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The Pericles Citizenship Law of 451 made citizenship contingent on an individual man having
Athenian blood on both his father and mother’s side. Men with foreign mothers were denied any
rights to the key institutions that conferred Athenian belonging, such as deme and phratry
membership, as well as, of course, citizenship. When, however, the Peloponnesian War began in
431, the population of Athenian citizens was quickly diminished by military conflict and plague
and they sought a solution to repopulate their numbers with as little change to the original law as
possible. The result was an amendment in 429 allowing citizens with no living legitimate

(yvmotoy) heirs to legitimise their bastards (vo6ou) in their place.

A year after this, Euripides wrote the Hippolytus, a play that deals very closely with the issues of
bastardy, bastards’ place in the polis and the oikos, and their treatment by those who are
legitimate. As the war went on, he proceeded to produce two other plays containing bastard
characters, the Andromache (c.425) and the lon (c.413), in which he similarly explored the
consequences of illegitimacy. In all three plays his attitude towards bastards is overwhelmingly
sympathetic and the way he chooses to present their situations suggests his disagreement with the
arrogance and antipathy that continued to push many of these often very worthy individuals to

the fringes of society.

This thesis seeks to examine Euripides’ presentation of bastards through a close reading of the
relevant texts, in order to understand how the plays reacted to the contemporary circumstances of

and what comments they are making.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction: research questions

In the year 451 Athens’ leading statesman, Pericles, introduced a dramatic new law concerning
qualification for Athenian citizenship.! The Pericles Citizenship Law (PCL) made dual Athenian
parentage a requirement for becoming a citizen, and denied it to anyone born from a
‘metroxenic’ union between an Athenian man and a foreign woman. Consequently, all of these
children, called pntpo&evor, were disqualified from being citizens and were classed as
v6Bouvobai, bastards, regardless of whether or not their parents had been married. It was a
sweeping piece of legislation and had an enormous effect on Athenian notions of belonging, in
large part because the PCL made into law the views of many powerful Athenian citizens seeking
to elevate their status by privileging their lineage. What it did was to place a premium on blood-

purity and reinforce the simplistic equivalence between status and worth.

Some twenty years later, when the Athenians became involved in the Peloponnesian War, a
generation-long conflict with Sparta and its allies, the law would prove itself to be viable only
for the dominant and imperialist polis that had instituted it at the time. The war, which began in
431, put massive pressure on Athens that did not let up until the city’s eventual capitulation in
404. By this point, it had cost Athens its political and economic hegemony of the Greek world
that it had developed after the Persian Wars. Its most acute loss, however, was the persistently
high fatality rate of its population. The total number of fatalities from combat and from the
plague that ravaged the city between 430 and 426 was incredibly high and it was this, among
various other factors, which resulted in the partial easing of the PCL.

This process was instigated by Pericles himself in 429, when he undercut his own legislation by
requesting that his own bastard be legitimised to take the place of the two legitimate heirs he had
lost to the plague. We know that the request was granted in this case and his bastard was
legitimised and made a full citizen. Most likely, though, this was not because the Athenians

made an exception for their most trusted leader, but rather because the law itself was changed so

1 Unless otherwise stated, all three-digit dates are to be taken as BCE.



that a father without any living legitimate (yvficiot) sons could legitimise his bastard as his heir
and be granted citizenship. These alterations to the law had consequences for many different
people throughout the city’s power structures and, though it was only one of the many concerns
that the war brought, it came to be reflected in the art of the time. In spite (or perhaps because) of
the fact that Athens suffered greatly from the privations of the war, the persistent vitality of its
cultural and artistic spheres remained relatively intact. The influence on the citizen body of
sophistry and Socrates’ radical rejection of many polis-centric beliefs appear to be considerable
and these ideological innovations, as well as reactions to the shared suffering, fed the
imaginations of the Athenian dramatists. These poets functioned much like the city’s conscience,
employing the stage to probe and suggest solutions to the problems facing Athenian society

during that trying time.

Of the wartime dramatists whose work survives, Euripides is the only one with a noteworthy
focus on bastardy and of his seventeen surviving plays three, the Hippolytus, the Andromache,
and the lon, feature characters that are overtly referred to as illegitimate.? The bastards in the
Hippolytus and the lon are the eponymous characters, while in the Andromache he is the young
child of Andromache and Neoptolemus, traditionally named Molossus.® From the beginning it
becomes fairly obvious that there are a number of features shared by the three characters. They
are all male, all at some stage of youth,* and all born to unions between unmarried parents of
contrasting origins and unequal statuses. Perhaps most significantly, however, is that they share

the distinction of being the only surviving Euripidean characters labelled with the Greek term for

2 A case could be made for Heracles in HF being a bastard since, “he is not called a nothos directly in Euripides'
tragedy, but the play opens with Amphitryon describing himself as the man who "shared his wife" with Zeus,
introducing a suggestion of adultery and the question of who is the father of Alcmene's son” (Patterson 1990: 49).
See also Ogden 1996: 199. Even if Heracles is considered a bastard, however, the play’s narrative and the lack of an
overt reference to his birth-status as a bastard distinguish it from these three plays.

3 The child is left unnamed in the play, as is typical in tragedy (notable exceptions are Astyanax in Euripides’ Trojan
Women and Eurysaces in Sophocles’ Ajax). He is, however, given the name MoXottog in the dramatis personae of
the Mss. and at X3%% 79 of the play, as well as in Apollodorus, Epitome 6.12. Here he will be called Molossus
throughout. For children in Greek tragedy, see Griffiths 2020.

4 Molossus is a pre-pubescent moig (And. 50). lon (lon 57, 316, 1132, 1218) and Hippolytus (Hipp. 43), while both
called veavioc, are not the same age: the latter appears to be a few years older given his political designation as a
nolrrg and the expectation that he should already be married (11-13). The differences between age groups is a
difficult subject: for good overviews, see Davidson 2007:; 71-98; Beaumont 2012: 17-24, and Griffiths 2020: 19-21.
For children and childhood in general, see Golden 2015.



an illegitimate child—vé0oc, or its variant voBaysviic.® This link between Hippolytus, Molossus
and lon is the best place to begin tracking down Euripides’ views on bastardy since these are
likely clustered around bastardy-related words. Classification as a v66og had very real political,
religious, social and domestic consequences for individuals during the period of the plays’
production (c.428-413), so analysis of the word’s use in the plays gives an opportunity to
compare known realities of Athenian bastards with Euripides’ representation of them on the

stage and judge his views by the choices he makes in their portrayal.

In this thesis | attempt to arrive at a clearer understanding of what being a bastard actually meant
for an Athenian man and go on to explore the discourse between bastardy-related elements in
Euripides’ and his context. Close reading of the texts and a solid understanding of historical
events makes it possible to conclude that many, if not all, of Euripides’ dramatic representations
and interrogations of illegitimacy were responses to the circumstances of Athens just before and

during the Peloponnesian War.

1.2 The voBog

Tracking the history of bastardy in Greek antiquity can be difficult. The legal and social
meanings of bastardy-related words, as well as the representation of illegitimacy in art, were
subject to change over the centuries and the piecemeal evidence available to us is, inevitably,
very contested. Nevertheless, to examine bastardy in Euripides, the words most intimately
connected with illegitimacy need to be clarified, in particular of vo0og and what is generally
taken to be its antonym, yvicloc.® So important is the elucidation of these words that in the
introduction to his influential 1996 book Greek Bastardy in the Classical and Hellenistic Periods
Ogden writes that “it might be said that the whole of this study is devoted to a closer

understanding of the Greek terms relating to bastardy” (14).”

5 The two words are treated as synonymous in the plays and are equally so in their English translations as ‘bastard’
and ‘bastard-born’. See LSJ, s.v. vo0og 1, voBayevig 1, and MGS, s.v. voBog A, voBayeviic A.

8 There are a number of other, less important and uncommon terms also connected with bastardy, the most
interesting of which are the metaphorical Top8éviog, “the son of an unmarried girl” (LSJ, s.v. 1.2 and MGS, s.v. A),
and oxo6tog, “of love, secret, stolen” (LSJ, s.v. 1), or “of persons illegitimate, bastard” (MGS, s.v. B). For more on
these and other terms, see Ogden 1996 18-21.

7 Ogden’s work is almost certainly the most comprehensive work on illegitimacy in Greek antiquity and it is
difficult to find anything to do with the subject that has not been addressed by him.



He reviews the timeline of our understanding of the word as follows:

it was generally assumed that nothos was basically equivalent to the English term
‘bastard’ in denoting a child produced by any two people that were not married to
each other, in any of the circumstances in which this can come about, from passing
transient sexual encounters between unmarried, through concubinal relationships, to
adultery. If any question mark hung over this simple assumption, it was the
possibility that in classical Athens after Pericles’ 451 citizenship law the term could
have been applied to children that were indeed born of marriages, but marriages
between a citizen man and non-citizen woman, with the result that they were not

entitled to citizenship or succession (1996: 15).

The same sort of definition is found in two different lexicons from either end of the last century
or so: Liddell and Scott (1903), who gloss the word vofog as “illegitimate, born out of wedlock”
or, metaphorically, “spurious, counterfeit, adulterated” (s.v. 1, 2) and Montanari (2015), who
gives “illegitimate by birth, bastard” or “corrupt, counterfeit, false, not genuine” (s.v. A, B,
emphasis in original). Even so, the simplification necessary in a lexical definition means that it
can never quite encapsulate a word’s complex history, but only provide the closest contemporary
English equivalents. It has, as a result, been disputed whether these modern English words are
accurate rendering of the Greek originals and even if they can ever be accurately expressed in

their English (or any) translation.®

The most vehement argument against the equivalence between vd0og and ‘bastard’ is made by
Patterson (1990), who argues that, while the terms share many aspects, they are not the same

thing. She writes:

vobog, while contrasted with yviolog ("legitimate," "well-born"), is not equivalent to
the terms "illegitimate” or "born out of wedlock.” A closer look suggests a more

specific meaning. In general, a nothos/z is a child born of a mixed or unequal

8 For more on the difficulties of translation and the uncertainty of lexicons, see Clarke 2010: 120-133.



union—in the sense that the transfer of the woman (mother) to the husband (father)
was not contracted by socially equal partners—who retains a recognized relationship
with his or her father. Typically, the nothos/é is the child of a concubine [ToAAoxn]
and is known and acknowledged as such by his or her father. Thus, the nothos can
have a patronymic but is not a legitimate (gnésios) offspring. Understanding v66o¢ in
this way helps clarify the status of nothoi as marginal family members excluded
formally in Classical Athens from the essential and interconnected privileges of
family and polis, but retaining social position at the margins of Athenian society
(1990: 41).

This conclusion that the vo8oc was typically the child of a moAkakt, or ‘concubine’,® does not,
however, match up with the available evidence.” It is certainly true that recorded cases of vofot
are most often connected to children of ‘amphimetric’ households, in which the father has a
legitimate wife, as well as a maAllaxy with whom he can have children.? Yet this is
understandable, so Ogden counters, as only these children “had in practice some prospect of
being reared” and having their existence and origins recorded, while those bastards who were
“the ‘fatherless’ children of women,” without paternal recognition, had far less of a chance
(1996: 15). > He provides a number of examples of vo0ot who were neither products of
concubinal relationships, nor recognised by their fathers, but were born instead from a variety of

different extramarital unions. These include:

e vo0ot born of unmarried parents, such as Ion in the play of the same name, who refers to

himself as “vofov...tapBevedpa” (1473) [the bastard of an unmarried woman];

9 This translation of the word has, like vo8oc, been subject to the criticism that the position of the concubine as
understood in our contemporary Christianised Western world is not the direct equivalent of maAloxr|. See especially
Budin 2002: 148-159 for a review of the arguments and the most likely meanings of the word.

10 For a clear and incisive explanation of the evidence and arguments associated with the maAAaxy in general and
their offspring in particular, see Sealey 1984: 111-133. He references early studies of the subject such as Harrison
1968: 13-15, 61-68 and Macdowell 1976: 88-91.

11 As is the situation in the Andromache.

12 The problem of defining the paternal relationship of the vofog is later encountered in Roman jurisprudence which
took on the word nothus as “illegitimate, bastard, born out of wedlock (but of a known father; contra, spurius, of an
unknown father: legitimus: born in wedlock)” (GH s.v.). As the evidence given by Ogden shows, this is not the
simplistic distinction that it at first seems, but it does seem to indicate that paternal recognition remained an
important part of delineating the subtleties of children’s birth-status.



e “adulterine bastards” such as Leotychides (claimant to the Spartan throne in 400) who
was a voBoc because he was the child of his noble mother’s extramarital affair with
Alcibiades (Ogden 1996: 16);

e the products of unequal unions where the mother, rather than the father, is socially
superior, such as in Demosthenes 23, where “the mercenary leader Charidemus” was a
voBog “on the ground that he had a citizen mother” (Ogden 1996: 16);

e children born as the product of rape, like Ion, who calls himself “voBayesvig” (593)
[bastard-born] when he believes he has “been sired on a known father on an unknown
mother in a rape (a woman that could not therefore be considered a concubine)” (Ogden
1996: 16).

With these counter-examples to Patterson’s argument, Ogden concludes that rather than
restricting the meaning of the word only to concubinal children, “we should continue to
understand nothos as referring, in its fundamental sense, to any child born outside marriage”
(Ogden 1996: 16-17).

The same problem extends to the definition of the word yvficlog, commonly translated
‘legitimate’ which, it has been argued, “is not the simple complement, the equal and opposite of
nothos” (Ogden 1996: 17). Instead it is believed to have a broader, less binary meaning of
legitimacy and illegitimacy, with a stronger sense of racial, social, or familial membership.
Liddell and Scott interpret it with this implication as “belonging to the true race” but also give
the translation “legitimate” (s.v. yviolog 1); likewise, Montanari offers “belonging to the race,
genuine, legitimate,” specifying that it is “usually of children” (s.v. yviciog A). For all this,
however, in the evidence we have, the word is almost always used in a binary with v66oc,
indicating that, while there may have been some cases of individuals (such as adopted children)
who were neither yvnotlot nor vobot, it more commonly stood in opposition to ‘illegitimate’ and

can be translated as ‘legitimate’.*® The racial undertones can also be explained by inverting the

13 Take, for example, the line from the Hippolytus in which the Nurse describes Hippolytus to Phaedra as “vo8ov
epovotvto yviiotov” (309) [the bastard who thinks himself legitimate]. In this instance it seems quite clear that there
is a dichotomy being created between the two ideas—Hippolytus’s attempts to present himself as a legitimate child
(yvnotog) transgress his true nature as an illegitimate one (v660¢).



argument: it is not that yviiolog is more connected to community and belonging than vé6o¢, but

rather that vd6oc has much stronger connections to community and belonging than we realise.

The basic meaning of vo0oc, therefore, is an ‘extramarital child’ and it is for all practical
purposes equivalent to the English words ‘bastard’ or ‘illegitimate’. It also stands in direct
opposition to the word yviclog, which can be translated as ‘legitimate’. These meanings are put
to work in the next section, which explores the legal implications of being a v60og in Athens
from the city’s earliest history onwards.

1.2.1 The voOoc in Athenian law

The Athenian polis had always had a strong legal interest in bastardy, because of its important
role in the constitution and continuance of the state’s power structures.’* Laws were used
throughout Athens’ history to accept or reject citizens based on their birth-status, allowing the
elite greater control over the distribution and limitation of power. The controversial PCL is
almost certainly the best documented example of this in action and has been seen as a direct
attack on bastards since antiquity. While the PCL was perhaps Athens’ most radical legal action
against bastards (especially children born from foreign mothers, or puntpdéevor), legislation
concerning legitimacy had a long history stretching to the Archaic period (c.650-480). Many of
these earlier laws lived on into the Classical period and early legislation on matters of inheritance
and civic rights were at the core of the PCL. As is typical with such early periods, we are
hindered by a shortage of the evidence for the laws and their effects and what we have is gleaned
from later Classical and Hellenistic sources. Nonetheless, it remains possible for us to draw a
few conclusions about the position of bastards during the pre-Classical era.

The earliest evidence we have of laws concerning bastards are found in Demosthenes and
attributed to Draco, the seventh-century Athenian legislator. The law was not, in fact, concerned
with bastardy, but was a homicide law concerned with the justifiability of murdering a man
caught having sex with a woman from another man’s oikos. Among these women is included one

described as “mailaxi) fjv v €’ éhevBépoig maroiv £xn” (23.53) [a concubine who is kept for the

14 For Athenian laws in general, see Harrison 1968; for ancient sources, see Phillips 2013.



bearing of free children]. A woman of this sort occupied a privileged place in the oikos, as
compared to other slaves, but, whether or not she was enslaved or free, her children would
always be bastards. These children themselves would not be slaves but be considered as part of
their father’s family and be “viewed as comparable at least in some respects to legitimate
offspring” (1996: 33). The question of whether or not these kinds of bastards were citizens
remains uncertain, since we have very limited knowledge of citizenship in the Archaic period,
where in any case there was a different understanding of the concept and qualifications to the
Classical period.'® From evidence in the Athenaion Politeia, it does seem that they would have
been recognised by the state, since freedom was the only requirement necessary for a man to be a
noMtfg. At this stage, at least, it appears that a vo0oc was a paternally recognised, free-born
child of a maAAakr|, with some share in the polis, who was not equal in status to his father’s

legitimate children.®

In the sixth century, Solon instituted a number of bastardy-related laws for which we have some
evidence. From a section of Aristophanes’ Birds, in which Heracles’ birth-status is questioned,
the hero is told that, according to one of Solon’s laws: “v60@ 8& pn etvon dyyioteiov maidwv
dviwv/ yvnoiov. v 88 maidec un Aot yviolol, Toig/ £yyutdtm Yévoug UETEival TRV ypnudtmv”
(1664-1666) [A bastard may not have the participation-right-of-close-relatives if there are
legitimate children. But if there are not legitimate children, the estate is to be shared by the
nearest kin].” Humphreys (1974) and Ogden (1996) both claim that this ‘law’ is in fact two
separate laws (one an earlier Draconic law, the other Solon’s) that have been combined for comic
effect. The positive implication of the first half of the law, that a v66og might have a claim to the
ayyoteial® of his father if there were no legitimate heirs, “fits better with the spirit of the
[Draco’s] homicide law,” as it recognises the bastard’s “personal relationship with their father”
(Ogden 1996: 36). On the other hand, the second part seems to align better with another piece of
Solon’s bastardy legislation found in Demosthenes (43.51) and Isaeus (6.47): “v60@ o0& unde

vo0m pn elvan dyyioteioy und’ iepdv uno’ dciov dn’ Evkieidov dpyovroc” [Neither male bastard

15 For citizenship from the Archaic to the Classical periods, see Blok 2018: 79-102 (esp. 94), Duplouy 2018: 11-14,
Ismard 2018: 145-160, and van Wees 2018:103-144.

18 This is very similar to the picture painted in Patterson 1990: 40-73.
17 See above n.2.
18 The translation of &yyioteia as “participation-right-of close-relatives’ can be found in Ogden 1996: pass.



nor female bastard may have the participation-right-of-close-relatives in the sacred and holy rites
from the archonship of Euclides]. With this law Solon cut bastards off from important religious
rituals and “limited in some way the family and inheritance rights of nothoi, even if by simply
codifying customary disabilities of nothoi” (Patterson 1990: 51).

Classification of legitimacy was also the subject of another law attributed to Solon, which shows
what constitutes a vo0og through inversion: “fiv v &yyvfion éni Sucaiolg Sépopta givon § wotnp
A 63edpOc dpomdtmp §| mammog 6 mPOg TaTpdS, 8K TaTNG Elvol moidag yvnoiovg” (Dem. 46.18)
[Whichever woman her father or brother born of the same father or paternal grandfather should
betroth on a just basis to be a wife, from her children are to be legitimate]. If we take yvnotog to
be the opposite to vobog, then marriage and its essentially familial and racial nature are clearly

interconnected with legitimation and all extramarital unions produce illegitimate children.

In the case of a bastard born to a woman who was not a wife but was recognised by his father,
Solon seems to have further restricted his rights within the oikos by limiting the amount which he
could inherit upon his father’s death to 1000 or 500 drachmas.'® This law was somewhat
balanced, however, by the decree that a bastard could be exempt from having to care for his
parents. Although the potential advantages of this seem evident, Ogden quite rightly points out
that these two laws together “aimed at breaking the bond between father and nothos” in order to
further Solon’s ideal of the democratic family form (1996: 39).2° Whether or not these bastards
were considered citizens is unclear, but on the face of it they appear to have been generally
excluded from citizen rights because of the separation between them and their father (and

consequently his oikos).

Over the course of the century following Solon’s reforms, the legal position of bastards became
an important instrument of power for Athens’ rulers. It is under the tyrant Pisistratus that we first
see untpdéevor gradually being integrated into the category of voBoi, with both denied
citizenship. The grounds on which they were disqualified is, according to the considerably later

Athenaion Politeia, that they were “oi t@® yéver un xobapoi” (AP, 13.5) [not pure in descent].

19 For this law, see Harpocration, s.v. vofeia; Suda, s.v. énikinpog; and Schol. Aristophanes, Birds 1655-1656.
20 See Lape 2003: 117-139.



This premium on blood-purity is evident in the PCL and became a crucial factor in the

presentation of legitimacy as a share in the ancestral history of Athenian autochthony.

Another piece of evidence for the status of bastards from the tyranny of Pisistratus is the
Philochoran Phratry Decree.?* This fragment of Philochorus claims that it was compulsory for
phratries to admit both opyéwvec, or “a citizen from every dfjuog who had performed certain
sacrifices,” and opoydlakteg, or “persons suckled with the same milk, clansmen,” called
vevwnroi (LSJ, s.v. dpyéwveg 1, s.v. opoydaxteg 1, and MGS, s.v. dpyémveg A, s.v.
opoydraxteg A). In the context of phratry membership as a necessary qualification for
citizenship, this seems to indicate that early on those born to two citizen parents were privileged

for sharing in the purity of their clan’s bloodline.

Under Cleisthenes there was an instrumental overhaul of social divisions. He divided the land
into 139 or 140 demes, each of which was part of a three-deme tptrtig (‘triad’),” of which there
were thirty.?> Membership of a deme was, like membership of a phratry, a requirement for
citizenship and, because legitimacy was a requirement for all three, bastards seldom got the
chance to gain membership to any. Demes soon became important centres of Athenian belonging
(as Cleisthenes intended) and the ban on bastards sought to protect the polis and all of its

subdivisions from the introduction of what was regarded as potentially tainted blood.
1.2.2 The PCL
Our two most important ancient sources for the PCL are the Athenaion Politeia (AP), spuriously

attributed to Avristotle, and Plutarch’s Life of Pericles, written more than four centuries after the

law was passed. Both write of the requirements for dual Athenian parentage, but do not offer the

21 The phratries were key Athenian institutions from archaic and pre-archaic times until the Late Roman Period.
They were essentially ‘brotherhoods’ (phrater is cognate with the Indo-European root of ‘brother’), induction into
which was inherited through the male line (as with deme membership). The phratries were discrete from one another
and, unlike the demes which were to arrive under Cleisthenes (c 508), they were less connected to land than they
were to blood. Membership was compulsory for citizenship in the Classical period and “phratries apparently all
required that their members be legitimate” (Ogden 1996: 152). It was one of the first obstacles that a bastard would
find in his way and one of the chief ways of stopping bastards from elevating themselves. See Lambert 1993 on
phratries in general; see Ogden 1996: 110-120, 152-153 for bastards and phratry membership.

22 See Lambert 1993: 2-3.
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same explanation for why the law was put in place. The AP claims that it was made “did 10
A 0og TV moAlt®V” (26.3) [because of the large number of citizens], while Plutarch explains
that the law was distinctly “mepi Tdv vobwv” (37.2) [about bastards].?® In the period before the
institution of the PCL bastards appear not to have been citizens any way, with very limited rights
of succession, so what it really achieved was the solidification of Pisitratus’s earlier
identification of untpo&evor as vobor. This blanket delegitimation would have led to a sudden
increase in the total number of bastards and a reduction in the size of the citizen body. Plutarch
estimates that the number excluded from citizenship totalled “oAlym mevraxioyiiov érdtrovg”
(Per. 37.4) [a little less than 5000], though, given ancient writers’ tendency to numerical

exaggeration, this is highly improbable.?*

What prompted the PCL is a much debated topic that is heavily reliant on the interpretation of
the evidence from the AP and Plutarch. Blok (2009) deals well with the different arguments and
begins by analysing what exactly the Athenaion Politeia means by “the large number of citizens”
(37.3). She writes that “it is not easy to see what ‘too many’ in an absolute sense might be” and
so “we should look for ‘too many’ in a relative sense” (Blok 2009: 148). The first basic
interpretation is that it is referring to the whole citizen population. Implied in this is that the
citizenry’s large size was placing strain on the resources necessary for Athenian citizenship,
especially the allowance (pe06g) which was granted to each member of the citizen Assembly
and Council. It has also been said that land in Attica (which only Athenian citizens could own)
may have been running short at the time, too. Neither of these seems a likely explanation since
the payment given to the Assembly and the Council remained the same regardless of population
size (each body was made up of a standard and unchanging number of citizens), and there is no
evidence for the shortage of land among the propertied classes.

The second interpretation of what ‘the large number’ refers to is the possible increase in the
number of metroxenic citizens, born from marriages between Athenians and E€vot (in particular

metics) prior to the institution of the law. Several scholars agree that there appears to have been

23 Al translations from the Greek are my own unless stated as otherwise.

24 Ogden claims that “It is extremely unlikely that those expelled from citizenship, whether or not then sold into
slavery, amounted to 5000 in number, and similarly that any significant proportion of the illegally registered were
such qua nothoi” (1996: 60, n.118).
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an increase in such marriages following the end of the Persian Wars.?® As Athens became the
centre of power from which the lonian and Aegean colonies were governed, it is easy to
understand how the allure of Athenian culture and wealth can have led to an increase in the

immigrant population and growth in the number of marriages between Athenians and foreigners.

On its own, Plutarch’s comment on the law tells us little except that the people affected were
vobot, though it fails to qualify the term. A more logical picture of the PCL is only possible if the
two explanations are not thought of as necessarily in conflict with one another: the citizen body
may have grown because of the increased number of untpoEevol who were citizens through their
fathers, though with foreign mothers. To the oldest and most powerful families, this influx of
foreign blood into Athenian circles of power must have been repugnant and they were searching
for a way to reassert their ethnic identity and rid themselves of foreign influence. Thus they
struck on the disenfranchisement of puntpd&evor, which would simultaneously limit the citizen
population and reassert an Athenian identity with a sense of “autochthonous pride” (Ogden 1996:
66).

The autochthonous ideal held that Athenians had always been resident in Attica and were
descended from Erichthonius/Erechtheus, who had been born from its soil. For a long time
autochthony had been a source of pride for Athens and was something that they repeatedly held
over other Greeks they considered less ethnically pure. This proposal that a renewed sense of
autochthony was behind the PCL is supported by a number of scholars, who point to the history
of the mutual influence between ideas of racial purity and Athens’ success.?® As the Athenian
Empire grew in power and size, and moved, as metropoles often do, towards cosmopolitanism,
the citizens needed to clearly distinguish Athenians from non-Athenians and an emphasis on
pure-blooded autochthonous origins was an especially effective way of achieving this. It could
simultaneously reinforce the singularity of Athenians and act as a collective way to differentiate
them from the other Greeks, especially the Spartans and their allies, as well as foreigners. The
image of Erechtheus and the origins of Athenian autochthony were very quickly established in

the Athenian imagination and are regularly found in political and forensic oratory, as well as art,

25 Rhodes 1981: 331-35, Walters 1983: 316-320, and Raaflaub 1998: 15-41.
26 See Hignett 1952: 345-347, Harrison 1968: i. 25, Davies 1978:111-112, 118, 121, and Ogden 1996: 66.
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of that period and later. Whether or not the children of two Athenians, who were unmarried,
were to be excluded from citizenship, even though they were both part of the distinguished
descent group, is unclear. The law itself does not explicitly exclude these cases from citizenship,
but whether or not the ruling against mixed marriages was attached to other legislation which
denied citizenship to children of unmarried parents, as suggested by Aristotle at Politics 1278a

26-34, cannot be verified.?’

By the beginning of the war, two decades after its inception, the PCL had become firmly
entrenched and it was the standard that “citizens were those who were male; were sons of a
citizen father; were born from a woman who was the daughter of a citizen father; were born from
a woman who was ‘pledged’ (éyyontn); and had been accepted as members of their father's
(phratry and) deme” (Davies 1978: 105).

1.2.3 The voBoc in Greek literature

There are only a handful of literary representations of bastards predating the second half of the
fifth century. The earliest examples are all in Homer, where the word v60og appears ten times in
the Iliad,?® and there is a scene touching on bastardy in the Odyssey.?® As is often the case, the
Homeric attitudes towards bastards and the stereotypes associated with them® appear to be the
germination point of those that came late. There do, however, remain essential differences, not
least in the apparent lack of the blatant marginalisation seen in later literature and law. There is
little else written prior to Euripides’ composition of the Hippolytus that focuses on bastards

except for brief mentions in Herodotus and Sophocles’ Ajax. Both deal at least in part with some

27 Regarding the possible denial of citizenship to bastards born to unmarried Athenians and those of ‘mixed’
parentage Carawan notes that, “the evidence is slim, and it is more reasonable to insist that nothoi of the other sort—
sons of two Athenians without enguetic marriage—were citizens though barred from inheritance.” (2008: 387).
Arguments for this same view include Paoli 1930: 273-274, Harrison 1968: 65-66, and de Ste. Croix 2004: 234-239.
Those against include Wolff 1944: 76-77 and Ogden, who argues very strongly for the view that “bastards of two
Athenian parents were denied citizenship after Pericles’ citizenship law because they were denied it beforehand,
from as early as Solon and because the citizenship law did not change their status. Rather, it included others in their
status” (1996: 43).

2 Homer lliad 2.727, 4.99, 5.70, 8.284, 11.102, 103, 490, 13.694, 15.333, 16.738. Also used are the terms
napBéviog (16.180) and oxoTI0G (6.24).

29 Homer Odyssey 14.109-213

30 such as excessive femininity, strong maternal connections, refusal of traditionally masculine roles, infantilism,
and antagonism towards stepmothers.
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issues of bastardy, but only in Sophocles do we find anything close to the detailed interest shown

in bastardy by Euripides.

1.2.4 Bastardy in Homer

All of the bastards mentioned in Homer’s Iliad share certain basic features: all are the children of
famous men, “typically a hero or king,” all are warriors in the Trojan War, and all have cameo
roles involving a limited degree of either authority or success (Patterson 1990: 47). For the most
part, the word vo0og is used as something appellative, usually in a patronymic that describes
simultaneously the bastard’s relationship with his father and his father’s with his mother. The
vé0o¢ in each case is quite obviously a child who has been recognised as a son by his father, but
who was born to “a woman other than his wife, typically a bought or captured concubine living
within the household” (Patterson 1990: 47). In Homer, as later, the condition of bastardy is
predicated on a bastard’s paternal and maternal relationships, often reflected by the introduction

of a matronymic alongside the patronymic.

One such example is Medon, the captain of the Argive forces in the Iliad, who is introduced in
the catalogue of ships: “aAld Médwv kocunoev ‘Oilfog voboc vidg, tov P’ Etekev Prvn o’
‘Ot TrolmopOe” (Iliad 2. 727-728) [but Medon, the bastard son of Oileus, was in charge: he,
whom Rhene bore to city-sacking Oileus]. Here we can see that both parents are mentioned in
combination with the designation as vo8o¢ in order to leave no doubt about the situation within
this particular oikos: he the son of the noble “city-sacking Oileus” but he is the child of Rhene,
who is not Oileus’s wife. In fact, in this case we find one of the first instances of the stereotyped
antagonism between bastard and step-mother, as a quarrel between Medon and Oileus’s
legitimate (yviown) wife, Eriopis, has forced him from his father’s home and led to his captaincy
of the Argive contingent in Troy.%! It is important to note that Medon’s exile was not caused by a

disconnection between him and his father and the patronymic continues to be used. He remains,

31 He slew one of Eriopis’ relatives. See Homer lliad 13.694-697: fitot & pév vo0og vidg Oikijog Oeioto/ Eoke Médwv
Afovtog aderpedc avtap Evatey/ &v DLAGKN yaing dmo moTpidog dvopa KoTaktas yvatov untpuis Epubmidog, fiv
&y’ Oikedg [Indeed Medon, brother of Aias, was the bastard son of godlike Oileus; but he lived in Phylakg, far from
the land of his fathers, having killed a kinsman of his stepmother Eriopis, whom Oileus had [as a wife]].
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like the majority of bastards mentioned in the Iliad, connected to his paternal lineage, even if he

will always be inferior to any children his father has with Eriopis.

Another Homeric example of this sort of amphimetric oikos comes from Odyssey Book 14, in

which Odysseus, attempting to keep his identity a secret on his arrival at Ithaca, pretends to be a

bastard and gives this account of his fictional upbringing.

gk pev Kpnrawv yévog edyopon e0petawmv,
avEPOG APVELOTo TAIG TOoAAOL O Kol GAAOL
viéeg &v peyapm NUEV Tpaeev 1o £yEvovTo
YVINO01 €& AAOY0L: EUE & VNN TEKE UNTNP
modhakic, 6ALG pe 1oov 0aryevéeooty Etipor
Kéotop Yiaxidne, tod éyo yévog ebyopar ivar
0¢ 10T° évi Kpfiteoot Be0¢ (g tieTo dnum
OAP® e TAOVTE T€ Kol VIAGT KLOUAOIGLY.
GAA” 1 ToL TOV Kfipeg EPav Bavatolo pépovaat
elg ATdao dopovg tol 8¢ {onv €6vcovTto
maideg VEPOLUOL Kal £l KA POV ERAAOVTO,

avTap €uoi pdAa Tadpo doécav kal oiki” Evepav (Murray 2003)

I claim that | was born in broad Crete,

the son of a wealthy man: many other sons

were born and were cared for in his hall,

legitimate from his wife. Yet, though a bought concubine
mother bore me, still Castor, son of Hylax, honoured me
equally to his true-born children. I say that I am of the family
of a man once honoured as a god on Crete by the people

for his luck and his wealth and his renowned sons.

But then death came and bore him to the house of

Hades: then his haughty children got into his livelihood and cast lots.

They allotted me a house but gave me little else (Hom. Od. 14.199-210).

15


http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=polloi%5C&la=greek&can=polloi%5C0&prior=pa/i+s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=de%5C&la=greek&can=de%5C0&prior=polloi%5C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kai%5C&la=greek&can=kai%5C1&prior=de%5C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29%2Flloi&la=greek&can=a%29%2Flloi1&prior=kai%5C%5C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ui%28e%2Fes&la=greek&can=ui%28e%2Fes0&prior=a)/lloi
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29n&la=greek&can=e%29n0&prior=ui(e/es
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=mega%2Frw%7C&la=greek&can=mega%2Frw%7C0&prior=e)n
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=h%29me%5Cn&la=greek&can=h%29me%5Cn1&prior=mega/rw%7C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=tra%2Ffen&la=greek&can=tra%2Ffen0&prior=h)me%5C%5Cn
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=h%29d%27&la=greek&can=h%29d%270&prior=tra/fen
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29ge%2Fnonto&la=greek&can=e%29ge%2Fnonto0&prior=h)d%27
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=gnh%2Fsioi&la=greek&can=gnh%2Fsioi0&prior=e)ge/nonto
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29c&la=greek&can=e%29c0&prior=gnh/sioi
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29lo%2Fxou&la=greek&can=a%29lo%2Fxou0&prior=e)c
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29me%5C&la=greek&can=e%29me%5C0&prior=a)lo/xou
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=d%27&la=greek&can=d%272&prior=e)me%5C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=w%29nhth%5C&la=greek&can=w%29nhth%5C0&prior=d%27
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=te%2Fke&la=greek&can=te%2Fke0&prior=w)nhth%5C%5C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=mh%2Fthr&la=greek&can=mh%2Fthr0&prior=te/ke
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pallaki%2Fs&la=greek&can=pallaki%2Fs0&prior=mh/thr
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29lla%2F&la=greek&can=a%29lla%2F0&prior=pallaki/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=me&la=greek&can=me0&prior=a)lla/
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=i%29%3Dson&la=greek&can=i%29%3Dson0&prior=me
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=i%29qaigene%2Fessin&la=greek&can=i%29qaigene%2Fessin0&prior=i)=son
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29ti%2Fma&la=greek&can=e%29ti%2Fma0&prior=i)qaigene/essin
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*ka%2Fstwr&la=greek&can=*ka%2Fstwr0&prior=e)ti/ma
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*%28ulaki%2Fdhs&la=greek&can=*%28ulaki%2Fdhs0&prior=*ka/stwr
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=tou%3D&la=greek&can=tou%3D0&prior=*(ulaki/dhs
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29gw%5C&la=greek&can=e%29gw%5C0&prior=tou=
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ge%2Fnos&la=greek&can=ge%2Fnos1&prior=e)gw%5C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=eu%29%2Fxomai&la=greek&can=eu%29%2Fxomai1&prior=ge/nos
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ei%29%3Dnai&la=greek&can=ei%29%3Dnai0&prior=eu)/xomai
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=o%28%5Cs&la=greek&can=o%28%5Cs0&prior=ei)=nai
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=to%2Ft%27&la=greek&can=to%2Ft%270&prior=o(%5C%5Cs
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29ni%5C&la=greek&can=e%29ni%5C0&prior=to/t%27
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*krh%2Ftessi&la=greek&can=*krh%2Ftessi0&prior=e)ni%5C%5C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=qeo%5Cs&la=greek&can=qeo%5Cs0&prior=*krh/tessi
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=w%28%5Cs&la=greek&can=w%28%5Cs0&prior=qeo%5C%5Cs
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ti%2Feto&la=greek&can=ti%2Feto0&prior=w(%5C%5Cs
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=dh%2Fmw%7C&la=greek&can=dh%2Fmw%7C0&prior=ti/eto
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=o%29%2Flbw%7C&la=greek&can=o%29%2Flbw%7C0&prior=dh/mw%7C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=te&la=greek&can=te0&prior=o)/lbw%7C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=plou%2Ftw%7C&la=greek&can=plou%2Ftw%7C0&prior=te
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=te&la=greek&can=te1&prior=plou/tw%7C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kai%5C&la=greek&can=kai%5C2&prior=te
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ui%28a%2Fsi&la=greek&can=ui%28a%2Fsi0&prior=kai%5C
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kudali%2Fmoisin&la=greek&can=kudali%2Fmoisin0&prior=ui(a/si

The circumstances of the tale suggest that the situation described must have been normative to
some degree, since it would be unlikely that the crafty Odysseus would try to convince the
Ithacan Eumaeus of a backstory that was wholly implausible. Rather, he chooses to set his
Cretan origins within a familiar sort of domestic structure that does not occasion any comment.
That Odysseus’s Cretan thinks it normative is suggested by the acknowledgement of a man’s
right to own an covnr...moAhokig (14.202-203) [bought concubine] as well as a legitimate
aAdyog (14.202) and to have children by both, raised together in the same household. However,
although Odysseus claims he was treated icov i@aryevéesoy (14.205) [equally to his true-born
children], the limited stake he was given in his father’s inheritance indicates that he still inhabits
an inferior position to his legitimate siblings. Nevertheless, his claim that “fyayounv ¢ yovaika
noAvkApov avipormv” (14.211) [I married a wife from a prosperous family] does imply that

his birth-status does not outright disqualify him from integrating himself into society.

The most famous of the Homeric bastards, and perhaps one of the most famous bastards in all
Greek literature, is Teucer, the bastard son of Telamon, who is also Ajax’s half-brother. He is

referred to as a voOoc in the lliad by Agamemnon who addresses him:

Tedkpe @iln keeadr|, Telapdvie koipove Aadv
BAAA™ obtwg, of KéEv TL 0w Aavaoiot yévnort
natpi e 6® Telaudvy, 6 6 ETpe@e TVTOOV EdvTa,
Kai o€ voov mep &dvta kopicoato @ &vi oike:

TOV Kol TNAGO™ €ovta Ebkheing énifnoov. (Murray 2003)

Dear friend Teucer, son of Telamon, king of the people,
strike out thus, so that you might be a light to the Danaans
and for your father Telamon, who raised you as an infant

and cared for you in his house though you are a bastard,
achieve glory, even though he is far away (Hom. Il. 281-285).
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Once more we have the same picture of the amphimetric oikos, in which a bastard is recognised
by his father and raised in his house alongside his legitimate siblings. In this, as in Odysseus’

case, though, there is no mention of maternity like we find with Medon.

What is most interesting about the situation is the relationship of Teucer with his half-brother
Ajax, between whom, despite the tendency of amphimetric houses to foster hostility, there is no
fraternal strife. It must be recognised that they can in no way be considered as equals, no matter
how close they are, and there are clear expressions of Teucer’s inferiority to Ajax in the lliad,
many of which correspond to the stereotypical characteristics that came to be closely associated
with bastards later on. The most important description of the brothers occurs in Iliad Book 8, in

which they are described fighting together during a pitched battle.

Tedkpog & givorog NAOe modivrova TOEN TLTAVOVY,
ot & ap” v’ Alavtog odkel TeAapwmviddao.

&vO™ Alog pev vmelépepev oakog avtap O v’ fpmg
TOTTVOG, Enel dp TV 6ioTedo0s £V OPIA®
BepAnkot, O uév avdr tecmv dmd Oupdv drecoey,
aOTap O ATIC IV ThIC BS VIO uNTépa SHoKeY

eig AfovO’- 0 6¢ puv oaxel kpomraocke eoev®d. (Murray 2003)

Teucer came ninth, drawing his arching bow,

and he stood under the shield of Ajax, Telamon’s son.

Then Ajax raised his shield up and out; however, the hero,

when he had looked about, shot and hit someone

in the crowd, and that man having fallen there lost his life.

Yet Teucer, like a child retreating behind his mother,

returns to Ajax, and he hides him with his shining shield (Hom. 1l. 266-272).
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A clear image is given here of a smaller (and presumably weaker) bastard who is being assisted
and protected by his legitimate brother: he is dependent on the shield® of Ajax both as a means
of keeping himself safe and as cover for his archery. Teucer is almost physically marred by his
birth-status: his size suggests some sort of innate weakness inherited from his unmarried mother,
while the legitimacy of Ajax’s birth has conferred on him superiority of stature and status. Ajax
is not only cast in the role of brother but is interestingly turned into the figure of a mother, too.
The comparison makes Teucer child-like, or “recessive”, and his attempt to seek out maternal
safety and aid is closely linked to the crucial role of maternal identity in a bastard’s parentage
(Ebbott 2003: 43).%

Ajax’s protection is not only needed because Teucer is weaker, but also because he is an archer.
Archery, particularly in Homer, appears to be linked in a number of ways to femininity and
cowardice, just as bastardy often is. In the Iliad Paris is disparaged by Diomedes, whom he has
just shot, for being an archer; Diomedes describes the attack: “@¢ &l ue yovny Parotr §| mdig
aoppov/ Koeov yap BELog avopog avarkidog ovtidavoio (Hom. 1. 389-390) [As if a woman or a
mindless child harmed me, for the arrow of a feeble worthless man is blunt]. The implication for
Teucer, the bastard who is an archer, therefore, is that he is subject to double condemnation for
his lack of masculine bravery, or may, conversely, be only an archer because of his birth-status.*
On the whole, though, it seems that for a relationship between legitimate and illegitimate
brothers raised in the same house, although it is unequal, it is remarkably strong.*

1.2.5 Bastardy in Sophocles

Sophocles’ Ajax looks in greater detail at this relationship between the titular hero and Teucer,

building on the Homeric myth to echo the attitudes of the post-PCL Classical world.® Teucer is

32 The fact that Teucer is hiding behind Ajax’s shield is significant, because throughout the Iliad “Afovtoc Sewvov
obixog ntafociov” (7.246, 7.266) [Ajax’s fearsome shield of seven ox-hides] is used to symbolise him as a man and
warrior, regularly being used in his epithets. It is one of the key manifestations of his masculine identity. See Ebbott
2003: 40-41

33 For bastards and the idea of perpetual childhood, see Ebbott 2003: 9-36.

34 For more on bastardy and archery, see Ebbott 2003: 47-49.

35 Ebbott 2003:42-44 draws a parallel between this pair of brothers and another, Castor and Polydeuces, whom she
sees as subject to similar relations, although based on a mortal/immortal rather than legitimate/illegitimate binary.

36 The Ajax is Sophocles’ oldest play and can be dated to 442/441. See Finglass 2011: 1-11.
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engaged as an intermediary between the Greek commander and Ajax, who has slaughtered all of
the Greeks’ livestock in a divinely inspired madness, under the illusion that the anima;s were
these same commanders. What makes this work particularly relevant is that it contains the first
clear evidence of a pejorative reference to bastardy: during an interaction towards the end of the
play, Menelaus says to Teucer, “o0 paddv ¢ &1 vov” (Soph. Ajax 1259) [you do not know who
you are by birth]. Use of bastardy as an insult is not found in Homer, and it appears as if bastardy
was not used derogatively in daily life until the late Archaic or early Classical periods. It is in
this period that “our single piece of evidence for the concept of bastardy being employed in
general abuse in the Greek world: the phrase ‘Go to Cynosarges (es Kynosarges) was first used

‘as abuse and as a curse’, the equivalent of the common ‘Go to the crows [sc. as carrion]

(Ogden 1996: 201-202, quoting the scholiast to Plato’s Axiochus 364a).*’

Its use in this play is not surprising when we remember the legal and social negativity directed at
bastards which steadily worsened in the post-PCL era. The insult here is about Teucer’s mother,
who, since he has been recognised by Telamon as his son and Ajax’s half-brother, is the reason
for his inferiority. In fact, Teucer is fully aware that his mother was the Trojan princess Hesione
“§ evoel név Nv/ Pacitewn, Acopédovroc” (Soph. Ajax 1301-1302) [She who was born into
royalty, daughter of Laomedon], who was Telamon’s second wife.*® No matter how legitimate
the circumstances of their marriage and Teucer’s birth, the fact that she was a Trojan made it a
metroxenic match and the product was automatically a bastard, especially while Ajax lived. It is
this that Menelaus, in contrast to his brother in the lliad, can attack by degrading Teucer for his
bastardy, discounting his paternal recognition and the maternal nobility of a legitimately wed

man and wife.

1.3 Euripides and bastardy

Now that we have a firmer grasp on the history of the word v60og in law and literature, it will be

possible to turn our attention to Euripides and the bastards that he presents in the Hippolytus, the

37 The Cynosarges was a gymnasium and temple complex in Athens attended solely by bastards and dedicated to
Heracles (who, as a divine bastard himself, was their informal patron). For clear reviews of the primary evidence
available to us about the establishment and those who attended it, see Humphreys 1974: 88-95 and Ogden 1996:
199-203.

38 For the myth, see Apollodorus Bibliotheca 2.5.9.
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Andromache, and the lon. This can only be attempted by working out the relationships that exist
between their characterisation, their circumstances, and their bastardy, as we can only understand
the role of bastardy in Euripides if we examine how the bastards behave and how their behaviour
relates to their status in both oikos and polis.

1.3.1 Bastard characterisation

The principal characteristic shared by all three characters who are labeled vo0ou is, of course, the
basic dynamic of their parents’ relationship. In the cases of Hippolytus and Molossus, it is
commonly known that their parents were unmarried at the time of their conception and were not
of the same ethnicity.*® lon differs in that he is ignorant of his true origins, but is nevertheless as
concerned about the legitimacy of his parents’ relationship because of its impact on his birth-
status. It is this anxiety that he expresses when he asks Xuthus if he was conceived in “vdBov Tt

Aéktpov” (544) [a bastard bed].

As well as the state of their parentage, another characteristic all three bastards share is the
relationship each has to his mother and father. To begin with, all are the sons of absent fathers,
with whom they have difficult relationships. In the Andromache and the lon neither of the
fathers, Neoptolemus and Apollo, makes an appearance alive on stage, while in the Hippolytus
Theseus’s presence serves only to highlight the difficulties in their relationship through the
unsympathetic and careless attitude he has towards his son.*° This paternal distance, however, is
generally balanced by another shared characteristic: the natural intimacy each bastard has with
his mother, regardless of whether or not she is alive or appears on stage. Hippolytus, although his

mother is dead, is repeatedly linked to the dead Antiop€ both by others and in his own longing,

39| have elected to refer to ‘Amazon’ as an ethnicity, in line with Herodotus “Oi 8¢ Zx00at 00k eixov copparécdat
10 mpfiypa oBte yap poviy odte £60fita obte T0 EBvog gyivosikov, GAL' év Obuatt foov 6x60sy EAbotey” (4.111,
own emphasis) [But the Scythians weren’t able to comprehend the matter, for they did not understand their language
or their clothes or their ethnicity, but wondered where they might have come from...].

40 Whatever resolution is reached in the final scene comes too late to fix the problems evident in this earlier
interaction, caused by Hippolytus’s ideology..
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references to her.** Understandably, the young child Molossus is only on stage in Andromache’s
presence, but the strength of their connection extends beyond his brief time on stage and the play
is deeply concerned about the nature of their interdependency, while lon is gripped by an almost
innate desire to discover his mother and has a natural sympathy with Creusa even before he
knows her true identity. So strong is this maternal connection that in the cases of at least two of
them (Hippolytus and lon), it is the absence of the mother rather than the presence of the father

that appears to have the most impact on their characterisation.

As a consequence of Molossus’s age and the limited role he plays in the Andromache,
Hippolytus and lon tend to have more in common with one another than with him, since both are
older and have much bigger parts. While, for instance, all three are young (that is, either on the
cusp of adulthood or younger), the closeness in age between Hippolytus and lon means that the
matters of sexual and spiritual purity are of much greater importance than they could ever be to a
noic like Molossus. The older bastards are also better able to express themselves and appear to

have greater agency in the choices they make.*?

One such choice is the extraordinary dedication they show to individual gods. Both Hippolytus
and lon conceive of Artemis and Apollo respectively as a central part of their identity and the
true location of their ‘family’.*® Hippolytus removes himself from the oikos, sacrificing his
familial obligation to marry and bear children in order to spend time hunting alongside Artemis,
treating her and her followers as an adoptive family. Similarly, lon, ignorant of the true situation,
cares for Apollo’s shrine in recompense for the care which it has shown him, much as would be

expected of a child for his parents and household: “d@¢ yap auntop andtop 1€ YeydS TOL

41 Euripides does not give any name to Hippolytus’s mother in the play (she is only ever referred to either as ‘the
Amazon’ or ‘mother’) but she has typically been called either Antiop€ or Hippolyte, both “traditional Amazon
names” (Barrett 1964: 8 n.3). It is most likely that she was originally Antiop€ (the legendary warrior queen) and the
names of the mother and son came to correspond and she was called Hippolyté (from whom Heracles stole the
magic girdle). | will use the name Antiop€ here.

42 The matter of agency in these plays and tragedy in general is heavily debated. For the issue of agency, fate, and
psychological determinism in Hippolytus: see Rankin 1974: 71-94 and Gill 1990: 76-107; and in lon especially: see
Wassermann 1940: 587-604, Burnett 1962: 89-103, Conacher 1967: 20-39, and Giannopolou 2000: 257-271.

431t can be argued that lon has no choice in his dedication to Apollo, though it is he who chooses to reject Xuthus’s
offer to return to Athens in favour of remaining at the god’s Delphic temple (517-675, esp. 585-657). It matters little
either way as these ‘choices’ are only available to them because of their age.
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Bpéyovtag/Poifov vaovg Bepamedm.” (109-111) [for being both motherless and fatherless | care

for Phoebus’s shrines which nourished me]. %4

There are many ways in which the two bastards and their narratives differ, of course, and these
can be as informative as those features that connect them. In the first place, while both young
men live a life of extreme piety, worshiping a god who takes the place of family and oikos, they
have fundamentally different reasons for doing so. lon is a devotee of Apollo because he grew up
in the Delphic temple, where his father had him brought after Creusa exposed him. Hippolytus,
however, has made something like a conscious choice to disown his home in favour of

dedication to Artemis.

Another thing that distinguishes all three bastards, is that, despite sharing parentage with the
same basic dynamic, they each have very distinctive circumstances. Hippolytus is the illegitimate
child of Antiopg€, a now dead Amazonian queen, whom his father Theseus had taken to Athens as
a concubine after the Greek conflict with the Amazons. He also has the role of stepson to his
father’s new legitimate wife, Phaedra, and of half-brother to that union’s legitimate children. In
the Andromache as in the Hippolytus, the bastard Molossus is the child of the war-won
concubine and the royal-born Trojan Andromache, and of her master Neoptolemus (the son of
the man who killed Andromache’s husband Hector). He is positioned as the potential heir to
Neoptolemus and usurper of the inheritance of legitimate children yet to be born to his father’s
wife, Hermione. Lastly, in the lon, the eponymous character is, like the others, the product of
violence, though in this case it is through the god Apollo’s rape of Creusa, the pure-blooded
queen of Athens and heir to the superiority of Athenian autochthony. Importantly, however, he
has no knowledge at all of his parentage.

1.3.2 Previous scholarship on Euripidean bastardy

44 1t is notable, too, that the deities in question are the divine twin children of Zeus and Leto, who, though opposite
in many ways, have spheres of influence that intersect at numerous points. Both, for instance, might be said to be
connected to the ideas of self-control and purity, Apollo in his role as the god of music, poetry and prophecy,
Artemis in hers as the eternally virgin goddess. The case might also be made that they are also vofot, since they
come from an unmarried union: the gods, however, as we see in lon’s case, have their own rules. For Apollo and
Artemis in Euripides, see Hartigan 1991.
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Scholars have tended to look at bastardy in the three works within the isolated contexts of the
individual plays, rather than study them in relation to one another and Euripides’ overall canon.*
Many have dismissed it as a subject of minimal importance, while others, even those
investigating aspects of the plays which seem clearly connected to it, have avoided looking at
bastardy altogether. Overall, very few detailed and unambiguous conclusions about bastardy in
any of these plays have been suggested. In two separate works, ‘Shame and Purity in Euripides’
Hippolytus’ (1970) and Euripides and the Poetics of Sorrow: Art, Gender, and Communication
in Alcestis, Hippolytus, and Hecuba (1993), Segal demonstrates this unwillingness to address the
effects of bastardy on Hippolytus and argues that his attitudes towards sex and purity are

problems in themselves and not connected to his birth-status.

Ebbott (2003) makes one of the most detailed examinations of bastardy in tragedy in a chapter on
the Hippolytus from her book Imagining Illegitimacy in Classical Greek Literature (85-107).
Disappointingly, the conclusions to which she comes, although many are informative, are limited
to the Hippolytus and do not look more at Euripides’ body of work. Allan’s The Andromache
and Euripidean Tragedy (2000) is a brilliant close-reading of the play but he looks at Molossus’s
bastardy only briefly (180-181) and directs the reader to Seaford (1990) for more commentary on
the issue in the Andromache, and to Ogden (1996) for bastardy in general. Ogden makes great
use of Euripides, especially these three plays, and he perhaps comes closest to providing some
sort of coherent idea about Euripides’ attitudes towards bastards. Many of these more specific
studies have been useful as interpretations of bastardy in each of the plays and are foundational
to this broader examination of the portrayals of bastardy in Euripides and his intentions behind

them.

1.4 Methodology

1.4.1 Close-reading and New Historicism

45 For comments on the Hippolytus, see Barrett 1964: 11.304, 962-3, and 1082-3, and Berns 1973: 165-187; for the
lon, see Gunther 2018: 11.1468
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The main body of this thesis is a qualitative analysis of the texts, consisting of close readings of
the occurrences of the word vofog and other bastardy-related terms. To these are added
examinations of other aspects of the plays (structural, linguistic, or historical) that can add to our
understanding of Euripides’ views of bastardy during the period. The two key questions | ask are
these: a) how does Euripides portray bastards and bastardy? and b) how do these presentations
relate to their historical context? It is to answer the first of these questions that the Greek of the
plays is looked at so closely: our only evidence for Euripides’ views is contained in the texts.
This method of analysis is taken largely from the school of New Criticism, but is used in a way

quite contrary to its original purpose.*®

This thesis is, in fact, fundamentally an exercise in New Historicism, which holds that it is not
enough just to read a text closely but that this reading must be informed by a clear understanding
of the text’s literary and historical context.*’ Establishing this context requires a comprehensive
review of all available evidence, literary and non-literary and in this instance involves examining
the situation in Athens during the early period of the Peloponnesian War. This sort of
methodology has long been common in the scholarship of classical literature because, “given the
scarcity of the transmitted material, it has always been considered a matter of course to include
texts which do not belong to “high” literature (such as grammatical or medical textbooks,
documentary papyri or inscriptions, anthologies and anecdotes) in our analyses” (Schmitz 2002:
172).

About how much Euripides’ plays reflected the Athens in which they were written, and the
extent to which they critique the status quo, opinions have varied. Griffin (1998) sparked new
debate with his article “The Social Function of Attic Tragedy,” in which he argues for a strictly
limited connection between the socio-political context of the age and drama. Tragedy, he claims,
was performed because of “that special tragic pleasure” that was gained from the ritualistic and

aesthetic spectacle (1998: 60). He was compellingly countered by Seaford (2000) and Gregory

46 Close-reading as formulated by the New Critics “encouraged the illusion that any piece of language, ‘literary’ or
not, can be adequately studied or even understood in isolation [from its historical and literary context]” (Eagleton
1996: 38). For its application to Classics, see Schmitz 2002: 91-94.

47 For New Historicism in the Classics, see Pelling 1997 and 1999, and Schmitz 2002: 159-174. For New
Historicism and tragedy, see Hall 1997: 93-126, Debnar 2005: 3-22, and Kelly 2015: 61-92. For New Historicism in
general, see Hamilton 1996, Brannigan 1998, and Gallagher & Greenblatt 2000.
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(2002), who both point out that “so long as we do not posit an exact correspondence between
tragedy and real life it is...justified to enlist the tragic texts as evidence for contemporary
attitudes toward questioning authority, whether in the domestic, military, or civic spheres”
(Gregory 2002: 147).“® This thesis is premised on the same belief of these latter two scholars:
Euripides’ plays can indeed engage with prevailing social and political attitudes and events of his
time, and he may well have deliberately used the theatre to address and critique contemporary

problems within that context.

1.4.2 Gender and sexuality

As well as these methodologies, it is also necessary to be conversant in the scholarship of
classical sex and gender theory, especially the extensive work done on women in antiquity.*°
Without an appreciation for the complexities of gender within the patriarchal society of classical
Athens, a great deal of essential contextualisation would be lost, as well as an invaluable lens
through which to investigate key cultural values. In fifth-century Athens, the power structures of
the polis and oikos were almost wholly predicated on the patriarchal dominance of men over
women. At the extra-domestic level the organisation and administration of the polis were solely
in the hands of property-owning male citizens (moAitat), whereas all women were
disenfranchised as political entities (as evidenced by the lack of a feminine form of the word
‘moMtng’ during the latter half of the fifth century), and at every stage of life remained under the
control of some male relative, brothers and husbands. Perhaps the freest of the women in Athens
were the étaipar (courtesans) and molAakai (concubines), who tended to be better-educated

foreigners accustomed to intimate and more equal interactions with men.>® With the exception of

48 Other works that deal with the problem include Goldhill 1997: 54-68, Pelling 1997, and Allan-Kelly 2013: 78-79.
49 scholarship on sex, gender, sexuality and women in antiquity is extensive. A few important works on fifth-
century Athens include Pomeroy 1975, Gould 1980: 38-59, Just 1989, Foxhall 1989: 22-44, 2013, Cohen 1991,
Loraux 1995, Dillon 2002, Van Nortwick 2008, Gilhuly 2009, McCosky and Zakin 2009, and Silver 2018.
Regarding tragedy specifically, see Powell 1990, Wohl 1998, and Mossman 2005: 352-365.

50 1.8y, s.v. éraipa 2 and MGS, s.v. étaipa; LSJ, s.v. madhaxn and MGS, s.v. malkaky. Many recent studies on
étaipon and modloxai have appeared in the last few years, such as Blazeby 2011:86-105, Cohen 2015 and Kapparis
2018. Older works include Sealey 1984, Pomeroy 1975: 57-119, Roy 1997: 16-18, and Budin 2003: 148-159.
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religious tradition and ritual, the oikos was the sole institution in which a woman could hold
limited sway over those inferior to her, in this case children and slaves, but she was never free

from the power dynamic of her marriage.

Women were at the centre of the private household and were expected to run it efficiently; as
women, the management of the household (its finances, supplies and slaves) constituted much of
their normative duties.®® As wives, however, their most important duty was to bear their
husband’s children, preferably boys, and to rear them until puberty. This responsibility meant
that, during perhaps the most formative period of their lives, boys were cared for almost
exclusively by the women they would later go on to have total power over. It is reasonable to
expect that these mothers would have had enormous influence in their sons’ lives, although it is

impossible ever to know to what extent.

It is important to understand that for the Greeks, as for many societies, issues of gender were at
the root of their attitudes towards bastardy. Bastardy has already been shown to be grounded on
the essentially gendered relationship between a bastard’s mother and father, as well as his own
connection with each parent (something greatly affected by theirs with one another). It was also
something that was inherently legal and political in its expressions because it was defined by
men who, as the sole holders of legal and political power, could use it “to regulate sex and
procreation within the social community” to suit their ideals (Ebbott 2003: 2). These, like almost
all the laws, were governed by and in turn came to govern the gendered dichotomy of masculine

and feminine, and their implementation was part of the normalised patriarchal power structures.

1.5 The Peloponnesian War and amendment to the PCL

By the time Euripides composed and produced the Hippolytus at the City Dionysia in 428, the
Peloponnesian War had been underway for almost three years. The situation had deteriorated
markedly since the war had begun in 431 and Athens was suffering significant losses on and off
the battlefield. The military campaign waged by the Spartan king Archidamus against Attica had

not abated since the war’s start (it would not reach a resolution until a decade later in 421) and

51 For a woman’s role in the home, see Xenophon, Oeconomicus, esp. 7.35-37.
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the Athenian people were still for the most part confined to the city limits, where, at the behest of

Pericles, they had retreated to safety from the original Archidamian raids.%?

As Pericles had planned, the port of the Piraeus served a dual purpose. Firstly, it created a
channel into the city for the influx of essential resources brought from Athens’ colonies around
the Aegean, lonia and the Black Sea. Secondly, it was a safe and manageable base from which to
maintain their powerful navy. Very soon, however, in 430 the access to the wider world granted
by the Piraeus proved to come at a great cost, when a particularly deadly and virulent plague
brought, so Thucydides claims, from North Africa. spread through the harbour into the city.5
The proximity of the Athenian population within the city walls and the limited access to fresh
water led to its rapid proliferation and the fatality rate was so high that, according to various
calculations, over the period 430-426 an estimated 25% of the population died, equivalent to
75 000-100 000 people.>*

Like many in Athens at the time, Pericles, the city’s foremost statesman and de facto leader,
suffered tragic losses to his immediate circle, succumbing almost inevitably to the disease
himself in 429. Plutarch relates this in his Life of Pericles, writing that “améBole 6¢ xai v
aoerenv o Iepkdiic T0Te Kl T®V KNOEGTAOV Kol GIA®V TOVE TAEIGTOVG Kol ¥PNOU®TATOVS TPOG
v molteiov” (36.4) [At that time Pericles lost both his sister and the most part of his relations
and friends and of those who were most valuable for governing of the city]. Of the many deaths
that occurred among those close to him, however, perhaps the most devastating loss to Pericles
was that of his two sons, Xanthippus and Paralus. Products of his first marriage, the former was

“0 yap mpecPutatog avtod TV yynoiov vidv” (Plu. Per. 36.1) [the eldest of his legitimate sons]

52 See Thucydides 2.10-54.

53 fipEato 8¢ O pgv Tpdrov, B Aéyetay, & Aibomiag Tiic vmip Aiydmrov, Ensrta 8¢ kol £¢ Afyvmtov kai Apony
KkatéPn Kai &g TV PaciAémg yijv TV moAANY. €g 6& v ABnvaiov Tolv éEanvaing £éoénece, Kol TO TPATOV €V TQ
Mewpael fiyato tdV avipdnov, dote kol EAEON Vi avTdV ®g ol ITehomovvioiol edppako EcPePrnkolev € ta
ppéota- kpfivar yop obmo foav avtoddl. Dotepov 82 kal &g v dve ToA dpiketo, kol Edvnokov moAAG pdilov fid.
(Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War 2. 48) [t first began, so it is said in the part of Ethiopia above Egypt
and then it came down into Egypt and Libya and into most of the land of the [Persian] king. It then fell unexpectedly
upon Athens, and it first took hold of the people of the Piraeus (so that it was said by them that the Peloponnesians
had put poison in the reservoirs, for there were as yet no wells there) and afterwards it arrived in the upper part of
the city and then the number of deaths became much greater].

54 For the calculation of Athens’ population and the effect of the plague, see Morens and Littman 1992: 286-291. A
number of theories have been propounded as to the nature of the disease, ranging from measles and typhus to
smallpox and polio. For more on its identification, see Wylie and Stubbs 1983: 6-11, Morens and Littman 1992:
274-286, Retief and Cilliers 1998: 50-53, and Manley 2014: 393-397.
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and the latter “tov nepidowmov avtod T@OV yvnoiov vidv” (Plu. Per. 36.4) [the last surviving of his
legitimate sons]. Both died within a short time of one another in 429, leaving Pericles, who
would die later that same year, without any legitimate heirs and with no legal option for
legitimating his bastard son by his foreign mistress Aspasia. His own citizenship law of 451
prohibiting the legitimation of metroxenic children stood in his way and so, in 429, Pericles
approached the Athenians with the request that, since he had no remaining legitimate sons, his
bastard son be granted citizen and inheritance rights and be accepted into one of the Attic
phratries. The Athenians granted his wish and his son, newly named Pericles after his father, was

endorsed as a full Athenian citizen.

Whether or not this was a one-off request or actually a revision of the original legislation is not
entirely certain, though it seems likely that the latter was the case, and a policy change seems
more probable than an exception being granted to a single citizen (even one so eminent).
Carawan presents perhaps the strongest case for the legitimation of Pericles the Younger being
part of “an amendment to the law of 451/0, affecting all families that found themselves in the
same predicament: a father who had no surviving gnésioi was allowed to adopt a nothos and thus
sustain his house and name” (2008: 403 ). Considering the effect of the war and the plague on
the population of legitimate Athenian young men and the need to repopulate the citizen body
(which would require legitimate citizens), it is understandable how the need for the law’s
alteration first arose as a compromise made by the aristocratic elite to retain power but increase
numbers. As the war went on there seems to have been a general liberalisation of the law, so that
by the time the oligarchic regime was installed in 411 bastards’ position had improved to the

point where they were fully enfranchised with limited succession rights.

Shortly after this amendment to the PCL, its originator died, but did so knowing that he had a son
(bastard or not) to be his heir.>® Over the next decade or so other citizens too were given the
same unwished-for chance to take advantage of the law’s alteration, as Athens continued to
struggle with the return of the plague, the yearly Spartan devastation of Attic land, and a number

of severe military defeats. The excerpt from Aristophanes’ Birds 1664-1666 (produced in 414),

%5 Pericles the Younger was later made a otpatfiyog and was one of the six military leaders executed following the
Battle of Arginusae in 406. See Xenophon, Hellenica 1.6.1-36.
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referred to previously, seems to suggest that over this period and up to the failed Sicilian
expedition, the change made in 429 remained “the only loophole” that existed in the PCL
(Carawan 2008: 403).

In the years following the production of the lon, between the fall of the brief oligarchy in 411
and the forceful reinstitution of the PCL by the Thirty in 403, the rights of bastards seem to have
improved even more. Bastards were now more commonly citizens (even while having legitimate
brothers) and there was lessening control over bastardy rights by the Athenian power
structures.® Looked at practically, the situation reveals correlation between the state of the
Athenian citizenry and the laxity of its citizenship laws. By the end of the war, there was such a
severe shortage of fighting men that at the Battle of Arginusae in 406 they were apparently
desperate enough to offer slaves citizenship in exchange for their military service.®’

This is precisely the sort of alteration to the originally rigid system of social, civic and domestic
positions that was one of the chief outcomes of the war. The size of the losses from the plague
and the battlefield meant that the population of Athens was severely lacking in younger
legitimate men, who had their place at the top of the socio-political hierarchy. The destabilising
effects of this must have been felt at both a polis and an oikos level, where the normative
standards could no longer function effectively without some changes being made. The binary of
legitimate/illegitimate was only one of the many standards of social definition that proved
malleable and ended up changing under the pressures of the context. Once thought to be
permanent and inviolable, many of the key societal limitations, such as gender, citizenship and

religion, were redefined and remade: this is reflected in the art of the period, especially drama.
1.6 Conclusion: Method of proceeding
The hypothesis of this thesis is that the presentation of bastardy in Euripides’ three plays, the

Hippolytus, the Andromache, and the lon, can be attributed to the circumstances of Athens over

the period of their composition, particularly the institution (451) and subsequent revocation (429)

56 Evidence for this comes from Demosthenes 57.30 and Lysias 13.58-60.
57 See Aristophanes Frogs 33, 190-191, 693-699.
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of the PCL and the cumulative cost of being on the losing side of a protracted and bloody war. |
have tried above to address the background of bastardy in general, as well as its position in
Athens. The word vdBog, it has been shown, though found to be flexible in its contemporary
socio-political meaning, almost always had a meaning “basically equivalent to the English term
‘bastard’ in denoting a child produced by any two people that were not married to each other”
(Ogden 1996: 15). The variations of its meaning in legal terms have also been examined, and
show what looks like a gradual decline in bastards’ rights from Draco onwards that culminated in
the PCL. It was only the pressures of the Peloponnesian War that brought about a rapid and
effective change in policy towards bastards, who proceeded to gain better status until the

reinstitution of the law after the war. in 403.

It is now necessary to examine methodically the three Euripidean plays in question, beginning in
chapter two with the earliest, the Hippolytus (428), then moving on to Andromache (425) in the
third, and ending in the fourth with the latest, the lon (411). Using the knowledge gained from
this close-reading of the plays, it is possible in the fifth chapter to conclude that there is an
intimate link between the context and the Euripides’ presentation of bastards in the plays.
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CHAPTER 2: THE HIPPOLYTUS

2.1 Introduction

The Hippolytus has always been a popular, if inscrutable, play and in its long existence it has
drawn considerable academic attention.® Such interest has meant that the body of scholarship on
the Hippolytus is greater than that on any other play studied in this thesis. Additionally, a bigger
proportion of that scholarship is focussed on bastardy, because of the narrative choices about the
main character that Euripides makes: unlike the lon, the action takes place within an oikos, but,
unlike the Andromache, it is an oikos in which the bastard is old enough for self-expression.®
Hippolytus is thus not only more certain of his own bastardy than either of the others, but has

better opportunities to exhibit its effects on his character.®

He is a young man who has rejected the rules of the dominant polis-culture, particularly those
regarding the prescribed gender roles for a man of his age. In their place he has put what will be
called his personal ‘ideology,’®* founded on the worship of Artemis and belief in the moral
superiority of sexual purity that is attainable only by the total denunciation, in thought and deed,
of anything related to sex. This embodies itself as an aggressive misogyny—an amplification of
the long-standing characterisation of women as inherently more lascivious than men—as well as
a refusal to participate in domestic or civic life. Instead of a man’s customary duties (many of
which remain open to him in the world of the play despite his bastardy), Euripides’ Hippolytus
spends his time in the intensive worship of Artemis and as her companion in the hunt. According
to this ideology, the virgin Hippolytus is morally superior to others and rejects their judgments

because they are made with an invalid morality. Nevertheless, these judgements have been and

58 Artistic attention too: the narrative of Hippolytus and Phaedra was the inspiration for Ovid’s Heroides 4 (c.25-16
BCE, see Knox 1995: 3), Seneca’s Latin Tragedy Phaedra (c.54 CE, see Coffey & Mayer 1990: 5-6) and the French
dramatist Jean Racine’s Phédre (1677).

59 Following the title, | consider Hippolytus to be the play’s central character. | do, however, recognise that there is
some debate concerning this. See, for instance, Hutchinson 2004.

80 On his self-expression, see Gill 1990: 76-107.

61 By ‘ideology’ | mean the unique set of beliefs, moral and social, that distinguish Hippolytus as atypical in his
context. These include his obsession with sexual purity, his misogyny, his rejection of behavioural norms, and his
idealised belief in his own innate moral superiority.
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continue to be made and the consequences of Hippolytus’s reactions to them constitute the

central narrative of the play.

Criticism of the Hippolytus in the last sixty years has been heavily focussed on diagnosing the
causes of the protagonist’s ideology and many have touched on bastardy as a contributing factor.
Work on the subject has tended to the opinion that bastardy does play some part in the
formulation of his beliefs, although there has been great disagreement about how big a part this
is.%2 In many ways, as Davies notes, the problem epitomises “how hard it can be to decide on the
relative weight of a feature mentioned in a drama” (2000: 68). Various critics have tried to
determine this by examining the play through different theoretical lenses, each of which has
looked at a variety of pieces of evidence in the text to support their idea.®® This chapter seeks to
examine this evidence and, using the knowledge covered in the first chapter, to decipher how
bastardy relates to Hippolytus’s characterisation. A comprehension of this will make it easier to
hypothesise about Euripides’ attitude to bastards and establish a base from which to recognise if
it changes in the other two plays. Before a review of the evidence or any sort of analysis can be
done, however, two additional contextual elements need to be addressed.

2.1.1 Euripides’ other Hippolytus

The Hippolytus that is the subject of this chapter was not the first play of that name that
Euripides composed. The relationship between the play produced in 428 and this ‘other’ earlier
Hippolytus, often called Hippolytus Veiled,% is disputed.®® This is largely because it is the only
extant example of a playwright using the exact same subject matter twice and “the evidence
available for the reconstruction of the lost first play is inadequate and uncertain” (Roisman 1999:

62 See Grube 1941: 182, n.17, Rankin 1974: 76-79, Smoot 1976: 42-48, Griffin 1990: 137, Ogden 1996: 207-208
and Ebbott 2003: 85-108. Only Waldock disagrees, writing, “Is there the slightest clear suggestion in the drama that
Hippolytus, because of his bastardy, has suffered? Every indication points precisely the opposite way” (1951: 53).
He occupies the most extreme position.

63 perhaps the two most prominent theoretical positions have been historicism (see Grube 1941, Ormand 2015: 258,
258 n. 72, and Kokkini 2013: 67-83) and psychoanalysis (see Rankin 1974: 71-94 and Smoot 1976: 37-61).

64 It is called ‘Veiled’ because he apparently covers his head when Phaedra propositions him. See especially
Roisman 1999: 407-409.

55 See Barrett 1964: 10-15, Gibert 1997: 85-97, Roisman 1999: 397-409, and Hutchinson 2004: 15-28.
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397).%6 One of the most important pieces of evidence for the first play is the hypothesis by
Aristophanes of Byzantium, which claims, “£ot1 8¢ ovtoc TnndAvTog devTepoc, O Koi oTEPOViaC
TPOCAYOPEVOUEVOS. EROOIVETOL & DOTEPOC YEYPOUUEVOS: TO YAP Ampenes Kol katnyopiog dEov
&v 100t dtwpbotor @ dpdpatt” (Barrett 1964: 96) [This is the second Hippolytus, the one also
called ‘garlanded’.®” It appears to have been written afterwards. For it made amends for the

unseemliness and warranted abuse of this [first] play].

Besides these few sentences, there is little else available on the structure and nature of the first
Hippolytus, though a number of attempts to reconstruct the play’s plot and characterisation have
been made. We do not, however, have any concrete evidence for what exactly the Athenian
audience found so shocking. The common argument, drawn from contemporary sources and
extrapolation from the second version, is that Euripides portrayed Phaedra simplistically as a
particularly evil woman and that this was for some reason frowned upon by the polis. Some, such
as Devereux (1985) and Griffin (1990), have argued that the reason was primarily aesthetic: an
artistic improvement of a play which won him only third place at the festival. Others, such as
Gibert (1997) and Roisman (1999) are less committed to any opinion given the short supply of
evidence, though they do admit that Phaedra’s characterisation might possibly have been a

contributing factor.®

2.1.2 The hero-cult of Hippolytus

It is also important to recognise the religious significance that the mythological figure of
Hippolytus had during Euripides’ time and after. In Troezen there was a hero-cult dedicated to
him, although information on it is scarce. Pausanias writes that “Irmolvt® 0¢ 1® Oncéng
TEUEVOG TE EMPAVESTATOV AVETTOL KOl VOOG &V aDT® Kol dyaApnd oty dpyoiov... Tpolnviolg d¢
iepevg pév oty TamoAvTov TOV Ypdvov Tod Piov mhvta iepdpevog kol Buoio kabeoctnKacy

émételot” (2.32.1) [A very famous precinct is dedicated to Hippolytus, son of Theseus, and in this

58 For a review of the evidence, see Gibert 1997: 85-97.

57 This is presumably because Hippolytus is garlanded on his entrance at 58 (see lines 73-74) and later offers this
garland to Artemis at 82-84.

%8 There is the possibility that both Ovid and Seneca may have based Heroides 4 and the Phaedra at least in part on
the earlier version of the play, “but how closely we cannot say” (Barrett 1964: 37). See Flygt 1934: 507-516, Barrett
1964: 29-45, Segal 1984: 311-325 and Murgatroyd, et al. 2017: 43-55.

33



is a temple and an ancient statue...The Troezenians have a priest of Hippolytus, who holds the
position for his whole life, and yearly sacrifices have been established]. He also describes the
following ritual: “éxdot TopOHEévog TAdKaUOV AmoKeipeETaL Ol TPO YALOV, KEWPAEVT 08 AvEOKEV
€6 1OV vaov eépovoa’ (2.32.1) [Every maiden cuts off a lock of hair before marriage and, having
cut it, brings it to the temple and dedicates it]. The significance of a bridal ceremony to
Hippolytus is not explained by Pausanias and there could be a variety of explanations.®® The play
indicates that the Troezenian cult was established by Euripides’ time and he post-rationalises its
initiation at the end of the play by having Artemis institute it in Hippolytus’s memory (1423-
1430).

The cult had far less public religious significance in Athens than it did in Troezen. In Athens
Hippolytus was a single cult hero amid the eclectic pantheon of Athenian worship, while in the
parochial context of Troezen he was a “major figure of a local cult” (Barrett 1964: 6). At the
beginning of the Hippolytus (31-33) Euripides locates the Athenian cult’s tépuevoc’® and temple
on the southern side of the Acropolis and Pausanias’s account agrees with this, but adds that, as
well as his altar, the precinct contained Hippolytus’s grave mound (1.22.1.) In both cities the cult
centres also contained temples to Aphrodite, in Troezen to Appoditn Katackomnia [ Aphrodite the
Watcher]* and in Athens to A@poditn év InmoAvteio, or émi Tnmoldte [Aphrodite against
Hippolytus].” How early the Athenian cult was formed is unknown, but it need not have been
imported from Troezen and even Troezen need not have been the original home of the hero-cult.
What matters most in this instance is recognising that the figure of Hippolytus had at least some
religious associations for Athenians, who would have been familiar with his story and perhaps

with his cult.

2.2 Textual Evidence: Hippolytus as vo@og

89 For further discussions on the cult and its significance, see Segal 1986: 281 and Halleran 1991: 120-121.

70 «A piece of land dedicated to a god, the sacred precincts” (LSJ, s.v. tépevog, 2); “sacred precinct, sacred land,
sanctuary” (MGS, s.v. téuevoc B).

1 1t was from here that Phaedra had first seen Hippolytus. See Pausanias 2.32.3.

2 Each place also had associations with several precincts of Asclepius, with whom hero cults were often linked. See
Barrett 1964: 3-6.
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The number of clear and unambiguous references to bastardy in the Hippolytus is limited to three
uses of the word v60og and one of yviiorog. The words and their contexts constitute the majority
of the best evidence pertaining to bastardy in the play. Additional pieces of evidence can be
found, however, elsewhere in the text, but these are disputable to varying degrees. Of these, the
four references to Hippolytus’s foreign matrilineal descent stand out as the most convincing and
valuable. He is repeatedly characterised by his mother’s ethnicity throughout the play and
reflects her Amazonian heritage in a number of ways. As well as these, there are also several
possible pieces of evidence of bastardy’s effects visible on his characterisation, chief among
which is a kind of femininity inherent in his obsession with the virtue of co@pocivn interpreted

narrowly as ‘sexual restraint’.

It is, of course, incontestable that Hippolytus is a bastard, as each time the word vofog occurs it
does so in reference to him. It is used in several different contexts throughout the play and much
of this examination involves interpreting how each occurrence relates to the situation in which it
is used. Of all these contextual considerations, however, the identity of the speaker and their
relationship with Hippolytus is of most significance.

2.2.1 Nurse: 304-30973

Lines 304-309 contain the first use of the word vd0og in the play. This passage occurs in the first
episodion (176-324), following Phaedra and the Nurse’s entrance (176), the former’s delirious
utterances (208), and the Chorus’s inquiry into her unidentified illness (267). It is the rhetorical
conclusion to the Nurse’s speech (284-309), in which she laments her ignorance of the source of
Phaedra’s deteriorating health and tries one last ploy to persuade her to divulge it. Her strategy is
to introduce Phaedra’s children into the argument in order to appeal to her maternal instincts.
She, as Barrett puts it, “plays her last card” by trying to convince Phaedra that if she should die,
then Theseus’s bastard son Hippolytus would replace her children as his heir (1964: ad loc.). The
immediate purpose of the Nurse’s introduction of bastardy is to remind Phaedra of the contrast

between the birth-statuses of her children and Hippolytus and, in so doing, to emphasise to her

73 *Speaker of word: line numbers of passage’. This will be the format for the titling of all sections in the thesis
concerning an occurrence of a bastardy-related word.
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mistress just how unworthy Theseus’s bastard is to be an inheritor. Phaedra’s death in this
scenario would, she argues, be a betrayal of her legitimate children, not only because their

rightful place would be usurped, but because the usurper would be a bastard.

Ip. AL’ 1001 pévtol—mpog Tad’ avbeotépa
yiyvov Borldcoonc—ei 0avij, tpododca Govg
Toidag, maTpdLV Ui pebééovtag SOpmV,
pa v dvacoav inmiov Apalova,
1} 001g T€KVOolo1 deGTOTNV &yEivarTo,
v60ov ppovodvta yvier’, 0icOd viv KoA®C,

‘Ternolvtov (ed. Barrett 1964).

Nu. Nevertheless, know this—then you can be
more stubborn than the sea—if you die, you’ll have betrayed
your children, as they will have no share in their father’s house.
No, but by the horsy Amazon queen, she who
bore a master to lord it over your children,
the bastard who thinks himself legitimate—you know him well:
Hippolytus (Hipp. 304-309).

~73

The Nurse’s argument centres on a conditional clause, with “ei 6avf)” (305) as protasis and
“npododoa covg/ moidag” as apodosis (305-306), which shows that Phaedra’s betrayal will lie in
the denial of paternal inheritance to her children, leaving them “roatp®ov un pedéoviag S6pmv”
[not having a share in their father’s house].”* She makes sure that her meaning is unambiguous
and that she gets the message across to her mistress, as well as the audience. We know what is at
stake because she uses 06poc metonymically for that which is to be inherited and matpgdog to
specify that it is Theseus’s. We are also sure that the Nurse is talking specifically about
Phaedra’s children because the participial un pefé€ovrog is in agreement with maidag. Then she

inverts the focus suddenly to Hippolytus in the next line by use of the emphatic positive particle

ua, used commonly for protestations and oaths.

74 For this interpretation of the conditional clause, see Barrett 1964: ad loc.
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Some scholars have questioned the Nurse and Phaedra’s understanding of inheritance rights
shown in this section. As discussed above, the law as it stood in 428 would have denied
succession rights to a vofog like Hippolytus, unless there were no living legitimate heirs. In the
play, however, there are legitimate children born to Phaedra and Theseus and so Hippolytus
would have had no claim to his father’s inheritance, whether or not Phaedra died.” The
reasoning behind the Nurse’s version of inheritance is unclear and should be noted, but debating
whether or not she may be lying, confused, or, in fact, correct is fruitless. Although Euripides
interrogates the subject of bastardy in the play, he does not necessarily mirror the PCL and its
alteration, especially its minor points, nor is he obliged to. Further evidence of this is the fact that
both Antiopeé and Phaedra are foreigners, and so, in accordance with the PCL, either union with
Theseus should have produced illegitimate children, incapable of inheritance. Yet Phaedra’s
children are legitimate, while Hippolytus is not: clearly various nuances of contemporary legal

and political standards are being ignored in this narrative, as is common in all tragedies. "

Rather than elucidating the letter of a contemporary Athenian law, the Nurse’s introduction of
Hippolytus’s bastardy into the narrative is as much an explicit reminder of his birth-status to the
audience as it is to Phaedra. So unequivocal is she trying to be that the Nurse’s phrase “vofov
epovodvta yvnow” (309) [a bastard who thinks himself legitimate] not only calls him a v66oc
but creates the standard binary by placing it in antithesis to yvioloc. It also provides a fresh
insight into Hippolytus’s characterisation: he is a vofoc but either considers himself to be
yviolwog, or acts as if he does, or both. The condemnatory speech thus ends by stressing to

Phaedra the disjunction between Hippolytus’s appearance and reality, between his outward

> See MacDowell 1976: 88-91, Lane Fox 1985: 208-232, Patterson 1990: 40-73, Maitland 1992: 26-40, Ogden
1996: 7, Carawan 2008: 383-406, and Blok 2009: 141-170.

6 As Barrett puts it “the heroic world has of course no such nationalist restrictions on legitimacy; nor did Athens
itself before 451—Kleisthenes and Kimon, for instance, had foreign mothers” (1964: 1.304). This does not, however,
invalidate the idea that the play is reacting to contemporary issues, since the subject matter and treatment would
chime with the audience, all of whom would have knowledge of the plague, the PCL, and Pericles’ legitimation of
his bastard. See Barrett 1964: 121-122.
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attitude and his innate status, and between his @¥o1g, or nature, and his vopoc, or his customary

behaviour.”’

This dissonance is perhaps the chief flaw in his character because he, in the words of Barrett,
“does not know his place, has ambitions [that are] above his station” (1964 ad loc.). His
marginalised position as half-Amazon bastard will always limit his choices and he is expected to
recognise these limitations. However, he has openly rejected his prescribed position and
developed a wholly different ideology of moral worth and social status. Earlier we saw this
conflict between the individual and society belief systems in the conversation between

Hippolytus and the Servant (88-113) and this is the second clear example.

The scholiast on the Hippolytus interestingly suggests that the Nurse is criticising his behaviour
“kaBd prhocopiav fiokel, dmep gotiv ErevBépav” (23%°) [because he practices philosophy, which

1.7 If, as seems reasonable, we take the scholiast’s “pioco@io” to refer

is only for the freeborn
to Hippolytus’s ideology, the comment becomes more understandable because this links it better
to pretensions to legitimacy. The ability to practice philosophy and to possess philosophical
agency—to live one’s life according to principles arrived at through careful consideration—was
something mostly available only to Athenian citizens, who had leisure, power and wealth enough
to enable them to pursue a contemplative life.”® As such, the right to question and refigure the
boundaries of behaviour was limited to those holding citizenship, all of whom were (at least
those born after 451) a priori legitimate. The logic of the scholiast thus runs: as illegitimacy
precludes citizenship, it also precludes the practice of philosophy; if Hippolytus’s ideology is

considered philosophy, then he is incorrectly practicing something reserved for the legitimate.

As a first expression of bastardy, this occurrence of the word vo6o¢ is intentionally emphatic. Its

juxtaposition with yviolog and the implicit characterisation of Hippolytus’s pretentions to

T For the theme of appearance and reality, see particularly Knox 1952: 3-31, Goff 1990: 1-26, and Zeitlin 1985: 52-
111. For @boig and vépog, see Berns 1973: 165-187. See LSJ, s.v. pvoig, 1 and MGS, s.v. pvoig A; LSJ, s.v. vopoc,
1 and MGS, s.v. vopoc A.

8 By éievbépwv 1 do not understand that the scholiast is calling Hippolytus a slave, but simply using it as
metonymy for citizenship.

0 See the numerous aristocratic characters in Plato’s dialogues, such as Alcibiades, Phaedrus, Lysis, Charmides,
and Meno.
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legitimacy are both clear indicators of the Nurse and other hostile characters’ attitudes
throughout the play, condemning him for antisocial behaviour. How Hippolytus feels about his
birth-status is unknown at this stage and whether or not he recognises himself as a bastard has

not been made clear.®

2.2.2 Theseus: 947-963

It is quite a while later, at lines 947-963, that we find the second use of the word vofog, spoken
by Theseus during his agon with Hippolytus in the third episodion (776-1102). Phaedra’s suicide
letter has convinced Theseus that his son is her rapist (and the reason for her death) and he
proceeds to denounce Hippolytus (936). He unleashes a sarcastic tirade that criticises
Hippolytus’s character and probes the numerous immoral reasons he might have for wishing
Phaedra dead. By intentionally emphasising the brazen abnormality of his son’s ideology,
Theseus characterises him by the same conceited pretensions to superiority that the Nurse does in
her earlier statement. He especially mocks him for calling himself “coepov xoi kok®v
axnpatog” (349) [prudent and untainted by evils] and compares his strange ideology with the

Orphics, long associated with the religious fringe.5!

On. oL On Ogoicy MG TEPIGGOC MV AVIP
EVVEL, GL COPPOV KOl KOKAV AKNPOTOG;
oVK (v TBoiunV 10101 GOig KOUTOLG £YD
Oeoiot Tpoobeic apabdiov PPovelv KaK®G.

71oM vov adyet kKai dt” aydyov Popadg

80 We do not actually learn this until much later in the play when he says the lines “® dvotéhowa pfjtep, @ Tucpoi
yovoi-/ undeic mwot’ €in tdv £udv eilov vobog” (1082-1083) [Oh, ill-fortuned mother, oh bitter birth: May none of
my loved-ones be a bastard!]; and “to1®vde maidwv yvnoiov gbyov tuysiv’ (1455) [Pray that your legitimate
children be as such]. For more, see below.

81 | do not, as some do, believe that Euripides is saying that Hippolytus actually is an Orphic. It is simply an
extrapolated comparison between two marginalised sets of beliefs. See Barrett 1964 ad. loc., Lucas 1946: 65-69, and
Zieske 2012: 23-29. For more on Orphism, see Guthrie 1952, Edmonds 2013, Betegh 2014: 149-166, and Meisner
2018.
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Th.

oitoig kamniev’ Opeéa 1" dvaxt’ Exwv
Bakyeve TOALDY YPOUUATOV TIUGV KOTVOVC:
gmely’ EMeONG. ToVS 8¢ T010VTOVG EYM
QEVLYEWV TPOPWVD TAGL: Onpevovat Yop
OEUVOIC AOYOLGLY, OioYPO UNYAVAOUEVOL.
Té0vnKey 110e: T0VT0 6~ EKGMGELY SOKEIC;

&v 18” dAiokn mAgioToV, O KAKIGTE GV
notot yap dpKotl Kpeloooveg, Tiveg Adyol
oo™ v yévowt dv, dote 6 aitiav QuYEly;
HIOETY 0 PNOELS TIHVOE, Kal TO o1 voBov
101G YVNGI0161 TOAEUIOV TEYLKEVAL

KoknV dp” avtnv Eumopov Piov Aéyel,

el dvopeveia of] Ta eiktat’ dAecev. (Barrett 1964)

Oh indeed, are you the gods’ consort since you are so
remarkable a man? You, so prudent and untainted by evils?
I could never be so convinced by your boasts

as to think wrongly by attributing stupidity to the gods.
Even now you plume yourself, some barterer

of a vegetable diet, and with Orpheus as your lord

hold mysteries, honouring the smoke and mirrors of his many scribblings.

Now you have been caught. | order everyone

To avoid men like this: for they snare their prey with

pious words, all the while devising shameful things.

She over here is dead: do you think that this will save you?
In this you are convicted all the more, most vile man.
What sort of oaths, what sort of words could be

stronger that this for you to flee from the blame?

Will you say she hated you, and that the bastard

is by nature the enemy of the legitimate?

You claim she is an evil trafficker in life
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if she destroyed the most precious thing for hatred of you (Hipp. 948-963).

This violent condemnation of Hippolytus serves very little function in the narrative structure, as
his fate has already been sealed with his father’s curse at lines 887-890. Instead, the gradual loss
of inhibitions brought about by their anger provides Euripides with an ideal chance to develop
both characters.®? The process creates a scene of great tragedy, with especially strong pathos in
the futility of the words’ cruelty against the background of the end already put into motion
without Hippolytus’s knowledge.

From the beginning of his speech Theseus asserts his authority and gives Hippolytus no room to
respond. His argument is systematic in its criticism and attacks as much of his son’s character
and as many of his beliefs and behaviours as the audience have been shown so far. One target of
these attacks is his illegitimacy and Theseus’s introduction of it is the first instance of vo6oc
being used in Hippolytus’s presence. As with the Nurse, we find the antonymous yviclog (961)
included in opposition to voBog, reminding both Hippolytus and the audience of the total binary
between the words, between the illegitimate Hippolytus and his legitimate half-siblings. This
anti-bastard sentiment is also reflected in the hypothetical phrasing of the question, which uses
tropes about amphimetric households and their conflicts in order to cast Hippolytus in the
stereotyped role of the vengeful bastard. The natural hatred between stepmother and stepson was
a standard topos in Greek literature going back to Homer but Theseus’s ironic expression
suggests that the argument claiming that mutual antipathy is inherent to both parties is by now

only a hackneyed excuse.

In fact, this is not a wholly unsuitable characterisation of the hostile relationship between them at
the time of Phaedra’s death. It does not, however, encapsulate the true state of affairs, which saw
Phaedra’s intense love eventually turn, if not exactly to hate, then to resentment. She does seek
revenge on him, as a stepmother is expected to, but the anger motivating her does not appear to
be innate, nor is it directed towards Hippolytus because of his bastardy, as Theseus claims is the

convention. Her true reasons for incriminating him in her suicide letter are personal in nature:

82 The dynamic between the father and his son in this scene is recognisable in two other tragedies: between Creon
and Haemon in Sophocles’ Antigone (635-780) and Pheres and Admetus in Euripides’ Alcestis (611-740).
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she is taking vengeance on Hippolytus for his conceited disdain towards her and the desire she
could not control “iv’ €idfj pn *xi toic duoic kaxoic/ HymAog etvan” (729-730) [in order that he
might know not to be haughty about my misfortunes]. Moreover, rather than some sort of innate
antagonism towards him as a bastard, Phaedra also appears to be motivated by a concern for her
personal reputation, which would suffer should Hippolytus reveal her desire to his father.®
Similarly, if Hippolytus appears to hate her, it is not necessarily because of their relative position
to one another in the domestic power structure, but simply because she represents for him
“kiponiov avBpomolg kaxov/ yvvaikas’ (616-617) [women, the deceitful evil for mankind].
Theseus does not yet understand the complexities of the situation and his stock depiction of the
relationship between stepmother and stepson is in many ways far less warped and tragic than the

reality.

Theseus’s contemptuous attitude towards his son’s birth-status is quite clear in this passage. The
rapid succession of ironically phrased rhetorical questions breaks down any of the possible
excuses Hippolytus could make and none of these defences, including that there is a hostility
essential to his relationship with PHaedra, would be adequate. The truth according to Theseus is
that this has occurred simply because Hippolytus is “kdxiotoc” (959) [most vile] and his attitude
of moral purity is nothing but a smokescreen for an inherent violence and evil. While Theseus
does not explicitly claim that this is solely because of Hippolytus’s bastardy, the specification of
his birth-status at this stage at the very least implicates it in his wicked characterisation.

2.2.3 Hippolytus: 1080-1085

The word vo60oc occurs for a third time in the same episodion as the previous example and this
passage of responding couplets contains Hippolytus’s sole use of the word in the play. It is part
of the exchange that follows each of their speeches (Theseus 936-980, Hippolytus 983-1035) and

is spoken just before Hippolytus leaves Troezen as an exile.

On. TOAD YE LAAAOV GOVTOV HIoKNoOG GEPEY

83 Phaedra is, at this stage, ignorant of the oath which the Nurse made Hippolytus swear in the house (see lines 609-
662).
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1| ToV¢ TeEKOVTOG 10 OpavV dIKOOG BV.
Ir. o dvotdhova pfitep, @ mucpai yovoi-

undeig mot’ €in TdV EudV eilwv voBog.
On. oVK EAEeT’ aOTOHV, SUDES; OVK AKOVETE

ndAon Egvodobat TOvde Tpovvvémovta pe; (Barrett 1964)

Th. It was reverence for yourself you practiced far more

than performing your obligation to your parents, as ought a just man.
Hi. Oh, ill-fortuned mother, oh bitter birth:

May none of my loved-ones be a bastard!
Th. Drag him out, servants! Didn’t you hear me

earlier declaring him an exile? (Hipp. 1080-1085)

This use of vobog (1083) gives us our first clear indication of Hippolytus’s self-recognition as a
bastard. Until this point, it has not been certain whether or not he sees himself as a bastard, and
how much he recognises the characterisation assigned to him by society. Throughout this
interaction, Hippolytus avoids giving any direct reply to Theseus’s accusations and does not try
to defend himself from his father’s slander. Instead, his outbursts are purely emotional reactions
and he appears to have opted out of the quarrel to focus solely on his own anguish. This
egocentric outlook is consistent with the characterisation of Hippolytus so far and is most
recently evident in Hippolytus’s response when Theseus asks him at 1065 why he has not yet
departed from Troezen. The question about his exile prompts not a reply but rather a vocalisation
of Hippolytus’s own fears about his future: “moi 6110° 6 TAp@V Tpéyouar; tivog EEvav/ dOUOVG
goeyut, O’ &n’ aitd euymv.” (1066-1067) [Where will a wretch like me turn? To what
foreigner’s house will I go, in flight from this fault?]. Likewise, at 1072-1073, Hippolytus
ignores Theseus to address the silent house in hope of its support: “& dopat’, £i0e PO&ypa
ynpYvoaucdé pov kol poptoprioort’ e Kokog méeuk’ avip” (1074-1075) [Oh house, if only you

might give some utterance and bear witness if I am an evil man!].

It is with the same emotionally charged self-concern that lines 1082-1083 are spoken, with only a

tangential connection between Theseus’s words and Hippolytus’s response. The supplication of
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Antiop€ appears to be a reaction to the mention of “rekévtag” (1081) [parents] by his father and
the resulting lines give an important insight into his feelings towards his mother. Until this point
Hippolytus’s personal emotional connection with her could only be gleaned by inference, while
here he plainly expresses his reverent private ideal of her. His words are the sort of entreaty that
might be made to a deity, as if he thinks that Antiopé is capable of an intervention like
Aphrodite’s rescue of Aeneas in the Iliad. But they also show that he is clearly concerned with
the suffering which his mother endured during her mortal life.8* Echoing Phaedra’s earlier
address to her own mother and sister as “® tAfjpov” (337) and “téhawva’” (339), respectively, he
calls to the dead woman with equal sympathy, “& Svetédiava pfitep, @ mucpai yovai” (1082) [oh
ill-fortuned mother, oh bitter birth]. & For Hippolytus there are immediate links between his

mother, her suffering, his bastardy, and his suffering.

His wish for the legitimacy of his @iAot is almost certainly a lament for the adversity of his own
situation, rather than a moment of goodwill towards his very limited group of loved-ones. Like
the whole argument, this moment is not crucially significant to the action of the play (except in
that it leads up to Hippolytus’s exile), since the central crisis has already been put in motion.
Instead it is a chance to gain more insight into the character of Hippolytus. Barrett summarises

the effect of the line best when he writes:

Euripides’ purpose is to throw subtle light on Hippolytus’ psychology for its own
sake, to suggest this feeling of inferiority, of otherness, as what lies behind his urge
to establish himself in compensation as a paragon of virtues that common man

cannot share. (1964: ad loc)

8 lliad 5.311-356.

8 The exact meaning of ‘yovi’ is debatable, since it can mean ‘offspring’, ‘race’, ‘womb’ or ‘childbirth.” Each
meaning provides a slightly different understanding of Hippolytus’s words, depending on whether he is referring to
himself as her child, the race she comes from, her womb as metonymy for her, or his actual birth. Reading any of
these as the translation would not alter the play in any way, but it is the reading of ‘childbirth” which I believe most
likely. It does not seem to be a reference to himself, since his following statement refers to a general statement on
illegitimate birth status, nor, when other options are available, does ‘race’ seem applicable. As a metonymic
reference to his mother it seems a little more likely, considering the preceding address to her, but the line that
follows suggests that the word refers specifically to his birth by her. His words are a lament for his own birth, since
he has been born a bastard, and the sense is closer to ‘oh that bitter moment when | was born’.See LSJ, s.v. 1, 1.ii,
2.11, 3 and MGS, s.v., A.

44



What makes these lines so important, therefore, is that they are the clearest evidence we have
that Hippolytus, although he pretends to dismiss the power of the social constructs around him, is
in fact acutely aware of them. Despite his resolute effort to construct a reality shorn of these
oppressive ideals, he is revealed to be always conscious of his lowly status as the bastard child of
an Amazon. The fact that he is cognisant of his birth-status and laments his situation bitterly only
provides more insight into the motivations for his ideology. At the least, it shows that
Hippolytus’s bastardy is a deeply rooted part of his personality and that he can openly conceive
of himself in terms of his illegitimacy.

2.2.4 Hippolytus: 1454-1455

The play’s final overt reference to bastardy is Hippolytus’s use of the word yviclog in line 1455
during the exodos (1282-1461). In this scene Artemis explains the truth of Phaedra’s death to
Theseus, confirms Hippolytus’s innocence, and then helps reconcile him with his father. These
lines also contain the play’s only example of yvijoio¢ being used independently of vooc,® and
provide more nuance to our understanding of the relationship between the two words in

Hippolytus’s mind.

On. ® iktad’, mg yevvaiog ékgoaivn moTpi.

Ir. T01®VoE maidwv yvneimy ebyov tuyeiv. (Barrett 1964)

Th. Oh my dearest, how noble you seem to your father.
Hi. Pray that your legitimate children be as such (Hipp. 1454-1455).

Like line 1085, the first thing that line 1455 shows is that Hippolytus is not only fully aware that
he is a voBoc, but that the circumstances of his birth haunt him, regardless of the moral
supremacy he manufactures for himself. Despite the fact that, a few lines earlier, he has forgiven
his father for bringing about his death (1449), and has just been granted the rights of a hero-cult
by Artemis (1424-1430), his bastardy continues to encroach on his thoughts. It is impossible for

86 ¢f. Lines 304-9 and 947-963 examined in sections 2.2.1.1-2 above.

45



him to remove the “consciousness of his otherness” that has followed him his whole life and

stimulates this response to his father’s words (Barrett 1964: ad loc.).

Hippolytus most likely reacts to Theseus’s use of the word yevvaiog, which is directly connected
to issues of legitimacy. It is the adjectival form of the word yévva,®’ and its earliest uses in
Homer are all familial in reference, such as “true to one’s birth or lineage” (LSJ, s.v. yevvaiog 1)
and “suitable to one’s birth or descent” (MGS, s.v. yevvaiog A). Through to the late-fifth century,
the only change the word underwent was its growing applicability to objects, which we most
often translate as “notable” (LSJ, s.v. yevvaiog 2), “of good quality,” or “excellent,” (MGS, s.v.
vevvaiog B). Its primary use, however, remained a descriptor of yévog and of behaviour suitable
to that yévoc. As a result, it never lost its strong associations with the family and was always an
obvious marker of legitimacy when applied to someone.® The play’s other uses of the word
carries this same meaning. At 206, the Nurse tells Phaedra to bear her illness “yevvaiov Anuatoc”
[with well-bred courage], that is, courage fitting for a woman of her lineage. Later, too, Phaedra
describes the first adulteress as being “éx yevvaiov do6pwv” (409) [from a well-bred family] to
describe her social position and contrast her reprehensible behaviour with it.5°

In his response, Hippolytus shows the attitude we have come to expect from him throughout the
play. Though softened by the circumstances, we see his usual pious conceit when he neither
refutes Theseus’s characterisation of him as yevvaiog, nor allows it to pass without a comment on
his birth-status. Even though they are not necessarily spoken maliciously, Hippolytus’s words are
still a reminder to Theseus of how much he has suffered because of his bastardy, in much the
same manner as his earlier outburst bemoaned the treatment of bastards (1083). Conversely, the
reversal in Theseus’s opinions between his denunciation (947-963) and this symbolic bestowal of
legitimacy is extreme. The attitude that brought on the mockery and abuse of Hippolytus, as a

person and a bastard, has been forgotten and replaced by something approaching paternal love.

29 G EEINT3

87 Variously translatable as “descent,” “birth,” “origin,
s.v. yévva). cf. ylyvopou.

88 While this would have been understood at once by the Athenians, our standard English translation of the word as
“noble” is perhaps no longer the best option for implying this. Although it continues to have connotations of
breeding and ancestry, these are no longer as strong in the twenty-first century as they previously were, and a better
translation might be “well-bred.”

8 For other examples see, among others: Alcestis 166, Andromache 1279, Medea 762, Electra 26, 369.

offspring,” “race,” or “family” (LSJ, s.v. yévva and MGS,
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Nevertheless, it is doubtful whether Theseus is ascribing to him the actual characteristic of
yevvaiog, or only the semblance of it. The distinction between whether the word describes reality
or only its appearance is crucial to our understanding of Theseus’s line and Hippolytus’s
response. The meaning turns on the interpretation of the auxiliary verb attached to
gxpovécBor.*® The root word, gouvopar (and its various forms) is capable of expressing both
scenarios, depending on whether a participle or an infinitive is used. When it is used with the
participle of the verb ‘to be’ (&v), paivopar stands in the place of the indicative of that verb and
suggests that what is spoken of is reality. When, however, it is used with the infinitive (gtvow), it

tends to mean that something is so only in appearance.®

In this situation, the auxiliary verb has been elided from the sentence and there is no certainty
about which Euripides meant. Though both could be used, what best suits the tenor of the play so
far is to take the statement with an infinitive, to mean that Hippolytus only has the appearance of
being yevvaioc. It is unlikely that even in this last moment, after Hippolytus has been repeatedly
characterised by a disconnection between his behaviour and his birth-status, Theseus would
suddenly accept him as a legitimate son. However much his actions resemble those of someone
vevvaiog, Hippolytus cannot change how his bastardy is defined and judged by others, which
means that he can never escape it. Therefore, it is likely that Theseus is only describing his son’s
behaviour as yevvaiog, rather than his true nature, and that Euripides uses an elided infinitive

with ékeawvéoBan.

Hippolytus shows in his response that he is fully aware that his bastardy disqualifies him from
becoming properly yevvaiog, as he advises Theseus to pray that his legitimate children may be in
appearance as yevvoiog as he. These children, unlike Hippolytus, have the chance to be
accurately described with this adjective, because they are legitimate and can immediately be
counted as part of the yévoc. They only have to exhibit the right behaviour and they will be both
yvnoiot and yevvaiot. Nature and behaviour, @uoilg and vépog, must be in accord with one

another for an individual to be labelled as yevvaioc. From Hippolytus’s perspective at least, the

9 «“t5 shew oneself, shine forth, come forth to view” (LSJ, s.v. ékparwvésbon, 1); “to become seen, appear, be

displayed, be revealed, be shown” (MGS, s.v. ékpowécbat, 2).
91 Called the quod sum and quod non sum constructions.

47



instruction might as soon be to pray that his yevvoiot children happen to be born yvnciot, as to

pray for his yvnoiot children to turn out yevvaiot.

2.3 Textual evidence: the Amazon mother

The next collection of textual evidence to be interpreted consists of four references to
Hippolytus’s mother and her heritage. In three different appellatives (10, 351, 583) he is
described as “the son of the Amazon” and there is one non-appellative reference to Antiopé
(307). All four instances are potentially important pieces of evidence and can be scrutinised
profitably, but only if it is taken as read that they have some connection to Hippolytus’s bastardy.
Links between a bastard and his mother in both law and literature have been discussed already
and it has been shown that bastardy is primarily defined by the mother’s identity, most
commonly her ethnicity. However, before these parts of the text can be looked at, there are a

number of contextual elements that require explanation.®?

2.3.1 Mythological background

The complicated mythology of the Amazons has been assembled from various pieces of literary
and artistic evidence going back to at least the Archaic period. From these it is possible to get a
general understanding of the sort of attitudes the Greeks had towards Amazons, though it is more
difficult to uncover evidence of the specific preconceptions of the late-fifth century.®® In general
terms, there are two discernible parts to the Greek idea of the Amazons and their strange place in

the order of the world.

92 Although in Euripides’ Hippolytus, the eponymous character is the son of an Amazon, this seems not always to
have been so. Barrett, who attributes a purely Trozenian origin to the myth believes that, “the Amazon is probably
an Attic importation into Hippolytus’ ancestry,” possibly as an extrapolation of another Attic legend, Theseus’s
expedition against the Amazons and their subsequent assault on Athens (1964: 8, n.3).

93 For ancient prose sources, see particularly Herodotus Hist. 4.110-117, Isocrates, Panegyr. 68-70 & Panath. 193,
Lysias Funeral Oration 18, Plutarch The. 26-28, and Strabo Geog. 11.5.1-3. For poetry, see Pindar Ol. 3 & Nem. 3,
Aeschylus Prom. 410-415, 724 & Supp. 287. For a comprehensive modern introduction see Dowden 1997; for other
more detailed investigations see, among others, the books by Tyrrell 1984 and Mayor 2014, and articles by Bisset
1971: 150-151, Hardwick 1990: 14-36, and Stewart 1995: 571-597.
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Firstly, Amazons (possibly more than almost any other mythical race) appeared to exist on the
very margins of the Greek imagination and were regularly used as an “emblem of Otherness”
(Blok 1995: vii).** Secondly, the characteristics ascribed to the Amazons are, so far as we can
tell, fictions of the Greeks’ own making. That is to say that, although there are recorded cases of
female warriors in the Scythian steppe whence Amazons are said to come,® the Greeks
conceived of a unique mythology without witnessing them, or incorporating their
characterisation from another culture’s mythology. The answer to the question Stewart asks,
“What could the Amazons say about otherness that Trojans, Giants and the rest could not?”, is
likely that, as a uniquely Hellenic creation, the Amazons acted for Greeks as a shared reference
point from which to contrast multiple facets of life (1995: 572). More importantly, the contrast
they offer is sharper than that of either the Trojans or Giants: Trojans are often made a foil to the
Greeks, at least in Homer,%® and Giants exist on the divine more than the mortal spectrum.
Amazons, however, are humans who have a culture independent of the Greeks, with the major
differences being that they are “a war-like society of women, living on the borders of the known

world, renowned for archery and riding skills” (Hardwick 1990: 14).

Aside from geography, gender is the principal area of contrast between the Greeks and the
Amazons, who represented a total distortion of traditional Greek gender ideals. In the first place,
their society was made up exclusively of women, which meant that it was wholly matriarchal and
lacked the straightforward binary at the foundation of gender-based divisions of labour, space,
and agency. However, Amazons are not characterised by the Greeks only as women who live
without men, but as women who are enough like men not to need to. Their way of life, in other
words, is an essentially masculine way and their pursuits and customs are essentially masculine

too. And yet, despite this, they are still women.

This dissonance between their appearance and the reality is what Homer emphasises in one of

the earliest descriptions of the group, describing them as ‘avtidvelpar’, which is variously

94 For the otherness of the Amazons, see Brown & Tyrrell 1984: 1-22, Blok 1995 (esp. 1-19), and most recently
Man 2018.

9 As Mayor 2014: 63-246 and Man 2018, in the light of newer evidence, argue, contra the older argument of Blok
1995: 21-143.

9 For more on the comparison between Trojans and Greeks see Dowden 1992: 67, Taplin 1992: 110-5, Richardson
1993: 16, and Heath 2005: 531.
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translated as “a match for men” (LSJ, s.v. avtidvelpa 1), “the equal of men” or “masculine,
manly” (MGS, s.v. avtigveipa A).%” Any of these definitions can be used with some accuracy, as
each contains at least some element of how Amazons were conceptualised by the Greeks. Their
primary defining features, therefore, were that they were exceptionally masculine women, who
deliberately existed outside of male control. This independence led to their strong preoccupation
with nature and the wilderness, which in the patriarchy of the Greeks equated to the opposite of
the refined and cultured order of the polis.®® In glaring contrast to the upper-class Greek woman
sequestered in her yvvaikdv, the Amazon has almost always been portrayed in the wild, riding or
hunting.®® The nomadic group was also strongly opposed to domestic cohabitation with men, in
contravention of the patriarchal oikos system where legitimacy is ensured and protected.'® This
is what Ortner (1974) would see as an active effort to avoid the acculturating power of men
within the home and it let the women maintain their essentially wild nature. They did not allow
themselves to be ‘tamed,” but continued to live what was seen by the Greeks as an uncontrolled

and feral existence. 0!

Hippolytus’s mother, Antiopg, was an Amazon queen brought back to Athens by Theseus,
although there was some disagreement in antiquity about whether she came as his war slave or
his wife and whether their sexual union was rape or not. Plutarch suggests that she was an
unwilling participant, taken either as Theseus’s aiyudAmtog in the share of the war booty, or as
the sole Amazon captive, but he also mentions how she goes on to become his ally in the
subsequent conflict between the two sides.!%? The Byzantine hypothesis appended to the play, on
the other hand, uses the word “youeiv”’ to describe their relationship, though there is uncertainty
about whether this ought to be read literally as ‘to marry’, or as a euphemism for ‘to have sex
with’ (Hypothesis 2).1% In his commentary on lines 304ff., Barrett asserts that the marriage
never happened and that Antiop€ “will have lived with him not as a wife but as a concubine, a

moAAoKk” (1964: 216). The fact that the matter is not made clear in the play itself, even though

97 Iliad 3.189, 6.186. See also Stewart 1995; 576.

98 For more on the binaries of masculine/feminine and culture/nature, see Ortner 1974: 68-87 and Walcot 1984: 37-
47,

99 For the artistic evidence, see LIMC 1.1 ‘Amazones’.

100 For their nomadism, see Herodotus 4.114.

101 See Ortner 1974: 68-87.

102 Theseus 26-28. See LSJ, s.v. aiypnérmtog 1 and MGS, s.v. aiyudAotog A.
103 gee Barrett 1964: 96.
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there existed these two different versions of the story, is perhaps an indication that Antiopg,
whether as an ayudilmtog or a molhakr, was not married to Theseus legitimately. Whatever the
details, the fact of the matter is that, as Mayor puts it, as soon as she reached Athens she was “no
longer a headstrong warrior huntress, whether she was kidnapped, captured, or went of her own
free will...Antiopé in her wedded life stands in stark contrast to the notorious sexual
independence of the Amazons” (2014: 268). She would, in fact, have suffered from the
dissonance between her ¢vo1g and her vopog as her son and glimpses we have of this help to

interweave the theme of appearance and reality even more into the narrative.

Hippolytus’s mother’s identity has been the single most impactful element in his life. Not only
was he born the bastard son of a foreign concubine but the concubine in question was an
Amazon queen, an embodiment of contradictions to Greek normativity. How greatly this affected

his public image is neatly summed up by Dowden:

“Amazons are not part of the local, genealogical traditions: how could they be? They
are sexually unavailable to conventional city states (whatever their arrangements for
self-perpetuation in historicising mythology). Hippolytus is more than a rare
exception: he is paradoxical precisely because he is ‘son of the Amazon’— we are

perhaps insufficiently shocked by this description” (1997: 98-99).

In the light of this background to the Amazons, it is now possible to begin an analysis of the four

passages in question.

2.3.2 Aphrodite: 10-19

In Aphrodite’s opening prologue (1-57), as often in Euripides, the most salient pieces of
backstory are explained to the audience. In it she identifies the source of the play’s central
conflict (Hippolytus’s arrogant dismissal of her rites), contextualises it, and predicts its outcome,
before giving brief but insightful summaries of some of the characters. The reference to
Hippolytus’s mother occurs at line 10 during Aphrodite’s exposition of “the essential

information about his antecedents” and his current circumstances (Barrett 1964: ad loc.). She
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begins her speech in general terms, describing in lines 1-8 her customary practice of punishing

those who do not honour her, before concentrating on the narrative of Hippolytus at line 9:

“delm 0& pHbov TdVS’ dAnBetav téya” [but I will soon show the truth of what I have said]. Then

she tells the story:

Agp:

Aph:

0 yap pe Onoéwng moic, Apalovog T6kog,
‘TnndAvtog, ayvod ITitbémg maudevpata,
névog moltdv thode yig Tpolnviog
Aéyel KaxioTnv SoUOVOV TEQLKEVOL:
avaivetor 6& AEKTPpa KOV YavEL YOU®V,
DoPov & adeApnv Aptepuv, Aldg KONV,
TIWQ PEYIoTNV daLdVmV YOV UEVOG,
YAoPav & av’ VANV moapbive Euvav det
KLGIV Tayelong Ofpag E€atpetl yBovoc,

ueio Bpoteiag mpoonecdv ophiog. (ed. Barrett 1964)

For the son of Theseus, the Amazon’s child
Hippolytus, educated by holy Pittheus,

alone among the citizens of Troezen’s land

says that | am by nature the worst of the gods:

he spurns sex and won’t even touch marriage,

but rather, considering her the greatest of the gods
honours Phoebus’s sister Artemis, daughter of Zeus.
In the green woods, consorting with the maiden,

he clears the land of wild beasts with swift dogs,

having fallen into a friendship more than mortal (Hipp. 10-19).

The first characterisation of Hippolytus begins with a description of his parentage, calling him

“0... Onoéwmg maic, Apalovog toxog/ ‘Tmmoivtoc” (10-11) [the son of Theseus, the Amazon’s

child Hippolytus].1® The use of the patronymic for introducing characters is a typical feature of

104 On Hippolytus’s appellation as “child’ and his self-proclaimed manhood, see Mitchell-Boyask 1999:53-54.
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tragic appellatives and it is no surprise to find Hippolytus referenced using one.'® The presence
of the matronymic, however, is far rarer and it is this rarity that makes the line noteworthy. At
the very beginning of the play and placed right before his name, we find the same basic format
for introducing bastards that we found in our previous examination of the earliest mentions of

bastardy in Homer.1%

It appears that this convention remained unaltered into the late-fifth
century so that even though the audience has not yet been told outright that Hippolytus is a
bastard and even if they were somehow totally ignorant of the myth, this double identification of
both mother and father would likely have been enough to all but confirm it. What, in the end,
does confirm it is Aphrodite’s elision of Antiop€’s name in favour of a specification of her
ethnicity. The overt labelling of Hippolytus’s mother as an Apaldv, would likely have
eliminated the possibility of any sort of legitimacy from the audience’s thoughts. A generation
under the PCL had been long enough for the place of untpo&evor in the power structure to be
accepted and, as was the case with Pericles’ son by Aspasia, Hippolytus would have been
recognised immediately as a bastard because of his foreign mother. To this, however, is added
the inheritance of stereotypes commonly associated with the Amazons, whose all-round
abnormality would have negated his legitimacy outright. It is clear, then, that from the first,
characterisation of Hippolytus is as a bastard, since introduction by an Amazonian matronymic

would have immediately confirmed that.

Aphrodite follows this introduction by summarising the situation of Hippolytus’s upbringing,
describing him as “ayvod [Mitbéwc mandevpata” (11) [the pupil of holy Pittheus]. From this small
piece of information we are able to grasp several important facts about Hippolytus’s place within
his father’s oikos. First and foremost, it suggests the sort of relationship that he might have with
Theseus because Hippolytus’s teacher is not his father (as we might expect it to be) but rather his
father’s maternal grandfather Pittheus. This is mirrored in the structure of the text which through
the proximity of these two names brings them into greater contrast, strengthening the

discrepancy between Hippolytus as “®nocéwmg maig ” (10) [son of Theseus] and as the maidevpa

105 There are examples in all three tragedians such as, among others, Agamemnon (Aesch. Ag. 785), Creon, (Soph.
Ant. 156), and elsewhere in Euripides, as Amphitryon (Eur. HF. 2-3).
106 Jljad 2. 727-728. See above, section 1.2.2.1.
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“IMtBéwc” (11) [of Pittheus].'®” The truth is that he has been separated from his father and

parcelled off to this older patriarchal figure in Troezen to be brought up and educated.

In these lines, besides the intimation of his bastardy, we also find our first suggestion of perhaps
the central element of Hippolytus’s self-characterisation. He is described as being educated by
Pittheus, who is regarded by Aphrodite as “ayvéc’, a word in general translatable as ‘pure’,
‘chaste’ or ‘holy’.1% Its connotations are chiefly religious, particularly because of its association
with the word “@lewv’, which can variously mean “to stand in awe of, dread of the gods™ (LSJ,
s.v. 6w 1) or simply “to respect, venerate, fear” (MGS, s.v. 6w A). As well as this, it has a
strong undertone of spiritual purity manifested in concrete things. Its use here to describe
Hippolytus’s first major childhood influence preempts its important implications for the play.
Later, we see Hippolytus use the same word with which Aphrodite describes his great-
grandfather, in order to describe his own body, “Aéyovg yap €ig 108’ fuépag ayvov déuac” (1003)
[For until this day my body has been pure from sex]. In just this sort of substantial way is it used
to describe religious objects such as a téuevoct® and a Bopoct’® in the Andromache (253, 427),
and a wop!!! in the Electra (812).

Aphrodite then goes on to explain the reasons for her opposition to Hippolytus and, in the
process, discloses several pieces of important information about him, beginning with his political
status. In her description she refers to him as being “pudévog mohtdv tiode yiic Tpolnviag” (12)
[alone among citizens of Troezen’s land], which, if we go by the contemporary understanding of
the word moAitng, would seem to suggest that Hippolytus is a free citizen of the polis.*'? We are

thus presented with an intriguing situation in which Euripides, despite the recognised

107 As well as this there is the repetition of the word modig and its cognates.

108 .87, s.v. dyvog 1 and MGS, s.v. dyvog A. For more on purity in the play, see Segal 1970: 278-299.

109 gee n. 70.

110 <3 raised place for sacrificing, an altar” (LSJ, s.v. Popdg 2 and MGS, s.v. Poudc 2)

11 «fire” (LSJ, s.v. wdp 1 and MGS, s.v. wp, A).

112 The word means “a member of a city or state, a citizen freeman” (LSJ, s.v. mokitng 1). See also MGS, s.v.
nokitng A. Its meaning is also suggested by the piece from the Athenaion Politeia about the PCL being instituted
“d1a T0 AN B0¢ TV moATdV” (26.3) [because of the large number of citizens]. Recognising that between 451 and the
late-fourth century the word continued to have the same meaning, it seems likely that Euripides has given
Hippolytus his citizenship. See above, section 1.2.1. Barrett simply takes it to mean that Hippolytus “is permanently
resident in Troezen” and gives no views on its political repercussions (1964: ad loc.) Other commentators, such as
Harry 1904 and Ferguson 1984, do not even acknowledge it. For residency, citizenship and for discussion of moAitng
see Lape 2010: 12, Blok 2017: 147-186, and Cohen 2000: 49-52.
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discordance between citizenship and bastardy, chooses not to implement the same system in the
play. The quandary, as with that of the Nurse’s familiarity with the nuances of inheritance law, is
one that can only be interpreted and not solved. The politics of the heroic world in which the
tragedy is set are not those of reality and, even if there are similarities, the extent of their mutual
influence is impossible to confirm. All that we can say is that in the play the requirements for
citizenship in the semi-monarchical democracy of Theseus’s Athens seem not to have taken into
account bastardy or ethnicity as a means of outright disqualification. What Euripides is saying
about bastardy is not delivered through the direct replication of the PCL or any other clear

legislation within the narrative, but by showing the treatment of bastards by others.

In the lines which follow, Aphrodite explains the reasons for Hippolytus’s inclusion among the

3

latter of the two groups mentioned in her earlier claim “tov¢ pév céPovtog taud mpesPevm
Kpatn/ opddhm &’ dootl ppovodoty gic fuag péya” (5-6) [I honour those who respect my powers
but trip up all who think proud thoughts against me]. She begins by indicating how patently
blasphemous Hippolytus’s attitude is by claiming that he calls her “kaxictnv doipdvev
nepukévar” (13) [By nature the worst of all of the gods]. The negative superlative is compounded
by the use of @vewv in place of eivar because the former has the implications of something being
inherent and unchangeable: Aphrodite is not just kaxiotn at times, but has been and always will
be.:® Hippolytus, she explains, “avaivetar 8& Aéktpa kod yavet yépwv” (14) [spurns sex and
won’t even touch marriage], believing that these two areas of Aphrodite’s concern are as innately
immoral as she is. Euripides employs verbs here specifically chosen for the vehemence they
imply in his rejection. AvaivecOat, for instance, is most commonly used in a stronger sense
meaning “to reject with contempt” or “to refuse with disdain” (LSJ, s.v. avaivouor 1 and MGS,
s.v. avaivopon A).1 Similarly, the litotic “o0 wodel” is a powerful phrase, suggesting repulsion
so strong that even an action as seemingly innocuous as touching is anathema.*® The latter
phrase is, as Harry puts it “equivalent to dvaiveton” in meaning, “a common tautology in

Euripides” which he uses to emphasise his point (1904: ad loc.).

113 As a goddess, this insult may have less of an impact on her than it might on a mortal, but it is nevertheless
obvious to see that these lines are spoken in anger.

114 1t is, as Ferguson notes, a Homeric word, “not in Sophocles, and not common outside Homer.” (1984: ad loc.).
In Homer 9.510 it is used in a way very similar to its use in the Hippolytus, as the action of those who disdain the
gods and upon whom comes Ate.

115 «t touch” (LSJ, s.v. yovo 1 and MGS, s.v. yovo A).
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The word for a bed, Aéktpov, despite its common use as a metaphor for sex, generally has the
connotations of a material and especially marital bed.*'® Hippolytus’s rejection of both this and
yépoc, meaning in post-Homeric Greek ‘marriage,” suggests not only censure of Aphrodite’s
realms of influence, but an antipathy towards the authorised, socialised institution of marriage
akin to that of the Amazons.'” Hippolytus is, in fact, condemnatory of all sexual activity,

whether inside or outside of marriage.

Aphrodite moves from this depiction of the ways in which he neglects and ignores his
obligations to her to an outline of the sort of behaviour he exhibits. Instead of her, Aphrodite
claims that he “®@6Bov &’ aderpnv Aptepy, Aog képnv,/ Tind peyiommv dopdveov fyovpuevog”
(15-16) [rather, considering her the greatest of the gods, honours Phoebus’s sister Artemis,
daughter of Zeus]. This is the first mention of Artemis in the play and, mirroring the placement
of the statues on stage, she is immediately placed in opposition to Aphrodite by the formula of
her introduction.!'® The words “Tipd peyiomv Sawovev” (16), located as they are at the
beginning of the line, are a direct syntactical echo of the earlier negative “Aéyer kaxiotnv
dopovev” (13). Not only is she placed in opposition to Aphrodite, however, but she is
associated with Hippolytus through the reference to her parentage in her appellative as “A10¢
kopnv”’. This sort of introduction is common when invoking a god and yet, as Barrett notes, “on
Aphrodite’s lips the words take on a tone of contempt: little she cares for these titles of her rival

which to Hippolytus mean so much” (1964: ad loc.).

This contempt is revealed again when, at lines 17-19, she gives a vivid description of the
relationship between Hippolytus and Artemis. The complex image that Aphrodite creates is of
the pair cavorting through the wilderness, in a way reminiscent of the roaming Amazons, already
linked to Hippolytus by the earlier reference to his mother’s ethnicity. Euripides expresses the
vitality and movement of the scene effectively, specifying the lushness of the “yAwpdv...0Anv”

(17) [green woods], in which Artemis and her devotee do not just hunt together but are said to

118 This is not to say that there was no crossover of meanings: the word could commonly mean ‘marital sex’. See
LSJ, s.v. Aéktpov 1 and MGS, s.v. Aéktpov A.

TSI, s.v. yapoc, 2 and MGS, s.v yépoc A.

118 For more on the statues on stage, see Barrett 1964: 154,
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“kuotv tayeiong ONpoc €apel xBovoc” (18) [[clear] the land of wild beasts with swift dogs]. All
of these energetic activities in this fertile place, however, are also sexualised by Aphrodite’s use
of “cuvsivar” to describe their relationship (17).11° As with its English translation the word can
simply mean ‘to be with’, but also has the potential meaning of ‘to have sex with’,'? or the
tamer ‘to live with a husband’.*?! Moreover, this implicitly erotic word is juxtaposed strongly
with the description of Artemis as a map@évoc (‘maiden’, ‘virgin®).}??> As a result, Aphrodite’s
explanation of Hippolytus attitudes towards sex, followed by the suggestive relationship he has
with Artemis, means that when she says they have “peiCm PBpoteiag npoonecmv opiiag” (19)
[fallen into a friendship more than mortal], there is a re-emergence of the theme of the opposition

between sex and chastity.

2.3.3 Nurse: 304-309 and Phaedra: 583-584

Lines 304-9 have already received attention above for containing the word vofo¢ and the insight
they offer into Hippolytus’s ideology. They also, however, contain valuable information
concerning the prejudiced characterisation of Antiopé and her son, which the Nurse uses
rhetorically to help convince Phaedra. Her objective is to isolate Phaedra as the only one who
can decide her children’s fate and to do this, as the Scholia comments, “kvnotikoig avTiv AOYyoIg
épediler” (Z3°%) [she provokes her with itching/scrapping/gnawing words]. The ‘gnawing’ words
that the Nurse uses here are those that will worsen Phaedra’s potential betrayal of her children by
emphasising Hippolytus’s unworthiness to replace them as Theseus’s heir. As discussed above,
the words voBoc and yvfolog at line 309 are two such examples of these, because they
immediately remind Phaedra of Hippolytus’s birth-status, seeking to trigger some decisive action
from her. However, the oppositional relationship between the legitimate and illegitimate children
caused by calling Hippolytus a “voBov ¢ppovodvta yviowa” (309) [the bastard who thinks himself
legitimate], is only one of several such binaries the Nurse employs, including that between

Phaedra herself and Hippolytus’s Amazonian mother at line 307.

119 For its sexualisation, see Lambert 2019: 135-136.
120783, s.v. cuveivan 1 and MGS, s.v. cuveivol A.
121187, s.v. cuveivon 2 and MGS, s.v. cvveivon B.
1221 8], s.v. mapBévog 1 and MGS, napbévoc A.
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Ip. AL 1601 pévTor—npog Tad’ avbeotépa
yiyvov Bohdcoonc—, i 0avi), Tpododco covg
Toidag, maTpdLV Ui pebééoviag SOHmV,
pa TV dvaocoay ixmiov Apalova,
1} 001g T€KVOolo1 decTOTNV &yEivarTo,
voBov ppovodvio yviot’, 01606 viv KaAdC,

TnndAvtov (ed. Barrett 1964)

Nu. Nevertheless, know this—then you can be
more stubborn than the sea—if you die, you’ll have betrayed
your children, as they will have no share in their father’s house.
No, but by the horsy Amazon queen, she who
bore a master to lord it over your children,
the bastard who thinks himself legitimate—you know him well:
Hippolytus. (Hipp. 304-309)

In this instance, as opposed to line 10, Antiop€ is not simply used as a descriptor for Hippolytus,
but is mentioned separately from her son as “tnv dvdocav inmav Apalove” (307) [the horsy
Amazon queen]. The first mention of her, apart from its interest as a matronymic, has been
shown as notable specifically because it refers to her only as an Amazon and nothing else:
Euripides does not mention her name, or her status, and relies solely on the general mythological
knowledge of the audience to characterise her. Here, the Nurse characterises her by her ethnicity,
but in addition she also defines her by her social rank and an allusion to her cultural norms.
These characteristics, even though they are not here descriptors of Hippolytus, are nevertheless
transferred to him through the link he shares with his mother, as introduced by Aphrodite at line
10.

The Nurse’s recognition of Antiop€ as an davécoo is primarily made to draw comparisons

between Phaedra and the Amazon, and so to emphasise to the latter how superior she and her
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children are to such a foreign concubine and her bastard son. *?® She is not, significantly,
comparing Antiop€ to Phaedra according to the position of Theseus’s wife and queen, in order to
show the latter how much better she is in that position specifically. We have already discussed
Antiopé’s relationship with Theseus and it seems clear that she was not his wife; even if she had
been legally married to him, there is no other indication that she was made his queen, and that
scenario seems most unlikely. In fact, the word is used for precisely the contrary reason: the
Nurse brings up royalty because it situates Hippolytus’s mother at the very pinnacle of Amazon
society and, thus, as an Amazon par excellence. In other words, by positioning his mother as the
embodiment of the Amazon nature, the Nurse casts Hippolytus as the direct inheritor of her anti-

Hellenic essence.

The adjective inmog follows avdoca and only succeeds in marginalising Antiop€ yet more, and
is at least one piece of evidence that her son has inherited her Amazon disposition.!?* The close
bond between Amazons and the natural world is perhaps most embodied by their notorious
passion for the essentially masculine pursuit of horsemanship. Horses appear to have been
always closely associated with Amazons, whose customs of hunting and fighting brought the two
into continual contact.*?® This link between them, however, is not equivalent to that between the
free Athenian citizen and the horses on which he hunts and fights; it is, rather, presented as being
abnormally strong, as is their connection to nature in general. Artistic representations of
Amazons often emphasised their wild, animalistic character by depicting them on horseback in a

way that sometimes made them appear like centaurs, as though they and their beasts were one.

By this stage we have already seen that Hippolytus has taken on his mother’s close identification
with horses. If one uses Antiope’s other name, Hippolyta, his name originates from her own,

123 «3 queen, lady, mistress” (LSJ, s.v. aviooa 1 and MGS, s.v. avéooa A). dvacoa is the feminine form of the

masculine évo&, a words which seems to be older (at least in literature) than PBoaociiewn or Pacidevc. Even if in
meaning the two words are roughly similar, it is interesting to note that Phaedra is specified as Paciieia earlier in
the play at line 175, which might suggest an inherent difference between the two. The variety may also, of course,
simply reflect metrical and stylistic reasons.

124 They are almost always depicted by Herodotus as riding on horseback, and are said to have seized horses to raid
the lands of Scythia (4.110), and contrast the women of this country who ride in wagons (4.114).

125 see, for instance, Strabo’s comment on their activities in his Geography: “tov pév #lov xpévov kad’ adtdg,
avToVPY0HoOG EKAOTA TA TE TPOG poToV Kol puToVPYiay Kal Td Tpog [p. 708] Tag voudg Kol poloto TdV MRV, Tag
& dkipwtatog Kuvnyesiog mieovalew kol ta moAéo dokelv” , 11.5.1-2 [they spend most of the time on their
own, each attending to her individual occupation of ploughing, sowing, looking after the herds, and most of all, of
horses, though the bravest engage more in hunting and warfare].
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which translates loosely as ‘horse-loosener’, and this shared designation links him to her. When
he first enters, he has come from riding, as evidenced by the end of his discussion with the

servant, in which he orders his horses to be properly cleaned and exercised (109-112). He says,

Ir. YOPET’, 0madol, Kol TapeAdovTeg dOUOVC
oltov uélecbs: TepTVOV €K KLVOYiag
Tpamelo TANPNG: KOl KOTOYNYELY YPEDV
inmovg, dnwg dv dppoact Lev&ag Hmo
Bopdg kopeohHeic yopvac® 0 TPOGPOPOL.

v onv 6¢ Kompy mOAN’ €yd yaipewv Aéyw. (Barrett 1964)

Hi. Go, servants, go into the house and
take care of the food: a full table is
a pleasure after the hunt. You must rub down
the horses too, and when you’ve yoked them from the chariots
and they’ve eaten their fill, exercise them appropriately.
And as for your Kypris—I bid her a good day.*?® (Hipp. 108-113)

His devotion to the animals is clear and he issues specific instructions to his servants as to how
they should be cleaned, fed and exercised. The implications for Hippolytus’s characterisation
remain constant: a link is formed in the play’s prologue between his own interest in horses and
his mother’s ethnicity. Later on, horses will feature in the play when they drag him over the
beach fleeing in terror from the bull from the sea (1182-1254). In this latter section from the
Messenger’s speech to Theseus, Hippolytus is described as “...immikowow 10eov/ mOADG
Euvowk®dv...” (1219-1220) [well acquainted with the ways of horses]. Although horsemanship
was a predominantly masculine pursuit in the world of myth (and solely so in Athenian reality),
it is not right to say that Hippolytus is only expressing some element of conventional masculinity
through his association with horses. There is plenty of evidence from the play that suggests that

his equine interests pull him further away from his masculine duties of procreation and politics,

126 The meaning of “TOA” éyd yoipewv Aéyw” is in fact derisive, closer to ‘goodbye and good riddance’. See Barrett,
who says, “to wish someone a very good day, is to want to have no more to do with them” (1964: ad loc).
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since he spends his time hunting with Artemis instead. That it is linked to his maternity is also

fairly obvious given the emphasis placed on it in describing Antiopg.

Horses also feature regularly in sexual metaphors, with the obvious associations of ‘taming’ and
‘riding’. The images of a man as a colt or a stallion and of a woman as a filly or a mare are
common from Homer onwards and are often used to imply sexual potency, insatiability, or
virginity.1?” When used for men, horse metaphors tend to be focussed on strength, size and
virulence, as well as a certain restless energy.*?® Women, however, tend to be compared to
fillies, young female horses needing to be ‘tamed’ by a man;*?° one of the Greek words for a
wife, dduap, in fact comes from the verb dapalw, which means “to tame” when applied to
animals (LSJ, s.v. dapudlw 1 and MGS, s.v. daudlm A).20 It is noteworthy that Hippolytus
should be portrayed as closely linked to horses, since horse imagery is exceedingly sexual. His
obsession with the equine is something inherited from his mother and it is used, it seems, to
introduce an undercurrent of sexuality into his activities with Artemis. The idea that his hunting
and riding is in some way a sexual act helps in characterising it as abnormal: all of Hippolytus’s
repressed sexual energies are being spent on these, rather than on settling down in an oikos (one

of the constituent building blocks of the polis) and procreating with a real wife.

To return to the passage under discussion. The line before the Nurse’s introduction of bastardy
(308) is designed like the others to trigger a response from Phaedra by indicating what a betrayal
it would be to allow a person of Hippolytus’s status to take her children’s place. Here she creates
the image of Hippolytus as her children’s deondtng, or ‘master’, and links it back to his mother
through the relative pronoun “f{”. The imagery is of course wholly contradictory to what the case
ought to be, with the superior social status held by Phaedra’s children over Hippolytus. Notably,
the Nurse mentions this aspect of Hippolytus last. This may well be incidental, but it
nevertheless carries some weight as the final piece of the spiteful picture she creates of
Hippolytus, the final and perhaps most manipulative detail that she can use to convince Phaedra

to live.

127 For horse metaphors, gender and sexual appetite, see Griffith 2006b: 319.

128 See, for instance, Homer’s descriptions of Paris and Hector at /7. 6.503-514 and 15.263-270.
129 gee, for instance, Anacreon PMG 417.

130 For the use of this word, see Griffith 2006b: 325.
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The Nurse’s portrayal of Hippolytus concludes with her climactic use of his name at 309, hearing
which, Phaedra exclaims, “4ndiecdg pe, poio, xoi o€ mpodg edv/ 1008’ dvdpdg avdic Aiccopat
otyav mépt” (311-312) [You have ruined me, my Nurse, and | beg you again for the gods’ sake to
keep silent about this man!]. Until this point, Hippolytus has not been spoken of directly by
either character, and Phaedra’s reaction to his name is taken by the Nurse as a positive response
to her recent speech. At this stage, she has little suspicion that the cause of her mistress’s
suffering is her love for her stepson and thinks that Phaedra is simply antagonistic towards him
because of his position in the oikos.'® As we know, the inverse is the case and Phaedra’s
reaction only really makes sense in the light of her hidden yearning for Hippolytus. Very quickly
she recognises that her words have given something away and she tries to mislead the Nurse by
claiming, “...8AAn o’ év toym yewalopor” (315) [I am storm-tossed by some another fate].
Nevertheless, this excuse does nothing to stop the Nurse from determinedly continuing to

interrogate Phaedra to discover once and for all the root of her illness.

Phaedra’s answers to the questions put to her are intentionally vague and it is clear that she is
trying to avoid having to tell the Nurse the truth. When, for instance, the latter asks at 316 if her
mistress is polluted by some spiritual impurity (possibly murder) Phaedra obscurely answers,
“xeipeg pev ayvai, epnv 8’€xet piaopd 1 (317) [My hands are pure, but my mind has some sort
of miasma].1*? After this, when the Nurse inquires if the illness has been caused by an enemy,
Phaedra responds with the equally enigmatic line, “piAog i’ 4mOAALG’ 0VY £KODGAV 0VY KDV
(319) [A loved one destroys me, though neither he nor I willingly]. Phaedra’s tactic does, in a
sense, work, since the Nurse overlooks the manifold interpretations of ¢pilog and, quite naturally,
assumes that she is talking about Theseus. Trying to keep up any pretence of this sort is
unmanageable and unimaginable to Phaedra, and so she equivocally denies any wrongdoing by
Theseus and says “un dpdc’ &ymye keivov 0¢Oeinv kok®dc” (321) [May I never be seen to treat
that man badly!]. This too, however, is an obscured answer because her use of the passive

‘0¢p0¢inv’ intentionally casts her wish as one of appearance rather than reality—Phaedra doesn’t

131 The Nurse in fact believes that Phaedra is beginning to come around, though still has far to go. She says to her:
“...QPOVEIC u&v €0, ppovodca 8’0o Béhel/ moidac T’ Ovijoar koi cov dkodoar Piov” (313-314) [You are thinking
correctly, but in your thinking you still do not wish to profit your children and save your life].

132 “stain, defilement, the taint of guilt” (LSJ, s.v. wdopa 1); “stain, contamination, pollution, impurity” (MGS, s.v.
pbopa A).
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hope that she may never do wrong to Theseus, only that she might not be seen to do s0.1® Her
mistress’s desperate concealment of the truth through obfuscation leads the exasperated Nurse to
fall to Phaedra’s feet as a suppliant, grasp her hand and beg her to disclose more. Phaedra agrees
but her answers appear just as opaque as before; she makes the paradoxical assertion that the
cause of her suffering is itself a potential source of honour: “éx t@v yop oaicypdv £cOAl
unyavoueda” (331) [For from shameful things we might fashion noble ones]. Quite reasonably,
the tireless Nurse enquires why, if this is so, she keeps it hidden and here at last it seems as if the
truth is to come out. Phaedra shakes the Nurse off of her arm and prepares to talk, saying,
“dom: 6éPag yap xewpog aidoduar T oov” (335) [I will give it: for I respect the reverence of

your hand].

However, as surprising as her original outburst to Hippolytus’s name, Phaedra makes a short
lament for the women in her family. First, she apostrophises her mother Pasiphaé with the line,
“® TAfuov, olov, pfitep, NpdcOnc &pov” (337) [oh wretched mother, what sort of love it was
which you loved]. Then, disregarding the Nurse’s question about her mother’s morbid sexual
history (338), she calls to her sister Ariadne, abandoned on Naxos by the homeward-bound
Theseus and subsequently rescued and married by Dionysus (339).1%* And finally, she talks of
herself, saying, “tpitn 8’ &ym dbvotnvog i¢ dmdAlvpat” (341) [and so am I, the third ill-fortuned
one, being destroyed]. She has in mind here some sort of familial misfortune which she and her
sister have inherited from their mother, akin in many ways to the dynastic ‘blood-curse’, as seen
in the Theban and Atreid mythologies.!®® Phaedra has seen her women kinsmen fall victim to a
ruinous inheritance and knows that its source lies in the unknown past: “ékeibev Mueic, ov
vewoti, dvotuyeis” (343) [We have been ill-fortuned from long ago, not just lately]. Pasiphaé
was ruined by her divinely-inspired lust for a bull,3® Ariadne by her love of Theseus, and now
Phaedra, just like her mother, by an insurmountable desire for a forbidden entity. In love and sex,

she believes, the women of Minos’ house have long been cursed by misfortune.

2.3.4 Phaedra: 347-352

133 she knows full well that her feelings toward Hippolytus have already wronged Theseus and that there only
remains the possibility of their staying hidden.

134 For the myth of Ariadne, see Apollodorus, Epitome 1.8-10, Catullus 64, Propertius 1.3, and Ovid Heroides 10.
135 For miasma and the inheritance of guilt, Parker 1983: 190.

136 This lust, like Phaedra’s, was engineered by a god, in Pasiphaé’s case by Poseidon. See Apollodorus Bib 3.1.4
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The third mention of Hippolytus’s Amazonian lineage occurs at lines 347-352, concluding the
section of stichomythia from 309-351 that is bookended by the Nurse’s use of Hippolytus’s
name.™*’ Phaedra is the third character to reference Antiopg, but her intentions differ from those
of either Aphrodite or the Nurse. Like the former, she uses Hippolytus’s mother’s ethnicity as a
matronymic for him, but here as a euphemistic replacement of her stepson’s name. It is the last in
her series of attempts to avoid divulging the truth in the intervening section 309-351 and, it may
be said, the least likely to succeed.

da. Ti 7000’ 6 oM Aéyovov avOprdTovg Epav;

Tp. fd1oT0V, ® MO, TODTOV AAyEVOV 0 dpa.

Da. NUES av elpev Butépe Keypnuévor.

Ip. i ofic; £pdc, & Téxvov; AvOphTeV Tivoc;

da. botic m00’ 00To¢ 460°, 6 Tii Apatévog—

Tp. TnndAvtov avddgc;

Da. cod 146’ ovk Enod, kivelc. (ed. Barrett 1964)

Ph. What is the thing they mean when they say that people love?

Nu. The greatest pleasure, my child, and just as much pain too.

Ph. It will be the second sort then which is mine.

Nu. What are you saying? Are you in love, my child? With which person?
Ph. He, whom you mentioned before, the Amazon’s son—

Nu. Are you talking of Hippolytus?
Ph. You heard this from yourself, not from me (Hipp. 347-352).b

The passage begins with Phaedra’s sudden interruption, “ti tod0’ 6 o1 Aéyovowv avBpmdITOLE
gpav;” (347) [What is the thing they mean when they say that people love?]. Not only is it
conspicuous as an interruption but its phrasing is also distinctive. Rather than ask the Nurse for

an objective definition of ‘to love’, Phaedra concretises and specifies the type of love she wishes

137 Harry is the only commentator to note this specifically, exhorting us to “observe the symmetry” of the lines
(1904: 1. 352).
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to know about by using the neuter singular “ti To06’ 6” as a referent for ‘to love’ other than the
word “épav’. Similarly, the word ‘Aeyodot’” and its consequent accusative infinitive “avOpdmovg
gpav;” identify it with one of its potential forms, namely what the concept of ‘people are in love’
means when people talk about it. The implication is that the open expression of the concept alters
its meaning—something silent, once voiced, cannot be the same as before.'3 The Nurse does not
seem able to distinguish Phaedra’s idea of articulated Love from a more general definition, but
her response is in many ways a definition of both sorts: “fidistov, ® mai, TodTOV dAyevdy 6
dpa” (348) [the greatest pleasure, my child, and just as much pain too]. Love, it seems, is defined
by a contradictory dualism, simultaneously powerful as a source of both joy and pain.**® The
self-contradictory is a common theme throughout the play—things which, while thought of as
single concepts, contain within them conflicting aspects.!®® We have seen, for instance, that
Hippolytus’s piety has two sides to it. His piety towards Artemis is unimpeachable (as the
goddess herself recognises from 1394ff.)—but it is also the cause of Aphrodite’s charge of
irreverence. His holiness, though a single righteous concept to him, has contradictory results—

faith in the gods causes him to keep his oath to the Nurse and so ensures that he dies.

Phaedra articulates this theme very neatly when she speaks of the concept of Shame a little later

on:

Da. aiddG te dtooal O’ gioiv, 1 HEV OV KOk,
N8 8x0og ofkav: €18 6 Kopdg NV GaPiC

ovK v 60’ flotnv tadt’ Eyovte ypauuata. (Barrett 1964)

Ph. And shame: there are two kinds, the one that isn’t bad
and the other which is a burden on a house. If what was correct was clear,

then there wouldn’t be two things having the same letters. (Hipp. 385-387)

138 For more on these sorts of binaries in the play (seen/unseen, hear/unheard, spoken/silent), see Goff 1990: 1-26.

139 The theme of double-edged or bittersweet love is found in Greek literature from early lyric onwards and was
utilised by many later Latin writers. See, for instance, Sappho 31, fr 130; Posidippus AP 5.134; Catullus 51, 68 85.
See Goff 1990: 27-30 (on the Hipp.), Calame 1992: 14-19, Gutzwiller 2015: 23-44 (esp. 29), and Horn 2016: 1-21.

140 For other instances of dualistic meaning in Euripides, see McDermott 1991.
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Phaedra knows full well that her love is doomed, just as she is herself—she cannot escape her
inherited misfortune and she cannot escape the deity whom she is vaguely aware is the cause of
the entire situation.*! It is with a sense of resigned certainty that she responds to the Nurse’s
double definition of Love, “fuseic av eipev Botépe kexpnuévor” (349) [It will be the second sort
then which is mine]. This declaration is her most concrete answer to the cause of her decline yet
and stimulates the Nurse to ask a flurry of blunt questions: “ti ¢fic; &pdic, ® Tékvov; AvOpHOTOV
tivog;” (350) [What are you saying? Are you in love, my child? With which person?]. It is here
that Phaedra uses Hippolytus’s Amazon mother to describe him. The relative phrase “6otic 100’
ovto¢ €60 (351) [he, whom you mentioned before] does not clearly designate the object of
Phaedra’s desire beyond those men who have been spoken of and so she seems forced to clarify.
For shame she cannot, however, give voice to Hippolytus’s name and so, using Aphrodite’s
earlier expression, calls him “6 tfig Apalévog” (351) [the Amazon’s son]. So unwilling in fact is
she to name him that when the Nurse does, she lays the responsibility for this at the Nurse’s feet:

“o0D 100, o0k &nod, KAVelS.” (352) [you heard this from yourself, not from me].

2.3.5. Phaedra: 583-584

The fourth and final reference to Antiopé’s ethnicity occurs in the second episodion, while
Phaedra and the Chorus listen at the door to the Nurse’s conversation with Hippolytus. The
Chorus has asked what the matter is and Phaedra gives them this as a reply, pre-empting
Hippolytus’s entrance on stage some fifteen lines later. Its use here cannot be euphemistic, since
Phaedra later says his name, so it must be assumed that it is used for the same reason of

characterisation as the second example.142

Do 0 Tijg erAintov waig Apalovog Bod,

‘Tenolvtog, adddV deva TpocmoAov Kokd. (Barrett 1964)

Ph. The child of the horse-loving Amazon is shouting,

141 There is always some indication that the characters are aware of some divine cause to Phaedra’s plight. The
Nurse, when she originally questions her about the reason for her suffering, says “téde pavteiog €0 ToAAR G,/ GoTig
oe O0edv avacelpaler kol mopakdmTel pévac, @ moi” (236-238) [This is worth much divination, [to find] whichever
god pulls you back and strikes your senses aside, child].

142 1t is also probably more metrically convenient.
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Hippolytus, saying terrible things to the servant (Hipp. 583-584).

Here we have another adjective specifying the Amazons’ connection to horses, ‘@iAinmog’ or
‘horse-loving’, which is given as a description of Hippolytus’s mother.}*® The Amazonian
association with horses has already been discussed above, as has the earlier use of the word
immog at 307.1* We have already encountered references to horses and Hippolytus’s obsession
with hunting or outdoor pursuits in general at lines 15-18. What is significant about this
reference is that it prefigures Hippolytus’s angry outburst (616-668), in response to the Nurse’s
assault on his sexual chastity. That Phaedra should explicitly connect his shouting and obvious
lack of control (and of cwepocvvn), with his mother as ‘@ilinnog’, and, in addition, that she
should identify him with this particular matronymic to the chorus of women of Troezen, who
have already sung their exquisite song to Sexual Desire, raises important questions about gender

and sexual identity, which I have already hinted at, but will now discuss in full.

2.4 Textual evidence: gender and sexuality

Bastardy had an enormous effect on the gender and sexual identity of the bastard. Under the
PCL, an illegitimate child could only produce illegitimate children, rendering bastards sexual
non-entities so far as the polis and oikos were concerned. This failure to fulfil masculine duties
has been discussed above, but the subtler parts of Hippolytus’s sexuality and gender as Euripides
portrays it need to be examined further. What bastards’ sex lives were like in late fifth-century
Athens is uncertain, as are many conclusions about what sort of sexuality they were stereotyped
as having. Hippolytus’s attitudes toward sex, sexuality, and gender and how these exist in
dialectic with his bastardy are complicated and do not necessarily help us to appreciate how
Euripides was interacting with the contemporary position of bastards when he characterises
Hippolytus as being essentially sexually abnormal. That Hippolytus’s views are abnormal,
however, both within the logic of the play and the socio-cultural milieu of the time, has generally
been agreed. 1*° His vehemently held ideology is premised on the maintenance of virginity as a

13187, s.v. pikmmog 1 and MGS, s.v. pilutmog A

144 18y, s.v. trmog 1 and MGS, s.v. {nmiog A.

145 See Barrett 1964:n.79-81, Segal 1970: 279, North 1977: 37, Zeitlin 1985: 52-111, Mitchell 1991: 97-122, Cairns
1997: 51-75, and Kokkini 2013: 67-83. For attempted rebuttals, see Vickers 1973: 147, and Davies 2000: 66.
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moral and religious imperative; this clearly contradicts the Greek sexual, moral and religious
conventions for a young man at the time of the play’s production. Hippolytus is able to control
his sexuality so completely because, he claims, he has the quality of cowppocsvvr. The word and
the concept which it defines is an essentially feminine virtue and understanding how this is

related to Hippolytus’s bastardy, sexuality, and gender is the focus of the following section.

2.4.1 cwppocivy

The Greek concept of coppocvvn (adjectivally coppwv and verbally coepoveiv) is, as North
puts it, one of “the most multifaceted of Greek virtues” (1977: 35).14¢ In English, it is commonly
translated as something like ‘self-control’, “‘moderation’ or ‘temperance’ but these have tended
to be seen as “hopelessly flat”, since they imply not the presence of a positive attribute but rather
the absence of a negative one (Barrett 1964: 172-173).4” While Barrett’s “virtue’ at least has the
advantage of this implication, a further problem with any simple English translation of
coepocvvn is that it inevitably lacks the Greek original’s strongly gendered connotative

distinctions.

In the earliest examples from the Iliad (21.462) and the Odyssey (4.158, 23.13) “there is nothing
specifically masculine or feminine” about co@pocvvn (North 1977: 37). It is only during the
seventh and sixth centuries, and continuing into the fifth, that we begin to find the implications
of coppocvvn for men and women aligned with each gender’s social, political and domestic
roles. For both the basic concept of cwepocvvn remained centred on ideas of self-knowledge,

self-control and self-inhibition but the parts of oneself which are known, controlled and inhibited

146 Although the concept of copposvvn is certainly still debatable, scholarship on it has been dominated by Helen
North, whose 1966 book Sophrosyne: Self-Knowledge and Self-Restraint in Greek Literature sets out at length its
different uses and meanings throughout the course of Greek literature. The thoroughly evidenced definitions offered
in her study have remained for the most part uncontested and, as such, most of my own understanding of the subject
has been gleaned from or is influenced by North’s.

147 There are two proposed etymologies of saphrosyné. The first, offered by Barrett in his Hippolytus commentary,
is that it is “the condition of one whose @péveg are 6@”, that is, one who is in possession of their own mind (1964:
172). The second is given by North who writes that it is “a compound derived from the 6-grade of —phrén (“mind™)
and the Homeric saos—Ionian-Attic soos, sos (“healthy, safe, sound”)—plus the suffix —syne, which forms a
feminine abstract noun from the earlier adjective saophron.” See LSJ, s.v. cogpociovn 1, 2 and MGS, s.v.
coppocsvuvn A, B.
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differ according to the person to whom they are applied.’*® On the one hand, models of
moderation and temperance began to be heavily foregrounded in religious ideas over the period
of the sixth and seventh centuries, coming to be “congenial to Apolline morality with its
emphasis on restraint, self-knowledge, and the acceptance of limits” (North 1977: 37-38).14° On
the other hand, the general shift away from dynastic autocracy towards a polis-culture based on
popular rule saw a general emphasis on the welfare of the polis and the maintenance of
moderation for the sake of state, rather than personal, interests.?®® The ideal of co@pocivn was
particularly absorbed by the aristocracy and the elite, who espouse the virtue as a part of their

physis. !

The social and domestic roles of men and women set the basic boundaries for the distinctions of
cw@pocvvn. For men it came to be something specifically linked to the polis and in particular to
issues surrounding class, wealth and public standing.'®> Regarding sexual self-control,
oco@pocvvn seems generally to only have been used of men when they were adolescents as a
guiding virtue in their relationships with potential erastai.'®® For the sexual and moral conduct of
mature men it “never ranks very high, in this sense, in the table of masculine virtues” (North
1977: 37).1% As a feminine virtue, however, it was entirely focussed on sexual and domestic

concerns, most notably marriage and the maintenance of wifely virtue for the sake of the

148 For the rise in importance of the concept of moderation, see particularly Dodds 1951: 75.

149 This is perhaps most neatly evidenced by the appearance of the proverbs of the Seven Wise Men, the two most
famous of which, yv®61 cavtov [know yourself] and pundev aydv [nothing in excess], exemplify very well some of
sophrosyné’s central tenets.

150 see Avristotle Politics 7.4.2-6.7. Also, see Cohen 2000: 11-39.

151 Evident especially in the poetry of Theognis, Bacchylides and Pindar.

152 See North 1966: 13.

153 For pederasty and cogpoouvn, see Kokkini 2013:72, and Skinner 2014: 163-167.

154 As democracy developed, it did begin to be seen as one of the defining features of Athenian masculinity, but
without the emphasis on sexual behaviour that it has for women. Later on, in Socratic literature, such as Plato’s
Charmides, it is connected to sexual temperance. It was given as one of the four (Christianised as “cardinal’) virtues
by Plato along with ¢@poévnoiwg [thoughtfulness, prudence], @vdpeic [manliness, courage] and JucalocvvT
[righteousness, justice] (Republic 427e, Protagoras 330b). Ferguson, whether ironically or not, writes of
sophrosyne, “It has been called the characteristic Greek virtue but, on the contrary, they were exhorted to it because
they did not characteristically possess it” (1984: n.80). For more debate on this issue, see Dover 1974: 66-69, and
Skinner 2014: pass. (esp. 113).
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husband. It came eventually to be almost synonymous with the virginity of young women, their

marital loyalty and their sexual chastity.>®

2.4.2 Hippolytus’s cwppocivy

Euripides’ Hippolytus conceptualises of co@pootvn as an extreme form of the feminine virtue
of virginal purity, which he in turn equates to moral purity.'®® His understanding of his own
cw@pocvvn, however, casts it not as something which he has gained through instruction, but
rather as an aspect innate to his @vcic—he believes that he is naturally sexually pure and,
therefore, naturally morally pure. This inherent purity is what grants Hippolytus the unique
privilege of a relationship with Artemis that is“peilo Bpoteiag” (19) [more than mortal], as well
as the right to condemn anyone (mortal or god) who does not keep the same standards of
ocw@pocvvn. It is this that alienates him from his oikos and that causes the Nurse to label him as

“voBov ppovodvta yviola” (308) [the bastard who thinks himself legitimate].

155 From as early as the late-seventh century BCE, in the poetry of Semonides of Amorgos, these are the attributes
of cmepoctvn outlined in the description of the ‘Bee woman’, whom he describes as the only desirable type of wife.
She stays loyally with her husband into old age, has children with him and avoids even talking about sex.

v &' €k pedioong: v Tig evTLYEl Aofdv:
KetvL yop oint pudpog ov mpooiavet,
BdArel ' v’ avTiig KamagEetan Piog,

@ikn 8¢ oVV EIA<E0>VTL YNpdokel TOoeV
TEKODGO KOAOV KOVOUAKAVTOV YEVOC.
Kaprpenng eV v yovaidi yivetot
ndoniot, Ogin &' apEdEdpopey xapic.

00d' &v yuvai&iv fjoetan kabnuévn

6Kov Aéyovov appodiciovg Adyoug.

toiog yovaikoag avopdow yapileto

Zevg 10 apiotag kai moivepadestiatag (ed. West 1998)

And then there is she from the bee: he who has her is happy. For it is to her only that no folly clings, and life
flourishes and prospers through her and lovingly she grows old with her loving husband, bearing offspring beautiful
and famed. She is distinguished among all women, and holy grace surrounds her; nor does she enjoy sitting with
women when they talk about sex. Zeus graces men with wives like this, the best and wisest (Semonides, fr. 7.83-95).
156 For other examinations of co@poctvy in the Hippolytus, see Segal 1978: 129-148, Zeitlin 1985: 52-111, Cairns
1997: 53-58, Kokkini 2013: 72-79, and Mitchell 1991: 116-117.
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The morality of co@poctivn lies at the heart of Hippolytus’s ideology and is, in many respects,
the most impactful consequence of his illegitimacy.®’ In the first place, it allows him to create
his own reality in which he can judge the world by standards that exclude legitimacy. That,
however, might be the outcome no matter what personal morality Hippolytus adopted, so long as
his bastardy was disregarded. The significance of cw@pocvvn is found in the manifold ways it

links to his bastardy.

Ym@poovivn, in this narrow sense of sexual chastity, is a fundamentally feminine virtue and, as
such, his obsession with it connects to the characteristic feminisation of bastards. In fact, this
understanding of cw@pocvvr is not only a feminine virtue, but one specifically associated with
napBévol, young, unmarried girls, whose virginity was one of their defining features. It is,
importantly, almost the direct inverse of the virile masculinity expected of citizen men, from
which Hippolytus’s birth-status disqualifies him. Within the narrow limits prescribed to
nmopBévol, he finds the chance to surpass the patriarchal society and people that are directly

responsible for his suffering as a bastard.

This suffering was initiated by his parents, the illegitimacy of whose sexual union was passed on
to Hippolytus, along with an intense aversion to anything remotely sexual. The virginal meaning
of cwppocvvn for him is not necessarily premised on the same protection of virtue as would be
for a mapBévog, but rather on an attitude of anti-sexuality.®® In this he mirrors Artemis, his
patron goddess and rejects Aphrodite, whom he connects with the external ‘hyper-sexuality’

which he sees everywhere (but particularly in Phaedra’s desire).

Euripides does not introduce the virtue of co@pocvvn and its associations with Hippolytus’s
bastardy into the play by any overt method, but builds it up through repeated references. There
are, in particular, two important passages that need to be studied in order to uncover the extent to
which co@pocivn is a part of Hippolytus’s ideology and what precedents might be responsible
for this.

157 Barrett calls it Hippolytus’s “cardinal virtue” (1964: 172).
158 For Hippolytus’s anti-sexuality, see Cairns 1997: 57 and Kokkini 2013: 75-83.
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2.4.3 Hippolytus: 73-87

Lines 73-87 occur at the beginning of the play, following the hymn which Hippolytus and his

companions sing to Artemis on their entrance at the end of Aphrodite’s prologue (1-57).

Hippolytus has entered at line 58, urging his companions to praise Artemis, which they proceed

to do from lines 61-71. He then approaches the statue of Artemis on stage and offers her a

coronet which he has woven of cuttings from a meadow sacred to her.

Tr.

Hi.

001 TOVOE TAEKTOV OTEQAVOV €5 AKNPAETOV
AEUDVOG, (O SEGTOVA, KOGHNGOG PEPM,
&vO’ obte moyunyv a&ot eépPetv fota

odt’ NAOE T 61dnpog, GAL’ dxfipatov
HEAMGGO AEU®V’ NPV SIEPYETOL

Aidmg 8¢ motapioict knmevel SpOGOIC,
0601 O100KTOV UNOEV, AAA’EV TT] PVoEL

10 6MPPOVELY elAnyev €ig T0 TAVT del,
ToVTO01G dpémechat, Toig KoKoiol & ov B&ug.
AL, @ @ik déomotva, ypvGéac KOUNG
avadmua d€Ean xepodg evaePoie dmo.

LOV® yap €oTL TOVT’ Epol Yépag Ppotdv:
ool kai Evveyu kai Adyoig apeifopa,
KMoV pév avdfig, dupo 8’ ody OpdYV TO GOV.

TELN0G 08 KAy’ domep np&auny Piov. (Barrett 1964)

To you | bring this woven garland, oh mistress,
fashioned from an undefiled meadow,

wherein no shepherd is worthy to pasture his beasts
nor into which iron has yet come—rather, through
the undefiled meadow flies the springtime bee,
while Shame cherishes it with river waters

for those untrained, who are allotted
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perpetual virtue in all things

to take cuttings from—the sordid have no right to it.*>®
But now, oh beloved mistress, receive from

my reverent hand this crown upon your golden tresses!
For this is my privilege alone among mortals:

I consort with you and answer you with words,

when | hear your voice but do not see your face.

May | end life’s race just as | began it! (Hipp. 73-87)

This passage has received a fair amount of scholarly attention,¢°

It gives us the first expression
of Hippolytus’s understanding of com@pootvn and makes use of sexual subtexts to reference the
importance of sexuality to the play. It seems that Euripides makes a metaphorical
correspondence between the meadow and Hippolytus, and there are aspects shared by both which
connect them closely with Artemis.6! Additionally, the meadow is a literary topos associated
with sexual encounters and particularly “sexual innocence about to be violated” (Cairns
1997:62). 162 They also flesh out the basic characterisation given by Aphrodite (10-19) and help

to inform our understanding of his motivations later in the play.'%?

Hippolytus’s lines here are permeated with the disconcerting feeling that distinguishes the hymn
which precedes them. His entrance at 58 is accompanied by the jubilant exhortation “EnecOe
dudovteg Enecle/ Tav Adg odpaviov/ Aptepty, o perdpesdo (58-60) [Follow, follow, singing of
Zeus’s child, the heavenly Artemis, by whom we are cared for] which starkly contrasts in tone
and meaning Aphrodite’s darkly prophetic final lines, “...00 yap o018’ dvemypevog moiag/ Aidov,
@aog 0¢ Aoicbov PAénwv t66e” (56-57) [For he does not know that the gates of Hades stand

159 Lines 79-81 are difficult to translate, in part because the text is corrupt and there is uncertainty about how to
punctuate it. See Barrett 1964 ad loc.

160 See Berns 1973: 165-187 (esp. 165-8), Bremer 1975: 275-280, Goff 1990: 58-75, Mitchell 1991: 116-117, 51-
75, Cairns, 1993: 314-340, 1997: 51-75, Craik 1998: 33-34, Deacy 2013: 399 n.17, and Kokkini 2013: 72-73.

161 See Berns 1973: 165-187, Bremer 1975: 268-280, Cairns, 1993: 314-340, Cairns 1997: 51-75 (esp. 51-52), Craik
1998: 30-31, Kokkini 2013: 74.

162 Meadows and flowers are often associated with sexual encounters, though many of these are violent and without
consent. Examples include Hom. Hymn to Demeter 414-433, Archilochus fr196a, Sappho 2, and Euripides, lon 887-
890. On the subject, see especially Deacy 2013: 395-413

163 For the characterisation given by this section, see Cairns 1997: 51-75. For metaphor as a means of
characterisation in tragedy, see Gould 1978:43-67.
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open and this is the last day he will see]. 1** By introducing Hippolytus into the play with these
lines Euripides solidifies Aphrodite’s initial characterisation and does so in a manner which
emphasises the central conflict between sex and chastity. The abruptness of the shift in feeling is
disquieting and this persists throughout the hymn into Hippolytus’s dedication. Visually, this
uneasiness would only have been reinforced by the contrast between the energy of Hippolytus

and his band around Artemis’ statue and the stillness surrounding Aphrodite’s.

With the hymn over, Hippolytus begins his monologue, which is divided into two parts. The first
(73-81) consists of the description of the meadow from which the flowers have been cut and
identifies the sort of people who are permitted to enter it. The second (82-87) concentrates on

Hippolytus himself and his relationship with the goddess Artemis.

Hippolytus opens his speech by drawing attention to the garland which he brings to Artemis and
tells us that it has come “&& axnpdrov/ Aeudvoc” (73) [from an undefiled meadow]. This first
description of the meadow specifies its purity by using a word with sexual connotations.
‘axnpatog’, the privative adjective of the verb xepdvvovor ‘to mix’, and it has the sense of
something to which an action has not been done, and therefore remains in its original state.'®
The meadow, so Hippolytus clarifies, remains undefiled because it has never been subjected to
human influence: “&v0> obte mowynv &0l eépPetv Potd/ odt’ HAOE mo oidnpoc...” (75-76)
[wherein no shepherd is worthy to pasture his beasts/ nor into which iron has yet come].
Domestication and metallurgy have been kept from it and it remains in its natural state. The only
interaction with mortals that it has had, is with devotees of the goddess whose sacred land it is

and, as he will go on to say, even these are the most exceptional of people.%

He then moves from negative definition (what the meadow is not) to positive (what it is). The

only change to the meadow is brought about by the seasons, themselves unchanging in their

164 There is some debate about the attribution of lines in this hymn. I follow Barrett 1964: ad loc. (contra. Harry
1904: ad loc.) who gives 58-60 to Hippolytus and 61-71 to Hippolytus and the chorus of attendants.

165 .87, s.v. axnpatoc 1, 2 and MGS, s.v. axnpatoc A, B.

166 Barrett writes that “land sacred to a god seems commonly, and naturally, to have been taboo to human use;
prohibitions of the pasturing of animals, the felling or gathering of timber, etc. are common in inscription...This
Aepov evidently is sacred to Artemis herself...; that a votary should gather a garland there for the goddess herself
was presumably no infringement of the taboo” (1964: ad. loc.).
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predictability: it is the “pnéiicoa..qpwvn” (77) [the springtime bee] which flies through it. This
image has been recognised as essentially erotic, as the specification of springtime links the image
with the vitality and fecundity of the season, reinforced by the dynamism of the bee which passes
through it.1®” The meadow is tended by Aid@c which is the force which “prevents a man from
breaking the taboo,” and often translates as simply ‘shame’ or ‘reverence’ (Barrett 1964: ad.
loc.).*%® By means of river waters (a natural source of purification, very often used in rituals),
this personified abstract, so Hippolytus says, is responsible for keeping the meadow in its natural
condition. There is, from as early as the Odyssey, a link between aid®d¢ and co@poclHvT,
particularly regarding the shyness of youth, very often towards things of a sexual nature.'®® Like
ocw@pooHvn, 0iddg informs people’s propriety, signifying to them the suitability and (perhaps

more often) the unsuitability of actions and pushing them towards the correct course.’

The following two lines qualify the type of people, for whom aidd¢ tends the meadow: namely,
those who have cwepocivn “év tf] evoel” (79) [in their nature]; that is, who have not been
educated in what it is, but are among the select who from birth simply know it. It is to these that
the right has been given to pick flowers from the meadow because their fate has “etAnyev” (80)
[allotted] it to them.!’* Anyone who has not been granted the innate knowledge of coppocvVT is
unavoidably kaxdc, a word imbued with a variety of meanings, ranging from the aesthetic
(‘ugly), through the social (‘ill-born’, ‘ignoble’), to the moral (‘evil’, wicked’, ‘cowardly’)—
these, Hippolytus claims, must keep away from the goddess’s meadow. !’

167 See Rankin 1974: 75-84, Goff 1990: 59, Rabinowitz 1993: 182, Craik 1998: 36, Roisman 1999: 29, and Lambert
2019: 135-136. On bee imagery, see also n.155 above.

168 1,87, s.v. 0ididc 1 and MGS, s.v. 0iddg A.

169 Telemachus at Od. 3.24 and 4.158-160 could easily have both of these characteristics, while “the closest parallel
to Hippolytus in the Euripidean corpus...[is] the youthful Achilles of the Iphigenia at Aulis whose aidos and
sophrosyné are especially active in the sphere of coyness and propriety vis-a-vis the opposite sex” (Cairns 1993:
315).

170 For the link between aiddg and cwepocvvy, see Cairns 1997: 55-57.

171 “The Greeks thought of a man’s native qualities or destiny as assigned to him in an inscrutable distribution: his
destiny is his poipa (part, share), it is given him by a daipwv (apportioner), and he himself Aayydvet it, ‘receives it as
his lot or portion’ by a power responsible for his destiny” (Barrett 1964:172). This, however, does not seem to apply
(or at least is atypical) of moral purity: “his insistence that the purity must be innate would be extraordinary even
then” (Ibid.).

172 See LSJ, s.v. kaxog and MGS, s.v. kaxog
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This claim, of all of those made by Hippolytus in this speech, would have opposed contemporary

fifth-century thought most strongly. Barrett comments,

“Now this [requirement of innate moral purity] by ordinary standards is a quite
astonishing claim: normal 5"-century practice required, certainly, that the man who
entered a sacred place or took part in a sacred ritual should be ayvog [pure, clean],

but this ayveio was a purely formal affair of observing taboos” (1964: 172).

The issue of innate versus taught co@pocvOvn has been argued over since antiquity; however,
Hippolytus’s version of it extends far beyond any contemporary conceptions of it.!”® His
requirements are impossible to fulfil for any but himself, since he believes himself alone to do
so. Euripides has formulated an understanding of virtue which privileges Hippolytus above
others and, importantly, lacks any social or political requirements. The aristocracy had long
professed a belief in their natural right to cow@pocvvn, but their version of it, unlike Hippolytus’s,
lacked the religious and moral exclusivity which his now claims. He does not, it should be noted,
claim that it is impossible to teach cw@pocvvr, as his wish at line 667 that “..tic avtig
ocw@povely didatatn” [some should teach them [women] to be cd@pwv] shows. It is something
which can be taught and we might assume that he himself has instructed his own followers in its

features; his own co@pocvvn, however, is superior because he has it naturally.

2.4.4 Hippolytus: 993-1006

The second passage comes from the third episodion at lines 993-1006. It is found in Hippolytus’s
response to Theseus’s speech (936-980) in which he confronts his son about Phaedra’s death and
her allegation of rape. Hippolytus has entered and found his grieving father unresponsive to his

173 See Berns 1973: 166-167. Barrett (1964: 172) notes that moral purity as a religious requirement may have been
evident in the beliefs of the Orphics and mystery cults, but these did not advance a version of ‘original’ purity, and
neither were so intolerant and exclusive about their initiates.

76



questions: he does not tell his son the reason for his grief and gives a speech in which he wishes

that men had two voices, one for truth and one for lies. Hippolytus then gives a speech in reply.

Ir. ...€16opaIG PAOg T0de
Kol yoilov: €v 10160’ 0VK EveaT’ Avip oD,
o0d’ v 60 u1| O1IG, COPPOVEGTEPOS YEYDG,.
EmioTapon yop mpdta puev Beovg oéfev
@iAo1g TE YPTGOaL Un) AOIKETV TEWPOUEVOLG
GAL’ oloty aidhg UNT’ dmaryyEALELY 1caKdL
AT’ avBuToVpPYETV aicyPa TOIGL YPOUEVOLS,
0VK £YYEANOTNG TAOV OLAOVVTOV, TATEP,
GAL ahTOG OV TaPoDGL KAyYyLG OV PIAOLS.
&vOg & &0toc, O pe vov Exetv Sokeic:
Aéxovuc yop €ic 160’ uépag ayvov déuag.
ovK 0160, A&y THVSE TV AdY® KAV
YPAPT T€ AEVCOM®V: 0VOE TODTA YOP CKOTEV

poOupog i, mapbivov yoyny Exov. (Barrett 1964)

Hi. ... You see this sunlight
and this land: there is no man in it,
(not even if you deny it) more virtuous than I.
For first and foremost | believe in honouring the gods
and in keeping friends who do no wrong
but instead think it shameful to demand wicked things
of their companions and return villainy for kindnesses.
I am not one who mocks his companions, father,
but am the same to friends both present and absent.
And | am untouched by one thing, that by which you think you now have me:
for to this very day my body has remained pure from sex.

I know nothing of the deed except from what I’ve heard
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and the pictures | have seen: and even these | have no urge

to look upon—for | have a virgin’s soul. (993-1006)

The lines are imbued with a feeling of similar disquiet to lines 73-87. Not only do they retain the
tension built during Theseus’s preceding attack on Hippolytus but, since they occur after the
latter has been cursed by his father (893-898), there is a futility to them that is touching. Just as
in the first passage Hippolytus enters joyfully in his ignorance of Aphrodite’s preceding words,
S0 too, here, his proud self-defence appears futile in the light of his predicted doom.

Hippolytus, while he is not joyful here (as with his dedication to Artemis), does not, however,
match the viciousness of his father’s anger but instead speaks with an indignant sense of
superiority. His opening denial of his own oratorical skill, “éy® &° dxopyog €ig dyAov dodvar
AOyov” (986) [I am unskilled in speaking before a crowd]'’* is belied by its eloquence and is
spoken with, as Barrett puts it, “a peculiar priggishness” (1964: ad loc.). This tone persists
throughout the speech, which comes across less as an outburst of vexation and more as a forensic

argument.

Hippolytus gives this précis of his virtuous character as a rejoinder to the ironical and spiteful
attacks Theseus makes of it. Repeating Hippolytus’s own words from his dedication to Artemis
his father asks him the rhetorical questions, “cv o1 Oeolowv ®G TEPIGGOG WV avip/ Edver, oL
cOEPOV Kol kak®dv axnpatog;” (948-949) [Oh indeed, so you consort with the gods since you
are so remarkable a man? You, who is so virtuous and undefiled by evils?]. Although asked
sarcastically, Hippolytus responds in the only way he knows how: by reiterating and reinforcing
these claims to exclusive virtuousness which he has been reciting throughout the play.

He begins by contextualising his remarks, giving them the same generalised sense which his
qualification of the people who might enter the meadow has at lines 79-81. The group from
which he distinguishes himself encompasses all mortals, all who are looked upon by the sun or

walk on earth. Of all of these, there is no one “cwepovéotepog” (995) [more coepwv] than

174 A “commonplace of the Athenian law-courts (e.g. Lysias 12.3, 19.2; Isaeus. 8.5, 10.1; Demosthenes 27.2, 55.7)
as a means of securing the jury’s sympathy” (Barrett 1964: ad loc.).
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Hippolytus, no one who possesses such co@pocvvn as he does. His claim here is more forthright
than the one he makes in the meadow speech. The other is implicit in his handing over the
garland, which, if his description of the meadow is correct, means he must be innately coppwv;
here he states it outright and immediately discounts any counterargument which Theseus might

give.

His definition of his co@pocvvn then commences and again is far more blatant than it was
previously. Its first feature, he claims, is “Bgobg c€Bev” (996) [to honour the gods]. This is not
an aspect which he says outright in the meadow speech, but is certainly implied by his actions:
he is saying the things he is while honouring Artemis. The irony, however, exists in the
following interaction with his servant when he claims, “ovdeig p’ dpéokel vokti BavpacTtog
Bedv” (106) [no god worshiped by night is pleasing to me]. Here, the irony is just as strong, as
we have had time to see the vehemence of his hatred of sex and its patron goddess Aphrodite.

His intensity of belief, as so often with fanatics, is plagued by hypocrisy.

Secondly, he describes the sort of companions which a man, who is c@@pwv, should have and
how he should treat them. They themselves must, like him, be morally virtuous, that is think it
‘oioypoc’ [shameful, disgraceful]'” to do wrong, to ask their friends to do wrong and who do
wrong in exchange for right. This statement echoes the servant’s description of the vopog has set
down for mortals: “picelv 10 cepvov Kai tO pn maotv eidov” (93) [to hate pride and not hate that
beloved by all]. Hippolytus himself claims that this is what he does, and is constant in his

friendships regardless of whether his friends are there or not.

His third feature is the most important of the three. It is the 3¢ clause which corresponds to the
“nmpdto uév”’ of line 996, so the sense is, ‘These are two of the features of cwepocivn, but here
is what it really is.” It is, of course, virginal purity. Hippolytus focusses on himself here, claiming
that he is @8wtog (1002), ‘untouched’, and that he is totally ignorant of sex but for what he has
seen in paintings and what people have told him—even these he does not want to know about.
These words seem connected to his statement towards the end of his misogynistic speech (616-

668): “dyo pvtoic vacpoicty EEopdpEopar,/eic ata kKAov” (653-654) [I will purge these things,

175 «“shameful, distasteful” (LSJ, s.v. aioypdc 2 and MGS, s.v. oioxpoc A).
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washing out my ears with flowing waters]. Even so much as hearing about sex, admittedly here
sex with his stepmother, is too much for him and he desires to be cleansed with water, as the

meadow is said to be earlier (78).

The matter of cow@pocvvn is raised once again by Hippolytus at the very end of the same speech

with Theseus. He says,

1Ir. £60QPOVNCE O’ OVK EYOVGO COPPOVETY,

NUETG &’ éyovteg 00 KaADC Expmueda” (Barrett 1964)

Hi. She did a prudent thing, though she had no prudence
and I, who have it, did not use it well. (1034-1035)

At first paradoxical, these lines are in fact provide one of the most interesting illustrations of
Hippolytus’s conception of co@pocivn as an innate characteristic and how it can manifest itself.
Phaedra, he claims, was not inherently co@pwv as he is, but she managed to commit a single act
of cowppocvvn by deciding to kill herself rather than have the shame of her lust for him exposed.
Here we are shown for the first and only time Hippolytus admitting that it is possible for people
who lack coppocvvn to display it on occasion, even if it is only incidental. This belief does not
necessarily contradict his beliefs about it as a human aspect: in his description of the meadow, as
we have seen, he does not specifically deny that those who do not have it as part of their ¢vo1g
are wholly incapable of showing it. Rather, what disqualifies them from entry into the sacred
space is that they have been defiled by any act they have committed without cow@posvvn. He, of

course, is allowed entry because he has never done such a thing and remains pure.

However, at 1035 we have our only glimpse that the results of being coepwv, so far as
Hippolytus conceptualises it, are not automatically positive, but can be incidentally unfortunate.
Although he never claims that he has not had coeepoctHvn at all times, he is willing to admit
that “o0 kaA®dc Expopeda” (1035) [I did not use it well]. What he seems to be saying in this is
that his disgust at the thought of anything sexual and his rejection of his stepmother’s advances is

evidence that he has co@pocvvn innately, but that his violent and abusive reaction, in which he
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threatens to tell Theseus, was perhaps not the best choice. It is the only time we see him admit to
a mistake like this and is therefore an interesting example of how being co@pwv, usually

regarded by him as rigidly binary, in fact has a fair amount of nuance to it.

2.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, | have examined the issue of bastardy in the Hippolytus and analysed the ways in
which Euripides has chosen to interweave it into the text and depict its effects on the formation
of Hippolytus’s character. This has been done, for the most part, through a close-reading of
specific sections of the play, most notably those containing instances of bastardy-related words,
references to Antiop€, and mentions of co@pocvvn. From this it is possible to see that Euripides
makes a concerted effort to interconnect Hippolytus’s ideology with his birth-status and it can be
argued that the development of his fanatical rejection of sexuality and the normative roles he is
expected to fill in both polis and oikos stems in large part from his being a bastard. | have also
tried to show clearly that his bastardy is the direct result of his mother’s ethnicity and that the
frequent references to her Amazonian origin link the pair together, with the outcome that
Hippolytus’s bastardy is emphasised. In addition, it is possible to see in his preoccupation with
horses and the wild, excessive devotion to Artemis, and rejection of heteronormative marriage
constructs, the Amazonian culture of his maternal lineage. While the exact intentions behind
Euripides’ depiction of bastardy in the play can never be entirely certain, on the strength of the

evidence available, I am able to suggest various promising possibilities.

Euripides’ commentary on illegitimacy and its effects is most evident in Hippolytus’s
characterisation of himself and others of him. He is by no means a likeable character (he is in
many ways thoroughly unpleasant) and the basic premise of the play is his punishment for the
extremity of his ideology. Nevertheless, Euripides encourages our sympathy for him by
interconnecting these contrarian beliefs with the obviously traumatic effects of his birth-status.
The classification of bastardy is emphasised as something which comes from outside of the
individual, enforced upon him by society and perpetuated throughout his life by constant
reminders of his marginality. Our knowledge of how he is viewed comes initially from

comments made by the Nurse, Phaedra and Theseus, which give special prominence to his
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bastardy and especially to the ideology which it produces. Hippolytus is the victim of his
circumstances and his uncompromising and egocentric ideas about purity and morality are his
method of escaping from the judgements that others make of him for the sole reason that he is a
bastard. His warped sense of selfhood is the cause of his downfall, but, since this nonconformity
is only a reaction to his marginalisation by others, there is the suggestion that the ultimate cause
of the tragedy is society’s categorisation and treatment of bastards. That he is not deserving of
this treatment is revealed at the end, where his final reconciliation with Theseus and vindication
by Artemis seem to indicate that he has been unfairly victimised. It is made clear that
Hippolytus’s nobility and worth do exist despite his birth-status, but that the extremity of his
self-affirming ideology, itself a reaction to bastardy, and the general attitudes of society have

caused them to be obscured.

When examined from the perspective of a war-torn Athens in 428, the central themes of the play
and Euripides’ concentration on bastardy’s effects seem to fit the general concerns of the city at
the time. The alteration to the PCL in 429 was a reaction to the war and the plague that had
ravaged the population of legitimate males and had led to a reassessment of bastards’ place
within the oikos and the polis. The topic was thus extremely pertinent to the time, as the long-
standing power of the PCL was undermined and an alternative route for bastards to achieve
legitimation was opened up, in essence negating the idea that an individual’s worth as an heir
and a citizen was a result of the purity of his bloodline. Euripides’ presentation of the effects of
bastardy on the bastard suggest that he is commenting on the necessity for a change in the
understanding of legitimacy as a qualification for participation and that the continued
marginalisation of bastards would lead to the creation of men whose attitudes were set against
the city, because they were denied a part of it. The pressures of the war meant that it was no
longer feasible to maintain the same inflexible notions about social classifications and that there
was little space left for the former attitudes about class, gender, inheritance, marriage and

legitimacy.
In the following chapter | move on to the Andromache, which was performed roughly three years

later in 425. This play, as with the Hippolytus, indicates a strong sympathy with the plight of the
bastard, but does so mostly through the depiction of the bastard’s mother, who suffers under the
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effects of marginalisation through ethnicity and class. Euripides also tackles the problems of war,

which would have been highly pertinent to the audience of the time.

83



CHAPTER 3: THE ANDROMACHE

3.1 Introduction

The Andromache stands out from the plays studied in this thesis because, unlike either the
Hippolytus or the lon, the bastard that draws our attention is not the central character.
Andromache’s son Molossus has, in fact, little more than a cameo role and no significant
characterisation, either to do with his bastardy or not. Rather, concerns about illegitimacy are
woven into the Andromache almost exclusively through the speeches and dialogues of the main
speaking characters, Andromache, Menelaus, Hermione, and Peleus. Their relationships to one
another are defined according to the abnormal structure of the amphimetric house and, as a
result, much of what is said between them is pertinent to bastardy and its associated themes.
These interactions, therefore, provide us with the majority of our textual evidence for bastardy in
the play.

Despite the fact that Molossus does not directly refer to his birth-status at all in the narrative, the
Andromache in fact contains more words related to the subject than either of the other two plays.
The word vo0og occurs four time (224, 636, 638, 928), voBayevig twice (912, 942), and yviclog
three times (193, 638, 941). While these are not all direct references to Molossus, because they
are all spoken in relation to the domestic situation, they nevertheless comment, directly or
indirectly, on bastardy and its effects in an amphimetric household. This chapter, like the
preceding one, consists primarily of a focussed analysis of the occurrences of these bastardy-
related words and their contexts, in order to understand what Euripides is attempting to say about
bastardy in the play. Such is the structure of the play, however, that the textual evidence of this
chapter is more effectively examined according to the relative episodea, rather than by looking at
the instances of bastardy-related words separately. Before it is possible to begin this
examination the problematic nature of the play necessitates an overview of previous scholarship

on it.
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3.2 A problem play

Since antiquity, the Andromache has gathered neither the same level of general appreciation, nor
of scholarly attention as the Hippolytus. In fact, the prevailing opinion has been that it is an
unconventional play and, accordingly, also a bad one. Nevertheless, it has received its fair share
of interest from scholars trying to understand the tragedy’s peculiar structure, the mythological
background of the plot, and what the intentions of Euripides’ innovations were. Critics have also
paid a great deal of attention to the depiction of women and gender in the play, which, like many
of Euripides’ works, is focussed on the treatment of women, both by men and by other

women. 176

3.2.1 Unity and intention

The second-century hypothesis to the Andromache, ascribed to Aristophanes of Byzantium,
99177

3

states that it is “10 Opdapa TAV OEVTEPOV [a drama of the second kind], and, when it is
interpreted through an Aristotelian lens, this assessment of the play seems justified.*’® Its central
fault has always been the marked lack of narrative ‘unity’ caused by the absence of a clearly
defined protagonist and the disjointedness of the tripartite plot-structure. Although Andromache
gives the play its title and is the central figure of the first-half, she leaves the stage at the end of
the third episodion (765) and, whether or not she returns, does not speak again. Instead, the focus
shifts in the fourth episodion (802-1008) to Hermione’s fearful anticipation of Neoptolemus’s
return from Delphi and her subsequent ‘rescue’ by Orestes. Finally, in the exodos (1047-1288),
the focus shifts again, this time to Peleus, his grief at Neoptolemus’s murder and the subsequent

resolution brought about by Thetis’s ex machina appearance. How these three seemingly distinct

176 1n particular, the Andromache shares the same interest in noblewomen fallen into captivity that we see a year
later in Hecuba (424 BCE), and later still in the Trojan Women (415, in which Andromache also appears) and the
Phoenician Women (408). For the captivity of women in these plays, see Dué 2006: 91-162.

177 An ambiguous phrase, generally thought to mean ‘a second-rate play’, rather than ‘a play that won second prize’.
See Erbse 1966: 276, Stevens 1971: 27-28, Brown 1987:427-431, Mossman 1996: 143, and Torrance 2005: 39.

178 Aristotle, for whom a coherent plot is the basis of a good tragedy, claims that “t@v 8¢ amhdv wHbwvy Koi TPaEewY
ol nelcodimdelc siciy yeipiotonr Aéyw & Eme1c0810dn udbov &v @ Td Emeicddia pet’ EAANAC 0BT gikdg oDT’ dvéykn
eivar.” (1451b 34-35) [Of simple plots and actions, the episodic ones are the worst: | say that an episodic plot is one
in which the episodes follow each other without reason or necessity]. The Andromache falls firmly into this
category. For Aristotle, see Finkelberg 2006: 60-72. For Aristotle and the Andromache, see Kyriakou 1997: 7-8.
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sections relate to one another has been the main area of dispute and, over the last century, nearly
all scholarship on the Andromache has in some way attempted to expose the play’s single

unifying element, or at least offer some vision of Euripides’ intentions behind the structure.

The foremost point of contention has been whether or not Andromache and her son appear on
stage in the final section of the play.'”® As there are no stage directions, evidence for their
presence has had to be interpreted from the text itself and this has led inevitably to divisions of
opinion. If they do return to the stage, the issue of unity between the play’s beginning and its end
eases somewhat, since her presence bookmarks the action. However, we are then faced with the
task of understanding why Euripides chose to return her to the stage at the end of the play, while

keeping her totally silent. 18

Two pieces of textual evidence have been used consistently to support the idea of Andromache
and Molossus as ko@d mpdcmma [mute presences]| on stage during the final scene. The first is the
Chorus’s use of the words “cotl pova” (1041) [for you alone], which some have thought to be a
direct reference to the present Andromache.®! It is, we can assume, referring to someone, but
there are various alternative referents, the most popular being that the Chorus is referring to
Hermione.'® The second piece of evidence is the use of the deictic pronoun in “moida TOVSE”
[this child] at line 1246, which is presumed to be a reference to Molossus.!8® As evidence,
however, this is not convincing, since there are more than enough counter-examples in Euripides
of deictic pronouns being used for absent characters. Arguments for Andromache and
Molossus’s presence together in the last scene have also tried to justify their return by looking at

various thematic concerns and maintaining that it is consistent with Euripides’ overall thematic

179 For reviews of the arguments, see Golder, 1983: 123-125, Storey 1989: 16-27 and Allan 2000a: 74-85. Those for
her appearance include Kamerbeek 1943: 47-67, Garzya 1951: 109-138, Erbse 1966: 276-297, Golder 1983: 123-
133, and Allan 2000a: 74-85; those against include Verrall 1905: 1-43, Stevens 1971: 5-15, Mastronade 1979: 100
(esp.10-12), Kovacs 1980: 43-45, and Conacher 1967: 53-56.

180 paradoxically, this argument may support the opposing theory of Andromache and Molossus’s absence at the
end of the play. If argued that they are present, not only does it need to be firmly established that they in fact are
present, but a clear interpretation of Euripides’ intentions for their disappearance and then return needs to be argued
too. If, however, we accept that they leave the stage at 765 and do not return, there is no hindrance to the argument
that the narrative is apparently broken up into distinct parts, which are conjoined by a common thematic concern. In
other words, the motivation for their absence seems far clearer than their presence.

181 See Kamerbeek 1943: 47-67, Garzya 1951: 109-138, Erbse 1966: 276-297, and Golder 1983: 123-133.

182 Eor Hermione, see Norwood 1954: 43 and Steidle 1968: 118-131.

183 See Golder 1983: 124.
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intentions for the play, whatever these might be. The importance of their presence or absence is
such, therefore, that whichever theory one supports can completely alter how the unifying feature

in the play is interpreted.

As far as this unifying feature goes, there have been a number of different proposals supported
by an assortment of textual evidence and these have mostly followed two sorts of methodology.
The first has sought to discover the play’s main character, or any individual on whose fortunes
the narrative can be said to centre. These arguments have for the most part been split between

184 and those who believe it is

those who believe that the principal figure is Andromache,
Hermione.'® The latter argument is the rarer of the two and, as Stevens puts it in his introduction
to the text, struggles to validate its claim that “the heart of the drama is a study of feminine
psychology as exhibited in Hermione’s relations with her husband and her husband’s mistress, in
her plot against her rival, its failure, and her despair and remorse” (1971: 9). On similar lines,
Kovacs (1980) broadens the unifying factor beyond an individual character to encompass the
whole of the House of Peleus, which he says unites the play through its presentation of the
fortunes of three generations of Aeacids. Perhaps the most interesting (though in no way
conclusive) idea of all, however, is Judith Mossman’s assertion in a 1996 paper that none of the
speaking characters is the play’s central figure, but rather that it is actually the absent
Neoptolemus.'8 His characterisation, she argues, is effectively envisioned in the other
characters’ utterances to the extent that he becomes a recognisable and sympathetic figure, while

his absence and the expectation of his arrival is what motivates the action of the plot.

The second popular method for finding the play’s unity has been to pin it to a consistent and
coherent theme or motive that runs through all three sections and links them together. These
interpretations have asserted that, although there is certainly an apparent disconnection in the

play’s tripartite structure, when each scene is looked at closely it becomes apparent that they are

184 See Kamerbeek 1943: 47-67, Erbse 1966: 276-297, and Torrance 2005: 39-40.

185 See Garzya 1951: 109-139 (esp. 127-128) and Norwood 1954: 43.

186 This idea is not originally Mossman’s, as she admits, and was proposed by various German critics before her. It
was first touted by Hartung as far back as 1844 and later taken up by Friedlander (1926), Lesky (1947) and Friedrich
(1953). Mossman’s piece, however, is not only the most recent to examine the point but also the most compelling of
its expressions in English. Her paper is most scholars of the Anglo-American school’s first contact with the idea and
she can, therefore, be credited with its modern revival.
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all addressing the same issue. This interpretation foregoes the necessity for a single central
character and is greatly disputed perhaps for that very reason. Some have claimed that
Andromache was first and foremost a reaction to one or more effects of the war and that war is a
theme running through it. In this historicist vein, Stevens suggests that the chief concern of the
play is “the Trojan war, the apyn xox®dv, and the bitter consequences for victors and vanquished
alike” and that this reflects contemporary fears (1971: 13).*®7 Kitto claims that it was written to
be a virulently anti-Spartan work, showing “in particular three Spartan qualities, arrogance,
treachery, and criminal ruthlessness” (Stevens 1971:11).188 From a more philosophical
standpoint, Boulter writes that, as with the earlier Hippolytus, Euripides “is concerned with
definitions of sophia and sophrosyné” (1966: 53). Rabinowitz, looking at the play structurally
from the perspective of the various relationships which are explored in it, constructs a number of
‘triangles’ (such as Neoptolemus-Hermione-Andromache and Hermione-Neoptolemus-Orestes)
which are based around the “object status of women” (1984: 117). This she also links back to the
wartime context, claiming that Euripides sets out to interrogate “problems inherent in the
institution of marriage and to underscore the connections between sexual relations and war”
(1984: 112). Storey, on the other hand, believes that the play is an examination of “the theme of
domestic disharmony or ‘domestic dislocation’, in which the tragedian explores the motif of the
oikos (or domos) disjointed” (1989: 17).

Building on Storey’s basic idea that the household is somehow disrupted and dysfunctional,
Phillippo (1995: 355-371) examines the emphasis on familial connections implied by
patronymics. She is, however, one of the first to make the suggestion that “it may be more
fruitful to approach the question of theme less absolutely: to explore the ways in which certain
overall themes and authorial interest may be involved in the texture of the play, without insisting

that any of these forms the raison d’étre of the action” (355). She refers to Heath, who had, in his

187 He notes the frequency with which the war is referred to in the play, not only by the characters, but also in the
choruses. In this he cautiously aligns himself with Aldrich (1961), who “may be right in holding that here, as
perhaps in Hecuba and in Troades, the real theme of the play is the disastrous war, its trivial origin, and its tragic
aftermath” (1971: 13). He tempers his views, however, by stating that while it may have been Euripides’ primary
focus, “there were times when other interests were admitted and given disproportionate emphasis” (1971:14-15).

188 gee Kitto 1961: 230-236. He sees the Trojan Andromache trapped in the conflict between the Houses of Atreus
and Peleus as Euripides’ attempt to further undermine public opinion of Sparta (which, given the context of its
production, wouldn’t have taken much). “The real drama”, he claims, “is the Spartan mind, not the exciting story of
Andromache and her son” (1961: 234). It is thus, in his opinion, a primarily political play, designed with an almost
propagandist purpose.

88



Unity in Greek Poetics (1989), posited the idea of a ‘centrifugal’ aesthetic in Greek literature,
which tends towards diversity of, for instance, themes, styles and modes of representation, rather
than uniformity. Furthermore he makes special mention of the Andromache, in which, he claims,

the search for a unity of theme or action is futile.

It is this more inclusive attitude towards the play which has become predominant over the last
three decades or s0.%° We find in Mossman (1995), Kyriakou (1997) and Allan (2000a) a
reluctance to attribute to the play one aspect that ties it together, and Torrance, agreeing with
them, makes the statement that “no Euripidean play has a single unifying theme” (2005:40,
author’s italics). Instead it has become common practice to avoid any sort of overstatement of a
theme’s importance in favour of a more cautious approach, focussed on select recognisable
themes, none of which is claimed to be the central one. Cairns, for example, specifically states
that his paper “seeks to broaden and deepen understanding of the Andromache’s political
purposes and their workings” but avoids making claims that this can definitively reveal the entire
purpose of the play (2012: 31). This chapter discusses the Andromache with this in mind,
recognising that the search for a single defining feature of the play runs contrary to the multifocal

nature of Euripides’ work.

3.2.2 Euripides’ mythology

The plot of the Andromache is an amalgam of two different mythological traditions concerning
the events following Andromache’s capture in Troy, to which Euripides has also added several
of his own innovations.'® The general background to the action is recognisably the traditional
Trojan cycle and Stevens notes that “the chief characters in Andromache, apart from Hermione,
are familiar figures in epic tradition” (1971:1). Andromache is, of course, the devoted wife of the
Trojan prince Hector from the sixth book of the Iliad, in which her displays of wifely virtue are
her defining feature. Neoptolemus, although he does not actually appear in either epic, is
mentioned in both the Iliad and the Odyssey as Achilles’ son and, in the latter, we hear brief

189 Although it should be recognised that Aldrich as early as 1961 noted the difficulty of the endeavour, writing:
“When one or another aspect of the play is brought into sharp focus for the purpose of establishing it as a unifying
factor of the whole drama, other parts seem correspondingly to go out of focus” (22).

190 For more on the combined, altered and innovated mythology of the play’s plot, see Aldrich 1961: 10-14,
Conacher 1967: 166-170, Stevens 1971:1-5, Sorum 1995: 371-388, Dunn 1996: pass., and Allan 2000a: 4-39.
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accounts of his bravery at Troy (11.506-36), return to Phthia (3.189) and betrothal to Hermione
(4.5). Hermione is less well accounted for in the tradition and is only mentioned twice in the
Odyssey (4.4-14) as the child of Menelaus and Helen, who is set to marry Neoptolemus. “The
remaining characters, Menelaus, Peleus, and Orestes,” so Stevens writes, ‘are of course famous
legendary figures,” well-known from the epic cycle, as well as the mythology of the House of

Atreus, most famously represented by Aeschylus’s Oresteia (1971:3).

Euripides forms the plot from a combination of two different myths about Neoptolemus: his
marriage to Hermione and enslavement of Andromache.®* With these as a basis it seems that he
proceeded to extrapolate the consequences of these two events coinciding, inserting pieces from
each tradition to suit his purposes. The novelty of his story also gave him the freedom to alter
whatever parts of the received narratives he thought unnecessary and to introduce those that he
wished to. The most pertinent of these changes to us is that, although in some traditions
Andromache and Neoptolemus reputedly had three children, the presence of their bastard child in
the home is a Euripidean innovation. Hermione’s barrenness, too, seems to have been an
invented part of the myth, which Euripides took from Pherecydes.'®? Neoptolemus’s first journey
to Delphi in order to confront Apollo for his father’s death “may be a fifth-century invention,”
but the second visit during which he is Killed is almost certainly fabricated by Euripides (Stevens
1971:6).1% Though Neoptolemus was supposed to be buried at Delphi, Euripides also adds the
return of his body to Phthia, “though it must later be sent back again to Delphi...” (Stevens 1971:
6).19

Euripides wove the plot of the Andromache from a unique combination of these traditional
narratives and his own inventions. Of the greatest importance here is not necessarily where he
sourced every part of the story, but rather why he chose to use the parts that he did in the way

that he did. As a piece of narrative fiction it is unique, but is also representative of the innovation

191 Of Sophocles’ Hermione “practically nothing survives” and there is no evidence as to whether it was produced
before or after Euripides’ Andromache (Stevens 1971: 3-5).
192 pherecydes of Syros was a sixth-century theologian and mythographer. For details, see Granger 2007: 135-163.

193 The story goes that Neoptolemus, on an earlier visit to Delphi, denounced Apollo as his father’s murderer and
demanded satisfaction from him for it. His second journey was undertaken in order to make reparations for this
previous rash behaviour. References to Apollo’s part in Achilles’ death occur at 53, 1002-1003, 1194-1196, and
1211-1212. See also Aldrich 1961:10, 1996: 149, and Allan 2000a: 247-249.

194 On his burial at Delphi, see Pindar Nemean Ode 7.62 and Pausanias 10.24.5.
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so common in Euripides” work. As Stevens puts it, “It is characteristic of Euripides to take a bald
fact in the epic tradition, such as the handing of Andromache to Neoptolemus as his slave, and to
imagine what her feelings would be and ask what effect the introduction of such a woman into
the household might have” (1971:9).

3.3 Andromache’s past and present

Andromache’s position within the power structure of the polis and the oikos is the result of so
many interlinked and reciprocally impactful factors that it is difficult to separate them from one
another. Her motherhood of Molossus is a direct result of her concubinage, which is itself a
consequence of her ethnicity—were she not a Trojan, and the virtuous wife of Hector too, she
would likely not have been taken back to Phthia by Neoptolemus or, if she had, would not have
held the same position in his oikos. It is possible, therefore, to draw a causal link between her
privileged situation in the past and her inferior (but not wholly disadvantaged) status in the
present. Throughout the play, the contrast between past and present is brought up repeatedly and
is one of the central themes of the play.1® Torrance puts it very well when she writes,

In the Andromache, Euripides explores the juxtaposition of the past and the present
in a way which can only really be afforded by the figure of Andromache. Not only
does he explore her present situation against the canvas of her Homeric past, he

presents us with a Homeric Andromache deformed by circumstance (2005: 62).

She is the human embodiment of the tension between past and present and is constantly
grappling with memories and habits from her now lost past in Troy. This has led to a conflict in
her identity and she can characterise herself both as a war-slave of Neoptolemus and Hector’s

wife, Astyanax’s mother, and a former Trojan noble.

The other characters similarly define her according to the relationship between what she was and

what she is. Hermione and Menelaus, in particular, try to justify the latter by the former: to them

195 On the contrast between these scenarios, see Stevens 1971: 5-15, Sorum 1995: 376-377, Kyriakou 1997: 7-26,
Allan 2000a: pass., and Torrance 2005: 39-66 (esp. 61-66) .
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she is first and foremost a Trojan by birth and marriage, which automatically makes her an
enemy deserving of servitude. Since, however, Andromache has a past that is not a slave’s and
she is of noble, if foreign, birth, she cannot fully submit to this role, which in turn makes others
persecute her for behaving in a way contrary to her current position, itself the result of her former

one.

3.3.1 Amphimetric oikoi: Andromache and Antiope

Like most tragedies, the Andromache is chiefly concerned with the depiction of a conflicted and
disorderly oikos.!® The domestic situation is much like that seen in the Hippolytus, where
conflict and disorder stem from the household’s amphimetric structure where one man has, or
could have, children by two different women (a wife and a concubine) raised in the same oikos.
Parallels between the two households can also be drawn by a comparison between the
concubines in question, Andromache and Antiopé. Both women are noble-born foreigners from
beyond the borders of the Hellenic and ‘civilized” world, as well as helpless captives of war,
forced into concubinage and motherhood. These characteristics they share create a link between

them, as well as one between their children, who are both bastards because of them.

The two women nonetheless differ greatly in their background and characterisation. They do not,
for instance, share equivalent positions in their native social hierarchy, Antiop€ being a queen of
the Amazons and Andromache a Trojan princess by marriage. Similarly, while Priam’s Troy was
always within the realm of possibility, the Scythian homeland of the Amazons was wholly
shrouded in mystery and existed on the very edge of the Greek conception of reality. Most
important, however, are the differences in their current positions. In the amphimetric household
of the Hippolytus the concubine predates and predeceases the wife, leaving only her bastard son
as evidence of the illegitimate relationship. In the Andromache both wife and concubine are still
alive and forced to inhabit the same oikos, yet only the concubine has managed to conceive any
children with Neoptolemus.

196 What Storey calls “the oikos (domos) disjointed” (1989: 18).
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These similarities and differences lead to an interesting relationship between the two plays,
because, in many ways, they present different perspectives of the same basic narrative. The
Andromache depicts an earlier stage in what may be considered the development of a typical
amphimetric household, in which the war-captive has been brought into the home as a concubine
and has a young child born to her captor. In the Hippolytus, however, the concubine is dead and
her bastard son has grown to maturity. They each give a glimpse into the amphimetric oikos at
two different stages in its progression, one from the viewpoint of the concubine mother and the
other from that of the bastard son. The Andromache gives us some indication of what Antiopg&’s
life might have been like in the oikos of Theseus when she first arrived, just as the Hippolytus

lets us see what sort of future may be in store for Molossus.

3.4 Textual evidence: the expression of bastardy in the Andromache

In the Andromache Molossus is only a child and so lacks a full comprehension of his position as
a bastard. He is not yet old enough to exhibit more of his own character than is typical of
children in tragedy and the few lines he has in the lament with Andromache (501-536) have little
to offer in terms of characterisation.'® The only possibly significant line is his address to
Neoptolemus, “® métep,/ noie piloig émicovpoc” (508-509) [Father, come, protect your loved
ones]. It is a direct recognition of his paternity and the sentiment of the wish seems at least to
show that there is some sort of relationship between the father and son. Molossus refers to
himself and Andromache as Neoptolemus’s ‘@ilot’, which word, though it does not necessarily
mean one’s family, definitely has connotations of familial connection.'®® Its use suggests some
sort of paternal bond that the child can recognise, but beyond this it is impossible to say

anything.

Molossus is characterised mostly by others’ expressions about the sort of man he is to become.

What we are left with is not a picture of who Molossus actually is as a bastard or, in fact, how

197 For the closest parallel to this, see Euripides, Alcestis 393-404, 408-415, in which the child Eumelus laments his
mother’s death but lacks any characterisation beyond a superficial recognition of his own youth. For other
appearances of children and their limited characterisation, see Euripides, Medea 1271-1279, Sophocles, OT 1471-
1523, and Ajax 545-582. For children in Greek tragedy, see Sifakis 1979: 67-80, Golden 2015: 39-41, and Griffiths
2020: pass.

198 See, for instance, Menelaus’s characterisation of himself and Neoptolemus as @gilot joined by marriage at lines
376-377. See also LSJ, s.v. ¢pihog, 1 and MGS, s.v. ¢ihog A.
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this illegitimacy has expressed itself in the formation of his character, but only an outline of his
presumed fate as understood through the prejudices and hopes of the adults who surround him.
He is therefore characterised potentially, which allows others to see whatever future they
conceive of for him. These futures are often quite different, but share the same attribute of being
extrapolated from his maternal Trojan heritage, rather than either the Greek half of his

background or the possibility of his own agency affecting the outcome of his life.

His connection to Andromache’s ethnicity is clearly the prominent factor in his bastardy and
informs what others see him becoming. The final result of the marginalisation this causes comes
in Thetis’s prophetic vision of their settlement in Molossia so that “...BaciAed 6’ €k Todde yp)/
dAlov O dAlov dSwamepdv Moloooioc...” (1247-1248)) [his descendants must rule over
Molossia from generation to generation]. This future removes him from the source of stigma

against him by placing him within a new context where he might redefine himself.1%

3.4.1 Prologos (1-55)

Andromache’s prologue from lines 1-55 establishes the primary causes of the subsequent events
and introduces the play’s major themes. From the very outset we are alerted to her fascination
with the past and in particular her position within the Trojan royal family through her legitimate
and honourable marriage to Hector. Notably, she begins by describing her wedding procession

from her homeland of Thebe to the city of Troy:

...OnPaio TOAL,
00ev 06’ £dvmv oLV moAvypHo® YAOT
[Tpiapov Tupdvvov Ectiov Apkounv

Sapap?® Sobsica moudomoidg “Extopt (Stevens 1971)

199 The founders of foreign lands often tend to be bastards, such as Pergamus, the founder of Pergamum and another
supposed son of Neoptolemus and Andromache (See Pausanias 1.11.1), as well as lon, who will be discussed in the
following chapter.

200 The word Sépap is an interesting choice in this instance since its origin in the verb daudlw, ‘to overpower,” ‘to
tame, break in,” ‘to make subject to a husband’, means that it has undertones of unwillingness (LSJ, dapdalo 1& 2;
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The city of Thebe,
whence once with the golden luxury of a dowry
| arrived at the royal hearth of Priam

given as wife to Hector for the creation of children (Andr.1-4)

This reminiscence of the past is cut short by the sudden introduction of the present in the
assertion that “vbv o’, &f Tig 8AAn, dvotuyeotdtn Yovy” (6) [but now, as if someone else, I am a
most ill-fated woman]. The temporal shift then leads naturally on to a description of her current
situation as a slave in Neoptolemus’s o0ikos. She relates that she is “...1® vnoidtn NeontoAéum
dopog yepac/ dobeica Aelag Tpwxig €aipetov.” (14-15) [A war-gift given to the islander
Neoptolemus, a choice prize from the Trojan plunder]. Interestingly, she uses the passive
“doBeioa” (2) [given] in this instance, just as she did in the description of her marriage to Hector,

which emphasises her lack of agency in both situations that are utterly different.

Andromache’s opening monologue positions her within the oikos structure and so sets up her
relations with the other characters. She calls herself a “doOAn t@v €levbepwtdtwv/ oikmv
vouicOeioa” (12-13) [slave, once regarded as being of the freest house]---a free royal Trojan
house into which she was legitimately married, as she has already mentioned, and from which
she was ripped when Troy fell. She is not, however, a menial slave but a favoured concubine and
she is considerably closer to her former wifely status within the domestic hierarchy than if she
were in fact equivalent to the old servant whom she calls her “ctvooviog” (64) [fellow slave].
Her noble Trojan lineage and especially her previous position, which she refers to repeatedly,
seems to have elevated her in her new Phthian oikos (at line 56 the Trojan slave calls her
‘d¢omowva’), even if the other household slaves disdain to help her.?%! In this regard, Andromache
and Hippolytus suffer from much the same condition, namely, the juxtaposition of their inner
worthiness with the negative attitudes of the outer world. More than anything, however, what
really threatens the structure of the oikos and privileges Andromache most is that she is

MGS, dapalm). Nevertheless, perhaps for the very reason of its passive implications the word has “some stress on
the dignity of a lawful spouse and mistress of the house”, which is to say legitimacy (Stevens 1971: ad loc.)

201 For her position as a privileged slave within the oikos and her threat to Hermione as a wife, see Aldrich 1961:
23-27, Rabinowitz 1984: 111-123, Seaford 1990: 169, Allan 2000a: pass., and Torrance 2005: 43-47.
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(13

Molossus’s mother, as she explains: “ kdy® 66po1g T0i6d° Apoev’ évtiktw koépov/ mAabels’

Ay émg mandi, deomotn v’ £ud” (24-25) [and in this house, having slept with Achilles’ son, my
master, [ bore a male child]. She is mother to Neoptolemus’s only son and, in the absence of
legitimate sons, this makes Molossus his heir, according to the contemporary understanding of
the rule, though whether the heroic Greece of the play maintains the same principle as fifth-
century Athens is disputable. On the one hand, Hermione’s anxiety about childlessness seems to
indicate that Molossus could qualify as Neoptolemus’s heir;?%2 but on the other, the picture that
Andromache paints of Molossus’s future entirely rules out his acceptability as his father’s

successor.2%3

Hermione, the daughter of Helen and Menelaus, is the young bride married to Neoptolemus by
her father, in fulfilment of a promise made during the war.2%* In this oikos, however, it is the
Trojan concubine who bears the man’s child, rather than the legitimate Greek wife. Hermione’s
struggles to conceive by Neoptolemus consolidate her hatred, and she finds in Andromache the
ideal enemy on whom she can lay all of the blame. The barbarian slave, she claims, is the cause
of her barrenness and her husband’s rejection: Andromache has exercised strange eastern magic,
some “@appixol kekpovppévolc” (32) [secret potions/charms],?® to bewitch Neoptolemus and
curse Hermione, in the hope of replacing her as the mistress of the household.?%® Hermione, who
later claims self-defence (“€yoy’ nuovaunv” (910) [I defended myself]), plans to get rid of these
threats to her and her unborn children’s futures, in order to secure her position as the legitimate
wife in a normative oikos. Her opportunity to implement this plan comes about when
Neoptolemus departs the house on a journey to Delphi, leaving Andromache and their child
alone and vulnerable to the machinations of his legitimate wife. Andromache sends Molossus off
in secret to another household for protection and goes to the shrine of Thetis where she will be
afforded the safety of a suppliant on holy ground. This is the situation at the commencement of

the action, which Andromache explains in her speech.

202 See 33, 612, 714, 904-905.

203 See 200-204.

204 The promise is recounted at Odyssey, 4.5-7 and Orestes touches on it later in the play at 966-981.

205 For more on barbarian women and supernatural powers, see Hall 1989 : 201-210.

206 Allan recognises the heavily gendered nature of the amphimetric strife when he says that “Hermione's charge of
poisoning (157-8) illustrates how female characters can criticize other women using stock arguments— ultimately
derived from male-generated stereotypes” (2000a: 179).
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This is followed by the interaction with her ex-slave, during which we have confirmed for us the
fact that “tov maida cod péllovoty, ® dvotmve o,/ ktetvewy” (68-69) [they intend to kill your
son, oh you poor woman] and see how much loyalty she continues to command from this
woman, despite being a slave. Once the old servant has left on her errand to call Peleus,
Andromache concludes the prologue with a short speech in which she bewails her current
situation and reflects on the circumstances of the Trojan War that have brought her to this point.
In this, the only extant example of an elegiac lament in tragedy, she grieves for “néiv matpmav
1OV Bavovio 0’ “Extopa/ 6teppdV Te TOV &UdV daipov’ @ cuveldymv/ Sovietov quap eionecodc’
ava&ing” (97-99) [the city of my fatherland and my dead Hector and my fixed fate to which I am
yoked, having fallen into slavery unworthily]. This is the first indication that Andromache, for all
that she says she is cuvoovrog with the recently departed slave, believes herself to be dva&io
[unworthy] of her servile position presumably because of the nobility of her lost city and
husband. She then describes the process of her capture: “avtd 8’ €k Ooldumv dyopav €mi Oiva
Boldoocac/ doviochvay otuyepav apeipoarovoa kapa” (109-110) [And | for my part was led
from my bedchamber to the seashore, throwing hateful slavery about my head]. The description
tracks Andromache’s movement from her bedroom, the central point of her life as a wife, mother
and princess, to the shore where the Greek ships waited to take her away to a life of slavery. We
are reminded that she has been brought to Phthia as a slave, but that her origins are both foreign
and noble.?” Following this is the parados in which the Chorus of Phthian women show an
unexpected sympathy for Andromache but encourage her to “yv@0i toyav” (126) [know [her]

fate] and leave the temple of Thetis (117-146).

3.4.2 Episodion 1 (147-273)

The first two instances of bastardy-related words appear in the first episodion (147-273) and

consist of one use of yviclog (193) and one of v6Bog (224). This section of the play is comprised

207 1t is surprising that Euripides, apart from the brief mention of her origin at Thebe, does not refer at all to
Andromache’s original paternal family, who themselves were killed by Achilles in the course of the war (lliad
6.414-428). They are, of course, not strictly necessary to the plot and Andromache’s memories do not extend beyond
her marriage into the Trojan royal family. By cutting them off at this point, Euripides tries, in the words of
Kyriakou, “to present Andromache as a woman whose whole existence is determined, almost absorbed by her
marriage and the subsequent fate of her family and homeland” (1997: 10).

97



of an agon between Hermione and Andromache in which each woman presents an argument to
explain and defend her position. The former contends that she is an aggrieved wife justifiably
protecting herself from the threat that another woman poses to her in the oikos. The latter
disputes the possibility that she could ever compromise Hermione’s situation as a legitimate
spouse and claims that she is only an unfairly victimised concubine, who has been unwilling
throughout. In this scene we are given a clear example of the play’s fundamental conflict which
has been outlined for us in the prologos (1-116). It reveals the tensions within the amphimetric
household and very noticeably presents Andromache and Hermione as foils to one another by
simultaneously locating their strife within the same gendered position as potential mothers for
Neoptolemus’s children, while emphasising their present social, domestic, ethnic, and political
differences. Additionally, Euripides manages to accentuate the juxtaposition of their similarities
and differences with stylistic resonances of vocabulary, phrasing, and imagery.

The episodion begins with Hermione’s grand entrance at line 147 which instantly contrasts her
with Andromache by both her outward appearance and the words she speaks. She is attired in her
most costly clothes, which are representative of her legitimate marriage: “k6GpHovV HEV AUl KpoTi
YPOGENG YMOTIC/ OTOAUOV TE XpWTOC TOVOE ToKidwy mémhmy...” (147-148) [a diadem of costly
gold about my head, and this multi-coloured dress of myriad materials]. The line intentionally
echoes Andromache’s earlier description of her marriage to Hector “&6vov cOv moAvypvom
YMOR” (2) [with the gold luxury of a dowry] in order to highlight the differences not only
between the positions of the two women, but also the demise in Andromache’s fortunes.
Hermione’s current position of wealthy legitimate wife and victorious Greek is placed beside
Andromache’s servile helplessness, and everything is set against the background of her origins
and the Trojan defeat that brought her to Phthia.

Hermione specifies that these ornaments do not originate from her husband or his oikos, but
rather come from her father, the Spartan King Menelaus (she emphasises his Laconian origin).
He gave them to her, she claims, “moAloig cvv &dvoig, dot’ éhevBepootoueiv”’ (153) [together

with a large dowry, so I can speak with a free tongue].?®® This emphasis on her wealth existing

208 Dyring the fifth century a bride’s dowry was “the basis of her maintenance and livelihood” paid out by her father
upon her marriage and was her “patrimonial inheritance” equivalent to that received by citizen men upon their
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outside of her marital relationship is not only the first insight we have into Hermione’s
dependence on her father, but also the first of many attacks on the illegitimacy of Andromache
and Neoptolemus’s relationship. We have already been shown an example of how the legitimacy
of a marriage is in large part dependant on a dowry (as a material representation of the father’s
consent), by Andromache at the very beginning of the play (1-5). Here it is flaunted by Hermione
in order to indicate her power over Andromache and the legitimacy of her marriage to
Neoptolemus and we are able to see again how the essentially patriarchal instrument of a dowry
has been used to emphasise the legitimacy of a marriage.

The possession of a paternal dowry, Hermione asserts, permits her the rights of both freedom of
speech and the speech of a free person.?®® Her use of the word “éhev@epoctopsiv’ (153) [to
speak freely] allows us to see that her position as both a legitimately born child and a
legitimately married wife grants her some superiority over Molossus and Andromache, who
between them are neither of these.?!® Andromache is a self-confessed SovAn and Molossus,
though he might not be a slave, is nevertheless a bastard and cannot really be counted among
those with the right ékev@epoctopeiv.?! This same link between the binaries of free/enslaved
and speech/silence is found later, in Andromache’s reply, when she fears that her “t0 dovAgvev”
(186) [enslavement] will make her words count for less against someone free. The fact, however,
that Andromache continues to speak as though she were a free woman in spite of her being a
slave is her direct refusal to behave in accordance with her enforced position, which causes

Hermione to level spurious accusations against her. This is much the same complaint that the

father’s death (Foxhall 1989: 32). A dowry was practically the only material property any married woman could
own and that was not solely in the hands of her husband. Nevertheless, it would have been unusual and highly
impudent for a wife to flaunt her dowry, especially at the expense of her husband’s own wealth, in the way that
Hermione does in this scene. For the importance of the dowry to Hermione’s marriage see Seaford 1990: 162,
Kyriakou 1997: 11-12, and Allan 2000a: 171- 172, 178 . For Athenian dowries, see Foxhall 1989: 22-44, Pomeroy
1994: 58-61, and Pritchard 2014: 180. For dowries in general, see Goody and Tambiah 1973 and Anderson 2007:
141-174.

209 gee Aldrich 1961: 29, Boulter 1966: 52, Rabinowitz 1984: 112-113, Kyriakou 1997: 11-12, and Allan 2000a:
pass. (esp. 58-59 and 130-131).

210 This is a difficult word to translate, since the subtle differences in meaning are both applicable. See Rabinowitz
1984:112-113 and Allan 2000a: 58, 130, 178.

211 The connection between the binaries free/enslaved and speech/silence is something we find in the Hippolytus.
Phaedra fears for her géheb0epor (421) [free] children’s “mappnoia” 422 [free speech between equals (see Barrett
1964: ad loc. and Goff 1990: xiv, 7, 23, 117)] because her shamelessness might enslave them (using the optative
“dovAol” 424).
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Nurse and Theseus make of Hippolytus: that there is a dissonance between his behaviour and the

restrictions of his social position as a bastard.

Hermione, having ignored her throughout her ostentatious entrance speech, now attacks

Andromache with the following lines:

oV &’ ovco dovAN Koi SopiktnTog YoV
dOpoVG Kataoyelv EkParods’ fudc B e
TOVGOE, GTLYODHOL & AvOpl POPUAKOLIGL GOTG,
vndve 6’ akduwv S o€ ot StoA v TOL

JEvVT| YOp NIEPATIS €1G TO TOAOE

Yoy yovaikov: (Stevens 1971)

You, a mere slave and spear-won woman,

wish to cast me away and control this house;

I am made hateful to my husband because of your potions
and my barren womb is ruined because of you.

For the minds of Asian women are skilled

in such things (Andr. 155-160).

This address touches on most of the issues already introduced in the prologue. Characteristically,
Hermione first mentions Andromache’s socio-political position as a “doOAn kai dopikTnTOg
yovi” (155) [slave and a spear-won woman], so as to situate her firmly in the role enforced on
her by society before accusing her of having evil intentions. She then makes the spurious charge
that Andromache wishes “d6povg kataoysiv ékpfarods’ Nuag” (156) [to cast me away and
control this house] and so implicates her as a concubine who has overstepped her limits within
the oikos. The two schemes through which she has, apparently, chosen to achieve her intentions
are to alienate Hermione from Neoptolemus and to make her barren. Even though the allegations
are false, they indicate quite clearly the two main areas of Hermione’s life which Andromache
most threatens: her position as a wife and her position as mother to her husband’s heirs, the

foundations of fifth-century feminine gender ideals.
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Within these lines is also the first on-stage example of Andromache’s ethnicity being stereotyped
and criticised by another character. Hermione finds in Andromache’s Trojan origin something
she can use to validate her accusations, because, by playing on beliefs about easterners, she is
able to identify a commonly recognised means by which Andromache might accomplish her
designs. She is called an easterner and accused of using “@dppaxa”,?? “‘potions’, to induce
Neoptolemus’s hatred and to prevent Hermione from having his children.?'® Her ethnicity is
brought up once more later on, when Hermione berates her for sleeping with Neoptolemus, who,
as Hector’s murderer's son, is the most inappropriate of partners. However, this should occasion
no surprise, she claims, since “t0 BapPapov yévoc” (173) [the barbarian race] is well known for
its depraved sexual practices (especially incest). Hermione is, of course, under the illusion that
Andromache was a willing partner in her union with Neoptolemus, but she has already been
taught to believe that eastern women are sexually lascivious by nature. What is happening in
Neoptolemus’s oikos is wholly antithetical to Greek society’s model of domestic norms and it is
part of this morality that “...008¢ yap KaAOV/ dvoiv yvvaikolv Gvop’ &v’ fviag Exewv” (178) [it is

not right that one man (holds) the reins of two women] in a ““EAAdg moAc” (169) [a Greek city].

Andromache begins her lengthy reply to this abusive speech (183-232) by voicing her
apprehension that her slavery will negate anything she has to say. However, she specifies that the
decision of hers to speak in contravention of her place in the power structure has been made by
the inherent part of her that is still a noble woman, born with the right of free speech. It is this
part of her that Andromache refers to when she says, “6umg 6’ uavtrv o0 Tpodods’ dlmcouon”
(191) [Nevertheless, I shall not be found guilty of betraying myself]. The words she goes on to
speak contain the play’s first bastardy-related words:

Av. im’, @ vedvt, T 6 dxeyyvd AOY®
nele0eic’ Anwbd yvnoimv vopeevudtov;

o¢ M Adkowvo @V Opuydv peimv moOAG,

212187, s.v pappaxov 1.2 and MGS, s.v. péppaxov D. cf. Pindar Pythian IV.223 in which Medea is “mapgdppakog
Eetva” [the foreigner skilled in charms].

213 Eastern women were very often stereotyped as witches: a consequence of the extension of geographical
marginalisation into the metaphysical. For the representation of the powerful barbarian east in Tragedy, see Hall
1989: 204-210.
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om0 vmepBsi,?* ki’ ErevBépay opdic;
N T® VE® T€ KOl GOPIYDVTL COUATL
noAemg e peyédet kol eidoig Emmpuévn
01KOV KOTOGYELY TOV GOV AvTi oD 0EMm;
woTEPOV TV’ 00T TATdAG AVTL 6OV TEKM
dovA0VG EpanThi T dOAioy EQoArkida;

1 T0VG &novg TIc Taidag EEavéEeTan

dBiog Tupdvvovg dvtag, v 6V UN| TEKNG;
euodot yap w1’ “EAnveg "Extopdc t° dmo;

avt) T dpowpd kKod Topavvog | Ppuydv; (Stevens 1971)

Tell me, young one, by what trust-worthy argument
was | convinced to push you from your legitimate bed?
Is it because Sparta is a lesser city than Troy,

and outdoes it in fortune, and that you see | am free?
Or that emboldened by a young and healthy body

and the greatness of my city and my loved ones | should wish
to possess your house in your stead?

Or that | bear children in your stead,

slaves who are a wretched burden for me?

Or that anyone will tolerate my children to be

Kings of Phthia, should you not bear any?

Do the Greeks love me for Hector’s sake?

And was | obscure and not one of Troy’s royal house? (Andr.192-204)

Andromache’s aim in this passage is to clarify that she is neither willing nor able to take the
place of Neoptolemus’s wife by any means. She starts with a burst of rhetorical questions
contrasting the two women in position and power. She argues that her position as an older Trojan

214 There is great disagreement about what this phrase means and what emendations might relieve what seems like a
harsh change of subject. The different arguments are summarised by Stevens 1971: ad loc. For a further note on
lines 192-204, see Kovacs 1979: 111-124.
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slave precludes her from ever becoming Neoptolemus’s wife, especially since Hermione, as a

young, rich, powerful Spartan, has every advantage over her.

Andromache begins her rhetorical interrogation by asking the question at the core of her
argument: “gin’, @ vedvi, T® 6 &xeyyO®d Aoyw/ mewchelc’ dnwdd yvnoiov vopeevpdtov (192-
193) [Tell me, young one, by what reliable argument was | convinced to push you from your
legitimate bed?]. She stresses the legitimacy of Hermione’s marriage to Neoptolemus, which is
undoubted (indeed it is deliberately demonstrated by the costume that the bride is wearing on
stage), and so frames the larger issue in these terms. In each of the questions that follows
Euripides examines an aspect of Andromache or her son that in some way excludes them from

legitimacy.

As the cause of her situation and that of her child, Andromache’s Trojan ethnicity is the common
thread running through her questions. Her first question immediately establishes a contrast
between Sparta and Troy (or, more generally, Greece and the East) and is another one of the
powerful references she makes to past events like the Trojan War, the fall of Troy, and
Andromache’s capture. We are once more reminded of who won the war and what has happened
to her Trojan life. She sarcastically asks if “...1 Adxowa t@dv ®pvydv peiov moAg” (194)
[Sparta is a lesser city than Troy], and pointedly asks if she is a free woman. The answer to both
is of course no: Andromache is as enslaved and as destitute as Troy is, just as Hermione is as free

and triumphant as Sparta.

In her next question Andromache moves on to a superficial comparison between herself and
Hermione’s beauty, while also managing to make another reference to her Trojan origins. Her
point is that, as an older and mistreated woman, she cannot hope to be more attractive than a
young wife like Hermione. Andromache also accentuates her youth by calling her, “®& vedvt”
(192) [ oh young one] and “...7® vém 1€ Kai ceprydvTl codpatt” (196) [young and healthy in
body]. Similarly, in her new position, she no long has the support of “néiewg 1 peyédel kai
@ir01G...” (197) [the greatness of my city and my loved ones] but is instead an aging slave in a

hostile oikos.
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Having outlined her own unsuitability as a wife, Andromache then focuses on motherhood,
Hermione’s other main area of concern. All of her children, she claims, regardless of having
Neoptolemus as a father, would be “do0Aovg €pavtii T° dBAlav époikida” (200) [slaves who are
a wretched burden for me], neither free nor loved. The reasoning behind this has been
questioned, since there is disagreement about the accuracy of her claim. Once more we see how
Euripides has inserted something that differs from the contemporary legal situation regarding the
bastards of citizens and slave-women, who, although they were denied citizenship, were not
enslaved because of their mothers. Additionally, although Molossus is a bastard, there is no
indication that he is, like Andromache, a slave. On the contrary, the recognition of his paternal
relationship which we find in his utterances would seem to show that he is at least free: it is
highly unlikely that Neoptolemus would allow his children to remain slaves. It is most likely an
exaggeration, but one that is not wholly unreasonable: Molossus seems to have inherited so

much from his mother that slavery would simply be an additional burden.

Her final three questions conspicuously return to the matter of her Trojan past and the mixed
ethnicity of her child. Andromache knows that her children as well as being marginalised within
the microcosm of the oikos, would also be unacceptable to the polis. They would never be able to
succeed their father as “®6iog tvpavvovg” ( 202) [Kings of Phthia], because the Phthians would
never allow anyone of mixed Greek and Trojan blood to rule, even if there were no legitimately
born pure-blooded alternatives. In the last two questions she gives force to this point by citing
the Greeks’ violent hatred of Trojans; how much worse must it be for her, she implies, when she
is “...t0pavvog 1 Ppvydv” (204) [one of Troy’s royal house] and the former wife of Hector (the

epitome of the Trojan man, slayer of Patroclus, and symbol of anti-Hellenism).

This series of rhetorical questions deals decisively with Hermione’s argument that Andromache
is capable of ruining her marriage and is attempting to do so by means of witchcraft. Having
cleared herself as the scapegoat, Andromache goes on the offensive, disparaging Hermione for
her own wifely failures and dissecting the real reasons for Neoptolemus’s hatred. It is not the
result of magical interference, she says, but rather “aAL’ €i Euveivon pn mitndeia kopeic” (206)
[because you happen to be unfit to live with]. The truth about being a wife is that “...00 10

KAAAOG.../ GAL dpeTal tépmovat Tovg Euvevvétag” (207-208) [it is not beauty... but virtues that
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please husbands].?® This particular line of criticism is anticipated in lines 195-197, in which
Andromache subtly censures Hermione’s fixation on the superficial features of a legitimate wife.
She is young and foolish if she esteems attractiveness above wifely virtues, which Andromache,
because of her experience as a noble wife, still possesses despite being a slave. Regardless of the
fact that their marriage is legitimate and Hermione is well-born and wealthy, she lacks the

inherent qualities of a legitimate wife.

Piece by piece, Andromache builds up a picture of Hermione as a failed wife. Her first failure is
a contravention of the gendered power-dynamics of the oikos, namely that she boasts about the
ways in which she is superior to her Neoptolemus. We have already heard from her the repeated
self-affirming claim that she is a princess of Sparta, whose father’s wealth and nobility exceed
her husband’s. This attitude towards a husband, however, Andromache makes quite clear is
unbecoming of a wife; she ought “otépyetv dpudlav 7’00k Exev ppoviuatos” (214) [to love him
and have not pit her pride against his] even if he happens to be a bad person. Her duty to respect
her husband extends even to the point where, should a husband take more than one wife, as some
Thracian kings do, it is unvirtuous for her to feel jealousy or make a complaint about it. This,
Andromache argues, is an exhibition of crude sexuality and lust, both of which are “aicypov”
(220) [shameful]. It is a wife’s duty to keep this side of herself concealed, she says, since
“...xaitot xeipov’ apcévev vOGoV/ ToOTNV VOGOUUEV, GAAL TPOVOTNUEY KOADS” (220-221) [in

fact, we women suffer from this disease worse than men do, but we hide it well].

The second bastardy-related word occurs when Andromache contrasts her own behaviour in her
legitimate marriage to Hector with Hermione’s shortcomings as a wife. She apostrophises him,
saying:

o ¢idtad’ "Extop, AL £yo TV onV xdptv
ool kai Euvnpov, &l ti og cpdilol Kompic,
Kol LOoTOV 101 TOALAKLG VOB0L6L GOig

Eméoyev, va 6ol UNd&v £vooiny mKpov.

215 gee Stevens 1971: ad loc., in which he writes, quoting from the Scholia, “dpetai: the proper qualities of a wife. X

explains apetn 8¢ yuvoukog 1 Tpodg OV Gvopo opdvola [The goodness of a wife, which is concord with her
husband].” See also Boulter 1966: 51-58.
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Kol TadTo SpAGO TH| APETT TPOSTYOUNV

moowv (Stevens 1971)

Oh beloved Hector, I even gave you help with

your own affairs, if Kypris tripped you up somehow
and even then often held your bastards to my own
breast, so that | might not betray any bitterness to you.
And by doing this | attached myself to my husband
by being a virtuous [wife] (Andr.223-225).

The image of Andromache nursing Hector’s bastards is something completely unattested in any
other literature and is clearly a Euripidean innovation to deepen the contrast between the two
women’s behaviour as much as possible. According to this example, Hermione is required to
accept her husband’s decisions, even should that be to the detriment of her own position and her
children’s. In her description, the Trojan Andromache proves herself so virtuous a wife that she
does not even lay the blame too firmly on Hector, but puts his extramarital trysts down to
Aphrodite and accepts them as part of her lot. The situation now, of course, resonates with her
because she is in the same position as these other women and her child is a bastard, as theirs
were. 2 |t is not then just Hermione’s behaviour in general which fails to live up to the standards
of a wife, but specifically how she treats Andromache and Molossus.

(13

In the section that follows, Andromache warns Hermione not to try “...puAovopig.../
...opeOelV” (229-230) [to surpass in wifely jealousy] her mother, Helen. Euripides here
reintroduces the important theme of children’s parental inheritance. Molossus, for example, has
inherited Andromache’s Trojan ethnicity (rather than Neoptolemus’s Greek one) and this
disqualifies him as a suitable ruler of Phthia—Hermione, she suggests, may have inherited her

mother’s notorious sexual indecency and like her is proving to be a bad wife.

3.4.3 Episodion 2 (309-463)

216 stevens (1971) notes that it is “perhaps suggested by II. 5.70 where Theano is said to have reared a bastard son
of her husband Antenor yopilouévn nécel @ [by which she pleased her husband].”
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Although there are no instances of bastardy-related words in it, the agon between Andromache
and Menelaus in the second episodion nevertheless reinforces many of the thematic concerns
connected with the subject and its causes. In this section, Menelaus enters at line 309 and,
without any preamble, reveals to Andromache that he has found her son and taken him as a
hostage, with the threat of killing him in her place if she does not leave the sanctuary of Thetis’s
temple (309-318). He has come to the house, he says, to revenge “auaptioc.../ fjv gic €u’ &g 1€
odd' Eunyv apoptavelrs” (317-318) [the wrongs you have committed against myself and my
daughter], giving us another glimpse of the intimacy between himself and Hermione that is

intimated in the latter’s earlier statements.

Andromache’s response is a personal indictment of Menelaus’s reputation as a great warrior,
which she claims is only a cover up for the fact that he is a weak and petty man. As with his
daughter earlier, she criticises him for being too proud of himself and his Spartan ethnicity and

reiterates that she presents no threat to his daughter’s position in the house. She says to him:

Av. ooTic BuyaTpog avtitodog £k Adywv
T066VO’ EMVELGOG, KOl YUVAIKL OLGTLYEL
d0VAN KATEGTNG €1 AyV’; OVK AEID

o1’ odv og Tpoiog oBte cod Tpdiav &ti. (Stevens 1971)

An. You are the sort of man who, by your childish daughter’s
own words, is proud and are you entering into conflict
with an unfortunate slave-woman? | do not think that

you are worthy of Troy, nor yet is Troy of you (Andr. 326-329).

Menelaus, according to this description, is “®de @adlog” (325) [so petty] that he chooses to
wield his power against a defenceless slave, despite the fact that he has been lauded for his part
in the downfall of Troy. This contradiction, Andromache claims, clearly shows that his role in
defeating Troy cannot be what it is thought to be, because a man of Menelaus’s pettiness could

never have had a part in taking such a great city.
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Just as she does in the conversation with Hermione, Andromache wishes to expose the futility of
Menelaus’s and Hermione’s fear about her and Molossus by bringing reason to the argument,
saying to him, “Mevélae, pépe O dwmepdvopev Adyovs” (333) [Come now, Menelaus, let us
discuss this matter properly]. As well as this, she refers to the threat that Neoptolemus might
pose to him and his daughter if the persecution of her continues, since their actions have been
taken without his knowledge or consent and therefore contradict Neoptolemus’s right to total
power over his oikos. Even if she is the cause of Hermione’s barrenness, her punishment must be
decided by her master “...otctv 00k dAdccova/ BAAPNY dpeilo Tpootifsic’ dmadioy” (359-360)

[to whom I owe no less retribution for making him childless] and not by Menelaus.

Menelaus justifies his actions by claiming that it is his right as a father to protect and assist his
daughter by saving her from the situation of an amphimetric household, where everything is at
stake for the wife. He also grants himself the liberty of inserting himself into Neoptolemus’s
affairs because he believes that “pikov yap ovdev id10v, oitveg @idov dpbdG mepHKOG’, AAANL
Kowa ypiupata” (376-377) [nothing is private among kin who have become kin correctly, but
common property]. The word 6pOdg here has undertones of legitimacy to it: only when a
marriage has been done correctly, that is legitimately, can the bond of common property be made
between families. It is another reminder of the differences between Neoptolemus’s relationships
with Hermione and with Andromache, and stresses the latter’s solitary position, in which she has

no legitimately connected ¢ilot to defend her.

The reply that Andromache gives following this is once more full of references to Troy and her
past marriage to Hector. In the absence of allies and having been given the ultimatum that
between her and her child “dvoiv & avaykn Batép Ameiv Biov” (383) [one of the two must
leave this life], she turns to the lost world of her Trojan past, where her troubles began. The
suffering she endures at this moment reminds her of the previous trauma, including Hector’s
“opaag tpoynidtovs” (399) [chariot-dragged death], the razing of Troy, and her enslavement
by the Greeks. She also goes over again how “povedowv "Extopog vopeedopar” (403) [I was
married to Hector’s killer] and bore Molossus, whom she describes as “pot Aowmwodg 0@OaApOg

Biov” (406) [my remaining sight of life]. Then Andromache proves her devotion to her son
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when, at 411, she leaves the altar to die in his place, exhorting Molossus to remember her

sacrifice and to ensure that Neoptolemus knows of it too.

Of course, Menelaus has lied to her and neither of them is likely to survive: Molossus will be
given to Hermione “...fjv 0éAn,..xtoveiv” (442) [to kill if she wishes]. This betrayal starts
Andromache off on her final speech, in which she rails against Sparta for producing people
capable of such cruelty, designating them as “yevd®dv dvaxtec” (447) [the lords of lies]. Despite
this, however, she once more affirms her innate loyalty to Troy and her past, claiming: “...époi
uev Bdvartog ody oVt Papdc/ d¢ cot dédokTal Kelva yap | andiecey,/ 60° 1 Tdlovo TOAG
avnimOn ®puydv” (453-455) [death is not so heavy for me as you might suppose: for | died
when the wretched city of Phrygia was destroyed]. She goes on to end her speech by referring to
her ethnicity again and uses this to affirm her internal nobility, saying: “érnel ob pev népukag &v
Ymaptn péyoc,/ nueic 6 Tpoiq ye” (461-462) [since you are by nature great in Sparta, so I am in
Troy].

3.4.4 Episodion 3: 501-756

The next three uses of bastardy-related words occur in a single short passage spoken by Peleus in
the third episodion. The old man, Neoptolemus’s grandfather and the current ruler of Phthia,
enters at line 545, having finally received Andromache’s calls for assistance. He arrives after
Andromache’s and Molossus’s anapaestic lament, which is followed by the latter’s attempt to
urge Menelaus to spare him: “...&veg Oavotov por” (531) [cast death from me]. These pleas,
however, are unable to alter the violent attitude of the Spartan king and he has just restated to
Molossus that “Awdnv x06viov katafnon” (544) [you will descend to Hades’ land], when the
Chorus say they see Peleus as he “omovdf] ti0évta debpo ynpaidov moéoa” (546) [hurries here on

aged feet].

On his entrance, we find that Peleus is not entirely sure about the details of the events occurring
in his house, beyond the fact that the lives of Andromache and Molossus are in danger from
Menelaus, and he enters with the order, “Mevédla’, émioyec” (550) [Menelaus, stop!]. It is

Andromache who explains to him what has happened since Neoptolemus left for Delphi, before
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she falls to her knees in supplication, though she remains incapable of touching him because her
hands are bound. Peleus reacts with immediate fury, demanding that she be cut free and
confronting Menelaus with open hostility.?!” The Spartan’s excuses are much the same here as
those he gave in the preceding agon with Andromache: he claims that, through his daughter’s
marriage, he has a share in the property of Neoptolemus. In his reply, Peleus accepts the basic
premise that marriage can bond families in this way, but qualifies it by adding “Spév €0, kokdg

0’ ov, und’ amoxteivey Pia” (586) [to treat well, not badly, nor to kill using force].

As well as containing three references to bastardy, the speech that follows this brief stichomythia
(583-589) also has a number of similarities with Andromache’s earlier speeches. Just as she
attacks Hermione for failing as a wife, so Peleus attacks Menelaus as a husband and a man,
criticising him for being unable even to maintain the dignity of his own oikos. Peleus reminds
him that “dotic TpoOg Avdpog Ppuyog annAidyng Aéxoc,/ dkAnot’ ddovia dmpad’ otiog Ammv”
(592-593) [you are he who was deprived of a wife by a Phrygian man, having left your house’s
halls unlocked and unattended by slaves]. He is to blame for thinking that Helen was ever a
“yovoika coepova” (594) [prudent woman], though Helen’s infidelity, Peleus believes, is

218 |t is for

interconnected with the Spartan custom of allowing girls to exercise alongside boys.
this reason, one that is very specific to this ethnicity, that they do not raise “yvvaikag co@povag”
(601) [prudent women]. Peleus blames Menelaus’s inability to control his domestic affairs for

the Trojan War, which the rest of the Greek world had been forced into.

In blaming Menelaus for the Trojan War, Peleus also makes a number of interesting remarks

about its effects as they were felt by the parents of those who fought and died.

Ile. YOYOG 08 TOALAG KAYoOAS AmmdAESHS

217 Although Menelaus is overshadowed by his brother Agamemenon in the Iliad, he is consistently portrayed as
violent, cowardly and unpleasant in tragedy. See Euripides’ Helen, Orestes, Iphigenia at Aulis, and The Trojan
Women, as well as Sophocles’Ajax. For his characterisation in the lliad, see Sammons 2014: 1-27.

218 |n antiquity Helen’s agency in the origins of the Trojan War and its consequent suffering was disputed and
“ancient authors excuse or palliate Helen’s behavior as often as they censure it” (Blondell 2013: x) . Sappho, for
instance, in fr. 16 casts her as the errant seducer of Paris, while Herodotus sees her as an unwilling victim (1.3.2).
Gorgias of Leontini’s Encomium of Helen is the most comprehensive defense of her. See Hughes 2005: pass.,
Austin 2008, and Blondell 2013. Earlier in the play Andromache blames Helen for Achilles’ death (248).
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maidwv T’ drandag ypadg E0niag £v SOUOLGS,
TOALOUG T” ApEILOL TATEPOC EVYEVT] TEKVAL.

OV i &ym dvotmvoc. .. (Stevens 1971)

Pe. You destroyed many good souls,
and left old women childless of children in their homes,
And you took noble children from grey-haired fathers.
I am one of those who suffered (Andr. 611-614).

Peleus’s perspective of war is that of a father, someone who has lost his son and heir. However,
it is not hard to imagine him as only one of the many parents grieving for their lost children,
especially if you remember the extent of the slaughter in the Iliad.?*® From what we know of his
own loss and from the poem, his use of the phrase “svyevn tékva” (613) [noble children] in
relation specifically to “molovg...matépag” (613) [grey-haired fathers] would suggest that he is
thinking specifically of aristocratic children who were the heirs to their father’s legacy, most of
whom would have been legitimately born, or the only remaining son.?°As Achilles was Peleus’
only legitimate son, his death deprived Peleus of a direct successor and indirectly led to
Neoptolemus’s rule of Phthia and the current conflict in the play.??* What makes Menelaus so
despicable on top of this, however, is that, while so many lost their lives and the lives of their
children for his needless cause, he returned unscathed. Peleus rails at him: “6¢ 006¢ Tpwbeic
MAOec 8k Tpoioag povog,/ kdAMoTa tehym & &v karoict chypoocty/ duot’ ékeioe dedpd T fyoryeg
naAwv” (616-618) [You are the only one who returned from Troy uninjured, and with your fine

armour in its fine wrappings, you came back again, the same here as there].

The similarities between the situation described by Peleus and what Athens was going through at

the time of the play’s first performance would seem to be obvious. We have seen how the

219 There are, in total, 240 death scenes described by Homer, 188 Trojan and 52 Greek. See Garland 1981: 53 and
Morrison 1999: 129-144.

220 The dynamic of the brothers Teucer and Ajax as presented in the Iliad and in Sophocles ’Ajax, as mentioned
above, indicates the expected paternal preoccupation with legitimate rather than bastard children.

221 Achilles was of course the product of Peleus’s marriage to Thetis, at whose wedding the seeds of the Trojan War
were sown For their marriage, see Rabinowitz 1984: 121-122.
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population of legitimately born successors was affected by losses to both the plague and the war,
and, as with the lliad, it is not difficult to extrapolate the suffering that these parents underwent.
Of course, these are the consequences of any war and there are always those left behind when
soldiers march off, but with the situation as it was in 425 BCE it is difficult to imagine Euripides

not having the mourning parents of Athens in mind when he composed these lines.

Looking ahead to his comments about Molossus as a bastard and bastardy in general, Peleus
brings up Hermione, whom he calls a “kokfg yovoukds” (621) [evil woman], citing her as a clear
case of a legitimate child inheriting her “untp®’ dveidn” (622) [mother’s disgraces]. Hermione,
like Helen, is not co@pwv, and is totally unsuitable as a wife: it is necessary for men who are
looking for a wife “...£60Afic Buyatép’ €k untpoc AaPeiv”’ (623) [to take the daughter of a good
woman]. Menelaus is, therefore, not only immoral for marrying a xaxn yovn but of fathering one
too. And his depravity does not stop there: instead of killing her, he took Helen back into his

house as his wife after, as Peleus puts it, “...é0€ideg paoTOV.../...TPOSOTV QUKAAA®Y
KOva/...fjoocwv mepukmg Kompidog...” (629-631) [you saw her breast...fawning on the
treacherous bitch because you were by nature worsted by Kypris]. As was the case with her
mother, Hermione inherits from her father the “aminotiov Aéyovs” (218) [lust for sex], which

Andromache attributes to her.

In the passage that follows, Peleus continues to examine the inheritance of goodness (that is,
behaviour typically suited to the noble) but switches his focus from the case of Hermione to that
of his great-grandson Molossus. Even though he is a bastard and, as Andromache says, could
never in all likelihood rule Phthia, Peleus continues to have a vested interest in the heredity of
the child. He says to Menelaus:

Ile. KAmeLT’ £¢ 0lkoug TOV UMV ELOOV TEKVDV
nopBelg AmOVT®V, Kol yuvaiko SuGTLYH
Ktelvelg atipwmg maida 0°, 8¢ KAaivovtd og
Kol TNV €V 01K01g G|V KATOGTNGEL KOPNV,
KEL TPIC V000G TEQUKE. TOANAKIC O TOL

Enpa PBabeiav yiv éviknoe omopd,

112



vo0o1 1€ moAlol yviieiov dueivovec. (Stevens 1971)

Pe. And then, having come into my child’s house,
you ravage it while he is away and dishonourably
kill this poor woman and her child, who will make you
and that daughter of yours inside the house suffer,
even if he is a bastard three times over. Often, in fact,
poor land is better in its seeding than the deep-soiled,
and many bastards are better than legitimate children (Andr.632-638).

These lines are almost certainly the most unambiguous and definitive expression of any attitude
towards bastardy in all tragedy. On a purely statistical level, the passage contains the closest
clustering of bastardy-related words, three words over three lines, but more important than that,
it expresses sentiments which contradict the idea that bastards are worse than legitimate children
by nature. We have already encountered the belief that “v60ot te moAlol yvnoiov dueivoves”
(638) [many bastards are better than legitimate children] in our earlier examination of the
Hippolytus, in particular during Hippolytus’s dying moments at lines 1454-1455. Peleus’s words,

however, express this belief more clearly and have more impact as a result.

The premise of the belief is that the traditional equation between legitimacy and merit is invalid,
as is its inverse, illegitimacy and immorality. Peleus’s earlier complaints about Hermione’s
wickedness have been leading to this point, but these lines represent a logical reversal of her
situation: instead of an evil legitimate child, we are offered the image of a good bastard. We have
already seen how Hippolytus is granted nobility of character by Theseus and Artemis at the end
of the play, despite his birth-status, and the notion here is that Molossus has the potential to be

noble in character too.
Peleus first outlines the crimes committed by Menelaus and casts Molossus as their avenger.

Revenge is a common theme in tragedy and in the case of two different families joined by

marriage it is not surprising to hear Peleus claim that there will be repercussions for the wrongs
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done to him in his oikos.??2 What matters most in this characterisation of Molossus, however, is
the very fact that he is chosen, even though he is a bastard. Peleus calls him “6¢ klaivovta og/
Kol TV £V 01KO1g OTV KOTAGTNOEL KOPNV,/ KEL Tpig vObog mépuke” (634-636) [he who will make
you and that daughter of yours inside the house suffer, even if he is a bastard three times over]
and the fact that he emphasises his bastardy so greatly seems to suggest that his choice is
abnormal. This is especially so, considering what Andromache has already told us regarding

Molossus’s rights to succession and his position in the oikos.

Accordingly, Peleus has to justify why his half-Trojan bastard great-grandson deserves an
honour that essentially violates the purity of his lineage: “...moAAAGKIC 0€ TOV ENpd Pabelav yijv
éviknoe omopd,/ vobor e moAlol yvnoiov aueivoves” (636-638) [Often, in fact, poor land is
better in its seeding than the deep-soiled, and many bastards are better than legitimate children].
He phrases it first in terms of an agricultural metaphor, in general a common form of talking
about reproduction, in which children are the seeds and their parents are the land in which they
are planted.??® The fertility of the land, presumably, represents the status of the parents, with
noble free Greeks considered to be especially fertile, “Bafciov” (637) [deep-soiled], and any
other type, “Enpd” (637) [poor]. Stevens claims that “the comparison is curiously inapt, since
there is no necessary connection between bastardy and inferior stock, and in this instance both
parents are royal”, but in this comment he ignores what we have already looked at regarding
bastards and their stock, as well as the fact that Andromache’s Trojan nobility is one of the very

reasons that Molossus is a bastard and thus not an advantage (1971: ad loc).

The question that needs to be asked, however, is whether or not Peleus is being sincere here.
Regarding his sincerity, the agonal context of the expression might suggest that his view of
bastards is being used only as a rhetorical device, designed to make Menelaus and his daughter
seem all the worse by comparison. Depending on how we take the phrase “tpic vo0oc” (636), our
view of Peleus’s motivations and justifications alters. If we take it to mean ‘a third-generation

bastard’ “like tpidoviog ‘third-generation slave’ in S. OT 1062” then it may well not be such a

222 For revenge in tragedy, see Kerrigan 1996, Burnett 1998, McHardy 2004: 92-114, and Allan 2013: 593-615.

223 Agriculture is a common metaphor for sex and reproduction in Greek literature, as it is today. The word o
onépua is used to mean both a seed planted in the ground and sperm, of which it is the origin. See LSJ, s.v. 10
onépua 1, 2 and MGS, s.v. 10 onéppo A & B.
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surprising thing to say (Stevens 1971: 172). Counting inclusively, this would mean that
Neoptolemus, born to Achilles and Deidamia on Skyros while they were little more than
children, was also a bastard and the acceptance that Peleus has given him is simply transferred to
Molossus. If, on the other hand, it is simply taken to be a prefix which emphasises a state, “as in
Tpropakdplog, tprokakodaipmy, and the like” (Stevens 1971: ad loc.) then it brings Peleus’s
justification into question. It could well be nothing more than a rhetorical tool designed to
support his diatribe against Menelaus and his daughter, both of whom have brought trouble into
his home.

Menelaus in his reply picks up on the matter of inheritance and turns it against Molossus by
claiming that he is inherently antagonistic to Greeks because of his Trojan heritage. He points
out to Peleus that there is more than enough reason for the latter to hate Andromache and drive

her from his home instead of protecting her and allowing her to stay. Menelaus says:

Me ot’ ®V ov [InAedg kol maTpog KAEWOD YEYDG,
KT00G GLVAYAG, 0ioYPA HLEV CAVTH AEYELS
NUiv &° dveion o1 yovaiko BapPapov,
fiv xpfiv o~ éhadvery THvo™ vmep Nethov poag
OEp t€ DAY, KAUE TOPAKAUAETY Lo,
oVGaV HEV ATEPGHTLY, 0D TECTILOTOL
A elo’ EALGSOC mEMTKE SOPITETT] VEKPDV,
0D 60D 0& TAd0G OTHOTOC KOVOLLEVNV.
[Tépig yap, 0¢ ooV moid” Emepv’ AyAréa,
"Extopog a8eA@og fv, Sapap & §8° “Extopoc.
Kol TOE y° €ic€pyn oL TAVTOV €ig GTEYOC
kai Euvtpdmelov a&loic Eyewv Biov,

TiKTEW O &V oiko1g maidag Exbictovg £dg. (Stevens 1971)
Me. When you, being Peleus and born of a famous father,

bound in marriage to me, say things shameful to yourself

and reproachful to me, all because of some barbarian woman,
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whom you ought to drive beyond the river Nile,
beyond the Phasis, and always call me to your side.
since she is from Asia where so many men

of Hellas fell, dying by the spear,

and she shares guilt in the spilling of your son’s blood.
For Paris, who slew your son Achilles,

was Hector’s brother, and this is Hector’s wife.

And yet you go into the same house with her,

and think it worthy to have her at your table

and allow her to bear in your house a most hostile child (Andr.647-659).

Menelaus claims that there is something “éy0ictog” towards Greeks in Molossus’s @voig which,
should Peleus continue to allow him and his mother into his house, will lead to disaster.
Although he is born after the Trojan War has ended and could have had no hand in the death of
Achilles, he has still inherited guilt for this death, by the somewhat circuitous route of
Andromache being his slayer’s sister-in-law. This makes Peleus’s attitude to Menelaus all the
more reprehensible, claims Menelaus, since not only does he accept this woman and her son, but
blatantly protects them against the *help’ which Menelaus and Hermione are attempting to give.
As a Greek, it is Peleus’s duty, Menelaus claims, to “xdape mopoakareiv aei” (651) [call me to
your side always], not to reject his assistance. Thus Peleus, whom Menelaus emphasises is
“natpog kKAewvod yeyws” (647) [born of a famous father] and has pure Greek heritage, is a traitor

to his people because he has allowed someone innately opposed to Greeks in his house.

3.4.5 Episodion 4 (802-1008)

The majority of the fourth episodion is taken up with a conversation between Hermione and
Orestes, who has lately arrived in Phthia to take her away, having arranged for Neoptolemus to
be killed in Delphi. During this scene, bastardy-related words are used three times, but their
presence is less important for our understanding of the concept in the play than is the general
impression we get about Hermione’s predicament and Orestes’ solution. The concerns which she

voices give us a deeper look into her characterisation, but they also create an even stronger
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contrast between her and her rival Andromache. The section begins with an interaction between
Hermione and her Nurse, in which the young wife is clearly in a state of frantic anxiety, having
realised that her persecution of Andromache will lead to consequences from Neoptolemus when
he returns. She is, of course, not aware that he is already dead, but learns so in the exchange with
Orestes that follows (881-1008).

Orestes marks his entrance by referring to his lineage, answering the Chorus’s question about his
identity by saying that he is “Ayauéuvovog te kol Kivtoayviotpog toxog” (884) [the child of
Agamemnon and Clytemnestra]. He excuses his arrival by saying that he simply wants
“...Euyyevodg nabetv mepit/ yovoukog” (887-888) [to learn about his kinswoman], that is his cousin
Hermione, even though he knows full well that he has murdered her husband and plans to take
her away from Phthia to be his own wife. The deception allows him to enquire into the situation
in the household, especially since he can see quite clearly that something is the matter. Hermione
falls at his feet, replicating the suppliant pose of Andromache to Peleus in the previous episodion
and, when asked, explains the situation in a stichomythic interrogation that uncovers the facts of
the case so far as she sees them.

Op  ® Doip’ dxéotop, TUATOV doing AVGy.
T ypfua; TPOg BedV 1 PPoTdV TAGKES KOKA;
‘Ep 10 pév mpog nudv, ta 0& mpog avopog &g 1 Exet,
T 6 €K Oe®dV TOV* TAVTOYT O OADAUEY.
Op  tic ovv Bv &in un TEPLKOTOV Y& IO
oSV YUVOIKL GUUEOPA TANV €1g AEYOC;
Ep  10odT antod Kol vocoduev: €0 1’ Hrnydyov.
Op  dAAV TV’ €0VIV AvTi 60D GTEPYEL TOOIG;
‘Ep  mVv aiypudrotov “Extopog EuvevvETiy.
Op  «xokdv Yy &legag, dvopa dioa’ Exetv AEym.
Ep  towdta todta. Kt Eyoy’ fuovauny.
Op  udv &l yovaix’ Eppayag oo 51 yovy;
‘Ep  @ovov Yy’ ékeivn kol Tékv voBayevel.

Op  x@kteWwas, 1| TG CLUEOPE G dPeileTo;
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Or.

He.

Or.

He.

Or.

He.

Or.

He.

Or.

He.

Or.

He.

Or.

He.

Or.

He.

Or.

vépav ve IInievg, Toug kaxiovog cEPmv.

601 &’ NV TIg 86TIC TODS  EKOVAVEL OVOV);
TatP ¥’ €n° o0TO TOVT A0 ZTAPTNG LOADV.
kdmeita 10D Yépovtog nnoonon xepi;

aidol ye* kai p’ Epnuov olyetol MTov.

ovvijko- tapPeic Toic dedpauévolg mooty. (Stevens 1971)

Oh Phoebus the Healer, deliver us from these ills.

What is the matter? Do you suffer troubles from gods or mortals?
Partly from myself, and partly from my husband,

and partly from the gods: I am completely ruined!

What hardship might a woman who has not borne

children have, except one to do with her marriage?

That is just where | am afflicted: you’re one step ahead.

Your husband loves another woman in your place?

He’s bedding the spear-won captive, Hector’s wife,

What evil you speak of: for one man to have two women.

Just so: and so | protected myself.

So did you devise some plot against her, as women are wont to do?
Yes, to kill her and her bastard boy.

And did you kill them, or did something thwart you?

The old man Peleus, respecting the weaker side.

And was there anyone who joined you in this killing?

My father, who came from Sparta for this very purpose.

So then he was worsted by an old man’s strength?

Out of respect for his age of course: and then he left, leaving me all alone.

I’m with you: you fear your husband for these things you’ve done(Andr.900-919).

Hermione’s explanation to Orestes at this point is in part a justification for her actions and she

claims that when she attacked Andromache and Molossus, she says, “&ywy’ quovaunv” (910) [I

protected myself]. Her concerns come across as understandable at this point, given not only her
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character as a young and inexperienced wife but also Molossus’s position as son and
primogenitor. Orestes for his part accepts what she tells him as true and can recognise that the
issues she speaks of are deeply concerning for someone in Hermione’s position. We have already
seen a similar example in Hippolytus as Phaedra expressed her concerns about the usurpation of
her legitimate children’s rights by Hippolytus and how this comes to play a part in her decision
to implicate him in her suicide. In the Andromache, we have the portrayal of a comparable
scenario but at an earlier phase; it presents the legitimate wife’s concerns about her husband’s
male bastard and his paternal inheritance, even before she has her own children to worry about.
Once more, Molossus is defined by his potential, not by his reality, and the attitudes toward him
show a glimpse of the conceptualisation of his barbarian gvoig which will reveal itself in the

long run.

Orestes” immediate understanding of Hermione’s motivations is expressed through his pre-
emptive questions, which suggest that there is at least some sort of established order for a wife to
deal with in an amphimetric household . He claims that it is evil “...&vdpa dice”™ Exewv Aéym”
(909)[ [for one man to have two women] and appears to support Hermione in the actions she
takes. He takes it for granted that she created some plan to deal with the problem, as might be
expected of a woman and that she is justified in taking this course. Orestes, of course, knows all
about domestic strife, especially where extra-marital affairs are concerned: not only did his
mother Clytemnestra have an affair with Aegisthus but Agamemnon, like Neoptolemus, brought
home a concubine from Troy, Cassandra. The compromised oikos structure in both cases

warrants particular action, which would not normally be acceptable.

Hermione next expresses the depth of her fear for her own safety and brings up the matter of
Neoptolemus’s imminent return from Delphi, at which point she believes that he will seek to kill

her or, it seems, force her to live with the situation she is currently in.

Ep. €1 6" el mapog
Doifov Mmwv povieiov gig 660V TOGIS,

KTEVEL U én” aioyioTolov: 1| dovAedoopev
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v60oro1 Aéxtpoig v £6éomolov mpod tod. (Stevens 1971)

He. If my husband comes
soon, having left Phoebus’s oracle to return home,
he will kill me for my shameful deeds: or | will be enslaved
to the bastard beds | was once queen of (Andr. 925-928).

Hermione’s description of the “vofBoict Aéktpoirs” (928) [bastard beds] implies that
Andromache’s affair with Neoptolemus has defiled their whole marriage, sullying their
legitimate bed with its illegitimacy. The domestic structure inherent within a legitimate marriage
is that there is a single woman who occupies her husband’s bed. But when a concubine is
introduced into the marriage the entire system is altered and, in a case like this one where there is
a bastard child born to the other woman, the assured position of the wife comes into question.
This distortion of domestic normalcy is reflected in Hermione’s fear of being ‘enslaved’, which
wholly inverts her position and Andromache's. She will here take on Andromache’s role as the
slave, since Andromache, mother to Neoptolemus’s only heir, will become his wife. Of course,
as we are soon to see, Hermione realises now that there is no chance of this actually happening,

but this is how she interprets the situation at this moment.

In her final comments, she for the first time admits that Andromache’s children would never
have been able to supplant her own, since they would have only been slaves and bastards.
However, while she does admit that some of the blame should be hers, her main fault was only
that she lacked co@pocvvn by listening to women who made her bitter towards Andromache and

Neoptolemus.

‘Ep.  Kok®V yovouk®dv €icodol i’ dndiecay,
ai pot Aéyovoar toved’ Eyadveoay Adyoug:
20 TV KokiomVv aiypudAntov &v 00po1g
d0VANV AvEEN 601 AEYOLG KOVOLUEVT|V;
wo v dvacoav, ovk av vy’ €Uoig SOUOLG

BAémovs” v avydc tap’ xapmodt’ dv A&ym.
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KAy® KADovoa T0060E Zepvev AdYoug,
[coQdV TavovpywV ToKilov AaAnudTov,]
EEnvepmdnv popig. ti yap p’ xpiv

oGV QUAAGGELY, T| Topfv omv Ed¢t;
TOAVG Hev OAPOC dmpdtmv & MVACCOUEV:
To00G & Eym HEV YVGlovg ETIKTOV (v,

1 0" Mudovrovg toic £uoic voBayeveis. (Stevens 1971)

He.  The visitations of evil women have ruined me,
Who derailed my wits with words such as these:
‘Would you seriously allow some evil war-won
Slave in your house to share your bed?

224 not while she still had life

By the queen,
would she enjoy my bed in my house’.

And I, listening to these Sirens’ words

[of clever, wicked, tricksy chatterboxes],

I was puffed up by folly- for why did I need

to keep watch over my husband,

when | had everything that | needed?

Great wealth, and control over a whole palace:
and I would have borne legitimate children too,

while hers were half-slave to mine and bastard-born (Andr. 930-942).

The women of whom she speaks are kaxai, the same descriptor which Peleus earlier used to
describe both her and her mother (621) because they have convinced her to concentrate her
energies on destroying Andromache, when she ought to be focussing on being a good wife. They
are much the same as the women whom Hippolytus complains of in his misogynistic rant (Hipp.
616-668): these women are also copai, like Hermione’s (937), meaning by this ‘clever’, rather

than coepwv.??® In that play, it is the Nurse who has acted as the bad influence on Phaedra and

224 “presumably Hera, goddess of sanctity of marriage” (Stevens 1971: ad loc.).
225 Although the line may be a later addition. See Stevens 1971: ad loc.
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we have seen her attempts to convince her mistress to commit evil acts; we do not see how
Hermione is influenced and by whom, but her sentiment is very much the same. It appears that
Andromache was correct in her earlier speech to Hermione that to concern herself overmuch
with her husband’s sex-life exceeds a woman’s spousal duties, since it clearly implies that she is

not modest enough.

Hermione has obviously forgotten or abandoned her earlier accusations of magic potions being
used to make her barren and forcing her husband to hate her and lays the blame on these
unidentified women. She had, she claims, money, power and the ability to bear legitimate
children, which ought, to a woman with co@pocvvn, have been enough for her. However, she let
a married woman’s obsession with sole rights to her husband’s bed dominate her mind, leading
to the €pic that Orestes talks about (960). The amphimetric home, it seems, is likely to cause
strife, but a woman if she is coOepwv enough will not succumb to the petty jealousies that

Hermione has.

Euripides’ commentary on women and the home in this scenario would seem to suggest not only
the above idea that a concubine’s presence leads to difficulties, but also that the company which
a woman keeps is able to tempt her into actions which she normally wouldn’t do. He confirms
the notion that there is no way in which a concubine can take a wife’s place. The dynamics of a
marriage are shaped and controlled by the man and his wife, so long as her customary position
and power within the oikos is not actually threatened (as Hermione’s isn’t, except from a sexual
point of view); consequently, she ought not to involve herself in her husband’s sex life if she is

legitimately married.

3.4 Wifely cwppocivy

The above speech of Hermione’s is one of the clearest examples of one of the essential
differences between Andromache and Hermione---their cogpoctvn.?2® As has been touched on
in regard to the Hippolytus, cogpooctvn, when used of women, is focussed on sexuality and

encapsulates the expected rectitude of a woman’s behaviour as maiden, mother and then,

226 For coepootvn in the Andromache, see Boulter 1966: 51-58.

122



notably, wife. In their earlier confrontation, Hermione attacks Andromache for what she
characterises as her anti-co@pocvvn: her apparently willing acceptance of a concubine’s
relationship with Neoptolemus, her wicked jealousy and use of magic, her inability to recognise
her true position in the oikos. Andromache, in turn, rebuts these accusations and turns them back
on Hermione: she appears to be immodestly concerned with sex, seeks (contrary to her
limitations as a wife) to control her husband, humiliates him by constant mention of her father’s

Spartan wealth, and generally lacks a wife’s appropriate qualities.

The following interaction between the two illustrates each of their ideas about their own and the

other’s version of co@pocvvn:

‘Ep. 11 oeUVOpVOETS Kelg aydV’ Epym AOYwV,

G 01 GV SOEPOV, TAUN 6’ 0Vl cOPpPOVa,

Av. obKkovV £’ 0ic Ye VOV KabEoTnKOG AOYOLG.
‘Ep. 0 vodg 6 66g pot un Euvoukoin, yovat.
Av. véa TEQLKOG Kol AEYELS aioypdV TEPL.

‘Ep. oL &’ 00 Ayelg ve, dpag 0é W’ gig doov dvVY.

Av. oK ov clonfi Korpidog diynoeig mépy;
‘Ep. 11 6”5 00 Yovauéi TadTo TPATA TALVTOYOD;
Av [vai]

KOAGDC Y€ XPOUEVOLOYV: €1 O U1, 00 KOAQ.
‘Ep. oV BapPapwv VOLOIGY OIKODUEY TOALV.
Av. KAKET TA Yy’ aloypd KavOad™ aioyvvnv Exet.

‘Ep. co@n oot ov- kathovely &’ duwg o€ d¢l. (Stevens 1971)

He. Why do you moralise and get into an argument with me,

As if you were the paragon of self-control and I am not?

An. Well, you’re not, not in light of the arguments you have just made.
He. Then may your idea of sense never lodge with me, woman!

An. Young you are and yet you speak about shameful things.

He. Well, you don’t just speak them—you do to me whatever you can.
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An. Oh, won’t you suffer your sex problems in silence?

He. Why should 1? Aren’t these of the first importance for women everywhere?
An. [Yes,]

Of course, for those women who practise them well; if not, they are not good.
He. We do not live in some city governed by barbarian laws!
An. Both here and there shameful matters are still shameful.

He. Oh clever, clever you—but yet you must die (Andr. 234-245).

Hermione, either because she is unwilling or incapable, does not attribute any form of
coepoovvn to Andromache, and believes that she herself is cdepwv. This is presumably
because of her jealousy and hatred; this, however, seems to be channelled through her
xenophobic ideas about barbarians. She implies that their argument is pointless because
Andromache is speaking to her; she says, “mg o1 ob cOEp®V, Taud 8’ ovyi cOepova” (235) [As

if you were the paragon of self-control and I am not].

The problem is that, in Hermione’s mind, she is being cd@pwv and her adversary is not because
she has established her own ideas about cw@pocsvvn which are different to Andromache’s. The
latter recognises this and expresses it in the answering line, “obxovv &9’ oi¢ ye VOV kaféoTnKaC
AOyo1s” (236) [Well, you’re not, not in the light of the arguments you just made]. She can see
that the two of them are talking from differing perspectives, each with their own ideas about
what constitutes self-control in a woman—nbut she herself is as rigid in her views as Hermione

and can cast her as a shameful woman according to her own version of co@pociHivn.

Hermione’s biggest flaw is that she does not moderate her sexuality as is expected of a woman
and wife but gives in to her jealousy, which is a sign of lust for her husband. As Andromache has
already mentioned (218-221) women are prone to these feelings and they are, as a result,
certainly “...mpdta mavtaymod” (241) [of the first importance everywhere]. What distinguishes
women is their reaction to these inevitable urges and they must be cd@pwv enough to overcome
them; if they do not, they are not good women. It is this idea of cw@pocvvn, the solid knowledge
of how to exercise self-control in the face of obstacles, that Andromache says she has, because it

is held by Trojans, even though they are classified by Greeks like Hermione as barbarians.
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Hermione’s response is immature and ad feminam, mocking Andromache’s superiority: “cogm

oot ov...” (245) [oh clever, clever you].

The implications of this section of stichomythia, picking up on the tenor of their agonal speech,
clearly show that there are two conflicting versions of cow@poctvn and its related aspects. As in
Hippolytus, the area of friction is primarily sexual and just as in Hippolytus it revolves around
the rejection of sexuality. As its distinct meaning for women may feminise Hippolytus, so
Andromache’s idea of and adherence to cow@pocsvvn grant her a special position as an archetypal

woman and wife.

Both characters, although marginalised in their contexts by their origins, uphold self-control
(moderation) as best they can. Both contradict their social designation, Hippolytus as a man and
Andromache as a slave, but the latter does not claim outright that she is co@pwv by physis, but
only lets something similar be intimated as she continues to display the virtuousness of her
former life as a Trojan princess and Hector’s wife. The point here is that her self-control is
inherent in her from her past nobility and that it has not been relinquished by her suffering. All of
this while she is, in the eyes of Hermione and her father, a barbarian, generally characterised by

lack of self-control and moderation. 2’

3.5 Conclusion

The bulk of this chapter has consisted of close-readings of various passages from the
Andromache that contain bastardy-related words and it has been possible from these to establish
the role that bastardy plays within the oikos and how it reflects itself in the attitudes and
behaviours of the characters. Of all the sections in the play, however, it is the exodos (1047-
1287) that offers the clearest impression of his views on the subject through its depiction of the
ultimate consequences that these various approaches to bastardy have for the play’s central
figures. This fact is in many ways unsurprising, since any chance of unity and overall intention
within the episodically structured work is considerably more likely to be found in the

dénouement, which offers the authoritative judgements of the gods and presents what Thetis

227 5ee Andr. lines 346, 365, 594, 596, 601, 643, 686, 1165.
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claims are “...Znvi...00kel 160€” (1269) [the things Zeus decrees], than at any other point. In her
dea ex machina appearance, Thetis outlines the divinely willed rewards and punishments meted
out for the various characters, which, when viewed in relation to the behaviour and treatment of
these same characters throughout the play, give us a good idea about what Euripides is
attempting to say regarding bastardy. The destinies of Andromache, Molossus, and Peleus are all
optimistic and in some way connected to marriage and descent, with the overall impression being
that the judgement of worth based on legitimacy is an invalid attitude. Thus it becomes possible
to say that Euripides is not only sympathetic to bastards in his conclusions about legitimacy in
the oikos, but undermines the whole concept as unfeasible and cruel. Instead he presents a view
of marriage that, when it is made for the right reasons, is an institution of reconciliation and
creation regardless of the identities of the participants, rather than a means to marginalise others

by using it to assess their relative worth.

The primary consequences of Thetis’s speech are that those characters, who have rejected the
condemnation of bastardy and exhibited worthiness, despite not being in the oikos legitimately,
are granted hopeful and elevated futures. In particular these futures are built around the
establishment of happy marriages and the potential proliferation of descendants. Andromache,
the “yvvoika aiypapotov” (1243) [war-won woman], has suffered more than any of the other
characters and was subject to the violence and abuse of Hermione and Menelaus because of her
Trojan ethnicity and the illegitimacy of her relationship with Neoptolemus. The picture of her
future, however, far from being the tragic ruination that she is said to deserve, is “Molocciav
Yiv...xotowktoat..., ‘EAéve cvvailayBeicav govaiolg yauois” (1244-1245) [to settle the land of
Molossia [and] to be joined to Helenus in wedded marriage]. The Trojan Andromache has been
granted a new Greek land to live in, as well as a proper marriage to a man who is a Trojan
himself: in the eyes of the gods her foreignness and social status are not impediments to her, nor
is the matter of bastardy even mentioned. In fact, in a inversion of the earlier scenario, in which
he was denied his father’s inheritance and rejected as a potential ruler because of his birth-status
and origin, Molossus is recognised as the “...tdv an’ Aiokod poévov/ Aekewupévov” (1246-1247)
[the only remnant of Aeacus’s line]. His bastardy is not referred to and he is accepted as the heir
to the heritage of Neoptolemus and his forefathers. In addition to this, it is ordained that

“...Pacréa & &k toDde yp1y/ AoV O GAAov damepdv MoAlooaciag/ evdaipovodvtag” (1247-
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1249) [he must reign over the kingdom of Molossia in happiness from generation to generation].
Both mother and son, in short, deserve a happy future in the eyes of the gods, whose wisdom and
authority surpass those of the mortals who condemned them both to death for who they happened
to be.

As for the remaining Greeks, Neoptolemus is to be transported back to Delphi where he will be
duly buried, while Peleus, an old man now bereft of his son and grandson, is to become a
“a0dvatov deOitov 1¢...0e6v” (1256) [deathless and immortal god]. His reward, however, is not
simply immortality but, so Thetis tells him, “k&meita Nnpéwg év d6po1g £uod uéta/ 10 Aomov
fion Beog ocvvowknoelg 0éq” (1257-1258) [then you will live with me, a god with a goddess,
forever in the house of Nereus]. His formerly semi-divine marriage has not only thus been
restored, but has been elevated to a wholly divine union, to which Thetis has added the blessing
that “tov @idtatov coi maid’ uoi v Aythhed/ Syn 66uovG vaiovio vnoloTikovs... ” (1260-1261)
[you will see your and my beloved son Achilles, dwelling on his island home]. The integrity of

their family structure is to be restored and their marriage has reconciled them in the divine world.

Peleus’s response to Thetis’s words is first of all to thank her for the boon which she has granted
him and to promise no longer to mourn for his dead grandson. In a not unrelated but still
unexpected vein, he goes on to address the issue of marriage as he did earlier in the scene (1186-
1196). In these concluding lines of the play, he repeats his previous warning against bad

marriages, but adds to this concise guidance on how a man should get married. He says,

IIy.  xdt’ o yopsiv 8fit’ &k te yevvaionv ypeav
Sodvai T &c 860hovg, boTic €0 PovAeveTal,
KaK®V 0& AEKTpav un 'mibopiov Exety,
und’ &l Camhovtoug oiceTon EePVAG dOLOIC;

[00 yap mot™ av mpa&elav £k Bedv kaxdc.| (Stevens 1971)
Pe.  So ought not a man, who resolves to be smart, marry someone

from a noble family and give his children to those who are good,

and never have a desire for evil marriage-beds,
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even if she will bring into his house a rich dowry?
[For they will never suffer ills at the gods’ hands] (Andr.1279-1283).

That he is referring in particular to Hermione is obvious, but the sentiments are spoken in a
general way and meant to be taken as such. Men should think about the women whom they are to
marry and consider their nobility, as well as whether they are worthy individuals. What they
should avoid is being seduced by the twin evils of sex (he specifically uses the word Aéktpov in
line 1281) and money. Notably, he does not mention anything to do with bastardy or ethnicity,
but focuses instead on the worth of the family and the women with whom the man is to be
united. It is from this beginning that happy marriages develop and from which noble lineages can
spring. Hermione, though noble, is an evil woman obsessed with her material wealth and she
turned out to be the worst possible match for Neoptolemus. Andromache, on the other hand, is of
noble birth, but low status, and her virtue as a wife to Hector and inherent worth has proven itself
in her behaviour, as well as the future prophesied for her child. His bastardy, in short, is not of

any importance.

What drove Euripides to compose this play in the way he has, with a focus on the issues of
marriage and bastardy can never be certain, but it is possible to suggest a number of contextual
factors that may have influenced his decisions. It deals first and foremost with the tragic
consequences that rigid standards of legitimacy and status can have for an oikos. The PCL and its
idea of marriage and purity is clearly rejected in his reimagining of marriage as neither
necessarily being a guarantor of legitimacy, nor of legitimacy being the standard by which a
marriage is judged a success. What is of importance, however, is the moral worth of individuals
involved, which can be found in people otherwise marginalised by the dictates of the PCL. In
c.425, following the plague and a number of serious military defeats, the war had begun to cause
serious cracks in the foundations of the basic assumptions and beliefs of the polis. Athens, like
Neoptolemus’s household, would have to deal with the devastating consequences of the war
eventually and especially its effects on the population of legitimate males. The play seems to be
saying that, in the face of the crumbling patriarchally-endorsed standards of gender, sexuality,
childbirth, marriage, and citizenship, and often the dire need for repopulation of the propertied

citizen class, bastardy in wartime becomes an irrelevancy.
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CHAPTER 4: THE ION

4.1 Introduction

Euripides’ lon was produced considerably later than either the Hippolytus or the Andromache,
most likely in the period following the failed Sicilian expedition (415-410).2¢ The young man
lon is its main character and has numerous qualities resembling those of the two bastards already
examined above, yet the nature of the plot and the differences in the relationships between the
characters mean that there are several points of contrast too. In the Hippolytus we encounter a
bastard who is fully aware of his birth-status and who seeks to redefine himself in order to
escape its stigma. In the Andromache our attention is on the bastard’s mother and we encounter
the complexities arising from the introduction of a foreign, noble-born concubine into an oikos
that lacks a legitimate heir. All the characters in both of these plays are conscious of Hippolytus
and Molossus’s bastardy and this knowledge fundamentally affects the narrative’s key
relationships. In the lon, however, the characters are ignorant of their true identities and
relationships to one another and the discovery of these is what the plot is based on. As a result,
whatever fears lon feels about bastardy do not stem from his actually being a bastard, but from
an internalisation of the societal judgments of illegitimacy that have caused him to live in fear of
his true identity. In other words, his anxieties do not arise from his position within a pre-existing

domestic structure, but instead are revealed through the difficult process of his insertion into one.

This chapter begins with a summary of the play and its main themes in order to clarify what is a
fairly convoluted and relatively unknown plot. This is then followed by a brief look at the debate
surrounding its problematic generic definition. Then there is a review of the research on
Euripides’ presentation of Athenian identity, which has dominated scholarship on the lon,

examining in particular whether or not he seeks to problematize and critique ideas of

228 The exact date of lon has been hard to pinpoint, but is generally accepted as postdating the Sicilian expedition,
“sometime between 415 and 410 B.C.” (Jones 2019: 727). Through the analysis of the play’s metrical, structural and
contextual elements, various suggestions have been: 415-13 (Lee 1997: 40), c.414/3 (Lesky 1983: 316), c.413
(Diggle 1981) and sometime after 412 (Burian 1996: 3; Martin 2010: 651). Owen (1939: xli) seems exceptional in
his proposition of 418/7, as does Vickers (2014: 303) in suggesting c.409.
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autochthony. Finally, the main body of this chapter will consist of a detailed analysis of all the

occurrences of bastardy-related words and their contexts.

4.2 The plot

Of Euripides’ plots the lon’s is almost certainly one of the most elaborately formulated. It is set
before the temple of Apollo at Delphi and concerns the exposure of lon’s Athenian origins. The
impetus of the narrative comes largely from the characters’ ignorance or misunderstanding of
their true relations with one another, caused in part by their genuine unawareness, and in part by
a false (or at least obfuscated) oracle of Apollo. This collective on-stage confusion is countered
by the audience’s awareness of pertinent facts about preceding events to which none of the
characters are privy. This dynamic creates the sense of dramatic irony that directs the play’s
tension, as we witness the characters struggle from a position of ignorance and misinformation to

a full awareness of the facts known to the audience all along.??°

Hermes’ prologue (1-81) establishes the audience’s knowledge by outlining lon’s origins and the
events prior to the play’s opening. lon is the child born from the god Apollo’s rape of the maiden
Creusa, the sole surviving daughter of Erechtheus and the last direct descendant of the
autochthonous founder of Attica, Erichthonius.?3® She, having exposed the infant at birth, has
thought him dead ever since.?®! In truth, he had been saved by Hermes himself at Apollo’s
request and transported to the safety of Delphi where he has been raised by the Pythia and has

(13

grown up to become its “...ypvco@OAaE toD Ogod/ tapiog e mMAvtov motdc...” (54-55)

229 Dramatic irony occurs when the audience has vital knowledge that the characters on stage do not. See Segal
1995: 162, and Goldhill 2009: 21-52.

230 Erechtheus often takes the place of Erichthonius in the early sources (see Hom. Il. 2. 546-551 and Herod. 8.55)
but by the end of the fifth century they were generally seen as separate identities. Erichthonius was conceived when
Hephaestus’s attempted rape of Athena led to his sperm falling to the Earth, whence he was born. Athena took
charge of him, placing him in a basket and putting him in the care of the daughters of Cecrops. Erechtheus “usually
takes the form of the autochthon as an adult” and his mythology remains very much his own, without being given
over to Erichthonius (Loraux 1993: 24). Euripides’ lon differs from earlier texts in asserting the individuality of the
two entities. Why the distinction is made between them is debatable, but one reason, presumably, is to extend the
lineage of the Athenian royal family and to link lon with an even earlier generation of autochthons. For evidence of
the distinction, see Plato, Critias 110a, Apollodorus, Bibl. 3.14.6 and Pausanias 1.2.6. For more on the
identification of Erichthonius and Erechtheus, see Burkert 1983: 143-149, Kearns 1989: esp. 160-161, Loraux 1993:
pass. (esp.46-49), and Cohen 2000: 84-87.

231 On infant exposure in Classical Athens, see Patterson 1985: 103-123, Laes 2014: 365-369, and Golden 2015:
pass..
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[guardian of the god’s gold and trusted dispenser of everything]. Ion is, of course, ignorant of his
true identity and in a lengthy monody at his entrance he characterises himself only as Apollo’s

servant, “...auntop drdtop te yeyds” (109) [being both motherless and fatherless].

In the intervening period, Creusa has married the Achaian Xuthus, an Athenian ally granted the
stewardship of Athens for services rendered in the city’s war against the Chalcedonians (58-
64).232 The union has so far remained “ &tekvoc” (65) [childless] and so husband and wife have
journeyed to Delphi to consult the oracle “€pwti maidwv”’ (67) [because of their desire for
children]. It is at this point that the main action of the play begins, with a meeting outside of the

temple between Creusa, attended by her entourage of Athenian women (the Chorus), and lon.

In quite familiar tragic style the plot is designed as a succession of revelations, some of them
true, others only thought to be so, which form the central concern of each episodion. The
disordered and miscalculated way that this happens causes misconstrued conciliation and
unnecessary conflict between the only partially-informed characters.?®® The end result, however,
is the recognition of the proper relations between the characters.?**

The first episodion (237-451) centres on the meeting of lon and Creusa and their gradual
disclosure to one another of who they think they are and why they are in Delphi. During this
interaction, Creusa tells the story of her rape by Apollo and the uncertainty about the resulting
child but hides the truth behind the familiar excuse that this ‘happened to a friend.” At the end of
this section Xuthus arrives with the news that the oracle of Trophonius has prophesied that they
will arrive back in Athens “...o0k dmoig” (408) [not without child]. He then descends to consult

the Pythia and Creusa leaves.

232 «“The obvious propagandic advantage of this is that the founders of the Dorian and Achaean races now appear as

Athenian born and sharing, through Creusa, in the autochthonous Athenian stock” (Conacher 1959: 26). For
Xuthus’s mythological history, see Conacher 1959: 23-26, Walsh 1978: 310-314, and Cole 2008: 313-315.

233 For the structure of the lon’s plot (and six other Euripidean works) as one of ‘mixed reversal’ in which the
different scenes contribute in their turn both positive and negative elements resulting in the narrow avoidance of
catastrophe, see Burnett 1971: 101-129.

234 The lon most closely resembles Euripides’ Electra in this regard, but various other plays have recognition
scenes, including Iphigeneia in Tauris and Helen. On ‘recognition’ in Euripides’ plays, see Kim On Chong-Gossard
2006: 27-48 and Mueller 2010: 365-402.
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The second episodion (510- 675) begins with Xuthus’s revelation to lon of Apollo’s oracle that
the young man has been given to him as his son. lon is at first unbelieving and dismisses Xuthus,
claiming that he has misinterpreted the god’s prophecy. When, however, the situation is
interrogated and it seems likely that lon was conceived during a drunken Bacchic revel in Delphi
attended by Xuthus during his youth, they recognise each other as father and son. lon reacts to
his new father’s desire that he come to Athens to take up his position as heir by asserting that his
life as a servant at Delphi is preferable to one in Athens as a foreign bastard. Xuthus does not
answer this directly, but instead gives lon the name (661) by which he is known to us, and the
two leave to perform the relevant birth rites neglected up till then and to celebrate the ‘reunion’

at a feast for all the town.

Creusa and an Old Man, the former tutor of Erechtheus, are the focus of the third episodion (725-
1047), in which the childless wife of Xuthus learns from the chorus (in contravention of their
master’s earlier command to keep silent) that Apollo has given her husband lon to be his son, but
that she will remain childless. The Old Man,?*® tries to convince Creusa that Xuthus has meant
this to happen all along and has brought her to Delphi to reclaim his son because “tvpovvio’
avt® mepiPodrelv Euedde yiic” (829) [he intended to embrace him as ruler of the land (Athens)]
(Owen 1939: xxx). Creusa responds with a long monody (859-922) in which she reveals the
cause of her suffering, namely her rape by Apollo and the loss of her child. It is after this that, by
instigation of the Old Man, the plan is concocted to poison lon at the feast about to be held.

The story of how this plan is attempted and thwarted is told in the fourth episodion (1106-1228)
through the messenger speech (1122-1228). The messenger is a servant loyal to Creusa and has
come to warn her that she is suspected of the attempt on lon’s life, but finding only the Chorus,
he narrates to them the series of events that leads to the discovery of the plot. The Old Man, he
says, managed to insinuate himself into the party but when, by the machinations of Apollo, the
wine is revealed to have been poisoned, the scheme is uncovered and Creusa sought as its
instigator.

235 He is acting in much the same role as the Nurse does with Phaedra. The fact that he is a man, however, contrasts
with the Nurse in the Hippolytus and the unidentified women in the Andromache who are blamed for corrupting
Phaedra and Hermione, respectively.
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Creusa returns on stage for the exodos (1250-1622), where she takes sanctuary at the altar of
Apollo to protect herself from the infuriated lon who soon arrives with the intention of killing
her. The tension between them is broken by the appearance of the Pythia who reveals to the
young man the crib he was found in and its various trappings. Creusa recognises this as the same
vessel in which she abandoned her own child and by correctly naming the various items inside
reveals her true connection to lon. Although they are reconciled, lon doubts the story of Apollo’s
paternity until Athena (sent by that god as his proxy) explains the truth of the matter and sends
them off to Athens with her blessing (1553-1617).

Taken as a whole, the plot is remarkable for its manipulation of tension, which builds steadily
from Creusa’s discovery of Apollo’s oracle until the exodos where, with her life in the balance, it
reaches its peak. It is then eased by the Pythia’s entrance and the consequent revelation of their
true relationship, leading to a strong sense of relief and sympathy for the two characters, both of
whom have been on the brink of the other’s murder. This ending, however, has caused
difficulties in the play’s interpretation and a variety of proposals have been made on how it ought
to be defined as a work of drama, as well as what Euripides’ intentions behind the play were.

4.3 Another problem play

4.3.1 Genre and Definition

The lon shares with the Andromache the problem of generic ambiguity, because the ending is
positive in a way which few other Euripidean works can match. It has generally been classed as a
tragedy but, although tragic endings are certainly approached, they are never actually reached.
As Martin neatly puts it, “a poisoned pigeon remains the only fatality, and the ending is more
than just happy” (2018: 11). For this reason, it has most often been compared to works like
Iphigenia among the Taurians, the Helen, and the Orestes (to which | would also add the
Alcestis).23®

236 For comparisons with other plays by Euripides, see Burnett 1971: 101-129 and Kim On Chong-Gossard 2006:
27-48 (esp. 39-44).
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It is not, however, the happy ending alone that confuses the play’s genre but also “the pervasive
irony which plays over the whole” (Conacher 1959: 20). For the most part, the source of the
dramatic tension is the incompleteness of the characters’ knowledge of their true relations to one
another. And yet there are moments in the play when this irony borders on the comedic. Like
New Comedy, with which it has been compared, the plot is founded on incidents of
misidentification and misunderstanding, and even those points that are closest to violence and
tragedy cannot be said to be akin, for example, to Hippolytus’s death scene, or even Peleus’s
grief.?%” Some scholars have redefined it as a ‘tragicomedy’ or a ‘romance’, while others have

fervently maintained that it is a tragedy.?%

4.3.2 The Myth

Owen, in his 1939 commentary on the play, states that “lon does not belong to the earliest
mythology of Greece. He is invented as the eponym of the lonian race, and his name is merely
derived from theirs” (ix).2® In the same vein, Martin also notes that “Pre-Euripidean pictorial
evidence of lon does not exist,” suggesting that the story had no obvious mythological history
until at least the mid- to late-fifth century (2018: 15).24° The myth of lon and his place within the
autochthonous Athenian genealogy was, therefore, relatively novel at the time of the play’s
production. In conjunction with the contemporary political desire for Athenocentric
representation, this novelty may well have allowed Euripides to transform the narrative more
easily than if it were one of the older, more ‘traditional’ Panhellenic myths. It may be contestable
that “Euripides” will to innovate is nowhere more evident than in the lon,” but it cannot be
denied that there is a high degree of originality in the story he has created (Cole 2008: 313).
Even if he was not wholly responsible for all of the apparent changes to the story and there were

237 For comparisons with New Comedy and Hellenistic literature in general, see Wassermann 1940: 590, Knox
1979: 257-270, Mastronade 1975: 163, and Cole 2008: 313.

238 Arguments in favour of a non-tragic definition have been made by, among others, Conacher 1959: 20-39, Kitto
1961: 311-29, Knox 1979: 257-27, Seidensticker 1982: 241, Troiano 1985: 51, and Thornburn 2001: 221-236, who
use the happy ending and comedic moment as their primary evidence for its redefinition. Those in support of the lon
as a tragedy include Wolff 1965: 169-194, Mastronarde 1975: 163-176, Gould 1978: 43-67, Zacharia 1995: 45-63,
and Martin 2018: 12.

239 On these sorts of étdpot Adyot in Athenian tragedy, see Buxton 2013: 53-71 (for lon, see 54).

240 He does not find the evidence from the ¢.460 vase (Vatican 17951) convincing, as Shapiro 1998: 127-151 does.
See Jones 2019: 727-762 for a more detailed analysis of both the pre- and post-Euripidean representations of the lon
myth.
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mythological precedents, it is at the very least significant that he chose to produce a play based
on less commonly known and unconventional versions, when he might have used more

established ones.

Euripides’ first important alteration to lon’s mythology is the changes he makes to the traditional
account of Hellenic and Athenian ancestry. According to the standard genealogy, Xuthus, along
with Dorus and Aeolus, were the three sons of Hellen. Xuthus, in turn, married Erechtheus’s
daughter, Creusa, and they had two sons, lon and Achaeus.?*! In this version of events, all of the
Greek races (Dorian, Aeolian, lonian and Achaean) are accounted for through the line of Hellen.
In Euripides’ version of the story, however, two major changes seem to have been made. Firstly,
the god Apollo replaces Xuthus as lon’s father and, secondly, Athena prophesies that Xuthus and
Creusa will be the parents of Dorus and Achaeus (1589-1594).242

The replacement of Xuthus as lon’s father with Apollo is, if not “the main political purpose of
the play,” then at least representative of its overall political intentions (Wassermann 1940:588).
It was “a radical departure” from the established myth and has implications far more significant
for the position of Athens in the Hellenic world than Xuthus’s paternity ever could (Cole 2008:
313). Xuthus, as well as being politically and culturally handicapped by being a foreigner in
Athens, is also genealogically disadvantaged, because any children he might have by Creusa,
although legitimate, will dilute the blood of Erechtheus’s autochthonous line. The divine Apollo,
however, has no such impediment and instead only adds further nobility to an already noble
family tree. He does not compromise the inheritance of the autochthony realised by Erichthonius
because he has no impediments to introduce into its genealogy. By this innovation the Athenians
can claim a descent from Erichthonius that is wholly autochthonous and to which Apollo’s

pedigree is added.

241 For ancient sources about these myths, see Hesiod Catalogue of Women fr. 9 and 10a 20-24, Herodotus 7.94 and
8.44.2, Pseudo-Apollodorus Bibliotheca 1.7.3, Strabo 8.7.1, Pausanias 1.31.3 and 7.1.2-4, as well as Euripides
himself in a fragment of Wise Melanippe (481 N). For modern appraisals of the stories and Euripides’ treatment of
them see, among others, Owen 1939: xiv-xvii, Wassermann 1940: 597-600, Conacher 1959:22-26, Cole 2008: 313-
314 and Martin 2018: 13-20

242 There is an obvious contradiction in this statement since Hermes tells us at the outset of the play that Xuthus is
“Axoudg” (64) [Achaean], which demonym cannot pre-exist its namesake Achaeus. Nevertheless, this inconsistency
does not seriously affect the play, nor is it a particularly unusual feature of tragedy.
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Euripides further changes the myth by relegating Dorus from the position of Xuthus’s brother to
his son by Creusa. Not only is the racial purity of the Athenians maintained by eliminating any
non-Athenian blood from its lineage, but they are simultaneously given genetic primacy over the
other Greek tribes.?*® Consequently, the traditional fraternal distinction between the lonians and
Dorians tribes is nullified, because they are both descended from Creusa and “the privilege of
autochthonous ancestry is transmitted through the maternal line” (Mueller 2010: 366).%** Dorians
are therefore not separate to the lonian-Attic line, but part of it, though subordinate to the
divinely engendered descendants of Apollo and Creusa. The change also helps to reinvigorate the
link between the Athenians and lonians, since they both share in the autochthonous descent of
lon.?*® These are the immediate consequences of the alterations made by Euripides to the
traditional myth; but the exact socio-political reasons why he chose to institute them are widely
debated.

Given the wartime context of the play’s production, the propagandistic value for Athens of the
reinforcement of the lonian-Athenian relationship and the relegation of Dorian (and so Spartan)
ethnicity seems obvious.?*® Opinions have varied, however, on whether the play is, in fact, so
cut-and-dried an example of ethnic propaganda, or whether it presents a subtler picture that

questions or even criticises the self-aggrandising image that the Athenians had of themselves.

243 On the altered descent of the Greek tribes in the play, see Wassermann 1940: 594-595, Conacher 1959: 26,
Walsh 1978: 310-311, and Martin 2018: 11, 14.

244 See also Cohen 2000 who writes that “Euripides traumatizes Athenian norms by deriving the “autochthonous”
line through maternal, not paternal, filiation” (87).

245 For the tribal relationships here, see Hall 1997: 56.

245 |f we accept the broad ranging dates 415-410 BCE as the time of lon’s production (see n.1 above), we are faced
with a number of different possible interpretations for its political intentions. Although this would put it in the
context of Athens dealing with the fallout from the failed Sicilian expedition (415) and the defection of a number of
lonian allies (412), there was also, as Martin points out, “a period of optimism after several military successes
(especially at Cynossema in 411 and Cyzicus early in 410)” which may well have continued into the period of
Alcibiades’ return in 408 (2018: 31). There seems, at the very least, an attempt in the work to reinforce links
between Athens and its lonian allies in the East, to which its focus seems to have shifted after the troubles in the
West. The evidence is scanty and ambiguous; metrical data shows that it “is not an early play,” but what the exact
context of its later performance was has been prone to obfuscation and post-rationalisation (Owen 1939: xxxvii).
What seems most likely to me is Martin’s conclusion that “the most interesting and nuanced reading probably points
to a date after the desertion of the allies in 412: a time when the importance of lonian and Hellenic ties became
particularly important. This case does not rest on allusions to specific events but rather explains the motifs against
the general background, mood, and problems of the time” (2018: 32).
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4.3.3 Ethnic Purity and Propaganda

During the second half of the fifth century, Athens and its citizens seem, in general, to have
become intently focused on the idea of their own ethnic purity. The end of the Persian Wars (479
BCE) and the formation of the Delian league (478 BCE) led to the rise of Athenian dominance
among the Greeks, which in turn resulted in an emphasis being placed on the qualifications
necessary for a claim on Athenian identity.?*” As discussed above, this attitude was solidified by
the PCL of 451, which legalised the necessity for ethnic purity among Athens’ citizens. This
seems to have led to the city developing a strong sense of superiority over those other Greeks
who were not of Athenian blood and stressing the importance of ethnic purity. The speech which
Thucydides puts into the mouth of Alcibiades on the eve of the Sicilian expedition provides a

useful example of this sort of attitude:

Koi TOV € TNV ZikeMav TAODV 1] LETAYLYVAOOKETE MG EML LEYAANV SOVOULY EGOUEVOV.
OyAoig te yop Euppeiktolg ToAvavopodSY ol TOAES Kol padiag EYovct T®V TOMTOV
TOG METOPOAAG Kol £MO0YAC. Kol 0VOEIC 01 avTd (¢ Tepl oikelag matpidoc ovte TA
nepl 10 odpo dmhoig EENptutan ovTE TG €V T YOPQY VOUINOLS KATAGKELOIG: OTL O
gkaotog 1 €k 10D Aéywv meibev ofeton 1 otacidlov dmd 10D Kovod AaPdv GAANV
YV, U Katopbdoag, olknosy, TodTo ETOAlETal. Kol 0VK €1k0g TOV T010DTOV SAoV
ovte AOYoL g yvoun axpodcsbot ovte ¢ T Epyn KOv®dG Tpémechot Tayd 6 av Mg
gkaotol, €1 Tt kab  Nooviv Aéyotto, mpooympoiev, GALMG T Kal &l otacialovoty,

domnep movhavopeda. (Jones and Powell 1942)

Regarding the expedition to Sicily, do not change your mind because you think that
the expedition will be against a great power. For the cities there are populated by
motley masses and changes and additions among the citizens are easy. And because
of this, no one is equipped with weapons for protecting his person, nor with

permanent implements for cultivating the land, as he might be if he cared for his

247 The literature on the period between the Persian and Peloponnesian wars and Athens’ ascent to power is
extensive but some general introductions include Meiggs 1943: 21-34 and 1972, Rhodes 1985: 1-29, Finley
2008:14-40, and Everitt 2016.
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home country. Rather, each person provides himself with whatever he thinks he can
get from the collective, either by persuasive rhetoric or by political faction fighting,
knowing that if he is unsuccessful he can go and live in another land. And it is not
likely that a group like this would listen to reason with unanimity of purpose or turn
themselves as one to actions: but each, if something were said that was agreeable to
them, would come forward readily, particularly if they are involved in civil unrest, as

we have learned they are (6.17.2-3).

The implications of this view of the Sicilians seem quite clear: peoples who are not connected
ethnically and civically are weaker than those who share a group identity, because they neither
care for their adopted country nor are they able to work together. Athens, by inversion,
represents exactly the sort of city that flourishes because of its shared heritage and united
patriotism. One result of this attitude is that Athens could not allow anyone who was not purely
Athenian into its ranks, or the Athenians would potentially suffer the dysfunctionality attributed
by Alcibiades to the Sicilians. If, however, we accept the general view that the play was
produced after the Sicilian expedition, it has to be interpreted in the light of the expedition’s

failure and how exactly the result undermined the sentiments embedded in Alcibiades’ speech.

Athens, of course, was not capable of total self-sustenance and it had long had a large population
of foreigners integral to the running of the city and the maintenance of its diplomatic relations.
These metics (pétowko, or ‘resident aliens’)?*® lived and worked in Athens but did not enjoy any
of the civic privileges granted to true-born Athenians. That is to say that they did not ‘share’ in
the state in the same way as those who were citizens did.?*® Metics were not necessarily treated
as ‘Cevol’, total outsiders to the city, but nor were they treated as insiders. Instead they inhabited

a liminal space which did not distinguish them from one another (although there was a wide

248 1.8J, s.v. pérowog 3, and MGS, s.v. pérowog B. For further discussion on the meaning of pérowkoc, see
Whitehead 1977: 6-10 .

249 Wijma, arguing against too rigidly defined divisions between different ‘types’ of Athenian residents, notes that
there was no independent authority equivalent to the modern state, which could make these definitions and writes
that, “the concept of rights was completely alien to the Greek poleis. Instead, Aristotle and many before him refer to
‘sharing in’ and ‘participating in’ (petéyewv) or ‘being in a position to’ (é€givar) when describing the status of
citizenship, a status which one did not possess but embodied” (2014: 14-15).
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range in their economic positions) but considered them as part of a whole: aliens who, out of

necessity, had been accepted into the city.?>

4.4 Intention and innovation.

There has been much discussion (and little agreement) about how lon’s insinuation into the royal
house of Erechtheus was achieved and how it would have been viewed by the play’s first
audience. It stands out among Euripides’ works for its portrayal of Athenians as prone to
violence, yet it also remains the only depiction of the polis foundation mythology in extant
tragedy. These two elements need not be in opposition, though. Proposals have tended towards
either end of a spectrum. On the one side, the play is seen as propaganda intent on establishing
Athenian primacy among the Hellenes and reasserting the citizens’ autochthonous identity.?! On
the other, it has also been seen as a criticism of the narrow-minded xenophobia inherent in this
mode of Athenian self-conception. The disparity of opinion in the scholarship is due to the
ambiguity of three particular aspects of the play: 1.) the presentation of autochthony, 2.) the
characterisation of Apollo, and 3.) the play’s ending and resolution of lon’s character.

4.4.1 Autochthony

Euripides’ vision of autochthony and in particular the superiority that Athenians believe it
confers upon them has been subject to various interpretations. Generally, it has been agreed that
he does offer a critical view of the matter, but there has been disagreement about how far he goes
in his critique. Two of the most divisive elements of the play in this regard are the intolerant and
xenophobic attitudes of the Athenian characters and the terms on which lon can return to Athens.

Some have found that the ending of the play resolves many of the disputes between Athenian and
foreigner, as well as other conflicts of heritage and identity pertinent to the wartime audience.
Walsh, for example, claims that the “resolution of the play is designed to render these

250 Early works on the position of metics in the late-fifth century include Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1887: 107-128
and Clerc 1893. There have been a number of works on metics in Athens, but in the last 50 years it has been
Whitehead 1977 and Wijma 2014 that have provided the most important contributions.

251 For more extensive examinations of Athenian views of Autochthony, see Rosivach 1987: 294-306, Loraux 1993
and 2000 (esp. 13-28), and Saxonhouse 1986: 257-273.
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controversies moot by constructing a world in which finally there is no occasion for controversy”
(1978: 313). Zeitlin, too, finds the ending a satisfactory conclusion to all of the issues with lon’s
‘foreignness’ and thinks that it resolves the Athenian antipathy towards his insinuation into the
autochthonous house of the city’s rulers. She writes,

The result, in conclusion, is that Athens may have it all ways: a child of divine
parentage, a certified product of autochthonous lineage, a legitimised son of the
proper social standing. Imported from Delphi, lon brings his “purity’ of upbringing to
merge with the “purity’ of the other sort which Athens claims (1989: 182).

Farrington also claims that the happy ending of the play resolves the “violence and a destructive
xenophobia...[of]...the Athenians and their royal family” because, he writes, “Apollo shows
what he thinks of Athenians’ preoccupations by insinuating into their royal family his own son
(one who, incidentally, according to contemporary citizenship laws, would not himself have been

an Athenian citizen, as one of his parents was an alien)” (1991: 130-131).

A more subtle approach is Westra’s (2006), which compares the play’s presentation of
autochthony on the one side and birth from woman, or filiation, on the other. These two methods
of engendering are at odds with one another, he writes, and “in the lon...autochthony is both
asserted and problematized, as is its counterpart, birth from woman/filiation which is shown to
be correlated with an overvaluation of blood relations, whereas (Athenian) autochthones
drastically undervalue their blood relations” (2008: 278). However, for all of this criticism, *“in
the end, autochthony emerges triumphant, or at least irreducible, as Lévi-Strauss claimed it was”
(2008: 279).

Of all of the commentators Kasimis believes most strongly in Euripides’ outright condemnation
of the narrow Athenian self-identity that leads, in the end, to lon’s forced concealment of his

origins. She writes,

No resolution to the play is ever reached, in my view, because the tragedy’s central

political conflict lies elsewhere—not over characters’ blood ties themselves but in
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the problems that a premium on blood causes membership. lon is actually made to
reconceal the news of his Athenian blood as the condition of his return to Athens, its
future as a democratic hegemony, and its colonization of lonia (2013: 233, author’s
emphasis).

Of these prominent views on the matter of Euripides’ examination of autochthony and Athenian
identity in the play, I would tend towards a subtler approach like Zeitlin’s. There is, | believe,
some resolution at the end of the play and the playwright tries to offer a picture of a functional
system that at once affirms the autochthony of the citizens, while minimising its sense of
xenophobia. Nevertheless, it cannot be ignored that there are questions being asked of various
issues of Athenian ethnic identity and from their depiction it is reasonable to see some form of
criticism of the extremist views of, for example, the Old Man and the Chorus, which lie at the

heart of the conflict and cause the biggest problems for the plan of Apollo.

4.4.2 Apollo

Apollo’s introduction into the mythological genealogy of the play is, as we have already seen,
crucial to its interpretation, and yet the Apollo whom Euripides presents seems to be
characterised by a curiously un-godlike lack of control over the action. Consequently, set against
the background of the patriotic autochthony theme, the further ennoblement of the Athenian
bloodline offered by Apollo’s replacement of Xuthus is seemingly undermined by the god’s
ignoble representation. As Conacher comments, “the chief paradox of the lon lies in the
contrasting effect of its ‘national-dynastic’ theme and of its treatment of Apollo, the deity
supposedly presiding over its fulfilment” (1959: 22).2%2

To begin with, Apollo is a rapist and, as Zeitlin puts it, “rape and violence lie at the heart of the
drama and is the obsessively reiterated tale from which all else follows” (1989: 175). While the
rapacious male god is hardly a novelty in the Greek mythological imagination, Apollo is not
exempt from the censure of his most devoted Delphic servant and the result of the union, lon.

His son reproves his behaviour and then asks the reasonable question “adc odv dikalov TOOG

252 gge also Buxton 2013: 137-139.
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vouovg vuag Ppotoic/ yphwovog adtovg avouiov dpiokdavev;” (442-443) [How is it just that,
having written the laws for mortals, you yourselves incur the charge of unlawfulness?].2>® Aside
from this ‘moral’ defect, the most curious feature of Apollo is his apparent lack of control over
the events in the play, which in many ways subverts his divinity and its introduction into the

Athenian lineage.

In his review of Owen’s 1939 commentary Norwood characterises Apollo as “a brute, a liar, and
a bungler” and this interpretation, in one form or another, has been proposed, questioned and
discounted by various scholars over the last century and a half (1942: 113). To some it seems
that Apollo does not have a very firm grip on the action of the play and that his powers do not
extend to unfailing control of human affairs.?>* In particular, despite his prophetic associations,
there appears to be a lack of foresight regarding Creusa’s attempted murder of lon and the
latter’s retaliation. It is only by quick improvisation that Apollo manages to resolve his error.?>®
He also undercuts the validity of his own infallible (if ambiguous) oracle with the lie he tells

Xuthus about lon being his child, suggesting that his prophecies cannot be implicitly trusted.?®

As a result of this scepticism of Apollo’s power, there have been several suggestions about the
identities of the forces (both divine and mortal) that govern the functioning of the plot. Some,
such as Giannopoulou, have suggested toyn?>’ as a prominent element in the formation of the
action and that “Euripides is depicting the power of the unexpected and accidental to alter even
divine plans” (2000: 263). Others have seen Apollo in a struggle against the unpredictable and
intractable nature of human will, which upsets his plans and forces him to adjust them to achieve
his desired result.?®® Yet others still have disregarded the importance of Apollo’s apparent
failings by simplistically interpreting the play as mere entertainment, in which the supposed

253 For the fifth-century struggle to understand the contradictory issue of moral governance by immoral deities, see
Vickers 1973: 328-37.

254 For this characteristic, see Verrall 1880: pass., Rosenmeyer 1963: 103-152, Wolff 1965: 169-194, Mastronarde
1975: 163-176, and Giannopoulou 2000: 257-271.

255 For an interesting take on the necessary adaptations Apollo is forced to make to his plan, see Thornburn 2001:
221-236. Thornburn views Apollo as a playwright figure, who is forced by the action of his ‘characters’ to change
his original plans in order to achieve the happy ending he desires.

256 For the ambiguity of the oracle, see Kindt 2007: 1-30.

257 “fortune, chance” (LSJ, s.v. Toyxn 2), and “chance, lot, destiny” (MGS, s.v. toyn B).

258 On the struggle with human will, see Mastronarde 1975: 163-176 and Thornburn 2001: 221-236.
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‘commentary’ made on the divinity is nothing but an aid to the amusement for which the lon is

intended.2>°

The distinction between those above who argue that Apollo works reactively to human actions
and those that are outright defences of Apollo is in fact very narrow. Wassermann (1940)
defends him against the charge of rape by appealing to fifth-century attitudes towards women
and religion, and argues that, since the desired ending is achieved, it cannot be said that he is
inadequate as a deity. For the god Apollo “will and action coincide” and no sooner has the desire
for Creusa arisen than he has forced himself upon her; this action, Wassermann writes,
“preserves the primitive violence inherent in the relations of the sexes from a time when woman
was little more than property” (1940: 589-590). Burnett (1962), Farrington (1991) and Lefkowitz
(2016) all have much the same attitude towards the position of the god in the play, focusing

instead on the result rather than the method.

A Dbetter assessment of the situation is Martin’s that “the reading as either an attack on the god or
an apologia comes to nothing, since it is the poet himself who designed this version of the myth”
(2018: 9). There is a struggle in the play between the human and the divine and Apollo is forced
by the decisions that the characters make to alter his plans accordingly. Euripides’ god mostly
has an ending in mind, but is not prescient in the same way as other gods in other works of
literature. The Chorus’s decision to tell Creusa of Apollo’s oracle (regardless of whether it is a
lie or not) sets off a chain of events that eventually leads to the arrival of Athena to clear up the
mess. What Thornburn calls the “triple deus” (2001: 221), namely the bird who dies of the
poison intended for lon, the Pythia who arrives with the basket, and finally Athena herself, all
clearly emanate from Apollo (who is, in fact, often referred to as the one directing the events)?®°

as a response to a human decision which jeopardises his plans.

Finally, it is important to remember that the Apollo whom Euripides has in mind when he casts

him as a progenitor of the Ionians is almost certainly Apollo Patrdos, not the Delphic Apollo

259 On the play as entertainment, see Kitto 1961: 313-29 and Conacher 1959: 20-39.
260 |on, lines 68, 1118, 1565, 1609-1610.
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Loxias.?®! Just as Zeus was patroos to the Dorians, so too was Apollo to the Athenians: he
presided over the archonship?®? and acted as the patron of the ten Cleisthenic tribes.?®® His
presentation in this play is as much an exploration of the origins of this element of the polis

structure as it is of the lonian race.

4.4.3 lon’s bastardy

The semi-divine nature of lon’s conception means that the standard criteria by which
illegitimacy is decided and judged are not entirely valid for designating his birth-status.
Hippolytus and Molossus are both born to unmarried mortal parents and can be judged by mortal
standards of legitimacy. lon, though he is born out of wedlock, has immortal paternity, which
raises questions about how he should be classified. What is of far greater importance than what
the reality of his actual birth status might be, however, is his personal attitude towards his own
potential bastardy, which he judges by society’s criteria for illegitimacy. Ignorance about his
parentage leads lon to the conclusion that he is most likely a child born out of wedlock and a
bastard. His position as Apollo’s Delphic servant largely seems to protect him from the external
societal judgments of illegitimacy that would otherwise be made of him. Yet, because he knows
what these are and has internalised them, he is afraid that he will be their victim regardless of the
reality of his parentage. Thus, the possibility of his bastardy haunts him and exhibits its effects
throughout the play.

261 plato gives the following account of the role of Apollo Patrods for the Athenians: eita toic dAloig, &on,
Abnvoiolg odk Eotty Zedg 6 motpdog; ovk Eotty, v &' &yd, aBitn 1 énovopic Thvov 0ddevi, 030" oot £k THcde Tiig
TOAE®G ATOKICUEVOL gioly 000" Uiy, AAAG ATTOAA®V TaTp@Og 610 TV 10D “Tovog yévestv: Zevg o' fuiv ToTtpdog pev
00 KOAETTOL, EPKELOG O KOl PPATPLOC, Kol Aenvata opatpio. GAL aprel Y, &pn 0 ALOVUGOSmpog oty Yap oo, ¢
gowkev, AmOMoV Te Kod Zede koi AOnval. mévy, fiv ' &yd. ovkodv kai odTot col Ogol dv giev; Epn. mpodyovor, [ &'
&y, xai dgomdtan. (Euthydemus 302¢5-d5) [“Then,” he said, “is there no ancestral Zeus for the other Athenians?”
“This is not the title any of the lonians give him,” | said, neither those who have left the city and settled elsewhere,
nor us. Rather they have an ancestral Apollo because of lon’s descent. For us Zeus is not called ancestral, but
‘domestic’ and ‘tribal’, and there is also a tribal Athena.” “That is enough,” said Dionysodorus, “for you have, it
seems, an Apollo, a Zeus, and an Athena.” “Indeed,” | said. “And so then these are your gods?” he asked. “My
ancestors,” 1 said, “and my masters.”]. On the Apollo of the play being Apollo Patrods, see Walsh 1978: 310-12,
Dougherty 1996: 261-62, Zacharia 2003:44, and Jones 2019: 729-734. cf. Cromey 2006: 41-69.

262 gee Ath. Pol. 55.4.

263 These tribes were each named after different heroes whose statues stood in the Agora: Erectheis, Aegis,
Pandianis, Leontis, Acamantis, Oeneis, Cecropis, Hippothontis, Aeantis, Antiochis. For more on the Cleisthenes
tribes, see Bradeen 1955: 22-30, Lewis 1963: 22-40, and Traill 1975: 1-24.
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The word voBog (as well as the variant voBayevic) appear four times in the play, and, in three of
the four cases are used by lon to describe himself. All of these occurrences provide clear
expressions of the fears he has about his birth-status but are only the most blatant manifestations
of a deep-seated insecurity that is communicated through other parts of his characterisation. The
most obvious and frequent of these is lon’s obsessive search for his mother’s identity and the
thematic importance of maternal identity throughout the play. Euripides weaves into the play the
theme of bastardy’s tendency towards unusually close associations between mother and son (that
we also find in the Hippolytus and the Andromache), through lon’s pursuit to discover the truth

about this relationship.

lon’s bastardy is also reflected in his focus on both spiritual and sexual purity. As with
Hippolytus, the issue of remaining xa0apo6g in both body and soul is important to Ion and also
arises for the most part from his traumatic displacement from both the domestic and civic
spheres. He also shows the same mistrust and rejection of traditionally masculine institutions that
we have seen in Hippolytus, finding fault with political power in particular, which he views as
innately hostile to someone of his position. Its activities to his mind are inferior to others and, in
order to protect himself from the inevitable persecution because of his bastardy, he avoids them

in favour of religious pursuits.

In the analysis that follows, the four occurrences of the word voBog will act as the basic guideline
for scrutinizing how lon’s character is formed by the internalisation of society’s definitions of
illegitimacy and the means by which the bastard is oppressed within this system. They will also
allow for a generalised examination of the ways in which Euripides has interwoven into the play
various themes associated with bastardy and how these are in a discourse with lon’s individual

fear for his potential birth-status.
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4.5 Textual Evidence

4.5.1 Ion: 539-547

The word voBog first appears in the second episodion at line 545, during the interaction between
Xuthus and lon that follows the revelation of Apollo’s oracle. Although issues of lon’s parentage
and birth-status have been raised several times already, notably during lon’s monody (82-183,
especially 109-111 and 136-140) and his conversation with Creusa (237-401, especially 308-
328), the blatant classification of the young man as a ‘bastard’ has not yet been made. It is lon
who first uses the word when he enquires into the identity of his mother, looking to establish the
nature of the union that conceived him. His use of the term is interesting in and of itself, since it
confirms the already implicit themes of genealogy, bastardy and birth-status. However, that it is
first employed in a question asked by lon himself concentrates these thematic concerns on the
anxieties which characterise him. It is not, as in Hippolytus’s case, initially used as an insult
spoken by another character to denigrate the young man in question, but spoken by the bastard
himself, stimulated by interior fears and expressive of his own negative conception of

illegitimacy and its effects. That this is the case is supported by the context in which it appears.

Xuthus approaches lon with an almost comic ebullience and is sure of the honesty of the oracle
he has received from Apollo.?®* His warmth and enthusiasm are not, however, returned by lon,
who believes that Xuthus is making sexual advances to him.?%® This reaction of the pious temple
servant is understandably negative, as he declares, “made, un yovcog T 100 Oeod oTéppoTL
PMENS xept” (522) [Stop! Lest by touching the god’s garland with your hand you break it.] and
then, more violently, “o0k dmaALd&n, mpiv elow 10Ea MAevpovov Aafeiv;” (524) [Let go, before
you take an arrow in the side!]. His complaining and threatening are soon brought up short,
though, when Xuthus makes the ambiguous claim that, if lon should harm him, he will be then
harming his father. With progressively more seriousness the confused youth begins to investigate
these claims.

264 For Xuthus’s comedic role in Apollo’s plot, see Knox 1979: 257-270 and Thornburn 2001: 224-227.
265 For the eroticism implicit in this exchange, see Knox 1979: 260, Hoffer 1996: 295, and Lee 1996: 85-109.
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lon’s immediate reaction to Xuthus’s assertion is to charge him with misunderstanding the

oracle. 266

It is inconceivable to lon that Apollo should ever give false prophecy and his opening
questions are all concerned with verifying what Xuthus has told him, to understand exactly what
the god has said, so that it can be interpreted properly. Apollo, he is told, has prophesied that
whoever Xuthus should first meet upon leaving the temple would be his son and that,
paradoxically, this child would be “d®pov, dvta 6 €€ éuod” (537) [a gift, but born from me].
The devout young man accepts this, but, although its ‘truth’ has been established, he does not

exhibit the pleasure we might have expected at discovering his father.

His first reaction, rather than an expression of joy, is to question his new-found father about the
identity of his mother. This response allows us some insight into his chief anxieties and, as in his
earlier conversation with Creusa (264-368), it is his maternity rather than paternity that concerns
lon most. Just as it dominated that earlier stichomythic exchange, so it becomes the focus here.
By repeating the importance of this matter to lon’s self-characterisation, Euripides re-emphasises

the centrality of maternal identity to him.

lo. &a. Tivog 0 oot mEpuKa UNTpoc;

[
QI]

0VK &y® Qpaoal.

3

008¢ Doifog eine;

Zo 1ep@OEic ToDTO, KETV’ OVK MPOUNV.
lo. YiC Gp’ ExmEPuKa UNTPAC.

Zo 0V €SOV TIKTEL TEKVOL.

Io. i av ovv gy 60¢;

Zo 0Dk 018’, AvaPépm &’ &g TOV OgdV.
lo. QEpE MOYOV Aydued’ GAA®V.

Zo 00T dueivov’, @ tévov.
Io. NAOeg &g v60ov T AékTpoV;

Zo popig ye ToD vEo.

lo. npiv k6pnVv Aafeiv Epeybémg;

266 A common issue with oracles: see, for example, Herodotus 1.53.3-1.56.1. For this issue in the lon, see Kindt
2007: 1-30. For misinterpretation of oracles in general, see Kindt 2006: 35-37, Eidinow 2007: 10-25, and Stoneman
2011: 40-54.
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oV yap HOTEPOV YE TT.

[
QI]

lo. apa M1’ ékel W Epuoag;

Zo ® 1pOve ve cuvtpéyet. (Owen 1939)
lo. Aye! | was born to you by what mother?

Xu. | can’t say.

lo. Did Phoebus not say?

Xu. I was so gladdened at this that | didn’t ask that.
lo. Then the mother | was born to was the earth.
Xu. The ground does not bear children.

lo. So how then might I be yours?

Xu. I don’t know, but I ascribe it to the god.

lo. Come, let’s engage in some different reasoning.

Xu. That’s better, my son.
lo. Did you get into some bastard bed?
Xu. Well, yes, in the folly of my youth.

lo. Before you married the daughter of Erechtheus?
Xo. Yes, but never have | done so since.
lo. Is it then there that you begot me?

Xo. The times do coincide... (539-547)

To lon’s disappointment, Xuthus has failed to ask Apollo who lon’s mother is and seems to be
only marginally concerned about the answer. Prompted by this ignorance, lon makes what
Martin calls a “potentially ironic or even sarcastic” statement: yfic &p’ éxmépuka untpoc” (542)
[then the mother I was born to was the earth] (2018: ad loc.). This proclamation may well be
meant as a sardonic comment on Xuthus’s ignorance but carries with it an additional element of
dramatic irony within the greater narrative of the discovery of the Erechtheid heir. It is an
unwitting reference to his true heritage as the (great-) great-grandson of Erichthonius, the man
who was born from the soil of Attica to become the original autochthonous ruler of Athens.

There is even the suggestion that this noble lineage is so ingrained in the young man, so much
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part of his @voig, that it reveals itself in his speech and action without his knowledge and in

contradiction of his apparent status.2®’

Such a natural intimacy with the very roots of Athenian identity is starkly contrasted with
Xuthus’s dismissive response, “ov wédov tiktel Tékva” (542) [the ground does not bear children].
This reaction to the Athenian foundation myth seems to portray the attitude characteristic of an
outsider to Athens, someone who does not share in the autochthony of its people. Such a
dismissal is made all the worse because, even though Xuthus is unaware of lon’s true heritage,
he is not ignorant of his wife’s and it “reveals his indifference to and underestimation of Creusa’s
and the chorus’s sensitivities” (Martin 2018: ad loc.). Euripides here appears to be stressing the
differences between the characters of the “‘father’ and ‘son’ which have already been hinted at in
lon’s reactionary rebuff of Xuthus’s first advances. These only help to augment the contrast
between them implied in the previous episodion, in which the tenor of Xuthus’s cheery entrance
at line 401 immediately jars with the sincere and sympathetic mood of Creusa and lon’s

interaction .

Ion’s next question, “m@d¢ Gv ovv gy 66c;” (543) [So how then might I be yours?], directly
confronts Xuthus’s apparently blind acceptance of the oracle and his obliviousness to the
importance that the mother’s identity could have for him and his new-found child. His response
reinforces this attitude while simultaneously providing yet another example of the dramatic irony
which the characters’ collective ignorance causes throughout the play: he says, “odk 015’,
avaeépm &’ £ Tov Oedv” (543) [I don’t know, but I ascribe it to the god]. Euripides has made this
statement intentionally ambiguous, implying both that Xuthus leaves the responsibility of
answering lon’s question to Apollo, as well as that Apollo is the one who has brought their
relationship into being. Both are true, of course: it is through Apollo’s agents, the Pythia and
Athena, that lon’s mother is revealed to him, and thus the story of how he has come to be “given’
to Xuthus, but it is also the god himself who has fabricated the connection between the unrelated
‘father” and “son’.

267 The resonance between the lon and the mythology of the Erechtheids’ foundation of Athens has been dealt with,
among others, by Mastronade 1975:164-171, Rosivach 1977: 284-294, Walsh 1978: 301-315, Zeitlin 1989: 151-152,
Farrington 1991: 130-131, Loraux 1993: 184-236, Westra 2006: 274-277, Cole 2008: 314, and Mueller 2010: 380-
396 who note various similarities between lon’s story and that of the Athenian founders.
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Xuthus seems not only ignorant but also unconcerned about the mother’s identity and the
impetus behind discovering it comes from lon alone. He recognises that their current method of
blind conjecture is unhelpful, so he begins to direct the conversation towards a more rational
process of deduction by saying “pépe Adywv ayoued’ dalwv” (544) [Come, let’s engage in some
different reasoning].?%® He shows a strong propensity for logical reasoning, as his questions
move neatly from the general to the specific: in order, he tries to establish the possibility, time,
place, and manner of his conception. Xuthus, to emphasise his unconcern with the discovery of
Ion’s mother, misunderstands the “Adymv dAAwv”’ to mean not ‘a different reasoning’ but ‘a
different topic’ and, pleased because he believes this to be the end of Ion’s inquiry, says, “tadt’
duetvov’, @ tékvov” (544) [that’s better, my son]. Once more we find an instance of the evident

lack of sympathy in the fraudulent relationship between the “father’ and ‘son’.

His attempts to extract information from Xuthus have proven fruitless and so, to begin, he asks
quite simply whether Xuthus slept with women before his marriage to Creusa. Establishing this
point is the logical first step in discovering his mother’s identity but lon’s phrasing foregrounds
his potential illegitimacy: “nA0sc éc voBov t1 Aéktpov;” (545) [Did you get into some bastard
bed?]. Any child of Xuthus born to a woman who was not Creusa would by default be a bastard,
since he would have been conceived out of wedlock. By lon’s line of reasoning, therefore,
establishing this point is the main step in discovering his birth-status and will help lead to the

identity of his mother.

The answer is, of course, in the affirmative: Xuthus “pmpigq...10d véov” (545) [in the folly of
youth] slept with women and there remains the chance that he may have conceived a child by
one of them. lon’s bastardy is now confirmed (in his mind at least), but he methodically moves
on to establishing a more exact sense of the timing: was it before Xuthus was married to Creusa

and could one of these encounters have occurred when he was still in his homeland of Phthia (if

268 This line is potentially difficult to translate because of the numerous possible understandings of Aéyog in this
context. lon seems to be suggesting that they look at the matter from another angle and try to deduce the identity of
the mother from episodes in the past. Xuthus, however, as his reaction shows, thinks that lon is saying that they
should change the subject of the conversation. | have chosen to translate it in accordance with the former
interpretation since it is lon’s words which are of most importance at this point. See Martin 2018: ad loc.
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this is what he means when he uses the word “gksi”)?2%° Again, the answer is affirmative: given
lon’s age, one of the incidents which Xuthus is remembering could well have been the one they
are looking for. The problem with this answer, however, is that it raises the question of how lon
came to be found by the Pythia in Delphi. lon’s perspicacity is notable in this whole exchange
and no more so than in his logical conclusion that the conception need not have happened in
Phthia, but could well have occurred in Delphi itself. In the following exchange of questions and
answers, lon is very quickly able to discover that, at much the same time, Xuthus was also in
Delphi for the festival of Dionysus and “Baxyiov mpog fdovaic” (553) [in the pleasures of

Bacchus] he slept with one or more Delphian girls.?°

Incapable of doubting Apollo’s oracle, lon is convinced by these coincidences that he was
fathered by Xuthus and has deduced the likely time, place, and circumstances of his conception.
Xuthus, who has contributed nothing of substance to the methodical inquiry, once more
demonstrates the separation between himself and lon by appearing totally satisfied with its
conclusion. As he did earlier at line 544, he attempts to bring the conversation to a close with the
meaningless words “0 motpog EEndpev, tékvov” (554) [fate has found it out, son]. Similarly, just
as he accepted the oracle without question, here too he displays a phlegmatic confidence in

providence, which he sees at work in this cursory discovery of lon’s origins.

The final piece of information which lon seeks is one that means a great deal to him but which
Xuthus cannot provide: how did he come to be found at the temple of Delphi? This question is
rooted in lon’s anxiety about maternal rejection—if he was found at the temple then it is
reasonable to assume that his mother put him there—and he is principally asking: Why did my
mother abandon me? He asks, not necessarily of Xuthus, but rather more generally, “ndg
&’ apkopecto vaovg;” (555) [but how did I come to the temple?] and receives in reply the most
plausible conclusion given the context of his conception, that he was “Expolov kopn¢ icwg
(555) [a young girl’s outcast].” If Xuthus impregnated a Delphic girl and the baby Ion was
discovered at the temple it is reasonable to assume that she, because she was a young unmarried

KkOpM, left him there.

269 5ee Owen 1939: ad loc.
270 For an analysis of the pervading significance of Dionysus in the play, see Zeitlin 1989: 164-5.
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This conclusion to lon’s analytical inquiry manages to give some comfort to him, who, as Walsh
puts it, is “exquisitely sensitive about the questions of origin” (1978: 302). At the very least he is
relieved to learn that he is free-born and not, as he had feared, the child of slaves, which leads
him to exclaim “gknepevyapey 10 Sodrov” (556) [I have escaped from slavery].2’”* Nevertheless,
even as he accepts Xuthus as his father and the distinction in social position this brings, he is
unable to shake off the presiding concern of his life: the absence of his mother. Though, as he
says, he ought not to want more “fj Awog Taudog yevésOor moic” (559) [than to be the child of
Zeus’s child],?’ he cannot help but return to the issue of his mother’s identity and wonder where
she might be. She is so important to him that he even apostrophises her with language more
affectionate and intense than we have seen him use for his new-found father, calling her “& ¢iAn
ufjtep” (563) [Oh beloved mother]. Although he knows that he is still, despite Xuthus’s nobility,
a bastard and that he cannot be anything else, his desire to know his mother’s identity is as
powerful as ever. What matters to him most, it seems, is the knowledge itself, which will

hopefully bring with it the genuine maternal care he has sought all his life.

45.2 Ion: 587-594

The next occurrence of a bastardy-related word is found at line 592, in the section of the second
episodion that directly follows that examined above. Most of these lines, 569-667, consist of set
speeches given by Xuthus and lon reminiscent of typical tragic agones, but lacking the usual
mood of hostility and symmetry of line distribution.?”® Xuthus’s first speech (569-584) tries to
convince lon that he must give up his servile position in Apollo’s temple and come to Athens
where “c’ OAPov pev oxfmrpov avapével matpog” (578) [your father’s blessed sceptre awaits
you]. Ton’s response (585-645)24 outlines the reasons why he would prefer to remain at Delphi,
especially the challenging position he would find himself in at Athens compared with the ease of

his current temple life. Xuthus’s abrupt response (650-667) cuts lon short, so that his father can

271 ¢f. lon’s doubt about this fact at line 1382.

272 «| jterally read, the genealogy skips one generation. It is incidentally (and ironically) right for lon’s true
relationship with Zeus through his father Apollo” (Martin 2018: ad loc.).

273 See Owen 1939: ad loc. and Martin 2018: ad loc., both of whom note well the differences between this, as

Martin calls it, “aborted agon”, and the form traditional to tragedy.
274 Eor notes on various issues with this section of the text, see Kovacs 1979:116-124.
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give him his name and decree a feast in celebration of their reunion. The episodion ends with

another vow from lon about discovering the identity of his mother (668-675).

In the preceding exchange examined above, Xuthus and lon have established the likely
circumstances of his birth and abandonment at the temple and have accordingly accepted each
other as father and son. The ensuing ‘debate’ (569-667) probes the consequences of this
discovery for each of them. Xuthus naively sees the unearthing of lon’s identity as his chance to
overcome his and Creusa’s difficulties in conceiving a child by providing an heir to the Athenian
throne. lon, on the other hand, while he is pleased to have found something more concrete in
which to ground his identity, recognises that as the bastard child of a foreign woman he cannot
simply establish himself within the inward-looking social system of the autochthonous
Athenians. His insecurities about his birth-status and the nature of the Athenian polis mean that
he cannot so easily accept the fanciful image which Xuthus presents to him and, at the centre of
all of it, remains the anonymity of lon’s mother. Without knowing her identity he can never truly
know where he is situated within the political and domestic system even if he will always be a
bastard.

Xuthus continues to exhibit the same fancifulness and lack of guile that has been his defining
characteristic from the beginning. The situation as he sees it is overwhelmingly positive and little
stands in the way of lon’s coming to Athens and taking his place as his heir. He, however, still
considers this whole business to have been manufactured by Apollo to provide him with a child.
Nevertheless, Xuthus is not wholly oblivious of the significance that lon’s mother’s identity has
for his new-found child. Not even he can fail to recognise this when he hears lon say, “® ¢iAn
ufTep, mOT Apo Kol 6OV dyopon dépac;/ viv modé oe pddlov | mpiv, fuig el mot’, eicideiv” (563-
564) [Oh beloved mother, when is it that | will see you too? Now | yearn to know you more than
before, whoever you are], in response to Xuthus’s happy announcement that finding Ion
“naxopiov vy’ &0mié pe” (562) [has made me blessed]. For all that he may recognise this,
however, he remains unable to see the cost that lon’s uncertainty will have on his chances for
success in Athens and can only offer him the compensation of assistance in finding his mother
and the uncertain optative platitude that “ypove 6& 06vteg tadt’ iowg ebpoipev dv (575) [trusting

to time perhaps we may discover these things].
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This misapprehension of the inevitable Athenian disapproval of lon’s insinuation into the
political power structure seems the direct result of Xuthus’s non-Athenian status: he believes that
it should be enough for Ion that “...000¢ Bdtepov voo®dV/ dvoilv KekAnor dvcyevig mévng 0 duo/
AN’ gvyevig te kal moAlvktiumy Piov” (579-581) [you will not be called ignoble and poor,
suffering from either of the two illnesses, but you will be both noble and prosperous in life]. He
has a predominantly material understanding of success as the appearance of nobility and wealth,
both of which will be lon’s if he becomes Xuthus’s heir. Nevertheless he is incapable either of
understanding the true importance to lon of knowing his origins or the character of the polis of
which he is custodian. Just as he so easily dismissed the truth of Erichthonius’s autochthonous
birth, so too he can here dismiss any impediment to lon’s succession. He is therefore able to state
“EaAN éxmov 0god Samed’ ddnteiov?’™® te o/ & tac ABMvac oTsiye Kowdepwv motpi” (576-
577) [but leave your life as a wandering stray in the god’s quarters and come, like-minded with

your father, to Athens], as if to do so were that simple. Ion’s reply to his ‘father’ is

characteristically perceptive and well-reasoned:

lo. EYm 08 TNV UEV GLUEOPAV doTalopat,
TOTEPAL G AVEVPDV: OV O YIYVOGK®, TATEP,
dxovcov. ivai eact Tag avtdydovag
KAewvag ABnvag ok éncicaktov YEvog,
v’ éomecoduan 600 VOO KEKTNUEVOG,
TaTpdC T’ £MakTod KAOTOG OV voBayevic.
Kol ToVT” EY®V TOVVELDOG, AGOEVIC HEV (V...

[undev kai ovdev (v kekAnoopat.] (Owen 1939)

275 g)nreia: an uncommon and contested word. The line is accepted as above by both Owen 1939: ad loc. and

Martin 2018: ad loc., though they disagree about its translation. Owen takes it to mean ‘homelessness’ while Martin
claims this interpretation is “unattested” (ad loc.) and that ‘erring’, ‘painful exile’ are not wholly accurate either. He
gives no translation. Ridgeway (1888) believes that the line should properly read “éA\’ éxhmav O6god ddmeda
Mtelav te onv” translated as ‘Having left the pavements of the god and your ministrations’. “A noun Anteio,” he
writes, “would be as analogous to Antnp, as Anoteia to Anotp” (1888: 225). This unattested form is apparently
from “Anic’, epic for ‘Aéw’ “booty,” “spoil,” “cattle,” “plunder” (LSJ, s. v. Agioa 1 and MGS, s.v. Agia A). I see no
reason why ‘wandering’ is unacceptable, especially in the context of lon’s return to what Xuthus believes is his
‘home’.
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lo. While I welcome the event, having
found you as my father; yet listen, father,
to what | am thinking. They say that illustrious Athens
is autochthonous, the people not some alien race,
and this is where | will go, possessed of two diseases:
the child of a foreign father and born a bastard.
And having this disgrace | am powerless...
[1 will be nothing, be called a nobody.] (587-594)

As with his earlier interrogation of the facts of his birth, lon matches Xuthus’s jovial
complacency with an ordered and methodical approach to the issue at hand, making an effort to
avoid causing any offence. It is with gladness that he welcomes “tiv...copeopdov” (587) [the
event] but he begs his father listen to exactly “@v...ytyvooke” (588) [what I think]. He goes on
to outline exactly how he will be rejected in Athens and how his life there would be inferior to

the one he currently lives.

The problem, as lon lays it out, is the discrepancy between the innate quality of the Athenian
people and someone like himself. Athens, he states, is “avtoyBovar” (589) [autochthonous] and
its people do not have “éncicaxtov yévog” (590) [some alien lineage]. The children of Attica,
therefore, possess something intrinsically Athenian about them, which can only be inherited from
parents who themselves possess it because they were born in Athens. Those who do not possess
it cannot be Athenian in the proper sense. lon plays on Xuthus’s earlier claim that “...006¢
Bdtepov voo@v/ dvoiv kekinomn dvoyevig mévng 0’ dua” (579-580) [suffering from neither of the
two diseases will you be called ignoble and poor] and claims that he is in fact handicapped by
“d00 voow” (591) [two diseases], whose cause is far deeper than a low social status or poverty.
The two diseases Ion claims he has acquired are “matpdc T’ émaktod KovTOG MV voborysvic.”
(592) [being the child of a foreign father and born a bastard]. The two are inherently
interconnected, as we have seen in the cases of both Hippolytus and Molossus, and he is
disqualified from legitimacy because of his foreignness, which denies him a secure place in polis

or oikos.
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lon then elucidates consequences of his introduction into each of these spheres, beginning with
his political position within Athens. Since he is a foreigner and a bastard he says, “unodev xoi
00d&v dv kekMjcopon” (594) [I will be nothing, be called a nobody]?’® and from the very
beginning he will be seen as worthless. If, however, he should attempt to establish himself in the
city and somehow succeeds, he says, “...t@v pev advvatov tmo/ pionoouebda...” (596-597) [I will
be hated by those who are not able (sc. to be successful)]. In short, his life “év wérer oPov
mAéq” (601) [in a city full of fear] could not be a happy one, since he would constantly be under
threat from his political opponents. He sums up his feelings about the danger of political power
by stating that “ol tag oAl £xovot ka&udporo,/ Toig avOauilioig giot molepumtator” (605-606)
[those who control a city and have reputations are the fiercest enemies to their rivals]. Even
though he does not couch it in the terms of citizenship, lon’s conception of the legal
qualifications for Athenian belonging replicate the equivalence between Athenian heritage and
political rights seen in the PCL. He knows that his foreignness, most likely on both his maternal
and paternal sides, absolutely disqualifies him from the rights of true-born Athenians, such as
phratry membership and enfranchisement. His message to Xuthus is that, if he makes the
unilateral decision to install lon as his heir, he would be in total contravention of the customs of

the polis and its autochthonous population.

The second area of security is, of course, lon’s position within Xuthus’s oikos, which he shares
with the barren Creusa, “...§} kowvovpévn/ 10Gg ovupopdg cot mpovbev” (608-609) [she who
previously shared misfortunes with you]. It is, to lon, neither safe nor moral to insert himself into
such a situation. He fears that Creusa, fuelled by bitterness, may well use “@appaka avacyuo’
(616) [deadly poisons] against the young intruder, a fear that turns out to be justified later on.?”’
But he also has sympathy for her and does not think it morally right to inflict this cruelty on her.

He says to Xuthus, “dAAwc te v ofjv Gloyov oiktipw, mdtep,/ dmoudo ynpdokovcav: ov yap

276 Line 594 in the MSS. reads ‘o08ev &v’. Since it is then metrically defective, numerous conjectures have been
made about what the rest of the line might be or whether it is in fact an interpolation. Various editors have offered
alternative readings but no consensus has been reached. Owen writes that “the line probably is not genuine, but
inserted to fill a supposed gap” (1939: ad loc.). Martin conjectures “<m@®g 00 0> UNdEV KOVSEVMV KekAoopo”
which differs very slightly in meaning from Owen’s given line (2018: ad loc.). On this, see also Kovacs 1979:117.
Whether or not the line is an interpolation and what form exactly it might take does not in the overall context of the
passage make a great deal of difference. Most reconstructions have maintained the same basic meaning given above
and there is no reason here either to reject it outright, or to make too much of it.

277 For a study of the archetype of the ‘evil stepmother’ in Classical Greece, see Watson 1995.
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G&lo/ motépwv dm’ dcOAdV obc’ dmaidiq vooeiv” (618-620) [besides, | pity your wife, father,
growing old childless: for as she is born from such noble heritage she doesn’t deserve to suffer

from barrenness].

lon tries to show how the polis and the oikos, the public and the private, are each antipathetic to
the bastard. Comparable to this is the position in which Molossus finds himself in both political
and domestic spaces. Andromache has always recognised these limitations for her son, as she
shows in her question to Hermione, “tov €uov¢ t1g moidag £€avéetar DBiag Tupdvvoug dvtog,
fiv o0 pn tékng;” (201-202) [will anyone accept my children being the rulers of Phthia, should
you not have any?]. His bastardy in the oikos means that Molossus is unlikely to be made

Neoptolemus’s heir, and so could never have the chance of succeeding him as ruler.

The pressure put on the bastard from both of these spheres leads to a disillusionment with
traditional concepts of hierarchy and power. lon is hyperconscious of his status and he certainly
seems relieved that his acceptance by Xuthus means, as he says, “ékmepebyapev 10 dodAov”
(556) [I have escaped from slavery]. Nevertheless, he has realised the toll that the inevitable
animosity of the Athenians will have on his happiness and recognises that kingship will only

worsen this. He says to Xuthus,

lo. ...0NUOTNS GV gVTLYNG
(v av B&Aou paiiov §j thpavvog Gv,
® TOVC TOVNPOVC SOV pilovg Exety,

€60Lovg 0¢ oel katbaveiv eoPovpevoc. (Owen 1939)

lo. ....It is as a happy citizen
that I wish to live, rather than as a king,
to whom it is a pleasure to have base friends,
who hates the good, frightened of dying ( lon 625-628).

lon wishes to rid himself of the burden of sovereignty, believing that it not only leads to a life of

fear and violence but that it inevitably corrupts whoever possesses it. The nature of the job
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necessitates the acquisition of movnpot @ilot rather than the é66Aoi who should be far more

desirable.?™

The sentiments shown here are nearly identical to those expressed by Hippolytus in his agon
with Theseus in the second episodion of the Hippolytus. Accused of seeking to usurp his father’s

position as king, the young man says:

Ir. AL’ DG TVPOVVETY 1OV TOTOL GOPPOGLY;
AKIoTA ¥’, €1 un T ppévag diEpbopev
Ovntdv dcoicty avddavel povapyia.
EYm O’ dydvog pev kpatelv EAAnvicolg
np®dTOG BENO’ v, &V TOAEL OE dELTEPOG
oLV TOIG ApioTolg EVTVYELV AEl PILOIG
TPAGGELV TE YAP TAPESTL, KIVOLVOG T AV

Kpeioom didmat Thg Tupavvidog xapwv. (Barrett 1964)

Hi. But is ruling as a king a pleasure to those who are prudent?
Not at all, unless monarchy is delightful
to the minds of those mortals whom it has corrupted.
I would like to come first, winning victory at
the Greek Games, but second in the city,
being ever-fortunate with noble friends:
for it is in my power to do this, and danger’s absence
gives a joy better than that of royal rule (Hipp.1013-1020).

The similarities between the two statements are obvious and their meanings are basically the
same: it is better to live a happy life with good friends and little desire for power than to be a
king and live in fear.2’® Both young men thus “distrust the life of the politician as an obstacle to

<,

yoipet 8¢ (6 TOpavvoc) Toict
“TovNnpOEIAOV 1) TVPAVVIG

278 Other examples of this characterisation of kings and kingship include Herodotus’s
kakictowot v dot®dv” (380) [kingship comes to cities’ worst people] and Aristotle’s
[éotiv]” (Pol 5.11.12) [kingship is fond of bad men].

279 For this attitude towards kingship in the lon, see Walsh 1978: 305.
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virtue” and in doing so counterintuitively exhibit their own inherent worth (Walsh 1978:305).
Both, as bastards and exceptionally pious individuals, reject the standard definitions of happiness
as the accrual of power and glory (although Hippolytus retains a wish to win at the games). As
Hippolytus desires to stay in communion with Artemis, to cast off the idea of masculinity
(simultaneously expected of him as a male, but denied him as a bastard), so lon wishes to stay in
Delphi and serve Apollo because “dixoiov givai p’ 6 vopog 1 @voic 0’duo/ mapsixe 1@ 0ed”
(643-644) [both custom and nature together have made me do justice to the god]. Between the
enmity of the polis and oikos and the comfort of the temple, the choice for the devout bastard is

an easy one.

Xuthus cuts off Ion’s argument brusquely by ordering him to “madcot Adywv t@voe” (650) [stop
this conversation]. Having already taken it for granted that Ion will come with him to Athens and
be accepted domestically and politically, he claims that “ypove o6& xopov Aaupdavev
npoca&opar/ dauapt’ £dv o okfmrpo Ta’ Exev yBovoc” (659-660) [and in time, seizing the
right moment, I will urge my wife to let you have my rule over the land]. He has not heard lon’s
words and does not share his convictions, but gives another exhibition of the dissonance between

the two of them and his lack of understanding of Athens.

4.5.3 Chorus: 1099-1105

The second occurrence of the word vo6og is spoken by the Chorus at line 1105, during the third
stasimon, following Creusa’s and the Old Man’s decision to kill lon with the poison taken from
the blood of the Gorgon and just before the arrival of the Messenger at line 1106. The context of
its use by the Chorus at this point serves to confirm the validity of lon’s earlier expectations for
the Athenian reaction to his insinuation into their polis. Their loyalty to the Erechtheid bloodline
and its current leader, their mistress Creusa, generates a malicious desire for violence in the
Athenian Chorus, expressed as a harsh condemnation of an illegitimate foreigner entering into
the Athenian royal house and a desire for the murder’s success.?® This disapprobation they
extend to Apollo, whom they reproach for giving the young man to Xuthus and whose overactive

interest in sex they see as a source of shame. From the opening appeal to “Eivodio 00yatep

280 For more on the presentation of the violence of the Erechtheids, see Farrington 1991:130-135.
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Adpotpoc” (1048) [Einodia, daughter of Demeter], a Thessalian name for Hecate, “patroness of
witchcraft and poison,” a menacing tone is produced that is only heightened by the striking
references to Creusa’s suicide (1061-1068) and such frantic imagery as the wild dancing and
“dvokéhadog” (1098) [discordant] hymns (Martin 2018: ad loc.).

Xo. delkvoot yap 0 Alog €k
ToidV dpvnuocHvay,
00 KOV TEKEWDV TOY AV
01KO1G1 PUTEVGOG
deomoivy: Tpog & Appodi-
Tav QALY BEpevog ydptv

v60ov adog Exvpoev. (Owen 1939)

Ch. For the offspring of Zeus
shows ingratitude,
not having sired for the house
a fortune of children shared
with my mistress: for giving another
favour to Aphrodite he has found
a bastard son (lon 1099-1105).

Until now the shame of bastardy has been examined according to the earlier occurrences of the
word vofog and voBayevig: that is, as something felt personally by Ion. In particular, it has been
noted that the apprehensions he feels about his birth-status originate from his own internalisation
of the definitions and deprecations of illegitimacy which are prevalent in the society around him.
The Chorus’s use of vdbog at 1105, however, is the first use of a bastardy-related term by another
entity in the play. Significantly, it is not just any character that articulates these views but the
Chorus of Creusa’s Athenian attendants. Like the Nurse in the Hippolytus, and the Old Man, they
are all servants rather than citizens, though this does not preclude them from holding patriotic
and xenophobic views. It would be unusual (even for a playwright as theoretically anti-

establishment as Euripides) for lower-class characters to be shown to speak against the power
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structure of which they form the lowest class. Their indoctrination into the morality of the
empowered, which works for the continued entrenchment of that power, would naturally lead
them to side with their superiors, whose views on blood purity and Athenian belonging they

would parrot.

Importantly, the Chorus consider themselves to be Athenians, insofar as they fit into a designated
role in the power structure of Athens. The importance of this identity for their judgement of lon’s
birth-status is highlighted by repeated references in the build-up to their use of the word vo6oc,
of Creusa, the house of Erechtheus, and the nobility of both. The Chorus contrasts their
mistress’s Athenian purity and status with lon’s unfitness to take up the sceptre of Athens---as a
foreigner, slave and servant of Apollo. lon is morally vilified for his audacity in trying this and is
called thief by the Chorus, or “t® t@®v Epey0eiddav/ dopwv épontopéve” (1056-1057) [the one
laying hold of the house of the Erechtheids]. All the while Creusa and her house are given noble
genealogical epithets such as “gdyevémng” (1060) [well-born] and “gvmatpiong” (1073) [of noble

ancestry].

Ion’s strong but servile associations with Apollo, the “moAdvuvog 0e6¢” (1074-1075) [much-
hymned god], are also attacked by extrapolation from the Chorus’s rebuke of that god and his
ways. The Chorus draws attention to lon’s connection with Apollo by calling the former o
doiPetog drdrac” (1089) [the Phoebeian wanderer]?®t and implicate him in their reproach of the
Delphic rituals and the sort of sexual behaviour allowed. The Chorus of women complains of the
hymns sung about “apétepa Aéyeo kai yapovs/ Kompidog aféurtag avosiove...” (1092-1093)
[our sex-lives and the unlawful impious unions of Kypris] which are committed by and possibly

result in “&dwov dpotov avop®dv” (1095) [an unjust tillage of men].

This use of vo0og in this place in the play serves to confirm the attitude towards bastards which
lon has all along feared and which he spoke about to Xuthus. The Chorus’s reaction to the idea
of his taking any place in the household of the Erechtheids is one of disgust and disapprobation
since he is a foreigner, a devotee of Apollo and, at the nexus of all of the issues, a bastard. Of

course, the irony that pervades the whole play is felt as strongly here as anywhere. The fact is

281 g\drac: cf. 576 (dAnteio) and discussion above.
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that, although the Chorus attempts to insult and discredit lon by contrasting his lowly and
illegitimate birth with Creusa’s nobility and lineage, their ignorance of lon’s mother’s true

identity invalidates their criticisms.

4.5.4 Ion: 1468-1477

At 1473, towards the end of the exodos, the final usage of the word vo6oc occurs. The word is
used by lon in a question asked to Creusa, following the recognition of their true relationship and
is one of the last times before the revelation of Apollo’s paternity in which we can clearly see the
extent of lon’s concern for his potential illegitimacy. Unlike the previous examples that show his
fear for his birth-status, the situation has been inverted because lon is aware of his mother’s
identity but not of his father’s. He has until now, understandably, assumed that he is Creusa’s
child by Xuthus and, as Martin suggests, “implies that he counts as legitimate if Xuthus is his
father, even if the parents have married after his birth” (Martin 2-18: ad loc.). However, the
revelation that he is another man’s child removes the chance of even a post-dated marriage union

and, therefore, of his legitimacy.

The sudden rekindling of lon’s worries about his birth-status is made all the worse because of the
certainty of Creusa’s maternity. When earlier in the play Xuthus ‘reveals’ himself as lon’s father,
the circumstances are completely different and the evidence that seems to be required to ‘prove’
the god’s oracle is minimal. As the declaration of his paternity issues from Apollo himself, both
parties are more willing to believe its truth and lon is convinced by Xuthus’s hazy recital of
circumstantial evidence. His methods for discovering the truth of what Creusa claims, however,
are more comprehensive: not only does he not have the validation of a divine oracle to support
him, but the importance of the identity of his mother necessitates increased caution. In particular,
when the woman claiming maternity is the same one who has just made an attempt on his life

and whose own life he has threatened, lon seems to require a more rigorous investigation.
What convinces lon of Creusa’s true identity is also Apollo-inspired, though in this instance it is

the production of substantial evidence contained in the cradle. The drunken memories that

characterised his conception by Xuthus are here replaced by hard physical evidence and first-
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hand observation of Creusa’s recognition of it. The Pythia brings the cradle on stage at line 1320

282 1t is not

as a sort of dea ex machina that reprieves Creusa from the tragic fate of matricide.
wholly irregular that the Pythia should take on this role: she is, after all, Apollo’s proxy at Delphi
and it is the god who has compelled her to stay lon’s hand and reveal the cradle until now kept

secret from him. She confirms Apollo’s part in the play from its very beginning, saying to lon,

[Loxias then put the inspiration in me...to save this discovery until this time now]. The god is
working through the Pythia, as he did before in the ‘revelation’ of Xuthus, though here the

situation is far more convincing.

Creusa identifies herself as lon’s true mother by detailing the contents of the cradle, but she only
hints at the circumstances of his birth until he calls for his father’s inclusion in the happy events.
She tells him “tékvov, 00k daKpVLTOG EKAOYEDT,/ YOOIC O& patpoOg €k yepdv 0piln” (1458-1459)
[child, you were not conceived without tears, and it was with wailing you were separated from
your mother’s arms], but does not tell him more. Instead she brings up what has been as much a
concern to her as she has been to lon: the continuation of her lineage. She exclaims,

Kr dmondec obket’ €ougv ovd’ dtekvor:
ddW éotodtar, ya 6 &xel Tupdvvoug:
avnpa o’ 'Epeybevg,
0 t€ YNYyevETag OOIOC OVKETL VOKTO OEPKETOL,

deliov 8’ avaPrénet Aopmdaoty. (Owen 1939)

Kr. I am no longer childless, no longer heirless:28
my house is established, and my land has its rulers.
Erechtheus has risen up,
and the earthborne house no longer looks upon darkness,
but gazes up at the sun’s light (lon 1463-1467).

282 On the triple deus ex machina in the play, see Thornburn 2001: 221.

283 gmondeg...drexvor: both Owen (1939) and Martin (2018) note the double formulation and agree that, considering
the emphasis on an heir in the following lines, we may translate either émouig or dtexvog as ‘heirless’. Martin claims
that émaug is the most appropriate since “dtekvog is not used in forensic speeches” dealing with inheritance (2018:
ad loc.).
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For Creusa the desire for this outcome has ironically been the primary motivation for her attempt
on lon’s life. Inspired not only by jealousy of Xuthus and the pain of her barrenness, but by a
patriotism that baulks against the idea of foreign rule, she has tried to kill lon; yet with the
discovery of his actual identity all the concerns she has had are removed. Importantly, Creusa
herself is not concerned by lon’s bastardy because she is aware that his father is a god and this
fact appears to overshadow the traditional definitions of legitimacy which we have seen the

Chorus use.?®* lon, however, is unaware of this and wants to know the truth.

low. UATEP, TAPAOV Ol KOT TATTP LETACYETM
i dovic Tfiod’ g Edwy’ VUIV €Y.
Kp. O TEKVOV,

i PNg; olov olov Gver&yyopat.

lo. TG elmog;

Kp. dALoBev yéyovag, BALoDEeV.
lo. dpot: volov pe mapbévevp’ ETikte GOV;

Kp. ovy VO AUTAS®V 0VOE YOPELUATMV

lo. vuévanog uog,

TEKVOV, ETIKTE GOV KAPOL.

lo. aiod- TéQuka dvoyevig. pijtep, Tobev; (Owen 1939)

lo. Mother, my father should be here to share in
the joy which I have given to you.
Kr. Oh child,

What are you saying? The things, things of which I am convicted!

lo. What do you mean?

Kr. From someone else—you were born from someone else.
lo. Ohmoi! Did your maidenhood bear me as your bastard?
Kr. Neither with torches, nor dancing

did my wedding, child,

284 See Aristophanes Birds 1646-1670.
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bring your self to birth.
lo. Ayay! | am of low-birth. From whom, mother? (lon 1468-1477)

When Creusa tells him “éALloBev yéyovac, dAroBev” (1472) [from someone else, you were born
from someone else], lon naturally assumes that the ‘other’ in this case is a mortal man and the
illusion of legitimacy given by his belief in Xuthus’s paternity is thereby shattered. His first
thought, as a result, immediately returns to his birth-status and he asks, aghast: “@duotr: vobov pe
nmopBévevp’ Etkte odv” (1473) [Did your maidenhood bear me as your bastard?]. Ion knows that
the same situation applies to Creusa as Xuthus: they have only been married to each other, so if
either bore him to another man or woman, he is immediately a bastard. She confirms that he was

3

conceived while she was unmarried and in her “map6évevpa” (1473) [maidenhood], thereby

confirming lon’s position as a bastard, but is unwilling to bring up any details of that event.

Once more he has been shown to be a bastard and, much as he did earlier, he now wonders about
his social status. Fearing the worst, the distraught young man assumes that his father must have
been of a lowly station crying in despair, “aioi- Té@uka Svoyevig. ufitep, mo0ev;” (1477) [ayay! 1
am of low birth. From whom, mother?]. He says to Creusa “¢ilov puév ovv ¢’ ebpnua, pftep,
nopopev,/ Kol 1O YEVOG 0VOEV HEUmMTOV, OG Mulv, t0de-” (1518-1519) [you are a beloved
discovery I have found, mother, and I think this lineage is not to be scorned], suggesting that he
is relieved to find that his mother at least is noble (as he was when he discovered Xuthus’s
nobility (559)). Nevertheless, the fear he expressed to Xuthus at line 580, that one part of him
may be “dvoyevi|c” is even stronger here, since the identity of a man’s father was (generally) far

more important than that of his mother.
When Creusa explains to him who his true father is, he is unwilling to believe her and assumes
that her story of Apollo is only a cover-up for some youthful error that resulted in his birth. He

says to her,

lo. Opa oV, pfitep - U 6POAETS’ A TapHEvolg

gyytyvetor vooruot’ € KPLITOVG YOG,
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gmerto 1® Oe® mpootidng v aitiav,
KOl TOOUOV aioypOV AITOQUYELV TEPOUEVT,

Doifo texelv e PTG, Tekods’ ovk £k Beod; (Owen 1939)

lo. Look here, mother: didn’t you slip into a secret
union, a disease for virgins,
then place the blame on the god
and contriving to escape my shame,
claim that you bore me to Phoebus,
when you didn’t bear me to a god? (1523-1527)

This accusation is not, on the face of it, wholly illogical, especially since lon has already been
lied to about Apollo before now. It is also informed by his own conservative attitude toward
sexual purity and this leads him to see in the story of his conception much the same image given
by Xuthus’s explanation of his youthful folly at Delphi. lon’s disapproval is visible in his
characterisation of this sexual union as “kpvrtovg” (1524) [secret] and a “voonuata” (1524)
[disease]. The expression, however, is slightly ambiguous in its relation to himself. His words
could either mean that the ‘shame’ of it is placed onto himself, or he could be calling it ‘the
shame | brought you’. Either interpretation is possible, since, while it is certainly something that
Creusa must feel ashamed aboult, it is also the source of lon’s shame as a bastard.

All of these anxieties are allayed by the arrival of Athena, who confirms the truth of Creusa’s
statement about lon’s paternity. She has come “... AnéAAwvog ndpa” (1556) [for Apollo’s sake]
as his proxy in order to avoid the direct confrontation with the god that lon is planning. This
third and final dea ex machina brings about the end of the play and attempts to provide a neat
conclusion to the major issues at the heart of the work. Most importantly, it endorses lon as the
heir to the Athenian throne, as Athena says, “...éx yap Epexbéwnc yeyong/ dikaog dpyewv e v’
gutg 60e xBovoc” (1573-1574) [for being of Erechtheus’s stock he will justly rule my land]. She
also provides a clear vision of Xuthus and Creusa’s future children who will become the
founders of the other tribes of Greece, relegating them (as discussed above) to the inferior

positions of mortal-born siblings of lon.
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4.6 Conclusion

The lon, while in many ways a distinctly different play from either the Hippolytus or the
Andromache, nevertheless explores many of the same ideas of legitimacy and domestic and
political belonging. So far as differences are concerned, narratively it is most distinct for not
being set within an oikos, which changes the source and nature of its conflict. The main source of
conflict in the other plays is the presence in the domestic structure of illegitimate entities who
pose, or are thought to pose, a threat to the position of those who are legitimate. Hippolytus,
among his many anti-establishment attributes, is seen as a potential threat to Phaedra’s children
who, as Theseus’s legitimate children, are his heirs. Likewise, both Andromache and Molossus
threaten the security of Hermione’s position in the oikos, as well as those of any children that she
might have. In the lon, though, the hostility that is eventually resolved in the exodos does not
predate the beginning of the play but is actually established through the action of the first half. It
is only once Creusa learns about Xuthus’s decision to install lon as his successor that the central
conflict becomes clear: up to this point the most contentious elements are Creusa’s backstory and

lon’s concern for his maternal identity.

This concern about the identity of his mother has been one of the focal points of this chapter, in
part because of the insight it gives us into lon’s conception of bastardy. His anxiety about who
his mother is, her origins and status, preoccupies him far more than does the identity of his
father, even before Xuthus’s revelation of the oracle, largely because of the effect that he knows
a person’s birth-status can have on him. The process by which he eventually comes to learn his
parentage is fraught with the fear that he is illegitimate and, therefore, that he will be treated as
he knows bastards often are. His autochthonous Athenian blood and semi-divine heritage are
only really brought into focus at the very end of the play, when he learns of Apollo’s paternity.
Up until this point, he is always concerned not just that he might be a bastard, but what sort of
bastard he might be.
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Euripides, through his depiction of lon, as well as the violent xenophobia of the Athenians in the
play, seems to question the validity of perpetrating the prejudices enshrined in the PCL, which
have left many young metroxenic men out of the functioning of the polis. That lon is in fact of
the purest Athenian blood and more than worthy of a position within the city is an important fact,
since it indicates that the superficial judgements made about his birth-status and origins are a
threat to the future of the city. Who he is, therefore, is not who he appears to be, as we can

assume many of the Athenian bastards with great potential were.

This is not, however, to say that the play is an outright condemnation of the Athenians: it is still
an account of one of their foundation myths and the alterations which Euripides has made to the
genealogy maintain Athens’ pre-eminence among the Greeks. It is rather a critique of the closed-
mindedness that can accompany autochthony and, especially, the concern for purity of descent.
Importantly, Euripides does not go so far as to introduce any foreign blood into the Athenian
ancestry (quite the opposite); it is, however, his method of resolving the issues that arise from too
much a preoccupation with this that contain his commentary on bastards and their place within a
polis under the constant pressure of depopulation and rapidly diminishing power. It is,
particularly, the rhetoric of autochthony, as seen in the Old Man’s speech, that causes the danger,
since he is able to convince Creusa to take fatal action against someone who in fact least

deserves it.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION

5.1 Revisiting the research questions

The central purpose of this thesis has been to examine the ways in which Euripides represents
bastardy and to establish how these representations may have reflected the wartime contexts in
which they were produced. The three plays studied, the Hippolytus, the Andromache, and the
lon, have been chosen because they stand out from Euripides’ works for the emphasis they put
on bastards and their positions within the oikos and the polis. It seems logical, therefore, that
they are able to provide us with more insights into the contemporary attitudes towards bastardy
than any of the other plays that Euripides produced over the course of the Peloponnesian War. It
is this war and the suffering it wrought on Athens that forms the crucial background to this
investigation, since we know that, during this period, the political, legal and social attitudes
towards bastards were of particular importance and may well have been at the forefront of the
public consciousness. This final chapter aims to summarise what has been concluded in the
previous chapters, as well as to suggest some answers to the questions that have been asked
about what inspired Euripides to depict bastardy as he has, and what he intended to achieve by

these depictions.

5.2 Revisiting the chapters

5.2.1 Chapter 1: introduction

In the introduction, we began by considering the basic features that appear to distinguish
Hippolytus, Molossus and lon as bastards and examined some of the relevant scholarship relating
to their birth-statuses in the plays. From the first, it has been obvious that the three bastards share
many of the same characteristics and that these contribute to their joint designation as vdfot. In
the first place, all three were born to unmarried parents, whose unions consisted of distinctly
unequal power-dynamics. In all three cases, the mothers were at a considerable disadvantage to

the fathers and underwent some form of violence at their hands in the begetting of these children.
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Antiop€ and Andromache were both victims of war, captured and enslaved by Theseus and
Neoptolemus, respectively, and removed from their eastern homeland to the oikos of their new
masters. Creusa’s immediate suffering was short-lived, lasting only as long as it took Apollo to
rape her in a cave on the Acropolis; however, the long-term trauma of this event clearly

continued to haunt her.

The children born of these unions are all, importantly, male children and, in all three cases
represent a threat to the inheritance of the children whom the legitimate wife of the oikos has
borne or might bear, or at least appear to. Hippolytus is Theseus’s eldest son, which gives him an
advantage over Phaedra’s young children, and though he has no intention of usurping their place,
nevertheless has the potential to do so. Molossus and lon are, or seem to be, the only male
children of Neoptolemus and Xuthus, respectively, and thus inspire Hermione and Creusa’s
anger and hostility. It is not important that Creusa is lon’s mother all along, since her reaction

against him occurs when she is ignorant of this, thinking him to be Xuthus’s bastard.

Additionally, all three bastards are portrayed as having markedly strong connections to their
mothers and have inherited various maternal characteristics. Hippolytus is the most obvious of
the three and it is immediately apparent that the beliefs and appetites he has are particularly
Amazonian in nature: they are a curious combination of antipathy towards masculine gender
roles and an obsession with the typically masculine pursuits of hunting and riding, commonly
associated with the Amazons. Because he is without characterisation, it is through the views of
others that we get the impression that Molossus is the inheritor of Andromache’s Trojan
ethnicity, which comes with a natural opposition to the Greek side of his lineage. Similarly, lon
shows himself to have a natural affinity with Creusa, assuming the nobility that his mother’s
heritage is defined by and unconsciously drawing parallels between himself and his mother. Just
as their maternal associations are strong, however, so are their connections to their fathers weak,
and Theseus is the only one of the bastards’ fathers who actually makes an appearance on stage.
Even in this appearance, however, he is highly antipathetic to his son, causes his death by
cursing him and is only reconciled to him through divine intervention at the end of the play.
Neoptolemus is absent throughout the play (except for his brief appearance as a corpse) and,

although there is the suggestion that he has some sort of relationship with the bastard Molossus,
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his absence does little to alleviate the sense of his paternal distance. Finally, lon’s father, Apollo,
although his hand is seen at work in the play, is never actually seen and it is only by inference
and precedent that we know him to have some interest in his son’s life. Of course, lon and
Hippolytus share more similarities with each other than Molossus, as has been mentioned, but
their most obvious connection is that they have especially pious natures. They see the world
through their respective deities’ preoccupations and inhabit these divine spheres as a replacement
for the material and hostile world into which they are born, so as to elevate themselves to
positions where they can no longer be subject to its judgements.

Following this, the meanings and implications of the word vofoc were explored, along with its
history in Athenian law and Greek literature. In general, the word has tended to mean much the
same as its common English translation ‘bastard’: namely, the child of two unmarried parents. Its
antonym, yvinolog, is likewise almost equivalent to the word ‘legitimate,” though it has been
argued that a direct equivalence is not accurate. In Athens, in particular, the word v60og seems to
have been used to indicate any child born outside of wedlock, but the term always had strong
associations with the purity of a person’s connection to Athenian autochthony. As a result,
bastards had an unstable relationship with the phratries and the polis; their inheritance rights
were limited and citizenship was difficult to attain. However, their positions within the oikos and
polis were most significantly altered by two events: the establishment of the PCL in 451, which
required citizens to have dual Athenian parentage, and the alteration made to it in 429, allowing

bastards to be legitimised in cases where there were no living legitimate heirs.

The first of these occurred during the height of Athens’ preeminence in the Greek world, when,
following victory over the Persians in 481, the city grew to become the centre of Hellenic power
and culture and attracted many foreigners seeking a share in the spoils of the empire. It seems
likely that the PCL came into effect to counter this growing cosmopolitanism by elevating the
distinction of the Athenian citizenship and reinvigorating autochthonous pride within the citizen
body through an emphasis on ancestral purity. The requirement of dual Athenian lineage made
any children born to foreign mothers, bastards, and acted to further rarify the privileges of
citizenship. The second event was initiated by the statesman Pericles’ request to legitimise his

bastard son and invalidated in part the very law which he himself had introduced. This alteration
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to the law gave bastards a back route to citizenship and inheritance, and helped somewhat to
raise their political status. It was triggered by the Peloponnesian War which, beginning with the
first Archidamian raids in 431 and followed by the devastations of the plague that raged from
430 until 426, had led to the deaths of thousands of Athenians, including all of Pericles’
legitimate children. His bastard son by the foreigner Aspasia was, therefore, his only hope of
continuing his line and it was in order to achieve this that he sought an alteration to the law. The
fact that it appears to have been a change made to the law itself rather than an exception made
for Pericles suggests that there were more than a few Athenian citizens in much the same
position, since death from battle and plague had led to a general dearth of heirs. It is at this point,
at the City Dionysia in 428, that Euripides staged the first of the plays, the Hippolytus, and began
to interrogate the city’s attitudes towards and treatment of bastards under the pressures of the

war.

5.2.2 Chapter 2: the Hippolytus

Bastardy is narratively and thematically central to the Hippolytus and Euripides interweaves it
together with numerous important aspects of the play. The most blatant references to the
bastardy of the eponymous main character are the four instances in which he is called or calls
himself a v60oc; however, there are several other ways in which the issue presents itself. Chief
among these are the multiple references made to his mother’s foreign ethnicity, which is used to
alienate him from his father’s Greek lineage and reflects the tendency to view bastards in
especially maternal terms. While foreign maternity would have been understood by the
contemporary audience as a disqualification for legitimacy, as with many things in Greek drama,
it has been pushed to its extreme. Antiop€ was not just any foreigner, but queen of the
Amazons—the archetype of entities who were about as exotic and marginal as it was possible to
be to the Greek imagination. Similarly, Hippolytus is a character of extremes, as his wholesale
rejection of sexuality, along with everything to do with the beliefs and activities expected of a
young nobleman, shows. He has spurned nearly all of the patriarchal conventions of sex,
marriage, and procreation and replaced them with an excessive virginal piety focussed on the

worship of Artemis. According to these novel standards of moral purity, which he conceives of
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as a sort of coppocvivn, he is uniquely superior to everyone and unflinchingly judges the world

according to these standards.

On the whole, the Hippolytus is the best example in Greek tragedy of the psychological effects
that society’s exclusionary attitudes towards bastards can have on an individual labelled with the
term. Through the depiction of Hippolytus’s anti-establishment ideology, Euripides also
illustrates the potential danger that this unwarranted marginalisation can present both
domestically and politically. The young man’s abnormal set of morals originates in his
resentment towards and rejection of the society that oppresses him because of his birth-status,
thus not only depriving the oikos and polis alike of his potential value, but also creating the
possibility of a threatening presence opposed to the established structures that govern them. This
ideology is the primary cause of the tragedy in the play: not only does it set Aphrodite against
Hippolytus by causing her to inspire Phaedra’s lust, but it leads to both of their deaths. Phaedra
commits suicide from the fear that her stepson’s ideology will compel him to expose her desires
to Theseus, while it is precisely these beliefs that cause Hippolytus to keep his oath to the Nurse
and restrain him from explaining the true situation. Despite this, however, the conclusion of the
play suggests that the suffering might have been avoided, had his internal worth (as explained by
Artemis) been recognised and accepted earlier. Instead, so Euripides seems to be saying, because
of Hippolytus’s treatment as a bastard, two people have died and a man’s potential has been
squandered.

5.2.3 Chapter 3: the Andromache

The Andromache contains the most direct references to bastardy of the three plays, but in many
ways the broader narrative and its domestic setting provide us with the most valuable insights
into Euripides’ intended commentary on bastardy in the play. His focus shifts from the suffering
of the bastard to that of his mother and in particular her anomalous position as a second woman
within an oikos that is structured to contain only a single woman legitimately established in the
roles of wife and mother. The fact that Andromache is a foreigner, of eastern ethnicity, is the
primary cause of her presence in the house and her persecution at the hands of other members of

the oikos. It is because she is a Trojan that she finds herself in the household in the first place,
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since the violence and destruction caused by the Trojan defeat by the Greeks were what saw her
enslaved and transformed from the noble wife of Hector (very much the embodiment of Trojan
virtue) to Neoptolemus’s concubine in Phthia’s royal house. Throughout the play we are
reminded of the fact that she is Trojan and the connection between this fact and her position as a
“dovAn” (12) [slave] and a dopiktntog yovy (155) [spear-won woman]. As a consequence, she is
superficially inappropriate as a partner for Neoptolemus, being foreign and a slave. Likewise,
Molossus (who is characterised chiefly by what others say about him and his mother) is also
defined by his Trojan, rather than his Greek, heritage: this, it is emphasised, is what makes him a
bastard, as well as an unsuitable heir to Neoptolemus. Both, as a result, can be described as

illegitimate, since neither conforms to the ideals that make either a mother or a son legitimate.

The conflict between Andromache and Hermione that defines the play can thus be described as
one between illegitimacy and legitimacy. Hermione is the daughter of two Greeks of royal birth
and, as she repeatedly mentions, was married to Neoptolemus in a legitimate ceremony and with
the requisite dowry supplied by her father. Andromache, therefore, not only presents a threat to
her as a sexual rival, but makes it all the worse by being totally antithetical to the noble
legitimately wed wife that Hermione knows herself to be. This is compounded by the contrast in
their apparent fertility: the older enslaved concubine has managed to bear a child, while the
young free wife remains barren. In Molossus, Hermione already has a rival to her as yet unborn
children, and one just as unsuited to the position as Andromache is to her own. In short, she and
her father Menelaus consider mother and son to be illegitimate and, as a result, worthless. This
sort of belief, however, is precisely what Euripides is attempting to undermine by writing the
play as he has. The repeated illustrations of Andromache’s feminine worth despite her servility
and alienness, and in particular the quality of cw@pooctvn which she has, are consistently
contrasted with the legitimate Hermione’s own shortcomings. It is invalid, so Euripides seems to
be suggesting, to equate virtue and worth with legitimacy and all of the implied social and
political qualities that come with that designation. The conclusion to the play confirms and
clarifies this by providing Andromache and Molossus, who have been persecuted for their
illegitimacy, as well as Peleus, who has supported them, with a happy future. In contrast, their
tormentors have got their just deserts. Firstly, Menelaus returns to Sparta like a coward, in fear of

Neoptolemus, and proves himself to be as ineffective and selfish as Peleus accuses him of being.
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Then Hermione elopes with Orestes, marrying a man who is the very embodiment of domestic
strife and violence, not to mention emphasising her lack of coppoctvn by willingly committing
the very error which she earlier accuses Andromache of doing by joining herself to her

husband’s murderer.28

5.2.4 Chapter 4: the lon

Both narratively and thematically, the lon differs quite noticeably from either of the other plays.
In the first place, the story which Euripides tells is not, like the Hippolytus or the Andromache,
one primarily concerned with the victimisation of the illegitimate presence in the oikos. Because
of the intentions behind both plays, Hippolytus and Molossus are by necessity not pure-blooded:
both share noble Greek paternity, but one is half-Amazon, the other half-Trojan. It is this fact
(that they genuinely are metroxenic bastards) that ultimately looks for our sympathy, otherwise
there could be no emphasis on worth despite birth-status. The lon, however, is about a young
man’s discovery of his genuinely noble heritage and the bastardy he fears is only a potentiality.
He may have been conceived out of wedlock and so, semantically, a v60og, but the two sides of
his lineage, his immortal father’s and autochthonous mother’s, are so manifestly pure in their
Hellenicity that it is impossible to call lon by anything we might the two metroxenic bastards.
Instead, the audience is aware of his pure-blooded origins and so in instances where he shows his
fear of bastardy there is a strong sense of dramatic irony, since we have his nobility emphasised
by inversion through references to his possibly illegitimate birth-status. The commentary made
on bastardy in the play is, thus, slightly different to that of the others, but nevertheless
interrogates the negative effects of bastardy on people, their homes, and their cities.

What Euripides is trying to comment on is the same autochthonous impulse which seems to have
inspired the PCL when it was instituted in 451. Post-dating the Sicilian Expedition in 415, it
appears that the issue of Athenian autochthony and, presumably, the premium placed on blood
purity that naturally accompanied it was still something prevalent among the citizens. All in all,

from the original devastations of the Archidemian raids and the first appearance of the plague, it

285 Hermione claims that Andromache intentionally slept with Neoptolemus, Achilles’ son, because she is
imprudent and a foreigner (Andr.170-176).
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had taken Athens over fifteen years and the Peace of Nicias (421-415) to repopulate its armies to
the point where they might pose any real threat to their enemies. At this stage, or so it seems
from Alcibiades’ speech in Thucydides (6.17.2-3), a preoccupation with Athenian ethnic purity
had once more arisen within the citizenry. When, however, the Athenians were on the way to
Sicily, the patriotic Alcibiades abandoned his fellow Athenians and fled to Sparta, emboldening
the Sicilians and their Spartan allies and ensuring one of the most deadly and certainly the most
embarrassing defeat of the war.?%® We know that the defeat in Sicily crushed Athenian morale
and it seems likely that it would have been natural for a playwright like Euripides to question the
arrogance and danger of a fixation on blood-purity. This attitude towards Athenian autochthony
seems to have contributed to the citizens’ decision to break the Peace of Nicias and send a hostile

fleet out to the distant island, which would make it an obviously important topic.

In the play, Euripides examines the relative meaninglessness of the word ‘bastard’, concluding
that it is nothing more than an arbitrary title and does not describe any innate defects. lon’s
purity of blood means that his concern for his potential bastardy and its effects on the bastard is
not based on any connection between his character and his birth-status. His belief that he is
Xuthus’s bastard son prompts lon to decline his father’s offer of heirdom, since he sees himself
as he knows that others will see him too, as inherently unsuitable because he bears the stigma of
the designation vofoc, bastard. He is, of course, the true heir to Erechtheus’s throne, which he
has shown subconsciously, yet would be unfairly persecuted as a bastard if he were designated as
one. In short, just as we see the meaninglessness of bastardy as a description of innate moral
worth in the Hippolytus and the Andromache, so we see it as yet more meaningless in this
instance where the title alone might be enough to invalidate genuine noble heritage, so little is its
meaning truly connected to the value of the people it characterises. In the play’s conclusion a
compromise is attempted between the dangers of autochthony’s exclusionary and intolerant
elements, and its benefits as a means of affirming identity and creating a sense of community.
The changes that Euripides makes to mythology and the genealogy of the Greek tribes strongly
favour Attic Greece as the originator of Hellenic culture, and it was off of this that the other
tribes had branched. While Athenian is touted as the best thing to be, simultaneously we see how

the very foundation of that identity, autochthony, can lead to near destruction. It would, it seems,

286 See Thuc. 6.1-105, and Plut. Alcibiades 22.1-23.8.
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have been impossible for Euripides to end this play tragically, since he would never have been
allowed to undermine Athenian autochthony so strongly. Instead, he attempted to make a
compromise, which means that it is possible to see both intentions in the lon, and to read the play
either as a critique, or a reaffirmation of Athenian autochthony, or, more likely, an ambiguous
blend of both.

5.3 Euripides’ representation of bastardy

Euripides’ representation of bastards in these three plays suggest very strongly that his attitude
towards bastardy in them is largely sympathetic. In all three, his characterisation of bastards and
their mothers within a metroxenic oikos and the inability of the word vo6oc to describe
accurately its referent’s @Vvo1c, indicate his recognition of the complexity within these scenarios.
Euripides clearly lays out an argument for abandoning the strictures of legitimacy by
undermining the established link between the two binaries of legitimate/illegitimate and
worthy/worthless that leads to the unjust victimisation of good men. This sympathy for the
bastards’ lot is also continually reinforced by the deliberate vilification of those characters and
actions that have been its cause. The antagonists tend to have a superior social and domestic
status and often justify their hostile attitudes and behaviour by asserting the apparently
inalienable rights granted to them as people both free and legitimate. Acting as avatars of the
polis and the oikos, they present bastardy as in total conflict with the patriarchal systems that
govern these spheres and categorise bastards as solitary individuals, whose deviation from
normative behaviour means they do not belong to either. In reality, the three bastards are all
young men of proven or potential worth who have become the victims of the inflexible prejudice
that governs the treatment of illegitimate people.

Bastardy is thus the subject of a complex moral inquiry into how those in power marginalise and
punish those who diverge from the system that they impose. We are forced in these three plays to
examine the power-dynamics that define illegitimacy and to question how they relate to the
characters’ self-conceptions and behaviours. In an inversion of appearance and reality, an effort

is made to stress the contradiction between the professed superiority of the empowered
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persecutors and their ignoble actions. Similarly, bastards are shown to surpass the powerful in

their moral worth or potential, despite the aristocratic conception that illegitimacy negates value.

This is the idea that fuels the criticisms other characters make of Hippolytus’s arrogant claims to
virtuousness, which they take as nothing but a bastard’s pretensions to some sort of legitimacy,
rather than genuine reflection of his worth. They react against him under this illusion and, after
the chance to avoid tragedy has passed, it takes nothing short of divine intervention to convince
the narrow-minded to see Hippolytus’s true worth and that he was justified in the high estimation
of his own virtue because, as Artemis says, of the “...e0ceBelag kdyadiic ppevoc ybpwv” (1419)

[grace of (his) pious and upright heart].

Likewise, in the Andromache, Molossus’s potential to be morally worthy in spite of Menelaus
and Hermione’s claims to the contrary is supported by his great-grandfather Peleus, and
mimicked in the way that Andromache, the illegitimate concubine and slave, proves herself to be
more coO@pmv than Neoptolemus’s legitimate Spartan wife. For much the same effect, in the last
section of the play, Euripides makes sure not to touch on illegitimacy when Thetis hands out her
rewards to the mother, her son, and Peleus, their sole defendant (apart from the Chorus). We are
told that the futures ordained for these three are the will of Zeus and Thetis’s command that
Andromache and Molossus establish a happy and flourishing colony in Molossia is what they
actually deserve for who they truly are, so proving that the gods favour meritocracy over mortal
judgements of worth. The illegitimate pair has been offered this chance to found a new people, in
whose eyes they will one day embody the Molossian conception of hereditary purity and

legitimacy.

Lastly, in the lon, the protagonist is beset with fears about his birth-status and the danger that it
would pose to his image and position in society. He discovers very quickly just how incredibly
dangerous his possible bastardy is, when Creusa attempts to poison him, as he suspected she
might. All the while, of course, he is no common bastard and in fact the one most worthy of the
Athenian throne, the purity of which she was trying to protect. In all three we are faced with
people who are judged to be innately unworthy and degenerate, but who prove instead to possess

nobility and virtue that belies the stereotypes of society’s labels for them.
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Another good indication of Euripides’ attitude towards bastardy is that, in all the plays, it nearly
always has negative consequences for the polis and oikos, as well as the bastard: this means that
it plays an important role in the narrative structure. In all three, the central tragedy, or as close as
they come to true tragedy, is in some way connected to the persecution of bastards for their
illegitimacy. Hippolytus’s ideology is the primary cause of the play’s strife, because it has stirred
Aphrodite’s hostility towards him, which she avenges by punishing the whole household and
causing instability in the royal oikos. As his anti-establishment ideology is the root of the tragic
action, so it has its own root in his bastardy. Being the illegitimate half-Amazon son of the king
has resulted in the critical and prescriptive treatment of Hippolytus as someone who does not
have a place either in or out of the oikos. This, in its turn, has spurred his resentment and the
determination to subscribe to a wholly original and abnormal type of normative morality. By
changing the rules, as it were, he is able to drown out the surrounding intolerance of his bastardy

and background with the self-affirming repetition of his innate and unequaled virtuousness.

Since Molossus’s illegitimacy is inherited from his mother, both are targeted by those in power
for the same reason: being a foreign presence in the oikos. He has a share in Andromache’s
punishment that is perhaps greater than his characterisation suggests and which comes down to
their being Trojan. His bastardy is the reason for his concealment just before the beginning of the
play and it is his discovery by Menelaus and the cynical use he is put to that enables one of the
play’s most tragic moments: the betrayal of Andromache by Menelaus after she has decided to
leave the safety of the altar, for her son’s sake. In that moment she proves her virtue beyond any
doubt, and gives one of the most convincing arguments for the abandonment of the unjust and
simplistic equivalence between worth and lineage. Of course, whether or not both characters
appear at the end and what this might mean would have an enormous impact on our view of the
narrative structure, but even if we were to take them as present it would only reflect the

importance of bastardy in the plot and Euripides’ ideas about it all the more.
Lastly, in the lon, the potential for bastardy that he fears is largely what drives lon’s

preoccupation with discovering his mother’s identity and eventually leads to him finding his true

heritage. His bastardy is also crucial to achieving the narrative’s happy ending---as one of the
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key reasons for Creusa’s attempt on lon’s life that leads in the end to the revelation of the truth
and the reunion guaranteeing the continuance of pure Athenian autochthony and its

accompanying superiority.

5.4 War and the genealogy of morals

The above exposition of Euripides’ attitude towards bastardy allows us to begin interrogating
what connects his representation of them with the contexts of their composition. This process is
primarily inspired by the philosophy of the genealogy of morals and, through this, leads to the
conclusion that the plays reflect the pressure that the Peloponnesian War placed on pre-war
morality which led to compromises being made to ensure the security of the polis. The values
enshrined in the PCL were no longer viable if the city was to survive, as they ran counter to the
immediate need for the repopulation of the citizenry and would lead to the rejection of many
potential candidates with foreign mothers. Pericles’ alteration to the law created one way for
bastards to become citizens, but there would have been many circumstances (such as the bastard
who still had a legitimately born half-brother) in which the specificity of the new law would have
continued to deny bastards their civic rights. It was most likely the plight of these bastards and
the obvious effects of the war that pushed Euripides to defend the potential worth of bastards and
foreigners, while attacking the meaninglessness of legitimacy and the danger that it can pose to
the state and its constituent oikoi. Each play is, to some extent, another contribution towards the
prolonged debate about @vo1g and vopog that was (for much the same reasons) a key subject in

contemporary Athenian philosophy.

When we zoom out from the plays as individual works and see them together, we can recognise
that they represent three different perspectives on three different times of the war. Legitimacy
links all three of them and changes in its presentation coincide with changes that were forced in
the prevailing moral system. As the world altered, so general ideas about right and wrong and
their associations with status were pressured into altering too. It is this procedure of change that
Euripides is presenting to us as a sort of chronicle of the processes that are central to the core

tenets of the genealogy of morals.
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5.4.1 Moral Genealogy

Minson gives the following definition of the term ‘genealogy of morals’ and the thinkers who

subscribe to its philosophy:

At the most general level, genealogy of morals may be defined as an attempt to
debunk current highly esteemed ethical/personal values and, perhaps especially,
their philosophical or religious justifications, by demonstrating their historical
contingency (1985: 18).

Its central belief is, essentially, that morals and values are primarily the result of their context. It
was first used by the nineteenth-century German philosopher Friedrich Nietzche (1844-1900) in
his 1887 book On the Genealogy of Morality: a Polemic. This text was written as a continued
reflection on the subject of his previous work, Beyond Good and Evil (1886), and in it he sought
to assess the origins of morality and to argue that values in any society are historically contingent
and did not spring from some collection of universal rules. The French thinker Michel Foucault
(1926-1984), writing nearly a century later, built his philosophy of morality on Nietzsche’s,
focussing even closer on the logic of its various aspects in many works, including The
Archaeology of Knowledge (1969), Discipline and Punishment (1975), and The Will to
Knowledge (1976). He paid particular attention to how the powerful try to develop systems of
punishment as mechanisms of control and used this to help him develop his ‘cratology,” or
theory of power. This provides him with the lens that he then uses to examine the dynamics of

power in sexuality.

5.4.2 Nietzsche

To use the insights of Nietzsche as a philosophical lens through which to reflect on Euripides’

intentions in these three plays is not surprising, considering the influence of the classics, and
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particularly Greek tragedy, on him and his work.?®” The system of moral origination which he
first explored in Beyond Good and Evil was, from the beginning, intimately connected with his
own understanding of Greco-Roman values and is in part a reckoning with the differences that
Nietzsche thought existed between these classical morals and those of Judeo-Christianity. His
attitude towards morality was founded on the desire to bring nuance back to a subject which he
believed Christianity had warped into a simplistic binary system. The concepts of good and evil,
he argues, do not in reality exist in contradiction to one another in the ways we have been told
and he encourages us to go “beyond thinking them [good and evil] as exclusive and all-
encompassing opposites” (Burnham 2007: 12). This means that they ought not to be considered
as objective truths, but instead, as he argues, they are “a historically constituted product or
effect” (Allison 2001: 201). These basic assumptions about moral origination had begun to
appear in Nietzsche’s earlier work Human, All too Human (1878), in which he first suggests that
morality derives from the prevailing power-relations of the two main social classes, the

empowered and the powerless.

Following this and then Beyond Good and Evil, in On the Genealogy of Morals, Nietzsche
expanded on these ideas in three essays in which he analyses the roles of class, wealth, race, and
religion in the determination of moral expectations ultimately favourable to the most
powerful.?% He first confronts the conclusions of earlier thinkers on morality, and claims that
“dal ihnen der historische Geist selber abgeht” (25) [the historical spirit itself is certainly lacking
in them]. In particular he disagrees with the Judeo-Christian idea favoured by the utilitarians that
moral deeds spring from feelings of altruism, which can be called ‘good’, and that some
objective ‘bad conscience,” or guilt, is what makes us punish one another and tells us what can
be called ‘evil.”?® Good/evil, he argues, is in fact only one of the two contingent binaries that

define this sort of morality, the other being ‘good/bad’.?%°

287 His “The Birth of Tragedy’ first appeared in 1872.

288 The three essays are ““Good and Evil,” “Good and Bad™’, ““Guilt,” “Bad Conscience,” and the Like’, and ‘What
is the Meaning of Ascetic Ideals’, of which the first is most important here.

289 Nietzsche shows especial disapprobation towards “Diese englischen Psychologen” [these English psychologists],
who (although he does not identify them specifically) he claims are wrong in seeking the origin of morality within
peoples’ psyches but ignoring the broader context. Here he is referring to the works of British philosophers such as
David Hume (1711-1776), Jeremy Bentham (1758-1842), and John Stuart Mill (1806-1873).

290 He pays particular attention to the various terms that denote moral worth as they appear in “the Greeks, Romans,
Goths, Saxons, and Indo-European cultures in general” (Allison 2001: 202).
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The first of these is the basic opposition that can be used to define quite simply the core
principles of a moral system, while the second is a definition of material power and social class.
According to this latter binary, the aristocracy define themselves as ‘good’ and then go on to
define those who are opposite to them, namely the poor and dispossessed, as ‘bad’. This binary
of good/bad then becomes equated with that of good/evil and the social advantages of the elite
become their moral advantages too. In this way a society striates itself both materially and
morally, according to the power relations. Nietzsche writes that those who call themselves good
design a system of moral values to suit themselves by casting themselves as the moral ideal.
Being in control of the very system which justifies their claim to goodness necessitates that the
good find a group of people to contrast themselves with on both the moral and social planes:
those who are ‘evil’ and ‘bad.” The differences in their meanings, as with the two types of
‘good,” become elided and the words are synonymised: social inferiority morphs into a symbol
of moral inferiority and vice versa. Those who are defined as bad develop what Nietzsche calls
ressentiment, or a hostility towards those powerful people (and the power structures they control)
who oppress them and stimulate in them feelings of impotence and inferiority.?®* Thus we have
the opposition created between the morality of the powerful, which Nietzsche calls ‘master
morality,” and the morality of the powerless, called ‘slave morality.” In the former the two
meanings of ‘good’ are equivalent, and ‘bad’ becomes the same as ‘evil,” while the latter is the
result of the powerful enforcement of the authority’s moral value on its subjects.

The natural consequence of all of this is that what is considered moral at any given time is based
almost exclusively on the contemporary structure of a society, which is a system defined by the
relations between those in power and those who are subject to their power. By taking morality to
the level of history and culture, Nietzsche is thus able to cast doubt on the reasons we follow one

set of morals rather than another. As he reflects at the beginning of this work,

Fortunately | learned in good time to divorce the theological prejudice from the
moral and no longer to seek the origin of evil behind the world. A certain amount

of historical and philological training, together with a native fastidiousness in

291 He considered ressentiment to be a product of Judeo-Christian morality and does not find it present in antiquity.
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matters of psychology, before long transformed this problem into another, to wit,
“Under what conditions did man construct the value judgments good and evil?”
And what is their intrinsic worth? Have they thus far benefited or retarded
mankind? Do they betoken misery, curtailment, degeneracy or, on the contrary,
power, fullness of being, energy, courage in the face of life, and confidence in the
future? (1956: 151).

5.4.3 Foucault

Foucault’s studies of human morality and the forces that shape it, in particular systems of
punishment and reward, are the natural successor to Nietzsche’s in Beyond Good and Evil and
On the Genealogy of Morals. In Discipline and Punishment (1975) Foucault examines the
continuing practice of penitentiary punishment first established at the turn of the eighteenth
century. The development of this method of punishing those who have not lived up to the moral
conditions of the society, he claims, is only explicable according to the events of the time,
namely “the putting into practice of reforms proposed by critics of the regime of punishment
associated with French Absolutism” (Minson 1985: 19).2°2 He provides an in-depth analysis of
the contemporary situation and is able to draw clear parallels between the attitudes of the time

and the development of these punitive versions of morality.

Foucault draws on much the same theory in The Archaeology of Knowledge (1969), in which he
attempts to explain the origin and functioning of power-structures, as well as the power of
historical events to generate very particular systems of knowledge. The study of the creative
features of power structures, which he condenses into the word “cratology,’ is developed later in
The Will to Knowledge, the first volume of his The History of Sexuality, first published in 1976.
In this work, Foucault sets out to examine the discourses on the body, sex and sexuality produced

by the various epistemes (knowledge systems) that are themselves shaped by power structures

292 By French Absolutism is meant the absolute monarchical rule that existed in France until the revolution in 1789,
after which the Republic began to introduce jails as punitive measures.
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across different historical epochs.?®® The definition of sexuality he offers in The Will to
Knowledge reveals how Foucault conceptualizes the relationship between power and discourses

on sex:

Sexuality must not be described as a stubborn drive, by nature alien and of
necessity disobedient to a power which exhausts itself trying to subdue it and
often fails to control it entirely. It appears rather as an especially dense transfer
point for relations of power: between men and women, young people and old
people, parents and offspring, teachers and students, priests and laity, and

administration and a population (1998: 103).

He goes on to argue that sexuality is “capable of serving as a point of support, as a linchpin, for
the most varied strategies” (1998: 103) that can be used in investigations of the world, whether
directly related to the dynamics of sexual politics between and within the two sexes in different
age groups and social classes, or not. This strategic deployment of sexuality, he argues, is closely
related to his cratology. According to this theory, power is not seen to be hierarchical (as, for
instance, in the linear model of the Great Chain of Being or Divine Order),?** nor is it necessarily
repressive, but instead exists everywhere in a vast and complex network of human relations,
across and between social and economic classes.?®® Foucault’s beliefs are characterised by two
phrases which are often repeated in various ways in his work: ‘le pouvoir est partout’ [power is
everywhere] and ‘le pouvoir vient d’en bas’ [power comes from below]. It is the latter that is
especially important, because it erases the binary between ruler and ruled and encapsulates the

essence of Foucault’s thought about the nature of power.

Power is not repressive, but creative: it naturally creates points of resistance and division within

the body politic (1998: 94). In his subsequent volumes in The History of Sexuality, Foucault

293 For example, the Greek, Roman and early Christian periods. He died before he could complete the work.

2% This conception of power sees the universe as entirely hierarchical and with everything arranged in a
metaphysically logical order from the most powerful (god/gods) to the utterly powerless. We are all positioned
somewhere on this scale and have no ability or right to rise higher than our allotted station. It shares much with the
taxonomical impulse behind Aristotle’s Historia Animalium or Linnaeus, although these have a far less metaphysical
intention. See Lovejoy 1936, Kuntz and Kuntz 1987, as well as the articles in Watkins 2013, for more about the
Divine Order and Chain of Being.

295 See Foucault 1998: 94-95.
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turns his attention to ancient Greek and Roman discourses on sexuality and puts into practice his
attempts to interrogate the epistemes which underpin discourses, written almost entirely by men,
on sex, the body and sexual morality in different eras. How these discourses, ranging from the
legal and political to the dramatic and historical, impinge on and shape the lives of women,
children, foreigners, slaves, and all those outside the privileged circle of educated, literate men
reveals what Foucault means by the strategies that the powerful employ to entrench themselves

and that end up generating resistance against them.

5.4.4 Euripides’ bastards and the genealogy of morals

The theory of power that Nietzsche and Foucault (his philosophical successor) posit is, | would
argue, patently visible in the Athenian power structures before and during Euripides’
composition and production of the Hippolytus, the Andromache, and the lon.?® From the
beginning of the Peloponnesian War, Athens suffered from dangers both intentional and
accidental and these multiplied with such remarkable speed that it did not take long until the
city’s survival was in doubt. Shortages in certain key resources quickly led to the untenability of
the power structures designed for prosperous pre-war Athens and these were forced to change in
order to counter the losses. The most impactful result of the war was the great number of citizens
who had died, whether from plague or combat. It seems logical that, because bastardy is greatly
interlinked with the nexus of social, political, and domestic ways of belonging, that the pressure
of the rapid depopulation manifested itself in the concurrent relaxation of the legal and moral

proscriptions on bastard citizenship and inheritance.

More than anything else, however, there was the purely practical concern of the sheer numerical
impossibility of forming an effective war machine with so rapidly diminishing a population of
Athenian males. This shrinkage of an already small group was a threat to their power, and the
amendment which was made sought to ensure that their numbers grew in as ‘pure’ a way as
possible. The solution, as Pericles first showed when he suggested the change, was to legitimise

those bastard children of citizens, who were without living legitimate heirs: this ensured both

2% n Classical scholarship, Foucault has found admirers and detractors in almost equal measure. See, for instance,
Richlin 1998: 138-170, who berates him, from a feminist standpoint, for his use of masculinist, sexist discourses,
and Skinner 2014: 317-322, who is more guarded in her advice.
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that the number of citizens grew a little, but also that the paternal lineage and, importantly,
family inheritance was given a future. How many bastards were in this position and were
legitimised is not clear, though | would argue that the number (if the rule was enforced rigidly)
would be relatively small. Regardless, the event is important, whatever the numbers were, as an
example of the malleability of law, morality, and power, all three of which, as Athens was put
under more pressure by the war, we see altered further and further from their legal, moral, and

cratological origins in the once normative PCL.

This piece of legislation was, in many ways, the legal and ideological bedrock of the
contemporary attitudes towards bastardy. It came about as the result of the propertied
aristocracy’s stranglehold on the distribution of power in the polis and their equivalence between
power-worthiness and Athenian pure-bloodedness. It was a method of entrenching power among
a very small group of men and their families (the xoloi k’dyafoi), whose rights to it were
guaranteed provided that the man was an ethnically autochthonous, legitimately born, wealthy,
member of a phratry and deme, as well as a citizen. These men ruled over the substantially larger
population of the disempowered by forcing them to believe that whatever the powerful said was
to be considered a moral order; and any deviation from or resistance to this morality was

punishable by marginalisation and persecution.

Despite Cleisthenes’ democratic reforms, certain families (like the Alcmaeonids) had continued
to hold disproportionately more power and the morality professed by that power remained
influential until Euripides’ time. Foucault’s idea of the creativity of power and the resistance it
generates specifies that it occurs within the same dominant group of power relations and we see a
possible illustration of this in the Alcmaeonid blood shared by Cleisthenes, Pericles and
Alcibiades. The first man resisted the perpetuation of oligarchy by reordering the voting tribes
and undermined its exclusionary grounding by enfranchising bastards and giving them “complete
equality with gnésioi” (Patterson 1990: 43). Pericles and Alcibiades, on the other hand, seem to
be the remnants of an older Alcmaeonid aristocracy hanging on to notions of their place at the
pinnacle of Athenian society and continuing to exert influence through marriage alliances and
the implementation of laws that shore up their elite social and moral status. Although their

influence continued to suffer from the growth in demagoguery during and after the war, they
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nevertheless remained powerful entities, who always sought to protect and entrench whatever

power they had or could have.

To men like this, the vilification and marginalisation of bastards was only one of the many
strategies that the empowered used to retain and perpetuate the belief in their unique right to
power. Its effects, however, were especially impactful mostly because of the role that the
equation of noble birth with nobility of character, legitimacy, power, and fame played in defining
it. The basic equation is one of the foundational characteristics of society, according to Nietzche,
and manifests itself within every power dynamic and strategy of oppression. In Athenian reality,
it was most clearly visible in the strict divide between the empowered patriarchal citizenry and
the powerless women, children, slaves, and foreigners, all of whom were forced into accepting
the morality established by the empowered. It had all of the properties required for the creation
of what Foucault would call the ultimate ‘punitive’ society, in which resistance to the ‘natural’
order of things laid out by the noble-born themselves is frequently punishable by death. While
bastardy was not a capital crime in Athens, it occupied a central place in the most important
social, political, and moral questions about status and belonging. It was a phenomenon with an
extensive effect and it was understood that the stakes tended to be high when bastards were

involved.

This comes out in the plays which, although they are set in a heroic world that is naturally one of
extremes, give us insight into the attitude that bastardy was inherently dangerous. Apart from the
fatal or near-fatal situations that all three works put illegitimate characters in, there are also a
number of stereotypes which would have resonated with contemporary Athenian perceptions:
bastards are in danger because they are a threat to their fathers, siblings, and stepmothers. The
repetition of the trope about stepmothers’ poisonous resentment of the bastard, at the very least,
illustrates a popular view that bastards were dangerous to themselves and others. The conflict of
the plays would, for Nietzsche, be primarily due to the ressentiment that Euripides so clearly
builds into the psychology of the bastards and their supporters: the impotence that they feel in
their oppressed positions causes them to resist the power of the oppressors by formulating a

different *slave morality’ and rejecting the limitations prescribed by the powerful. This rejection
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is nowhere more evident than in Euripides’ arguments against the equation between status and

worth.

Alhough the situation in Athens varied greatly over the course of the war, at the time of each
production (428, 425, c¢.413) Athens was in a similarly precarious position. In the early years the
Archidamian war was at its most oppressive and the plague ravaged the Athenian population
trapped within the city walls; this period produced two plays, the Hippolytus and the
Andromache, that addressed its chief concerns, namely Athens’ repopulation and restoration.
Later, in the time following the debacle of the Sicilian Expedition (415) and when Athenian
morale was at one of its lowest ebbs, Euripides wrote the lon. In this he displays a sympathetic
attitude towards bastardy consistent with his earlier plays, but does not interrogate exactly the
same concerns they do. It is a critique of the dangers that arrogant autochthony can cause
through the unjust subordination of deviant people, such as bastards, but it is simultaneously also
an almost propagandistic monumentalisation of the Attic-lonian aetiology. So, all three plays
support the cause of bastards and illustrate the problems inherent in their persecution, but differ

in their specific intentions.

5.5 Conclusion

When Euripides’ wrote the Hippolytus, the Andromache, and the lon, Athens was facing the
greatest threat to its existence since its occupation during the Persian Wars. The city and its
people had been under immense strain since the start of the Peloponnesian War and the suffering
they withstood took an enormous toll on resources and morale. Consequently, the power
structures and dynamics of Athens were forced, because of depopulation from the war and the
plague, to change. The wealthy ruling men of the polis, led by Pericles, who was desperate for an
heir, made a change to the PCL of 451 and opened their ranks to receive the noble-born bastards
of citizens who were without living legitimate sons. This choice, though of limited immediate
effect, nevertheless showed the Athenian people the true malleability of laws and the morals that
are their impetus. As the situation worsened, therefore, there appears to have been a growing
feeling that the rejection of bastards on the grounds that they were innately inferior to pure-

blooded Athenians was detrimental to the polis. It was, in the first place, blatantly hypocritical as
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it was applied only to some bastards (those without legitimate siblings) and not to others. And
secondly, it meant that those bastards with talent were disallowed from fulfilling their potential

so as to be beneficial to the state in a time of crisis.

Behind the PCL and the continued rejection of bastards as citizens lay the long standing belief in
Athenian superiority, fuelled by the idealism of autochthony. Those with pure Athenian blood
were, in their own minds, inherently better than those with only partial Athenian ancestry and
they saw any infusion of foreign blood into their number as a devaluation of citizenship. They
had made a compromise in allowing some metroxenic bastards into their number, but the
purpose of that change was mainly so that citizens without heirs could still be able to hand on
their legacy. Overall, the situation remained the same for the majority of bastards throughout the
war and they continued to be denied citizen and inheritance rights to the city’s own loss.

The dealings of the polis with bastardy just before and during the Peloponnesian War were
disapproved of by Euripides. He saw the power dynamics of bastardy as unjust and unhelpful
and he wrote three plays each looking at how the morality determined by the powerful worked to
oppress bastards. It is likely that the progress of the war was his main motivation for addressing
the issues around bastards, whom he saw as potentially valuable additions to the citizenry who
had charge over Athens’ role in the war. Most of all, he argued against the elite’s view that status
and worth were equivalent to one another: bastards, being of a particularly low social status were
thought to be naturally immoral and without ability. Like Nietzsche, on whom he was a great
influence, Euripides sought to interrogate conflation of the binaries ‘good/bad’ and ‘good/evil’
and the effects that it has on those who, just happening to be lower status, were oppressed and
rejected by the polis and the oikos alike. In his works he seems to be saying that, not only are
people of worth being rejected from positions of power, but their constant maltreatment can lead

them to develop an antagonist attitude towards the institutions of the state and home.

All of this has been gleaned from an in-depth analysis of the three plays and the context they
were created in. The Hippolytus reveals the detrimental consequences that can come from the
oppression of bastards, especially through their resistance to their oppressors, and quite clearly

expresses his disapprobation of the elitist and eugenic principles behind it. The Andromache, too,
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explores the unfair treatment of bastards and other illegitimate presences in the house but pays
even greater attention to the invalidity of the equation between status and worth through the
depiction of Hermione and Menelaus. The play also has a far greater focus on the impacts of war
on the city, especially as it manifests itself within the oikos. Lastly, the lon, produced somewhat
later, concentrates even more on the Athenian confidence in autochthony and tries to

communicate how destructive an extreme belief in the importance of blood-purity can be.
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