Agamemnon, the chorus allows some uncertainty to be expressed, whereas the
address to Clytemnestra mentions only the requirement that they ogfiCewv her, indicating, in
common with the earlier restrictions on their ability to blame her, a stronger sense of external
pressure to praise Clytemnestra than is felt with Agamemnon. The environment created by
these more subtle comments, along with her explicit refusals to allow blame which does not
suit her, is one in which Clytemnestra has a great deal of influence or power over the blame
accorded her, which neither the watchman nor even the chorus, who are themselves invested

with 'authority' for public speech, are able to overcome. '

It is only once the murder has taken place that Clytemnestra's influence over blame is
most explicitly demonstrated in relation to herself. Immediately after the murder of
Agamemnon, it is again Clytemnestra's speech that the chorus find fault with rather than
blaming any aspect of what she has done, complaining:

Bavpalopéy cov yAdooav, g BpacvoTopoG,

TG To1OVY' €n' Avdpl kopmdlels Adyov.

We wonder at your language, how insolent it is, when you make such a boast above

your husband. (1399-1400)

Clytemnestra's objection is quick, and in precisely the same terms as those she made earlier to
the chorus' repeated comments about her speech:

TEWPAcHE LoV YuVaIKOG O APPACHLOVOC

€YD 0' ATPESTM KOPOiY TPOS E10OTOG

Aéym — o J' aivelv glte pe yéyev BéLeLC,

10 Gantz (1983) 67-9 on the idea that the chorus of Argive elders are analogous to the jury of Eumenides, and
thus carry some of their weight when it comes to the making of public judgements. On the choral voice more
generally in the Agamemnon, Fletcher (1999) esp 29-30. On choruses and public authority to pronounce

praise/blame more generally, see Chapter 1, n61.
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opolov-

You are trying me as if I were a senseless woman: but I am telling you, with a fearless

heart, what you already know — and whether you want to praise me or to blame me,

it's all the same. (1401-4)
As in the comments discussed above, Clytemnestra again reproves the chorus for speaking to
her in a way which she argues would be more suitable if she were someone else, so that once
again her complaint is about the mismatch between their criticisms and her identity, which
they have not correctly assessed. Furthermore, this time her complaint is more explicit, and
she decisively rejects their right to praise or blame her at all, even invoking both terms in a
way which recalls their traditional, starkly antithetical use in poetic contexts.'" The chorus in
their response invoke the community as a whole in support of their judgement (1407-11), and
notably speak of the dpdg which they anticipate Clytemnestra receiving, thus introducing
further negative speech aimed at the queen, even if this time they have rather obediently
avoided any direct reference to blaming her. As the exchange continues, Clytemnestra also
successfully diverts their blame for Helen (1455-61):

und' eic ‘EAévnv kdtov Extpéyng

G AVOpPoALTELP', OC [0 TOAAGDY

AvopdV Yuyag Aavadv OAécac'

a&votatov Gryog Enpatev.

Don't turn your ill-will against Helen, as the man-slayer, or the one woman who has

destroyed the lives of many Danaan men, and caused entirely incurable pain. (1464-

67)
As with her instructions about blame directed at herself, Clytemnestra's command here has

immediate effect, and rather than continuing to talk about Helen, the chorus instead turn their

11 Nagy (1980) 222-4.
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discussion against the “doipov” of the Atreid house (1468-74). At this, Clytemnestra even
voices explicit approval for the new target of their blame for what has happened:

VOV dpBwcog GTOHATOS YVOUNY,

Now you have set straight the judgement of your tongue. (1475)
And the chorus do not return to the subject of Helen at all, never returning to the blame which

Clytemnestra forbade them to speak.

Cut off or denied blame by Clytemnestra every time they attempt to find a suitable
target, therefore, the chorus is left in complete confusion (1530-6). They then turn to the
question of Agamemnon, seemingly as a reaction to Clytemnestra's repeated blame for his
role in Iphigenia's death (1521-29, 1431-7, 1412-25, 1397-4). It is important to note that their
concern does not only focus on Agamemnon's burial (1541-6), but also about who will
properly praise Agamemnon as he deserves:

tig &' émrvupProv atvov &r' dvdpi Oeim

oLV d0KpPYOLS 1GTTMOV

aAnOeiq epevdv movnoet,

Who, standing over the tomb and offering praise for the godlike man, along with

tears,will perform the task with a truthful heart? (1547-50)

Once again Clytemnestra rejects their right to be involved in such things at all:

00 G€ TPOOTNKEL TO HEAU' AAEYEWV

TOVTO"

That concern is not for you to care about. (1551-2)

Furthermore, her response concerns itself solely with the question of burial and laments

(1552-9), and does not suggest that she will be involved at all with praising Agamemnon. As a
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result, the chorus' apparent attempt to involve themselves in praising him is immediately cut
off once more, so that her blame is left as the only tolerated speech. Indeed in their answering
comment the chorus both recognise the prominence of this type of speech and appear to
renounce any further attempts to involve themselves or influence what Clytemnestra says of
this kind:

verdog fikel 10" avt' dveidovg,

ducpaya o' 0Tl Kpival.

Blame comes up against blame, and it is a hard struggle to judge. (1560-1)
Given that Clytemnestra had previously disavowed their ability to judge her, as they had not
done so for Agamemnon (1411-20), their final inability to do so is a concession to her
repeated objections. The chorus find that only the blame which Clytemnestra approves may

stand, and any other judgement is impossible.

Such explicit control over praise or blame is not found outside the Agamemnon, which
is a play in which issues of speech are represented as particularly important.'> Nonetheless,
there are comments throughout the other extant tragedies which maintain references to this
strength as part of Clytemnestra's character. In the Choephori, the chorus, as with the chorus
of the Agamemnon and the watchman, hint at criticisms which they refuse to speak aloud (46-
7, 56-7)," before commenting more explicitly:

guoi d’...

12 Thalmann (1985); Goldhill (1984); Goward (2005) 91-108; McClure (1999) 70.

13 Both of these comments are somewhat obscure — Garvie (1986) ad loc. gives some of the most common
readings for both, and the potential objections that may be made to various proposed emendations. The use of
oéPog again at 55-7 may also recall its earlier use in contexts of praise, particularly given that this time it is

something which is specifically heard.
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dtkona kKoi pn dtkat' apyoc mpémov

Bia epevdVv aivéoat,

TKPOV GTVYOG KPUTOOGQ!

For me... it is fitting to praise the just and unjust deeds of my leaders in spite of my

own feelings, with bitter loathing overruled. (75-80)
Once again therefore they express a forced sense that they must praise Clytemnestra, and now
Aegisthus, rather than being able to speak as they choose, and here the use of aivécon rather
than oefiletv makes the comment even more explicit than those made by the chorus of the
Agamemnon. In the Iphigenia at Aulis, Clytemnestra expresses keen awareness of the
importance of appropriate praise in her address to Achilles:

TG dv o' mavésayu pun Alav Adyotg,

und' évdeng Todd' amoAécat TV yaptv;

atvovpevol yap ayoabol tpdmov Tva

picodot todg aivodvias, fjv aivdc' dyov.

How should I praise you without excessive words, and not destroy your favour by

falling short? For when being praised the good hate those who praise them in some

way, when they praise too excessively. (977-80)

In the tragedies which focus on the next generation, Electra and Orestes, Clytemnestra
often displays the same awareness of the importance of appropriate praise and blame, but here
her comments are often directed against others over whom she has significantly less
influence." In Sophocles' Electra, for example, the same concern is demonstrated by
Clytemnestra's complaint about Electra's behaviour, which focuses on her public, blaming

speech for Clytemnestra herself:

14 See below on Electra and Orestes' ability to turn Clytemnestra's own discourses of blame against her.
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VOV 8' ¢ AmeoT' EKETVOC, 0VOEV EVTPENT)

guod ye' kalitol ToOAAL TPOG TOAAOVG LLE O

&&einac mg Bpaceia kol tépa dikng

dpyo, kabvPpilovca Kai o€ kol T Gd.

Now when he (Aegisthus) is away, you do not respect me at all, but you declare often

to many people that I am bold and rule unjustly, acting violently to you and your

things. (519-22)
Similarly she objects to Electra's long speech of blame, claiming that she has “Oppioev”
Clytemnestra herself (613), claiming that Electra's hatred and “molvyl®cce Pofi” would
spread rumours through the entire city if allowed (641-2), and uses the same term once the
messenger is on stage, asking him to silence Electra's “tfic molvyAdccov Poiic” (798)." She
complains of the same problem in the case of Orestes too, representing their relationship as
having been ruined by his “€yxkodA®dv pot” (777). In Euripides' Electra too the same element
becomes a consistent part of her characterisation. The farmer suggests her awareness of the
opinions of others in his prologue, when he claims that it was only due to fear of resentment
that she protected Electra (30), and the old man backs up this argument by indicating that
Clytemnestra:

WOYOV TPEUOVCO ONUOTAV EAEITETO.

15 Finglass (2007) as part of his defence of Electra argues that Clytemnestra throughout this scene is “abrupt
and aggressive” (252), and accuses her of beginning her “abuse” of Electra “abruptly” (256), apparently
giving the lie to her claim at 523-4 that she does not treat Electra badly. Yet this argument does not take
sufficient account of the fact that Clytemnestra here is entirely right — Electra sas been 'outside' blaming
Clytemnestra for all of the play up to this point — and a rebuttal that comes after 500 lines therefore perhaps
should not be seen as being too abrupt. Clytemnestra's awareness of and close focus on Electra's blaming
speech here is what gives her argument against Electra its righteousness — she is not objecting to anything the
audience has not seen, unlike Electra (on the truthfulness or otherwise of Electra's claims in the confrontation

see Lloyd (2005) 86-7).
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She stayed behind fearing blame from the citizens. (643)'®
In her discussion with Electra Clytemnestra complains of her “80&' kaxr” (1013), and most
notably refers again to the unfairness of inappropriate blame assigned in response to adultery:

... GpopTavn TOOIG

T8vOoV Tap®OGa AEKTpa, HpeicBot BELEL

YovT| TOV Gvdpa ydtepov KtdoBot epilov

Kdmelt' &v Uiv 0 wdyog AapmpvveTaL,

01 0' aiTiot T®VY' 0V KAVOVG' AVOPES KOKDG.

When a husband errs and rejects his inside wife, and the wife wants to imitate her

husband and get another love then the blame shines out against us, but the men who

are guilty of the whole thing, hear nothing bad at all. (1036-40)
As with the earlier Clytemnestras, Euripides' character expresses her acute and explicit
awareness of blame which she claims is inappropriately applied to women and not men. It is
also notable that Euripides' Clytemnestra expresses this concern by specifically referring to
the term for blame most commonly referenced in terms of the praise/blame opposition in

9917

Greek thought — “yéyog.

It is therefore clear that throughout her appearances in tragedy, Clytemnestra is
portrayed as recognising, objecting to, and on several occasions controlling the appropriate
deployment of praise and blame. In this regard she takes an approach which goes beyond that
of the Trachiniae's Deianira, whose concern is with speech and truth more generally, and
whose deployment of blame or undercutting of the praise of her husband is never so self-

aware and explicit. Furthermore, Clytemnestra's control in this regard is distinguished from

16 Cropp (1988) ad loc.

17 See Introduction.
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several of the characters who appear in plays around her. As mentioned above, the chorus are
unable to resist her instructions regarding the blame they wish to pronounce at the
Agamemnon. Agamemnon does express an objection to her praise which is far more explicitly
worded than any attempt they make:

dmovciq pav etnag eikdTmg Suf’

Hokpav yop €Eétevag AAL Evaucipmg

aiveiv, map' ALV yp1| 160" Epyecbot Yépag.

You have spoken similarly to my absence: for you have stretched it out a great deal:

but to praise appropriately, it is necessary for that prize to come from someone else.

(914-7)
In her analysis of this scene Deborah Steiner has shown clearly that Clytemnestra's epinician-
style speech is part of her subverting the prerogative of an external, male poet, who should be
speaking such praise, and this is therefore the reason for the objection that Agamemnon

makes.'®

However, it is worth noting that Agamemnon's complaint comes only after
Clytemnestra has finished speaking, and is entirely ineffectual. It has no noticeable impact on
Clytemnestra or her speech, and indeed serves as a prelude to the scene in which she will use

persuasion to overwhelm him utterly. If Agamemnon is more able to object to Clytemnestra's

dominance than the chorus is, he is still not able to affect the situation in a meaningful way.

The comparison with her second husband in the same play is also illuminating. On
Aegisthus' entry to the stage, the chorus manage to overcome the confusion caused by
Clytemnestra's refusal to allow them the blame they wish to express, and turn to insulting him

openly:

18 Steiner (2010) 34-5. More generally on the unusual style of Clytemnestra's praise here, Rutherford (2012)
301.
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Atye0', VBpiletv év kakoiow o0 céfw:

oL 8'avopa TOVOE PG EKMV KOTOKTAVELV,

puovog &' Emotktov tdvde Poviedoat poOvov.

ol enu' dAvEEY év dikm TO GOV Kapa

INUopPPEls, 6o’ 101, Aevoipovg dpdc.

Aegisthus, I don't honour insulting people in the middle of troubles: but you say that

you willingly killed this man and that you alone planned this piteous murder? I say

you, rightly, will not escape the curses, thrown at your head by the people, which you

deserve. (1612-6)
Their reference to apdg revives the similar threat they had made to Clytemnestra, of speech
acts being turned against the pair, but unlike Clytemnestra, Aegisthus is unable to direct their
blame." While he does complain about the way they speak (1617 and again at 1628-32), this
only spurs them on to even more explicit insults (1625-7, 1633-5, 1643-8), and he is forced to
threaten physical violence to shut them up (1649-50). The chorus still do not adjust their way
of speaking, and it is not until Clytemnestra herself steps in again and eventually dismisses
their words as “VAaypdtmv” that the situation is diffused by Aegisthus and Clytemnestra's
taking possession of the palace. Indeed it is significant that Clytemnestra's words, rather than
a choral comment, close the play — her dismissal of the chorus' blame seems to prevent

entirely their speaking about the issue again.*

There are of course two characters in these tragedies who are not ever influenced by

19 While dpdc is most literally a curse, rather than specifically blame, the chorus have already established their
association between public blame or criticism and this idea of it being closely connected with such curses, at
456-7. The same sense can be read as intended in both threats to Clytemnestra and Aegisthus as a result.

20 Fraenkel 1950 ad loc., on the argument against there having been further closing choral anapaests. Goward
(2005) 42 connects Clytemnestra's closing the play with the chorus' powerlessness at the end of it. See also

Rutherford (2012) 44-5.
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Clytemnestra's commands in relation to praise or blame. Orestes and Electra both demonstrate
resistance which is beyond Agamemnon or the chorus, even if they are not able to influence
her speech in return. In the Choephori, Clytemnestra attempts to turn Orestes' blame against
herself for adultery (917) on to his father instead, as she had successfully with the chorus of
the Agamemnon:

HAAL' €l@' Opoimg kai matpog Tod cod pdtag.

No, but you should speak equally of your father's lewdness. (918)
However, unlike the chorus who were successfully diverted to different topics at
Clytemnestra's demands, Orestes refuses to accept or allow this type of speech:

un "Aeyye TOV movodvt' E6m kadnuévn.

Do not censure the man labouring while you were sitting around inside. (919)
This time Clytemnestra is forced to attempt a new subject (920), and when this too is refuted,
she gives up all further attempts to blame Agamemnon. Similarly Electra in both Sophocles'
and Euripides' Electras is never silenced by her mother's remarks. In all the cases discussed
above, where Clytemnestra attempts to silence her daughter or complains about Electra's

public blame, her comments are ineffectual.

In the extant tragedies in which she appears, therefore, Clytemnestra is established as
demonstrating a similar level of control and influence over praise or blame as Deianira in the
Trachiniae. However, unlike Deianira, she is explicitly self-aware in doing so, frequently
commenting about her own or others' use of praise and blame. Moreover, Clytemnestra
several times, particularly in the Agamemnon, expresses explicit awareness of the ways in
which blame may be tied to identity, when she complains that the chorus' blame has been

responsible for constructing inappropriate identities for her. Yet unlike Deianira, Clytemnestra
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comes up against effective opposition from her children, who are unaffected by her influence,
in contrast with the choruses and other characters who demonstrate no such effective

resistance.

Changing the Discourse

The most significant difference between Deianira and Clytemnestra, however, is not
the one revealed above. More important, particularly for examining her involvement in the
distribution of praise and blame to effect processes of identity construction, is the way in
which Clytemnestra, not satisfied with simply rejecting or undercutting praise for
Agamemnon, insists on establishing a competing discourse of blame for him. These
discourses insist on positioning him as a bad husband, or father, and ignore his more public
identities such as commander. As a result, Clytemnestra's successful physical destruction of
Agamemnon, as with Deianira's of Heracles, comes along with her verbal facility in
destabilising his public, praiseworthy identities through her use of alternate blame discourses
within which he is positioned. It is these same discourses which are then turned against her by

Orestes and Electra, which leads to her destruction at their hands.

It has been considered possible to frame the conflict in the Oresteia and later plays as
being not only gendered,” but one which also makes use of the popular opposition present in
some tragedies between the oikos and polis.** These discussions have been extremely fruitful

in examining the conflict which arises between the generations of the family. However, there

21 Euben (1982) 24; Sommerstein (2010) 181-93; Goward (2005) 87-90.
22 As Goldhill (1984) esp. 267, 282-3; Euben (1982) 24-6. Foley (2001) 9-10 (with full notes) provides some

important caveats for dealing with this opposition.
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is a further argument to be made which pays closer attention to the specific types of blame
Clytemnestra attempts to use against Agamemnon, and which is then turned against her in

return.

With the exception of Clytemnestra, the characters of the Agamemnon are content to
praise Agamemnon with respect to his role as leader, and king. On his return from Troy in the
Agamemnon, the herald becomes the first character to explicitly praise Agamemnon, in his cry
addressed to the palace and shrines:

HKEL Yap VUV OAG €V e0QPOVY PEPOV

Kol 10160 dmact Kowvov Ayouéuvev dval.

GAL' €0 viv domdoace, Kol yop ovv TpEmeL,

dvag Atpeidng mpéoPug evOAI®Y Avip

fiket. TiecBon d' a&idToTog fpotdv

TV VOV*

For he comes to you and to all these people in common bearing light into the night —

Lord Agamemnon! But give him a good welcome, for that is entirely proper.. the

senior lord, son of Atreus, has come home a blessed man. He is most worthy of honour

of all mortals now alive. (522-4, 530-2)
In between his praise and welcome the herald describes Agamemnon's victory at Troy, so that
this, and his role as king, are the central aspects for which the praise is given to him.
Furthermore, in his final long speech to the chorus, he gives a detailed description of the time
on campaign (551-79) before concluding:

oL T XPT) KALOVTOG EDAOYETV TOALY
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K0l TOVG GTPOTNYOVG” Kol YAPIS TIUGETOL

A10G 100" ékmpaaca. Tavt' Eyelg AOyov.

1t is necessary now that you've heard such things to praise the city and its generals;

and let the favour of Zeus be honoured, as it has accomplished all this. Here you have

my whole speech. (580-2)
This statement comes as his last comment about Agamemnon, and once again it is focused on
his public role as otpatnyog, his relationship with the city, and the praise that should be given
to Agamemnon. As a result this required praise is closely tied to Agamemnon's public,
masculine roles by the herald, and participates in a process designed to construct his identity

of successful general.”

It is presumably partly in response to this that the chorus attempt their welcoming ode,
although it is notable that not only is this upstaged significantly by Clytemnestra's deceptive
praise speech which follows, but their praise for Agamemnon is in itself rather muted.
However, once again they choose to address him specifically in terms of his public positions:

dye on, Pacired, Tpoiag mtorimoph’,

Atpémg yévebrov,

23 The play's focus on the less glamorous results of Agamemnon's warlike behaviour has the effect of
problematising this praise: Bakewell (2007) argues that the use of contemporary references in descriptions of
war in the Agamemnon is designed to remind the audience of its most negative aspects. However, there is no
evidence that the herald himself intends such a problematisation - Scodel (2006) esp. 122-130 discusses the
herald's desire to only present the war's positive aspects here as part of the public process of establishing
'social memory'. Rather, his aim is to praise Agamemnon's triumph, and any irony is an extradramatic quality
— accessible to the audience, but not to the chorus (the herald's immediate audience). Furthermore, my
argument is not substantially affected even if the herald does intend some irony — whether his praise is
genuine or somewhat problematic, it nonetheless positions Agamemnon only as a public figure in relation to
the city and general to the army, constructing none of the family-related identities which Clytemnestra
focuses on. The praise levied by the chorus, who do suggest some more ambiguous feelings towards

Agamemnon's success, similarly participates in the same type of identity construction.
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G o€ Tpoceinw, ndg e oePil.

Come then, king, sacker of Troy, born of Atreus, how shall I address you? How shall 1

honour you? (782-4)
Their address once again focuses on his public position as Paciievg, before also invoking
praise for his generalship at Troy. Even the reference to him as offspring of Atreus has rather
public connotations, as it is this inheritance which makes him the king. Even when they move
towards suggesting some blame for Agamemnon, in their depiction of their dislike of his
decision to lead the Greek expedition for Helen (799-809), this has been prefaced by the
identification of Agamemnon through his public roles, and is surrounded by advice on dealing
with the chorus' fellow citizens (795-8, 807-9), so that this blame also has both a public, polis-

oriented context and, as their complaint is about the reasons for war, content.*

Rather than take up or attempt to reject this discourse, which conveys praise and some
blame for Agamemnon's life as a public, male figure, Clytemnestra insists on blaming him
within a discourse which instead focuses on his relationships with his family, and his identity
within the oikos. As a result, she creates a competing range of subject-positions for him,
which form a new, negative identity, separate to that constructed by the herald, watchman and
chorus. Indeed it is notable that even her deceptive praise in the speech of welcome she gives
is repeatedly focused on his importance to the oikos, and to her as his wife, rather than
celebrating any of the martial exploits which he has declared successful. Her complaint about

his absence is focused on the perspective of the wife sitting at home (861-2), in direct contrast

24 The chorus has previously recognised the public aspects and indeed blame that have come from
Agamemnon's decision to undertake the Trojan War at 427-57, so this concern for consequences which the
polis suffers is also one which they have demonstrated previously in relation to the war. See Lawrence (2013)
80-5 who argues that it is partly Agamemnon's over-identification with these roles which leads to his bad

decision-making.
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the herald's earlier speech which was delivered purely from the perspective of the soldiers
abroad (555-79). The comments she makes about waiting for Agamemnon and weeping over
his absence are given an extremely domestic, interior focus by the explicit description she
gives of being in her bedroom attempting to sleep (889-91). Furthermore, when she goes on to
praise him directly she talks about him only in relation to his position in the household, not
referring to the city or any of his public roles:

Aéyo' &v Gvopa tovde T®V oTabudv Kdva,

... LOVOYEVEG TEKVOV TP,

TO10160€ Tol Vv &1 TpoceBEypacty,

1 would call this man the guard-dog of his homestead... a father's only son... I think

that he is deserving of such names. (896, 903)
While the images that come in the omitted lines, of a ship's mast, or land seen by sailors,
could be read as being oriented towards a more public context, the inclusion of the images of
Agamemnon as a father's son and a watchdog instead keeps the flow of appellations firmly
within a domestic context.”® This is particularly the case given that all of Clytemnestra's
preceding speech has focused on her own sufferings in the house in Agamemnon's absence —
in no way has a public, nolc-related context been invoked. Furthermore, the image of
Agamemnon as 'watchdog' harks back rather pointedly to Clytemnestra's praising description
of herself in such a role at 607, thus making it impossible to consider this to be a description

which is also suitable as praise for a public-serving male individual.*®

25 Wohl (1998) 104 further convincingly argues that Clytemnestra's speech here positions her as the male who
appears within each image, while Agamemnon is assimilated to “the infantile, bestial and objectified role”.

26 On some problems with the dog imagery in the trilogy Goldhill (1986) 56-7 & n92; Raeburn & Thomas
(2011) Ixvi-lxviii; Harriot (1982) and more generally Blakey (1972); Chesi (2014) 24-5. Chesi (2014) 25 also
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Once the murder has taken place, Clytemnestra famously declares:

TOAA®V hpo1Bev Kapimg eipnuévev

tavavti' gimelv ovk EmaioyvvOncopat.

I said said many things previously that were appropriate at the time, and I am not

ashamed to say the opposite now. (1372-3)
Although she does immediately move from praise to blame, much of what Clytemnestra now
says of Agamemnon has a similar focus to that she displayed earlier. The discourse of blame
she produces is entirely concerned with his crimes in relation to the house, and his position
within it. She accuses:

T0oMVOE Kpathp' £v 00U01g KOKDY o

TANCOG APaimV oVTOG EKTIVEL LOADV.

This man came home and is now drinking up the krater which he has filled with so

many accursed crimes_in the house. (1397-8)
Furthermore, her lengthy explanation of the justice of her deed focuses on Agamemnon's
unfatherly treatment of Iphigenia, rather than indicating any concern about his performance as
a ruler or general (1412-25). She emphasises the idea that Iphigenia was his daughter (1417),
and with her deliberate focus on her own pains in childbirth (1418), further emphasises the
physical aspects of the maternal relationship. When she describes the situation with
Cassandra, she insists on giving him another appellation:

KETTaL yuovaukog Thode ApoavTiplog,

Xpoonidwv peikrypo tév vr' TAio,

Here lies this man, destructive to his wife, the fondler of Chryseis and the others at

argues that in her use of this language Clytemnestra may be attempting a claim to the authority over the

household which should be Agamemnon's.
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Troy. (1438-9)
The reference to Chryseis could have been used to allude to an entirely different context, since
the most famous portrayal of that affair, in the //iad, has intensely public consequences for
Agamemnon, when it causes the quarrel with Achilles. However, Clytemnestra's focus is
entirely on how it causes him to be a bad husband, not a bad general or king. When she

returns to the matter of Iphigenia, she calls it “doAlav dtv oikowow” (A treacherous ruin for

the house 1524-5), and again refers to the intimacy of the relationships which should have
bound Iphigenia, Agamemnon and Clytemnestra herself together:

AAL' €UV €k ToDY' Epvog depBiv,

Vv ToAOKAaLToHV TT' Teryévelavt

But my sprout, conceived from him, the much wailed Iphigenia [he axed]. (1525-6)
In the chorus' question, discussed earlier, of how Agamemnon will be praised regarding his
“Epyav peydlov”’ (1545-6), Clytemnestra again emphasises instead the primacy of his role
within the family as being the sole concern, with her sarcastic comment about Iphigenia being
the one to kiss her father and mourn (or not) his death (1555-59). The chorus' reference to
Agamemnon's great deeds attempts to site him once more within a traditional discourse of
praise for heroic feats, but Clytemnestra refuses to accept this construction at all, immediately
substituting the family-focused blame she has championed, and re-positioning Agamemnon as

'bad father'.

The same contrast is demonstrated in the Choephori, and particularly emphasised in
both Electra plays. In none of these dramas is Clytemnestra ever willing to engage with a
discourse of praise or blame that constructs Agamemnon as a public, male figure. Instead, she

repeatedly insists on representing him within a discourse of blame which focuses solely on his
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role as father and husband, within the tight confines of the oikos. In the Choephori,
Clytemnestra is not allowed a great deal of space to attempt to blame Agamemnon — as
mentioned above, her criticism of his adultery (once again focused on his poor performance as
a husband) is refused by Orestes, and her second comment, that his absence also makes him a
poor husband (920) is similarly refuted before Orestes diverts the conversation entirely.
Nonetheless, even in these limited comments, Clytemnestra demonstrates a focus on the same

discourse of blame.

In the Electra plays, however, the delay in the reunion between Orestes and Electra,
and the staging of longer confrontations between Clytemnestra and particularly Electra, afford
her far more space to blame Agamemnon, and once again Clytemnestra demonstrates her
determination to produce and disseminate the same discourse of blame against Agamemnon.
In Sophocles' Electra, her very first statement of blame to Electra focuses on Agamemnon's
failure as a father in the sacrifice of his daughter, and again emphasises the relationship which
also existed between Clytemnestra and Iphigenia, as parent and child:

énel motnp ovtog 60g, &V Opnveic det,

Vv onv dpopov podvog EAvev ETan

Bdcar Beoioty, 0Ok IGOV KapmV ol

AT, 0t Eomelp', domep 1| TikTovs' EyM.

Then that man, your father, who you are always wailing about, alone among the

Greeks dared to sacrifice your sister to the gods, even though the pains that he had in

sowing her were not at all the same as mine in bearing her. (530-3)

The deliberate naming of Agamemnon as Electra's father in opening her blame for him

emphasises that this is the role she criticises him in, and again with the focus on the physical
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pains she has suffered in childbirth, and Agamemnon's role in 'sowing' Iphigenia,
Clytemnestra prioritises these aspects of the identity he bears in relation to her, and does not
even mention any public role which might have been relevant. She does not criticise him as a
bad general, or a bad king, but entirely and specifically as a bad father. Once she has argued
against the logic of his decision more fully (534-45), she emphasises this point even more
strongly:

00 TodT dfovAoV Kol KOKOD YVOUNV TaTPOG;

Is that not the quality of a father who is wicked and entirely thoughtless in his

judgement? (546)
[Matpodg is here given extremely emphatic positioning, and Clytemnestra's question again
emphasises that the discourse of blame she produces is concerned not with constructing

Agamemnon's identity as a man, nor in any public role, but as a father.

In Euripides' Electra both aspects of this family-focused discourse of blame are
invoked together, so that Agamemnon is criticised as a bad husband and a bad father
simultaneously. Clytemnestra opens her speech of blame with a similar reference to
Agamemnon specifically as a father (and once more as Electra's father) to that found in
Sophocles:

TowTe LEVTOL 6OG TP BovAedarta

€G oUg €xphiv fikioT' €BovAevcey pilmv.

But of such a kind were the schemes of your father, against those loved ones who he

should least of all have been scheming against. (1011-12)

Furthermore, in her very first accusation she explicitly connects the claim that Agamemnon

has failed as a husband with the argument that he has failed as a father:
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nuag &' £dwke Tuvddpews 1@ 6@ matpi

ovy dote Bvnokey 00" & yewvaiuny €yo.

My father Tyndareus did not give me to your father so that I or the children I bore

should be killed. (1018-9)
Clytemnestra's argument here is one which deploys not only blame on her own behalf against
Agamemnon, but accuses him of failing even in relation to the patriarchal requirements which
an exchange of women in marriage involves.”” By raising the issue of her father, she claims
that not only has Agamemnon offended against her, a woman, but even against the man who
might more justifiably choose to blame him for his inappropriate behaviour. Once again the
description of Agamemnon specifically as Electra's father focuses on this aspect of his role,
and Clytemnestra neatly combines blame for both his poor fathering and poor husbanding in
her dramatic statement. As her speech continues, she repeats the emphasis on the idea that it is
Agamemnon's failure in both regards of his expected private roles which has caused her to
become murderous, with her introduction of the complaint about Cassandra:

GAL' HAO" Exymv pot patvad' Evsov kOpnv

AEKTPOLG T' EMElGEPPNOE, Kol VOUPO OVO

&V ooV 0Toig dDUAcLY KATETY' OpoD.

But he came home to me bringing the god-maddened maiden and installed her in my

bed, and intended to have two wives in the same house at the same time. (1032-5)
Helene Foley has shown in her analysis of tragic concubines that the extreme disruption to a
household and bloodline which tragic concubines often represent in tragedy demonstrates the

likely undesirability to an Athenian audience, concerned about the concubine's place in

27 On the homosocial exchange of women in Greek tragedy see Wohl (1998) esp. xiii-xxxvii; Ormand (1999)
18-25.
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society, of Agamemnon's attempt to bring Cassandra to his home.”® As with the reference to
the damage done to Tyndareus' interests by Agamemnon's murderous ways, therefore,
Clytemnestra has produced a discourse of blame which is not only focused on Agamemnon's
responsibilities to his family, but is also framed in such a way that it subscribes to patriarchal
social values as regards that family. Unlike the Clytemnestras of the Agamemnon, Choephori,
and Sophocles' Electra therefore, Euripides' Clytemnestra shows awareness of appropriate
social contexts, even while she continues to attempt to position Agamemnon within this

discourse of blame for his poor behaviour as husband and father.”

Even in the Iphigenia at Aulis, when the sacrifice at issue is yet to take place,
Clytemnestra is represented as producing the same discourse.’® Once she has found out about
the plan to sacrifice her daughter, she cries:

.. LEUMVAS GpOL TVUYYAVEL TOGIG;

... TOAOWV' €YD, TAAOVO O' iV TOTp LEALEL KTAVETV.
Has madness come upon my husband? Unhappy me, unhappy girl who her father
intends to kill. (876, 880)

The first comment, her immediate reaction to the news, refers to Agamemnon not by name,

28 Foley (2001) 87-91.

29 It could be argued that in this regard the identity she aims to construct for Agamemnon is more likely to be
successful since it is more “coherent” than one which does not take sufficient account of appropriate social
norms and contexts. See Wood (1999) 47; Ribeiro (1993); Tannen (1985) for the idea of social norms as
providing essential context for constructions of identity.

30 It is also notable that she is represented in the /4. as already demonstrating some mastery over speech —
Mastronarde (1979) 78 has excellently demonstrated the 'isolation' she enforces upon Agamemnon in her
speech by denying him the ability to establish proper 'contact' either with Iphigenia or with Clytemnestra
herself.
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but by his identity in relation to her, as her husband,*' and the second by calling him matip
again emphasises the contrast between his relationship with Iphigenia and the act he intends
to commit. Immediately before their confrontation she criticises Agamemnon's “&ni 1T0ig
avTod Tékvolg avocia mpdocwv”’ (Unholy deeds against his own children 1104-5), again
emphasising the relationship between them. In making her accusations to his face she first
names him oot again (1129) and then very deliberately asks:

TNV oo TV oNV TV T EUNV LEALELS KTAVETV;

Do you intend to kill your child and mine? (1131)
The speech of blame which follows his admission is somewhat controversial, particularly as
regards Clytemnestra's accusations of his poor behaviour in marrying her (1148-1156).%
However, even in the more widely accepted section of Clytemnestra's speech (1185-1208), the
blame she levels at Agamemnon continues to be focused on his identity as father. Indeed, here
she even contrasts his failure to discharge the responsibilities of that identity correctly with his
more public position as general:

KoV ' ¢ Apyog TPOCTEST] TEKVOLGL GOIG;

AAL' 00 B€IG Got. Tig O¢ Kol TposPAEyeTaL

aidwv o', V' a0T®V TPOcEUEVOG KTAVNG TIVA,;

1adT NA0eg Hon S16 Adyav, § okfintpd cot

LOVOV SlaPEPELY Kol oTPaTNAATETV LEAEL,

When you have come back to Argos, will you embrace your children? But that would

31 On the Oresteia Goldhill (1984) 89-90 notes Clytemnestra's deliberately differentiated use of dvnp and ndécig
for Aegisthus and Agamemnon specifically — the address here may recall that insistence with ominous effect.

32 Kovacs (2003) 95-7 assigns most of this section to a later 'reviser' on the basis of both content and style. My
argument is not substantially changed by accepting or rejecting the passage as originally Euripidean — if it is
a later addition, then it is valuable to note that Kovacs' 'reviser' or another interpolator apparently recognised
and maintained the same discourse of blame as found in Clytemnestra's other speeches (including 1185-1208

here). If not, then this remains a consistent element of Euripides' technique in dealing with Clytemnestra.
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not be right for you. And which of your children will look directly at you, so that you

may pull one of them aside and kill them? Have you already considered these things at

all, or do you only care about carrying the sceptre and being a general? (1191-5)
It is particularly notable here that Clytemnestra's extremely strong contrast is an element of
blame which only appears in her speech. The chorus join in encouraging Agamemnon to be
persuaded, but with a much more generally applicable principle that it is good to save the
lives of children (1209-10). Thus while Clytemnestra contrasts the two potential sets of
subject positions Agamemnon could be maintaining, and criticises him strongly for his
destructive behaviour in relation only to the private, oikos-centred position, the chorus have a

far more general perspective, not recognising the significance of her distinction.

Across multiple appearances in tragedy, therefore, Clytemnestra refuses to position
Agamemnon within a traditional, masculine discourse of praise which celebrates his public
identities such as king or general. Instead, she repeatedly positions him in a discourse of
blame which criticises him for his performance in private, familial identities such as husband
and father. This treatment of Agamemnon is unique to her in all of the tragedies in which she
appears, and is made an integral part of the murder by her frequent deployment of this
discourse as a justification for her actions. Clytemnestra's victory over Agamemnon is
therefore doubled — not only does she physically destroy his praiseworthy identities of general
and king through the usurption of his throne that results from his murder, this is also made
part of a verbal process which denies him the right to such identities at all, and instead
positions him only in identities for which he can be considered to have failed, and for which
he is more likely, at least in her eyes, to deserve the punishment which Clytemnestra awards

him.
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Like mother like children — Taking up the new discourse

Clytemnestra's family-focused discourse of blame, and influence over praise and
blame more generally, utterly confounds the chorus of the Agamemnon, as mentioned above,
and is thereafter represented as an integral part of her destructive behaviour in relation to
Agamemnon. Yet it is not a discourse which is wholly unique to her, and her production of it
proves immensely destructive to Clytemnestra herself, in all the plays which follow the
Agamemnon. As discussed above, Clytemnestra's children are able to resist her usually
efficacious commands in order to continue blaming her against her will. However, not only do
they continue to deploy more generalised blame against her, but it is also possible to see in the
specific arguments used by Orestes and Electra, the same type of discourses of blame for
Clytemnestra as a bad wife, and a bad mother, as those which she had turned against
Agamemnon.” Furthermore, at the same time as appropriating this discourse for use against
Clytemnestra, the children of Agamemnon also take steps along with the choruses of their
respective plays to re-position Agamemnon's identity back within the more traditional

discourse of praise for martial arts and heroism that Clytemnestra had replaced.

33 It could be possible to argue that this focus is a necessary facet of Clytemnestra's gender, since Clytemnestra
could not be expected to maintain any public subject-positions or identities such as those which are available
to Agamemnon. However, in the chorus of the Agamemnon's comment (258-60) that she is indeed entitled to
a public-serving identity while he is absent, there is some suggestion that here tragic standards, particularly
for Queens, allow for her having a rather more public identity than would be forgiven in an Athenian woman
(see Seidensticker (1995) 155-60 on this point. Foley (1981) 155-63 notes further that the strict division of
public/private when considering the responsibilities and roles of women even in Athenian life is
inappropriate, since the spheres are seen as complementary.) Furthermore, it is notable that when Orestes or
Electra choose to blame Aegisthus and Clytemnestra together, they raise the spectre of tyrannicide, and
criticise them for their behaviour related to their identities as rulers (Aesch. Cho. 972-7; Eur. El. 314-22).
There is no instance where this type of publicly-focused blame is attached to Clytemnestra alone, but the
inclusion of it as an aspect of her shared wrongdoing with Aegisthus indicates that it is not impossible for her

to hold and be criticised for such an identity.
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In the Choephori, Electra's long prayer, filled with blame for Aegisthus and
Clytemnestra, focuses on the household and the problematic relationships between the mother
and her children, not the public situation of Argos. She complains about Clytemnestra
'receiving' Aegisthus in exchange for selling her children (132-4),* and particularly about
mismanagement of the household resources — usually a responsibility belonging to wives, so
that Clytemnestra's squandering of resources represents a failure to perform properly in that
role.”” Orestes' prayer to Zeus a little later implicitly blames Clytemnestra in very similar
terms, describing Electra and himself as exiles from their home (254), and talking of the 'fall'
of the house as a whole (262-3). He repeats the same point about their apparent exclusion at
407-8. It is however notable that Electra's complaints tend towards the more vehement, and
the more specifically focused both on Clytemnestra rather than just the situation of the two
children, and on her failures as a mother and wife. After Orestes' comments, Electra cries:

M témep

ndBopev dyea TPOG YE TOV TEKOUEVMV;

[Shall we talk about] the pains which we have suffered, and those even from the one

who brought us into the world? (419-20)

As with Clytemnestra's blame for Agamemnon in the case of Iphigenia, the term Electra uses
is charged with the full weight of the physical relationship between Clytemnestra and her
children, so that blaming her for their “dyea” carries this resonance in strong terms.

Furthermore, in her description of the murder of Agamemnon which immediately follows, she

34 The same complaint is made by Orestes to Clytemnestra (915-7).

35 A similar argument could of course be made about her wasteful use of resources in the 'carpet scene'. Xen.
Oec. 7.25 makes management of the household property the wife's task, while the husband brings in the
necessary raw materials to add to that property. See also 9.16, 7.41-2. It is notable in connection with this
idea that on Agamemnon's return Clytemnestra takes pains to state that she has in fact been carefully

preserving the possessions of the household: Aesch. 4g. 609-10.
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says:

im io Saia

TévTolpe pdtep, Sataig &v dkpopoic

dvev moMtdv GvokTt',

dvev o0& mevinudtwov

ETA0g avoipwktov dvopa Bdyat.

Oh cruel and all-daring mother, it was a cruel deed when you buried your husband, a

king, without the citizens, without mourning and unlamented. (429-33)
While the concern over Agamemnon's funeral does place this event in a specifically public
context, or rather indicates the inappropriateness of it having not been so, Electra brackets her
statements with blaming adjectives about her mother, attached to nouns which indicate her by
her private relationships, not her role as queen or any similar title. Both her identity as mother
(430) and wife (433) are specifically referred to, so that these become the primary reference
points for the blame Electra speaks. The much-discussed scene involving the Nurse involves
precisely the same discourse of blame against Clytemnestra.’® While she does not criticise
Clytemnestra directly beyond the complaint that she does not grieve as she should (734-40),
the emotional story of her role in Orestes' upbringing explicitly contrasts her own behaviour
as nurse with Clytemnestra's as mother,”” and therefore has the effect of significantly
strengthening the criticisms which Electra and Orestes have made of Clytemnestra's behaviour

in that regard.

36 Sommerstein (2010) 189 and Conacher (1987) 120 do not doubt the Nurse's accusations here, while Margon
(1983) is less willing to accept them as accurate. See also Rose (1982).

37 Goldhill (1984) 248-9 argues that this scene contributes significantly towards the erasure of Clytemnestra's
identity as mother (discussed in more detail below), although he sees this erasure as being part of a civic
discourse represented throughout the tragedy, which represents the polis as able to replace the individual

family in significance and value. Conacher (2000) 335-6 provides some valuable criticisms of this argument.
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In the confrontation between Orestes and Clytemnestra, he too focuses entirely on
blame which positions her as a bad wife and mother. His sarcastic comment in response to
Clytemnestra's recognition of Aegisthus' death immediately brings her adultery to the
forefront (894-5). Clytemnestra immediately appeals to her identity as his mother (896-8) in
defence of her life, and once Pylades has overcome Orestes' hesitation, he returns to more
explicit criticism which is based on her adultery and the offence against his father he sees this
as:

£mov, TPOg aTOV TOVIE & 6OAcat OEAW:

kai {@vta yap viv kpeioooV' 1Yo Tatpos.

ToUT® Bavodca cuykdBevd', Emel PLAETg

TOV dvopa TodToV, OV 08 YpTV PIAETY GTLYELC.

You, follow me, I want to slaughter you next to him: for while alive you regarded him

as superior to my father. You can sleep with him in death, since you love this man, who

you should have hated loving. (904-7)

The complaint about Clytemnestra loving who she should not, and hating the one she should
have loved bears close similarities with Clytemnestra's blame for Agamemnon plotting against
those he should not have plotted against in Euripides' Electra (1010-1), which may suggest an
echo of Orestes' comment in her statement. Not only is Orestes' comment both explicitly and
vehemently critical of Clytemnestra's adultery, he is also concerned with the ways in which it
perverts the required relationship Clytemnestra should have shown as Agamemnon's wife, in
the same way that her later complaint will be about Agamemnon's duties specifically as a

father to those to whom he bears that relationship.” This focus will be maintained throughout

38 It has been argued (see esp. Caldwell (1974-5) 36) that this type of matricidal myth involving an issue of
adultery can be given an Oedipal reading, in which the son's fury over the adultery partly results from the fact
that, despite the absence of the father-figure, he has been unable to claim sexual possession of the mother.

See Griffiths (2012) for the problems of reading Orestes' matricide in relation to the idea of a 'matricidal
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their exchange. First he comments on the fact that Clytemnestra cannot maintain her
relationship with him due to her being the murderer of his father (909). Then he moves
explicitly to criticising her failures as his mother:

tekovod yap W Eppryag €ig TO SLGTLYES.

You bore me, then you threw me out into misfortune. (913)
Once again the use of tekoboa emphasises the physicality of her mother-son relationship with
Orestes, making his blame for her behaviour in that relationship even more emphatic. When
Clytemnestra attempts to refute this point (914, 916) he turns back again to her failures as
wife and the adultery with Aegisthus (917). As mentioned above, he refuses to entertain
Clytemnestra's equal blame for Agamemnon as husband, and even contrasts a picture of the

standard expectations for a wife's behaviour, remaining at home while the husband suffers,

with the inappropriate blame for this situation which Clytemnestra attempts (919, 921).

After the matricide, Orestes delivers his harshest blame for Clytemnestra's crimes,
including in a lengthy, vicious criticism for her behaviour which, as before, is very closely
focused on blame for her actions which casts her as a bad wife, and bad mother:

f11g o' én' dvopi TodT' EuNcaTo oTHyOC,

&€ ol tékvav fiveyy' vmo {dvnv Papoc,

oiAov TEmG, VOV d' £xBpov, OG paivel, HGKOG -

Tl 601 QOKET;...

To140' 1ol ELVOIKOG €V OOUOIoL Un

myth'. Not only does Caldwell's reading require subscription to Freudian interpretations of the development
of the self, in this case I would also argue that it does not take sufficient account of the specificities of

Orestes' complaints that it is the attempt to replace Agamemnon at all which has caused him such distress.
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yévorr™

But she who had in mind this hateful attack against her husband, from whom she had

borne the weight of his children under her girdle, children who were dear up to then,

but now are hostile, as it seems — how does she seem to you?... May such a wife as this

never come into my house! (991-1005)
Orestes manages to combine both accusations and demonstrate their interconnected nature.
He claims both that Clytemnestra is a bad mother, resulting in the hostility of her children,
and that she is a terrible wife, as is conveyed in its strongest terms by the hyperbole of his
final statement. Indeed in wishing to himself avoid such a wife, he elides the relationships
between him and Clytemnestra as mother and Clytemnestra as wife, so that no position is
indicated beyond those she should have in a traditional family setting — in his blame, Orestes
reveals that she is nothing more to him than mother and image of wife, affording her no
separate identity, in the same way that Clytemnestra sought to prioritise and construct only
Agamemnon's private identity through her own blame. The same focus is conveyed even
when Orestes briefly explains why he has killed Clytemnestra in the Eumenides:

AvOpoKTOVODGA TTATEP' EUOV KOTEKTOVEV.

She killed her husband, and she killed my father. (602)
The close juxtaposition of both identifications of Agamemnon, with no use of his name or
suggestion of his public roles, such as his kingship, has the effect of drastically emphasising
that it is Clytemnestra's offence against these relationships which is being blamed for her
death. As with the examples above, therefore, Orestes persists in the same type of blame
which Clytemnestra had used against Agamemnon, repeatedly focusing on her failures as wife

and mother in connection with her family relationships.
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The same discourse is repeated by Clytemnestra's children even more vehemently in
the Electra plays. Moreover, in these later productions, the idea that Clytemnestra has had
further children by Aegisthus is made prominent, so that Clytemnestra's crime as wife, of
replacing her husband with a new man, is doubled in her role as mother, and she becomes
similarly guilty of replacing her 'legitimate' children (Electra and Orestes) with new offspring.
In her explanation of her laments to the chorus, Sophocles' Electra focuses on her extremely
negative relationship with her mother, again indicating their physical connection in her
description (261-2), and in turning back to deal with Clytemnestra after her comments on
Aegisthus, complains of her adultery (272-4). In her direct confrontation with Clytemnestra,
Electra blames the murder of Agamemnon on Clytemnestra's adultery, rather than any revenge
for Iphigenia (561-2), and by far the longest portion of her speech, after the explanation of
Artemis' role in the death of Iphigenia, is given over to her blame for Clytemnestra's
behaviour as wife and mother (585-609). She calls Clytemnestra's adultery with Aegisthus
“aioyota mavtov” (586), and makes much of the idea that Clytemnestra has failed as a
mother by supplanting Electra and Orestes with her new children (589-91), and with her
apparent abuse of Electra and Orestes (599-609). Immediately after the death of Orestes has
been reported, Electra again blames Clytemnestra for her response by deliberate reference to
her maternity:

VOV yap oiudEot Tapa,

‘Opéota, T 6NV Evupopdy, 60" ' Exmv

pog o' VPPIlN UNTPOG...

Now I will lament for your disaster, Orestes, when in this situation you are insulted by

this mother of yours! (788-90)

Her comment has the effect of elevating the significance of Clytemnestra's 'insults' above

241



Orestes' supposed death, so that rather than the disaster itself, Electra objects most strongly to
Clytemnestra's treatment of it, and with particular attention to the fact that it is as his mother

that she is behaving in such a way.

In Euripides' Electra many of the same points are focused upon in the discourse of
blame against Clytemnestra. Even in her first statements of the play, she is already blaming
Clytemnestra:

1 yap mavorng Tovdapic, uimp &un,

€EEPalé ' olkwv, ydprta T10epévn mdcel

tekodoa O dAAovg Taidag AlyicOm mhpa

nhpepy' Opéotnv KAUE TolETTOL OOUMV.

For the accursed daughter of Tyndareus, my mother, has thrown me out of the house,

as a favour for her husband: and now she's borne other children to Aegisthus, she

makes Orestes and me into the illegitimate children of the house. (61-3)

Once again Electra immediately brings Clytemnestra's role of 'mother’ into the frame by
referring to her as such in a prominent position. Her complaint follows those lines by
emphasising the idea that Clytemnestra has rejected her legitimate children in favour of her
new offspring, so that Electra's blame suggests not only that Clytemnestra is a bad mother, but
even that she has entirely rejected the role in relation to her children by Agamemnon, in
favour of her relationship with Aegisthus and his offspring. Similarly in her lament, Electra
claims Clytemnestra:

pdtnp &' v Aéktpoig poviolg

dAL® cOyyopog olkel.

My mother, in her bloody bed, lives as wife to another man. (211-2)
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Again Electra makes her naming of Clytemnestra as 'mother' prominent, and the image of the
bloody bed, while obviously recalling the domestically-sited murder of Agamemnon, may
also recall a bed stained in childbirth, so that the reference to her as mother is made vivid, and
its corruption more evident by the slippage in the image between the murder of her husband
and the bearing of his children. In this neat two-line phrase, which ends her lengthy blaming
explanation to the chorus, Electra manages to combine both blame for Clytemnestra as mother
and Clytemnestra as wife, foregrounding both, while there is no mention here or anywhere
else in the lament which might lend a more public aspect to Clytemnestra's crime. Indeed, in
the only reference anywhere in her laments to a potentially public context, Agamemnon's
welcome home, Electra makes it clear that here too Clytemnestra has failed in the welcome a
wife is to supply, by failing to provide garlands for Agamemnon (163-4), and by using the
occasion to 'win' another man entirely (164-6). When explaining her situation to Orestes,
Electra similarly brings the two ideas of Clytemnestra's adultery and her failures as a mother
into extremely close contact, when she claims:
YOVOiKEG AvOpGV, O EEV', 00 maidwv eikat.
Women love their husbands, stranger, not their children. (265-6)

There is a rather bitter irony in this statement, as it is in fact Clytemnestra's failure to love her
husband that has caused the utter breakdown of her relationship with their children.
Furthermore, the use of the plural avop®dv might suggest an even more critical meaning to
Electra's complaint: 'women love men', recalling the polyamory which Clytemnestra has
demonstrated. Once again therefore, her failures as a mother, this time in loving her children,
are intertwined with her failures as a wife, both in failing to love her (first) husband

appropriately, and in loving men who were not her husband.
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In her confrontation with Clytemnestra the same discourse of blame is reproduced, and
in many ways finds some of its most extreme forms. Electra's accusations about
Clytemnestra's conduct as wife are no longer limited to the actual fact of her adultery; instead
she blames Clytemnestra for seeking an inappropriate relationship even before her association
with Aegisthus:

115, BuyaTpog Tpilv KeEKLPDGHAL GPAYE,

véov T' A’ Sikwv Avopog EEpUNUEVOD,

EavOOV KatdTTp® TAOKALOV EEGKELG KOUNG.

yovn &' andvtog vopog HTIg €K SOU®V

8¢ KUAAOC BOKET, S1dypa’ MG OVGAV KAKNV.

00OV Yap avTV Ol Bupacty EOTPETES

eaivey mpdosmmov, v Tt U INTh KoKov.

Before the sacrifice of your daughter had even been confirmed, when your husband

was only newly out of the home, you were adorning your yellow locks of hair in a

mirror. Whenever a woman works on her beauty while her husband is away from

home, you may put her down as wicked. For it is not necessary for her to show a

pretty face outside, unless she is seeking something wicked. (1069-75)

Electra's detailed accusations go beyond just complaining about Clytemnestra's current
relationship with Aegisthus, and extend the scope of her blame, so that she criticises
Clytemnestra's behaviour as a wife even before the adultery has begun. Indeed she even goes
on to argue Clytemnestra's behaviour is even worse, given that her excellent husband should
have deserved a similarly excellent wife (1080-3). Furthermore, her complaints about the way
Clytemnestra has contracted her new marriage once again indicate her failure as a bride, as

well as wife:
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A 0L TOGV KTEIVACH TATPDOVS OOV

MUV Tpoctiyoc, GAL' EmMvEYKm AEYEL

TAALOTPLO, LGOO0D TOVG YAOVG BVOLUEVT,

After killing your husband, why did you not hand over our paternal house to us, but

instead you brought it to another marriage, purchasing your husband-for-hire? (1088-

90)
Electra's complaint does not only focus on Clytemnestra's remarriage, but furthermore insists
on indicating the distortion which is present in Clytemnestra's conducting it for herself, by
providing the dowry and choosing her own husband. Not only has Clytemnestra failed in her
first marriage, therefore, she is blamed for her approach to the second, which demonstrates
her to be an unfit bride as well as wife. In this context it is also particularly worth noting that
in her insults to Aegisthus, Electra accuses him of hoping unreasonably that Clytemnestra will
be a good wife:

8¢ todto &' NAOeg dpabdiog dot HAmoag

G €¢ 6€ pev on untép' ovy EEotg KoKV

YNHaG, EHod O0¢ Tatpog Noikel Aéym.

You came to such a pitch of stupidity that you hoped that my mother would not be a

bad wife to you, even when she had already offended against the bed of my father.

(918-20)
Again Electra persistently names Clytemnestra and Agamemnon by their relationships to her,
but her complaint here also goes beyond blaming Clytemnestra for being a bad wife to
Agamemnon, and suggests that it is not possible for her to be anything other than a bad wife.
There is nowhere in this play or elsewhere any evidence that Electra's accusation here is well-

motivated,” but it is nonetheless a reasonable extension of the discourse which Electra in

39 Zeitlin (1970) 666. In fact supporting Aegisthus at the sacrifice is the act of a good wife — Foley (2001) 234.
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particular has turned against Clytemnestra. By repeatedly positioning her within this repeated
discourse of blame for her as 'bad wife' and 'bad mother', Electra participates in constructing
an identity for Clytemnestra, which, when it is combined with Orestes' violence, Clytemnestra
can not effectively contradict. Thus her accusation after the death of Aegisthus, even if it may
not seem motivated by events, is motivated by the knowledge of this aspect of Clytemnestra's

identity as Electra has created it.

It is important to note that this discourse of blame is explicitly recognised in
Sophocles' Electra as having belonged to Clytemnestra originally, and simply having been
taken up by Electra. Immediately after Clytemnestra has complained about Electra's blame for
her mother (discussed above), Electra argues that her behaviour is caused entirely by her
being taught by Clytemnestra. In response, Clytemnestra cries:

o Opéup’ dvondéc, 1| ' &y kol Tay' Emn

Koi Tdpyo Topd TOAL' dyav AEyety TOET.

Oh you shameless child, really my words and my actions make you say too much.

(622-3)

It is significant that Clytemnestra troubles to distinguish between what she has done and the
way she has spoken — and furthermore, that she argues that the difference caused is in
Electra's speech, not her behaviour. Moreover, Electra agrees:

oV TOL AEYELG VIV, OVK €Y(M. GV YOP TOLEIG

ToUpyov: T & €pya TOVG AOYOLG VpIoKETAL.

You say these things, I don't. For you do the deed, and it is the deed that finds the

words. (624-5)

Electra in her opening statement explicitly claims that the discourse she has turned against
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Clytemnestra is one that Clytemnestra herself speaks, even if she then also recognises the

intertwined nature of Clytemnestra's speech and actions.*

However, unlike Clytemnestra, Electra does not exhibit a wider relationship with
discourses of praise and blame, beyond the accusations she makes against her mother.
Electra's language does not contain the same repeated references to such speech, nor is she
overtly concerned with controlling the praise and blame of others as Clytemnestra is. Her use
of this discourse is temporary, and less self-aware than Clytemnestra's. The same is true of
Orestes — so that in combination their use of this discourse is powerful enough to cause the
same damaging effects towards Clytemnestra as Clytemnesta's to Agamemnon, but while she

has been alone, Electra's blame has had no strong effect on Clytemnestra.

Identity Destruction

Nonetheless, Electra's and Orestes' use of these discourses of blame partly derives its
strength not from their faculty with language, as Clytemnestra's, but from the sweeping and
exaggerated way in which they deploy these discourses. In several places throughout these
tragedies, this discourse of blame is extended far beyond the limits of the ways it was applied

to Agamemnon. Orestes and Electra are not satisfied with positioning Clytemnestra only as a

40 Cropp (1988) xxxvii further points to the many echoes between Euripides' Electra and the Clytemnestra of
the Agamemnon, so that it is not a significant stretch to argue that even if in this play Electra does not
specifically refer to her taking over her mother's discourse of blame, there is enough correspondence created
between them for the audience to recognise a similar effect. Finglass (2007) 277 (ad. 603-9) rejects the
claims for similarity between Electra and Clytemnestra which he claims come from “Electra's critics”, yet
while he is right to query the idea of any “moral equivalence” between Electra's unacted-upon hatred and
Clytemnestra's accomplished deeds, this does not necessarily also prevent any similarity at all between them,
particularly if this similarity is shown in their use of language. See also on similarities between the pair

Winnington-Ingram (1980) 246; Cairns (1991) 19-30.
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'bad' wife or 'bad' mother; several times they instead make use of this blaming discourse to
position her as not a mother at all, thus erasing that aspect of her identity entirely. Both
Orestes and Electra indicate in their blame that Clytemnestra has committed such great crimes
that they do not even continue to accord her the identity of mother. In the Agamemnon, Electra
names Clytemnestra:

EUN Y& UNTNP, OVOAUDG ETMVLLLOV

epoéVN Lo Tousi dVcOEOV TETAPEV.

My mother, in no way rightly named that, since she possesses such an impious attitude

towards her children. (190-1)
Similarly, in Sophocles' Electra, she accuses Clytemnestra:

Kot ' Eymye deoTOTV

7 untép' o0k ELaccov gig oG VEU®,

1 at least consider you more a mistress than a mother to us. (597-8)
Again she denies Clytemnestra's right to claim the identity mother, and positions her through
this blame instead as a tyrant or slave-owner over Orestes and Electra.” Furthermore, in
Sophocles' play she repeats her claim in conversation with Orestes:

pTnp KoAgitar untpi &' ovdgv é&lool.

She is called my mother: but she is in no way the same as a mother. (1194)
In Euripides' Orestes Orestes makes a very similar comment to Tyndareus about how
Clytemnestra should be named:

1 o1 6¢ Buydtnp (untép' aidodpon Aéyev)

Your daughter (I am ashamed to say 'mother’). (556)

In her welcome to Orestes in the Choephori, Electra insists on addressing him by a plethora of

41 This could also be connected to the complaints from Orestes which accuse Clytemnestra of 'selling' him in

exchange for Aegisthus.

248



family relationships:

... TPOGOVOAY O' E0T' Avaykaimg Exov

TOTEPQ TE, KO TO UNTPOG €1G € Lot PEMEL

otépynBpov — 1| 6& mavdikwg Eyxbaipetar —

Koi g TuBeiong ynAedg OpocTdpov:

motoC &' ddedpoc N6o'...

1 address you necessarily as father, and the affection for a mother falls to you from me

— for she, rightfully, is detested by me — and even the affection for our ruthlessly

sacrificed sister: and you have been a faithful brother. (239-42)
Of the relations Electra lists, only Clytemnestra is still alive, giving her claim to address
Orestes as her mother much greater weight than the rather more reasonable suggestion that he
may stand in for her dead relatives. Moreover, Clytemnestra is the only one the transferral of
whose identity to Orestes Electra takes pains to justify, with her criticism of her mother. As
with the examples above, Electra's address here has the effect of erasing Clytemnestra's
identity as mother, through the blame which names her as “&xfaipetar”, and positioning
Orestes instead as mother, in the same way that he stands in as a substitute father and sister. A
similar but somewhat inverted idea is also found in Electra's lament for Orestes in Sophocles'
Electra where she claims:

olte Yap mOTE

uNTPoOg 60 ¥’ foba pudrlov § kapod eilog

You were never the beloved of your mother more than you were mine. (1146)
This claim comes as part of Electra's argument that she had taken on the responsibility of
raising Orestes (1143-8), and thus again contributes to an erasure of Clytemnestra's identity as

mother as the result of Electra's blame, although this time Electra substitutes into that role
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rather than Orestes. In his interesting analysis of this play, Kirk Ormand has also argued that
in her excessive lamentation and care for Agamemnon's household Electra perpetrates a
system of endogamous marriage, effectively ending up 'married' to her dead father.” As a
result, it is possible to see Electra as having erased Clytemnestra not only as mother to
Orestes, in order that she can substitute herself into that role in her relationship with him, but

also as wife to Agamemnon, with a similar substitution achieved.*

Dramatic examples of these ideas are also found in the claims of those around Orestes
and Electra who take up this idea and also use it against Clytemnestra. In their urging Orestes
on against Clytemnestra, the chorus of the Choephori suggest:

gnavcog Opogovoy

9% ¢¢

POg € “tékvov” “maTpds” avda,

And when she cries out to you “My child” shout over her, “My father's child!” (828-9)
Their suggestion is effectively that Orestes should erase Clytemnestra's identity as his mother
entirely, by shouting over her assertion to it with one that claims only his father as his parent.
Apollo's argument in the Eumenides that the mother is not a parent at all (658-674) is
therefore the final capstone to a rhetoric of blame which is found throughout the discourse in
which Clytemnestra's identity is constructed, and Athena's similar assertion that she can be her

father's child alone sanctifies and ratifies this erasure of the mother in relation to Orestes (734-

43).

42 Ormand (1999) 65-7.

43 The deception enacted in Euripides' Electra in fact also closely mirrors this situation of maternal erasure,
although particularly in its transference to Electra herself. Cf. Zeitlin (2008) 323. Electra is already
positioned as a wife who is not a wife, yet the deception also relies on her claiming an identity as mother
while in fact not being one. The strange doubling of wife/not-wife mother/not-mother is a close parallel to

Clytemnestra's situation of being inappropriately Aegisthus' wife/not-wife, and mother/not-mother to Orestes

and Electra. See also Hall (2006) 79-80.

250



Thus in their use of this blame to erase Clytemnestra's identity as mother entirely,
Orestes and Electra take this discourse to its most extreme end, far beyond the use
Clytemnestra puts it to in her positioning as Agamemnon only as a bad father and husband. As
a result, even if their use of such efficacious speech is less obviously skilful or marked by
consciousness of its effectiveness, they prove themselves able to turn Clytemnestra's

discourses of blame against her as a part of their destruction of her, and her identity.

Rehabilitating Agamemnon

At the same time as turning Clytemnestra's discourse of blame against her, Electra and
Orestes, and the characters and choruses who support them, are engaged in an attempt to re-
situate Agamemnon back within the traditional discourse of masculine praise, which focuses
on his public life and martial exploits. As discussed above, this discourse is already present in
the Agamemnon, in the praise and blame given by the watchman and chorus to Agamemnon.
However, in the Agamemnon, these attempts are overcome by Clytemnestra's facility in
managing praise and blame, and her competing, privately-focused discourse is substituted for
theirs. In the later plays, this is not the case — as shown above, Clytemnestra's children
forcibly direct her own privately-focused discourse of blame against her, and simultaneously
begin the work of restoring Agamemnon to his traditional place within the discourse which

she had previously suppressed.

This process begins in the Choephori, in the lament which Electra and Orestes sing for

their father. In itself, this is a very effective genre within which to produce such a discourse of
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praise, since the laments for buried men were in Sth-century Athenian society the most
prominent, public context for such praise.* Orestes' opening comment does not explicitly
praise Agamemnon, but instead shows how he should have been praised, if he had died at
Troy:

Mrav v edkAelay €v 060y

TéEkvaV T' €v kKeAevbolg EmoTpentov aid

You would have left behind you glory in your house, and for your children a life in

which people turn around to see them in the streets. (349-50)
Orestes is therefore explicitly aware that this type of praise, appropriate for a man who dies
glorious in battle, is not the discourse within which his father has been positioned, but
nonetheless argues for its appropriateness for Agamemnon. In response, however, the chorus
do not limit themselves to hypotheticals, but immediately move to praising Agamemnon as:

EUMPET®V

GEUVOTILOG AVAKTWOP

Prominent, as a revered ruler. (356-7)
They focus on his public role as king while alive (360), and deliver praise only related to this
topic, without the indication of the contrast between this praise and the blame he has actually
received, which Orestes referred to. From then on, the chorus of the Choephori repeatedly
refer to Agamemnon in these terms, as martial commander and king,* entirely ignoring his
private or domestic roles, as at 627-8, 723-4, and in their final comment of the play, where
Thyestes is described with reference to his children, but Agamemnon only with:

dgvtePOV Avopog Pacideta Taon,

44 Katz (1994) 81. See also Foley (2001) 231.
45 Sommerstein (1989) 162 however notes the somewhat darker aspects of this type of address, particularly

when it comes to the EFumenides, given the negative portrayals of the war found earlier in the trilogy.
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AoVTPOdAIKTOG &' MAET Ayoudv

TOAELLOPYOG AVIP°

Secondly, the kingly sufferings of the man who was the war-leader of the Achaeans

was destroyed, slain in his bath. (1070-2)
Similarly in the Eumenides Orestes identifies Agamemnon to Athena as:

Ayopépvov', avopdv vavPatdv appoctopa,

Eov @ o0 TTpoiavT dmoky TAiov oMY

gonioc...

Agamemnon, commander of men and sailors, with whom you made the city of llium

into no city at all. (456-8)*
In the following case, Apollo directly praises Agamemnon, when he argues:

00 Ydp TL TOVTOV dvopa yevvaiov Baveiv

d10600TO1G GKNTTPOIGL TYLOAPOVLEVOV,

1t is not at all the same thing, for a noble man to die, who was honoured by the royal,

god-given sceptre. (625-6)
The epithet “yevvaiov” and even his kingship are set as positive descriptions of Agamemnon's
identity, and here again there is no direct reference to his role as father or husband, so that his
public, praiseworthy identity is the one which endures, particularly as this is in fact the final
description of Agamemnon in the trilogy. It is perhaps particularly notable in the Oresteia that
Orestes claims immediately after the death of Clytemnestra:

VOV aOTOV aivd, VOV Amoludlo...

Now I can praise him, now I can lament him. (1014)

46 Rosenbloom (1995) esp. 106-117 argues that this naval imagery is part of an Aeschylean argument against
the dangers of naval hegemony. However, as with the praise from the herald discussed above, there is no
indication that Orestes here intends such a negative meaning within the play — any such connotations are

extra-dramatic.
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He explicitly connects Clytemnestra's death with the freedom to praise Agamemnon which
has previously been denied, and all the following references to Agamemnon by his public
identity must be seen as a part of this freedom, which Orestes has established by overcoming

Clytemnestra's ability to produce her competing discourse.

In the same way, Electra takes pains in Euripides' Electra to contrast Clytemnestra's
discourse of family-focused blame with her own praise for her father's public identity. In one
of her very first comments she calls him “xAewvod” (206), a word which suggests awareness of
previous praise which has brought him to that status. In her complaints to (the still unknown)
Orestes, she refers explicitly to Agamemnon's role as military leader by referencing the slaves
he has taken from Troy (316), to his kingship and sceptre, along with his command over the
Greek army (320-2), and finally to his destruction of Troy (336). The choral ode of 432-481
gives a lengthy, decorative description of the ships in the expedition to Troy, and the arrival of
Achilles, before ascribing all of this as a positive attribute of Agamemnon's in their
description of him as:

TOIdVY' AvakTo dopmdvmv

... QVOPDV...

Lord of such spear-carrying men. (480-1)"

Similarly in her song of praise for Orestes, Electra refers to him as:

... TOTPOG €K VIKNOOPOL

veyag, Opeota, the vm' TMw pdyme

Orestes, son of your father who won the prize of victory in the war at Troy. (880-1)

The use of the word “vikneopov” gives the passage an epinician flavour,” and Electra

47 For interpretations of the complexities of this ode, O'Brien (1964); King (1980).

48 See Chapter 3, n3 on epinician echoes of this term.
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therefore manages explicitly to work in epinician, public praise for Agamemnon's victory at
Troy at the same time as she celebrates Orestes' success against Aegisthus. Even in her insults
towards the dead Aegisthus, she takes pains to point out:

Kaynuog aioyp®dg untép' dvopa T EKToveg

otpatniatodvl' "EAinctv, ook EA0mv @piyag.

And you shamefully married my mother, after killing the man who was the leader of

the Greek army, even while you didn't go to Troy at all. (916-7)
It is particularly notable here that while Electra refers to Clytemnestra as “untép'",
Agamemnon is described entirely with reference to his role as general, and Electra does not
indicate her relationship with him or his relationship with Clytemnestra — he is described
neither as her father or her mother's husband. As a result, this identity as husband and father is
left unspoken, and becomes subsumed in the public, praiseworthy identity he holds as the
Greek general. Similarly, as discussed above, Electra's speech to Clytemnestra focuses
particularly on blame which criticises her mother for her behaviour as wife and as mother, yet
describes Agamemnon thus:

8vdp' elyeg o kakiov' AiyicOov mooy,

6v ‘EALOG avTiig €lAeTO oTpaTAd TNV

You had a husband who was certainly not worse than Aegisthus — in fact Greece

herself chose him as her commander-in-chief. (1081-2)
Again therefore Clytemnestra's family-focused blame finds its answer in Electra's publicly-
oriented praise, as she refuses to accept the validity of Clytemnestra's discourse, and instead

re-positions her father within a type of praise which is traditionally more appropriate.

It is possible to see in this attempt to rehabilitate Agamemnon through discourses of
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praise a similar clash of identities as that discussed in Chapter One, in relation to Euripides'
Heracles. As with Heracles, Agamemnon is described in relation to two separate identities,
one public, martial, and concerned with leadership, the other private, and concerned primarily
with his roles as husband and father. Yet in the Heracles, Heracles' private identity finds no
confirmation through the discourse of public praise within which he is positioned; instead his
heroic, public identity is reaffirmed, so that it is this which survives the clash. In contrast, the
praise discourse positioning Agamemnon as a public leader is overcome by Clytemnestra's
skill in praise and blame in the Agamemnon, and does not truly recover from the competition
with her competing, family-focused blame discourse until it is resurrected and produced more

successfully by his children.

The Dangers of Discourse

Clytemnestra's destruction is the result of her own discursive practices as much as it is
the result of her physical acts. In killing her kin, Clytemnestra leaves herself vulnerable to the
same death, and, as | have shown above, in producing and forcibly positioning Agamemnon
within a privately-focused discourse of blame for his behaviour as husband and father, she
similarly becomes vulnerable to the same discourse about her behaviour as wife and mother,
when her children take up the task of positioning her discursively. Yet there is a further
problematic aspect to this discourse, and its use by Electra and Orestes, which I would like to
deal with briefly. The rather famous comment of Pericles, that women should be spoken of
neither in praise nor in blame, does not allow for the type of family-focused blame discourse

shown to be active in these plays.*”’ If the act of praising or blaming in Athenian culture is

49 Although see further discussion of the problematic aspects of this in the Introduction. Hollway (1984) 236-7

has argued that availability or non-availability of subject positions in particular discourses is part of what
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therefore to be seen as part of the masculine, public sphere, it would seem that the production
of a discourse of privately-focused blame would present its own difficulties, even before the

serious problems caused by its then being directed against a man.

Indeed, tragedy does provide some evidence for the problems inherent in the
production and use of such a discourse, in the figures of Orestes and Electra. As discussed
above, both children use this discourse to great effect in constructing an identity for
Clytemnestra as bad mother, bad wife, and ultimately erasing her identity and positioning her
as no mother at all. However, the problems inherent in the very production of this discourse,
become apparent in the ways they also attempt to speak about one another, particularly in the
case of Electra, who, as a woman, should according to the Periclean ideal be prevented from
participating in such discursive practices. Scholars have already discussed in great detail the
perversion that results in Euripides' Electra from her use of epinician praise when describing
Orestes' attack on Aegisthus.™® As was the case with Clytemnestra in the Agamemnon, it is at
best disturbing to see a woman involved in the production of such praise at all, let alone the
concerns which result from its content. Moreover, there are repeated occasions in tragedy
which demonstrate that Electra is unable to limit her family-focused blame to Clytemnestra as
she might wish — while she is not seen turning it against Agamemnon, there are occasions
where this type of blame seeps into her descriptions of Orestes, and she criticises him too for
his failures as her brother, rather than in relation to any of his public positions. As with her
criticisms of Clytemnestra, Electra's blaming speech is not marked with the self-conscious

language that Clytemnestra's displayed, and is thus not shown as being particularly effective,

establishes and reinforces gender-differences in any given society, an argument which has particular
resonance for the apparent attempt by Pericles to claim that subject positions within discourses of
praise/blame should be entirely unavailable to Athenian women. See also Moore (1994) 65.

50 See esp. Zeitlin (1970) 655-7; Swift (2010) 157-72.
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but it nonetheless indicates a corruption in their relationships that she is so freely willing to

cast blame against all of her surviving relations.

It is primarily through the delayed recognition of Sophocles' Electra that Electra is
presented with any opportunity to talk about, rather than to, Orestes at all. The decision to
delay the reunion has many results, but for the purposes of this discussion one of the
particularly interesting issues it creates is that Electra is seen blaming Orestes for his role in
her unhappy situation, caused by her need to wait for him. In her opening discussion with the
chorus she complains of Orestes' messages and his failure to return to her (168-72), and then
goes on to emphasise this point by blaming his absence as a main cause of her situation:

&ym o' Opéotnv TdVOE TPOSUEVOLG' del

Tavothp' EPNEev 1 TéAoy' dmOAAvpOL.

LEAL®V YOp el Opav TL TAG 0VGAG TE OV

Kol TG dmovoag EAmidag dStEpOopev.

And as I am always waiting for Orestes to come and stop all this, [ am perishing in my

unhappiness. For always in delaying doing anything he has wrecked my hopes, and

even hopes that were far from me. (303-6)

The chorus follow this up by asking for further information about her brother (317), and
Electra complains again of his hesitation and inaction (319, 321). Furthermore, when
Chrysothemis enters the stage, Electra immediately begins to blame her too for her apparent
submission to Aegisthus and Clytemnestra (341-68), and even claims a lack of kinship with
her, resulting from Chrysothemis' apparent association with her mother instead of her father
(341-2, 365-6). Once she has heard of Orestes' apparent death she returns to blaming him for

destroying her hopes (808-12), and in her lament over his urn claims:
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¢ W dndrecag
dndrecac Sfit', @ kaciyvnTov Képa.
How you have destroyed me: Yes, you have destroyed me, my dear brother. (1163-4)
In Electra's case, her persistent blame for her mother has effectively spilled over into blame
for her brother and sister too, so that all of her relations face her criticism for their behaviour
in relation to her. It may be pertinent here to note the strain of scholarship which argues
persistently for a reading of Sophocles' Electra in which Electra becomes steadily more
unstable and degraded as the play proceeds, and particularly the recent argument of Graham
Wheeler that this downward progression is the result of her transgression against gender-
based conventions.”® The corruption in Electra's familial relationships as a result of her
excessive use of this privately-focused blame discourse could well be seen as part of the same
pattern of gendered self-destruction as argued for by Wheeler — in attempting to claim the
(controversial) right to produce such an inappropriate discourse Electra causes her own

destruction, in the same way as her mother had before her.

The same issue is seen in Euripides' Electra, where Electra is also found blaming
Orestes in his absence. She complains very early on in the play of Orestes':

oikTpav &v BaAdpolg Mmawv

TOTPPOLG EML CLULPOPAIG

aAyioTouotv AOEAPAV.

Leaving your pitiable sister to disasters in your father's halls. (132-4)

51 Wheeler (2003). On Electra's disintegration: most drastically Winnington-Ingram (1980) 228 argued for her
being as much a victim of the Furies as their agent. See also Friis Johansen (1964) 8-32; Kells (1973) ad
1313, 1346-88. I agree with Wheeler that it is not satisfactory to judge Electra's behaviour and situation as if
she were not a woman, as March (2001) n.2 does, in an attempt to avoid this type of reading. Issues of gender
and the setting of standards for women are rife particularly in Electra's own blame for her mother (as

discussed above), and cannot therefore be disregarded in considering Electra herself.
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Here her description of herself as his sister, rather than any use of the first person, brings their
relationship to the foreground in contextualising Orestes' supposed offence, in the same way
that both children's repeated focus on Clytemnestra's relationship to them made it such an
emphatic part of their blame. The same complaint about Orestes' absence is made to Orestes
himself (unknowingly) at 245, and a little later she imitates Sophocles' Electra by complaining
of his hesitation or apparent cowardice (275, 277). Interestingly in this play these complaints
are also turned back on Electra herself in the chorus' comment that she has done something
terrible specifically to her xaciyvntov in urging him on (1204-5), thus again foregrounding
the relationship as the necessary context for their blame. Furthermore, by the end of Euripides'
Electra both children of Clytemnestra have also begun to blame themselves for their terrible
behaviour as a son and daughter, so that none of their remaining family relationships are left
untainted by this type of blame (esp. 1182-4, 1194-7, 1214-7, 1227-32). Therefore for Electra
in both Electra plays, the deployment of blame against all of her family-members is
represented as having grown beyond her control, so that there is no relation besides her father
who she does not criticise. It may be effective against Clytemnestra, but it is perhaps no
coincidence that in order to be successfully rehabilitated, Euripides' Electra and Orestes insist
on Electra's successful transition, through marriage, out of the Atreid family entirely, to one
where she has as yet made no use of this type of privately-oriented blame, and thus has

corrupted none of her new familial relationships.

Conclusion

Thus, Clytemnestra makes her claim to production of the discourses of praise and

blame surrounding Agamemnon a part of her wholesale destruction of him. Yet, unlike
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Deianira, she is not content simply to reject the traditional, masculine, public praise discourse
he is usually positioned within, but instead uses her influence over speech, praise and blame
to position him within a new discourse of blame, one which focuses on his failures as a
husband and father, and is thus wholly concerned with the private, family roles he plays.
When this discourse is appropriated by her own children and turned against her, however, it
becomes part of Clytemnestra's death too. Furthermore, the inappropriateness of this discourse
being perpetuated as part of public praise causes it to destabilise family relationships

throughout the generations.

Clytemnestra's fate, like the techniques she uses against her husband, can further be
seen as being very similar to that of Deianira. While they both succeed (even if Deianira's
success is reluctant) in destroying their husband's praiseworthy identities through their
manipulation and rejection of praise and blame discourses, they are themselves both destroyed
in the process. As a result, both represent the dangers of female involvement in such a process
— their victories are pyrrhic at best, and unlikely to have been considered a 'success' in any
meaningful sense for an Athenian audience. However, there is one further example of a tragic
female character who similarly involves herself in a process of identity construction and
destruction through her manipulation of praise and blame discourses, yet does not suffer the
same fate as a result. In the next chapter I shall demonstrate that Euripides' Medea, like
Clytemnestra, demonstrates a self-conscious manipulation of praise and blame discourses as a
method of positioning her husband, Jason, and herself, and constructing the desired identities
for each. However, unlike Clytemnestra, Medea further demonstrates a consistent ability to
draw on 'socially coherent', established discourses of gendered blame in her methods of

identity construction, which is a key element of her success and survival, in contrast to the
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ultimate failures of Clytemnestra's and Deianira's methods.
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Chapter Five: Jason and Medea — Switching Discourses

In some ways, the issue of praise and blame is more central to Euripides' Medea than
any other play featuring a married couple. Both characters face an exceptionally high level of
blame from one another, and even more unusually, this is directly addressed to the individual
concerned. Furthermore, the focus of the chorus on poetry and song as a way of establishing
reputations demonstrates the importance of this concept within the tragedy itself. Not only do
the chorus comment repeatedly on the importance of poetry, particularly in relation to the
tradition of blame faced by women, but Jason and Medea too make reference to the
importance of the reputations they develop, based on the comments of others, and Jason
mentions song specifically as part of this. As part of this context, the chorus express a wish for
the reputations of men and women to be exchanged, so that women become better thought of
while men receive the condemnations for faithlessness which they deserve. However, what
the chorus does not recognise is that Euripides' Medea represents a world where their

anticipated reversal has already happened.

In the Medea, Medea demonstrates a similar awareness of the functioning of praise
and blame in constructing identity as that shown by Deianira and Clytemnestra. Yet unlike
Deianira, Medea does not simply resist the discourses of praise established by others about
her husband. Instead, she insists on propagating her own discourse of blame within which
Jason is positioned both by her, but also by the chorus and other characters in response to her
complaints. Furthermore, this blame is unusually and explicitly gendered in a way which does
not apply so obviously to Clytemnestra's use of a similar tactic. Medea and sometimes Jason

himself both express awareness of the ways in which this blame is gendered, often assigning
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it to a generalised discourse of blame traditionally applied to women. However, Medea's
recognition of this aspect in particular indicates a high level of self-awareness in her use of
this tactic. Furthermore, by repeatedly positioning Jason within discourses of blame 'marked'
as suitable for positioning women, not men, Medea's blame has the effect of positioning
Jason not simply as blameworthy, but specifically as a blameworthy woman, according to the

terms of the discourse.

It is an inherent risk of identity construction as a discursive process that it can be
challenged or subverted by other participants in the process of such construction.'
Furthermore, although the 'subject' in such poststructuralist approaches may be constructed
through the production of subject positions in discourse, he or she nonetheless also remains an
active participant in such construction, capable of producing new discourses, but also of
reflecting on the positioning of their 'self' within these discourses, and of turning that
reflection outwards to consider the positioning of others.” In the Medea it is possible to see
Medea and the chorus engaged in precisely this type of reflection, since she leads the chorus
in considering the importance of what is said in establishing identity, and in the production of
specific discourses of blame within which Jason is positioned. Medea's approach is one which
further makes destructive use of this understanding, since she noticeably chooses to draw on
discourses of blame which Jason has identified and named as gendered, specifically feminine,
and positions him in these rather than discourses of blame which would be marked more
normally as applying to masculine values. Discourse production in a society relies on
understanding and acceptance from others in that society — it is impossible to establish a

discourse which is considered to be incoherent, and thus a great deal of subject positioning

1 See Introduction, above.

2 Weedon (1987) 125; Sunderland (2004) 173-4.
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takes place within discourses which are widely recognisable and accepted, even where a

position involves explicit rejection of such a discourse.’

It is therefore perhaps not surprising that in her predominantly patriarchal society,
Medea must make use of blame discourses which are already established in order to position
Jason, even if these are not discourses within which men could normally be positioned. The
chorus, after all, recognise that poets have not previously said enough about men's weaknesses
(429-30), indicating a lack of any recognisable discourse along these lines which Medea could
appropriate.* It has long been recognised that an awareness of poetry's role in establishing
discourses of praise and blame is placed centre-stage in the Medea by the chorus' famous
lines:

dvo Totapdv iepdv ympodot Tayal,

Kol dika kol TavTo TdAy oTpépeTar

avopact pev 06 Boviai, Bedv o

0VKETL o TIG Bpapey.

Tav 0 €uav gbrdelav Exev flotdv oTPEYOLGT PALLOL

EpyeToL TILO YOVOUKEID YEVEL

0VKETL OLOKEANOOG QAL YVVATKOG EEEL.

podoat 6¢ TaAatyeveémv ANEOLG GOV
AV Euav Duvedo oL AmGTOGUVAY.

00 Yap &V AUETEPQ YVAOUQ ADPOG

3 Sunderland (2004) 29, 169-71; Hollway (1984) 236; Moore (1994) 65.

4 The chorus thus almost pre-empts a central argument made by Irigaray on the impossibility of a female
subject within a patriarchal society dominated by masculinist discourses (1977). See further Smith (1988)
144-6.
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dmoace OEomy Ao

Doifog ayntop perémv: émel avtdyno av duvov

Apcévav Yévva. Hakpog o™ aimv Exet

TOAAGL P&V AUETEPOY AVOPDY TE LOTPOV EITETY.

The streams of sacred rivers flow upwards, and order and everything twists about; for

the thoughts of men are deceptive, and their pledges by the gods no longer hold fast.

Rumour will overturn my life and bring it good repute; honour is coming to the race of

women: no longer will shrieking rumour come to women. The songs of ancient poets

will stop singing our faithlessness. For Phoebus lord of songs did not grant to our

minds the inspired songs of the lyre: or I could sing a hymn in answer to the race of

men. For great time could say many things about the fate of men as well as ours. (410-

430)
The chorus' ode is sung in a decorative style, and its highly poetic nature, with specific
reference to Phoebus and the lyre emphasises the unusually metapoetic style of the ode.” Its
focus on poetry as a vehicle for transmitting discourses of blame against women further
demonstrates an unusual level of self-awareness of this feature within the world of tragedy,
itself a poetic producer of discourses.® The ode has the effect therefore of highlighting the
importance of this element in interpreting the play. At the same time, however, it demonstrates
the unusual nature of this focus from the perspective of the characters involved in the drama.
In hearing this ode, the audience is presented with a group of characters who, like the chorus,
demonstrate far more awareness of the functioning of poetry to transmit and authorise

discourses of praise and blame than is usual in tragedy. In the figure of Medea, this awareness

5 See Swift (2013) 140-1 on some of the complications caused by the chorus' apparent song to disavow their
own ability to sing here, which she sees as representing a conflict between their gendered identity as women,
which Medea encourages them to identify with most strongly, and their identity as a chorus.

6 Swift (2013) 141-2 on the problematic features of praise/blame poetry as represented within the ode itself.
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is further turned to destructive ends, as she uses this understanding to begin her own

persuasive, dangerous positioning of Jason within specific blame discourses.

Scholarly interpretation has tended towards two specific points in the discussion of
this section. The first approach suggests that this ode indicates the confusion of the chorus,
who have been taken in by Medea's speech, leading to their own confusion and inability to
correctly pass moral judgements on her behaviour as the play goes on.” The second approach
focuses much more on the awareness of genre and literature displayed by the chorus in this
ode, leading to a reading which argues that the play itself is attempting to do what the chorus
sings of, with limited success. One of the first to suggest this reading was Knox (1977), who
claimed, “'Legends now shall change direction; woman's life have glory' sings the chorus, but
the future tense is unnecessary. Euripides' play itself is the change of direction.”® Later readers
added some very necessary caveats, with Rabinowitz rightly pointing out that the chorus of
male voices singing a male author's words, might not be able to represent the full reversal they
anticipate in women's position,” and Boedecker positioning the play as a conflict between
literary genres — tragedy and epic — with tragedy overtaking and negating the old-fashioned
heroics of epic.'” Rehm argued similarly to Boedecker, although with a rather more gendered
perspective, that the Medea represents Medea's failed attempt to break out of a male, heroics-
based method of discourse and replace it with a new female Adyoc." The latter argument is
similar to those of the scholars such as Foley who see the Medea as demonstrating a conflict

of values and characteristics as embodied in the figure of Medea — male, heroic, traditional

7 Mastronarde (2010) 118.
8 Knox (1977) 224.

9 Rabinowitz (1993) 153.
10 Boedeker (1997) 108-9.
11 Rehm (1989) esp. 106-11.
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morals contrasted with female 'virtues' such as maternal feeling.'> However, close examination
of the play reveals that many of these interpretations fall short of understanding the full extent
of what is happening in Euripides' Medea. Far from expressing only a wish for the future, the
chorus describes what they and the other characters in the tragedy continually demonstrate — a
complete reversal in the types of praise and blame given to the male/female pair, Jason and
Medea. Knox's analysis therefore comes closest to describing the situation presented in the

Medea.

However, the reversal indicated in the chorus' ode is not specifically the result of
Medea's violence, which, in itself, has no obvious effect on reversing poetic discourses of
blame against women. Rather the culmination of the chorus' envisaged reversal, is found in
the way that the others on stage around Medea speak of what she has done in murdering her
children — the terms which they choose to blame her, and equally, to blame Jason. Medea's
awareness of discourses of gendered blame, traditionally used to position women as lustful,
crafty, faithless, and over-emotional, allows her to draw on these discourses for blame which
positions Jason in precisely the same way." This construction of Jason is largely accepted by
those around her, so that combined with the reversal in their respective fates enacted by her
violence, her blame succeeds in leaving Jason, not her, positioned as blameworthy, and

feminine.

12 Foley (1989) revised in (2001) suggested influentially that the debate Medea holds with herself at 1019-80
represents a struggle between Medea's two gendered selves, each of which embodies one part of these
virtues. The recognition of male/heroic qualities in the presentation of Medea has been argued for by
Maddalena (1963), followed by Knox (1977), Bongie (1977), Dihle (1977) esp. 29, Burnett (1973) (although
this view was adjusted slightly in Burnett (1998)), Rickert (1987), McDermott (1989) esp 56, Seidensticker
(1990).

13 For the use of generalisations such as 'women are/do x' to mark the use of particular, established discourses,

see Sunderland (2004) 178.
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Renown and Reputation

The characters of the Medea display a keen awareness throughout the play of the
importance of praise or blame in forming their reputations, and their public presentations of
themselves. This awareness is shown by characters and the chorus throughout the tragedy, and
is thus not only to be found in the chorus' ode about poetry as a vehicle for forming
reputations. In fact, in taking this tack in their ode, the chorus is responding to an attitude
which Medea has demonstrated throughout her time on stage. Medea establishes the
importance of this idea explicitly as part of her concern for self-construction and presentation
to those around her, so that the chorus follows her in considering the issue. Medea frames her
very entry on to the stage, and thus, perhaps, even her visible existence as an individual within
the world of that stage, as undertaken due to concerns for her reputation, and specifically
concern that she might earn blame:

... EENABoV SOV

un poi Tt pépuyma@’- oido yap ToAkovg Ppotdv

CELVOVG YEYDTAG, TOVC HEV OUUATOV o,

ToUG & &v Bupaiolg 01 & ae’ 1HoVyov TOSOG

dvuoKAelov EKTOOVTO Kol pabupioy.

I have come out of the house lest you blame me: for I know that many mortals are

haughty, both away from sight, and when they're outside: but others from their offhand

way of life get a bad reputation and one for indifference. (214-8)

Indeed she carries on talking about potential risks to a reputation for a further four lines,

eventually turning with her own situation 12 lines into her opening speech — so that the
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concern for reputation and blame is far more prominent.'* Furthermore, upon Creon's entry to
the scene a little later, there is a repeated emphasis on reputation and blame. First, Creon
claims that he is relying partly on the reports of others against Medea to make his decision
(287-9). In fact the audience have already seen that these reports are truthful — Creon could be
responding to what Medea has promised the chorus she will attempt. However, Medea claims
in her refutation that the whole matter is one of a mistakenly bad reputation, crying:

00 VOV pe TpdTOV GAAL ToAAGKLS, Kpéov,

EPAaye dO&n peydha T' lpyaoTol Kokd.

Not for the first time now, but often, Creon, has my reputation greatly harmed me and

made trouble. (292-3)
She goes on to a further lengthy development of the harm a particular reputation can cause,
dwelling on the perils of being thought clever. Given the way she speaks about the others
around her, and the way they view her cleverness (303), it might be expected to see some
evidence of more widespread hostility among the Corinthians, perhaps represented by the
chorus, but it seems that despite her argument, Medea has been able to preserve her reputation
with everyone except for Creon — who aside from her cleverness has focused his accusations
on the threats which the audience knows to be true."” Medea's argument against Creon's
accusations attempts to set up an alternate identity for herself to that established by this
negative reputation he bases his arguments on, as she argues:

oy M3 &xet pot, un Tpéong Nudg, Kpéov,

14 Rabinowitz (2004) 52 notes further that her choice of vocabulary also has a masculine effect. However, it is
perhaps relevant to note that while her description may be masculinised, her need to excuse her exit from the
house into the public arena is a type of speech limited to female characters in tragedy (See further on this
Chapter 3, n30).

15 On the Corinthian friendliness to Medea in this version Easterling (1977) 180. The Nurse comments that she
is loved by the Corinthians (15), possibly alluding to the myth which is noted by the scholiast to Pindar O/.
13.74 — that Medea had saved the Corinthians from famine.
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®oT’ € TVPAVVOLS AVOpag EEapapPTAVELY.

Do not fear me, this is not in me, Creon, to be able to harm the royal family. (307-8)
Medea attempts to counteract the 'reports' of threats which Creon has heard with a
presentation of her identity (the 'type' of person she is) which establishes it as one entirely
alien from the identity he claims is hers, and on which her reputation is built. However, even
if the audience hadn't heard the same threats for themselves, the Nurse's words at the very
start of the play make it impossible for this false, alternative identity to stand as the 'true'
Medea, as she wishes it to. The Nurse has both expressed fears that Medea is precisely this
kind of person (39-42), backing it up with the assertion “&y®da tvde” (39), and revealed that
she has already committed crimes against the leaders of two lands — Pelias (9) and her father,
as Medea herself later confirms (31-4, 166-7). Medea's attempt to create a new identity for
herself with Creon, having rejected the one at the root of her unfavourable reputation, is
therefore unsuccessful, forcing her to turn instead to formal supplication, which does not rely
on her being a particular (kind of) person in order to succeed.'® Medea's awareness of the
potential distinctions between a reputation and 'actual' identity, shown in her first statements
to the chorus, therefore leads to her awareness that this gap can be manipulated in order for
her to influence Creon. Even if her attempt is ultimately unsuccessful, it shows a subtle degree
of awareness of how reputation and blame can be essential for achieving her goals, as well as

how it can be turned against her and thus, at her hands, against Jason.

Medea is not the only character to demonstrate awareness of the importance of a

16 On Medea's use of supplication to persuade Allan (2002) 56; Rabinowitz (1993) 129-30, who argues that her
supplications position her as victimized and thus sympathetic; McClure (1999b) 373, who calls it a 'typically
feminine' aspect of her persuasion of male characters; Foley (2001) 258-9; Williamson (1990) 21; Boedeker
(1991) 98-9. Allan (2007) 121 suggests Creon's acceptance of Medea's supplication demonstrates his piety

rather than simply her persuasiveness.
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reputation in establishing the public identity of an individual. After the chorus has introduced
the idea of poetry as a vehicle for establishing praise and blame and the negative reputations
of women, Jason takes up the same idea in his argument against Medea. He claims:

névteg 84 6” fobovt” ovoav “EAAveG coprv

Kol 00&av Eoyeg €1 0¢ YNG Em” éoydiTolg

dpoiotv dHKelg, VK Bv Nv Adyog c£0ev.

ein &’ &porye punte pvoodg &v dOHo1G

It Opoémg kdAAov Duvioat HEAOG,

el un 'mionpog 1 toym yévortd pot.

All the Greeks know that you are clever and you have a reputation: if you were still

living on the farthest boundaries of the land, there would be no story about you. Let

there be neither gold nor the power to sing songs more beautiful than those of

Orpheus in my house, if fame does not become my lot. (539-44)
Not only does Jason recognise Medea's own desire for a good reputation and fame, he also
makes it clear that such considerations are important to him (more so than gold, even, which
has supposedly partly spurred him on to the new marriage at the centre of the tragedy (559-
565)) — and he connects them explicitly in his wish with song. Medea does not acknowledge
Jason's point at all, but it is notable that she has spoken of all her major, undoubtedly familiar,
mythical achievements in her own address to Jason, effectively demonstrating for the
audience the reputation which Jason claims not unreasonably to have been instrumental in her
winning.'” It is also notable that it is not solely the two 'main' characters and the chorus who
demonstrate this concern with the importance of reputation and renown; even Aegeus in his
brief time on stage devotes some time to expressing his desire to remain blameless,

“avaitiog,” in the eyes of his hosts (730).

17 cf. Foley (1989) 75. On the mythical tradition surrounding Medea and Jason see Graf (1997).
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All of this repeated stress on the issue of praise, blame and reputations makes it clear
that these are central to any interpretation of the play. Furthermore, Medea's particularly
subtle understanding of how reputation, blame, and identity can be manipulated to cause
harm, is a central facet of her success in destroying Jason. It is this understanding which she
deploys against him, and which enables her to appropriate traditional blame discourses to

position him in such a damaging way.

Blaming Jason

It is widely acknowledged by scholars that Medea's introduction to the audience, while
she remains off-stage, is framed in terms more usually found in describing a male, heroic
figure, than a woman. Her off-stage cries of grief strongly parallel those of Sophocles' Ajax,'®
and the images the Nurse uses to describe her of a rock and then a wave (28), present her as
masculine in her hardness.” Even the repeated allusions to her wrath (93-4, 99, 107-8, 172)
and references to her potential for violence are very unusual in descriptions of a woman. In
fact the word y0Aog used in accusation several times against Medea (1150, 590, 172, 99, 898,
126, 94) about her persistent anger is far more commonly in tragedy applied to male figures —
describing Ajax (Soph. 4j. 41, 744), Zeus (Aesch. PV. 29, 376), Hephaestus (Eur. Phae. 258),
Neoptolemus (Soph. Phil. 328), and Heracles (Soph. Trach. 269).*° Furthermore, the famous

comparison between childbirth and battle which she makes in describing women's fate (241-

18 Knox (1977) 196.

19 Boedeker (1997) 129-30.

20 The term is also used once of Electra's anger (Soph. El. 176), and for Hera and the Erinyes (Eur. Her. 840 and
1T 1439). Medea has by far the most sustained association with the word — and an entirely unparalleled one

for any other mortal woman.
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58) insistently brings the heroic, masculine world of war into the realm which is more

properly Medea's as a woman, so that she forcibly assimilates them.?

Her reversal of traditionally gendered discourses is not limited to the way she presents
herself or is presented by others, however. Medea is not alone in tragedy as a female character
described in language more usually applied to men, since such descriptions are also applied to
characters such as Clytemnestra.”> However, what makes her situation in the Medea
particularly unusual is her active participation in continuing the process of gender reversal in
the discourses of blame which she directs against Jason, and which are taken up and
propagated by the chorus and other characters. Each of these discourses is in fact deliberately
and explicitly marked by Jason, Creon, and indeed Medea herself as being properly applicable
to women, not men. As a result, Medea's appropriation of such discourses of blame along with
deliberate attempts to position Jason within them and refuse to let herself be thus positioned is
a far more noticeably gendered approach to blame than seen in other tragedies such as the
Trachiniae, or even the approach used by Clytemnestra. To some extent this approach is even
highlighted by Medea's first direct criticism to Jason of his behaviour:

O TOYKAKIGTE, TODTO Yap o' eimeiv Eym,
YADGOT UEYIOTOV €1G Avavopiay Kakdv,
Oh most vile man, for I have this to say to you, the worst thing from a tongue against
such base unmanliness. (465-6)
Medea directly connects her blame with what she considers his 'unmanliness', thus closely

intertwining her blame and the feminisation of Jason that these discourses produce.

21 See further on this point Mastronarde (2010) 264.
22 Foley (2001) 260-2 and n.61. On Clytemnestra McClure (1999a) 72-5; Katz (1994) 84. On the 'masculinized
women' of tragedy more generally, Gould (1980) 56-7; Pomeroy (1975) 98-101; Foley (1981) 151-2.
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Effectively this comment signals the approach to blame discourses that will predominate in

her speech throughout the play, with its destructive result.

One of the discourses of blame most obviously marked as gendered, and primarily for
identifying women, is one which positions women as lustful, and inappropriately invested in
sex. Discussion of this issue is unusually common in the Medea, which is filled with terms for
Jason and Medea's relationships which evoke a sexual context in their use of words for 'bed'
rather than more neutral terms, so that the words Aéyoc, Aéktpov, govn and koitn occur 32
separate times in the play.” Medea who first identifies this discourse as being marked for use
in positioning women, when she argues about women:

Otav o' &g uvNV NOKNUEVT KVPTY,

0VK 0TIV GAAN PPNV LLOLPOVOTEPOQ.

Whenever she turns out to have been wronged in matters to do with the bed, her mind

is more murderous than any other. (265-6)

Jason makes a similarly generalised statement of blame, positioning women as excessively
concerned with sex, to Medea in their agon:

AL €¢ TocoDTOV fKeD' ot dpBovpévng

eOVAG Yuvaikeg Tavt' Eyev vouilete,

Hv &' ad yévnton Evpeopd Tig &g Aéxoq,

A AQOTO Kol KAAAMGTO TOAEUMDTOTO

T0ec0e. ...

But you women have come to such a point, that you think if the bed has been set

straight then you have everything, but if some disaster occurs to your bed, you hold

your most agreeable and finest things to be most hostile. (569-73)

23 Sanders (2013) 45.

275



This type of blame is modelled on a traditional discourse of blame regarding women as overly
sexual which is found throughout Greek literature.”* Both Jason and Medea in their use of
generalisations of this kind also mark them as explicitly gendered, to be applied to women as
a class, not just Medea herself.”” In Jason's case this is particularly unexpected — his ongoing
conflict is with Medea, not women generally. Moreover, unlike Hippolytus, who makes
similar blaming generalisations against women while keeping himself firmly away from any
positive interaction with them, Jason is already engaged in a relationship with a different

woman, Creon's daughter, making his generalisation somewhat more unusual.

Medea's use of this generalisation might be similarly unusual, since it suggests a
somewhat self-loathing willingness to draw on traditional blame discourses to criticise
herself. In fact, however, rather than acknowledging this discourse as applicable to herself,
Medea instead persists in drawing on it to blame her husband, Jason. It is notable that a great
deal of her blame for Jason represents an attempt to position him within this same discourse,
as destructively lustful and concerned with his bed. Furthermore, Medea is significantly more
successful in positioning Jason in this way than Jason is in his own attempts to do the same to
her, since while she and the chorus never accept that such blame might be applied to her, the
chorus and even Aegeus do accept and even participate in perpetuating her criticisms of

Jason.*

Medea often expresses her blame for Jason's behaviour in terms which establish the

24 Gould (1980) 55-6; Carson (1990) 159; Allan (2002) 61; on narratives of women's destructive sexuality
Goldhill (1995) 145.

25 On the traditional generalisation of blame for an individual woman becoming blame for the entire class see
Loraux (1993) 72-110; McClure (1999b) 377; on these as especially common in Euripides Pomeroy (1975)
106-8. This is also oddly true of modern blame for women. See further on generalisations of blame below.

26 Mastronarde (2010) 136-7 sees the chorus' responses to Medea as evidence of her 'manipulative power'.
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sexual nature of his transgression. Early on, before Jason is present to hear her blame, she
calls his new marriage a “yquovg” (marriage), a relatively neutral and less sexual term. Yet
once he has arrived on stage, he is faced with her direct accusation that he has:

... Kova 8' EKTIom A&y,

OOV YEYOTOV" ...

Taken a new bed although we already had children. (489-90)
In contrast to her earlier statement, which described his union simply as a marriage, here she
makes explicit reference to the marriage bed, and to it, or, rather, marital sex, as a source of
children. It is notable that it is this particular aspect of this accusation which Jason attempts to
refute, claiming explicitly:

oy, N o kviln, 6oV piv &xdaipmv Aéyoc

KOvig 08 vopeng ipépm memAnypuévog

It was not the thing which provokes you so, that after hating your bed I was struck

with longing for the bed of the maiden. (555-6)
Further, he complains again a few lines later that Medea is galled by the issue of sex
specifically (568), before making the generalisation listed above that this is a typically
blameworthy quality found in women.”” Yet despite his complaints that this is Medea's
preoccupation, not his, in referring to his new bride a few lines on, he calls her “Aéktpa”
(594), which is a term more straightforwardly translated as 'bedfellow' than the perhaps less

implicitly sexual yovn.? It is therefore perhaps in response to Jason's lingering on these details

27 Jason's description of Creon's daughter as a vopen is somewhat problematic in itself — not only does it imply
that he thinks of her as young and nubile, sexier than Medea (Sanders (2013) 46), but also sets up an
interesting parallel to Medea's younger self, since Jason later uses very similar terms to talk of their early
relationship at the time when their children were born (1336). Jason effectively implies precisely that he has
replaced Medea with a younger model.

28 In Euripides this word refers far more often to the bed than the occupant thereof, but it is also significant that

it very frequently appears where situations of sexual impropriety and in fact almost exclusively infidelity
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that Medea accuses him:

YOper OO Yap THS VEOOUNTOL KOPNG

aipf) xpovilwv dopdtwv EEdmoc.

voppev' ...

Go away: for you are seized with desire for your newly-tamed maiden, having spent so

much time outside of your house. Go off and be married. (623-5)
Her focus on Creon's daughter as a maiden, and reference to Jason in terms of desire, both
suggest a more erotic approach to his new bride than Jason has previously admitted (555-
566). Her dismissal is abrupt, and immediately followed by the focus on his apparent
motivation, particularly given the use of the term “n600c,” which is often sexual in meaning.”
It is also notable that Jason makes no further response to this accusation, simply leaves,
leaving Medea's interpretation of his reasons for going as the only motivation suggested.
Furthermore, it is this comment by Medea that is followed by the chorus' ode about
Aphrodite's power, featuring the prayer:

o€ mot' AUEILOYOLG OpYAG AKOPESTA TE VEIKN

Bopov EkmAnEac' £T€pOoig €mi AEKTPOLG

(including where divine relationships interrupt mortal marriages) are being discussed, as at Her. 345; El
1037; Hipp. 14 (even if the impropriety is in Hippolytus' eyes only), 463, 860, 944; And. 35; Hec. 635; Tro.
404, Ion. 819; Hel. 637, 666, 794; Pho. 49, 59; Or. 1009; and I4. 1275. The only cases in Euripides where
Aéktpa does not occur in this troubled context are at Supp. 56 in relation to Aethra's marriage to Aegeus
(although given the more usual mythical background for this relationship, the portrayal of it here as a 'regular’
marriage is itself rather odd), Tro. 745, where Andromache calls her marriage bed 'dvotvyii', and 981 where
Hecuba claims that Athena dislikes the Aéktpa; Hel. 1400 where Helen claims to be honouring her first
'marriage-bed' in the faked funeral; and Pho. 14 where it is the childless bed of Laius and Jocasta. The vast
majority of instances of the term Aéktpa in Euripides therefore refer to situations of sexual infidelity (no
comparable case can be considered for Sophocles and Aeschylus since it appears only once in the extant
works of each).

29 See McClure (1999b) 387, who also points out that Medea's later (1364) accusation that Jason's desire is a

vooog, makes use of a term most often used in Euripides for specifically female desire.
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npocPdrot dewva Kompig, ...

Never, terrible Cypris, dash disputatious anger and unending strife against me, having

struck my heart with desire for another's bed. (639-41)
It therefore seems reasonable, as Buchan has argued, to see this ode expressing fear of
excessive lust as being aimed not at Medea's situation, but Jason's, and to thus as supporting
the construction of Jason which Medea has put forward, as forming inappropriate sexual
relationships due to his concern for sex.”® The chorus have earlier suggested tentative
willingness to accept this idea with their comment:

€1 0¢ 00¢ TOo1G Kova A&y oePi-

Cet, ...

If your husband reveres the bed of another... (155-6)
Now, no trace of the conditional remains, and the impression is conveyed that in their time on
stage together, the chorus have come to believe Medea's blame to be an appropriate way to

criticise Jason.

Having apparently convinced the chorus, Medea next turns to Aegeus, and in her
conversation with him draws upon the same discourse of blame to construct the Jason to
whom he will react. When Aegeus asks why Medea has been set aside, the conversation
proceeds:

A: motepov €pacbeig 1| ooV Exbaipwv Aéyoc;

M: péyav ' Epota’ motog 00K EQL GILOIC.

A: Tt vov, &utep, O Aéyelg, 0TIV KOKOG.

Aegeus: Was it some passion or was he starting to hate your bed?

Medea: A great love: he has become unfaithful to his loved ones.

30 Buchan (2008) 7-8, who also connects the ode's words to Aegeus' situation.
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Aegeus: Well then, if that's the case, as you say, he is wicked! (697-9)
It is Aegeus who introduces the idea that Jason may have developed a new love, and his
vocabulary, while far more dispassionate than Medea's, specifically focuses on Jason's actions
in terms of “é€pacBeis” and, once more, the bed. Medea follows his cue by blaming Jason for
developing a great “€pmta’”, once again eschewing the more neutral talk of a marriage for talk
of erotic passion. What is notable here is that Aegeus immediately accepts Medea's claim, and
agrees that Jason is, therefore, base. Furthermore, he directly connects this blameworthy
character of Jason's to what Medea has said — her attempt to construct a Jason who is
blameworthy for his inappropriate love affairs has expressly succeeded, since Aegeus agrees

and accepts that this construction of Jason is correct.

There is further evidence elsewhere that this type of blame by Medea is successful,
since the Nurse also talks of Jason's new match in explicitly sexual terms. She claims:

yapoig Taowv Bacihkoig svvaletan,

Jason is lying down in a royal marriage. (18)
Once again the use of the verb guvaleton in combination with the more neutral ydpoig draws
attention to the sexual side of his relationship, since it refers specifically to Jason and Creon's
daughter lying down together rather than the legal or social aspects of the match. Moreover, in
itself it is a rather unusual verb in the context of marriage.’' Similarly in her description of the
situation to the chorus she claims:

TOV HEV Yap ExEL AEKTPO TUPAVVOV

The bed of the royals holds on to him. (140)

31 The verb is not common, but is found elsewhere in explicitly sexual contexts in Euripides — as at lon. 17,
1484; Phae. 45 See also Hom. Od. 5.65, 5.119. In Euripides and Sophocles it can mean the more neutral 'lie
down' but specifically in the context of illness, so that it is entirely separated from the context of marriage: as

Soph. Trach. 106, 1041, 1242; OT. 961; Eur. Or. 152.
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The Nurse thus again describes Jason's interest as being specifically the royal 'bed' rather than
describing a woman or maiden. Her use of this blame is not quite the same as the chorus' or
Aegeus', since both of these take their cue from Medea's words on stage, whereas the Nurse
speaks before Medea at the start of the play. Nonetheless, given Medea's ability to convince
all other supportive characters around her that this is the appropriate way to position Jason as
blameworthy, it is not a terribly great stretch to suggest that the Nurse, as a subordinate if
supportive character, also imitates this language and sentiment from her conversations with

Medea, even if it is not seen to happen within the bounds of the play itself.

Thus Medea's use of blame primarily focused on Jason as inappropriately concerned
with sexual matters draws on a discourse of blame marked as traditionally applicable by her
and by Jason to women, not men. Yet her convincing and persuasive speech makes such a
distortion of the tradition successful, and Jason continues to be positioned in such a way by
the chorus and other characters, despite his unsuccessful attempts to instead turn such a

discourse against Medea.

The discourse of women as blameworthy in love/lust is not the only blame discourse
directed at women which Medea draws upon in her criticisms of Jason. A similarly traditional
discourse of blame for women as tricky and deceptive, and particularly suited to planning
harmful acts in secret is identified by her in her early plans:*

... TPOG OE KOl TEPVKOUEV

YOvaikes, &g puev EGOA' aunyoavotatol,

KOK®V O& TAVTOV TEKTOVES GOQMTATAL.

And furthermore we are women by nature, totally resourceless in noble things, but

32 McClure (1999a) 26-7; Foley (2001) 112; Murnaghan (2009) 238.
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most clever in crafting all kinds of harm. (407-10)
Her contrast between noble' deeds and the evils which women can work reflects the decision
she has made not to take the 'noble' route and stab Jason and his new wife (378-80), but
instead to use poison and stealth (384-5), as long as a way to do so safely appears, and is thus
intimately bound up with the type of trickery and plotting she anticipates for her course of
action. Creon makes a similar complaint about a particularly dangerous type of woman which
draws upon the same traditional discourse of blame of dangerous women who plot tricks in
secret:

yovr| Yap 0&EVOLHOG, O¢ &' abTwS avip,

PA®V PLAAGGEY 1) GLOTNAOS GOPT.

For a hot-tempered woman, or a man like that even, is guarded against more easily

than a silent, clever woman. (319-20)

Yet it is actually Jason in the Medea who is explicitly blamed as having acted in secret
and been deceptive and unfaithful. Medea is never directly blamed for any type of deceptive
act, or for secretive dangerous behaviour, other than implicitly via the generalisations above.
Once again Medea establishes this as an appropriate type of blame for him, since the Nurse
describes her crying out about his broken oaths (20-23) in which she had been deceived, and
the audience is shortly treated to the same type of outburst (160-3), with the Nurse's and
chorus' acknowledgement (168-70, 206-210). To herself she labels his behaviour strongly in
terms of deceit and trickery when she calls his act:

101¢ Ziov@eiotg 10160 Tacoog yapoig,

This Sisyphean marriage of Jason. (405)

Furthermore, in their agon scene Medea first objects at length to his having broken his oath to
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her (492-5), then directly argues against his long justification of his actions:

¥pfiv o', gimep foba | kokdg, meicavtd pe

YOUEV Yapov TOVO', AAAL Un oty ellmv.

It was necessary for you, if you were not to be wicked, to have persuaded me about

making this marriage, but not secreted it away from your loved ones. (586-7)
Jason ignores her comments about his oaths entirely, and dismisses her argument about his
acting in secret (588-90). However, in doing so he simultaneously admits that her accusation
is valid, since he does confirm that he has in fact acted without having told her. As a result
Medea's positioning of Jason within this type of blame stands, she demonstrates successfully
that he is the type of person that Creon had warned against, and she herself had identified as
generally a dangerous type of woman. Furthermore, once Aegeus arrives on the stage, Medea
again makes a similar criticism to Aegeus, although this time it is put more subtly, when
Aegeus asks whether Jason approves her exile (707):

AOY® eV ovyl, Kaptepelv O fodAeTal.

In what he says, he does not, but he is willing to put up with it! (708)
Once again therefore Medea blames Jason for acting deceptively, keeping his own counsel
contrary to what he says, and neither Aegeus nor any other contradicts her, since Aegeus is

entirely willing to accept this construction of Jason.

Aegeus is not the only person to accept Medea's construction of Jason, since he is
joined most noticeably by the chorus. The crisis in poetic blame which the chorus envisage is,
after all, triggered by their dismay at Jason's failure to keep a sworn oath (413-4), and they
claim:

avopact pev 06 Boviai...
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The thoughts of men are deceptive. (413)
Indeed here the chorus take Medea's construction and, just as she and Creon had indicated it
as a discourse of blame suitable for the positioning of women, they insist on expanding it
outwards beyond Jason so that it becomes a discourse of blame, given authority by its analogy

to the established poetic discourses they refer to, suitable for positioning men in general.

A very similar, if not overlapping, discourse of blame is indicated once again by the
chorus' complaints about blame from poets:

podoat 6¢ maAatyevémv ANEOLG' 0DV

AV EUAV DUVEDCOL ATIGTOGVVAV.

The songs of ancient poets will stop singing our faithlessness. (421-2)
The chorus identifies a discourse of blame found in poetry, one which positions women as
faithless, even as they avow that it will no longer be applied to women at all. This avowal is
of course triggered by Medea's fury at and blame for Jason's corresponding faithlessness in his
inability to keep to his oaths. The audience's first experience of Medea involves hearing her
cries about Jason's oaths:

o peyéha @éut kol moTvL' Apte,

Aevooel' & maoyw, peydrolg Opkolg

EVONGOUEVO TOV KATAPOTOV

oG, ...

Oh great Themis and mistress Artemis, do you see the things I suffer, I who have

bound my abominable husband with great oaths. (160-3)
The Nurse claims that Medea has been making such statements for some time (20-3, 168-70),

and the chorus further support this point by echoing once more what she is saying. As a result
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Medea's blame for Jason's failure to keep his oath is not only highlighted by her own cries, but
it is also taken up and passed on, even if primarily in the form of a reported statement, by both

the chorus and the Nurse.

Once they confront one another, Medea once more makes a great deal of his faithless conduct:
OpKoV 8¢ PpoHoN ToTIC, 00O EY® pobEV
&l Be0vg vopilelg Tovg 10T’ 00K Apyewv ETt
1| Kowva KeloBat Béopt” avBpomolg o viv,
émel ohvolstd vy’ eig En ok gbopkog V.
Trust in your oaths is gone, and I do not understand if you think the gods no longer
rule or that now there are new rules laid down for men, since you know that you have
not been faithful to your oath to me. (492-5)
Jason's faithlessness is here raised up as so heinous that it can even overturn established
theology, echoing her earlier complaints to the gods that his offence is against them as much
as her. She similarly accuses him sarcastically:
... Boopootov 8¢ og
Ex® OGSV Kol ToTOV 1) TdAY' €YD,
el pevéopai ye yoiav xPefAnuévn,
I have in you a wonderful and faithful husband, wretched me, if [ am to flee the land,
thrown out of it! (510-1)
In his response, Jason does not even refer to Medea's accusations about oath-breaking, much
less successfully refute them, despite his attempts to address others of her concerns. Even
when the children are dead, he does not respond to Medea's calling him “ygvddpkov” (1392).

As with the discourses of blame discussed above, Medea also uses this type of blame to
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persuade Aegeus of the identity he should ascribe to Jason, claiming:

... TOTOG OVK QU PILOLG.

He has not been faithful to his loved-ones. (688)
It is perhaps noteworthy that Medea here describes Jason's failure to be faithful as something
he is, rather than a way he has behaved, and Aegeus follows this cue in his response, as
mentioned above, by claiming that Jason therefore is base (699), just as Medea says. His
faithlessness, along with his inappropriate lust, is therefore accepted by Aegeus as being a
quality of Jason's identity, established successfully in Medea's speech, or specifically, through
her blame. Much has been made of the following scene with Aegeus and the oath he swears to
protect Medea (731-755) — with scholars arguing both that it is meant to demonstrate the oath
that took place between Medea and Jason, and that it is meant to contrast with an oath which
did not properly take place.” However, whether the oaths Jason swore were legitimate to an
Athenian audience or not, the preceding discussion between Medea and Aegeus shows that he
accepts her construction of him as faithless, in a way that Aegeus proves not to be. The
effectiveness of this construction once again lies partly on the fact that Medea draws on a
traditional discourse of blame, usually directed against women, in order to establish it as part

of Jason's identity.

A further discourse of blame marked as appropriate for construction of female identity
yet used primarily against Jason in the Medea is one directed against women as 'over-

emotional'.** Yet Medea's use of this discourse in her construction of Jason as blameworthy in

33 Allan (2007) (with full notes for the discussions of oaths in the play) argued that the 'oath' Medea claims to
have performed with Jason is not meant to be seen as legitimate by the audience. It is important to note
however that while an audience might have judged this to be the case, Jason himself never states or even
implies that the 'oath' she holds him to is invalid, which would presumably have been a valuable point in his
defence.

34 On this as traditional blame Zeitlin (1996) 343-4; McClure (1999a) 40-7 in relation to women's role in
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these terms is in many ways the most effective, since it is also configured in their relative
statuses as the play progresses. At the start of the play, Medea laments, and Jason argues
coolly,” while by the end of the play, the situation is reversed, and Jason laments while Medea
responds coolly. As regards this type of blame, therefore, while it receives less explicit
acknowledgement from the characters who interact with Medea, it is nonetheless borne out as
a reasonable construction of Jason by his own behaviour after the death of his children. Again
it is Medea who marks out this type of criticism as being supposedly appropriate for
positioning women, when she comments:

yovn| 6& BfjAv Kkdmi dakpvoig Eu.

A woman is by nature female and prone to tears. (928)
The statement occurs as part of what scholars have called Medea's 'performance’ of femininity

in order to persuade Jason, and he accepts it as a legitimate argument immediately.*

Yet Medea undergoes a conscious process of making sure that this blame cannot apply
to her, by several times connecting her emotion for her children to the idea that she will be
laughed at and her reputation damaged, and rejecting it as therefore inappropriate to the
identity for herself she wishes to establish.”” The chorus first suggest that her emotion will
prevent her plans, when they ask:

ds 6" duparta tposParodoa

lament.

35 It is important to note however that in her early, off-stage lamenting, Medea more resembles the male Ajax of
Sophocles than a female sufferer such as Hecuba, whose misery is played out entirely on-stage (Foley (2001)
260 and with a further comparison to Hecuba 260 n61; Knox (1977) 76). Furthermore, it is in the description
of her misery that a great deal of the vocabulary describing her as dangerous, hard, and super-human
discussed above occurs, making this not obviously typical female behaviour on her part.

36 Barlow (1989) 163-64; Boedeker (1991) 99; Foley (2001) 258-61.

37 Foley (2001) 261-2 persuasively argues that here Medea is deliberately converting herself to a more

masculine/heroic figure, and dropping a 'feminine mask'. See also Levett (2010) 62.
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TEKVOLG BO0KPLY LOTPALY

GYNGELS POVOU; ...

Having turned your eyes to your children how will you bear their fate of murder

tearlessly? (860-2)
Medea overcomes that emotional response in her lengthy monologue (1019-80), so that by the
time she has heard of the fate of Creon's daughter and is fully resolved, she no longer speaks
emotionally (1236-50). As a result, once the children are dead, it is not Medea who gives way
to grief and proves 'prone to tears', but Jason. He claims “£€poi 6& tov €uov daipov' aidlev
ndpa’” (“mine is a fate to bewail”) (1347), and Medea coolly recognises that she has “touched
his heart” (1360). As the scene goes on Jason attempts to make her take a greater share in their
joint grief (1361), but she does not accept it. Furthermore, he descends from anger into a wish
to “xhadoor” (‘mourn’) (1377) his children, calls them ¢iitata (1397) and longs to touch
them (1399-1400), before begging Medea directly that he might touch them (1402-3). He also
cries:

AAL' OmoOcoV YoV Tapa kol dvvopol

160 Kol OpNvd KamBedlw

But groaning as much as I can I call the gods against you and lament. (1408-9)

His use of the formal word for a lament emphasises the emotional nature of his appeals by this
stage, and in response Medea has remained calm, choosing to insult Jason rather than express
any similar mourning.®® It is not hard to argue that her previous claim that women are inclined

towards tears seems more apt for Jason's behaviour here than her own, while he laments and

38 Knox (1977) 206-11 saw the end of the play as moving Medea beyond humanity, and into the position of a
theos, removed from the action, thus her emotional detachment, which Jason does not share. See also Pucci
(1980) 161, and 158ns 28 & 29 for a variety of earlier scholarly views on Medea's elevated reappearance;
Mastronarde (2010) 186 deals with the dramatic conventions involved in her appearance as a deus ex
machina. Rutherford (2012) 95-7 on the ways in which Medea's final scene contrasts with a standard deus ex

machina epiphany.
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wails, and she merely argues in response.

Thus in her blame against Jason, Medea repeatedly draws on traditional discourses of
blame against women as lustful, purveyors of secret tricks, unfaithful and overly-emotional.
Both she and Jason further explicitly acknowledge the usual appropriateness of this blame for
positioning women, thus specifically marking the gendered aspects of the blame discourses
she positions him within. As a result, Medea's persuasive blame successfully constructs an
identity for Jason which is blameworthy, but also feminised, since he is repeatedly criticised
in terms more appropriate for women's failures than men's, and these criticisms are widely
accepted by other characters and the chorus. Unlike the other male figures discussed
elsewhere, Theseus, Heracles, Ajax and even Agamemnon, Jason furthermore has recourse to
no competing praise discourses within which to establish a masculine, heroic identity. He is
primarily positioned through blame, not praise, and suffers a great deal as a result. However, it
is possible to see in his own responses to Medea some attempts to rectify this situation, as he
engages in an attempt to position himself within a more traditional discourse of male praise,
even if this is unusually solely self-generated.” Unfortunately for Jason, Medea's mastery of
speech provides her with the means to counteract his self-praise with her own more effective
blame. Furthermore, she is able to engage in the same method as he does to generate her own
effective identity through self-praise, in such a way that she strengthens her power on stage as

she simultaneously destroys Jason's.

39 While Ajax and Heracles in particular also engage in identity construction through self-praise (see Chapter
1), they are also surrounded by a great deal of competing praise and blame from those around them, so that
this process is not nearly so isolated as it is in the case of Jason, who receives no praise of any kind from

anyone in the play bar himself.
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Self-praise and Identity

The most significant difference between the cases of Jason and Agamemnon, or
Heracles in the Trachiniae, or even of Ajax and Heracles in the 4jax and Heracles, is that
unlike any of these individuals, none of the characters or chorus who share a stage with him
participate in establishing any competing discourse of praise within which to establish an
alternate identity to the one which Medea propagates in her blame. Similarly while
Clytemnestra may dominate the praise/blame discourses within which Agamemnon is
positioned in the Agamemnon, this effect is offset by the effective speech of Orestes and
Electra, so that, after his death at least, his identity is somewhat rehabilitated. In contrast,
Jason's situation is more like that of Theseus explored in Chapter 2 — there is no strong,
enduring identity for him of any kind established in the praise of those around him, so he is

left to be constructed primarily through Medea's blame.

There are however some attempts by Jason himself to create a competing discourse of
praise which establishes a contrasting identity to the blameworthy, female-indexing one which
Medea propagates. In fact, Jason attempts to convert the discourse surrounding both Medea's
main accusations, that he has betrayed his oaths and marriage to her, and that he has done
wrong in marrying again at all, into discourses which position him as the heroic, reasonable

male leader of the household, a position which Medea refuses to allow him.

In his longest speech in answer to Medea's accusation, Jason even manages to praise

himself as regards the speech itself, claiming that he will have to be a good speaker in order to

counter her (522-4), and furthermore creating an image of himself as captain of a ship which

290



has rather Argonautic echoes.* Then, rather than allow Medea's image of her help (476-89) as
being the key factor of his success, Jason instead argues that he was helped by a god:

Eym 0’, €me1dn Kol Aov Tupyois yapv,

Kompy vopilm thg éufig vavkinpiog

chtepay ivat OedV 1€ KAVOPOTOV HOVDV.

But I, since you exaggerate your kindness so much, I think that Cypris alone of gods

and men was my saviour on the voyage. (326-8)
The image is intended to raise Jason's profile as a heroic figure, through divine association
rather than the association Medea had claimed, with herself.*’ Finally, in speaking of their
earlier history, Jason adds the curious detail of praise for himself in how he has treated
Medea:

navteg 8¢ ¢ fiobovt' oboav “EAMveg Gopny

Kol d0&av Eoyeg” €l O¢ Yi|g ém' éoydiTolg

dpototy HKelg, VK dv Nv Adyoc 6£0sv.

All the Greeks know that you are clever and you have a reputation: if you were still

living on the farthest boundaries of the land, there would be no story about you. (539-

41)
The comment is followed immediately by Jason's own statement placing fame and a good
reputation beyond wealth or talent in his estimation (542-4). In fact Jason's statement is
somewhat undermined by the claim Medea has already made that her reputation for

cleverness does not benefit her at all, rather it harms her and leads to suspicion:

40 Rabinowitz (1993) 135-6 traces a 'backdrop' of sea-based imagery as part of Euripides' emphasis on the
Argonautic myth, contra Barlow (1971) 98 who considered it a 'cliché'. See also Boedeker (1997) 130.
Mastronarde (2002) ad loc. suggests there may also be a rather unflattering allusion to trading by sea in
Jason's language.

41 Mastronarde (2002) ad 528; Bongie (1977) 43.
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00 VOV pe TpdTOV AAAL ToAAGKLS, Kpéov,

EPAaye dO0En peydha T elpyaotan Kok

GoQT Yap ovoa, Toig pév eip' émipOovoc

oV &' ab QoPf pe- ...
Not for me for the first time but often, Creon, has my reputation hit me greatly and
made harm for me... for being clever, [ am envied by some... and you fear me. (293-4,
303, 309)
Medea has thus already, and convincingly, given that she persuades Creon, argued that the
conclusion Jason draws here is incorrect. While he may have had a major part in the exploits
which formed her wider reputation, given the harmful effects of that reputation, this is hardly
to his credit. Medea has undermined Jason's discourse of self-praise before he even gives it,

making it significantly less effective as an alternative to her own discourse of blame.

In the same way, Jason attempts to defend himself from her blame about the new
marriage by instead positioning himself within a discourse of praise that argues that he is an
ideal husband and father:

& 0' €c yapovg pot faciiikovg oveidioag,

&v T@®d¢ delEm TPATA PEV GOPOS YEYDG,

Enerta cOEPV, £ito. 6ol Péyag ilog

Ko ool Toig EHOioLy...

But for the things about which you blamed me for my royal marriage, in this thing I

shall show first that I have been clever, then sensible, since I have been a great friend
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to you and the children. (547-50)
Alongside the claims to have been “co@dc” and “cd@pwv”, his assertion that he has been a
'great friend' to Medea and his children taps into the heroic code of values found throughout
tragedy and Greek society, that particularly applies to the type of behaviour expected of male
heroic or warrior individuals.* As a result the praise he awards himself covers a range of
positive descriptions, including some of those (e.g. cleverness) which Medea has also
included among her own self-praise, in her confrontation with Creon. Yet when Medea
described herself as “coen”, she argued that such a reputation had been damaging to her,
leaving Jason's claim to the same virtue somewhat tenuous in its positive effect. Furthermore,
Jason's attempt to position himself within this discourse, against Medea's blame, proves flatly
unsuccessful. The chorus acknowledge his skilful speaking, but refuse to concede any other
point, instead arguing that he has acted “o0 dikaia” (578). The contrast with the success of
Medea's discourses of blame is distinct. Medea's blame was readily accepted as reasonable
and as establishing a consistent identity for Jason not only by the supportive chorus, and by
the Nurse, but also by the disinterested Aegeus. In contrast no one accepts Jason's self-praise

as valid, so that the alternative identity he attempts to construct through it fails to stand.

The failure of Jason's self-praise to convince described above, and his failure to
establish a credible alternative identity, is further intrinsically bound up in one of the events he
attempts to praise himself for, his introduction of Medea into a land where she can establish a

proper, praiseworthy reputation (539-544).* Yet as has been shown above, this introduction of

42 Blundell (1989). Of course Medea's actions simultaneously attempt to reinforce this code by contravening it,
since she will destroy her own iAot in order to harm her enemies. Belfiore (2000) 131-2; Rehm (2002) 261-
2; Williamson (1990) 24-5 notes further her long history of harming philoi and not correctly identifying
enemies in her association with Jason.

43 Rabinowitz (2004) 53 convincingly argues that Jason's claim here is to have given Medea the civilising,

masculine force that is culture.
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Medea into a context where renown and discourses of praise and blame are so central has in
fact been Jason's own undoing, since it is precisely these discourses which Medea deploys
against him. Medea's speech is shown throughout the play to be significantly more persuasive
than that of Jason,” and her constructions of Jason's identity through female-indexed
discourses of blame are the ones that endure, against his own attempts to position himself
instead through self-praise.* Furthermore, faced with Jason's attempts to position Medea
herself as a blameworthy woman, Medea not only appropriates traditional blame discourses in
order to position him within them; she simultaneously makes use of her awareness of these
traditional praise and blame discourses to construct a heroic, masculine identity for herself, in
her descriptions of their shared past. She claims multiple times to have saved Jason (476,
482), and more specifically, that she was the one who killed the dragon that Jason had to
defeat to get the golden fleece (480-82), a rather unusual feat for a woman to be able to boast
of.* It is also particularly significant in this regard that once Medea has received sanctuary
from Aegeus and confirmed her plans, she claims that she will be:
VOV KOAAIVIKOL TV PRV EXOpDV...

Now glorious in victory over my enemies. (765)

44 Boedeker (1991); Rabinowitz (1993) 142-5; Allan (2002) 44; Foley (2001) 258-60; Mastronarde (2002) 8§;
Conacher (1967) 188-9.

45 Her decisions to narrate sections of their previous adventures, and Jason's death to come also effectively
show her taking a role in the construction of his entire mythical identity. Segal (1996) 37-8 is particularly
persuasive on how she 'recasts' his life story, shaping it from a “woman-centred view” which centres his
entire story on his relationship and marriage to her, and significantly diminishing the Argonautic aspects
(and, indeed, the Argo itself at (1386-88). While Segal's interpretation is extremely effective, I would also
argue that it is not simply a matter of Medea's role as speaker or narrator which makes her able to affect this
change, but particularly her awareness of and faculty with the genres of praise and blame speech. See further
on re-narrations of the Argonautic myth in this play Boedeker (1991) 104-8.

46 While Medea is always involved in helping Jason with the bulls and providing assistance or advice, a major
role in dealing with the dragon seems to have been a rather later addition to the tradition, and may well be a

new or exaggerated feature of her account here. McCallum-Barry (2014) 25-9.
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The use of the term koAAivikog positions her within a discourse of praise usually appropriate
only to male heroes (and primarily Heracles), and is a particularly unusual term to be claimed
by a woman.”” Moreover, the Nurse has already signalled that Medea has been aiming to
identify herself in such a way since before the play began (45), suggesting a long association
with the concept as part of her self-identity. It is particularly incongruous not just because
Medea is a woman, but also when it is associated with the act by which she intends to attain
that status, the murder of her children.” Medea's self-praise therefore does not only involve
praise for her own exploits in helping Jason, she also invokes a term which has a very
specific, masculine, praise context associated, and thus attempts to position herself effectively

within that context.

Furthermore, Medea's very concern with reputation and mockery from her enemies is,
in itself, part of constructing a masculine, heroic identity for herself, and reflects a further
problem with Jason's attempt to praise himself for bringing her a good reputation, since she
now demonstrates anger at his likelihood of doing the precise opposite.” Immediately after
her supplication to stay in Corinth is granted by Creon, and just as Medea begins to reveal her
plot (364-409), she expresses the importance to her of avoiding the 'laughter of enemies',
identified as a particularly 'heroic' spur to action in tragedy. She further specifically recognises
the chance of being laughed at as a risk to her first plan (384), so that it is instrumental in the
choice she makes to proceed with drugs. The situation she envisages is entirely generated by

herself, and the mockery she expects does not materialise, but she nonetheless treats it as an

47 See Chapter 1 n54, and Chapter 2 on Evadne's seeking after the same term, another unusual female pursuit of
male-appropriate praise.

48 Although this also provides an interesting comparison with Euripides' Heracles, who also self-identifies as
kaAAivikog specifically as the result of his (unknowing) slaughter of his children (Eur. Her: 961), see Chapter
1 above.

49 Bongie (1977) 44.
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essential aspect of judging how she should act:*

3

O0paG 6 maoyels; o0 YEAOTO Ol G~ OPAETV
101¢ Ziov@eiolg 10160’ Tdoovog ydpotg,
Do you see what you are suffering? It is necessary for you not to incur mockery for
this kind of Sisyphean marriage of Jason's. (404-5)
Similarly she spurs herself on to the idea of killing her children by imagining the laughter of
her enemies (797), and famously expressing the desire to be thought:
Bapeiav £xOpoic kai pilolcy eLUEVA:
TV Yap T0100T®V gVKAEESTOTOC Plog.
Hurtful to enemies, and kind to friends: for such people have the most glorious lives.
(809-10)
Her desired image has rightly been identified as coming extremely close to the code of ethics
identified by Mary Whitlock Blundell as central to the Sophoclean hero,” and its close
association with being 'glorious' in her eyes similarly appropriates the hunt for kKAéoc¢ which is
a driving force for the heroic figure in the //iad and some tragedy. In her reference to the idea
that people who behave as she intends to may have “goxieéotaroc” lives, Medea also invokes
the praise discourses which were seen to result in awarded xA€og. The statement almost
becomes a form of pre-emptive praise of herself, since she anticipates joining the ranks of
these praiseworthy individuals. However, the discourse she appropriates is one which is

usually applied not to women, but to men, so that Medea is effectively attempting to position

50 This anticipation of mockery is similar to that mentioned by the chorus and characters of the Ajax - see
Chapter 1 above. However, the case presented in the Ajax was less unusual, as the feared mockery was
related to a male character, and as Rehm (1989) 109 points out, the last thing Medea could be considered
after killing Creon and his daughter is 'laughable’, unlike Ajax, whose violence is laughable exactly because it
is so wildly ineffective after the intervention of Athena.

51 Blundell (1989), but see Williamson (1990) 26, Foley (1989) 66
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herself within masculine praise discourses.’” In fact, by framing this as a question of the fype
of person she wants to be, Medea comes close to demonstrating explicit awareness of the
process of identity construction, which she ties closely to the type of praise she wishes to
receive. Medea returns to the same spur on the very point of the infanticide, crying,

BovAopat YEA®T' OQAETV

&x0povg pebeica Tovg Epovs alnuiovg;

TOAUNTEOV TAD

Do I want to incur mockery, and let my enemies go unpunished? Must I endure that?

(1049-50)
The emphasis she has placed on her reputation throughout is enough, with this reiteration, to
drive her to the deed, and confirm her resolve. As is often the case with this type of statement,
Medea's behaviour is therefore driven by the type of blame she fears to attract.” However, it
is also part of a sustained approach to praise and blame which she develops in order to
construct her identity as one which is masculine, heroic, and thus fears blame in the same way

a male hero might, and seeks praise in the same terms.**

Medea's self-praise is therefore significantly more effective as a method of identity
construction than Jason's is, partly as it is combined with the sustained awareness of her
attempts to establish her masculine, heroic identity. As a result, where she strengthens her
powerful presence on stage, so that her success in constructing an unfavourable and

diminished identity for Jason can be seen not only as a result of his failure to maintain an

52 Although Rehm (1989) 109-11 sees this as Medea lapsing into an unsuitable masculine Adyog, as a result of
her failure to establish a better female version.

53 On praise or blame as motivating factors see Chapters 1 & 2.

54 Medea's ability to consider the effects of multiple identities and argue for the prioritisation of one over
another for the best effect for her desires, can also be seen in her requests that the chorus prioritise their

shared identity as women over differences in ethnic identity, as shown deftly by Swift (2013) 134-8.
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alternative subject position, but also as due to her successful construction of herself as

someone who belongs in this context of masculine praise and blame in her own right.

Conclusion

Thus, Medea succeeds in her destructive positioning of Jason within discourses of
blame typically marked as female not only through her facility in drawing on these discourses,
but also through her skill at constructing a powerful identity for herself where he fails. As in
the situations of Ajax, Heracles (twice), and Agamemnon, where praiseworthy, masculine
identities come under siege from competing discourses of praise or blame, the deployment of
these discourses of blame against Jason by Medea is also combined with an end result of
physical violence. This violence also simultaneously has, as with the examples discussed
previously, an effect on his identity which mirrors the effect caused by Medea's use of blame
discourses. Medea's blame, unlike Clytemnestra's, does not focus on Jason as a father, nor
does she position him as a 'bad husband'; instead by drawing on discourses of blame
traditionally used for women she avoids constructing him as a husband at all. It is partly these
roles that he therefore attempts to reconstruct in his competing discourse of self-praise, as
discussed above, when he claims that he has acted as a good husband and father. Yet not only
does Jason prove discursively unable to establish himself as father and husband, but by acting
violently against her children, Medea simultaneously destroys any physical aspect of these
roles.” Jason is in fact removed not only linguistically but physically through her violence

into the subject position Medea held at the start of the play. Where she was separated from

55 It is also notable, as Segal (1996) 39 points out, that Medea continues to identify herself as 'mother' (1397),
while Jason is unable to similarly self-define as 'father'. See further on Medea's history of violence as well as
her present violence primarily resulting in the destruction of roles or identities rooted in familial ties (e.g.

'daughter' 'sister') Sanders (2013) 47-8.
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friends and family, her spouse, and facing potential separation from her children, now Jason
has experienced the same as a result of the death of his father-in-law, new wife, and Medea's
refusal even to enable him to perform the role of father in burying his dead children (1377).%
Medea now retains hold over their (dead) children and, just as Jason did at the start of the
Medea, with her journey to Athens already arranged, has secured future connections with a
new Greek ruler.”” Even more notably, Jason's acceptance of Medea's repeated refusal to allow
him to touch the children (1399-1404), is signalled by Jason's declaration of an even more
substantial linguistic distancing from his identity as father, since he cries:

oV¢ UATOT' £y VoG dPEAOV

pOg 60D EOEVOLS Emdéahat.

1 really wish I had never begotten them, to see them destroyed by you. (1413-4)
Jason's wish to have never been a father is the final thing he says on stage, and thus represents
the pinnacle of Medea's successful transformation of his identity. Similarly, the success of her
enforced switch in their positions is perhaps recognised in Jason's accusation:

ovk €0ty fig TodT &v ‘EAANnvic yovn

&tAn mob'...

Aéaviav, oV yovaika, thg Tuponvidog

ZKOAMNG Exouay AypLOTEPAY PVGLY.

There is no Greek woman who would have dared this... you are a lioness, not a

woman, and have a nature more savage than that of Tuscan Skylla. (1339-1343)

Jason refuses to identify Medea first as a Greek woman, then as a woman at all, thus

56 Blondell (1999) 166; Segal (1996) 21-2.

57 Williamson (1990) 19 also rightly points out that much of Medea's arrangement with Aegeus is in itself
similar to the contracting of a new marriage in terms of the benefits she and he gain from it, and in the way
she describes it to Jason at 1385. Thus Medea's arrangement with Aegeus mirrors the one Jason had

previously made with Creon's daughter.

299



demonstrating that not only her discourse positioning him rather than her as blameworthy in
regard to female qualities has been successful, but also her simultaneous construction of

herself as unwomanly, in contrast to him.®

Medea's destruction of Jason therefore contains two major elements. The first, and the
one which scholarship and audiences have reasonably been focused on as the most dramatic,
is the violence which physically destroys his identities as father, bridegroom, and new son-in-
law. However, this is also combined with the less commonly acknowledged effect enabled
through her blaming speech, in which she draws repeatedly on discourses of blame marked by
her and Jason himself as more appropriate to women, in order to construct an unflattering
identity for him. As a result, any of Jason's praiseworthy, masculine identities are undermined
by her effective use of this blame, to the extent that the chorus, Nurse, and Aegeus all accept
Medea's construction of his blameworthy, feminised identity. Jason's own attempts to
counteract this by self-praise fail, partly due to Medea's faculty in the same area, and he is left
by the end of the play only with the blameworthy, feminised identity Medea has created for
him, while she, having successfully constructed herself as a heroic, masculine worthy

opponent to him, triumphs.

Medea's manipulation of identity construction or destruction through praise and blame
discourses is in some ways the most successful of the three female cases discussed. Even if it
comes at the cost of her children, her technique does not result in her own death, as do the
attempts of Deianira and Clytemnestra. This success is the result of her use of culturally

intelligible, gendered discourses of blame, in contrast to the unacceptable discourses of blame

58 On Jason's monstrous examples and how far Medea can be judged to be a 'typical woman', Segal (1996) 27-

31.

300



perpetuated by Clytemnestra. Furthermore, unlike Deianira, Medea chooses to go beyond
simple rejection of the identities constructed for Jason and herself through praise and blame,
and participate in establishing alternative identities for them both, ensuring that her own
identity is established securely and successfully at the same time Jason's is destroyed. Yet
even in the case of Medea, the result achieved is not positive — the loss of her children for
herself, and the wider social destruction caused by her prevent any triumphalist reading of the
Medea. As a result, it can be argued that tragedy persistently represents the participation of
female characters in generating praise and blame discourses as dangerous, troubling, and
problematic for society. In this situation therefore, as in others, tragedy presents the actions of
female characters in such a way as to uphold the patriarchal ideologies of Athens, by
demonstrating the potentially dangerous results that could arise from situations in which

women were participating actively in an arena in which they were considered not to belong.”

59 On tragedy and patriarchal ideology, see Introduction, n81.
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Conclusion

This thesis has examined the ways in which tragedy explores the process of identity
construction through discourses of praise and blame. Tragedy draws upon this important
social function of archaic poetry in a performance culture, the distribution of praise and
blame, in order to show its dangerous and destructive aspects. In the tragedies discussed these
destructive aspects are further shown to be the result of the increased involvement both of the
male warriors whose identities are established by such discourses of praise and blame, and of
the female characters, in the cases discussed, their wives, who involve themselves in the

production, manipulation and rejection of these discourses.

The project has developed a methodology which draws upon the sociolinguistic
theories of identity as being constructed through language, rather than a fixed, inherent
quality. The process of establishing the memory or 'truth' of a warrior, his logos, through the
praise and blame awarded him in poetry, as identified by Detienne as a key feature of archaic
poetry,! bears many similarities to the linguistic constructions of identity argued for by
sociolinguists, particularly those influenced by poststructuralist theories.? Furthermore, this
approach has been particularly suited for a discussion of tragedy since it argues for identity
construction as being a dialogic process, in which identities are challenged, negotiated, and
established through interaction rather than being a process undertaken by individuals without
any interactive aspect.’ As a result it is a theory which is particularly apt for the dialogic genre

of tragedy.

1 Detienne (1969).
2 See Introduction ns 34-42.
3 Sunderland (2004) 176-7.
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The first chapter demonstrated how a focus on identity construction through praise and
blame discourses leads to new understanding of Sophocles' 4jax and Euripides' Heracles. In
both these plays, the central protagonist faces an identity crisis as the result of the disjunction
between the identity he seeks to construct and maintain through discourses of praise, and the
identities constructed for him by the other characters and choruses on stage. Ajax attempts to
claim for himself the identity 'Best of the Achaeans', a key position established through the
praise discourses of the //iad as belonging primarily to Achilles, and which Ajax claims as his
inherited right. His failure to do so represents the process described as 'thwarting' by Moore,*
and destabilises his legitimate identity as 'second-best', which is only reconstructed after his
death, through the praise of Teucer, Odysseus, and the chorus (of the Ajax). Heracles, in
contrast, seeks to establish a subject-position for himself as a 'glorious father', and to gain
praise for his deeds as a father and husband. However, his identity as father is only established
by the other characters in the Heracles through discourses which imply blame, not praise, and
instead he is repeatedly positioned within praise discourses as a glorious, heroic figure as a
result of his labours. This effect is especially powerful in discourses marked formally as
praise-songs by the chorus (of the Heracles). When Heracles' identity crisis manifests itself,
the strength of this alternative glorious identity causes it to endure, so that his crisis, unlike
Ajax's, is not fatal. As a result his identity of glorious hero is reconstructed in the manner of
this persistent discourse, with the help of Theseus, and his identity as a father is lost. This
approach to the two plays therefore demonstrated that they represent a persistent concern with
the issues which could be created by individuals seeking after praise, or a particular type of
praise discourse, and the conflict created between this seeking and the type of praise awarded
by the larger community. This reading therefore provides a contrast with previous scholarship

on this play, which tends to argue instead for the opposite transition — that the Heracles

4 Moore (1994).

304



represents Heracles' progress from glorious hero to a more mortal, fallible figure.

Chapter Two considered the case of Theseus, and demonstrated that while the same
issues are not raised in the presentation of Theseus across tragedy, there is nonetheless a
similar problematisation of praise discourses which is a key part of his presentation. This
chapter showed that Theseus is most frequently praised as a means of persuading him to act in
particular way, thus, praise is distributed, where it appears at all, only with an ulterior motive.
Furthermore, tragedy simultaneously presents the more blameworthy aspects of Theseus'
identity, so that he is constructed within discourses of implied or explicit blame, rather than
direct praise. The lack of direct praise for Theseus in extant tragedy, along with the persistent
way in which he is positioned through discourses of blame, result in his heroic identity being
flexible and open to challenge in a way which neither Ajax's nor Heracles' is. The difference
in this approach to Theseus may result partially from the limited selection of extant material.
However, the consistency of this technique, along with the example of the Suppliants, in
which praise is treated as problematic in itself, rather suggests that this treatment of Theseus is
part of a wider democratic grappling with issues of how to correctly position individuals
within praise discourses at all. The historical context within which tragedy is situated, where
issues of praise and particularly questions around the role of praise at burials were becoming a
key issue for the democracy, are particularly important for the argument of this chapter.® As a
key Athenian exemplar, Theseus was the ideal hero on whom to pin such questions in tragedy.
Furthermore, this focus on praise and blame suggests that scholarship which argues for
Theseus' presentation as an uncomplicatedly praiseworthy figure in tragedy (bar the
Hippolytus), has not taken full account of the specifics of the praise and blame addressed

directly to or about Theseus, which presents a far more complicated picture.

5 Loraux (1981).
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In both these chapters, therefore, I argued that tragedy represents a process of
questioning traditional approaches to poetic praise and blame as a method of identity
construction. In the cases of Ajax and Heracles, the potentially destructive results of
conflicting desires on such a process are explored, whereas the treatment of Theseus across
tragedy demonstrates a wider concern with the appropriateness of praise and its role in
Athenian society. In the final three chapters of the thesis, I have argued that such questions
around the functioning of identity construction through poetic discourses of praise and blame
are not limited to plays dealing with male warriors and their heroic exploits, but take on a

gendered aspect in the plays which feature Deianira, Clytemnestra, and Medea.

Chapter Three demonstrated the ways in which Deianira's refusal to accept the
discourses of praise which attempt identity construction of Heracles upon his return
constitutes a part of his destruction, simultaneously to the physical destruction she causes. As
a result of her influence over and attempted control of speech throughout the Trachiniae, her
influence over the praise discourses within which he is positioned is powerful; and she is able
to reject his identity as praiseworthy, at the same time as causing the physical destruction of
the qualities which make it possible to consider him a hero to be praised, his strength and
vitality. As a result, this builds on the work of scholars such as McClure who have examined
women's speech in tragedy, but the focus on praise and blame makes it possible to argue for a
more influential, powerful Deianira than is normally accepted.® Yet while Deianira's influence
may result in the physical confirmation of her own view of Heracles' identity, that is, that he is
unworthy of praise, it also results in the destruction of herself, her household, and her

husband. As a result, it cannot be considered a successful or triumphal narrative, and instead

6 McClure (1999), although McClure chooses not to address the works of Sophocles at all.
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represents a potential warning about the dangers of involvement of female characters, or

women as a whole, in the production or reception of praise and blame discourses.

This warning note is one which is repeated in the presentation of Clytemnestra
throughout tragedy, discussed in Chapter Four. Clytemnestra takes her negative involvement
in the identity construction of her husband, Agamemnon, much further than Deianira, and
rather than simply rejecting praise discourses as a way of positioning him as a subject, seeks
to replace these with alternate discourses of blame that construct an identity for Agamemnon
as bad husband and bad father. As a result, Clytemnestra's blame is focused on the identities
he holds within the oikos, as an alternative to the public, polis-focused discourses of praise
within which choruses and other characters attempt to establish Agamemnon's identity as
good king, and successful general. Clytemnestra's influence over speech and overt awareness
of the power of successful praise and blame discourses make her positioning of Agamemnon
more powerful than the praise discourses attempted by those around her, so that in the
Agamemnon, her successful re-construction of his identity is part of his destruction. However,
I have also shown that Clytemnestra's introduction of this type of blame discourse is then
turned against her by Orestes and Electra, who persistently attempt to construct Clytemnestra
as bad wife, bad mother, corresponding to her own blame for Agamemnon. At the same time,
Agamemnon's children undertake the rehabilitation of Agamemnon through discourses of
praise which restore his identity to its public, successful, status. Clytemnestra's attempts to use
such discourses thus, like Deianira's rejection of the praise discourses for Heracles, is only
temporarily successful. Furthermore, the introduction of such discourses of blame also has a
destabilising effect on Electra's family relationships, suggesting a further damaging result to

both women's participation in the generation of praise and blame discourses.
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Medea's case, discussed in Chapter Five, is thus the most successful of the attempts of
these three wives to involve themselves in the production, rejection, and manipulation of
praise and blame discourses. Unlike Clytemnestra, who attempts to generate a new and
unusual discourse of blame within which Agamemnon may be positioned, Medea draws on
traditionally established, gendered discourses of blame, usually directed at women, and
instead positions Jason within these. Other characters and the chorus of the Medea
demonstrate acceptance of the identities constructed for him as a result, that both feminise
him and position him as blameworthy. At the same time, Medea successfully constructs her
own identity as masculinised, and thus able to participate in the production of such discourses.
These two techniques in combination — her own self-construction and the use of culturally-
intelligible discourses within which Jason is positioned — are the key factors in her success.
The comparison between Medea's case and Clytemnestra's builds on the recognition in
poststructuralist theory that available subject positions are limited to those which are 'socially
coherent', and are considered intelligible within their wider cultural contexts.” Medea makes
use of discourses of blame which are culturally coherent, while Clytemnestra does not, and
thus is less successful. However, Medea's success, of course, comes along with the loss of her
children, and thus partially her identity as mother, so that even her situation does not suggest
that tragedy ever presents a fully successful, triumphant picture of female characters'

involvement in the production of praise and blame discourses.

This thesis has thus explored the ways in which tragedy casts doubt upon or raises
questions about the process of identity construction through praise and blame discourses, a

process inherited from its prominent position in archaic Greek poetry. This approach has been

7 Hollway (1984) esp. 236-7.
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particularly valuable where questions of identity, heroism, kleos, and praise or blame are,
themselves, key aspects of the play, and are highlighted in the comments of the characters. It
is therefore particularly productive as a lens through which to gain new readings of individual
or selected plays. The project has also developed an approach which could be developed
further in future work. Where the focus on praise and blame is maintained, this thesis has
primarily considered women and gender as they relate to the production of discourses of
praise and blame, rather than examining the ways in which male and female characters may
be positioned differently in such discourses. Future studies might also move away from the
focus on praise and blame and consider identity construction as a wider process throughout
tragedy. The methodology developed in this project, drawing on the field of sociolinguistics
and poststructuralist theory, has proved especially productive for considering the genre of
tragedy, due to tragedy's linguistic, dialogic aspects. As a result such a methodology could be
broadened out to consider linguistic (verbal and non-verbal) processes beyond the distribution
of praise and blame, and how these can be assessed as contributing to the construction of

characters' identities in tragedy.
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