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SUMMARY (ABSTRACT)

This thesis examines the theology of Aeschylus through a close text-based discussion
of the nature and justice of Zeus. This will not be a dogmatic investigation that looks for
signs of monotheism or ‘proto-monotheism’. Rather, this thesis will examine the presentation
of the god in Aeschylus, as he is found in his plays, free from any desire or attempt to form a
rounded, comprehensive ‘Aeschylean theology’.

The first chapter considers the two closely connected divine terms, 8e6¢ and daipwv.
The clear-cut and easily discernible meaning of 8g6g acts as a constant with which the more
ambiguous and less determinable word daipwv can be compared and contrasted. This chapter
discusses both those instances where Saipwv seems to be synonymous with 8e6¢ and where it
does not, where the term seems to possess a meaning close to that of an individual’s fortune
or destiny in life. This is done in order to conclusively see how Aeschylus uses the word
Saipwv in the Eumenides as part of his characterisation of the Erinyes, which enables us to
see more clearly what role divine terminology plays in the presentation of Zeus and the god’s
justice.

The remaining chapters of this thesis examine Zeus in Aeschylus. First, attention is
given to the old debates concerning the potential and respective influence of Homeric,
Hesiodic and Presocratic conceptions of divinity on the theology of Aeschylus. Then, the
final chapter of the thesis looks at the justice of Zeus primarily through a discussion of one
question, whether we should understand Agamemnon as guilty in the eyes of Zeus, which it
is argued we should not.

It is shown that Aeschylus does not present an optimistic idea of Zeus or divine
justice, and the god’s rule is seen as neither kind nor benevolent. Rather a pragmatic and
pessimistic view is presented to us by Aeschylus, one which recognises that Zeus is an all-
powerful being in need of respect and honour and whose will must be carefully observed.
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INTRODUCTION

The language of the divine is so closely intertwined with the plot and structure of the
ancient Greek tragedies themselves that the gods are an inherent part of their make-up.
But, while it seems impossible to conceive of the Greek tragedies without some divine
or supernatural aspect to them, it is necessary to think of the ancient Greek gods in a
different way from how we conceive of the nature of divinity today. The gods of the
classical world were an everyday reality, whether these were the Olympians gods of
the traditional pantheon or unknown, unnamed deities. In what way the Greeks
‘believed’ in the gods or to what extent is not of the strictest concern for my thesis.
What is of concern is how the gods were conceived and thought of in the plays of
Aeschylus. More than the younger Sophocles, Aeschylus was engaging in or reflecting
on philosophical speculation concerning the nature of the gods and, in particular, Zeus.
What this thesis will thus focus on is the ‘Theology of Aeschylus’ and how Aeschylus’
understanding of the nature of the gods, and especially Zeus, is presented in his plays.

In recent decades, it has been unpopular (with a few exceptions, for which see
below) to examine the nature of the gods in Aeschylus and it is equally unpopular, if
not more so, to label such a discussion as the ‘theology’ of a pre-Cliristian author, be it
Aeschylus or any other. For such reasons, it must be stated from the outset that this
will not be a dogmatic investigation that looks for signs of monotheism or ‘proto-
monotheism’, with one eye on finding any indication that could give credence or
plausibility to Christian teleological ideas. Rather, this thesis will examine the
presentation of the gods in Aeschylus, as they are found in his plays, and will do so
free from any pre-conceived desire to form a rounded, dogmatic ‘Aeschylean
theology’. The theological concerns of this thesis focus on a range of ideas, centred
round the way the gods are depicted by Aeschylus in the plays in an attempt to gain a
firmer understanding about the nature of the gods in Aeschylus, particularly the
highest and most powerful god, Zeus.

The term ‘theology of Aeschylus’ is also used here in order to tap into the
debates concerning the presentation of the gods in Aeschylus that have continued for
the best part of two centuries, (broadly speaking) from those in the nineteenth-century

who saw Aeschylus as a pioneering proto-Christian poet;' to those in the earlier half

' See, for example, Tyler (1859, 2006).



of the twentieth-century who posited a more moderate view of Aeschylus, stopping
short of claiming anything proto-Christian in his works, but yet seeing something
more ‘advanced’ than what was presented in Homer or Hesiod;* and then to Lloyd-
Jones in the latter half of the last century, who, reacting against those commentators
before him, claimed that there was nothing in Aeschylus that could not be found
expressed by Homer or Hesiod.’ Indeed, since Lloyd-Jones’ The Justice of Zeus in
1971 there has been little movement in the field concerning the dedicated study of the
presentation of the gods in Aeschylus.* The view of the divine in Aeschylus laid down
by Lloyd-Jones has held sway in one way or another and there has been something of
a dearth in the number of works on the gods in Aeschylus since then. Few have
considered that in Aeschylus’ presentation of the gods there may be something more
than or at least different from what we find in Homer; or that there was a more
nuanced position in the works of a poet who was writing during an age of intense
philosophical speculation, where new ideas concerning the nature of divinity were
flourishing.

What [ hope to do in this thesis is to re-open the debate concerning the
presentation of the gods in Aeschylus by re-examining the primary material. Though
the discussion of Aeschylus’ theology undertaken in this thesis will give consideration
to all of the plays, especially in the chapter on daipwv, the focus of the thesis in the
discussion of Zeus in the second part will primarily be the Suppliants and the
Oresteia, as these plays present far more information on the nature of Zeus. In the
final chapter ‘The Justice of Zeus’, all is subordinate to the Oresteia. In this chapter, |
put forward the notion and demonstrate that in the view of Aeschylus the gods are not
kind or benevolent and that the rule of Zeus, though not explicitly hostile towards

mankind, does not care for its betterment.

A Century of Scholarship on Aeschylus and the Divine
There is a long history of scholarship on the nature of Zeus and the gods in the
plays of Aeschylus and in archaic and classical literature as a whole, dating back well

over a century. It is beyond the scope of this Introduction to give even the most

? Murray (1940), Cornford (1952), Kitto (1961).

3 Lloyd-Jones (1956), (1971); cf. Denniston and Page (1957).

* Notable exceptions are Geisser (2002) and Bees (2009) for which see below in the section ‘A Century
of Scholarship on Aeschylus and the Divine’; but, the Anglo-American tradition remains particularly
quiet on this front.



summary of discussions of all the significant scholarly_ works in this field, and so I
will restrict myself to a survey of a handful of them that have a particularly important
bearing on this thesis.

Of those works that deal with the presentation of Saiuwv in early Greek
literature, there are three which are of particular significance for the arguments
presented below in Chapter 1. The earliest of these is Ehnmark’s The Idea of God in
Homer (1935). In this work, Ehnmark looks at — among other things — the way the
terms Ocoi ‘gods’, 0ed¢ ‘god’, Saipwv ‘daimon’ and Zebg are employed generically in
the ‘indefinite mode of expression’ in relation and as opposed to when a god is
referred to by its actual name.” Ehnmark presents his arguments with consistent
reference, in particular, to the works of Jorgensen® and Hedén.” Jorgensen was the
first to examine the differing ways the narrator and human speakers (characters) refer
to divine activity in the Homeric epics and how human speakers — except when
narrating past events — tend to use vaguer, more indefinite divine terms, such as ‘the
gods’, ‘god’, daimon or sometimes Zeus rather than other specific names. Jorgensen
argued that such usage was determined by conventional literary practice. A few years
later, building on the work of Jérgensen (though by no means following him), Hedén
argued that the indefinite mode of expression was employed by Homer as a way of
distinguishing between poetic language and the language of everyday religious life.
This, Hedén claimed, is borne out by the frequency with which the indefinite mode of
expression is used in the poems over the actual names of the gods themselves, and that
such frequency was the result of growing scepticism concerning traditional religious
faith, with the religious belief of people becoming more abstract in its view of the
gods. In response to these two scholars’ arguments, Ehnmark asserts that Homer was
in all likelihood attempting to supply his human characters with psychologically
accurate speech and modes of thought, rather than simply following established
literary formulae, as is argued for by Jorgensen. Indeed, while Ehnmark’s own views
could be seen to come close to those of Hedén with regard to the use of vaguer terms
by human characters as an accurate reflection of everyday usage, he does not claim, as
Hedén does, that the difference is the result of a distinction between poetic language

and the everyday, but rather that it is the result of a difference in the degree to which

3 Ehnmark (1935) 59-85.
® Jorgensen (1904) 357-82.
7 Hedén (1912) passim.



someone is privy to what knowledge: i.e. the poet/narrator and the gods have access to
knowledge of the unfolding of events which the ‘normal’ human characters of the
poems do not.

The second work of scholarship concerned with Saipwv that has specific
significance for this thesis is Gilbert Frangois’ Le Polythéisme et L’Emploi au
Singulier des Mots OEOX, AAIMQN dans La Littérature Grecque d’Homére a Platon
(1957). In this work, Frangois comprehensively discusses the meanings of 8gdg and
daiuwv. The work is set against a backdrop where many within the academic
community still maintained that 8¢ on its own, with or without the definite article,
could mean ‘God’. Frangois, however, shows conclusively that the word 0gdg
possesses no monotheistic tendencies in archaic and classical literature, except in
specific philosophical contexts such as, for example, in Xenophanes® or Plato.’
Rather, it is shown that when 0€6g is used generically without specific reference to a
known deity, it has a meaning close to Ocoi and that the presence or absence of the
definite article has no bearing on the meaning. Frangois also argues that 8e6g and
Saipwv are in most instances synonymous and have a collective, generic sense when
not specifically referring to a known deity. '

After Frangois it was not until Franziska Geisser’s Gotter, Geister und
Ddmonen (2002), nearly half a century later, that the meaning and nature of daipwv in
Aeschylus was made the explicit topic of an extended discussion again. In her
monograph, Geisser focuses on four ‘daimonic’ words: daipwv, (’itn,” arMdotwp, apa.
In contrast with Ehnmark and Frangois, Geisser does not look for the meaning of
daipwv as a concept in itself, but for its dramatic role within the plays of Aeschylus as
an Unheilsmacht, a ‘force or bringer of evil’. Indeed, this difference in emphasis is
indicated in the subtitle of the work: Unheilsmdchte bei Aischylos — zwischen
Aberglauben und Theatralik. Although Geisser does point out that daipwv does not in
itself denote a bringer of evil, the scope of the work which looks only at the negative
and destructive characteristics of daipwv naturally means that the discussion of the

term is narrower than Ehnmark’s or Frangois’ examinations of the word. It also means

¥ Frangois (1957) 160-71. For discussion of Xenophanes and Aeschylus, see Chapter 3 and the section
Anthropomorphism and Invariance.

° Frangois (1957) 246-304.

' This thesis will, however, show that while dainwv and 8gég regularly behave as synonyms (and in
this respect Frangois is correct), Saipwv often presents meanings far more nuanced than 8g6g (which is
neglected somewhat by Frangois).

' For a recent discussion of &t in Aeschylus, see Sommerstein (2013) 1-15.
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that there are many aspects of the nature of daipwv which are left untouched. So,
while Geisser’s work does discuss the employment of daipwv in the plays of
Aeschylus, it does not look at the term as a rounded concept in possession of a range
of potential meanings within the wider context of the plays or how its usage is linked
to the context in which it is used.

In contrast with the rather limited number of works that deal with the nature of
daipwv in Aeschylus, there is an abundance of material which has been produced on
the nature and justice of Zeus in the plays of Aeschylus. As a consequence of the vast
amount of literature, only those works which have a significant impact on this thesis
will be given consideration here. Before the authenticity of the Prometheus as a play
of Aeschylus came to be widely questioned in the 1970s,'? many works which focused
on the nature and justice of Zeus in Aeschylus did so by discussing the contrasting
portrayal of the god in the Prometheus (as a despotic figure) and the Oresteia (as a
more kindly, benevolent figure). The Prometheus is now widely regarded not to be a
genuine play of Aeschylus, and many of the earlier works and arguments dealing with
the nature of Zeus in the plays are, if not obsolete, severely compromised for the
purposes of this thesis; but there are two exceptions: Reinhardt’s Aischylos als
Regisseur und Theologe (1949); and Solmsen’s Hesiod and Aeschylus (1949). Both of
these scholars regard the Prometheus as a play of Aeschylus, but both, in differing
ways, counter the ‘progressive’ model then commonly applied to the Zeus of
Aeschylus between the Prometheus plays and the Oresteia, which sees Zeus as
somehow changing and becoming a more enlightened god throughout the course of
the action in these plays.

Reinhardt argues that Zeus in the Prometheus does not develop into a merciful
or benevolent god in the Prometheus Unbound, because the conflict between the two
opposing figures of Prometheus and Zeus does not give room for either figure to
develop or change in any way without detracting from the action. Although Reinhardt
only makes this point for the Prometheus and not the Oresteia, it is nevertheless an
important step towards seeing Zeus as something other than a benevolent god or on
his way to becoming one, a god who only has the best in mind for mankind — which in

the Prometheus, he obviously does not. Similarly, in his book published the same

' See, in particular, Griffith (1977). Though cf. Porzig (1926), who also regards the play as inauthentic.
See below in the Introduction for further discussion of the issue of the authenticity of the Prometheus
Bound and the position taken in this thesis.



year, Solmsen argues that at the end of the Eumenides it is not Zeus who changes in
the way he conducts justice, but the Erinyes themselves — though, in contrast with
Reinhardt, he argues in favour of a change in the position of Zeus in the Prometheus.
In differing ways and in discussion of different plays, both Reinhardt and Solmsen
argue against a progressivist view of Zeus that sees the god becoming a more merciful
and benevolent figure, reconciling himself with older deities and changing his justice
in order to incorporate these gods into his order. These works provide a starting point
for how we think about the nature and justice of Zeus and such considerations become
increasingly significant in the final chapter where we are faced with a manner of
conceptualising the justice and rule of the highest god which is not kind.

Arguably the most influential scholar on the theology of Aeschylus in the
second half of the twentieth century is Hugh Lloyd-Jones, with his article ‘Zeus in
Aeschylus’ (1956) and the book The Justice of Zeus (1971). Lloyd-Jones’ importance
to the Aeschylean scholarship rests largely on his opposition to the view prevalent at
the time that Aeschylus’ religious world-view was more ‘advanced’ than that of
Homer and Hesiod, or that he was greatly influenced by Presocratic thinkers, such as
Xenophanes and Heraclitus. Rather, Lloyd-Jones states that Aeschylus’ presentation
of the gods is no different from what we see presented in Homer or Hesiod. For
Lloyd-Jones, Aeschylus should not be seen as some great ‘thinker’, presenting
anything more nuanced or developed than either Homer or Hesiod. |

However, in the same year that Lloyd-Jones’ The Justice of Zeus was
published, there appeared an article by Joseph Fontenrose, ‘Gods and Men in the
Oresteia’. While this piece has not received nearly as much attention from the
scholarly community as Lloyd-Jones’, its importance should not be underestimated
when it comes to discussions of the justice of Zeus. In his article, Fontenrose states
that scholars are mistaken when they claim that Zeus wants Agamemnon or Orestes
punished and that Clytemnestra is an instrument of the god’s justice. By taking this
position, Fontenrose re-opens and reignites the debate concerning the justice of Zeus
and the benevolence of the god, which hints at the type of arguments made previously
by Reinhardt and Solmsen twenty years earlier. While Fontenrose’s conclusions are
less than satisfactory and do not do justice to the central thesis of the paper, arguing
that Aeschylus presents the gods as partisans, with the Olympians on the side of
Agamemnon and the chthonic gods on the side of Clytemnestra, the questions which it

raises about the desire of Zeus for Agamemnon’s death are significant. Indeed, the
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importance of the article rests, in many respects, not with the answers it provides, but
rather with the questions it raises, in particular, how we should view the nature of
justice when the highest and most powerful god not only does nothing to avenge the
killing of a young, innocent girl by her father, but may even view such a killing as a
just act.

In the following years, though they do not follow his central thesis, there are
two works especially which take a similar pessimistic view of the plays to
Fontenrose’s and do so by discussing the importance of grammatical and syntactical
considerations in the Hymn to Zeus for our understanding of the nature of justice in
the Oresteia as a whole. The first of these, Maurice Pope’s article ‘Merciful Heavens:
A Question in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon’ (1974), discusses the differing implications of
two well-attested variant manuscript readings of lines 182-3 (at the end of the Hymn
to Zeus) for the presentation of justice and Zeus in the trilogy. With regard to the more
widely accepted of these readings, there is a divine grace in the justice of Zeus; on the
other, no comfort can be found in Zeus or the manner of justice presided over by the
god.” A few years after Pope’s article, P. M. Smith, in his monograph On the Hymn
to Zeus in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon (1980), also puts forward arguments that can be
seen to fall within the pessimistic tradition in its reading of the Hymn to Zeus.
However, while the arguments made by Smith in the initial stages of the work
concerning the close connection of the sacrifice of Iphigeneia and the will of Zeus are
in keeping with the pessimistic tradition — which sees Zeus’ rule and the nature of
justice over which the god presides as being questioned in the Oresteia — this position
is then seemingly abandoned in favour of a more optimistic understanding of the
Hymn, seeing Zeus’ rule as an unquestioned and unquestionable grace (xdp) — a
view which is apparently confirmed by the author’s reading of 4g. 182-3."

A recent work that discusses ‘guilt’, the Erinyes and justice is Sewell-Rutter’s
Guilt by Descent: Moral Inheritance and Decision Making in Greek Tragedy’ (2007).
Sewell-Rutter’s book brings out the inter-connected causality surrounding the death of
Agamemnon in the Oresteia; but the idea of what makes someone ‘guilty’, and in
whose eyes, is never addressed. Indeed, while the nature of Diké as a multi-faceted

concept in archaic Greek thought is touched upon, nevertheless by what criteria we

" For discussion of 4g. 182-3 and the various readings of the lines, see Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’
and the section The Hymn to Zeus.

'Y See Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’ and the section The Hymn to Zeus for discussion of the
optimistic and pessimistic readings of Ag. 182-3.



should judge Agamemnon, Eteocles or any other tragic figure is left unsaid. So,
although the concept of justice is alluded to, we are left with little idea about how we
should read or understand the nature of justice and the role of ‘guilt’ within the
Oresteia. Moreover, the discussion of the Erinyes in the Eumenides does little to
investigate these deities as dramatic figures within the structure of the play or how the
relationship between the Erinyes and Zeus impacts on our understanding of
Agamemnon’s ‘guilt’ or the nature of justice within the trilogy as a whole. So, while
Sewell-Rutter’s book overlaps in its topics with many of the areas discussed in my
thesis, its methods and approach are quite different.

The most recent publication to supply an in-depth discussion of the nature of
Zeus in Aeschylus is Robert Bees’ Aischylos. Interpretationen zum Verstindnis seiner
Theologie (2009). While the work does not advance the discussion in any meaningful
way, it is worthwhile to give a brief overview of its key points and the position it
holds within the Aeschylean scholarly tradition. Bees sets himself in direct opposition
to Lloyd-Jones and Denys Page, who argue that Aeschylus presents nothing new in his
plays with regard to his religious or philosophical views, nothing at least which cannot
already be seen in Homer or Hesiod. However, rather than moving the debate on from
the polemical view championed by Lloyd-Jones towards a more nuanced
understanding of the presentation of the gods in Aeschylus, Bees instead takes a
position reminiscent of the type held by scholars in the first half of the twentieth
century, before Lloyd-Jones first presented his arguments in his paper ‘Zeus in
Aeschylus’ (1956). Bees argues in such a way that the Zeus of Aeschylus seems to be
presented as a proto-Christian ‘God’ and the plays as a dogmatic tract. But, while the
underlying position of Bees’ work is not an unreasonable one — i. e. that everything
that happens in the plays is the will of Zeus — the manner in which the arguments are
presented is far too closely tied to Christian teleological ideals to provide any

meaningful advancement within the field.

The Prometheus Bound

This thesis will not adduce passages from the play as evidence to support
arguments made and as a result it is necessary to discuss the scholarly debates
surrounding its authenticity as a genuine play of Aeschylus and to account for my
decision not to use it within the main body of this work. This is not the place,

however, to list every single argument and counter-argument, as this has been done by
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others in great detail.”® Instead, I will give the key areas of debate, the major trends of
thought regarding the issue and to state clearly my own position regarding it.

There is no indication in the ancient sources that the Prometheus Bound was
regarded with any suspicion as an inauthentic play of Aeschylus, at least from the
third century B.C., and no doubts are recorded in the scholia. Indeed, the grandiose
nature of the play’s theme seems in keeping with the Aristophanic portrayal of the
poet in the Frogs.'® On the other hand, there is no contemporary fifth-century
testimony and in quite a few respects the play ‘seems’ or ‘feels’ different from the
other six unquestioned genuine plays. As a result, much of the debate surrounding the
play’s Aeschylean ‘genuineness’ is based upon the play’s internal evidence and
scholars’ argumentation about Aeschylean style and thought. On whatever side of the
debate one falls down on, there can be no real certainty. As it has been put by one
scholar writing on this very issue: ‘Indeed, the ease with which a scrap of external
evidence might overthrow the most soundly based indications of style and structure
should counsel caution in any approach to stylistic analysis of the play.’!” One need
only look at how the publication of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri 2256 Fr. 3 in 1952
changed our understanding of not only the Suppliants as a play itself, but also how we
understand Aeschylus’ work as a whole.

Arguably the earliest significant work to question in an extended manner the
authenticity of the Prometheus Bound as a genuine work of Aeschylus was Schmid’s
Untersuchungen zum gefesselten Prometheus (1929) — although, as noted above,
Porzig had already questioned the play’s authenticity in his Die Attische Tragddie des
Aischylos (1926). In his work Schmid argues that the Prometheus Bound was not a
play of Aeschylus, because it praises the work of Prometheus and mankind to the
disadvantage of the highest god. Schmid sees the Prometheus Bound as inauthentic,
but the (lost) Promtheus Unbound as authentic — the latter the work of a pious mind,
the former an impious. Thus, the questions raised by Schmid over the play’s
authenticity were not concerned with stylistic or technical concerns about the play’s

use of language, metre, the length of choruses or of staging, but were theological and

' For example, Herington (1970), Dodds (1973), Griffith (1977), Taplin (1977), Podlecki (2005),
Ruffell (2012).

'® Further, there are possible references in Aristophanes to the play: see Prom. 59, 613 and Griffith’s
notes (1983).

7 Ireland (1986) 36.



centred round how appropriate or likely it was that the author of the Oresteia could
portray Zeus in so different a fashion.

Although I will not provide a detailed list of the counter-arguments to this
view, it may be worthwhile to highlight a couple of them. An interpretation such as
Schmid’s depends, first, upon seeing the Oresteia, in particular, as presenting Zeus as
a kind and benevolent figure — something that is brought into question in the final
chapter of this thesis. Secondly, — if I may put to one side for one moment my own
arguments concerning the benevolence or otherwise of Zeus in the Oresteia and take
up a more traditional view which sees a kinder Zeus in the trilogy (and the rest of the
unquestioned Aeschylean corpus) — such an interpretation of the theology of
Aeschylus also depends upon (i) Aeschylus never changing his presentation of Zeus to
suit his dramatic purposes, and (ii) Zeus not tempering his rule in the following play,
if we accept the general view that the Prometheus Bound was part of a sequence,'®
whether the first or second play,'® allowing for reconciliation, which in turn would
dovetail nicely with the conclusion of the Eumenides.*® It is thus difficult to conclude
one way or the other from theological concerns alone whether the play is Aeschylus’
work or not.

During the latter half of the twentieth century doubts about the play being the
(sole) work of Aeschylus have focused less on the theology of the play and its author
and more on stylistic points, such as language, metre and staging (among other
things).?' To summarise and paraphrase the list supplied by Griffith in his
commentary on the Prometheus Bound, the main areas of suspicion concerning the
play’s potential spuriousness are:

1) The simpler and more prosaic style of the play as a whole.

ii) The length and metre of the choruses and their less integrated nature into the
tragedy as a whole, which is more similar to the later tragedies of
Sophocles and Euripides.

iif) The episodic structure, notably the Oceanus and lo scenes.

'8 Most scholars accept that the Prometheus Bound was part of a trilogy. The possibility has been raised
that it was one half of a dilogy; see West (2007a) 361 for criticisms.

% For discussion of the play’s position within the trilogy, see: West (2007a) 359-96.

2 For further and more detailed discussion concerning the theological concerns surrounding the
Prometheus Bound, see: Taplin (1977) 468-9, Winnington-Ingram (1983) 175-97, Ireland (1986) 34-6.
! Among the main works to discuss such issues are: Herington (1970), Griffith (1977), Taplin (1977)
West (1990), (2007a).
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iv) Problems of staging and the requirement of machinery and stage buildings not
available to Aeschylus.?

v) The occurence of ‘un-Aeschylean’ language, including words common in
Sophocles and Euripides.

vi) The use of sophistic and rhetorical language more in common with Sophocles

and Euripides than Aeschylus.?®

It is not the time or the place to go into the merits of each point, nor is it necessary for
the purposes here. Even if we accept the merits of the concems and stylistic
‘evidence’ as listed above at face value, it is still difficult to conclude with complete
certainty that the Prometheus Bound is not a genuine play of Aeschylus. While the
issues raised by Griffith that are listed here above and are expressed in greater detail
in his book The Authenticity of the Prometheus Bound are important, we nevertheless
have relatively little comparative evidence, aswe possess less than 10% of Aeschylus’
entire corpus, and similar percentages for Sophocles’ and Euripides’ plays, in addition
to no other work from the numerous other Attic playwrights (Rhesus notwithstanding).
So, we are left, on the one hand, in a situation where there are serious and cogent
doubts about the play’s style and structure. But, on the other hand, we must admit that
we have relatively little comparative data and that we have no source which presents
any doubts about its authenticity, at least from the third century B.C. onwards, as well
as possessing nothing in the scholia that suggests any concern.

Two reasons have been put forward which could account for the presence of
both Aeschylean and un-Aeschylean elements in the Prometheus Bound. The first of
these reasons advances the possibility that the play was written for production in
Sicily on or for one of Aeschylus’ trips to the island, perhaps in the final years of his
life>* In this way, one could see Aeschylus producing a play for a relatively
uneducated audience unused to the high-flung styles of Athens. The second
possibility, which has gained far more favour, is that the play was posthumously
produced, that is was unfinished at the time of Aeschylus’ death and subsequently

finished and staged by his son Euphorion, whom we know to have been a playwright

22 On this see, especially, Taplin (1977) 240-75, 460-9; Griffith (1977) 143-6; Ruffell (2012) 80-104.

2 See Griffith (1983) 33-5.

* For bibliography, further discussion and criticism of this issue, see Dodds (1973) 37, Taplin (1977)
463, Griffith (1978), Ireland (1986) 35, Ruffell (2012) 16, 138 n.19. The late dating of the play could
also account for the Sophoclean and Euripidean elements present in the play.
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himself. This hypothesis would account for a number of the problems, allowing one to
see Aeschylean elements of the play as the great poet’s original work and at the same
time the authorship of Euphorion supplies a reason for those elements of the play
which seem un-Aeschylean.”® But again we cannot know, since there is no positive
evidence to support this ingenious solution.

My view and the one which accounts for the exclusion of analysis of the play
within the main body of this thesis is one which I alluded to toward the beginning of
this section: on whatever side of the debate one falls, there is no certainty concerning
the authorship of the Prometheus Bound — that is until some new papyrus is found
which will show conclusively one way or the other, just as happened with the dating
of the Suppliants and the Oxyrhynchus Papyri 2256 Fr. 3. So, to base any conclusions
about the theology of Aeschylus on a play which is considered by a significant
number of modern scholars as (at the very least) not wholly the work of Aeschylus is

fraught with problems.

Methodology and Structure

In the following pages, my discussion of the nature of the gods in Aeschylus
will be based on a close discussion and analysis of the texts in order to see precisely
what Aeschylus says about the gods and how he presents them in relation to other
divinities and mankind. The thesis takes as its starting-point three closely connected
divine words: 0g6¢, daipwv and Zeus, the three words which are used more than any
others of the gods in the plays. Not only does the frequency with which these three
words are used help to give a good cross-section of when, where and how the gods are
spoken of and referred to in the plays; but in modern discussions, 6gdg, daipwv and
Zeus have also on occasion been placed together and understood as synonymous terms
in what has been called the ‘indefinite mode of expression’. The indefinite mode of
expression, which — as will be discussed — is often used when no single god can be
identified as responsible for an event, brings together the generic nature with which
0e6g and daipwv can be used to refer to ‘a god’, together with the over-arching power
and position of the god Zeus. But, while these three words can on occasion be used
synonymously, this is not to suggest that 8e6¢ always means the same as Saipov,

daipwv the same as 0dg, or that daipwv denotes the same thing as Zeus, or 8gdg the

¥ For this view see especially West (1990) 67-72; for further discussion, see Dodds (1973) 37-8,
Sommerstein (1996) 326-7, Ruffell (2012) 16.
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same as Zeus. Indeed, what this thesis does is to take these three divine terms, which
have a well-defined and widely acknowledged similarity and area of overlap in the
‘indefinite mode of expression’ and work outwards, discussing the meaning of each
term in context and how context has an effect on the meaning. I hope that this will aid
our understanding of the plays themselves and, by extension, conceptions of divinity
that were being put forward in public spaces in fifth-century Athens.

Although there is much that connects 8edg, daipwv and Zeus, the treatment of
the three terms below differs in its approach. First, 8e6¢ and daipwv are taken together
in the opening chapter. ®€dg needs little discussion, as there is almost no confusion or
ambiguity regarding its meaning and what it is used to denote; daipwv, by contrast, is
an ambiguous term, whose meaning, as modern scholarly discussion shows, is often
far from certain. In order to come to an understanding about the meaning of daipwv in
all of its occurrences in Aeschylus, the word and its meaning-relation with 0edg is
examined in the various contexts in which it appears. While Saipwv sometimes
presents a meaning similar to, if not synonymous with, 6edg, there are numerous
occasions when the two terms clearly denote different ideas. The clear-cut and easily
discernible meaning of 8gd¢ acts as a constant with which the more ambiguous and
less determinable word daipwv can be compared and contrasted. So, in the chapter on
daipwv, there is initially discussion of those instances where daipwv seems to be
synonymous with 6gdg, where it seems to be used to denote a known or unknown
deity, before moving on to dicuss those instances where Saipwv does not seem to
present a meaning close to that of 6edg, where the term has often been thought to
possess a meaning close to that of an individual’s fortune or destiny in life. The
chapter concludes with an in-depth consideration of the way in which daipwv is used
of the Erinyes in the Fumendies, how it is used to assist their depiction in relation to
the Olympians and thus how it affects the presentation of the theology of Aeschylus.
This chapter not only gives a starting-point for engaging with passages discussed
throughout the thesis, but it also provides a context for what is to come, especially for
the culminating discussion of the Erinyes and Olympians in the Eumenides.

The subsequent chapters are concerned with the presentation of Zeus in
Aeschylus. The approach taken in these chapters differs from the one taken in the
previous chapter on daipwv. Rather than treating the name Zeus as an ambiguous term
that presents various meanings, examining it in various contexts and its meaning-

relations, the various aspects of the nature and character of Zeus are discussed in turn.
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In contrast with the term daipwv, Zeus is, as a named divinity, an established figure
within the Greek literary tradition, a character who has the same (or very similar)
characteristics specific to his divinity from the works of Homer onwards. So, in the
chapters on Zeus in this thesis, no attempt is made to find the meaning of the name,*®
but rather the qualities that are given to Zeus himself: what, in essence, the nature of
Zeus is. In undertaking this investigation, I look at the respective ‘characters’ of Zeus
in the first chapter, working chronologically through the plays of Aeschylus from the
Persians, Seven Against Thebes, and Suppliants to the Oresteia trilogy, the
Agamemnon, Libation Bearers and Eumenides.*’ In this way, it can be established
whether there emerges from the plays a unified or common picture of Zeus, or
whether Aeschylus’ views concerning the nature of Zeus changed in any discernable
way throughout the fifteen year period to which his extant plays belong. The
possibility is also entertained that Aeschylus did not have views about the nature of
Zeus and used the god for dramatic purposes. The chapter aims to see whether it is
possible to create an over-arching picture of Zeus in Aeschylus through characteristics
which are unique to the god in individual plays and which are common to the god
between plays.

In the second chapter on Zeus, entitled ‘The Nature of Zeus’, we consider the
old debates concerning the potential and respective influence of Homeric, Hesiodic
and Presocratic conceptions of divinity on the theology of Aeschylus. It is in this field
that the views of Hugh Lloyd-Jones have held sway for the best part of half a century.
However, in this thesis, rather than taking an over-arching view of ‘Aeschylean
theology’, seeing it as something either ‘primitive’ or ‘advanced’, the different aspects
of Zeus’ nature which are brought out by Aeschylus in his plays are examined, first
and foremost in the various contexts in which they appear. It is only after close

analysis of the individual passages that we discuss whether any rounded picture can be

% The etymology of the name of Zeus and its connection with the sky has little bearing on the
characteristics of the god in extant Greek literature. For further discussion of this aspect of Zeus and
related bibliography, see Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of Zeus’, section The Power and Limitations of Zeus.

27 1 do not discuss the Prometheus Bound in Chapter 2, due to the uncertainty concerning whether the
play is by Aeschylus. See the discussion of the Prometheus Bound in the Introduction above. In
addition, I do not discuss the fragments in this chapter. The lack of context that is inevitable due to their
fragmentary nature entails that the information gathered about the god does not present a rounded
picture and so does not sufficiently add to what is already taken from the plays themselves to be
worthwhile — at least, in this chapter, which looks for a broad picture of what the god is like. In the
subsequent chapter, which looks for hints and indications that Aeschylus was interacting with
Presocratic conceptions of the divine, there is some discussion of some fragmentary pieces, notably
Fr.70.
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drawn concerning Aeschylus’ presentation of the god in his plays. This examination
of the nature of Zeus is undertaken by looking at certain aspects of the god’s nature
which have been the key areas of contention within the Aeschylean scholarly
tradition. The first of these areas is an apparent contradiction in the nature of Zeus. In
the section The Power and Limitations of Zeus, it is discussed how Aeschylus depicts
Zeus as both an almighty god and as a god who is limited and restricted in his divinity
by the existence of other gods. Aeschylus’ presentation of Zeus is then compared with
the Homeric and Hesiodic presentation of the god, in order to see to what extent and
in what respects Aeschylus’ own view varies from the earlier conceptions of the god.

The second section of this chapter continues the discussion with another set of
seemingly contradictory aspects of Zeus’ nature: Anthropomorphism and Invariance.
This section looks at the relation between a god who is presented as omniscient,
omnipresent and invariant and a god who is presented anthropomorphically and in
possession of the limitations of men. This is done with particular attention to
Presocratic conceptions of divinity which are discussed in order to determine their
potential influence on Aeschylus — or, at least, in order to consider them as examples
of a similarity in thought that could point to an intellectual environment in which
received ideas were being reviewed and the understanding of the nature of the gods
was being discussed and debated. The third section continues to consider the potential
influence of Presocratic thought on Aeschylus by looking at Zeus as a Primal
Substance. Here, the discussion is focused around one particular fragment from
Aeschylus’ Heliades, Fr. 70, and its similarity (or not) to the manner of thought
expressed in the works of philosophers such as Empedocles, Anaximenes of Miletus
and Diogenes of Apollonia. The fourth and final section of the chapter, Zeus and
Hades, examines the relation between Zeus and Hades in Aeschylus in order to see
whether the poet intends anything more than simply a synonym for Hades when he
refers to ‘Zeus of the dead’. In this section, we consider Homeric usage of the phrase
‘Zeus of the dead’ and Presocratic usage of the name of Zeus, as well as how the name
of Zeus is connected with the god of the dead in Sophocles and Euripides.

The final chapter, ‘The Justice of Zeus’, discusses arguably the most
significant aspect of Zeus’ nature as the highest and most powerful god of the Greek
pantheon. How we understand the nature of Zeus in Aeschylus depends to a large
degree, as will be shown, on how we understand the nature of justice. While the will

of Zeus and his over-arching power as the highest god can be seen to underpin many
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of the events that occur in the plays of Aeschylus, the god should not be seen as
responsible for any and every event: he is not omnipotent, omniscient or omnipresent
in the way the Judaeo-Christian God is often conceived as being. As is discussed fully
in the chapter ‘The Nature of Zeus’, Zeus’ will is limited by the existence of other
gods, their own spheres of power and their own individual wills. In Aeschylus, the
nature of Zeus and justice is shaped by the presentation of the unfolding events and
individual characters’ actions, how these events and actions are related to Zeus, and
by what individual characters say in the plays. It is necessary to guard against
grandiose or sweeping statements in considering the justice of Zeus, and instead to
look at the justice of Zeus within the framework of the extant material and to work
from the examples gathered from the plays themselves. In this chapter, this is done
initially by discussing one particularly important question. The initial question posed
in this chapter is whether Agamemnon should be considered unjust in the eyes of Zeus
for sacrificing Iphigeneia and, in part as a consequence, whether Clytemnestra acts
justly in killing Agamemnon.

Rather than starting the discussion by looking at the actions (and inaction) of
Agamemnon himself, we first consider Orestes and his actions in the section: Orestes
Olknpopog — a test case. Simply put, because Zeus deems Orestes’ act of killing
Clytemnestra as just and thus not requiring punishment, Clytemnestra must have
committed an unjust act that requires punishment, which is stated in the Libation
Bearers as being the killing of Agamemnon. This then leaves the question, if the
killing of Agamemnon is thought of as unjust, should he be seen as having committed
an unjust act in the eyes of Zeus and the Olympians that requires punishment and thus
his death? This is not to say that Agamemnon does not deserve his death because
Clytemnestra is killed as a direct consequence of killing him. Rather, this chapter
addresses the possibility that there is insufficient evidence in the Agamemnon itself, or
at least ambiguous evidence, which suggests that Agamemnon is killed in line with the
desire of the highest gods or at their behest. It is not argued that divine justice is
presented by Aeschylus as some sort of zero-sum game, i.e.: Agamemnon must be
innocent because Clytemnestra is killed for killing him. The possibility put forward
throughout this chapter is that events and passages in the Agamemnon can be read in a
way which indicate Agamemnon did not commit any action which angered the gods,
but instead purposefully strove to keep Zeus and the Olympians on his side; while, in

contrast, Clytemnestra can also be seen to have transgressed the will and desire of
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Zeus and the Olympian gods and can clearly be seen to have been punished by them
or at their behest as a consequence. Indeed, this reading will also bring in arguments
concerning the ‘unity’ of the Oresteia and demonstrate how my reading of the ‘guilt’
of Agamemnon gives greater cohesion to the trilogy.

The following section, The Killer of Agamemnon, examines who killed
Agamemnon, giving consideration to both the natural and supernatural agents
mentioned as responsible for his death. Although the answer to the question: ‘who
killed Agamemnon?’ is, of course, a simple one — ‘Clytemnestra, with the assistance
of Aegisthus’ — the issue is complicated by divine involvement and by the daimonic
forces which seem to possess the House of Atreus. This section investigates how
daimonic forces can be seen to act as mitigating factors in Clytemnestra’s act of
killing Agamemnon, whether there is any indication that Zeus and/or any other
Olympian wants the death of Agamemnon, and how such considerations affect our
understanding of divine involvement in his death.

The next three sections work chronologically through the 4gamemnon, picking
up on the key areas of action and how Agamemnon is presented, whether as someone
who acts justly or not. The first of these, Zeus Xenios, establishes within the structure
and plot of the play the primacy of Zeus’ will in Agamemnon’s decision to avenge the
theft of Helen. The second, The Anger of Artemis and the Sacrifice of Iphigeneia,
looks at the role of Artemis in the king’s decision to sacrifice his daughter, and how
the wills of the goddess and of Zeus determine how Agamemnon acts in the scene.
The third, The Hymn to Zeus, examines how the Hymn gives clear signs about the way
the justice of Zeus should be understood and how Agamemnon’s decision to sacrifice
Iphigeneia fits with the doctrine of mabst pabog, the meaning of which is also
discussed. Together, these three sections put forward the notion that the justice of
Zeus, though completely rational, is neither kind nor benevolent nor merciful.

The following and final two sections counter common assumptions about the
so-called ‘guilt’ of Agamemnon through an examination of the individual passages
commonly supplied as examples of the king’s ‘guilt’. First, Agamemnon’s Excessive
Actions at Troy, discusses assumptions connected with the ‘transgressive nature’ of
Agamemnon, such as that he committed acts of excess at Troy, and that he was of a
nature that inclined him to commit acts of excess, as is demonstrated by treading on
and destroying the ‘tapestries’ on his return. These notions are then discussed by

going through each of the passages commonly seen as demonstrating that
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Agamemnon acts in an excessive manner, and arguing in turn that each example
presents at best very slim evidence of transgressive and unjust behaviour. The final
section, A Fitting End?, argues that there are also no examples within the play that can
be supplied as evidence for the death of Agamemnon fitting the will of Zeus or any
other Olympian god. Rather, it is demonstrated in this section that there is an
abundance of examples within the 4gamemnon and the Oresteia as a whole that give a
clear indication that the gods favour Agamemnon.

After discussion of the ‘guilt’ of Agamemnon, the chapter widens to consider
the justice of Zeus in the Oresteia as a whole. This is done by investigating the
conflict between the Olympian gods and the Erinyes in the Eumenides. The trial of
Orestes in the Eumenides is of significance to our understanding of the nature of Zeus
and justice in Aeschylus, because it depicts the coming together of old gods with new;
simple eye-for-an-eye retribution with a court-based system; and, it has been argued,
the introduction of a new form of justice in the Oresteia with the establishment of the
Areopagus court, which demonstrates a progression from retributive justice in the
Agamemnon to something more enlightened in the Eumenides. However, what this
section hopes to demonstrate in conclusion, and what the chapter The Justice of Zeus
as a whole intends to show, is that there is no underlying change in the nature of Zeus
or the manner of justice over which he presides, but that the god’s justice is entirely
consistent throughout the three plays of the trilogy. This is not to discount or overlook
that there is an important and noteworthy change in the manner of the presentation and
manifestation of justice in the form of the Areopagus court. But, nevertheless, the
argument that is put forth and made in this chapter is that in spite of this development,
the ultimate outcome is and will always be the same, because the will of Zeus will
always be fulfilled. So, if the outcome is seemingly fixed and determined, irrespective
of the creation of the court, can it be said that there is an underlying change in the
nature of justice?

The over-arching aim of my thesis is to supply a comprehensive study of the
nature of the divine in Aeschylus in the hope of re-opening discussion about how the
gods are presented in his plays. The chapter on Saipwv will give a clearer indication
about how one of the most commonly used divine words in Greek literature presents a
range of inter-connected meanings and how what it denotes in each case is often
dependent on context. The opening chapter also discusses how in later Greek literature

daipwv came to denote a separate stratum of divinity between gods and men, by
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looking at how Aeschylus himself uses the word in his plays in contexts where it
refers to deities of a lesser power and position than 6g6g. The chapter will also look
forward to the final chapter of the thesis, by examing how daipwv and 6edg are used in
the Eumenides to help facilitate the presentation and divide between the Erinyes and
the Olympians.

In the chapters that examine the presentation of Zeus in Aeschylus, the main
aims are, first, to demonstrate that Aeschylus was not writing in isolation, detached
from the rest of the world and from the literary and philosophical Greek tradition;
rather, Aeschylus was influenced by a range of authors and ideas, including Homer,
Hesiod and the Presocratic philosophers, who were speculating about the nature of the
highest and most powerful god. But, more than this, it is my intention to show that the
gods of Aeschylus were not kind or benevolent deities interferring in the lives of men
in order to help or improve them. Instead, it will be argued that the gods of the Greek
pantheon, including (especially) Zeus, were selfish gods concerned only with their

own honour.
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1: AAIMQN IN THE PLAYS OF AESCHYLUS

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is twofold: first, to highlight the flexibility and
ambiguity of the word daipwv in Aeschylus, while also demonstrating that at times the
word presents clearly discernible meanings. The second purpose is to show, based on
the conclusions reached in the main body of the chapter in relation to the first purpose,
how the meaning-relation of daipwv and 6edg adds to and aids our understanding of
the conflict and resolution between the Olympian gods and the Erinyes in the
Eumenides. However, this can only be done by giving detailed consideration to what
daipwv denotes and means in its various contexts in the plays and how the word is
used by Aeschylus.

In relation to other divine terms such as 0edg or Zeus, daipwv appears, at first
glance at least, to be an ambiguous word in many of its instances in archaic and
classical Greek literature. It seems to be used to denote a god or gods, the idea of
fortune, an individual’s personal guardian deity, a vague supernatural force, as well as
representing the manifestation of the ills of a family. The difficulty of understanding
the word is also compounded to some extent by our modern English word demon,
which is derived from the Greek daipwv, via the Latin daemon, and which in English
holds sinister and evil connotations. The pejorative character which daipwv came to
hold in later antiquity, and which had an effect on later conceptions of the word, is
demonstrated in the New Testament, where daipov, daipoveg is used to refer to a
malevolent spirit or spirits: in the King James Version of the Bible, it is translated as
devil(s).' But, the systematisation of divine terminology with daipwv denoting a deity
of lesser power and position than 8£6g did not become an established idea in Greek
religio-philosophical thought until Plato and Xenocrates,” sometime after Aeschylus
and the period under discussion here.

Aaipwv has been the subject of many treatments, especially with regard to its

employment and meaning in Homer,? as well as treatments which deal with the word

' See Mar.8:31, Mar.5:12, Lu.8:29, Rev.16:14, 18:2.
% See, for example, Plato Symp. 202e-203¢; Xenocrates Fr.15, 23-4; cf. Burkert (1985) 331-2.
3 Jorgensen (1904); Hedén (1912); Ehnmark (1935); Else (1949); Brunius-Nilsson (1955); Wilford
(1965); Dietrich (1967).
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in a general and over-riding fashion.* There has been, however, something of a
vacuum when it comes to studies of daipwv, its usage and meaning between Homer
and Aeschylus. There are two noteworthy exceptions: Shirley Darcus’ article
‘DAIMON as a Force Shaping ETHOS in Heraclitus’ and Franziska Geisser’s book
Gotter, Geister und Ddmonen, which looks at destructive daemonic agencies in
Aeschylus. While Geisser stands alone in looking at daipwv in Aeschylus, her work’s
scope only really allows for an examination of the word in its capacity as an
Unheilsmacht and thus does not really permit a comprehensive approach to daipwv as
a religious/supernatural concept in Aeschylus. What the discussion in this chapter
aims to do, by contrast, is to examine daipwv as a concept and to consider it in context
in order to see how it is used to denote different ideas and notions. In so doing,
consideration will be given to the potential influence of Homeric, Hesiodic and
Presocratic employments of the word, as well as the potential anachronistic influence
of the Platonic ‘personal’ daipwv on many interpretations of Saipwv in earlier
literature.

Traced from the root *dai-, from which daiopar ‘to divide, to distribute’ is
derived, Saipwv can be seen as ‘he who distributes, allots and dispenses’.” From this
etymology, it is possible to see how daipwv came to be conceptualised as both a deity
(he who dispenses) and, derived from that, the fortune that results. But, in spite of
these relatively easily understood meanings — and, of course, while a word is never
completely bound by etymology — in a significant proportion of occurrences the
precise meaning of the word is not entirely clear, where the idea of ‘deity’ or ‘fortune’
cannot be said to express fully what is being presented by the word. Before we come
to a discussion of the more ambiguous instances of the word, the investigation will
look at the more easily understood examples, where it can be determined without too

much difficulty what daipwv in the singular and daipoveg in the plural denote.

* Wilamowitz (1955, 2" ed.) 356-63; Dodds (1951) 11-14; Frangois (1957) passim; Kittel, Bromiley,
Friedrich, Pitkin (eds.) (1964-1976) 2. 1-10; Nilsson (1967) 200-6; Kerenyi (1975) 16-20; Burkert
(1985) 179-81. It was popular, in the late nineteenth century and in the early part of the twentieth, to
look at how the nature of Saipwv originated out of the natural world and natural phenomena, and how
what we find in Homer relates to ‘popular practice’. Cf. Usener (1896); Frazer (3 ed., 1918). With the
exception of Dietrich (1967), this practise had lost favour by the second half of the twentieth century.
3 For discussions on the word’s etymology, see Wilamowitz (1955, 2™ ed.) 1.356-64; Nilsson (1967)
1.202-4; Dietrich (1967) 14-15; Kerenyi (1975) 16-17; Burkert (1985) 180, 420 n.3; Geisser (2002) 7
n.2; cf. Frisk (1954) 340-1; Chantraine (1968) 246-7.
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®EOX IN AESCHYLUS

In contrast with daipwv, the word Bedg seems to present few difficulties in
meaning in the works of Aeschylus and in the works of authors earlier than and
contemporary with him. The unambiguous nature of 6s6g will offer a useful starting
point and introduction to the subsequent, more thorough discussions on daipwv, by
providing characteristics with which the latter term can be compared and contrasted,
and from which firmer and more fruitful conclusions can be drawn about the nature of
daipcv in the plays of Aeschylus.

®ed¢/0goi denote the idea of a god and gods respectively; they always do and
there is no ambiguity in meaning in this respect. Nevertheless, there are a few areas
which need to be clarified. First of all, in Aeschylus, as well as in archaic and classical
Greek authors more generally, 0g6¢ and 6goi are used both generically and
specifically. When used specifically, 8gdg, in the singular, refers to a specified deity,
and this can be seen clearly, for example, when the Danaids speak of Apollo: ayvév v’
AnoAA®, Quyad® an’ ovpavod Bedv. ‘And holy Apollo, the god exiled from Heaven’®
(Supp. 214)." Something similar is true when 0¢of, in the plural, is used specifically: it
refers to a specified plurality of deities. This usage can be seen, for example, at
Suppliants 159-61 in reference to the Olympian gods: tov mohvEevdtatov | Zfiva v
kekunkotov | Edpecba ovv KAAdowg | aptavaig Bavotoor, | pn tuyodoor Oeddv
‘Olvpriov. ‘With boughs we will approach as suppliants the host of very many, Zeus
of the departed, having died by the noose, unless we meet with the Olympian gods.”®
And as would be expected, when 6¢oi is used generically it refers to an unspecified
plurality of deities.

However, when 0¢4¢ is used generically, it can either refer to an unspecified
god or to the gods as a whole, as a generic, collective singular, in a manner
comparable to the way ‘man’ can be used in English. As a generic, collective singular,
0ed¢ presents a meaning similar to Ocoi. This we can see, when in response to the

Herald’s announcement that Agamemnon is soon to arrive, Clytemnestra says: ti yép |

® The Greek text of Aeschylus is taken from West (1998), unless otherwise stated; all translations of
Aeschylus are based (with some minor variations) on Sommerstein (2008), unless otherwise stated.
Where Sommerstein’s Greek text diverges from West’s, I supply my own translation using
Sommerstein as a starting point.
" Cf. Supp. 214 (Apollo), 299 (Hera), 1073 (Zeus); Ag. 1078 (Apollo) and 1204; Ch. 300 (Apollo); Eu.
25 (Dionysus), 33 (Apollo), 282 (Apollo), 297 (Athena) and 883.
® Diverging from the translation of Sommerstein (2008). For similar use of 8soi, see Th. 185; Supp. 189,
242, 333-4, 354-5, 413, 465, 501, 503,981, 1014; Ag. 88-91; Ch. 784; Eu. 73.
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yovaiki tobTov @éyyog idlov Spakely, | and otpatsiog Gvdpa choaviog Heod | moAag
avoifar, ‘What light could be sweeter than this for a wife to behold, when she opens
the door to a husband whom a god/the gods/the divine has brought safe home from the
wars?”® (4g. 601-3) It is thus possible to see that the meaning of the passage is
effectively the same should we read ‘a god’, ‘the gods’ or simply ‘the divine’ for 9gdc.

While we cannot be sure what exactly is being conceptualised with this type of
generic usage of 8g6¢ — if, indeed, anything more than a vague notion of the divine is
being implied — it is certain that it does not denote the idea of a monotheistic deity
comparable to the Christian God. Indeed, any debate that existed regarding
monotheism in early Greek thought and the use of 0gd6g was effectively refuted with
the publication of Gilbert Frangois’s 1957 work, Le Polythéisme et |'emploi au
singulier des mots THEOS, DAIMON dans la littérature grecque d’Homeére a Platon.
Frangois shows in this comprehensive study that outside of specific philosophical
authors such as Xenophanes'® and Plato, 8c6g in the singular was not used to denote a
monotheistic notion of god (or God) before 350 BC, but was often used generically,

just as in the example from the Agamemnon.

THE INDEFINITE MODE OF EXPRESSION

The most commonly found use of daipwv in early Greek literature is as an
unknown and unspecified agent that brings about events, and it is in this mode of
employment that daiuwv has been most frequently treated by scholars. While the
studies in question are primarily treatments of the word in Homer, the underlying
discussions regarding the nature of the word and its usage are nevertheless applicable
to Aeschylus too. In studies of daipwv in Homer, the generic employment of daipwv
as an unknown, unspecified divine agent is often equated with the generic usage of

0c6¢/00i and Zeus'' in what has been called the ‘indefinite mode of f:xpression’.12

® In the translation of 6o0®, I differ from Sommerstein, who translates it as ‘god’, which is potentially
misleading in its monotheistic connotations.

' This is not to say that Xenophanes exclusively uses the word 8g6¢/0¢oi for his one god alone: see, for
example, Fr. B1, 14-16, 18, 23, 34. For discussion of the ‘monotheistic’ fragments and their
significance for our understanding of Aeschylus, see Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of Zeus’, section
Anthropomorphism and Invariance.

"' See Else (1949) for a detailed discussion of the generic usage of Zeus. For examples of the generic
Zeus, see 1l. 24. 525-47, Od. 3. 130-83.

12 Jorgensen (1904) was the first to look at this issue. He was followed by Hedén (1912) and Ehnmark

(1935), who gives a detailed summary of the scholarly debate up to that date, cf. 59-71; and in the post-
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The ‘indefinite mode of expression’ is understood as a ‘device for indicating that a
supernatural event was caused by a god as to whose identity no definite statement was
possible or desirable.’"?

An example of this type of usage can be seen in Iliad Book 15, where the
narrator, Teucer, Ajax and Hector all view the same event as the work of different
divine agents, and all do so because of varying levels of insight into the divine
workings surrounding the event. So, first, the narrator tells us that when Teucer was
aiming his bow at Hector, Zeus protected Hector by breaking Teucer’s bow-string
(461-5). Secondly, Teucer, who has no insight into the divine workings of the scene,
sees a daipwv as responsible for breaking the bow-string (467-70). Thirdly, Ajax, who
is in a similar unenlightened state, says that a 6e6g made the bow of no use (472-7).
Fourthly, Hector correctly sees Zeus as responsible for breaking Teucer’s bow-string
(483-93). Hector’s naming of Zeus here has been seen as yet another instance of the
use of the name of Zeus as an indefinite term, in much the same way as daipwv and
Peéc are used by Teucer and Ajax.'* But this is not what is being expressed by
Hector’s use of Zeus in this instance. This is not to say that the term Zeus is never
used in a generic manner. Zeus, as the most powerful god and as the ‘father of gods
and men’, came to be representative of the totality of the gods in an all-encompassing
fashion."”> However in this instance here, in contrast with Teucer and Ajax, Hector has
been privy to the help Zeus has given him through Apollo (cf. 15.254-5), and he is
referring directly to the god as the source of his good luck. The differing levels of
insight into the divine workings of this episode can be clearly seen. The narrator
clearly tells us that Zeus is the god directly responsible for the breaking of Teucer’s
bow-string, and Hector here, because of Apollo’s revelations at 254-5, can reasonably
assume the god to be behind this particular event; while, on the other hand, Teucer
and Ajax have no such insight into the specific workings of any one god and

consequently refer generically to a daipwv and a 0gdg as being responsible for the

war era, Brunius-Nilsson (1955) offers a discussion of this usage with specific analysis of several
Homeric passages; cf. Else (1949); Dietrich (1967) 297-326; Nilsson (1967); Geisser (2002) 8-11.

" Ehnmark (1935) 71.

** Brunius-Nilsson (1955) 125.

' Ehnmark (1935) 80; Else (1949) 26-36. For comparative examples of Zeus as a specific god with
clearly definable characteristics or as representative of the totality of the gods, see Hesiod Op. Indeed, it
is possible to see from the generic usage of 0gd¢/0coi and Zeus how Presocratic thinkers like
Xenophanes came to discuss the nature of the gods. For a discussion of this topic, see Chapter 3,
section Anthropomorphism and Invariance.
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event with each term synonymous with the other:'® both are thinking of a god as the
agent behind the deed, but neither knows which god. It is thus Teucer’s and Ajax’s
lack of knowledge concerning which god is involved which determines their use of

daipwv and of Bedg as indefinite modes of expression.

AAIMONEZX IN THE PLURAL

The synonymity of daipwv and 0g6¢ can be seen in Aeschylus too. In one of its
most easily recognisable applications, daipwv is used to designate a deity of whatever
nature. The plural daipoveg is employed by Aeschylus in this way only.!” In early
Greek literature in general, on the many occasions when daipoveg is employed in
reference to deities, it appears to be synonymous with 8g6¢/0eoi, and as such there is
no perceptible difference in meaning between the two words. This synonymity is
easily shown in scenes where the statues or altars of deities are being prayed to and
honoured.'® Statues and altars offer fixed points of reference from which it is possible
to gather information about how the two sets of terms are used, because although the
divine words — daipoveg, Bedg and Beoi — used to refer to them change, the statues or
altars of the deities being honoured and prayed to are known and do not. Although
what is being evoked or prayed to may nevertheless still change, the passages below
can be seen in each instance to offer a secure context and a basis from which to start a
discussion of possible synonymity of the two words.

In the parodos of the Seven, the chorus pray that they and the city may be
saved from the Argive attack. Various individual deities and collectives of deities are
invoked during the parodos, with 6g6¢, 0goi and Saipoveg being used seemingly
interchangeably: i® i®d Ocoi Oeai 1°, dpdpevov | kakdv dhevoate. ‘Oh, oh, you gods
and you goddesses keep off the surge of evil.” (Th. 87-8); tig &pa Ppdoetan, Tig &p’
énapkéoset | Bedv A Oedv; ‘Who, who of the gods and goddesses will protect us, who
will ward them off?’ (Th. 93-4); métepa dijt’ éyd <mltpro> mpoomécw | Ppitn

doapdvav; ‘Should I, then, fall down before the <ancestral> images of our

' Cf. Else (1949) 26-31.
' Pers. 203, 628, 724, 811, 1005; Th. 77, 95, 174, 211, 236, 515; Supp. 85, 217, 483, 693, 893, 922;
Ag. 182,519, 635; Ch. 125, 214, 436; Eu. 23, 101, 150, 302, 920, 929, 947, 963, 1016.
18 pers. 203, 628, 811; Th. 95, 211; Supp. 85,217, 483, 693; Ag. 519; Eu. 920.
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daimones'®?’ (Th. 95-6); 0coi mohdoyot xBovde. ‘Gods who dwell in this city and
land.” (Th. 108); moi &’ €1t 1éhog £mdyer Bedg; ‘What is the ending that [a] god has yet
to bring?’ (Th. 157); id movopkeic® Oecoi, | id Téhewor téhsiu 1e ydig | Tdode
nupyopLAakes, ‘O gods that shine on all alike, o gods and goddesses with decisive
power to guard the walls of this land,” (7h. 166-8); i® ikot daipoveg, | Avtiprol <t>
apepavieg oy | dei&ad’ ag prhomorels, ‘O beloved daimones, stand over our city
to liberate it and show how you love it,” (Th. 174-6). And directly before and after the
parodos, Eteocles mentions both daipoveg and 8eoi where no change can be discerned
between the deities spoken of: moAig yip €0 mpéocovoa daipovag tier. ‘For, when a
city enjoys success, it honours its daimones.” (Th. 77); Bpétn mecovoog mpodg
noMoocovywv Bedv ‘To fall down before the images of the city’s gods’ (74.185). The
manner in which Eteocles uses the two terms can be seen as effectively synonymous
with the chorus’ own employment seen in the previous examples.

This use of daipoveg as a synonym for 66¢/Beoi is not exclusive to the Seven,
but occurs in the other plays too. In the Suppliants, for example, the altars and statues
form a similar type of focal point to that seen in the Seven. So, when Pelasgus®' tells
Danaus to place suppliant boughs upon other altars of deities throughout the city, he
does so by calling them both 8¢oi and Saipoveg: KAGS0UG T& TOVTOUG OlY’ &V GyKaAnLG
ABav | Popods En’ GAiovg daudvaov Eyyopiov | 8€c. ‘Quickly take these boughs in
your arms, and place them on the altars of our native daimones.’ (Supp. 482-4);
NyeioBe Popovs dotkovg, Bedv B° €dpag ‘Take him to the city altars and the abodes
of the gods.” (Supp. 501); kai Euuforodov 00 TOAVGTOUETV Ypedv | vadTnv dyovtog
T6vd’ épéotiov Bedv. ‘And you must not be talkative with those you meet while
escorting this sailor who took sanctuary at the gods’ hearth.” (Supp. 502-3). No
discernible change in reference can be seen between daipoveg and O¢of; the focal point
remains the same, while only the divine term used for it differs, just as was the case in
the Seven.

Aaipoveg can also act as a synonym for 8e6¢/6goi, when no such focal point as

icons or statues exists. In Aeschylus, there is one example outside of those references

' I translate Sonpdvev here (and elsewhere) as ‘daimones’ instead of ‘gods’ as is found in
Sommerstein. This is done in order to more readily make visible where 8gdg, 8eoi and daipwv, daipoveg
are used, whether or not any difference in meaning is intended by the author.
% Reading mavopkeic with West (1998), instead of mavalkeig as in Sommerstein (2008) and Page
(1972).
' T am aware that not all editors name the king Pelasgus. Cf. Page (1972).

27



to statues and altars where daiptoveg is used as a specific way of denoting deities in a
manner synonymous with 8e6¢/0goi. This comes toward the end of the Eumenides

(Eu. 961-7):

fcoi T O Moipo
HOTPOKAGTYVHTOL,
daipoveg dpbovapot,
oVl SO petdowvor,
TOVTL XpOve &’ EmPprBeis
évdixoig opAiaig,

TAvVTQ TipUdTOToL OEDV.

And goddesses, O Fates, our sisters, children of the same mother, daimones just in
apportionment, sharers in every house, pressing home your just visitations at all times,

the most highly honoured of the goddesses in all ways.

Here, the Fates are called 6cai and Saipoveg within three lines, and there is no
difference in reference implied.”> They are even referred to as the most honoured of
the gods a couple of lines latter. One could, of course, argue that the word daipoveg
seems to be used here with a particular eye on its etymological root dai-, as those who
distribute, apportion, allot, playing on the meaning of word dpfovopor ‘making right

*2 which follows, as well as playing on the role of the Moirai as those

apportionments
who allot a man’s share in life and the connection the name Moirai has with pépog
‘part’, which the goddesses have in the houses (and, by consequence, life) of the
Athenians. But, regardless of the potential etymological word-play, it is still the case
that there is no change of reference between Oeai and daipoveg, although there is a
difference in connotation.

There are several occasions when daipoveg does not refer to any specific
collection of deities, but does nevertheless seem to be synonymous with 8g6¢/0eoi. In

certain instances, when daipoveg is used shortly before or after Bgoi, this usage is quite

plain to see. Such is the case in the Libation Bearers (Ch. 212-14) when Orestes tells

2 Nor is 6eai a pejorative or negative feminine version of 6edg. See below discussion of Erinyes and
Athena.
 Cf. Sommerstein (1989) 268.
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Electra to pray to the gods: ebyov td Aowné, T0ig Oeolg tEAEGPOPOLS | €VYAG
gnayyéAovoa, Tuyyavely kahde. ‘Pray to the gods for continued success, proclaiming
to them that your previous prayers have been fulfilled!” To which Electra replies: £mel
i VOV €xatt dapovev kupd; ‘Why, what success have the daimones now granted
me?’ Both Orestes and Electra refer generically to the gods, but do so using different
words, with Orestes calling the gods 6goig and Electra doipovev. In spite of two
different words being used, in both instances it is clear that 8goig and dapdvav refer
generically to the gods as a whole or indefinitely to any group of gods.

It is also possible to see that daipoveg is used synonymously with 0sdc/Bgol
through their general patterns of employment. For instance, Aeschylus only uses 0¢oi
together with the word ‘O vpmiot to refer to the Olympian gods (8eoi ‘Oivumior), and
never uses daipovec.® @edc/Beoi are also used to refer directly to Olympian gods
when not prefaced by the epithet ‘Olvpmion?® The plural feoi can denote both
Olympian gods and non-Olympian gods together;*® and Be6¢/0goi can even refer to
non-Olympian gods by themselves.”” Finally, 6c6¢/6coi are used to signify the
presence of gods represented by either an altar or icons, as has already been seen.”®

Due to the frequency with which 8edg or Beoi are used with specific reference,
and because of the unambiguous nature of the words’ employment generally, there is
little doubt that when they are used generically they refer to unknown, unspecified
deities. The same is true for daipoves. The unambiguous manner of the employment
of daipoveg with specific reference, where it always denotes a collection of known
deities, enables us to understand that when it is used generically it too denotes a
plurality of unspecified deities. So, in the Persians, when the Queen says: ®8° Exev
yaung 8¢ nod Tig doupdvav Euvnyato. ‘It is true. One of the daimones must have

touched his wits,” (Pers. 724) the meaning seems quite clear that dawpdvov denotes an

* See, Supp. 161, 981, 1014; Ch. 784; Eu. 73. This tendency is not exclusive to Aeschylus. In all but
one instance before Aeschylus, 0¢oi is always used with Olvurior when referring to the Olympian
gods. The only exception comes at Solon 36.4.

“ See, Th. 301-2; Supp. 214, 218, 299, 630-1, 1036-7, 1073; Ag. 1078, 1204; Ch. 300, (probably 340);
FEu. 25,33, 153, 224, 242, 259, 282, 297, 6664, 671, 883.

5 Th. 510-11; Eu. 20, 722, 882-4.

%7 For 8¢ Pers. 157, 643; for Osoi: Fumenides 115, 728, 825. These references from the Eumenides
are far from unambiguous uses of 8goi. All three refer to the Erinyes and two of the instances are used,
in all likelihood, as terms of flattery. These three references will be discussed later in greater detail
below in the discussion of the Erinyes and Athena. For now it is enough to be aware that 8s6¢/Beoi (or
their feminine equivalents) are used of non-Olympian deities.

2 See, for example, Th. 185; Supp. 189, 242, 333-4, 354-5, 413, 465, 501, 503; Ag. 88-91; cf. the
discussion above.
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undefined plurality of deities, and that it was one of their number that assisted Xerxes
in his decision to yoke the straits. Similarly, in the Agamemnon, the idea of an
undefined plurality of deities is in evidence when the chorus ask the Herald about the
storm which hit the Argive fleet on the voyage home: ndg yap Alyeig xeydva
vavTik® otpatd | ENBelv Tehsutiicai te Saydvev kéte; ‘Well, how did the storm you
speak of come upon the naval host through the wrath of daimones, and how did it
end?’ (4g. 634-5). Aaipoveg again identifies divine involvement in a general fashion
as it did in the Persians, and the meaning must be that a plurality of unknown and

unspecified deities had a role in the storm which came upon the Argive fleet.

AAIMON IN THE SINGULAR

With the terms daipovec and 8e6¢/Beoi, the idea of a god or deity is ever
present, and this is true whenever they are employed. In contrast, the singular form,
daipwv, is only infrequently used to denote a god or deity by Aeschylus. There are
two examples of it being used of a named deity. The first of these refers directly to

Ares (Th. 104-7).

TPpodhoeLs, ToAaixbwv
‘Apng, Yav tedV;
@ ypvoomAnE daipov, Emd’ Emde mOAY

Gv mot’ gveuATaY £60V.

What do you mean to do, Ares, ancient god of this land? Betray your own country?
Daimon of the golden helmet, watch over, watch over the city which you once held

worthy of your love?

This is the only occasion when daipwv in the singular is used of a god traditionally
associated with the Olympic pantheon.”’ The only other place where it is used of
another named deity, or at least of a non-human, supernatural being, in Aeschylus®

comes in the Seven with reference to Typhon (Th. 523).' What is more, this

* For a further discussion of this passage and the use of Saipwv to refer to Ares, see the section below
entitled daipwv as a deity lesser than and/or distinct from 0gb¢.

T exclude from this group Pers. 620, 641 where Darius is called a Saipwv. See below for discussion
of Darius and daipwv in the section daipwv as a deity lesser than and/or distinct from 8edg.

*! See below for discussion of Typhon as a deity lesser than and/or distinct from 86,
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infrequency of usage is not exclusive to Aeschylus. In extant literature, there are only
two instances before him when daipwv is used of a specific, known deity (whether
synonymously with 8g6¢ or otherwise).>> The examples can be found in the lliad: one
at Il. 3.420, where it is used to refer to Aphrodite in the expression fpye 8¢ Saipwv
‘The daimon led’; the other at 15.418, énci p’ énéhoocé ye daipwv ‘Since the daimon
has brought them there’, refers back to Apollo (15.236-80) when the god, instigated
by the promptings of Zeus, breathes courage into Hector’s breast and urges him on to
assault the Greek ships.*?

There is only one place in Aeschylus where daipwv is used generically in a
way that unambiguously conceptualises the idea of deity or a non-human, supernatural
being. This is in the expression, é\0eiv Tv’ avtois daipov’ §j Ppotdv Tva - ‘Ask for
some daimon, or some mortal, to come against them - > (Ch. 119). Although no deity
is named, the idea of a deity or supernatural being is present, where the choice under
consideration is between a mortal or divine avenger. Comparable instances of 6gd¢
being used to denote an unknown deity acting as a fulfiller of events can be seen
elsewhere in Aeschylus. For instance, in the Persians, the Messenger states: @¢ yap
0edg | vadv Edmxe kbdog "EAAnow pdyme, ‘When a god had given the triumph in the
naval battle to the Greeks,” (Pers. 454-5). In either example, daipwv or 66¢ could be
used and the meaning would not be changed; the idea of an unknown deity is present
in both. Such usage is comparable with the indefinite mode of expression, where
daipwv and Bedg appear as synonymous terms, denoting an unknown supernatural
force.

The employment of daipwv as an unknown supernatural force is very common
in Aeschylus. Aaipwv is often seen as the bringer of both good and evil when no
specific god can be named as the source. It has long been accepted that daipnwv is not

1.34

in itself an agent of evil.” This view is supported by those instances where daipwv is

qualified by positive descriptions. So, in the Persians, for example, Darius is called

32 Excluded from this number are examples such as the use of Saipwv in the so-called Teucer scene in
the Iliad, because although the poet knows that it was Zeus who saved Hector, Teucer himself does not
and as such blames daipwv as the cause or source of his foiled purpose. See section The Indefinite
Mode of Expression above.

% There are two other examples which could be seen as using doipwv to denote gods. In Hesiod and the
Theognidea doipwv is used to refer to Phaethon (Theogony 988-91) and Ganymede (1345-8)
respectively. However, in these instances, Saipwv is used to refer to a different class or type of deity.
For a further discussion, see the section below daipwv as a deity lesser than and/or distinct from 8g6g,.
* See, for example, Brunius-Nilsson (1955) 119-25, Broadhead (1960) 69-70, Burkert (1985) 179,
Geisser (2002) 7-10.
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daipova peyavyii (Pers. 641) and in Aristophanes reference is made to an d&ya6dg
daipwv.® Also, that Saipev was not in itself an agent of evil or sinister doings during
this period is supported by the fact that it is qualified by negative adjectives, such as
otuyepds (Od. 5.396), xaxdg (Od. 10.64, 24. 149; Pers. 354), yaremdg 115 (Od.
19.201), otvyvé (Pers. 472), dvondvnte (Pers. 515). It is the adjectives themselves
which give the Saipov a negative character, not the word Saipav itself.*® But, while
daipmv does not possess any negative or positive weight in itself one way or the other,
this does not, of course, exclude it from being employed to refer to a bringer of
destruction or a bringer of good respectively. Indeed, in Aeschylus, daipwv is often
employed as a bringer of evil.®” This feature is most readily apparent in the Persians,
where daipwv appears consistently as a destructive force working against Xerxes and
the Persian army. The first time daipwv is used in the play it is as a bringer of ill-
fortune (Pers. 157-8):

0cod pev evvateo [epodv, 0ol 68 kal pntnp Epug —

el Tt ) daipov madoidg viv pebéotnke oTpatd.

You were the spouse of one who was a god to the Persians, and you are the mother of

their god too — unless an old daimon has now changed its stance concerning our army.

Here we see daipwv and 8edg used in juxtaposition, each presenting a meaning quite
different from the other. While 6edg refers to the Persian kings, Darius and Xerxes
respectively, and the status in which they were supposedly held by their Persian
subjects, daipwv takes the form of an agent that has some kind of control over the fate
of the army by changing, or by being deemed to alter, the course of events. The
potential threat the daipwv presents at 157-8 becomes actualized in the course of the
play (cf. Pers. 345, 354,472, 515, 725, 911, 921, 942), where, by the end, a daipwv is
seen by both Xerxes and the chorus as the sole divine agent responsible for the
destruction of the army: dtotoi Pacided, orpatndg dyadfig | kai ITepoovépov Tipfig

peyéing kéopov T avdpdv | obg viv Saipwv énékepev ‘Woe, my King, for that fine

3 Ar. Eq. 85, V. 525. See Burkert (1985) 180 n.9.
3¢ See Brunius-Nilsson (1955) 119.
37 For 8aipwv as an Unheilsmacht, see Geisser (2002) 17-56.
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army, and for the great honour of the Persian empire and the men who adorned it,
whom now a daimon has scythed away’ (Pers. 919-21; cf. 942).
The destructive nature which daipwv frequently possesses in the Persians can

be seen further at 345-7, where it is placed in juxtaposition with ¢oi:

AL (e Saipwv Tig KaTéPBEpE OTPATOV,
tahavta Bpicag ok icoppdre ToOXN”

0ol moAMv od@lovaot ITaAradog Bedc.

It was some daimon that destroyed our fleet like this, weighting the scales so that

fortune did not fall out even: the gods have saved the city of the goddess Pallas.

While the destruction of the Persian army and the protection of Athens are effectively
two sides of the same coin, the acts of destruction and protection are themselves very
different. Through their respective actions it may be possible to see Saipwv, in this
example, as denoting a divine agent that is in some way distinct from the divine agents
denoted by 0¢oi, and that the two words are not simply synonyms here. Or, if one does
not accept the notion of different divine agents, then daipwv and 8eoi could be seen as
representing in some way a difference in connotation or implication. In either case, it
may be possible to compare this usage with those instances of daipwv and 6gog that
will be discussed below in relation to daipwv as a deity, where daipwov seems on many
occasions to denote a type of deity lesser than and/or in some way distinct from
0e6¢.%® This is all the more plausible with the juxtaposition at Pers. 345-7, because the
only positive action(s) attributed to divine agencies in the play are those ascribed to
0ed¢ (cf. Pers. 454).

Although it may be the case that Aeschylus is using daipwv at Pers. 345-7 to
distinguish between types of divine action and agent, with one demonstrating more
positive attributes than the other, [ do not wish to argue that Aeschylus had in mind a
demarcation between the two terms and thus between opposing or differing classes of

divine agency elsewhere in the Persians, not least because 8e6¢/0eotl are seen as the

3 For example, Typhon and Zeus at Th. 521-5; see section below daipwv as a deity lesser than and/or
distinct from 0g6g.
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cause of destruction as often as daipwv is, *” in spite of being responsible for the only
positive actions in the play. Rather, what is being suggested here is that daipwv and
Be6g are used on this occasion for this specific juxtaposition. This is because, as
different words (with different histories), they possess different connotations,*® which
could help facilitate the expression of the contrast between the destruction of the
Persian army and the protection of the city of Pallas; or it may be that the Messenger
does not want to accuse the (Olympian) eoi personally of having been the agents of
destruction. But, for whatever reason the Messenger decides to employ these divine
terms, it seems that 8eoi, because of its usage up to and including Aeschylus, is more
closely associated with the Olympians than daipwv and as a result automatically
establishes a connection between 8e6g and the Olympians in which daipwv cannot
share. This Olympian connection which 6g6¢ has and which daipwv does not have
could be seen to present a connection between the Olympian gods and the city of
Pallas Athena, so that it may implicitly appear through the word’s common
associations with the Olympians — in contrast with daipuwv — that Athens is divinely
protected by the highest and most powerful gods as a collective, and not just by their
patroness, Athena.

The destructive character of daipwv is not exclusive to the Persians, but can
also be seen in the Eumenides, where a daipwv laughs at the arrogant man who casts

his wealth upon the reef of justice (Eu. 558-65):

KOoAEL §” dkovoviag 003y <€v> péoq
dvomakel te divar

yerd 8¢ Sainmv én’ dvopi Bepud,

OV 0VROT’ adyoOVT’ 180V dunydvolg
V01 Aamadvov 008’ depBiovt’ dxpav:
SV aidvog 8¢ Tov mpiv OAPov

Epuat tpooPardv Aikag

dreT’ Bxhontog aioToC,

% @edg/beoi/: 93, 283, 294, 362, 495-502, 514, 604, 741, 742; Saipwv: 158, 345, 354, 472, 515, 725,
911,921, 942.
0 See the section below Saipwv as deity lesser than and/or distinct from 0gbq.
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In the middle of the eddies, unable to fight his way out, he calls, but they pay no heed;
the daimon laughs at the headstrong man, seeing him powerless, the one who boasted
it could never happen, in helpless distress, as he fails to surmount the crest of the
wave: he has wrecked the ship of his former lifelong prosperity on the reef of Justice

and perishes unwept, unseen.

The doipwv in this image is depicted as assisting or, at least, witnessing the man’s
destruction of his own wealth, presenting the audience with a destructive form of
justice. The laughing daipwv here in the Eumenides can be compared with Dionysus
in the Bacchae,"' where both present unnerving and destructive characteristics.
Dionysus, who is frequently referred to as daipwv throughout the play (Ba. 22, 42,
219,272,298, 377, 416, 481, 498, 769), smiles or laughs in a sinister manner when he
is ‘seized’ by Pentheus’ guards (Ba. 439); and he is urged by the chorus of Bacchants
to cast the net of death over the hunter of maenads with a smiling/laughing
countenance (Ba. 1021). Indeed, both Dionysus and the laughing daipwv of the
Eumenides exhibit further similarities in that they do not bring about either man’s
destruction by or in themselves, because both Pentheus and the man in the Eumenides
passage are in some way responsible for their own downfall.

Although 3aipwv is frequently used by Aeschylus to denote an agent of
destruction, it is not solely employed in this way. Often Saipwv presents no negative
connotations and is simply the agent by or through which an event is brought to pass.
So, in the Persians, where daipwv is frequently associated with bringing destruction, it
is said that: 6tav &’ 6 Saipwv edpofi, TemoBévar | TOV adTOV aidv d@vepov OVPIETV
oyns. ‘Whereas when the daimon sends it favour your way, you tend to be sure that
the breeze of good fortune will always continue to blow from astern’ (Pers. 601-2).
Similarly in the Seven, the chorus, when trying to persuade Eteocles not to go out and
fight his brother, speak of the favourable way in which Saipwv can change: pipv’ 6t
ool TaPESTUKEY, Enel daipmy | AMjpatog av tpomaiq ypovig petar/haxtog iomg dv EAdot
Oedeptépy | mvedpat. ‘Stay, while you have the chance, since a daimon, altered in
its purpose at the turning of time, may perhaps come with a more kindly breath’ (Th.
705-8). And the truly ambivalent nature of the word is demonstrated at 4g. 1667

where the chorus make known their hope for Orestes’ return to Argos: ovk, éav

*! Geisser (2002) 20-1.
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daipwv 'Opéotnv Oebp’ amevBovn poreiv. ‘Not if a daimon guides Orestes to come
back here.” Although his return would be a happy event for the chorus, it would not be

for Clytemnestra and Aegisthus.

AAIMQN AS AN INDIVIDUAL’S FORTUNE OR LOT IN LIFE

While there are numerous instances where daipwv appears to be synonymous
with 0gdg, this is not always the case. There are many occasions in Aeschylus and
elsewhere where daipov seems to denote a deity lesser than and/or in some way
distinct from 6edg; where it seems to denote an individual’s fortune or lot in life; and
where it seems to denote an individual’s own personal or tutelary deity — which is
closely connected to the former two usages.

In Aeschylus, as well as in authors before and contemporary to him, there are
times when Saipwv is better understood as having a meaning close to that of ‘fortune’.
In this mode of employment, daipwv seems to be used in two distinct, but closely
connected, ways: first, as an — often unknown — agent which causes events and
changes in men’s lives. Such instances can be directly compared with the way daipmv
is used in the ‘indefinite mode of expression’, where it appears synonymous with 6£6g
as an anonymous agent fulfilling events. The second way daipwv is used to denote the
idea of fortune as that which falls to any one as his lot in life. However, the two are
not necessarily mutually exclusive, but are outlined in this fashion in order to help
gain greater understanding of the term and to demonstrate its flexibility. It is thus
possible to speak of someone who is fortunate as s0daiuwv; someone who is
prosperous or blessed as 0ABodaipwv; someone who is unfortunate as xaxodaipwv; or
someone who is unhappy as dvodaipwv, where the adjectives can be seen to describe
the agent working for an individual or as the state created for the individual.*®

When Saipwv is employed to denote the idea of fortune, whether as the agent
which brings an event to pass or as the state which falls to an individual as his lot, its
precise meaning is usually far more difficult to define than when the term is used to
denote a god or other divine being. Indeed, it is not wholly unproblematic to say that
daipwv is used to designate an idea close to that of fortune. In translations of

Aeschylus, when daipwv acts as either the agent of fortune or as the state of fortune

“2 Burkert (1985) 180-1.
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itself, it is often translated as destiny or fate.*’ Although Saipwv cannot be said to have
any connection with deterministic notions or an over-arching will or godhead, the
various translations which have been given to daipwv do give some indication about
the uncertainty surrounding daipmv and what exactly it means. The following
discussion will highlight the indeterminate nature of Saipwv and that it is not
connected with the movements of an over-arching will.** It will also be established
that in Aeschylus there is a clear indication that daipwv behaves as an individual
divine force, as a personal, guardian-like deity intimately connected with a person’s
life, affecting events for them and being representative of their particular fortune,
always subject to change and never fated or set.

The personal and individual nature of fortune which Saipwv denotes can be
seen in a passage from the Persians, where Darius warns of the temporal nature of

their daimon (Pers. 823-6):

Towdf’ Opdvieg TAVIE TAmTipe
pépvnc®’ Abnvav EALGSog te, undé g
vrEpPpPovIicas TOV Tapdvo daipova

AoV épacbeic OABov £xyén péyav.

In looking upon these things, be mindful of the damages incurred from the Athenians
and Greece and let no one, overestimating their present daimon, squander a great

wealth through desiring more.

What Darius seems to be suggesting in this passage is that as a result of misjudging
one’s present lot in life, this misjudgement may lead to a desire for more wealth that
will ultimately end in destroying what one already has. The use of daipwv and Tapdv
together further indicates the impermanent nature of fortune. This type of usage of
daipwv can also be seen in the Agamemnon, where Aegisthus responds angrily to the
chorus, saying that they are testing their daipwv: d@AAd Tovcde pot pataiov yAdooav

8’ dmavlicar | kaxBakeiv Enn towadto Saipovog TEmpévons, | shepovog yvdung &’

# See, for example, the translations of Headlam (1909), Weir Smyth (1926), Fraenkel (1950) of
Ag.1667. There are others who have shied away from translating Saipwv as destiny or fate at Ag. 1667,
in favour of translating it as fortune, so Thomson (1938), Collard (2002) ad loc.

* See, Usener (1896) 292 and the idea of ‘Augenblicksgétter; cf. Nilsson (1967) 201-6.
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apoptelv OV kpatodvt’ <dverdicar>.* ‘But that these men should cull their idle
tongues and cast such words at me, testing their daimon, and they insult their master
in erring from moderate thought’ (4g. 1662-4, cf. Ch. 513; Pi. 0.13.28). As with Pers.
823-5, daipwv denotes the idea of an individual’s (or group of individuals’) fortune,
which can change and which is not dictated by any god or over-arching supernatural
power, and which is not fixed. It need not overly concern us that daipwv here extends
to a group. The chorus act as one for the most part; but even if they did not, there is
nothing that prevents Suaipwv from referring to the fortune of a collection of
individuals who share a common character or lot in life.*

In Theognis we meet a similar idea of daipwv where it refers to the fortune of
a collection of individuals. There are those who have poor minds but a good daipwv

and those who have good counsel but have a bad daipwv (Theognidea 161-4):

moAhoi tot ypdvion dewhais epeot, dainovi &’ 0OAE,
01¢ 10 KaKdV dokéov yivetat i dyadov:
eloiv 8 ol BovAf T° ayad{j kai daipovi S£h@

poyilovaot téhog 8’ Epypacty ovy EreTal.

There are many that have worthless minds, but have good fortune,
For whom things which seem bad come to be good;
And there are those who take good counsel and suffer poor fortune,

And accomplishment does not follow their deeds.

In these examples, it is possible to see not only how daipwv can refer to the fortune of
a plurality of individuals, but also how it can present a meaning close to that of Toyn.
Both concepts, what we would call ‘fortune’ (daipwv) and ‘luck/chance/fortune’
(thyn), have a bearing on, or give an indication about, an individual’s condition in life,
as well as at the same time being indeterminate and subject to change. The connection
between daipwv and toyn is nothing new and has been documented.?” The close

relation between the two terms can also be seen at Pers. 345-6:

45 Text uncertain.
6 See West (1978) 182.
7 See Wilamowitz (1955, 2" ed.) 1.358 n.1.
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AL’ Oe daipwav Ti KatéEhepe 6TPATOV,

TaAavie Ppisag 0Ok icoppdne toym”

But some daimon destroyed the army completely, weighing down the scales with

unequal fortune.

Although t0yn may be seen as close to poipa, as an abstract idea of fortune, it is
nevertheless the case that here daipwv is that which brings about the destruction of the
Persian army, and toyn can be seen to denote the effect of the daipwv’s actions.
Aaipwv is the active agent by which the event has come about, while toyn is a
qualitative assessment of what the Saipwv has brought about.*® Though it is possible
to see the correlation between the agent and the event which it brings about, it is not
this comparison alone which demonstrates the similarity between the two terms. It is
by comparing the way in which toyn is used in line 346 with the way daipwv is used
at 823-5 that really highlights the connection between the two words. The tov
napdvia daipovo at Pers. 823-5 and icoppdéme TOYN present very similar
characteristics and seem to have a very similar meaning.** They both capture a
particular state of being, as well as indicating the temporal nature of that state. Aaipwv
denotes the fortune of a hypothetical person who may over-estimate just what this
fortune is; while Toyn denotes the change in fortune of the Persian army. There is thus
a clear overlap in the meaning of the two terms.

These examples demonstrate that daipmv can be used to denote an individual’s
or a collection of individuals’ fortune or lot. But, there are also times when daipmv
seems to be presented as a personal or guardian-like deity who determines the future
of an individual or is representative of an individual’s fortune. So, in the Agamemnon,
the chorus, seemingly peturbed by Cassandra’s prophetic utterances, reflect on the

possible fortune of their king and say (4g. 1341-2):

Tig tav eb&uto Ppotdv dotvel

Saipovi pivon Tad’ dxovmv;

*® A similar use of toyn and Saipwv can be seen in Pindar (0.8.67), where toyn refers to the victory
won by Alcimedon and daipwv to the divine assistance by which the victory came about.
* Cf. Pers. 601-2.
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Hearing this, what man could boast to be born with an unharmed/harmless daimon?>

Aaipov can be read in two different ways here. First, as denoting an individual’s
‘fortune’, with the phrase dowel Saipovi, meaning ‘with an unharmed fortune’.
However, because the adjective downg can be read as both ‘unharmed’ and
‘harmless’, the phrase dowel daipovi can also be translated as ‘with a harmless
daimon’.”! Aaipov would be understood as an agent coming into existence (@ivat)
with a person, guiding him through life and being in some way responsible for what
happens to him. Aaipwv would thus be some form of guarding or tutelary deity
specific to a person. Although, arguably, the earliest unambiguous examples of
daipwv being used as a personal tutelary deity for men come some time after
Aeschylus, in the works of Plato®® (cf. Phd. 107d; Rep. 617e, 620e), there is evidence
of this concept of the personal deity in earlier authors.”

Hesiod is the earliest author to employ daiuwv in a way that explicitly denotes
a personal, tutelary deity. There are two passages which support this statement.>* The
first, found in the Works and Days, describes the condition of Hesiod’s addressee in
the phrase: Saipovi 8’ olog éncba ‘but however you are by way of your daimon’ (Op.
314).° As Dodds remarks ‘[there is] a ... type of daemon [daipwv], who makes his
first appearance in the Archaic Age, [and] is attached to a particular individual,
usually from birth, and determines, wholly or in part, his individual destiny. We meet
him first in Hesiod and Phocylides.’56 In the passage from Hesiod, we see that a
daimon is concerned with the health, welfare or lot of the individual addressed. The
daimon can thus be seen as something personal and connected intimately with the

individual it describes.

** In order to help capture the untranslatable nature of daipwv in this passage, I have provided my own
translation and the two possile translations of the epithet.

' The ambiguous nature of these two words is highlighted by the different ways they have been
translated in editions of the Agamemnon. Hogan (1984) and Ewans (1995) both see daipwv as a
personal, guardian deity; while Headlam (1909), Weir Smyth (1926), Thomson (1938), Fraenkel
(1950), Grene and O’Flaherty (1989), Collard (2002), Sommerstein (2008) all understand daocwvel
daipovi as some variation on an unhurt fortune through life.

2 For 8aiuwv in Plato’s Republic see Halliwell (1988) 184, 191.

** On this topic, see Rohde (1925) 514; Dodds (1951) 42; Guthrie (1962) 1.482; Dietrich (1967) 322;
Marcovich (1967) 502-4; Darcus (1974) 398-407.

>* Op. 314 and Op. 121-6. See, Dodds (1951) 42; Guthrie (1962) 1.482; Kerenyi (1975) 17.

55 Cf. West (1978) 235.

% Dodds (1951) 42.
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The other such example of daipwv in Hesiod is again found in the Works and
Days, used of the epichthonic daimones, who are described as watchers of men and
guardians of ill deeds (Op. 121-6). It need not overly concern us that the plural is used
by Hesiod here and the singular in the previous example. Hesiod is speaking here
collectively of a whole race of guardian deities watching over the whole human race.”’
The daipoveg here act as guardians of men, watching over their actions, giving both
good and ill.

In spite of the guardian-like nature of these daipoveg, it has been argued that
the epichthonic daimones should not be confused with personal tutelary deities. As
Rohde has put it, they are of a ‘different range of ideas’ from what is seen at Op. 314
or indeed in Plato.*® Indeed, as mortals made immortal, it is I think reasonable to
consider the epichthonic daimones as a class of deity distinct from 6goi ‘gods’ (those
beings that have always been immortal) and yet more than mortal men, as immortal
deities.”® This is consistent with how Hesiod uses Saipwv to refer to Phaethon (Th.
991). So, in his presentation of deities, Hesiod can be seen as consistent in his use of
daipwv to denote mortals who have been made immortal. Nevertheless, it is still the
case that Hesiod also uses daipwv to denote the idea of an individual’s fortune in life,
as at Op. 314. Regardless of the fact that Hesiod uses Saipwv to denote a different
class of deities, can we completely separate the idea of daipwv as a deity and dainwv
as an individual’s lot or fortune in life at Op. 121-6? Can we say that there is no
suggestion at Op. 121-6 that Hesiod is merging or drawing a connection between these
two ways of conceptualising the nature of Saipwv? Or, perhaps we should see one
vaguer notion that is being interpreted in two ways here? Indeed, the plurality of
daimones hints at the possibility that they can be paired off with the current race of
men, dealing out good and bad for men and thus determining each individual’s fortune
in life. It seems reasonable to conclude that we cannot dismiss the possibility that the

epichthonic daimones are also guardian or tutelary daimones in this passage.®’

%7 See West (1978) 182 for this argument. This argument is also relevant for Phocylides Fr.16: see
below.

% Rohde (1925) 515; cf. 71-4. Compare the epichthonic daimones with Darius’ spirit in the Persians.

% “There was a tendency to honour outstanding men after their deaths by believing them still to possess
power for the good or ill of the community.” West (1978) 182; cf. Th.991 (Phaethon), Theognis 1348
(Ganymede), Pers. 620, 641 (Darius). See the discussion in the section daipwv as a deity lesser than
and/or distinct from 0gbg.

® I am aware that there may be a danger of over-specialisation by emphasising the individual and
tutelary function of the epichthonic daimones over the chthonic and agricultural. However, for the
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Phocylides Fr.16, which is traditionally dated at the start of the 6™ century
B.C. and which is comparable with Op. 121-6 , has also been seen to supply evidence

of the idea of a personal, guardian Saipwv before Aeschylus.®' The fragment reads:

AN’ Gpa daipoveig elow €n’ avdpaoty dArote Aol

01 pév énepyouévou kakod avépag éxkivoacto.

But there are different daimones for men at different times,

Who give release from on-coming evil.*>

For Phocylides there are daipoveg who, at different times, can give assistance to men.
At first glance, because of the close relationship between the daimones and the men,
because there are multiple daimones for multiple men, it could seem that they are of a
similar kind to those we find in Hesiod at Op. 121-6. However, in contrast with the
presentation of daipwv/daipoves in Hesiod, in the fragment from Phocylides different
daimones are explicitly stated to come upon men at different times, @Alote. They are
not, it seems, permanent, guiding companions as Hesiod’s guardian daimones seem to
be. But, in fact, the notion of deities who, now and again at different times, affect an
individual’s life (for better and for worse) is, in essence, no different from the
Homeric conception of daiuwv. In Homer, a daipwv is seen by some to snap Teucer’s
bow-string (Il. 15.467-8); brings Lycaon to Achilles (ZI. 21.93); breathed much
courage into Odysseus in the Cyclops’ cave (Od. 9.381); and a daipwv is said to have
spun for (énékhwoev) the disguised Odysseus his current fate (Od. 16.64). It cannot,
therefore, be said with any real confidence that Phocylides is saying anything radically
different from what is presented in Homer; and it cannot be said that he is depicting a
conception of daipwv which sees it acting as a guarding deity for men, and thus that
he is presenting a guardian, personal type of daipnwv similar to the kind we find in

Plato.

purposes of the argument being made above in the main body of the text, it is more important to stress
the guardian-like nature of Saipwv at this juncture.

®! For example, Dodds (1951) 42.

62 The fragment is incomplete. From what Clement of Alexandria says before quoting Phocylides, it
seems relatively clear that the daimones give both good and evil; Phocylides’ fragment only mentions
the good, but they are ol uév, so that it would not be unreasonable to let the thought continue as ot 8¢
‘bring evil in the middle of good fortune’ vel sim.
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The personal and fortune-like nature of daipwmv can also be seen to extend to a
family or house, as is the case with the Saipwv of the House of Atreus. The powerful
and insidious nature of the Saipwv comes to the fore in the final scene of the
Agamemnon, and does so in a gradual fashion.®® In the first speech she delivers after
killing Agamemnon, Clytemnestra names several factors that have a bearing on her
husband’s death, and among them is the accursed nature of Agamemnon and the
House: toc6vde kpatijp’ év 80015 kakdv 0d¢ | thnoag apainv avtdg Eknivel pHoAdv.
‘Having filled a mixing-bowl in the house of so many accursed ills, he himself drank
from it on coming here’ (4g. 1397-8). The daipwv of the House is not mentioned
straight away, but is hinted at and foreshadowed in the phrase, ‘accursed ills [of the
house]’. It has been argued that all that these two lines indicate is Agamemnon’s need
to pay for what he did in the past — i.e. the killing of his daughter, Iphigeneia — and
that we need look no further than this.®* However, this seems, at the very least, to
overlook the role of the divine and supernatural in the cycle of destruction within the
House and the role of the individual family members in assisting its perpetuation.

It is the connection of the daipwv with the ills of the family which suggests
Clytemnestra’s statement at 1397-8 as an allusion to the daipwv of the House before it
is mentioned more explicitly seventy lines later. The word dpaiwv, derived from the
same root as ap& (&pn) ‘curse’,®® also hints at the sinister nature of the events which
have been befalling the House over the course of several generations. The vague and
sinister character of the House and the forces connected with it, and seemingly
working through it, are brought out further by the chorus shortly after at 1468-74,

when they call this supernatural and destructive agent a daimon:

daiuov, 0g eumitvelg Sopact kol Sipui-
otot TavtaAidaiowy,

KPATOg <T’> I6OYUYOV €K YOVOIK@Y
KapdlodnkTov ol KpaTOVELS

€7 8¢ odpatog dikav {pot}

KOpakog £x0pod atabeic ExvOwS

% See Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’ for a further discussion of the death of Agamemnon and the role
of the Saipwv.
% Fraenkel (1950) 3.659.
® For use of curses in Aeschylus and Sophocles, see West (1999) 31-45; Geisser (2002) 198-252;
Sewell-Rutter (2007) 49-77; cf. Parker (1983) 191-206.
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Duvov DUVELV ErelysTal ***,

The daimon that assails this house and the two Tantalids so different in their nature,
and controls it, in a way that rends my heart, through the agency of women whose
souls are alike! Standing over the corpse, in the manner of a loathsome raven, it

glories in tunelessly singing a song ***,

Clytemnestra then confirms the role of the daipwv in the killing (4g.1475-80, 1497-
1504). The daipwv of the House is inherently bound up with the family and its ills: it
is the thrice manifest daipwv of the race, and is nurtured by blood (4g. 1477). For this
reason, it may be possible to see the daiuwv of the House of Atreus as a personal
daipwv, one which is representative of, and co-existent with, the family’s own fortune.
Indeed, the chorus think of the daipwv as something more than this, as that agent
which has actively brought destruction on the family, as that agent without which the
family would not have been beset by ills.%

In Aeschylus, there are also occasions when the meaning of daipwv seems to
extend beyond denoting a person’s fortune in life to become a synonym for death. In
this respect daipwv presents a similar meaning to poipa, pdpog or mdtuog. Although
these latter three words are more akin to the idea of fate than fortune,®’ in many places
they appear as synonyms for death — and present this meaning far more often than
Saipwv does.®® So, in the Seven, the Messenger reports the deaths of Eteocles and
Polyneices, saying that they died together at the same time and by each other’s hands
(Th. 811-12):

oltwg opaipolg xepoiv Nvaipovt’ dyav

¢ Q ¢ 1 Y 3 3 ~ e
avTovg O daipmVv Koo NV Aueolv dpo-

% But, it is not only those houses affected by ill-fortune that have a daipwv. Pindar speaks of a Saipwv
yevéBNog “the daimon of the family’. 0.13.105. Cf. Dietrich (1967) 322.
" For discussions of fate in early Greek literature, see Ehnmark (1935) 74-82; Greene (1948);
Wilamowitz (1955, 2™ ed.) 1.352-6; Dietrich (1967) passim.
83ee, for example, Moipa: //. 16.434, 853, 19.410, 20.477, 21.83, 110, 22.5, 303, 436, 23.81, 24.132;
Od. 2.100. Mépog: 1l. 18.465, 19.421, 21.133; Od. 1.166, 9.61, 11.409, 16.421, 20.241. Moipa: Pers.
912, 917; Ag. 1266. Mbpoc: Pers. 546; Supp. 65, 804; Th. 199, 589, 704, 751; Ag. 329, 1246, 1297,
1381, 1415, 1600, 1627, 1634; Ch. 18, 444, 841, 911, 927, 1074; Eu. 26, 502, 640, 739, 760. [T1otuo0g is
only used as the fate of death in Homer, but is not employed in this way in Aeschylus, cf. 4g. 762,
1005.
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Thus, they completely destroyed themselves with their kin-hands; the daimon was

common to them both at one and the same time.

It has been argued® that Saipwv here refers to the Saipwv of the House of Laius, and
as such parallels the daipwv of the House of Atreus in the Agamemnon (Ag. 1468,
1477, 1569). While it seems to be correct to assert that daipwv at Th. 812 does not
refer to Apollo,” it is difficult to see why Saipwv should refer to the Saiuwv of the
House, when no such daipwv is mentioned in the play. The only ‘daimonic’ entity
associated with the family of Laius in the play is the Erinys/Curse of Oedipus (Th.70,
720-3), and while an Erinys or Erinyes are referred to as daipwv or daipoveg in other
plays (cf. Fu. 150, 302, 929), Oedipus’ Erinys/Curse is never referred to as a daipwv
in the Seven. It is true that the Erinys is called a god unlike gods: méppixo tav
oAeoiowov | 0g6v, o0 00l Opoiav, | movakn6fi, kaxdpavi, | motpdg evktaiav
‘Epwov (Th. 720-2), which may be suggestive of a daimonic nature. But, even if it
could be asserted that ‘a god unlike gods’ is equivalent to being called a Saip,mv,ﬂ we
are still left with the problem of whether the Erinys of Oedipus can be equated with
the Saipwv of the House. For, the daipov of the House in the Agamemnon (on which
this model is based in modern interpretations) is a separate entity from Ate, the
dMiotwp of Atreus and the Erinys/Erinyes, although part of the wide menagerie of
‘daimonic’ entities afflicting the House of Atreus (cf. A4g.1431-3;"* 1468, 1477, 1482,
1501, 1569). The daipwv represents and behaves as a manifestation of the ills of the
House of Atreus and stands alongside At€, dAdotwp and Erinys/Erinyes as agents of

destruction which have seemingly helped perpetuate the cycle of familial killings

% Hutchinson (1985) 177. Tucker (1908) 166, understands Saipwv here as the work of the brothers’
‘evil genius’.

® With Hutchinson (1985) 177.

"' That is, of course, if we can say that such a strict hierarchical model can be applied systematically to
Aeschylean thought, with daipwv being lesser/lower than 8g6g. The only place in Aeschylus where such
a model could be said to exist is in the Eumenides with the Olympians and the Erinyes. But, even then,
the nuances and flexibility of daipwv and 8edg seem to preclude any form of strict hierarchy of terms.
For this, see discussion below in this chapter in the section Saipwv as being lesser than and/or distinct
Jfrom 0g6g, and in Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’.

2t is, of course, the case that Clytemnestra seems to be referring to the Até and Erinys of Iphigeneia at
1433: tfig éufig moadog Aiknv Atnv Epwov 8°, with Justice, Até and the Erinys all taking the genitive
‘of my child’. In this way, one could argue that the comparison between the daipwv of the House and
the other daimonic entities of Até and the Erinys is not a direct one. However, this is not the case,
because Iphigeneia is part of the family, part of the House; her blood is that of her father and
grandfather. Clytemnestra’s claim to be bringing about the vengeance of her daughter is a perpetuation
of the cycle, a reinforcement of the destructive nature of all these similar, though distinct, daimonic
entities.
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besetting the House.” Although, it is, of course, possible to speak of similar ills
manifesting themselves within the House of Laius, we are never presented with an
abstraction in the Seven of the sort found in the Agamemmnon. We should thus be
careful not to merge destructive ‘daimonic’ agencies which happen to be connected
with the ills of the family or the House.

It would perhaps be better to look at 7h. 811-12 in a different way, seeing
daipwv as marking the moment at which the two brothers killed each other. Aaipcov
would denote death (in a way similar to poipa, poépog and moTHoG), and in this way
one’s fortune in life would be understood as being extended to refer to the passing
from this life into the next. The line could, thus, be read as, ‘their death (fortune) was
common to them both at the same time.’ It would be possible to compare this example
with the use of daipwv at Il. 8.166, where daiuwv also seems to act as a synonym for
death: mapog Tot Saipova ddow ‘Before that 1 will give you your daimon’.”* It is
possible to see that in these two passages, just as at Pers. 823-6 and Ag. 1662-4,
daipwv is connected with an individual’s personal fortune, whether denoting one’s
present position in life, as at Pers. 823-6 and Ag. 1662-4, or marking the moment of
death, as at Th. 812 and /. 8.166. What would underlie all of these instances is a
connection with a person’s life and the temporality of their lot in life and present state

of being.

HERACLITUS ON THE AMBIGUITY OF AAIMQN

In this chapter, we have discussed the meaning of daipwv, how it appears as a
vague, indeterminate fulfiller of events and as a personal, guardian deity that
determines an individual’s fortune or lot in life. But this is not to say that these
characteristics are wholly distinct from one another. There is a great deal of overlap
between them all, especially between those instances where daipwv is connected with
the fulfillment of events and an individual’s fortune. In a fragment attributed to

Heraclitus, the ambiguity of the meaning of Saipwv is shown perfectly (B119):”

7 Cf. Burkert (1985) 181.

7 Cf. Darcus (1974) 395. I am aware of the controversy surrounding this particular line in the //iad and
the use of daipwv. But, for want of a more established textual tradition, I adhere to this reading of the
line. See Kirk (1990) 310 for discussion of the textual problems of the line.

> For discussion of this fragment, see, for example, Rohde (1925) 514; Nilsson (1967) 202; Dodds
(1951) 42; Guthrie (1962) 1.482; Dietrich (1967) 322; Marcovich (1967) 502-4; Darcus (1974) 398-
407; Geisser (2002) 16.
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nog &vepdne Saipwmv

Character for a man is his daimon.

There are two prevailing interpretations of this fragment. The first understands daipwv
as a person’s fortune and as being determined by a man’s character;" the other, sees
doipwv as an active divine agent that determines a man’s character.”’ Of course, the
difficulty of interpretation is derived not only from the ambiguity and flexibility of
Saipwv, but also the complete lack of context of the fragment. As a consequence,
almost any interpretation of B119 is open to criticism. Nevertheless, it is in awareness
of these facts and recognising that the validity of the arguments made in this chapter is
not reliant on any one interpretation of the fragment that the following discussion is
proffered. All that is hoped is that the internal logical consistency is recognised for
what it is, and as such that the discussion may be seen to offer an extra dimension to
our understanding of the preceding pages on daipwv.

As has been discussed above, daipwv was commonly used to denote a person’s
fortune. If we understand Saipwv at Heraclitus B119 in this way, a man’s character
(100g) is that which determines his fortune (8aiuwv) in life.’”® The fragment would
thus be read as a ‘denial of the view, common in Homer, that the individual often
cannot be held responsible for what he does.”” The divine element would be
minimized, with man understood as having control over his life. Aaiuwv would have
no real connection with the godly or divine sphere, but would simply refer to a man’s
fortune or lot in life. This does, however, raise questions about Heraclitus’ religious
convictions. Is he implying in this fragment that the divine has no place in the
decisions and actions of mankind? Is he dismissing divine involvement in the lives of
mankind? Other fragments suggest quite the opposite. While he does, of course,
question the way in which religious customs and practises are conducted (cf. BS, 14,

15, 93), he does not question the existence of gods or the divine.

'S E.g. Rohde (1925) 515; Dodds (1951) 42; Marcovich (1967) 502; Kahn (1979) 260-1; Kirk, Raven
and Schofield (hereafter KRS) (1983) 211-12.
"7 E_g. Dietrich (1967) 322; Guthrie (1962) 1.482.
® A similar view is expressed by Epicharmus, with similar language: 6 tpémog avBpdmotot Saipwv
ayo06¢, oig 8¢ Kol KaKOC,
KRS (1983) 211.
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If Heraclitus is not dismissing the role of the divine in the lives of mankind,
what, then, is being expressed in B119? Can, or should, the fragment be read in a
different way? In the vast majority of occurrences of the word before Heraclitus,
daipwv, in the singular, rather than referring to a person’s fortune or lot in life,
designates an active and unspecified divine agent which brings events to fulfilment.
This is most consistently seen in the ‘indefinite mode of expression’, in those
instances where daipwv appears to be synonymous with 8gbg, as a vague, unknown
supernatural agent. In such instances, daipwv affects lives and is seemingly arbitrary,
yet because of it and because of what it does, daipwv shapes a person’s life. The
active characteristics of daipwv with its ability to affect the course of people’s lives
give an indication about how daiuwv in B119 can be understood as that which shapes
a man’s character.

But, is not the ambiguity of daipwv the very point Heraclitus is making in the
fragment? The two potential meanings of the phrase — daipwv being determined by a
man’s character and daipwv determining a man’s character — are themselves reliant
on, determined by, and playing on the two most common ways that daipwv was used
in early Greek literature: first, as a fulfiller of events that acts as an agent of fortune;
and secondly, as that which denotes the result of the events fulfilled.®® Aaipwv is both
the means and the end; the cause and the effect. It points to man’s ability to shape his
own fortune in life; but it also implies that man is never fully in control of his life in
the face of divine agencies. These three words are a pithy summation of Greek
conceptions of causality: no man is wholly responsible for his own fortune in life, nor

is he completely free from responsibility either.

AAIMQN AS A DEITY OR BEING LESSER THAN AND/OR DISTINCT
FROM GEOX

Although both daipwv and daipoveg are employed by Aeschylus to denote
deities and are on occasion employed in way synonymous with 6¢dg and 8eoi, daipmv
and daipovec are very rarely used of the Olympian gods in literature before
Aeschylus. There are only five instances when daipwv (singular or plural) is employed

to refer to the Olympians (Z/. 1.221-2, 3.420, 15.236-80; Od. 3.160; Solon 36.3-7).

% See Darcus (1974) for a similar view of Saipwv as an agent which brings things about and as the
result of that which is brought about.
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This is, of course, in stark contrast with the terms 0gd¢/0¢oi in Aeschylus and those
before and contemporary with him, which are used overwhelmingly to denote the
Olympian gods. Indeed, in Hesiod Saiuwv is never used to denote the Olympians (or
any other of the gods), while 6¢dg is used almost exclusively to do 50.%!

In Aeschylus and in earlier authors, the terms 6e6g and 6eoi seem intimately
connected with the Olympian gods. In the plays, only 8eoi is used with the epithet
‘O)lvpmioy; and it is 0g6¢/0goi which is used consistently to denote the Olympians
when the epithet is not present. From the extant literature before Aeschylus, it is
possible to come to some understanding about how the Olympian gods are spoken of,
and about the divine terms used to denote them. There is a noticeable difference in the
way the two sets of terms are used when it comes to the terms used to designate the
Olympians. Whether there is something inherent in the nature of the word 6edg that
makes it more appropriate to be used to denote the Olympian gods instead of daipwv
does not strictly matter for the purposes of this study. What does matter is the simple
and easily observable fact that 8c6¢ is used far more often than daipcwv. This seems to
indicate that there is a perceptible (though by no means absolute) demarcation
between 0g6¢ and Saipmv when it comes to the highest stratum of divinity. This is not
to say, however, that there is a strict or dogmatic hierarchy with 6edg always
designating deities higher and more powerful than those denoted by Saipwv. Such a
hierarchy does not become an established idea until Plato and Xenocrates over a
century later, and then only very gradually.® Indeed, to claim that there is such a
demarcation would be to ignore those instances in early Greek literature where daipwv
is clearly used to denote the Olympian gods. It may even be argued that Aeschylus is
as consistent in this regard as those before him in using daipwv for the Olympians — if
not slightly freer in his usage — because not only does he use daipwv of the Olympian
god Ares in the Seven, he also speaks of icons of the gods as Bpétn darpovav, which
seem at least to include icons of Olympian gods (7A. 90-182). Rather, what the
following discussion will examine is the way Aeschylus uses daipwv and 8g6g to help

establish a contrast or comparison between two deities or sets of deities.

¥ There are thirteen occasions where pékopeg is used of the gods, but this is a relatively small
percentage in comparison with 8e6¢/6¢ol.
%2 Cf. Burkert (1985) 331-2.
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There is evidence in several of the plays that suggests daipwv is used in certain
passages in opposition to 8gdg in order to designate deities or supernatural beings that
are of lesser power or position than, and/or are in some way distinct from those
denoted by 0dc. It is possible to see such a distinction in the Seven, where the chorus
respond to the positioning of Hyperbius against Hippomedon at the fourth gate, where
they draw out the comparison between the combatants and the images on their
respective shields (7h. 521-5):

TEMOB4 <tor> TOV ALdG dvtitumov Eyovt’
oy v oaketl Tod xBoviov dépag
daipovog, &xBpov gikaopa Bpotoic e kol
dapopPioiot Heoiowy,

Tp6cOe MUAGY KEQUAQV LAyELV.

[ trust that he who has on his shield the adversary of Zeus, the unloved form of an
earth-born daimon, an image hateful to mortals and to the long-lived gods, will lose

his head before the gates.

Here Typhon is called daipwv and named an adversary of Zeus; he stands in direct
opposition to the ruler of the gods, the father of the Olympians, and his image is said
to be hateful to both men and gods. It is not that Typhon is called daipwv that makes
him both an adversary of Zeus and hateful to men and gods; rather, it is that he is said
to be an adversary of Zeus and hateful to men and gods that has an effect on our
understanding of daipwv in this context. The two images of Typhon as an opponent of
Zeus and as hateful to men and gods situate him firmly outside the Olympic pantheon,
in addition to his chthonic nature and heritage of which the audience would no doubt
have been aware. This dichotomy is strengthened by the respective positions of the
two combatants: Hyperbius, who is a Theban champion (and so an insider); and
Hippomedon an Argive (and therefore an outsider). With such a distinction being
drawn by Aeschylus between not only the two mortal combatants, but between
Typhon and Zeus, as well as Typhon and those gods who stand with Zeus as
Olympians or as supporters of the Olympian order, with whom the mortal combatants
are mirrored, it is possible that the description of Typhon as a daipwv and of those

gods who hate him as 8goi may not be purely arbitrary, but intimate something in
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itself. This would suggest that daipwv, in juxtaposition with 8¢goi, is being used as part
of the presentation of Typhon (and by extension, Hippomedon), in order to help draw
out the distinction between the respective positions of the two deities, Zeus and
Typhon (and the two mortal warriors).®> Aaipov and 6e6¢ may, therefore, each
possess associations and connotations in themselves which are different from those
associated with and connoted by the other — at least, in Aeschylus.®*

In the Seven, there is another instance where daipwv seems to be used over
Bedg to denote a deity in a way that suggests it is considered lesser than and/or distinct
from those deities denoted by 8e6¢/6eoi. This instance comes in reference to Ares at
Th. 104-7, where he is addressed: & ypvcomiing Saipov, ‘Daimon of the golden
helmet.” It has been suggested that the reason Ares is spoken of as a daipwv is because
0e6¢ had no vocative until later in antiquity.®® This argument certainly could explain
why 0g6g is not used here, but it does not explain fully why daipwv is used in its stead,
rather than, for instance, dva& which is commonly used by Aeschylus of other
Olympian gods (cf. Pers. 762; Th. 130; Supp. 524; Ag. 509, 513; Eu. 85). Of course,
the reason for the use of daipwv may be simply that daipwv fits metrically and was
often used as a synonym for 6g6¢. This is all very well, but there could also be a more
meaningful reason for the word’s use in this passage in reference to Ares, a reason that
brings greater understanding to the presentation of the gods in Aeschylus. By the time
Aeschylus came to compose this passage, there was already evidence in the poetic
tradition which presents Ares in a way distinct from the other Olympian gods. For
example, in Homer, Zeus says of Ares: €fiotog 8¢ poi éoor Be@v oi "‘Ohvpmov
g€xovowv: ‘You are to me the most hateful of the gods who inhabit Olympus’ (ZI.
5.890).% Indeed, Ares’ position as the god of war alone, as that god who brings only
strife to men, creates a sense of disgust (Z/. 5.889-98). Ares appears to stand apart
from the other Olympians. It may thus be for this reason that Ares is spoken of as a
daipwv, rather than being referred to by the term &vag or any other. As we saw above
in reference to Typhon (and as we will see in the further examples below), daipwv can

be used in certain places to complement the presentation of particluar deities to bring

8 Cf. Zeitlin (2009) 55-64 for further discussion of the role Zeus and Typhon play in the portrayal of
Hyperbius and Hippomedon.
# In Hesiod, however, it is worth noting that Typhon is called 8gdc (Th. 824).
¥ Wilamowitz (1955, 2 ed.) 1.357 n.1. Indeed, it is also possible to have nominative for vocative for
0eog.
% See Otto (1954) 46-7, 247-9; Burkert (1985) 169.
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about a comparison. This is often in juxtaposition with the presentation of other gods
with the use of 0g6¢/Bcoi. But, when 0gd¢/0coi are not used where one may expect
them to be, and daipwv/daipoveg are used instead, then it may suggest that daipwv or
Saipoveg is being employed to suggest something not possible by the use of 6g6¢/6¢eoi,
as, for example here, that Ares may not be considered an Olympian god in quite the
way the other Olympian gods are.

The manner of employing daipwv and 8edg in juxtaposition is not only seen in
the Seven. In the Persians, Darius’ spirit is called daipwv (620-1, 641), and in both
instances his spirit is juxtaposed with the gods of the underworld. In the Queen’s
initial request to bring Darius from the underworld, daipwv and 8eoi are placed in

opposition. She says (Pers. 619-22):

AL O gidor yofiot toiode vepTépav
Duvoug énsvenpueite, TV Te daipova
Aapeiov avokaieiode: YoraToug 8 £ydd

THLOG TPOTEUY® TRodE vePTEPOLS Be0iC.

Now, friends, accompany these drink-offerings to the nether powers with auspicious
songs, and call up the daimon Darius; meanwhile I will send these honours on their

way to the gods below, by letting the earth drink them up.

The passage indicates that the nether 6eoi are those who have control over whether
Darius will come up from the underworld. It is they to whom the Queen and the
chorus offer prayers and libations for the daipwv Darius to be conveyed from below.
The balance of power between the nether 6¢oi and the daipwv Darius seems firmly set
in the former’s favour. So, as was the case with the juxtaposition of daiuwv and 8eoi
at Th. 521-5, 6¢oi here seems to denote deities that are ruling deities, that are both
distinct from and superior in power and position to the being denoted by daipwv —
although what is meant by daipwv in the respective passages is, of course, different:
the one is a non-Olympian deity, the other is the still active spirit of a dead heroic
human.

The second passage that I want to highlight in this sequence is when Darius’
spirit is referred to as yuyn by the chorus, while the gods of the underworld are called

chthonic daipoveg (Pers. 627-30):
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aAla x06vion Saipoveg ayvoi,
I'fj 1¢ xai Epuii Bactied 1° évépav,

népyat’ Evepbev yoxnyv eic odc

Now, you holy daimones of the underworld, Earth and Hermes and the king of the

gods below, send that soul up from below into the light.

Again we are faced with the juxtaposition of the spirit of Darius and the gods of the
underworld, yet here daipoveg denotes something different from what dainwv denoted
at Pers. 619-22. The chthonic daipoveg of this passage can be equated with those
deities called <ot in line 622,*” while wuyy refers to Darius, who was previously
called daipwv in line 620. In the third passage in this particular sequence, at lines 640-
3, we are faced with a similar juxtaposition of Darius and the gods of the underworld
with the chorus calling Darius’ spirit a daipwv, just as the Queen had done previously

at 620:

aAld ov pot, I'd te xal dAlot yBoviwv ayepudveg,
daipova peyovyd

iovt’ aivéoat’ £x dopwv, [lepadv Zovoryevi] Bedv,

But I pray you, Earth and you other rulers of the underworld, consent to this glorious

daimon emerging from your abode, the Persians’ god, born in Sousa.

This time the Sdaipwv Darius is not placed in juxtaposition with Oeoi, but with the
phrase &AAot xOoviov dyspdves. The position of I'd and the ruling nature implicit in
the designation dAhot xBoviwv ayepdveg indicates that I'd and the @Alov yBoviwv
ayepdveg should be equated with the nether Beoi of line 622 and the chthonic daipoveg
of line 627. Indeed, it must be stated outright that although Darius is called [Tepciv
Yovotyevii 0gdv directly after he is called daipwv at 640-3, it should not be inferred

from this that he is a 8edg in the way that Zeus or any other Olympian is — one would

%7 See the discussion of Saipoveg in the section, Saipoveg in the plural, for the synonymity of the word
with B¢goi.
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hardly expect this to be the case.®® The statement is focalised through the minds of the
Persians, who look upon their former king as a divine and godly being, contrary to the
descriptions of Darius at 619-22, 627-30, 640-3 as a daipwv and a yoyr, which, due to
their common Greek usage as terms for a dead person’s spirit (especially a great
individual with regard to daipwv), can be understood as far closer to what a ‘normal’
Greek would recognise as ‘factual statements’ concerning Darius’ nature as a spirit in
the underworld. Such use of 6gdg is comparable to the way the chorus spoke of Darius
and Xerxes to the Queen at Pers. 157-8, although not identical. At 157-8, it seems
reasonable to say that the chorus could either be flattering the Queen, Darius and
Xerxes by saying that Darius and Xerxes are gods, which would indicate that such
usage is slightly different from the use of 8g6¢ at 643; or, as at 643, the use of 6¢dg at
Pers. 157-8 may simply be a representation of how Persians were perceived by the
Greeks as speaking or thinking of their (dead) kings. Thus, both Pers. 157-8 and 643
can be understood as depictions of the way Persians spoke of their kings, and not as
common, universally recognised statements of the nature of Darius’ spirit (or indeed,
the spirit of any deceased individual); whereas the chorus’ use of daipmv and yoyn are
similar to the common Greek usage for deceased individuals.®

What is important to bring out from the three passages and the descriptions of
Darius and the gods of the underworld is that meaning is effectively given to the
opposing sets of divine words because of the way in which they are contrastingly
juxtaposed and because of the hierarchy that is established with 8e6g as a more
powerful being than daipwv, and daipwv a more powerful being than yoyn. Thus, in
the first example, Ocoi denotes deities that are more powerful than the spirit of Darius,
which is called daipwv. In the second example, daipoveg refers to the same set of
deities as B¢eoi before, but this time is juxtaposed with yvyn, and not with daipwv. This
use of daipoveg and yoyn still maintains the same balance seen in the first example
with Oeoi and daipwv, but yoyn, just as with daipwv in the first passage, refers to
Darius, while daipoveg refers to the gods of the underworld. In the third of the three
passages, daipov is used again of the spirit of Darius, as in the first example, while

Aeschylus on this occasion employs the phrase dA\ot x8oviwv dyepdveg of the ruling

8 Contra Nilsson (1967) 201, who sees 8e6v here as a synonym for daipwv, as does Garvie (2009) 99-
100.
% See Rohde (1925) passim (esp. 70-2 for daipwv), Dietrich (1967) 14-58.
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underworld deities. In each passage we are presented with the same juxtaposition: the
presiding underworld gods and the spirit of Darius, but in each instance, Aeschylus
shows just how flexible and subtle the meaning of dainwv can be, and how reliant on
context our understanding of it is.”” Aaipwv is a more flexible term and can
encompass both, Beoi and yvyn are more specific and rigid in their meaning. Thus,
daipoveg and Ogoi are used synonymously for those deities that seem to have control
over the spirit of Darius; while daipwv and yuy denote Darius’ spirit.

Aeschylus was, of course, not the first author to conceive of the deceased spirit
of a great individual as somehow higher and/or more important than that of the
average man.’' The use of daipwv which we see with Darius in the Persians can be
compared with the employment of daipwv in Hesiod. Of the three instances of daipmv
in Hesiod,92 two refer to mortals who have been transformed into immortals, one
employing the singular daipwv, the other the plural daipoves (Hes. Op. 121-6, Th.
988-91; cf. E. Alc. 1003). The first comes toward the end of the Theogony, where

Phaethon, a young, beautiful man is transformed into a daipwv (Hes. Th. 988-91):

TOV pa véov Tépev dvBog Exovt’ épikudéog HiPng
Toid’ dTadd @povéovta PLAoUUESTIC Apodit
QpT’ Gvepenyapévn, kol pv {aboig Vi vnoig

VNomoAoV L LoV TocaTo, daipova diov.

While he was young and still in the delicate bloom of his glorious prime, a boy with
childish thoughts, Aphrodite the lover of smiles was stirred to action, snatched him

away and made him her closest servant in her holy temple, a divine daimon.”

Having previously been human, Phaethon, like Darius, has become a Saipwv.94
However, in contrast with Darius, Phaethon became one while he was still young and
not after death. There is no indication given in the Theogony that Phaethon has died as
such; rather he seems transformed, risen to an existence above and beyond what is

usually experienced by a human. Nevertheless, it still remains true that both Phaethon

% It is worth noting that Saipwv and daipoveg are never used in juxtaposition.

°! Cf. Broadhead (1960) 163; West (1978) 182; Garvie (2009) 256.

°2 There are only three instances of aipwv being used in Hesiod. For the other instance cf. Op. 314-16.
* Translations of Hesiod are based upon West (1988).

** Compare with Ganymede: Theognidea 1345-8.
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and Darius are daimones and have become so after having been human beings.
Similarly, this conception of Saipwv can be seen in the Works and Days,”® where the

Golden race of men is turned into daipoveg after death (Op. 121-6):

avtap £mel O ToDTO YEVOS KATA YoTio KAAVWYEY,
Tol pév daipoveg eiot Awdg pueyaiov 1a fovidg
£60A0i, EmyBoviot, @OAaKeG Bvntdv avipdnnv,

TAOVTOOOTOL

Since the earth covered up that race, they have been daimones on the face of the earth

by the great Zeus’ design, good, watchers over mortal men and bestowers of wealth.

Again we are presented with mortals turned into daipovec. As with Darius, but not
with Phaethon, this change seems to occur after death, To0t0 Yévog xatd yaic
kéAvyev. But as with Phaethon, the Saipovec here are not called yuyai, as Darius is.”®

In Hesiod, it is possible to see a clear distinction drawn between what is
designated by 6e6g and what is designated by daipwv. In general terms it can be seen
that, in Hesiod at least, daipwv denotes a being that has attained immortality, having
previously been mortal, while 6c6¢ denotes only those divine beings who are immortal
from the moment of birth.”” Also, this distinction between the two divine terms seems
to go even further, by extending to the function. Both Phaethon and the epichthonic
daimones serve gods: Phaethon serves Aphrodite (Hes. Th. 990-1), while the
epichthonic daimones serve Zeus and Justice as watchers of humanity and guardians
of evil deeds (Hes. Op. 248-62). And it seems, at least superficially, that they have
been made immortal for the very purpose of serving the god that has made them an
immortal daipwv.

While this last factor is not applicable to Darius, there does seem to be some

overlap with the other two factors and with Aeschylus’ use of daipwv at Pers. 620 and

% West (1978) 182 argues that in poetry daipovsg is used as a synonym for 8soi and that it was not until
the fifth century that they were distinguished. He does say, however, that Hesiod could not, in all
likelihood, have called the deceased race of the Golden age 6¢oi. Cf. West (1966) 429.

% Contra Rohde (1925) 70-2, who equates the epichthonic daimones with souls.

*7 Xenophanes (Fr.14) raises questions about gods ‘coming-into-being’. The argument put forward here
concerning the gods in Hesiod is not intended to question the nature of the gods or Hesiod’s theology,
but recognises that there is a difference between divine beings that have always been divine beings and
divine beings who were once mortals.
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641. In the presentation of Darius, Phaethon and the epichthonic daimones, daipwv is
used to denote a category of divinity distinct from 68e6c, which is lower in both power
and position, as well as a class of divinity which has attained immortality having
previously been mortal. However, the clear distinction that can be seen in Hesiod —
though admittedly from only two instances’® — between what terms designate what
types of deity is not as straightforward in Aeschylus. What type of being Darius is and
what is meant by daipwv is far less clear than in Hesiod. It is clear that Darius is a
yuyn ‘spirit’ (Pers. 630): this is all relatively unambiguous. But what is meant by
daipwv? Is it purely an honorific title given to him by his wife and former subjects?”
Or, does it denote something more? Does it indicate that while he is a soul, he is more
than simply that? It is clear that the Queen and the chorus still hold their former king
in high regard; indeed, it is equally clear that although Darius does not have any real
power or position in the afterlife, he does have the power to come back from the
afterlife in order to give advice and he has knowledge which neither the Queen nor the
chorus possess.

On the one hand, we must bear in mind that it is in the eyes of the Queen and
the chorus that Darius is thought of as a daipwmv, and not necessarily in anyone else’s.
The statements could thus be subjective expressions concerning the nature of their
former king. Should these statements of Darius’ nature and being, therefore, be
equated with the statement at Pers. 643 that he is a god among the Persians, and that
he is icodaipwv (634) and ic60cog (856)? But, can Darius be icodaipov if he is a
daipwv proper? Garvie answers the question by saying of the descriptions of Darius
(and Xerxes) as divine individuals that they are ‘meant to be an exaggeration rather
than literally true’.'® In this case, daipwv would not be a literal denotation of the
nature of Darius any more than icodaipwv. However, that Darius is called a daipov is
different from him being called 6e6¢ (643), icodaipwv (634) or ic60eog (856). In the
latter two instances, Darius is being likened to and/or compared with
something/someone else; while at 643 he is referred to as a god, in what is, at the very
least, a description of a mortal man (dead or living) unparalleled in Aeschylus or

archaic Greek literature. He is judged by his former subjects as a god unlike the other

%% See below for a discussion of Op. 314.

* Garvie (2009) 256.

1% Garvie (2009) 99. Garvie argues that there is no difference in the way daipwv and 8¢ are used of
Darius in the Persians. Cf. 263-5.
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Persians, as well as being an equal of the gods. These are terms of flattery. When he is
spoken of as a daipwv it seems to be more a factual statement concerning his nature
than an exaggeration or complement. This is indicated by the interchangeable way
daipwv and yuyn are used to describe the dead Darius. As such, the use of daipwv
bears greater similarity to those instances where he is referred to as a yvyq. This is not
to say that daipwv is just a synonym for yuyr. What seems to be expressed by the
Queen and the chorus in their use of daipwv when referring to Darius is a belief that
he is more than the average soul and more than any other normal dead person, because
he can actively interfere and interact in their lives, if only by giving advice. This
manner of reference could thus be seen to bear similarity to the way the deceased were
spoken of in hero-cult and how Phaethon or the epichthonic daimones are spoken of in

Hesiod.'"!

AAIMOQN AND THE ERINYES

Aeschylus’ portrayal of the Erinyes in the Eumenides offers further examples
of daipwv being used to denote deities that are of lesser power and position than,
and/or are in some way distinct from those denoted by 6g6¢. Though the Erinyes are
seen as working with or in co-operation with Zeus in the Agamemnon (Ag. 59, 749),'%
from the beginning of the Fumenides, the Erinyes are depicted as isolated from the
rest of the divine world, especially from the Olympians.'® Apollo states that no god,
man or beast mixes with them: aig oV psiyvuton | Bedv Tig 008’ BvBpwnog 0vdE O
mote ‘with whom no god ever holds any intercourse, nor man nor beast either’ (Eu.
69-70); he continues to say that they are born for evil and inhabit Tartarus beneath the
earth, and are objects of hate for men and the Olympian gods: koak®dv &’ Exatt
Kayévovt’, €nel kakov | okotov vépovrar Taptapov 6° vnd xBovdg, | ronuat’ avépdv

kai Be®dv ‘Olvuniov ‘they were absolutely born for evil, for they dwell in the evil

%' See Rohde (1925) 115-55 for discussion of hero-cult; cf. Broadhead (1960) 163; Dietrich (1967) 14-
58.

' For further discussion of the Erinyes and justice in the Oresteia, see Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’.
' The distinctive and distinct nature of the Erinyes in contrast with other gods is not isolated to the
Eumenides — although nowhere else in Aeschylus is the differentiation of the Erinyes so marked. There
is a noteworthy reference at Th. 720-2, where the Erinys is called a ‘god, unlike gods’ 0gbv, o0 8eoig
opoiav, which could indicate a form of categorisation of the Erinyes and the nature of Saipwv.
However, as the discussion of Th. 720-2 above and the present discussion highlight, we must be careful
not to assume automatically that a strict hierarchy of divine beings exists in Aeschylus; though as is
posited in this section, it may be possible to claim such a hierarchy does exit in the Eumenides.
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darkness, in Tartarus beneath the earth, and are hateful to men and the Olympian
gods’ (Eu. 71-3); Clytemnestra honours them by night, at an hour shared by no god:
Kol voktiogpva Oginy’ €’ €oybpe updg | EBvov, dpav ovdevog kowviy Bsdv ‘and 1
also sacrificed solemn nocturnal feasts at a hearth of fire, at a time shared with none of
the gods’ (Eu. 108-9); they say of themselves that they stand apart from the gods
without sun: {Gtya} dticto Sdpevar Aayn | Bedv dyyootatodvt’ dvniin Admg ‘we
carry out our despised function, far away from the gods, in the sunless slime’ (Eu.
385-6). Even Athena on first seeing the Erinyes states that she does not know who the
Erinyes are, saying that she has never seen their race before: dpoiat 8’ ovdevi oraptdv
yével, | obT’ v Beaiol mpdg Bedv dpmpévag, | obt’ odv Ppoteiolg Eueepeic popPAORAGT
‘You resemble no race of begotten beings, neither among the goddesses who are
beheld by gods, nor is your appearance similar to that of mortals’ (Fu. 411-12).

It is clear that the Erinyes are presented in a way that separates them off from
the Olympians. There is something wholly ‘other’ about them. Of the few occasions
their divinity is stated, they are referred to as Saipoveg three times: they twice refer to
themselves as such (Eu. 150, 302); and once Athena calls them Saipoveg (Eu. 929). In
a similar fashion to those passages from the Seven and Persians, though by no means
exactly replicating them, the words dainwv and 8gdg are contrasted with one another,

and definition seems to be given to daipwv by the juxtaposition (Eu. 148-54):

id ol Awdg

€mikhomog TEAT,

v€og 8¢ ypaiag daipovag kadmnico,
ToV IKéTav oéPav, dBsov Gvdpa kai
TOKEDGV TKPOV

TOV untparoiav & £EExheyag v Bde.

Ti TévO’ €pel Tig dikaiwg Exewy;

Alas, son of Zeus, you are a thief, a youth riding roughshod over ancient daimones by
showing respect for the suppliant, a godless man who injured his parents: you, a god,
smuggled away the man who attacked his mother. Who will say that any of this is in

accordance with justice?
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This passage draws out a comparison between (as the Erinyes see it) old daimones and
a young, disrespectful god. The passage highlights issues that will be central to the
play: the matricide and the division between the Olympians and the Erinyes. Bearing
in mind that we have already elicited information from the play that sets the Erinyes
apart from the rest of the divine world, it is possible that, as with Typhon in the Seven,
Aeschylus is using the word daipwv in contrast with 6g6g as one aspect of his
presentation of the Erinyes as deities distinct from, and in conflict with, the Olympian
gods in the Eumenides. But, in contrast with Typhon, the Erinyes are called daipoveg
on more than the one occasion. It is a term used repeatedly to describe them and not a
one-off occurrence employed to bring out a single contrast. It is something that is a
consistent part of their presentation, which is mentioned throughout the play (cf. Eu.
302, 929) and seems to help set them apart from the Olympians, Apollo and Athena,
both of whom are never referred to as daipoveg in the Eumenides or indeed in the rest
of Aeschylus’ Oresteia. Moreover, in contrast with the depiction of Typhon, the
Erinyes call themselves daipoveg. For them, at least, it is not a negative term. This
does not mean that daipoveg is not used by the Erinyes to differentiate themselves
from the Olympian gods in the Eumenides. Indeed, for them it may even have a
positive meaning. But, for whatever reason, the Erinyes use daipoveg in the above
passage, the term stands in juxtaposition with 8gdg, just as the Erinyes do with the
Olympian gods, and the Erinyes themselves do not mean anything negative by their
use of the word.

However, the contrast between the Erinyes as daipoveg and the Olympian gods
as Oeoi is not so clearly drawn as it may first seem from this particular passage,
because the Erinyes are not exclusively referred to as daipoveg: they are also called
Ocai. It must be stated outright that 6ed/0eai are not derogatory or pejorative
feminisations of 0edg/6eoi. Athena is called both 8e6¢ and 6ed interchangeably
throughout the play (Eu. 0gd: 224, 242, 259, 671; 8e6g: 297, 883), while commanding
a position of the highest respect and regard. In this way, it may not be the case that
daipwv is used by Aeschylus in order to help facilitate the presentation of the conflict
between the Erinyes and the Olympian order, but is simply a synonymous term used
in conjunction with Beai. The employment of 6eai to denote the Erinyes may by

consequence affect our initial conclusions concerning the employment of daipwv as an
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aspect of the presentation of the two conflicting sets of deities, which will now be
assessed.

In contrast with Athena, the Erinyes do not command a position of the highest
respect and regard in the play — at least not initially. They are described as objects of
hate for men and gods, they stand apart from all creatures, and their nature is
differentiated from the Olympians consistently throughout the play by means other
than the use of the word daipoveg, in a way comparable to Typhon in the Seven. So,
how are we to understand the use of 6eai when it is used to denote the Erinyes? Let us
look at the exact instances where the Erinyes are spoken of as 0eai. Toward the end of
the play, Athena calls the Erinyes Oeai when attempting to dissuade them from

wreaking revenge after losing the vote (Eu. 824-5):

olk EoT’ dtyot, und’ drepfipwg dyav

Ocai Bpotdv KTionTe dSVoKNAov xBovaL.

You are not dishonoured! And do not yield to excessive anger and, goddesses that you

are, afflict mortals with a canker on their land.

In this passage, Athena desires the Erinyes to consent to her wishes. It seems peculiar,
especially coming from Athena, that the plural form of a word which has been used of
her is now used of deities who have previously been depicted as ‘other’ and placed in
opposition to the Olympians. This seems all the more out of place when we consider
how 0gdg (and Oed) is used overwhelmingly of the Olympians, over daipwv in
Aeschylus and throughout early Greek literature. Indeed, it is possible that, because of
the frequency with which 6ed¢/Beoi are used of the Olympians, they possess
connotations in and of themselves which are not shared by Sainwv/daipoves. And if,
as is observed above, the feminine forms 0gd/0eai do not bear any negative
associations in and of themselves, then employment of 6eai at this moment may
implicitly connect the Erinyes with the nature of the Olympians in a way which would
not otherwise have been possible with the employment of daipovec. It may thus be the
case that Athena uses Oeai as a mode of flattery that would, due to the connotations

and associations implicit in the word 6zai, subtly bridge the gap between herself and
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the Erinyes, and so form one part of her persuasion during the final scene of the play
to prevent the Erinyes from wreaking destruction upon Athens.'**
Similarly, when the Ghost of Clytemnestra tries to wake the Erinyes, who have

been lulled to sleep by Apollo, she calls them 6eai (Eu. 114-16):

@poviicat’, G katd xOovog Osai.

Svap yap dudg viv Khotauniotpo kakd.

Take heed, you goddesses from below the earth: I who now call you in your dreams, I

am Clytemnestra.

As with Athena, Clytemnestra is trying to persuade the Erinyes to do what she wants.
The balance of power between Clytemnestra and the Erinyes is set firmly in the
latter’s favour. Clytemnestra can do nothing about avenging her own death; only the
Erinyes can help her to this end. It would thus seem quite natural for Clytemnestra to
use flattery here. While, of course, she says that: ovdgic Vnép pov dapdvev pnvietar |
KaTaceaysiong Tpdg yepdv puntpoktévev ‘none of the daimones is wrathful on my
behalf, slaughtered as I have been by matricidal hands’ (Eu. 101-2) directly before
calling the Erinyes Oeai, so that it may appear that Clytemnestra uses daipoveg and
Beai as synonyms, daipovec and Ozai are, however, used to denote overlapping sets of
deities in a distinct manner. Aaipoveg refers generically to the totality of gods —
whether this refers to all the gods or just those of the underworld does not matter
strictly here — while 0cai addresses the Erinyes directly. The two terms should,
therefore, not be treated as synonyms, in spite of their close proximity. As a
consequence, it is possible to draw the conclusion that Clytemnestra uses Oeai as a
subtle mode of flattery in her attempt to get the Erinyes to do her bidding, just as
Athena does at 824-5, to implicitly connect the Erinyes with the highest stratum of
divinity, which would not have otherwise been possible if daipoveg had been used.

So, if the Erinyes are portrayed as distinct from the rest of the divine world,
and daipwv is used to help facilitate this presentation, while 8eai is used in contexts

where it seems to connect them implicitly with the Olympians, then these two words

1% For further discussion of the resolution between the Erinyes and the Olympians, see Chapter 4 ‘The
Justice of Zeus’. Cf. Buxton (1982) 110-14 for the importance of persuasion in the resolution.
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could help indicate shifts in how the Erinyes are viewed or presented within the
context of the play. If it is accepted that Athena’s use of persuasion in the final scene
is enhanced or complemented by the use of Beai at 824-5, then it may also be the case
that Athena’s use of daipoveg at Eu. 929 indicates another shift in the balance of
power in the play: while the Erinyes posed a threat to Athens and while Athena was in
the process of persuading the Erinyes to desist, it was in the goddess’ interest to use
flattery to assuage the Erinyes’ anger, and thus she uses the term Oeai with all its
connotations to assist in this end. However, once the Erinyes relent of their anger and
are incorporated into the framework of Athenian worship, they are no longer a threat
to the city and to the Olympian order. The balance of power and conflict between the
Erinyes and the Olympians, which is momentarily upset and comes to a head during
the trial scene and subsequently after, is reset by line 929. This realignment is then
reflected in the vocabulary Athena uses of the Erinyes. So, when the Erinyes pose a
threat and there is need to bridge the gap between the Olympians and the Erinyes,
Athena calls them Ocai; whereas, once the threat has passed, they are again called
daipoveg by Athena. This indicates that while the Erinyes see, at the very least,
nothing negative in calling themselves daipoveg, Athena may well believe 6sai a more
dignified term than daipwv/daipoves.

With regard to the Erinyes, they seem to use feai and daipoveg synonymously.
This is indicated in the only remaining instance of 0eai used of the Erinyes, which

comes at line 728, where they use it in reference to themselves (Eu. 727-8)%%:

60 Tot Toondc Sravopdg'®® katapdicac

oive Tapnraencog dpyaiog Bsds.

You’re the one who destroyed the old allotment of power and beguiled those ancient

goddesses with wine.

At this moment in the play we are awaiting the result of the vote. The honour due to
the Erinyes and their position within the divine world seems to be at stake. Indeed, the

Erinyes themselves appear all too aware of this possibility (Eu. 715-16, 727-8), and

15 Cf. Eu. 920, where the Erinyes use Saipoveg of the gods generally.
1% Reading Swvopdg instead of Saipovag (daimones) and Sapovag (allotment).
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threaten the destruction of Athens if they do not win (Eu. 711-12, 719-20, 731-3). It
seems quite natural that the Erinyes have concerns about their position within the
divine world and feel their honour may be subordinated to (and by) the Olympians. It
could be argued that the Erinyes use the word Beai at this moment to give themselves
a more magisterial appearance, to place themselves on an equal footing with Apollo
and the Olympians, so as to present their status and honour as of equal worth and
importance, due equal reverence. While their use of the word would be different from
that of flattery, its desired effect would nevertheless be similar, as it presents them in a
way that implicitly likens their nature to that of the Olympians and in particular to the
Olympian who has been called 6ed repeatedly throughout the play and who has an
important role in the trial: Athena. But, this could only be said if the Erinyes had
previously presented themselves in such a way as to imply that they consider daipoveg
a lesser term with which to refer to themselves — which, of course, they have not.
Rather, they have seemed proud to call themselves daipoveg, as is seen above at Eu.
148-54. In contrast with Athena, the Erinyes see nothing negative — at the very least —
in calling themselves daipoveg, and as a result it cannot be said with any real certainty
that the Erinyes use 6eai to imply anything more than if they had used daipoveg,
unless, and of course I think we are to undertand that, they recognise that Athena sees
something different and more positive in the use of 0eai over daipoveg and so use the
word accordingly. But, this is difficult to determine, especially as we only have the
one instance of the Erinyes’ use of Beai.

The two words Saipoveg and Beai serve two distinct roles throughout the
FEumenides helping to depict the Erinyes and the conflict between them and the
Olympians that arises out of Orestes’ decision to kill his mother. But, the role the
words play is determined by the characters who employ them. In the mouth of Athena,
daipoveg is used as a lesser term than 8ed¢/B¢eoi or its feminine equivalents, which is
likely to be the result of 8e6¢/0coi being the term used far more frequently of the
Olympians throughout Greek literature; but, in the mouths of the Erinyes, while the
two terms are treated as distinct (as seen at Eu. 148-54), neither is considered a

negative or pejorative term.
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The relationship between the chthonic realm and daipwv is something that has

d.17 As an early example of this idea, such

been stressed in previous studies of the wor
studies commonly point to Hesiod’s Golden Race of men turned into daipoveg after
they are covered by the earth. Hero cult too is cited as a ‘real-life’ parallel of mortals
being thought of as transformed after death into god-like beings who possess power to
influence events, with the result that the spirits of dead heroes are commonly
understood to be daiuoves.'”® Aeschylus’ presentation of Darius as a Saipwv hints at
hero-cult and chthonic ideas. However, to argue that daipwv is inherently bound up
with the chthonic in literature would be a dangerous leap to make.'? First, Sainwv is
used in many contexts where notions of the chthonic are not present. Indeed, in the
Persians daipoveg (628) and Oeoi (622, 689) are used synonymously and
interchangeably in reference to the chthonic gods within one hundred lines of each
other; and in the Suppliants and Agamemnon we are faced with parallel instances of
contrasts between the heavenly gods above and chthonic gods below: Umatoi te 6¢ot,
Kol Papotyor | xBovior (Supp. 24-5), mhvtov 8¢ Bedv téhv dctuvouwv, | vmhtov,
yBoviwv (Ag. 87-8), where beoi is used of both upper and lower gods. The same is true
of the Libation Bearers where in the three places chthonic gods are spoken of 6¢oi,
daipoveg and pakapeg are all used once (Saipoveg: 125; B¢oi: 475; pakapec: 476).'"°

It has been argued here that Athena especially uses daipoveg to highlight the
‘otherness’ of the Erinyes in relation to the Olympian gods. In the Eumenides, the
conflict between the Olympians and the Erinyes is repeatedly presented and their
natures are contrasted consistently throughout the play. While the Olympians are gods
of the upper world and described as 0ecoi, the Erinyes are chthonic deities and
daipovec. But, it does not necessarily follow that the Erinyes are daipoveg because
they are chthonic. Indeed, the Erinyes are called 0cai three times in the play, and in
spite of sometimes being a term of flattery employed to liken the Erinyes to the nature

of the Olympians, it is not an inaccurate description of their divinity (cf. Th. 720-3;

Ag. 1580). Rather, it seems that the use of daipoveg is driven by the context of the

17 See, for example, Dietrich (1967) passim, esp. 55-8; Nilsson (1967) 1.200-6.

198 Usener (1896) 247-53; Rohde (1925) 71-4; Dietrich (1967) 14-58; Geisser (2002) 14-15. See also
the discussion above of Darius.

199 Cf. Dietrich (1967) passim.

% Chthonic Hermes is also referenced three times (1, 124, 727), but his divinity, whether 0gbg or
Saiuwv, is never stated.
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play, utilized to stress the difference between the Olympians and the Erinyes, and is
not reliant or dependent on the chthonic aspect of their nature in and of itself. If there
was reliance on the use of daipoveg because of the chthonic, it would need to be
explained why the Erinyes can be called 6eai and why other chthonic deities are called
Be6g and why Saipwv is used in contexts where the chthonic is not present. It thus
does not seem that in Aeschylus, at least, the word daipwv is in any way exclusively
associated with the chthonic, nor is it the chthonic in and of itself which determines

which divine term is used.

SUMMARY REMARKS

In looking at daipwv in Aeschylus, it is possible to see that the word possesses
greater complexity than may at first have been thought. Aaipwv is more than simply a
synonym for 0g6g or another way of denoting a person’s fortune in life; it is a subtle
and nuanced term by Aeschylus’ time, something that seems not to have been lost on
Heraclitus. It is through the term’s connection with an individual’s fortune in life that
it is possible to see how — we do not know when — daipwv came to be connected with
and understood as someone’s personal guardian deity. But, more than this, daipwv is
often used by Aeschylus to denote a deity that is in some way distinct from or lesser
than a deity who is juxtaposed with it and referred to as 8e6g. While it is clear that
Aeschylus was not operating with a strict stratification of divine terms — though one
could argue that he comes close in the Eumenides — there is enough evidence from the
way he uses Saipwv and 0¢dg in his plays to say that Aeschylus used and understood
different things by each term. Indeed, it is from a deeper understanding of the terms
daipwv and Bedg that we can see how Aeschylus is able to assist the characterisation
of the conflict between the Erinyes and the Olympians in the Eumenides. Not only do
the terms help depict the divide between the two sets of deities, but they even give an
indication about subtle shifts in the conflict’s intensity and the balance between the
Olympians and the Erinyes, as we shall see in the second half of the final chapter, The

Justice of Zeus.
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PART 2: ZEUS
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Since Hugh Lloyd-Jones’ The Justice of Zeus, it has been rather unfashionable to
look at the nature of Zeus in Aeschylus. Lloyd-Jones argues that the Zeus of
Aeschylus is no different from the Zeus found in Homer or Hesiod, and that
Presocratic conceptions of divinity played no part in Aeschylus’ presentation of the
gods. Or in Lloyd-Jones’ own words: ‘If Aeschylus knew of modern thinkers like
Xenophanes and Heraclitus, he refrained from obtruding his knowledge upon his
audiences. The authors who are really important influences upon him, as they are for
his countryman Solon, are Homer and Hesiod.”' Both The Justice of Zeus and Lloyd-
Jones’ earlier article ‘Zeus in Aeschylus’ are in many respects reactions against
earlier commentators, who saw Aeschylus as depicting a Zeus more evolved than the
Zeus of Homer and Hesiod, a deity that was in some way a direct descendent of
Xenophanes’ one god.? Many of these studies are attempts to reconcile the crueller
and more despotic Zeus of the Prometheus Bound with the kinder, more ‘profound’
Zeus of Aeschylus’ other plays. Scholars assumed the Zeus of the Oresteia and
Suppliants to be a more ‘developed’ divinity,® a natural precursor to the Platonic
Demiurge in his presentation of what were considered monotheistic qualities.*

While this thesis will not discuss the Prometheus for the reasons discussed in
the Introduction,’ questions still remain from the issues brought out by these studies
about whether there exist any traces of Presocratic influence on the thought of
Aeschylus; not least, because if we accept Lloyd-Jones’ conclusions we are forced
into a position where we effectively ignore the intervening centuries between Homer
and Aeschylus and the development of philosophical and religious investigation.
From this perspective alone it is worthwhile to re-examine Aeschylus. But more than
this, if it is possible to detect traces of Presocratic thought it would add another

dimension to Aeschylus’ works, which would not only provide new insight into the

' Lloyd-Jones (1971) 86; cf. Denniston and Page (1957) xiii-xvi for a similar position.
? See, for example, Murray (1940) 80-1, 108-10; Solmsen (1949) 153-66; Cornford (1952) 145, 153;
and for a ‘no holds barred’ proto-Christian reading of Aeschylus, Tyler (1859, repr. 2006).
> E.g. Jaeger (1945) 263-4; Solmsen (1949); Grube (1970) 50-1. Cf. Golden (1961) for a brief
overview of the ‘developmental’ arguments and a theory of an ‘amoral Zeus’; and see Golden (1962)
and Kitto (1966) 68-9 for ‘two-Zeus’ theory.
* E.g. Cornford (1935).
5 See Introduction for a discussion of the authenticity of the Prometheus Bound and the related
bibliography.
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workings of the divine in his plays, but would also open up a whole new dialogue
that taps into the religio-philosophical debates of the age. This is not to make any
claim for a progressivist model of religious development by seeing a natural
movement from polytheistic ‘primitivism’ to ‘advanced’ monotheism with a single
benevolent god, all-knowing and all-powerful. Rather, I want to undertake an
examination of Zeus in Aeschylus as the Zeus of Aeschylus. The discussion will
look back to Homer, Hesiod and the lyric poets, as well as back and sideways to the
Presocratics for potential similarities (and notable differences), but will do so only in
an attempt to achieve an understanding of the god within the context of the plays.

The second chapter of this thesis will consider whether there is consistency in
the presentation of Zeus between plays and discusses how Zeus is presented play-by-
play, determining whether there are any similarities in how the god is depicted. In
this and the subsequent chapter, a working distinction is made between
‘characteristics’ and ‘nature’ of the god. The two terms ‘characteristics’ and ‘nature’
are not used as part of some over-arching, grand scheme of categorisation, but solely
as aids in differentiating between how the god is depicted, perhaps inconsistently,
between plays (characteristics); and those qualities and aspects which appear to be
basic to and/or inherent in the god of Aeschylus (nature). The third chapter of the
thesis, ‘The Nature of Zeus’, looks at the key underlying features of the god,
examining qualities, such as anthropomorphism, invariance and the god’s connection
with Hades. This is done with frequent discussion of the arguments derived from
Presocratic philosophy. The final chapter of the thesis then considers the nature of
justice and Zeus, focusing primarily on the question of the guilt of Agamemnon in
the Agamemnon and the conflict between the Erinyes and the Olympians in the
Eumenides.

In the three chapters of the second part of this thesis on Zeus, I intend to
argue against any conception of a kind or ‘progressive’ Zeus; while at the same time,
I intend to demonstrate that the Zeus of Aeschylus is not the same as the Homeric
Zeus or the Hesiodic Zeus, that Aeschylus interacts with and responds to Presocratic
conceptions of divinity, and that the Zeus of Aeschylus exhibits qualities not found

in the epics of Homer.
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2: THE CHARACTERISTICS OF ZEUS

This chapter will consider Zeus as a figure within each play, seeing when, where and
how the god is characterised. This will help to determine whether, in different plays,
he is presented in any markedly different ways, by establishing an overview of the
characteristics of Zeus that will highlight in a broad and overarching way the themes
which accompany the god. Such an overview will demonstrate whether or not there
are any clear divisions within or between the plays in the utilisation of the god:
whether Zeus is used pragmatically and thus acts as a dramatic tool for the poet; used
in different ways in different plays to suit the specific purposes of an individual play;
or whether there are underlying patterns and threads in the way the god is
conceptualised.

The extant plays of Aeschylus span a fourteen-year period from 472 to 458
B.C. Although Aeschylus was already a mature poet by 472,° we should not assume
that his thought concerning Zeus and the nature of justice must have remained
unaltered during the period belonging to his extant plays. So, we should not take as
writ that Aeschylus was or had become ‘stuck in his ways’ by his early fifties. Nor
can we ignore that 472-458 was a time of political change in Athens (and throughout
the Greek world as a whole) and the possibility that political events had an effect on
the way in which the nature of justice was understood and presented, as well as how
the role of the gods in the lives of human beings was conceived. Aeschylus would
have witnessed the breakdown of the peace between Athens and Sparta in 462/1
which had lasted from the expulsion of Persia from mainland Greece in 480/79; the
ostracism of Cimon in 461; the rise of Ephialtes, his radical democratisation of
Athens’ political institutions, and his subsequent suspicious death; and the rise of
Pericles and his continuation of the democratisation started by Ephialtes.” And while
this will not be a discussion of the political context of the plays, nor an investigation
into ‘what Aeschylus thought’, it is still necessary to be aware that the period
between 472 and 458 B.C. was a time of great change and that such external factors

may have had an effect on the portrayal of justice, Zeus and the gods in Aeschylus’

plays.

¢ [ adhere to the traditional view that Aeschylus was born c. 525 and died 456/5.
7 For further discussion of the political context of Aeschylus’ plays see, here and in general, Podlecki
(1966); for the Oresteia in particular, see also Macleod (2007), Sommerstein (1989) 25-32.
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In discussing the presentation of Zeus in Aeschylus, it would thus be
worthwhile to start by looking at the plays chronologically, picking out where Zeus
is involved and spoken of, highlighting areas of interest and noteworthy similarities
or differences. In so doing, no attempt will be made to supply a detailed, full
discussion of all the passages quoted and cited. As there are not enough references to
the god in either the Persians or Seven Against Thebes for a discussion to be
worthwhile or illuminating, I will look exclusively at the Suppliants and the Oresteia
trilogy in this instance.

The chorus and its pronouncements on the nature of the gods, and Zeus in
particular, plays an important role in the plays of Aeschylus and has a significant
bearing on this thesis. The authority of the chorus is also something that has been the
subject of debate over the past twenty years or so. First, Vernant and Vidal-Naquet
have seen the chorus as representative of the civic body and able to express the
audience’s emotions and thoughts.® This view was countered by Gould a few years
later, who argues that the chorus is not representative of the civic body and audience,
but is often presented by the poet as marginal outsiders and thus lacks any real
authority to pronounce on events.” Gould adds that the chorus is also not a
mouthpiece for the poet’s voice, but is a set of characters constrained by the fictional
world they inhabit.'® Gould’s arguments were in turn argued against by Goldhill,
who states, ‘that the chorus can speak with the full weight of a collective authority is
crucial to tragedy’s explorations of authority, knowledge, tradition within the
dynamics of democracy’s ethics of group and individual obligations.”'" But, while
Goldhill gives the chorus of tragedy a privileged place within the dramatic discourse,
aiding ‘commentary, reflection and [giving] an authoritative voice,’'? he does not
grant it the heightened status of authorial voice (although in what manner this is
defined is unclear).” What Goldhill’s interpretation of the role of the chorus
highlights is that while the context of each play is important, and the characterisation
of the chorus within it, the chorus plays a key role in the contemplation of the events

of each play.

¥ Vernant and Vidal-Naquet (1988) 24.

° Gould (1996) 224.

1% Gould (1996) 231.

" Goldhill (1996) 253.

12 Goldhill (1996) 255.

13 See further discussion of this in the chapter ‘The Justice of Zeus” in the section The Hymn to Zeus.
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So, when we look at the various plays in the following chapters, it is
important to recognise and bear in mind the dramatic context which the chorus
inhabit as well as their ability to explore and reflect on different questions which the
plays raise. This is particularly important in the following discussions of the
Suppliants and Oresteia. But, this is not to give greater authority to the choruses of
either of these plays concerning pronouncements on Zeus. What is of importance in
this chapter and the next is not the trustworthiness or authority of the chorus, so
much as the type of views being expressed by them and their interaction with the
thought of philosophers. It is not that what the chorus says in either of these sets of
plays is more important, but that what they have to say is more illuminating about
the nature of Zeus and the author’s interaction with contemporary philosophical and
religious thought. One may go so far as to say that these next two chapters are not
interested in the truth, but what was perceived as true. Since the plays present on-
stage life-like characters with life-like issues (though dramatised and placed within a
mythological setting), one can reasonably make the assumption that the beliefs,
language, cares and concerns are not fantastic, but understood and relatable to the
audience. In a similar way, one can understand that the Zeus of Aeschylus was
believed in by him and presented in a way that the audience would relate to,
understand and believe in themselves. Though certain characteristics of the god may
change or be emphasised differently between plays, the underlying nature of the god

would be the same.

Zeus in the Suppliants

Zeus dominates the Suppliants more than any other extant Greek play. His
name occurs 55 times, if we restore 175a but not 574 or 967,'* as is now generally
accepted. Zeus is the first word of the play and he is the god under consideration in
the final lines of it too: Zeus is a frequent point of reference throughout the entire
play, from first to last.

In the prologue, we are introduced to several key themes with regard to Zeus.
In the first line, the god is called on as Zevg dgpiktwp, Zeus the Approacher, i.e.

‘Zeus the guardian of suppliants’. A¢iktop is not a known cult title for Zeus and

'* See Friis Johansen and Whittle (hereafter FJW) (1980) 2.5 for the precise figures concerning
references to Zeus from other Aeschylean plays. All references to Zeus in the Oresteia are discussed
below.
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seems rather to be an Aeschylean invention used in place of the more common title
‘Ixéoioc. The etymological connection between the verbs agucvéopar and icvéopan
and their respective nominal forms is picked up on by the poet and played upon in
lines 20-2, where the chorus of Danaids say: tiv’ &v obv ydpav ebppova pdrilov
11i0d’ doucoipeda | ovv T0icd’ iketdv dyxepdio” | épooténtotot kKhadototy; “So,
to what more friendly land than this could we come with these hand-held emblems of
the suppliant, these wool-wreathed olive branches?’ In the prologue we also
encounter for the first time the myth of lo, which occurs periodically throughout the
play and in which, of course, Zeus is a central figure. The first explicit16 reference to
the Io myth occurs in lines 15-19 and reads: ... kéAoou 8’ "Apyoug yaiov, 66sv o
vévog Nuétepov, | Tiig oiotpoddvou Podg &€ Emagiig | k& émmvoing Adg evyOpsvov,
tetéheotal. ©... and [we] put in to the land of Argos, from whence originates our race,
which claims to derive from the touch and breath of Zeus.” The myth of the rape of
Io is an important factor in the discussion of the nature of Zeus, because it can be
interpreted as either a beneficial act or a violent and negative one. The final
reference to Zeus in the prologue sees the Danaids call on the god as the Saviour and
the guardian of pious men’s homes to receive them as suppliants into Argos and to
protect them from their Egyptian cousins (Supp. 26-9). The prologue can be seen to
establish Zeus as key figure in several different key thematic areas for the play: as
the god of suppliants; the Danaids’ progenitor and the former sexual partner of lo;
the Danaids’ saviour; and the just protector of pious men’s homes.

The first choral ode begins in line 40 by referencing the lo myth with an
invocation to the child and ancestor of the Danaids, whose name "Ena@og means ‘the
Touch’ and who was the product of the union between Io and Zeus (Supp. 40-8).
There is nothing negative in the presentation of Zeus and the conception of Epaphos

so far in the play, only the gentleness of Zeus’ part in the act of consummation. What

' Here I punctuate differently from West (1998) by removing the comma after £yxsipidiog, and in so
doing agree with Page’s OCT (1972).

' I say explicit reference here, because there is a possibility that within the imagery of the male-
female contrast contained in lines 8-9, which describes the conflicting relationship of the Danaids and
the Egyptians, there is an allusion to the relationship of Io and Zeus. For this argument, see R. D.
Murray (1958) 28, 98-102. While this argument may come under attack for presuming the existence
of the Io story within the Suppliants before Aeschylus has explicitly referred to it, the connection
between lo and Argos is, nevertheless, a natural one. For example, Ps.-Apollodorus, in reporting
Hesiod, says that Zeus seduced/destroyed (£p0sipe) o, which indicates that the story of Zeus entering
into some form of sexual congress with Io was pre-Aeschylean and thus potentially known by
Aeschylus’ audience (Hesiod Fr. 124). So, in line 8, it may already be perfectly acceptable to connect
the male-female contrast of the Danaids and Egyptians with Io and Zeus.
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follows at Supp. 86-103 is a passage which raises questions about the invariance,
unknowableness and detachment of Zeus. Such a description of the nature of Zeus
naturally casts a light on all subsequent references to the god in the play, especially
those instances which describe Zeus as a fulfiller of events, because all subsequent
references to Zeus’ power as the greatest of gods can be seen to recall the image of
his invariance and detachment from events described during the first choral ode (cf.
Supp. 138-40, 211-12, 524-30, 624, 822-4).l7 Indeed, soon after, Zeus is referred to
in a way that encompasses several prominent aspects of his powerful nature:
TEAEVTOG 8 &v ypove matip 6 mavtdntag | mpevpevels ktioeev: ‘Now may the all-
seeing Father in time bring about a propitious end’ (Supp. 138-40). First, Zeus is the
Father, which can be seen to refer to the god as the progenitor of the Danaids, as well
as to his traditional position as the father of men and gods. These lines also allude to
Zeus as the ultimate fulfiller of events and do so in conjunction with the god as an
all-seeing, all-knowing deity.

In the final four verses of the first choral ode (Supp. 151-76), Zeus again
looms large in three striking passages. First, the name of Zeus is used to refer to the
god of the dead: Zijva tdv xexunkétwv, ‘Zeus of the departed.” (Supp. 157)"
Secondly, he is called upon in a twofold vocative with Io: & Ziv- Tobc i pfvig |
paotelp’ €k Bedv: ‘Oh Zeus; oh the wrath of the gods that takes vengeance on lo.’
(Supp. 162-3). This is the first time the tale of Zeus and Io is put in a more negative
light. And thirdly, if they should be left to the violent advances of their Egyptian
cousins or forced to commit suicide to avoid these advances, the Danaids ask: xoi
10T’ 0V dikaiorg | Zevg évéEetan yoyorg, | TV Tdg Bodg maid’ dtydcag, TOv ad- | 1g
not’ £xTicev Yovo, | viv Exav malivipomov | Sywv év Mtaiow; ‘And then will Zeus
not be liable to merited censure for dishonouring the child of the cow, whom he
himself once begot and caused to be, by turning his face away when we pray to
9919

him (Supp. 167-73). The Danaids’ question here demonstrates how they view

their relationship with the god. They feel that Zeus is under an obligation, not only

'7 The position of Zeus as the great fulfiller of events is something which is present throughout all
Aeschylus: see below for passages in the Oresteia, as well as, for example, Pers. 739-40, 759-64, Th.
117-18.

'® One may think that this is just another way of referring to Hades, but the position of Zeus as a god
of the dead is discussed below in Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of Zeus’ in the section Zeus and Hades.

' Following West (1998), FIW (1980), and Weir Smyth (1922), who have these lines asking a
question. Page (1972) does not see this passage as asking a question at all.
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by way of his connection with them as both their ancestor and as the god of
suppliants, but also because he owes them protection for his role in dishonouring lo.
The question is, indeed, focalised in such a way through the eyes of the Danaids that
Zeus is in many ways removed from his normal state, from his position as the king
of gods and men and the overseer of justice, to being just another individual under
consideration for potential crimes. His position of power and authority is thus
inverted to one of being under an obligation in the eyes of the Danaids.”’

In the following scene between Danaus and the chorus, we are presented with
little new information concerning Zeus. First, the god is called aidoiov Awdg (Supp.
192), which can be translated either ‘reverend Zeus’, with Zeus understood as the
one deserving of reverence (aiddg); or alternatively ‘reverent Zeus’, where the
epithet can be taken in an active sense with Zeus seen as the one who will give
reverence to his suppliants.?’ Friis Johansen and Whittle, in support of the former
reading, supply references from the Odyssey which attest that aidoiog is an epithet
used of suppliants (Od. 7.165, 7.181, 9.271).* Zeus is then spoken of as Zebg
yevvitop ‘Zeus, our ancestor’ (Supp. 206), which refers to the Io story and recalls
the obligation the suppliants feel Zeus is under as their ancestor. This is reinforced
by the Danaids’ request that Zeus take pity on them before they die (Supp. 209).
Danaus also speaks of Zebg dAlog &v kapobow votdrtag dikag ‘Another Zeus who
pronounces final judgements on the dead’ (Supp. 231), which can be seen to pick up
line 157, where Zeus was spoken of in similar terms as a god of the dead.”

With Pelasgus’ entrance and first words at line 234 we learn more about the
myth of Io and Zeus’ role within the tale. We are told that Zeus puy6ijvon, ‘had
intercourse’, with Io (295) and that Hera, having found out about this, turned Io into
a cow (296-9). Indeed, at Supp. 295, we encounter the first occurance in the play
when the sexual union itself between Zeus and Io is not euphemistically spoken of as
the ‘touch’ or ‘breath’ of Zeus. Though now a cow, Io’s appearance does not prevent
Zeus from approaching her, which he does in the form of a bull (300-1). As a

consequence, Hera set up Argos as a guard (303-5) and sent lo to be driven by a

%% See Brill (2009) 161-80 on the power of the suppliant.

*' Thus Cairns (1993) 183-4.

2 See FJW (1980) 2.153.

2 Cf. note above; the idea of Zeus as a god of death is discussed below in Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of
Zeus’.
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gadfly (309) on a long journey until she settled by the Nile (311-12). From the union,
Io brought forth a son, Epaphos (313-15).

For the two hundred lines or so between Supp. 320 and 523, the prominence
of the Io myth recedes in favour of repeated reference to the need to pay heed to
Zeus, the god of suppliants, and the wrath of the god should the Danaids not be
received by Pelasgus and the city (Supp. 347, 385-6, 478-9). The position of Zeus as
the god of justice also comes to the fore in these lines (cf. Supp. 359-60, 381-6, 402-
4, 437). When Pelasgus states that he cannot make the decision about accepting them
as suppliants because of the possibility of causing a war with the Egyptians (Supp.
397-401), the Danaids respond: dpedtep’, g opainwv,” 148> émokonel | Zev,
gtepoppemnic,’ vépav eikotag | Edika pév kakoic, Sow 8 évvdporc. ‘Both of these
options, as one kindred in blood, Zeus watches over, holding the balance nicely
poised, as ready to incline this way as that, fittingly distributing injustice to the evil,
prosperity to the law-abiding’ (Supp. 402-4). The question of what is considered just
and unjust, and in whose eyes, is raised here. The Danaids do this by acknowledging
that Pelasgus’ decision is, pragmatically, a difficult one, but that this is all the more
reason to do what is just in the eyes of the highest and most powerful god. In so
doing, the Danaids wish to place before Pelasgus what Zeus considers just, what
Zeus holds dear and important: i.e. the rights of the suppliant.

Once Pelasgus leaves the stage at Supp. 523, the Danaids sing an ode which
develops the Io myth further. But, before the chorus give another account of the
myth, they address Zeus directly: Gvo& dvaktov, poxdpov | paxdptate kol teAéov |
tedetotatov Kpatog, OAPe Zev, ‘Lord of lords, most blessed of the blessed ones,
most perfect power of the perfect ones, Zeus giver of prosperity,” (Supp. 524-6) The
language the chorus uses to invoke Zeus is quite alien to the way Greeks usually
speak of their gods. It is more reminiscent of the way the Persians and Egyptians
spoke — or are perceived and portrayed to speak — of their kings.”® Nevertheless,
while the titles the Danaids bestow upon Zeus may be more akin to the style of

‘eastern’ peoples, the thought behind the words is not in itself so very different from

** Following the reading of FTW (1980) 2. 318-20 for line 402.

* See Tucker (1889) 88 for meaning of étepoppenng.

 The title dvaf aviktov is rarely found elsewhere; the best attested close analogue is Baciievg
Baciéwv, which is the standard translation of the Persian King’s title ‘King of Kings’. The latter title
is also found on the tombs of Egyptian kings and is the form used by Plutarch of Antony and
Cleopatra’s children (Plu. Ant. 54.4). See FIW (1980) 2. 408-10 for further discussion of this title.
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the way Zeus is referred to in the other plays of Aeschylus by Greek characters (cf.
Th. 117-18; Ag. 973-4, 1485-8).”’

When the ode does move on to address the myth of lo, it first presents little
that is new or of significance concerning Zeus and his role in the affair. The Danaids
claim to be descended from the race of Zeus (536) and that Io came to the grove of
Zeus near the Nile (558). It is not until the fourth verse that we come across anything
which affects our understanding of the god. The Danaids say: 61" ai®vog kpéwv
AnodTon | <* * ¥ * k> | A 87 ammudvte oBévet | xai Bsiang Emmvoiag | modetal,
Saxpdwv 8 amo- | othlel mévOyov aid®. | AaPodoa &’ Eppa Alov ayevdel Adyw |
yeivato 7aid’ apepei, ... ‘Ruling throughout time unceasing, she was stopped by the
unharming might of Zeus and by his divine breath, and she let fall drop by drop the
mournful shame of tears. Taking on the cargo of Zeus, by no false word, she brought
forth a blameless child, ... (Supp. 574-81). Friis Johansen and Whittle see this
description as an implicit assertion that Zeus has turned Io back into a human being
and thus of the kindness of Zeus.”* They say that aidd¢ and mévOog are human
characteristics, and that the shedding of 8dxpva by animals is not recorded before
the fifth century, except in the case of Achilles’ horses at the death of Patroclus (II.
17. 437-9). But Io is described as weeping without any indication that she has
actually been turned back into a human. The question is really why we need assume
that o has been changed back into a human here at all when this is not made

explicit.’® Indeed, there is a real similarity between the horses of Achilles and Io,

because both possess a state transcendent of that of mere animals. They possess a

2 See Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of Zeus’, which further demonstrates that the exalted manner in which
the Danaids refer to Zeus is not unique to them, this play or to foreign, non-Greek peoples in
Aeschylus.

2 Following West (1998), who follows the emendation by Pearson, J. (1612-86); see FIW (1980) 2.
460-1 for further discussion of the textual problem.

* FIW (1980) 2. 462-3; see Cairns (1993) 187-8, who also assumes that o is transformed back into a
human during this scene. He states that it is significant that Io expresses aid@g at the moment she is
transformed back into human form, because aiddg is the ‘human emotion par excellence’. However,
Cairns overlooks lines 562-4, which state that Io is able to feel dishonour in her toil as well as the
painful goads: mévoig atipoig 680vaig e kevrpododrtior (Supp. 562-4). She is thus able to feel human
emotions before she has sexual congress with Zeus at 574ff. Indeed, it would seem natural to make
the assumption that the severity of Hera’s punishment rests on Io herself understanding the horrid
nature of her punishment and transformation. So, Io seems rather simply to be a human in cow-form
and the way that [o is presented before these two verses, as a human in mind (though not form),
implies that she can thus experience aididg without being human in form. See the further arguments
made in the subsequent main text.

30 Tucker (1908) 12-13, ad 42, also makes this argument, saying that ‘nowhere in Aeschylus [or in the
Prometheus] is Zeus said to have restored Io to her human shape.’
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supra-animal status, with Achilles’ horses being semi-divine and Io herself part
human, part cow (569-70). This may mean that neither Achilles’ horses nor Io
should be treated as just animals, and in this respect Friis Johansen and Whittle may
be correct to say that no (mere) animal is recorded weeping before the fifth-century.
Thus, it may be better to judge Io by a different set of criteria, one outside of the
parameters of what is traditionally expected of an animal. And so, as a consequence,
we are still left with the question why it is necessary to make the leap that Io has
been ‘delivered’ by Zeus from her animal state in this scene.

Moreover, in imagining Io as part human, part cow we need not think of her
exterior as part human, part cow or that it implies a process of transformation. It is
just as conceivable that the human aspect of her was her mind and the animal her
form. First, her wanderings naturally suggest quadrupedality and 539-40 seem to
preclude a human head. Such a depiction of Io the cow indicates that she is not some
minotaur-esque creature, at the very least, before her encounter with Zeus. Secondly,
when she is said to be a strange sight Syw @6n (half human, half cow) for the
inhabitants of the land at which she has arrived (565-73), she is said to be these
things before Zeus comes upon her. Indeed, in keeping with the implied
quadrupedality already stated, the strange sight which the inhabitants see can easily
be understood as the mad, raving cow described in the lines directly before (562-4),
and not a minotaur-esque creature. There is a clear break in the story at 571 with the
use of the collocation: kai tote 31, which denotes a temporal change and thus that it
was then, at that time that Zeus came to Io, not before.*’ The position of kai t6te &1
here, therefore, indicates that the description of Io as half human, half cow was not a
description of Zeus’ transformation of her back into human form. Up until this point
at 571 there had been no reference to the god himself** in the retelling of Io’s
wanderings.

Even if we could say that this scene offers a depiction of Zeus transforming

Io back into human form,*® Io’s tears of mévbwov aidd indicate that this scene hints

*! The collocation kai téte 87 does not occur elsewhere in tragedy, but is frequent in epic: cf. 7/. 1.92,
9.590.

32 Zeus’ name does appear at 558 to refer to the ‘all-nurturing grove of Zeus’ Afov nauBotov &Aoo,
but this is, of course, not the same as the god himself being spoken of.

33 Tucker (1889) 13 points out that nowhere in Aeschylus does Zeus restore Io to human form. It may
just be that the god put an end to her wanderings, impregnated her and restored her senses. It could
thus be these which are referred to in lines 586-9.
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at something other than Zeus’ kindness.** It has been pointed out that there is an
ambiguity concerning whether Io’s tears are the result of her treatment by Hera or at
her present position as the object of Zeus’ erotic affections.>® Indeed, while the lines:
Ag & dmuavt oBévet | kol Osiong Emmvoiaig | maveton (Supp. 576-8), can be read
as similarly euphemistic as those descriptions of the rape of Io encountered before in
the play, the subsequent lines depict the effect of the act on Io — something which
until now has not been developed by Aeschylus: daxpdwv &’ dmo- | otdlel mévOipov
aid® (Supp. 578-9). That the scene details a sexual assault is made all the more
plausible by describing the child as noi8’ duepoij, because by stressing that the child
carries no blame — and one presumes, because of the context, none of the hereditary
connotations or associations of the act by which he came into being — it could imply
that the father’s actions are thus in some way blameworthy. So, it is possible to read
this choral ode up to this point as suggesting that the tale is not a completely kind
one, that Zeus is not wholly kind and that Io has not been transformed back into
human shape.

The following verses of the stasimon continue to focus on the Danaids’
descent from Zeus. The chorus, having just described the conception of Epaphus in
lines 574-82, declare that: pucidov yévog 16d¢e | Znvog oty dAn0dG. | Tig yap av
katénavoev "H- | pag vocovg EmPovrovg; | Adg 168° Epyov. kai 108’ Gv yévog Aéywv
| €€ Enagov kvprioars. ‘Truly this is the offspring of Zeus, the begetter of life! Who
else could have put a stop to the sufferings caused by Hera’s plotting? It was the act
of Zeus. And if you say that our race springs from Epaphus, you will hit the mark.’
(Supp. 584-9). This statement of the chorus gives more information about the
interaction between Zeus and lo. The stopping of the diseases of Hera suggests that
Zeus has effected a cure, but must we assume that this is anything more than what
we are already told at 578, which implies that Zeus stopped lo’s ravings and

wanderings?

** For readings that only see this scene as a demonstration of Zeus’ kindness, see R. D. Murray (1958)
40; Conacher (1996) 92-3. Such readings may be the result of a misinterpretation of line 532, which
has the chorus refer to the tale they are about to tell as a “kindly tale’, sbppov’ aivov. Taken literally,
this would suggest that all the following stasimon is a pleasant retelling of events and that Zeus’
actions with Io are something kind too. However, such a reading ignores the fact that the sexual union
between Zeus and Io had, on the whole, been referred to euphemistically and in a way that indicates
violence and sexual agression on the part of Zeus. So, reference to the story as a ‘kindly tale’, ebepov’
aivov can also be seen to fall into the category of euphemism.

%% S0, FIW (1980) 2. 464-5; Cairns (1993) 187-8.
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Then, having firmly established their lineage, the Danaids give an indication
about why they have laid out in detail the story of Io and Zeus and their child
Epaphus (Supp. 590-9):

v’ &v Bedv éviikmtépoloty

kekAoipay e0AOYwG €N Epyoig;

<ahTOG 0> TaTHP PUTOLPYOS OVTOYEP Gvak,
YEVOUG TOAULOPPOV HEYOS

TEKTQV, TO TaV Wi op, 00prog Zevg.

U7 apyd 6 obtvog Bodlwv

TO HEIOV KPEIGGOVMY KPATUVEL
ottvog dvadev fpévov oéPer kpatm,
napeoT & Epyov g Emog

onedoal. Ti TVS’ o Atdg Qépel pp1iv;

‘On what god could I appropriately call on account of actions that give me a juster
claim? The Lord and Father himself, with his own hand, was my engenderer, the
great, wise, ancient artificer of my race, the all-resourceful one, Zeus who grants fair

winds.

Sitting beneath the rule of no-one, he exerts a power no smaller than mighty rulers;
there is no one seated above him whose power he reveres, and he can hasten the

deed as fast as the word. What of all this can the mind of Zeus not bring to pass?’

These lines juxtapose the Danaids’ familial ties with Zeus with the over-arching
power of the god and his ability to fulfil his will. He is Epaphus’ father and theirs,
the begetter of their race and the conductor of things to a happy end. There is no-one
mightier, and there is nothing which his mind does not possess.’ In the Danaids’
eyes, Zeus truly is the correct god that they should be calling on for help: he is their
progenitor and he is the ultimate fulfiller (cf. Supp. 92, 525-6, 824).

When Danaus re-enters the stage at line 600, he relates what happened at the

council of Argives and that they came to the decision to protect the suppliant

*® The image of Zeus’ phrén in line 599 recalls the famous lines of the parodos at 86-103, as well as
Ag. 1485-9, both of which will be discussed in detail below in Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of Zeus’.
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Danaids. In relating the events of the council, he highlights that Pelasgus persuaded
the assembly of Argive citizens to protect the Danaids by pronouncing that the wrath
of Zeus of suppliants (Znvog ikesiov kdtov) should not be increased (Supp. 616-18).
When the Argives ratified the decision to receive the Danaids as suppliants, Danaus
concludes his retelling of events with the line: Zevg 8 éméxpavev téhog. ‘Zeus
fulfilled this end.” (Supp. 624) Lines 616-18 recall those references to the wrath of
Zeus of suppliants at 347, 385, 478-9 and line 624 reaffirms the conviction of Zeus
as the great fulfiller of events.

The following passage presents the Danaids’ response to the news that they
will be protected by the Argives. Their first thought is to give thanks to their new
protectors and they wish Zeus Xenios to look kindly on them (Supp. 625-9). This is
the first mention of Zeus with the epithet Xenios in the play and it is possible that it
indicates a shift in the dynamic of the relationship between the Danaids and the
Argives. On reception, it seems that the Danaids feel they are no longer simply
suppliants, but are now also guest-friends and as guest-friends they wish Zeus will
look kindly on the Argives, giving in return the kindness the Argives have shown in
protecting them. It is worth noting that the prominence of the lo myth disappears
almost completely once the Danaids have been received as suppliants.

In the next strophe, the Danaids say that the Argives did not cast their votes
in favour of men,”’ being fearful of Zeus and respecting his suppliants. In describing
the fear the Argives have of Zeus, the chorus pronounce: Alov émdopevor mpaktop’
del okomdv | Suomdiepov, TOV obtig Gv dopog Exwv | én° dpdewv iaivortor Papig &’
€piCer. ‘They heeded Zeus’ avenger, an eternal watcher against whom war is
impossible. No house can be safe that has him on the roof: he sits there as a heavy
burden.” (Supp. 646-50). The image touches on the justice of Zeus and recalls a
passage from Hesiod that speaks of the eye of Zeus and the daimones who watch
over mortal men, recording their deeds and reporting back to Zeus (Op. 248-85). As
Viirtheim notes, oxon6v in all likelihood, stands for 6¢OaAu6v.*® The image here of

an avenger of Zeus, sitting on top of a house also echoes presentations of Eriny(e)s,

37 For a discussion of the male-female contrast in the play, see R. D. Murray (1958) 27-31.
38 Viirtheim (1928, 1967) 198.
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Alastor and other daimonic powers elsewhere in Aeschylus (cf. Th. 699-701, 720-6;
Ag. 763-72,%° 1468-74).%°

The chorus continue to sing of Zeus and justice, drawing on the relationship
between a citizen body who honours Zeus and how the god sets the fate of the city’s
laws on the right track if it does so (Supp. 670-3). The god is then later described as
bringing fruits to perfection for a city (Supp. 688-90), thus being seen as responsible
for the prosperity of the city both in the laws it upholds and in the fertility of its
crops.

The Danaids’ invocations and references to Zeus change again with the
imminent arrival of their Egyptian cousins (Supp. 710ff). With Pelasgus nowhere in
sight and Danaus having left to find help, the Danaids have no-one to whom they can
turn. First, they wish to become as smoke, the neighbour of Zeus’ clouds, to escape
their pursuers (Supp. 779-80). They then revert to calling on Zeus, asking him to
honour his suppliants and to look unkindly on violence (i.e. of the Egyptians),
referring to him as maykpatég ‘all-powerful’ and yaidoye ‘holder of the earth’ (Supp.
811-14). Following up this invocation to Zeus as the all-mighty god and bestower of
justice, the Danaids say: cov &’ émimav Quyov taAdv- | tov: ti & dvev o€bev
Ovatoio<t> téle1dv éotv; ‘Your beam of balance is universal; what without you is
fulfilled by/for mortals?’ (Supp. 822-4; cf. 402-6; Ag. 1485-8). Zeus is thus seen in
light of his position as the god of suppliants, as the bestower of justice and the great
fulfiller of events.

In the final scene of the play, the Danaids are accosted by the Egyptian
Herald and call on Zeus, child of Earth,*' to protect them (Supp. 890-2, thus 900-2).
After Pelasgus has arrived and removed the initial threat posed by the Herald, the
chorus of Danaids are joined By a demi-chorus,* which is most commonly thought
to be a group of Argives (which is how I will subsequently refer to them), whether
Danaus’ bodyguard or the Danaids’ newly-appointed handmaidens.” The demi-

chorus of Argives act as a counter-point for the Danaids and point out that the

*® Compare the phrase duayov dnérepov in the Agamemnon which is used to describe a Soipwv with
the use of Suomdrepov in the Suppliants to describe the avenger of Zeus.

%0 See previous chapter on Soipwv in Aeschylus, as well as Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’.

1 Aeschylus was not alone in identifying Earth as the mother of Zeus and as Rhea/Cybele, S. Ph. 391,
392.

*2 There is some debate about whether the chorus of Danaids is divided in two or whether another,
separate chorus is added. See FIW (1980) 3. 306 for a summary of the possible options.

* See FIW (1980) 3. 306-8 for discussion of the play’s exodos and the distribution of lines.
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Egyptians may not be as impious, unjust or unfavoured by the gods as the Danaids
make out: why else did they have such a good journey to Argos? (Supp. 1045-6)
Having cast doubt on the relative justice of the Danaids’ and Egyptians’ cases, the
demi-chorus, in words which resonate with the famous lines 86-103 of the play’s
parodos, effectively rest the issue with Zeus, saying: 61t Tor népoudv €otv, 10
vévorr’ Gv' | Alog ov mapPotog éotv | peydha opnv anépatog. ‘Whatever is fated,
this will be; not to be overcome or surpassed is the great mind of Zeus.’ (Supp. 1047-
9; cf. 93-5, 599, 1057-8). The Danaids, however, respond by asking Zeus to ward off
marriage. The remaining references to Zeus are versions on the themes already
introduced in the final scene. So, the demi-chorus refer to the mind of Zeus as
unfathomable (Supp. 1057-8) and the Danaids close the play with an invocation to
the god to give them protection (Supp. 1073). In-between these lines, the Danaids
also ask Zeus to (again) ward off marriage (Supp. 1062-4), but do so by referring to
the myth of lo,** suggesting that as he released Io from her torment, he can do the

same now for them.

Zeus in the Agamemnon

In the Agamemnon we first encounter Zeus as a symbol of kingship and then
in an image of retributive justice, where it is said Apollo, Pan or Zeus sends an
Erinys against transgressors (4g. 55-9). The image is then extended in reference to
Zeus Xenios alone, who sends the sons of Atreus against Alexander-Paris on account
of the abduction of Helen (4g. 60-2). A hundred lines elapse before Zeus is
mentioned again, and it is in the Hymn to Zeus (4g. 160-83) that the god is then
spoken of, with the Hymn’s opening line the much discussed phrase: Zetg, dotig
not’ éotiv, ‘Zeus, whoever he is,” (4g. 160).45 In the first strophe of the Hymn, the
chorus muse on the name and nature of the god, saying that they have nothing to
liken the burden of their minds to except Zeus. As will be discussed at length below,

this strophe is inspired by the sacrifice of Iphigeneia and the role of Zeus in it.* The

* This is the first time since line 592-4 that the myth of Io has been referenced in any explicit way.
See R. D. Murray (1958) for use of imagery which implicitly recalls key themes of the myth, although
even such imagery is far rarer after line 594.

> See Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’ for a discussion of the phrase and for references to secondary
literature.

6 See Chapter 4 “The Justice of Zeus’ for a discussion of the passage and for references to secondary
literature.
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second verse seems to move away from the immediate concern of the vain burden
weighing on the chorus’s mind, by going back into the mythic past of Zeus and
focusing on the ascent of the god and the generational battles which preceded his rise
to the throne. The antistrophe then moves seamlessly into the final strophe, which
places Zeus as the establisher and enforcer of justice for mankind. The references to
Zeus in the prologue and parodos of the Agamemnon thus focus primarily on the
god’s position as the highest and most powerful god and as the overseer of justice.

In the following scene (Ag. 258-354), only one reference to Zeus is made and
that is in relation to Mount Athos belonging to the god (4g. 285). It is only when we
reach the first stasimon at 355 that anything of note is again said about Zeus. At line
355 Zeus is referred to as King Zeus and is said to have brought about Troy’s
destruction with Kindly Night; then at 362 Zeus is spoken of as the great god of
Guest-Friendship, who strained his bow against Alexander. The first strophe of the
choral ode then opens with the concisely worded line to describe how Troy fell: Awg
mhayav gxovow einelv: ‘They can say it is the stroke of Zeus.” (4g. 367) So, just as
in the parodos, Zeus is again connected with the fulfilment of retributive justice. In
the final antistrophe of the first stasimon, which is concerned with the fortune of
individuals, justice and the negative effects of excessive praise, the chorus say that a
thunderbolt can be cast by the eyes of Zeus (4g. 469-70) and they thus judge a life
without envy as blessed (4g. 471).%

With the entrance of the Herald, the presentation of Zeus as the god of justice
and as the destroyer of Troy continues. Troy is destroyed by the axe of Zeus, bringer
of justice (Ag. 525-6); and the grace of Zeus accomplished the victory for the Greeks
and brought about punishment for Troy (4g. 582). The Herald, who sees the god’s
involvement in the events at Troy so explicitly, extends the influence of Zeus to
seemingly incorporate almost every aspect of men’s lives, by saying that if there is
any news of Menelaus, then it is by the art of Zeus (4g. 677).

The second stasimon (4g. 681-809) goes through the origins of the Trojan
War again. In spite of their often negative view of the war and, in particular, of
Helen’s role within it (4g. 681-716), the chorus are aware of the justice and

underlying causes of the conflict. They say that a wrath, exacting late payment for

*” Compare this with the chorus’ thoughts at Ag. 750-63, where they reflect on what they consider to
be the nature of justice, arguing that it is not prosperity that angers the gods, but impious deeds: see
discussion in the chapter on the Justice of Zeus below.
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dishonouring the guest-table and for dishonouring Zeus guardian of the shared hearth
drove Helen to Troy (4g. 700-4). The wrath exacting late-payment for Zeus recalls
the Erinys sent by Zeus at 4g. 56-62, and the idea of the transgression of guest-
friendship and the laws of Zeus is again brought out by Aeschylus. Similarly, in the
third strophe of the stasimon, Helen is said to have brought an Erinys, the escort of
Zeus of Guest-Friendship, with her when she married Paris (4g. 744-9).

In the following scene, Agamemnon makes his long-awaited entrance. Zeus
is only mentioned twice: Zeus is first spoken of at line 970 in relation to making
wine from grapes. This is an allusion to the god’s position as the sky god and the
bringer of rain. It has little significance for the play as a whole, except to remind the
audience of the Zeus’ all-pervading influence. More importantly, Clytemnestra says
a short prayer to Zeus the Fulfiller to bring her prayer (and her mission to kill
Agamemnon) to pass (Ag. 973-4).48 A brief, four-verse choral interlude follows
Clytemnestra’s prayer in which the chorus only mention Zeus in connection with
crops and the curing of famine (4g. 1015) and as stopping a man who had learned
how to rise from the dead (4g. 1022-4). The final reference to Zeus before
Agamemnon’s death is spoken by Clytemnestra to Cassandra, stating that the latter’s
enslavement is a gift from Zeus (4g. 1036).

It is not until the final scene of the play 300 lines later that the god’s name
recurs, when Clytemnestra exits the palace revelling in the murder of Agamemnon.
She declares that: xai nentokdTt | TpitnV ERevdidmmt, Tod katd xBovog | Adg vekp@dv
ocwtijpog evktaiov yapw. ‘And when he had fallen I added a third stroke, in
thanksgiving to Zeus of the underworld, the saviour of the dead.”* (4g. 1385-7). Just
as with Supp. 157, 231 Zeus’ name seems to be used to denote the traditional god of
the dead, Hades.™ In lines 1485-9, the chorus present a notion that has seemingly
lain dorment since Clytemnestra’s prayer at 973-4: that is, the role of Zeus in the

lives of men as the ultimate fulfiller of events. So they say: i® in, dwi Awg |

*® See Rosenmeyer (1982) 278-9 for Zeus the Fulfiller. While I do not fully subscribe to
Rosenmeyer’s conclusions about how Zeus the Fulfiller acts as a dramatic tool for Aeschylus,
presiding over significant moments of revelation, Rosenmeyer does importantly highlight the over-
arching power of Zeus both as a dramatic plot device for the poet and as a figure that holds real
religious significance. See also the overview of the Suppliants above for references to the god’s role
as the fulfiller of events and Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of Zeus’.

* See Fraenkel (1950) 3.652 on Zeus the Saviour for further secondary literature.

%0 See Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of Zeus’ for further discussion of the use of the name Zeus for the god
of the dead.
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navartiov mavepyéta: | Ti yap Ppotoig dvev Awdg teeitay; | i tdVS’ oV Bedkpavidv
¢otwv; ‘Oh, oh! And all by the will of Zeus, the cause of all things, the effector of all
effects; for what comes to pass for mortals, except by Zeus’ doing? What of all this
is not divinely ordained?’”! The chorus’ inclusion of Zeus as a cause of
Agamemnon’s death presents the possibility of an over-arching divine dimension for
the king’s death.’? The final reference to Zeus in the play refers to the nature of the
god’s justice and his over-arching power and involvement in the lives of men. The
chorus recount the ordinance of Zeus that while the god remains on the throne it is
for the doer to suffer (4g. 1563-4), which recalls the notion of nd6e1 nédbog initially
spoken of in lines 176-8 and 250. The law of retributive justice and the synonymity
of Zeus with the rule of justice, which is brought out by lines 1563-4, complements
the picture of the god as the fulfiller of events in his over-arching position as the
highest and most powerful of gods seen before in lines 1485-9. As in the parodos, so
in the closing lines of the play: the Agamemnon is framed by Zeus, his rule and

conception of justice.>®

Zeus in the Libation Bearers

As Zeus is marked out as the god of suppliants and god of justice in the early
stages of the Suppliants and Agamemnon respectively, so Zeus is connected with the
notions of vengeance and retributive justice in the Libation Bearers. Within the
opening twenty lines of the play, Orestes prays to Zeus to be his ally in avenging the
death of his father, Agamemnon: & Zed, 86¢ pe teicacBon pépov | marpde, yevod 8¢
Ebppayog 0éhwv éuol. ‘O Zeus, grant me vengeance for my father’s death; be my
willing ally.” (Ch. 18-19; cf. Il. 3.351). After Electra acknowledges Orestes as her
brother, the siblings’ thoughts turn to the plot to avenge their father. Orestes invokes
Might, Justice and Zeus, and he asks the god to watch over his deeds in the act of
vengeance (Ch. 244-6). Moreover, with the use of the double vocative in the line:
Zeb Zed, 0swpdg tdvde mpaypdtav yevod. ‘Zeus, Zeus, be a spectator of these
deeds.” (Ch. 246; cf. 382), Orestes unwittingly recalls Clytemnestra’s own

invocation of Zeus at Ag. 973.

*! See below for further discussion of this passage. For etymologising wordplay on dwai Atdg, see
Fraenkel (1950) 2.333-4, 3.704-5; West (1978) 138-9; Garvie (1986) 220.

52 For the significance of this passage in relation to the will of Zeus and the justice of Agamemnon’s
death, see Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’.

>3 Compare with Suppliants and how Zeus is the first and last thing under consideration in the play.
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Once again, Orestes recalls the words of his mother in the Agamemnon: Zed
Zed, xbtwbev dunéunwv | botepdnowvov Grav | Bpotdv TAANOVL Kol Tavodpw | xept
tokebol &’ Oudg teleltar. ‘Zeus Zeus, who sends up from below late-avenging
destruction for the overly-bold wicked hands of men. For both my parents alike,
there will be payment.” (Ch. 382-5). Again the double vocative is used, just as at
246; but in contrast with 246, Zeus here appears in connection with the chthonic
realm, with which we saw the god associated in the Suppliants and the
Agamemnon.®* The closely related ideas of the nature of Zeus and justice are again
brought out in Orestes’ words, and this time he recalls how the Erinys was spoken of
at Ag. 58-9, with Aeschylus using the same word votepémowov ‘late-avenging’ (in
the same case) to describe the manner of justice which is sought after. The passage is
further reminiscent of Clytemnestra’s words at Ag. 973, by developing the image of
Zeus as the fulfiller through use of teleirat within just a couple of lines of the double
vocative.

The interconnected relationship of Zeus, the Eriny(e)s, the chthonic realm
and justice is prevalent in this play, and is exemplified between lines 380-409 where
supernatural entities are called upon one after the other in quick succession. First,
chthonic Zeus is asked by Orestes to send justice from below (Ch. 382-5); Electra
then asks Zeus to bring about justice from injustice in the same breath as calling on
Earth and the powers beneath the earth (Ch. 395-9); the chorus in turn pronounces
how the Erinys brings destruction upon destruction (Ch. 402-4); and Orestes calls on
the rulers of the underworld to look upon the family of Atreus (Ch. 405-9), before
finishing his invocation with the question: nd Tic Tpémott’ &v & Zeb; ‘Where can one
turn, O Zeus?’ (Ch. 409) This passage recalls the final scene of the Agamemnon in
the way Orestes here and Clytemnestra in the former play attempt to bring the
Olympian and chthonic realms together as aids or accomplices in an act of
vengeance.

Over two hundred lines elapse until the next reference to Zeus is made, when
the chorus raise concerns about how justice is threatend, saying: 168" &y
nhevpdvav Elpog | dwvtaiav | 0&umevkeg ovtd | Sl Aikag, 1O un Bég, {yap ov} |
ME médov matovpévas — | TO miv A cEPag mapek- | Bavteg ov Bgpictds. ‘The

sword pierces, sharp and penetrating, right to the lungs, because Justice, against what

* Cf. Supp. 156-8, 231; Ag. 1386-7. See also Garvie (1986) ad loc.
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is right, is trampled to the ground underfoot, when someone, against all right, has
utterly flouted the majesty of Zeus.” (Ch. 639-45). The close relationship between
Zeus and justice is again clear, and just as at Ag. 1485-9 there seems to be
etymologising word-play on i Aikac and Awc. >

The god is next mentioned in a metaphor concerning the changing nature of
fortune: aAMN’ &l tpomaiov Zevg kakdv Onoel moté; ‘Well, what if Zeus is at last about
to change the wind of disaster? (Ch. 775). The image plays on Zeus as the dispenser
of good and ill for mankind — something naturally bound up with his position as the
fulfiller of events. In the choral ode that follows, the chorus call on Zeus repeatedly
to help, assist, aid and protect Orestes in his clandestine mission to avenge his
father’s death (Ch. 784, 789, 791).

The final two references to Zeus in the play continue to draw on the
connection between the god and justice. The first of the two is an appeal to Zeus for
the correct words to address the gods in a prayer to help gain goodwill for Orestes in
his mission (Ch. 855). Following the agon between Orestes and Clytemnestra (Ch.
892-930), the chorus declare in the subsequent ode that Clytemnestra was justly
killed, because punishment came to her by the true daughter of Zeus, Justice,
touching Orestes’ hand in battle: &uole 8’ & pérer kpumtadiov payeg | SoMéepav
noiva: | Ebye &’ E<v> phaya xepdg £tnTupog | Awg xdpa — Aikav 8¢ vwv |
wpocayopevopey | Bpotoi Tuydvieg kaAdg | 0ALBplov mvéovs® én’ €xBpoic kdtov:
‘Punishment, crafty in mind, came to her who cared for clandestine battle. The true
daughter of Zeus touched his hand in battle — we mortals, hitting the mark well,
address her as Justice, and she breathed her destructive wrath upon the enemy.’ (Ch.
946-52). The etymological word-play regarding Justice and Zeus, which has been a
feature of the trilogy thus far, appears again in this passage. This time the
relationship between Zeus and justice takes on a genealogical form.*® The
relationship is no longer simply a functional one, whereby justice does the god’s
work working through and/or because of him. The bond is now reaffirmed by

familial ties and recalls the Hesiodic image (cf. Op. 256).

% See Garvie (1986) 220 for etymological play of Swvraiav... S Aikac... Awg. Cf. Ag. 1485-9
(discussed above) for similar word-play, and indeed Ch. 789, 949. See also Garvie (1986) 220 for
ambiguity of diai + gen. as instrumental or causal in Aeschylus.

% See Garvie (1986) 308-10.
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Zeus in the Eumenides

In the Eumenides, Zeus is as prominent a figure as he was in both the
Agamemnon and the Libation Bearers. The god is established within the thematic
framework of the play by the twentieth line, when we are told by the Delphic
Prophetess that Zeus divinely inspired the phrén of Apollo and set him on the seat at
Delphi to be his father’s prophet: t€xvng 8¢ viv Zevg &vbeov kticag @péva | ilet
tétaptov tovde paviv €v Opdvos | Atog popritng 8’ oti Aokiag matpds. ‘And
Zeus, having endowed his phrén with a god-given skill, sat this seer as the fourth
upon the throne: Loxias is the prophet of his father Zeus.” (Eu. 17-19). The
implication of Apollo being the prophet of Zeus is that it places Zeus behind the
order to send Orestes to avenge the death of Agamemnon and so places him at the
centre of the contention within the play. So, although the god is not a dramatis
persona in any of the three plays of the trilogy, it is his instigation of Orestes to
commit matricide and it is his conception of justice which are at issue and come to
the fore in the final play.

The next references to Zeus add little to our overall understanding of the god,
recalling notions from previous plays. First, the Prophetess calls Zeus téAgiov and
vyiotov (Eu. 28; cf. téhswov: Supp. 525-6, Ag. 973-4, Ch. 382-5; byiotov: Ag. 55-6,
509); Apollo then assures the distressed Orestes that he is safe, not least because
Zeus honours outcasts and suppliants (Eu. 92; cf. Supp. passim). Shortly after, the
chorus of Erinyes call Apollo nai Awdg (Eu. 149).

In the continuing exchange between Apollo and the Erinyes, Apollo accuses
the Erinyes of deeming marriage worthless and in so doing refers to the bonds of
marriage as the pledges of Hera, the Fulfiller, and Zeus: 1 xépt’ dte xai mop’
ovdev npydow | “Hpag teheiag kal Awdg motdpata ‘Truly, you dishonour and
reduce to nothing the pledges of Hera, the Fulfiller, and Zeus.” (Eu. 213-14) The
chorus of Erinyes then sing an ode concerning their position within the divine
apparatus and how that, in spite of carrying out their office as goddesses of
vengeance who had previously worked alongside the Olympians (cf. Ag. 59), Zeus
nevertheless considers them unworthy of his notice (Eu. 360-6). With the conclusion
of the ode, Athena enters the stage (Eu. 397), and as with Apollo and Hera, her
connection with Zeus is stressed. Just as with Apollo, the Erinyes first establish

Athena as the child of Zeus, calling her Awg kdpn ‘daughter of Zeus’ (Eu. 415).
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Furthermore, due to the significant role Athena comes to play in the ensuing trial and
the delivering of justice, it is quite possible that Aeschylus is playing a similar
etymological word-game to the one at Ch. 949 with the goddess Justice, with the
eponym Aw0g kdpn suggestive of the role Athena will play in presiding over the trial
to come.

During the trial scene, several references are made to Zeus. Apollo claims
never to have said anything on his oracular throne which Zeus himself did not ordain
(Eu. 616-21; cf. 17-19). This connection between Zeus and Apollo is then repeated at
line 713. The Erinyes, seemingly in disbelief at the declaration, reiterate the
statement that Zeus sent Orestes to kill his mother (Eu. 622-4). They then continue
by saying that Zeus must honour the death of the father more than that of the mother
—and yet he cast his own father, Kronos, in chains (Eu. 640-1). Angry at the Erinyes,
Apollo responds by declaring that Zeus can release the fetters binding his father, but
no-one can ever bring the dead back. He also states the ease with which Zeus can do
anything, causing himself no loss of breath (Eu. 644-51), a notion which recalls
Supp. 86-103.>7 1t is here that the debate concerning the respective rights and
honours due to the father and mother, man and woman, begins and finds its answer
in Athena herself, who is not only the child of Zeus, but is the child of Zeus alone
(Eu. 664).°

Once Orestes has been freed by the votes cast by the jury and Athena,” he
declares that he owes his liberty to the will of Pallas, Loxias and the third, Zeus the
Saviour who accomplishes all (Eu. 754-60). The passage highlights the inter-
connected nature of the actions of Apollo, Athena and Zeus in the play. Indeed,
seemingly aware of Zeus’ role in the killing of Clytemnestra and his protection,
Orestes says of Zeus: ... 6¢ matpdov aidecdeic pdpov | odlel pe, untpodg tdode
cuvdikovg opdv. ‘... [it is] he who has had regard to my father’s death and has saved
me, seeing these advocates of my mother.” (Eu. 760-1). The will of Zeus is also
referred to by Athena who tries to explain to the Erinyes that it is because of the
incontrovertible nature of the will of Zeus that Orestes was freed (Fu. 795-9). Two

references then follow which give a clearer understanding of the relationship

7 Cf. Aesch. fr. 99. 2-3; Xenophanes Fr. 25-6; Soph. Tr. 147; Eur. Archel. Fr. 14. 2. Also see chapter
on the Nature of Zeus for discussion of Supp. 86-103.

%8 See Chapter 4 on the Justice of Zeus for discussion of the trial scene in the Eumenides.

%% See Chapter 4 on the Justice of Zeus for discussion of the Vote of Athena.
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between Zeus and Athena. First, the goddess states that she obeys Zeus and that she
alone among the other gods knows the key to the house in which the god’s
thunderbolt is sealed (Eu. 826-9). Secondly, Athena states how her father gave her
understanding. So, just as Apollo’s mind was possessed by Zeus, so the god has
given Athena her keen mind (Eu. 850).

In the closing scene of the play, the Erinyes, having relented of their anger
towards Athena and her city, declare that Zeus, the all-powerful, dwells in Athens
(Eu. 918). Athena, in turn, praises Zeus of the Agora for watching over her words
and deeds in helping to free Orestes and protect the city (Eu. 974). The Erinyes again
mention the close relationship between Zeus and Athena, stating that those who have
learnt wisdom and sit by Athena (i.c. the Athenians) are in turn revered by Zeus for
doing so (Eu. 996-1002). The final reference to Zeus refers to him as the all-seeing
god and does so in conjunction with Moira (Fate) and how both together aided the

citizens of Pallas (Eu. 1044-7).

Summary Remarks

From the information gathered above concerning where Zeus is spoken of
and referred to in the plays, it is possible to conclude preliminarily that Zeus is
presented in a consistent fashion by Aeschylus in the Suppliants and the Oresteia.
There is nothing which suggests in any real way that Aeschylus was presenting a
completely different character (with the same name) in each play, in spite of there
being different emphases on different aspects of the god’s nature to suit the thematic
purposes of individual plays. Zeus is consistently presented as the king of the gods,
all-powerful, the ulitmate fulfiller of events, the dispenser and overseer of justice, the
protector of suppliants and strangers, in addition to being the god of guest-
friendship. It is on this basis that a discussion of the nature of Zeus will be conducted

in the following chapter.
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3: THE NATURE OF ZEUS

Having discussed the character of Zeus within the Suppliants and the Oresteia and
seen that it is a reasonable working hypothesis to understand the god as being
presented in an altogether consistent manner, the following pages will give
consideration to those qualities which make Zeus the god he is in Aeschylus, how
this presentation compares with those of the god in earlier literature and what effect
Presocratic conceptions of divinity may have had on the poet. Particular attention
will be given to qualities such as omnipotence, omnipresence, invariance,
detachment and unknowableness in order to see what impact they have on the

Aeschylean depiction of Zeus and the poet’s theology.

THE POWER AND LIMITATIONS OF ZEUS

In a polytheistic system, one does not expect any one god to possess the
quality of omnipotence. The existence of a multiplicity of gods would seem, in itself,
to limit the dominion and potency of any one deity, regardless of their position
within the divine hierarchy. This is, of course, if we place to one side the possibility
that other, lesser gods are just manifestations of the will of one higher god.
Nevertheless, if we look at early Greek literature, the extent to which Zeus appears to
be conceived of as all-powerful is striking.

But, first of all, before entering into this discussion, an explanation needs to
be provided about what is meant by all-powerful here. The quality of being all-
powerful as ascribed to Zeus in early Greek literature is not as we, a modern
audience, may automatically understand it now. For an ancient Greek to think of
Zeus as all-powerful, mayxpatrg, is not to say that he was thought of as omnipresent,
responsible for every event on earth, as the Judaco-Christian God has sometimes
been conceived. Rather, Zeus is considered all-powerful because he is more
powerful than all the other gods and because if he wants something it would
(eventually) happen or come to pass.' His power, kpatoc, is greater than all the gods
and he rules over gods and men as a result. In this regard, the potency and authority

of Zeus is something which is effectively absolute.

! So, Lloyd-Jones (1971) 82-6, Burkert (1985) 125-31.
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Statements concerning the all-powerful nature of Zeus can be seen in all the
plays of Aeschylus, ranging from descriptive and self-evident epithets to more
oblique statements of the god’s over-arching power as the ultimate fulfiller of
events.” For example, the chorus of Theban women in the Seven Against Thebes
beseech the god: & maykpotég Zeb, Tpéyov sic &x0pods Bérog. ‘All-powerful Zeus,
turn the arrow upon the enemy.’ (Th. 255); Eteocles states that: xobnd 11g £16¢ Zfva
nov vikdpevov. ‘Never yet has anyone seen Zeus conquered.” (Th. 514); and the
chorus of the Seven also see the god as able to bring about any and every event.
Thus, they call on him, fearful of the pending Argive attack: 6AN" & Zeb mérep,
navtdg Exov Téhog, | mavtac dpnEov dafwv Ghwmow. ‘Father Zeus, you who possess
the fulfilment of all events, at all costs defend us from capture by the enemy.’ (Th.
117-19). In the Suppliants, the Danaids speak of Zeus in exalted terms as: Gva§
Gvaktov, pokapov | paxdptate kal tedéwv | teleidtatov kpdtog, OAPie Zed, ‘Lord
of lords, most blessed of the blessed ones, most perfect power of the perfect ones,
Zeus giver of prosperity,” (Supp. 524-6);* and later on, the Danaids also ask Zeus
(again) to protect his suppliant descendents: oefillov 8’ ikétag oébev, yurboye
naykpatés Zeb. ‘Honour your suppliants, holder of the earth, all-powerful Zeus.’
(Supp. 814-15). Similarly in the Oresteia, the chorus of the Agamemnon call on
Zeus, seeing him involved intimately in the lives of men: i® i1, Sl Awdg | mavartiov
novepyéta: | T yap Bpotoic dvev Adg tekeitar; | i VS’ o Bedkpaviov éotiv; ‘Oh,
oh! And all by the will of Zeus, the cause of all things, the effector of all effects; for
what comes to pass for mortals, except by Zeus’ doing? What of all this is not
divinely ordained?’ (4g. 1485-9).> And the chorus of Erinyes in the Eumenides also
speak of all-powerful Zeus: déEopar IMairadog Euvowiav, | 008’ dtpacom moAw, |
Tav koi Zevg 6 maykpatig Apng | 1€ epovplov Bedv véuer, | pusifopov EAldvov
Gyaipa dapovav: ‘T will accept a residence with Pallas, and I will not dishonour the
city in which there dwell also Zeus the almighty and Ares — the guard-post of the
gods, the protector of their altars, the delight of the Greek daimones,” (Eu. 916-20).

% See Rosenmeyer (1982) 278-83 for a discussion of téketog; and cf. discussion of téAog in Chapter 4
‘The Justice of Zeus’ below.

* See discussion of téAog in Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’ below.

* See Chapter 2 above for evaluation of this passage.

> For a detailed discussion of this passage, see Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’ below.
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The depiction of the all-powerful nature of Zeus was not unique to
Aeschylus, nor was it something which found its origins in Presocratic speculation: it
is possible to see Zeus presented as an all-powerful deity from the Iliad onwards.
While Zeus is never straight-forwardly called nayxpatig in Homer, as we find in
Aeschylus, his overarching power is nevertheless presented clearly and consistently
throughout the poem. The power and position of Zeus as the supreme god is
established in the first lines of the first book of the Iliad and clearly depicted in the
presentation and fulfilment of the Atd¢ BovAn ‘will of Zeus’® (1. 1.1-7); and in Book
15 the god’s will can be seen in the knowledge Zeus possesses of future events,
through which he is able to outline the course of the Trojan war (Zl. 15.57-71). Zeus’
power is even acknowledged and heeded by his brother Poseidon, aware of his
brother’s seniority in age and wisdom (Z/. 13.354-60). So, when Zeus tells Poseidon
to stop assisting the Achaeans, in spite of the latter’s chagrin, Zeus gets his way (ZI.
15.184-217).

In Homer, the will of Zeus is reinforced by his might and physical power.
Although there is the consideration that the will of Zeus is supported and sustained
by the need for divine order and harmony,’ there is always the more prosaic concept
of brute force lying behind it, propping up his rule. We are alerted to this
consideration in the first book of the Iliad, where Zeus, angered at Hera's
questioning concerning his conversation with Thetis, threatens her by saying: G¢AA’
axéovoa kiOnco, ud & émmeibeo by, | un v 101 0V Ypaicuwow doot Beoi eic’
&v ‘OMune | dooov i6v0’, 8te kév tol adntovg yeipog épsim. ‘But, sit down in
silence, and do what I say, lest as many gods as there are on Olympus are unable to
ward me off as I draw closer to you and lay my irresistible hands on you.’ (Zl. 1.565-
7). Then shortly after, Hephaestus warns Hera not to rile Zeus, lest he strike all the
gods from their seats on Olympus, since he is much the strongest god of them all (ZI.

1.580-1; cf. 8.17-27).

¢ Lloyd-Jones (1971) 82-5 rightly sees Zeus’ ability to determine events as one of the key aspects of
the god’s depiction in Homer, one which he argues makes the Homeric Zeus similar (if not identical)
to the Aeschylean Zeus.

7 See Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’ for a discussion of the inter-relationship between Zeus, the other
Olympians and the Erinyes; cf. Allan (2006), esp. 27-8, on the issue of cosmic order and divine
Jjustice in early Greek epic. For discussion of the limitation of Zeus see below in this chapter.

® These two statements of Zeus’ power over the rest of the gods are seemingly contradicted by lines
1.394-406, which describe the aid Thetis and the hundred-hander, Briareus, provided Zeus when the
Olympians wanted to bind him. There is, however, no story which depicts the Olympians trying to
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In addition, the consistent use of epithets which Homer gives the god
throughout the poem further reinforces Zeus’ supreme power and position. Thus
Zeus is called, Omeppevric ‘exceedingly powerful’ (Z1. 2.350; 7.315, 481); Umatog ‘the
highest’ (1l. 5.756); and Hrate xpeidvtov ‘the highest of all lords’ (ZI. 8.31). But, it is
in the echo of Zeus’ role as the sky-god that his power is most frequently expressed.9
He is the god who thunders on high (Oy1ppepéng) (II. 1.354, 12.68); who delights in
thunder (tepmikepavvog) (/I 1.419, 8.2, 11.773); who is the loud-thundering
(épiydovmog) ({l. 7.411, 12. 235) who is the lightning-maker (dotepomntig) (II.
1.580, 609, 7.443); who is far-sounding/far-seeing (evpvona'®) (JI. 1.498, 5.365,
8.206); who is of the dark cloud (kehavepric) (ZI. 6.267, 11.78); and who is the cloud
gatherer (vepehnyepéta) (ZI. 1.511, 7.280, 10.552). Through these images, Zeus is
presented as all-encompassing as the limits of the sky and as powerful as the thunder
and lightning it produces.'' As the sky and all it includes, thus is Zeus.

In the lyric poets this theme continues, where Zeus is depicted as bringing
about the rain: 006¢ yap 6 Zevg | 008’ Vov ndviess’ avddver ovt’ avexwv. ‘Not even
Zeus, whether he rains or no, can please them all.” (Th. 25-6, trans. M. L. West
(1993); cf. Anon. Fr. 854). There is also one passage in Aeschylus, from the
Suppliants, in which a trace of Zeus’ sky-god nature can be detected. In it the
Danaids wish vainly to become smoke to escape the clutches of their cousins,
referring to the clouds of Zeus found in the sky: péhog yevoipov kanvég | vépeo<o™>t
yertovidv Atog. ‘Would that T could become black smoke, neighbour of Zeus’

clouds.” (Supp. 779-80). On the other hand, Aeschylus refers six times to Zeus’

bind or overthrow Zeus in any other extant source. Briareus is, however, mentioned in Hesiod (7h.
617-719) as helping Zeus overthrow the Titans. It is possible that Homer formed this tale and
introduced it into the Iliad as a plot device to place Zeus in the debt of Thetis. While it is interesting
and perhaps strange to see Zeus in the debt of another deity, we must bear in mind that Zeus’ power is
limited in other ways too — which is discussed below.

° The etymology of the name of Zeus is clear and its etymological connection with the sky can be
traced throughout the Indo-European languages. The name of Zeus has the same root as the Indic sky
god Dyaus pitar, the Latin deus (god) and dies (day). For a fuller philological exposition and
bibliography, see Burkert (1985) 125-6; West (2007) 166-71.

' See Pulleyn (2000) 247-8, who argues in favour of ‘far-sounding’; West (2007) 171, who argues in
favour of ‘with wide vision’. But, whichever translation one employs, the sense of Zeus’ far-reaching
power is evident.

' See West (2007) 238-63, for a discussion of Zeus’ role as the god of thunder within the Indo-
European tradition. He suggests that the role of the sky-god and the bearer of thunder and lightning
are two separate functions and that Zeus took over the latter function in addition to his already
established role as the sky-god (cf. Hes. Th. 501-6). This runs counter to the view established by Cook
(1925) 2.11, who argues in favour of the synonymy of the two functions: ‘Now, if the lightning-flash
was part of the aither or buming-sky, it was part and parcel of Zeus.” But, be that as it may, such
arguments have little bearing on the present discussion.
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thunderbolt in the plays, four times in the Seven (Th. 427-33, 444-5, 512-13, 629-
30), once in the Agamemnon in reference to the envy and justice of the god being a
thunderbolt cast by his eyes (4g. 469-70), and once in the Eumenides, where Athena
is trying to persuade the Erinyes not to wreak havoc on Athens, and she declares that
she alone has knowledge of the key to the house that keeps the thunderbolt of her
father (Eu. 827-8). In this way, Zeus thus seems very powerful and one against
whom no one can succeed.

While it is possible to see that from Homer onwards Zeus is presented in
possession of attributes which can be easily understood as those of an omnipotent
god, there are many instances where this all-powerful nature comes into question,
where gods act in opposition to Zeus’ will or his power seems limited by their
actions. First, in Iliad 14, for example, Poseidon comes to the aid of the Achaeans
once Hera has lulled Zeus to sleep through her trickery; or at Od. 5.286-90, Poseidon
attacks Odysseus’ raft on its way to Scheria, acting against the decision of Zeus
taken in Book 1. Also, in the Theogony, Prometheus deceives Zeus when he gives
fire to men (Hes. Th. 565-9). Secondly, in the Theogony there are several examples
of Zeus needing, or relying on, other gods to achieve and maintain power. Thus,
Zeus is given the thunderbolt by the Cyclopes, which is arguably the greatest symbol
of his power (Hes. Th. 501-6); and the god distributes honours accordingly to all
those who helped him overthrow the Titans (Hes. 7h. 881-5).

Moreover, Zeus’ will is constrained by moira and a need for divine harmony.
The Iliad presents the notion that there is a force which transcends or supercedes
Zeus’ will. There are three times in the epic when Zeus is seen as potentially coming
into conflict with moira, where the god seems to be considering whether he should
transgress the boundaries of moira to come to the aid of the Trojans. The first
instance is said seemingly in jest by the god in order to antagonise Hera and Athena
(1l. 4.5-19), but the second and third are pronounced in all seriousness and present a
potential conflict of interests between moira and the will of Zeus and thus have the
potential to cause a rift in cosmic order and divine justice.'? In Books 16 and 22 Zeus
considers saving Sarpedon and Hector respectively, going against what has been
fated for the two Trojan heroes. But, each time Zeus is warned and admonished by

other gods lest his decisions to save Troy and the Trojan heroes result in others

'2 See Allan (2006) 1-35 for further discussion of this issue.
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saving their own favourites from death, with divine harmony and order being
reduced to chaos (/l. 16.431-57, 22.166-181). These warnings thus act as a
demonstration regarding how Zeus’ will is tempered by concerns about the need for
divine harmony and cosmic order.

There are similar examples in Aeschylus. In the Agamemnon, for example,
the chorus inform us that Zeus sent the Atreidae to Troy in order to exact vengeance
against Alexander and the Trojans for the theft of Helen (4g. 60-2)." It is thus Zeus®
will that the expedition is sent to Troy, and this is confirmed when we are told of
Zeus’ involvement in the fall of Troy on other occasions by other parties (4g. 355-
84, 525-6, 580-2, 699-708, 744-9). But, in spite of this, Artemis prevents the
expeditionary forces from leaving Aulis and exacting Zeus’ will, which she does by
sending contrary winds (4g. 133-8, 198-202). Her will therefore acts in direct
opposition to Zeus’ and prevents — at least for short a period of time — his will from
being exacted.'* Moreover, at the heart of the Eumenides we are presented with a
contention between Zeus and the Olympians on one side and the chthonic Erinyes on
the other. As a consequence of this conflict, serious questions are raised concerning
the respective legitimacy and authority of two conceptions of justice and two sets of
deities,"> which in effect means that Zeus’ will comes under scrutiny because of his
decision (through Apollo) to send Orestes to kill his mother. Indeed, what is also
striking about the presentation of Zeus’ will and the nature of justice in the
Eumenides is that we witness a human court giving a decision concerning Zeus’ will
and its validity as a means of controlling and arbitrating upon an individual’s actions
and judgement.

With the depiction of Zeus, we are presented with a balance between, on the
one hand, absolute power and a will that always comes to fulfilment: Troy eventually
falls to the Greeks; Odysseus reaches Ithaca; Agamemnon and the Greeks sail to
Troy; and Orestes is freed. And, on the other hand, the wills and power of other gods

limit (at least temporarily) the power and will of Zeus. But, what we are left with is

" See Chapter 4 “The Justice of Zeus’ for a fuller discussion of this passage and the related question
of whether Zeus did in fact send the sons of Atreus to Troy.

" See Chapter 4 “The Justice of Zeus’ for a discussion of the anger of Artemis and the sacrifice of
Iphigeneia.

" See Chapter 4 “The Justice of Zeus’ for a discussion of this contention.
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the underlying truth that any instance that runs contra to Zeus’ will merely acts as a

temporary diversion from his ultimate designs.

ANTHROPOMORPHISM AND INVARIANCE

Although the power and will of Zeus seem almost absolute, there are other
considerations outside of the existence of other gods which have the potential to
limit the potency of the god. Arguably it is the form in which Zeus is presented that
is truly restrictive. Anthropomorphism places limits on the knowledge and
movement of Zeus; he can feel pain at the loss of someone dear to him; he is often
overcome by sexual urges; and he is situated within the temporal space of the mortal
realm, because although he does not die, he is nevertheless born and must exist
within this world and the temporal laws which bind it.

As has already been discussed, though Zeus is often presented as omnipotent
in Homer, it has already been shown that Zeus’ power and will are restricted by the
existence and desires of other gods. The god’s omniscience has also been touched on
when outlining the force of the Awdg PovAr, where at /l. 15.57-71 he shows the
seemingly limitless extent of his knowledge by explaining how the course of the war
will develop. But, nevertheless, while it is the case that Zeus displays a limitless
knowledge of the future, the god is not omniscient, as is demonstrated by the fact
that he is not aware that Hera’s seduction of him is a ruse designed to keep his
attention from the intervention of Poseidon on the Trojan planes (ZI. 14.292-15.5).]6
Also, when Zeus turns his attention to the Thracians and the Mysians, Poseidon
again takes the opportunity to intervene on behalf of the Achaeans (Z1. 13.1-9).

The movements of Zeus are similarly paradoxical. The omnipresence of the
god is intimated in the concept of prayer. Integral to the act of prayer is the
consideration that the gods are not limited by spatial concerns as humans are and can
always hear the prayer'’ when they are addressed.'® It is not a requirement of any

god to be within earshot of the person praying to be able to hear it. Of course, it is

' Indeed, while Hera’s seduction of Zeus demonstrates the limitations anthropomorphism places on
his mind, it is also demonstrative of the limitations of his power in the face of anthropomorphised
sexuality.

' Kearns (2004) 63.

18 Pulleyn (1997) 14, highlights the importance of address in the act of prayer, because though gods
can hear from afar, he argues, that they cannot read minds or know one’s innermost thoughts.
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another matter whether the god cares to act on the prayer or not.”” But,
anthropomorphism limits Zeus’ movements. So, in the first book of the Iliad, Thetis
cannot contact Zeus until he and the rest of the gods have returned from a banquet in
the land of the Ethiopians (/I. 1.423-7); and although Zeus never sets foot in the
human sphere on the planes of Troy and always has the gods come to him (and not
the other way around), he does flit between Olympus and Ida (/I. 8.41-52, 8.438-9).
Moreover, the anthropomorphic presentation of Zeus extends to the emotions the god
exhibits: he feels grief at the loss of his son, Sarpedon (/I. 16.450-61), and at the
death of Hector (Il. 22.169-76). So, while Zeus’ power seems supreme and
boundless, it is always tempered by the existence of other gods, their wills and by the
form in which the god is given by the poet. It is thus the very make-up of Greek
religion as polytheistic and anthropomorphic that limits the power of Zeus. And
while one may raise the objection that Zeus is only given these anthropomorphic
qualities because the plot demands it, the plot does not necessitate that the poet
depict the gods in any way that he did not believe to be true to their nature. Indeed,
that Homer’s presentation of the gods was not untrue to their nature is demonstrated
by the significant position he held within the collective Greek consciousness,”’ and
this hold is as true with regard to his presentation of the gods as with anything else in
his works.

In Aeschylus, there are similar apparent contradictions in the god’s depiction.
While Zeus is depicted in an anthropomorphic way, pursuing his sexual desires by
approaching and having sexual congress with Io in the Suppliants, or fighting and
overcoming his father as he is said to in the parodos of the Agamemnon; it also
seems, however, that Zeus lacks many of the anthropomorphic characteristics which
so mark out the Homeric and Hesiodic portrayal of him. It is, of course, the case that
in Aeschylus Zeus retains many, if not all, of the same characteristics and mythology
associated with him in Homer and Hesiod. But, in contrast with the Homeric and
Hesiodic presentation, Aeschylus seems to depict Zeus in a way that echoes thought

expressed in Presocratic thinkers.

'* See Il 2.419-20, 12.173-4 for Zeus not listening to prayers; cf. Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’ for
the importance of Zeus not listening to prayers in the Oresteia.
? See, for example, Xenophanes Fr.10, 11 and the discussion of these fragments below.
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In the parodos of the Suppliants, the Danaids' call on Zeus and describe his

nature (Supp. 86-103):

€V Bgin A1dg, €l mavara-

08¢ A10g, Tuepog. obk vBNpatog EToxon
Sdavrot yap nparnidwv

daoxoi te teivov-

ow mopot, KaTdelv dppasTor

mintel 8’ Acparéc o0d’ Emi vid-

T, Kopued Awg &l kpavofj npdyuo téAeov.
mhvTy TO1 PAEYEDEL

KAV oKkOT® peraivy

Eov TVYQ HePOTEGOL AOTG.

idmtel &’ EAmidv

&’ DyuTdipyVv Tavdrelg fpotode,
Biav 8’ oy’ é€omAiler

ndv dmovov darpoviav:

UEVOG OV PPOVIUE TG

av1o0ev éEEnpatev Eumag £8pavav G’ dyvev.

May the desire of Zeus be set well, if in all truth it is Zeus’. It is not easy to trace.
For, the pathways of his mind stretch out dark and thickly shaded, impossible to

understand.

2! 1t is possible that this passage has been formulated by Aeschylus especially for the Danaids, and
represents a ‘foreign’ take on Greek religion, one quite alien to a typical Greek view of Zeus. But this
does not seem to be the case. The Danaids’ language is not stilted in Aeschylus to appear foreign or
unnatural. This is made all the more apparent when the Egyptian messenger enters toward the end of
the play, where his words are distorted and made to appear foreign. This is not to imply that the
Danaids appear wholly Greek. Their costumes are notably un-Greek, as Pelasgus makes clear (Supp.
234-7), and this would have been a constant reminder for the audience from first to last. Nevertheless,
in spite of their odd appearance, the Danaids not only speak Greek like a Greek, they also behave in a
customary Greek fashion, as suppliants. Moreover, the ideas which they present in relation to Zeus are
not outlandish or unprecedented to those familiar with Greek philosophical thought concerning the
nature of the divine. We need not, I think, be concerned about the ‘Greekness’ of the Danaids’ notion
of Zeus and the divine. See also Hall (1989) 148. For further discussion of the presentation of the
Danaids and the myth of Io see above, Chapter 2 on ‘The Characteristics of Zeus’.
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It falls safely, not upon its back, if a deed is brought to perfection by the nod of

Zeus. It flares up in all places, even in the shade, with black fortune for mortal men.

He throws men from high-towered hopes to utter destruction, but uses no armed
force; all is without effort for daimones. From that spot, seated on that august

throne, he nevertheless somehow fulfils what he has in mind.

In the first strophe, the Danaids sing of the unknowable nature of Zeus’ will,
explaining that it is difficult to trace: ovx evbrpatog £t0xOn (Supp. 87), with his
mind dark and thickly shaded, unspeakable to tell of: dabior yap npanidwv | ddokiol
1€ Teivov-jov mopor, KaTdelv dopactot (Supp. 93-5). In the following antistrophe,
the Danaids’ mind moves on to consider the god’s ability to fulfil events even with a
nod: kopved Awg i kpavofj tpdyna téieov (Supp. 91). This theme continues in the
next strophe, where Zeus is said to fulfil acts without recourse to movement, seated
in one place: fjuevog Ov EpoVNUG oG | avtdBev éEénpatev Eumog E0pbvav G’
dyvédv (Supp.101-3). Here, the presentation of Zeus as an invariant, omnipotent deity
is concomitant with the description of his violent and awesome power, striking men
down and using no armed force to do so: idmter 8’ EAmidwv | 4’ VywHpy®V
navodrelg Bpotovg, | Piav 8’ obtv’ sEomhiler (Supp. 96-8).%* The god is far removed
from mortal man, where his will remains hidden from intelligent perception; he is
invariant, remote and unknowable to mankind. With such a description of the
inscrutable nature of Zeus and his will, it is perhaps understandable how F. M.
Cornford came to the conclusion that, ‘the Zeus of Aeschylus has withdrawn to the
heights far removed from the summit of Homeric Olympus.’® Indeed, the
presentation of an invariant, detached and unknowable deity who can cast men down
without effort perhaps seems, on the surface of things at least, a far cry from the
Homeric anthropomorphised Zeus who flits from Olympus to Ida in the /liad and can
be distracted by the cunning wiles of his wife.

The thought and imagery seen in Supp. 86-103 is, however, reminiscent of

fragments attributed to Xenophanes of Colophon.?* In spite of the objections raised

%2 Compare the similar image at Ag. 182-3, where daimones are seated in violence upon their thrones.
Z Cornford (1952) 145.

* It is known from the anonymous Life that Aeschylus travelled to Sicily. Despite the notorious
unreliability of all ancient biographical information, there is also no reason to doubt the report that
Xenophanes, although originally from Colophon in Asia Minor, lived part of his life in Sicily (Al).
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by Lloyd-Jones that Aeschylus was not influenced by Presocratic thought, but only
by Homer, Hesiod and Solon,> the similarity between the passage in the Suppliants
and Xenophanes’ Fr. B25-6, 34 seems clear and has been highlighted by scholars on
numerous occasions.”® Xenophanes says of his one god: aiel 8 év Tadte pipver
KIVOUHEVOG 0VBEV, 00dE petépyectai v émmpémel GAote GAAn- ‘always he abides
in the same place, not moving at all, nor is it seemly for him to travel to different
places at different times...” (Fr. B26) aAX’ ambvevbe mévoro voov @pevi mavio,
kpadaivel. ‘But completely without toil he shakes all things with the thought of his
mind.” (Fr. B25). And then casting doubt on man’s ability to comprehend the nature
of divinity, he says, kai 16 pév odv capég obig dvip 1dev 008 Tig Eotar | £idhg apel
Bedv e kal dooa Adywm mepl maviov: | €l yop kol T0 pdAiota TOYOL TETEAEGHEVOV
gindv, | avtdg Spmg ovk oide’ dokog & émi miot tétuktar. ‘And of course the clear
truth no man has seen nor will there be anyone who knows about the gods and what I
say about all things. For even if, in the best case, someone happened to speak just of
what has been brought to pass, still he himself would not know: but, opinion has
been given to all.’ (Fr. B34) The one god is invariant, able to shake all things with
his mind, and true knowledge of the god is effectively impossible. Thus, as Zeus
remains seated on his august throne never moving (Supp. 101-103), so the one god
always abides in the same place (Fr. B26); as Zeus fulfils whatever he has in mind
(Supp. 101) so the one god can shake all things with his mind (Fr. B25); and as all
things are accomplished without toil for Zeus (Supp. 100), so it is also for the one
god (Fr. B25). Even the scepticism which Xenophanes casts over man’s ability to
comprehend fully the nature of the gods is echoed at Supp. 86-7, 93-5, where the
Danaids proclaim that the will of Zeus cannot be understood by mankind. For these

reasons, the theological philosophy of Xenophanes warrants further investigation.

While this is, of course, not conclusive evidence that Aeschylus was influenced by Xenophanes, it
does nevertheless strongly suggest that Aeschylus would have at the very least heard of Xenophanes
and would have had some acquaintance, at least, with his thoughts concerning the gods and
anthropomorphism. It has been consistently pointed out by scholars that evidence regarding the exact
chronology of the Presocratics is uncertain. But, it is generally accepted that Xenophanes lived for
about ninety years (see Fr. B8), from ¢.560-c.470. For further discussion on the chronology of the
Presocratics, see Reinhardt (1959, 2™ ed.) (however, the arguments put forth in this work were
rejected by almost all subsequent scholars); Guthrie (1962); Barnes (1982); Graham (2010). For the
dating of Xenophanes, see also the introduction to Lesher’s commentary (1992) 3-7.
% See Lloyd-Jones (1956) 55-67, (1971) 79-103.
* See, for example, FJW (1980) 2. 90; Guthrie (1962) 374-5; Jaeger (1947) 45-6; KRS (1983) 167,
170-1; Lesher (1992) 107.
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But, before entering into this discussion, it is first necessary to see whether
aspects of Supp. 86-103 can be traced in works earlier than Xenophanes and thus
what aspects can be thought of as unique to Xenophanes. So, while Supp. 86-103
does indeed echo Xenophanes Fr. B25-6 in the presentation of an invariant god
staying in one place and able to fulfil what he has in mind without recourse to
movement, it is also possible to see traces of the Homeric Zeus in Aeschylus’
presentation of the god. First, the notion that Zeus’ will is not easy to trace, which is
expressed in lines 86-7, 93-5, is already present in Homer and Hesiod (/. 8.143, Od.
23.81-2, Hes. Op. 483-4) before Xenophanes takes up the idea. Secondly, the image
of Zeus fulfilling his will with a nod of his head, which is seen in lines 91-2, is — in
extant literature — imagined first in Homer (ZI. 1.524-30). In the passage, the efficacy
of Zeus’ will is presented as concomitant with the nodding of his head. So, the god
says: oU yap EUOV TaAWVAYpETOV 008’ AmatnAOV | 0Vd’ dterevTnToV, O Ti KEV KEPAAT]
katavevow. ‘Nothing of mine can be recalled, nor deemed false, nor be left
unfulfilled, to which I have nodded my head.” (ZI. 1.526-7). Strictly speaking, the
image is not identical with the one found in the passage from the Suppliants: in the
Iliad, the god’s will is not fulfilled by the nodding of his head, but the nodding of his
head is a sign of affirmation that his will shall come to pass. In spite of this
difference, that Zeus’ will shall be fulfilled once he has bowed his head effectively
makes the nodding of his head an equvialency for Zeus fulfilling his will. The two
images are close enough to conclude that the similarity is more than simply
circumstantial and that Aeschylus was, if not inspired by the Homeric image, then at
least drawing from the same well from which Homer had drawn. The image of the
god’s will flaring up in all places with black fortune for mortals is reminiscent of the
image of Zeus’ thunderbolt in Homer and Hesiod. Indeed, it is only lines 96-103 that
seem to be suggesting something different in Aeschylus’ depiction of Zeus. In these
lines, the ease with which the god is said to fulfil his will in lines 91-2 appears to be
developed or qualified to indicate Zeus’ invariance. It is here that Aeschylus may be
tapping into a wider discourse concerning the nature of the divine.

Bearing this in mind, it is necessary to consider Xenophanes’ philosophical
theology in its own right. For Xenophanes it was of primary importance to highlight
the incongruity of an anthropomorphised supreme deity. This he did by critiquing
and deconstructing the traditional presentation of the gods, as exemplified in the
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Homeric epics; and then by constructing his own god in opposition to the gods of
established religion. He says of the depiction of the gods in Homer and Hesiod:
navta Beoig avébnkav "Ounpds 6’ 'Hoioddg te | dooa map’ avBpdnoow dveidea xatl
yoyog £otiv, | KAértew poyevew te kai dAhovg amatevev. ‘Homer and Hesiod
have attributed to the gods everything that deserves reproach and censure among
men, theft, adultery and deception of his fellow man.’ (Fr. B11). And of the nature of
the traditional anthropomorphic gods of Greek religion: &AL’ oi Ppotoi doxéovaot
yevvioBar Beovg | TV cestépny €obijta <t> Exewv gwviv te dépag te. ‘But men
seem to think that the gods are born, and have clothes, voice and form just like their
own.” (Fr. B14) Aibionég te <Beolg cpetépoug™> oyovg pélavdg te | Opfikés 1
YAavkovg kai muppovg <eact medécbar>" ‘The Ethiopians say that their gods are
round-nosed and black, and the Thracians that theirs are blue-eyed and red-haired.’
(Fr. B16) &t <6&> 101 <immor> Exov yépag 1 Poeg NE Aéovieg | i} yphyou yeipecot kai
Epya Terelv dmep avdpeg, | inmor pév 0’ inmoiot, Pfoeg 8¢ 1e Povsiv dpoiag | kai <ke>
Bedv ibéag Eypagov koi ohpat’ énoiovv | TowdO’ oldvaep kavTol £lYOvV EKACTOL
‘But, if oxen had hands and horses and lions, or could draw with their hands and do
the works which men do, horses would draw the forms of their gods like horses,
oxen like oxen and they would make their bodies such as they each have
themselves.” (Fr. B15).

Xenophanes’ objections are not simply that the gods depicted are
anthropomorphic, but that they often perform acts which demonstrate the very worst
qualities of humanity (B11). Indeed, Xenophanes would possibly have had less
reason to make these criticisms had Homer (and Hesiod) not had such a hold on the
consciousness of the Greeks. As he says: &£ apyfic ka8’ "Ounpov énei pepadnxact
navtec. ‘From the beginning all have since learned according to Homer.” (Fr. B10)
But, the attacks go further than criticisms of the gods’ action. They also highlight the
absurdity of anthropomorphism itself. So, Xenophanes says that Ethiopians see their
gods as black and round-nosed and the Thracians as blonde and blue-eyed (Fr. B16),
before extending the attack ad absurdum, claiming similar thought processes among
animals (Fr. B15). Thus, when we read these fragments in conjunction with Fr. B25-
6, greater light is shed on what is ‘seemly’ or “fitting’ émupénet for the supreme god

to do or not to do and to be like or not to be like.
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As an answer to the criticisms he raises concerning the Homeric and Hesiodic

conception of the gods, Xenophanes posits his own god:

£ic Bed¢ &v e Beoiol kai &vOpdTOIoL NEYIGTOC,

obm dépag Bvnroiow opoiig oite vomua.

“There is one god greatest among gods and men, unlike mortals in form and
thought.” (Fr. B23)

T A by ~ ¥ I3 3 »
oLAOG OpdL, 0DAOG 8¢ VOEL, 0DAOG 88 T° dikovEL.

‘He sees as a whole, thinks as a whole, and hears as a whole.’ (Fr. B24)

aiel 8’ &v tadte pinvel KIvouprevog ovoLy,
0008 petépyecOai piv Emmpénerl dGAAote GAAY
‘He always abides in the same place, not moving at all, nor is it fitting for him to

travel to different places at different times.” (Fr. B26)

AL’ AmavevBe TOVOL0 VOOUL QPEVL TAVTA KPASAIVEL.
‘But completely without toil he shakes all things by the thought of his mind.” (Fr.
B25)

Let us first consider B23. The fragment is often understood as espousing a form of
monotheism.”” Fragment B23 has been the subject of repeated discussion and the
positions either side, between those who see an expression of monotheistic thought
in the lines and those who do not, remain deeply entrenched. For this reason and for
its potential impact on the presentation of the gods in Aeschylus, it is necessary to
examine the fragment again, highlighting the main arguments on either side and
stating my own understanding of the fragment.

The contention rests primarily (if not entirely) on what Xenophanes means by
Beoiot in the expression &v te Beoiot kai avOpdnolot, whether we are to understand
that along with the one greatest god, &ig 0£6g... péyiotog, there exist other gods; or

whether év 1e 8go0iot kai avBpdmowot is some form of ‘polar expression’ and thus,

" Burnet (1930) 128-9; Hussey (1972) 11-14; Friinkel (1975) 331; Barnes (1982) 89-92; KRS (1983)
170; McEvilley (2002) 49; Graham (2010) 1. 131.
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because it is merely a turn of phrase,”® does not entail any actual ‘belief’ in the
existence of other gods.?® In support of this latter interpretation, it has been argued
that, ‘In fact Xenophanes wrote of ‘gods’ in other places... this was no doubt a
concession, perhaps not a fully conscious one, to popular religious terminolgy. It
seems very doubtful whether Xenophanes would have recognized other, minor
deities as being in any way related to the ‘one god’, except as dim human
projections.’®® Indeed, that the fragment professes a belief in monotheism may also
be seen to be supported by the primary position of &i¢ 0gdg in the line, which lends
itself to emphasising that this god is the one and only god.’'

But, although these commentators are correct to highlight the obvious
significance of the one god in Xenophanes’ philosophical theology and in
philosophical debates more generally, they do so bound by monotheistic
considerations that are not applicable to the age in which Xenophanes was writing.
First, it is reasonable to raise the question whether Xenophanes — in a society
unfamiliar with monotheistic religion — would have unnecessarily complicated his
‘revolutionary’ thesis by using a term traditionally employed to denote the existence
of a plurality of divine beings, regardless of whether such usage is merely a
‘concession’.>? Indeed, Xenophanes not only refers to the existence of a plurality of
gods in B23, but elsewhere too — even when we discount those instances where he is
attacking the traditional gods (cf. B1, 18, 34). So, if Xenophanes were a monotheist
and trying to present his ideas to a society in which polytheism was so deeply
ingrained in the public consciousness, would he use theological terminology so
loosely? Might he not have developed a method of stratifying theological

terminology in a way similar to Plato, Xenocrates or the Christians later in antiquity?

?% Such use of Bsoiot in a ‘polar expression’ is, indeed, not so very far detached from how Zeus is
referred to commonly in Homer as the ‘father of gods and men’ or the interchangeable way that 8g6c,
doipwv and Zevg are used in the ‘indefinite mode of expression’, where any one term seems to denote
in a similar way a loose, general idea of the divine. See Chapter 1 above on Saipwv in the plays of
Aeschylus.

* Among those who adhere to idea that Xenophanes uses &v te Ogofol kai avBpdmotot as a ‘polar
expression’ are Burnet (1930) 129; KRS (1983) 170. To state that the phrase is a polar expression
does, in itself, of course, not say anything about the content or status attached to the two individual
terms.

**KRS (1983) 170; cf. Frankel (1975) 331-2.

*' S0, KRS (1983) 169; cf. Frankel (1975) 331.

32 See Stokes (1971) 76, citing Freudenthal (1886) for this argument. Cf. also Guthrie (1962) 375 who
points out that for a monotheist the use of 6goiol would be surprisingly careless.
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Rather, what is significant in the thought of Xenophanes is not whether there
is only one god, but that there is one god among all the other gods who is unlike the
gods of Homer and the traditional anthropomorphic pantheon. It is the differentiation
between what a god should and should not be. So, in B11, 14-16 Xenophanes states
his criticisms of the Homeric presentation of the gods and their anthropomorphic
nature; while in B23-6, he states what the greatest god should be conceived of as
being. In B23, the one god has none of the anthropomorphic qualities criticised in
B11, 14-16: he is unlike mortals in form and thought (i.e. not anthropomorphic). In
B24, the one god is said to be omniscient, able to see, think, hear as one, and so will
never be blind-sided as Zeus in Homer.>> The god is given completely the power of
sight, hearing and thought. Of course, Zeus was given similar qualities of
knowledge, sight and hearing in Homer and Hesiod,* but what is different from
Zeus is that the one god has shed all of those qualities and instances which limit
Zeus’ power.

The one god is also invariant (B26); and able to move all things with just his
mind (B25). The latter fragment is important to this discussion because of its
similarity with the presentation of Zeus in Homer, who can fulfil whatever he has in
mind with a nod of his head, shaking Olympus in the process (JI. 1.526-30).%
However, the images of the two mighty gods differ in one telling aspect: in B25 it is
the internal processes of the mind which are described, in contrast with the external
movement of the head in the Iliad: as Zeus shakes things with a nod of his head, the
one god does so with the thought of his mind. Anthropomorphism is kept to an
absolute minimum in Xenophanes’ presentation of the one god, with
anthropomorphic vocabulary seemingly only employed due to an inability to express
the concept of his god in any other way. So, in B26 there is recourse to describe
movement, but only in order to state the one god’s invariance; and in B24, the
anthropomorphic processes of sight, thought and hearing are described, but only in
order to stress the difference between humans who see with their one pair of eyes,

think with their mind, and hear with their ears and the one god who sees, thinks and

** See the discussion above in the section The Power and Limitations of Zeus.

** See the discussion above in the section The Power and Limitations of Zeus.

3 The similarity between Fr. B25 and //. 1. 526-30 has been well noted. See Lesher (1992) 110 for an
overview of the respective interpretations of Fr. B2S, between those who see it as a distinctive
religious outlook and those who see it as echoing Homer and early poets.
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hears as a whole. The one god is thus a direct response to the Homeric gods
criticised and rejected in fragments B11, 14-16. But, significantly, while Xenophanes
criticises their human qualities and their human fallibility, he does not contend the
existence of a plurality of gods.?

So, how does Xenophanes’ view concerning the nature of divinity affect our
understanding of the passage at Supp. 86-103? At Supp. 86-103, it seems that
Aeschylus is tapping into the dialogue surrounding the image of Zeus enthroned and
exacting his will with a nod of his head, first found in the Iliad, then picked up and
critiqued by Xenophanes. Aeschylus does not seem to adhere strictly to either the
Homeric or the Xenophanic image of the supreme god in his presentation of Zeus. At
Supp. 91-2, Zeus nods his head to exact his will, in an image comparable to that of
Zeus at II. 1.526-30;*" but, within a few lines at Supp. 101-03, great stress is placed
on the invariant nature of the god with three descriptions of Zeus remaining in one
place within as many lines: fjuevog... adTd0ev...£8pavav &g’ ayvédv which can in turn
be compared with the thought found in Xenophanes B26. The similarity with the
thought of both Homer and Xenophanes continues at Supp. 96-9, where the Danaids
say that Zeus throws men down to destruction, but does so without recourse to armed
force. The image of Zeus casting men down to destruction is reminiscent of both
Homer and Hesiod and the violence of the god, especially evident in the Theogony,
while the absence of armed force (and thus of anthropomorphism) seemingly recalls
Xenophanes. Aeschylus can be seen to start from the image of Zeus found in Homer,
in which he is anthropomorphised, sitting on his throne and able to effect his will
with a nod of his head (Supp. 91-2), but then develops the presentation of the god to
one in which the god is framed in the language of invariance (Supp. 96-103).

In the Eumenides, Apollo speaks of the effortlessness with which Zeus can
fulfil deeds: tovToV €nwdag ovk Enoincev matnp | oLUAG, Td & GAAM AVt Gve Te
Kai kGt | otpépav tibnow ovdiv dcbuaivov pével. ‘My father has made no charm
against these things; but all the rest he orders, turning it both up and down, without
being any effort for him.” (Eu. 649-51). This example has been seen to echo many of

the sentiments found in the passage from the Suppliants.®® Nevertheless, while these

*® See also Stokes (1971) 78-9, Lesher (1992) for this point.
37 See discussion of this passage above in this chapter.
*8 See, for example, FIW (1980) 3.90; Sommerstein (1989) 204-5.
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lines hint at ideas found at Supp. 86-103, it is debateable whether they strictly refer
to the invariance of Zeus and not simply to the ease with which he can fulfil deeds.”
In the passage from the Suppliants, stress is laid on the fact that Zeus can not only
bring men to utter destruction without recourse to armed force, but that he remains in
one spot, invariant. In the Eumenides, Apollo only speaks of the lack of effort that
deeds cause Zeus, with no mention of the god’s movement or lack of movement. As
a result, it is difficult to conclude that we are dealing with a conception of Zeus in
any way distinct from how we see the god presented in Homer. Rather, what we see
in Apollo’s words is a common depiction of how Zeus is able to exact his will with
great ease.

Although there are no clear examples of Zeus being depicted as invariant
elsewhere in Aeschylus, the fact that the god never appears on-stage as a fully-
fledged character could suggest that there was a more broadly conceived conception
of Zeus as an invariant god, as well as both a remote and unknowable one. Zeus’
absence from the plays has been enough for one scholar to say that ‘there was some
sort of inhibition against impersonating Zeus himself on the tragic stage.”*® While it
will not be argued here that there was an ‘inhibition’ against presenting Zeus on-
stage in Aeschylus (or in the extant works of the other two tragedians), consideration
needs to be given to the potential effect that Zeus’ absence has on the conception of
the god, because it is, at the very least, noteworthy that a god whose name is spoken
more than any other in Aeschylus and whose will is often integral to the plot never
appears as a dramatis persona.

However, before a discussion of the potential effect that Zeus’ absence has
on our understanding of the god’s presentation in Aeschylus, we need first to
consider the evidence surrounding the playwright’s (now very fragmentary) play,
Psychostasia, in which, it is said, Zeus appears. It is rather surprising to find that for
all the significance scholars*! have placed on the tragedy in determining whether or
not Zeus appears on-stage in Aeschylus (and thus the potential likelihood of his
appearance in Greek tragedy as a whole), we possess only two or three words from
the play itself (279, 280, 280a, Radt), from which nothing can be deduced. Reasons

%% Cf. Aesch. Fr. 99 for the ease with which Zeus can accomplish deeds.

“ Taplin (1977) 432.

* See, for example, Taplin (1977) 431-3; Sourvinou-Inwood (2003) 463-4; Parker (2005) 147. See
also Sommerstein (1996) 23, 56, who assumes, without any discussion, that Zeus appears in the play.
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for believing that Zeus appears on-stage in this play, in fact, derive from two
testimonia, both of which date from centuries after its initial production. The first
comes from Plutarch, who in discussing the weighing of the souls of Achilles and
Hector in Iliad 22, goes on to say: tpaymdiav & Aioyddog SAnv 1d Mobw®
nepébnkev, émrypayag Yoyootaciav kai mapaotioag taig TAdotryél o0 Awg EvBev
pev myv Oétv, £vbev 8¢ trv 'Hd, deopévag vmep thv vidwv payopévov. ‘Aeschylus
put on a whole tragedy concerning the myth, naming it Psychostasia and placing by
the scales of Zeus, on the one side Thetis and on the other Eos, who both make pleas
on behalf of their warring sons.” (Mor. 16f-17a) The second from Pollux: &7o 6¢& Tod
Beohoyeiov Gvtog VIEP TRV oKV &v Dyel Empaivovtal Bgol, g 6 Zevg xal ol mepi
avtov &v Yuyootacig. 1 88 YEPUvOg UNYAVNUA EOTIV €K HETEDPOV KATAPEPOUEVOV
8¢’ apmayfi ohpatog, @ kéxpntol ‘Hag apralovon 1 chdua 16 Méuvovog ‘On the
theologeion above the skene gods appear on high, just as Zeus and those around him
in the Psychostasia. The crane is a mechanical device that bears things down from on
high as with the taking of a body, as was used by Eos in taking the body of Memnon’
(4.130).

If we consider the evidence as it is from the information supplied by Plutarch
and Pollux, it would seem that Aeschylus produced a play entitled Psychostasia and
that in it Zeus plays a part, although for how long he makes an appearance and
whether he has a speaking role is not clear. It is also not clear how accurate these
accounts of Aeschylus’ play are. Pollux’s statement does not mention Aeschylus as
the composer of the play; nor can we be sure that Zeus is in fact the god holding the
scales.*> For example, Taplin argues that Plutarch may have merged two myths in
which the weighing of Achilles’ soul occurs, because Plutarch was first discussing
the account of Zeus weighing the souls of Achilles and Hector in Zliad 22, and then
he moves on to discuss Zeus weighing the souls of Achilles and Memnon in
Aeschylus’ Psychostasia.*® Indeed, the pictorial record indicates that there was a
more established tradition which has Hermes weighing the souls of Achilles and

Memnon, rather than Zeus.** Of the nine extant vase paintings dating down to about

*2 So Taplin (1977) 432.

* Taplin (1977) 431.

* Of course, the pictorial record does not in itself demonstrate categorically whether Aeschylus
would have presented Zeus or Hermes in his version of the weighing of the souls, because the
relationship between vase-painting and tragedy is sometimes difficult to determine and we cannot be
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450 B.C. which show the weighing of the souls of Achilles and Memnon (not
Achilles and Hector) from the Aethiopis myth (and not the Iliad), only one depicts
Zeus holding the scales, while the rest depict Hermes holding them.*® But, it is
important to note that while this argument could be seen to diminish the odds of
Zeus appearing in the tragedy, it does not remove the possibility entirely.

Indeed, Taplin’s view of the testimonia is not the prevailing one; most accept
the sources as they are as evidence that Zeus appears as a character in Aeschylus.*
Sourvinou-Inwood, for example, finds it hard to dismiss two different (although not
necessarily independent) testimonia that claim it was Zeus — and not Hermes — who
weighs the souls of Achilles and Memnon.*” Also, we should be careful not to
dismiss the sources on ideological grounds, with the conviction that there was some
‘inhibition’ against presenting Zeus on the classical tragic stage, especially as both
the ancient testimonia suggest that there was not. Indeed, it would be very odd for
there to be such an inhibition among the tragic writers when the Greeks so freely
depicted Zeus in other forms of literature and plastic art.

Rather, perhaps a better question to ask is what type of role Zeus had in the
play, whether speaking or otherwise, and not whether the god actually appeared in it.
If we accept the testimonia of Plutarch and Pollux and thus the premise that Zeus
appeared in Aeschylus’ play Psychostasia, it would not be an unreasonable stance to
take if we argued that the god did not have a speaking role. As Parker puts it: ‘It can
scarcely be a coincidence that Zeus himself apparently never ‘theologizes’ in tragedy
(though he made a remarkable appearance in Aeschylus’ Psychostasia); the ultimate
explanation cannot itself be dragged on stage and required to give an account of
itself.**

While Greek tragedy couples the divine and the mortal spheres to the extent

that, for the most part, no significant event can be determined as purely human or

sure from where the vase-painters got their inspiration. For a recent discussion of this issue, see
Taplin (2007) 28-46. Nevertheless, for the purposes of the discussion here, the interaction between
tragedy and vase-painting is not of utmost importance, since all that needs to be shown here is
whether before and during Aeschylus’ time there was an established tradition which shows Zeus
weighing the souls of Achilles and Memnon, and how prevalent it was in relation to Hermes holding
the scales.

* For Zeus holding the scales: see LIMC, Achilleus 797; for Hermes: LIMC, Achilleus 798-804,
Hermes 625.

* Cf. Sommerstein (1996); Sourvinou-Inwood (2003); Parker (2005).

7 Sourvinou-Inwood (2003) 463.

8 Parker (2005) 147.
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divine alone, Greek tragedy is nonetheless the tragedy of the human ‘condition’. For
Zeus to appear on-stage and to supply an over-arching explanation for the often
terrible events that have occurred in the play would reduce the action to the level of
the banal and the insipid. As Zeus’ will is often considered the underlying cause or
reason for events, for the god to supply an explanation and to confirm such beliefs in
the efficacy of his will would run this risk. Of course, gods do appear to sort out
events in Greek tragedy, often citing the will of Zeus for their intervention. But, it is
one thing to cite the will of Zeus, it is quite another for it to be spoken by the god
himself. While, of course, Athena and Apollo in the Eumenides are intimately
connected with Zeus and his will, there is still a degree of separation between
humanity and Zeus himself: Zeus remains detached from the events themselves.

To sum up, in Aeschylus, Zeus is not conceptualised as a fully invariant
deity, in spite of how he is presented at Supp. 86-103. There are notable descriptions
of the god within the plays which indicate that there are differences in Aeschylus’
presentation from what we find in Homer and Hesiod, but there is no rounded theory.
Indeed, there are too many mythological descriptions in which Zeus is
anthropomorphised, too many instances where the god seems to have a share in
common, traditional tales. Aeschylus seems to interact with philosophical
speculation of his age concerning the nature of divinity, but does so without fully

relinquishing traditional, Homeric and Hesiodic conceptions of the god.

ZEUS AS A ‘PRIMAL SUBSTANCE’

The potential influence of Presocratic thought on Aeschylus’ presentation of
Zeus can also be seen elsewhere in the plays. In a fragment generally considered to
be from the Heliades, some*® have seen the expression of an exalted and pantheistic

conception of Zeus (Fr. 70):

Zebg dov aibip,> Zevg 8¢ yij, Zede 8 ovpavde,

Ze0g to Té avto XHTL THVS’ VNEPTEpOV.

** See, for example, Nilsson (1967, 3" ed.) 707-11; see Lloyd-Jones (1956) 55 for criticisms.
%% For Zeus as the sky-god and his connection with the aither, see Cook (1914) v.1; West (2007) 166-
73.
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Zeus is the aither, Zeus is the earth, Zeus is the heaven, indeed Zeus is all things and

whatsoever is above and beyond these things.

When examining these lines, all the relevant caveats need to be stated outright. We
do not know the context in which the lines were spoken and we do not know the tone
in which they were said. However, these lines should not be dismissed out-of-hand
simply because we do not know their precise context; nor should we deem them to
mean ‘much the same as the concluding line of the Trachiniae: xko¥vdév tob1RV & TL
| Zebve.”' First of all, the comparison Lloyd-Jones makes is a false one. The line
from Sophocles’ play is a statement referring to the preceeding events of the play
and is a reference to Zeus’ will and its role in the play as a conducting force.”” Fr. 70,
on the other hand, identifies Zeus with the heaven, earth and all that is in-between
and above. While Lloyd-Jones says that ‘other evidence for pantheism in Aeschylus
is lacking’53 — which seems to be the case — what I want to discuss and consider here
is whether it is possible to deduce that the Heliades fragment makes allusions to
Presocratic debates regarding what may, slightly anachronistically, be referred to as
primal substances and their divine, all-pervasive nature. It is perhaps worth
interjecting here and reiterating that I am not imputing to Aeschylus any dogmatic
notion of Zeus as some proto-Christian deity, who is omnipotent, omniscient or
omnipresent. Rather, it is the interaction of religio-philosophical concepts of divinity
that is under discussion here and not any single, rounded theory about the all-
pervading nature of Zeus.

Both Anaximenes of Miletus and Diogenes of Apollonia seem to equate air
with the material principle of the universe, as something divine and as the substance

from which all things are derived.”* Empedocles too espoused a view of the natural

*! Lloyd-Jones (1956) 55.

52 Cf. Davies (1991) 266-7 rightly compares the passage with (among others) 4g. 1485-8, and says
that it ‘recalls the Homeric Awdg & éreheieto Pouvhn.” See Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’ for
discussion of A4g. 1485-9.

>3 Lloyd-Jones (1956) 55 n.7.

* For Anaximenes see, Aristotle Met. A3, 984aS; Theophrastus ap. Simplicium in Phys. 24, 26;
Hippolytus Ref. 1, 7, 1; Cicero de natura deorum 1, 10, 26; Aetius 1, 7, 13; Augustine de civ. Dei
VIII, 2. For Diogenes see, Fr. 3, 4, 5 Simplicius in Phys. 152, 13, 18, 22; Fr. 7, 8 Simplicius in Phys.
153, 19, 20. It is likely that Diogenes flourished somewhere in the region of twenty years after the
death of Aeschylus, and as such this may be enough to conclude that his work should not be
considered in a discussion of Aeschylus. However, the philosophical link between the much earlier
Anaximenes and Diogenes himself creates a nexus of thought, which does seem to suggest the
prominence of this particular line of enquiry (at least in some intellectual circles) during the first half
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world which can easily be understood as pantheistic, seeing four roots as the
underlying material elements of the world: téocapa yap navrov piopata tpdrov
Gxove | Zevg apyng "Hpn te gpepéoPiog N8’ Awwvevg | Nijotig 0° 1j dakpioig téyyet
kpovvopa Bpdtetov. ‘Hear first the four roots of all things: bright shining Zeus, life-
bearing Hera, Aidoneus and Nestis who wettens with tears the springs of mortal
men’ (Fr. 6, Aetius 1, 3, 20; cf. Aristotle Met. A4, 985a31-3, DK 31, A37). While
there is some debate about which of the four elements the four gods denote, the
arguments and their respective conclusions are not important for the present
discussion and so will not be gone into here. All that needs to be understood from the
Empedocles fragment for the purposes of this investigation is that there are four
underlying elements which are a reinterpretation of four divine beings.” This is
equally true and important when looking at Anaximenes, Diogenes and Fr. 70,
because although the precise details differ, the manner of conceiving and presenting
the nature of divinity is very similar, however much or little these Presocratrics may
have thought of themselves as speaking ‘allegorically’.

In the Heliades, it is the language in which the highest and most powerful
god is conceived, as a being equated with the all-encompassing and principal
substances of the universe, in particular the aither and the earth, which hint at and are
suggestive of the philosophy of Anaximenes, Empedocles and Diogenes. While
Aeschylus states that Zeus is the aither, the earth, the heaven and more besides and
does not strictly make reference to the substances of air, fire, water or earth, the
manner in which the god is referred to does nonetheless seem to allude to the
philosophical methods of investigation of his age. However, we must be careful how
and to what extent we apply this fragment to the rest of the Aeschylean corpus,
because nowhere else in Aeschylus is Zeus presented in the way he is in Fr. 70, and
as we do not possess the rest of the play it is impossible to contextualise the lines.
For this reason, we should be content simply to note the further similarity of thought

in Aeschylus’ work to that of certain Presocratic philosophers.

of the fifth-century B.C. As a result, I think it is worthwhile to consider Diogenes in this debate. On
the other hand, the ultimately Aristotelean form of the summary of the thought of these Presocratics
put forward in the text is not meant to endorse the historical accuracy of the Aristotelean presentation,
but is to be considered merely as short-hand adequate for the present purpose.

>% See Guthrie (1965) 144-6 for a good discussion of the conflicting views; cf. also KRS (1983) 286,
Graham (2010) 1. 423.
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ZEUS AND HADES

If we return to the main extant body of Aeschylus’ work, it is possible to see
the name of Zeus used also as a synonym for the god of the dead, Hades. In the
Suppliants, for example, fearing for their safety and seeking protection as suppliants
of Zeus, the Danaids threaten to pollute the sacred precinct by killing themselves,

should they not receive sanctuary in Argos. They say (Supp. 156-61):

TOV ToAVEEVATUTOV
Zijva TdV KEKUNKOTOV
1&6pecha oLV KAGSOLG
aptavaig Bavodoat,

un Toyoboot Bedv ‘OlvpoTioy.

With boughs we will approach as suppliants the host of very many, Zeus of the

departed, having died by the noose, unless we meet with the Olympian gods.

The most natural way to understand tov noAvEevartatov Zijva Tdv KEKUNKOTOV is to
read it as a synonym for Hades, the traditional host of spirits in the underworld. It
was not uncommon for poets in the archaic and classical periods to use the name of
Zeus in this way (cf. 1. 9.457, Hes. Th. 767, Op. 465, S. 4j. 571). If this is so, Zeus’
position as the king of the gods reflects Hades’ own position in the afterlife as the
king of the dead, relying on the transference of what is effectively the most basic
characteristic of Zeus on to his underworld counterpart, that of the highest and most
powerful god in his domain.>®

The idea of justice may also have been a contributing factor for Aeschylus to
refer to Hades as the Zeus of the underworld. This is suggested at Supp. 229-31,

where the Danaids declare:

0V6¢ U1 ’v Adov Bavdv
@Oy poataiov aitiag mpa&ag Tdde.

KAKET dkaletl ta<p>mAakniued’, mg Adyog,

% In addition, at Supp. 156-61 Aeschylus also seems to be hinting at something more than just this
transference. As FIW (1980) 2.130 say in reference to molvéevdtatov, ‘Here the allusion to his
[Hades’] indiscriminate ‘hospitality’ has a special point: he at least will receive the Danaids. There is
no doubt also a veiled ironical ref. to Zeus Xenios, who is later named by the Chorus (627).
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Zebg aAN0G €V KopoDoy VoThTag dikag.

After doing such a thing he will surely not escape the punishment of his folly, even
in Hades after death: there too, so they say, there is another Zeus who pronounces

final judgement on the dead for their evil doings.

Here it seems clear that ‘another Zeus who pronounces judgements on the dead’ acts
as a synonym for the traditional god of the underworld, Hades, just as we had seen at
Supp.156-61 with the phrase tov moAvéevatatov Zijva tdv kekpnkodtav. However,
in contrast with the example at Supp. 156-61, the idea of justice becomes a telling
aspect in the description. Elsewhere in the play, Zeus is presented as the highest and
most supreme judge on earth (e.g. Supp. 402-4, 437), as he is in all of Aeschylus.”’
This function of Zeus is mirrored in the afterlife where the other Zeus among the
dead also makes judgements; but, in contrast with the ‘normal’ Zeus in the upper
world, it is telling that the other Zeus only makes final judgements over the
deceased. The depiction seems to balance two prevailing views of the underworld
during this period:*® one in which the underworld is seen as a mirror of life on earth
(cf. Od. 11.484-6, 11.568-75; Ch. 354-62); the other sees a distinct split between the
two worlds, with the afterlife a reflection and judgement of the acts committed
during one’s lifetime (cf. Eu. 273-5; Pindar O. 2.56ff; Plato Grg. 523a-527a, R.
330d-331b). The Zeus of the dead, Hades, thus seems to be presented at one and the
same time as the mirror of the ‘normal’ Zeus who presides over mortals’ actions on
earth and as distinct from him, making only the final judgements upon mortals in the
underworld.

It is also possible to see Aeschylus as playing etymological word games,
connecting Zeus with life and its converse, death, by punning on the Znv- element of
Zeus’ name and its similarity with that of the verb ijv (to live). The first indication
that this may be the case comes at Supp. 156-61, when the Danaids threaten to hang
themselves and the name of Zeus, in the accusative form Zfjva, is juxtaposed with

the qualifying noun tév kekpnkétov.”® While, of course, it is a common occurrence

%7 See Chapter 4 ‘The Justice of Zeus’ below.

*% See FIW (1980) 2.184.

It is worth noting that neither Viirtheim (1928, repr. 1967) nor FJW (1980) pick up on the
etymological word-play at Supp. 156-61, in spite of the fact that the latter notes the word-play on the
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for Hades to be referred to as the Zeus of the dead, it is nevertheless the case that the
similarity between the Znv- root of Zeus’ name and that of the verb Cijv ‘to live’,
together with the apparent contradiction — whether a poetic turn of phrase or not —
for the name of Zeus to be conceptualised as the god of the dead offers the
opportunity for word-play. This is made all the more plausible a quarry for word-
play when we consider that one of the Danaids’ major pre-occupations is to establish
their position as the descendents of Io and Zeus, which is alluded to from the
opening of the play (Supp. 15-19, 40-48) and with great frequency throughout the
first half of it.* The Danaids do not lose any opportunity to mention their connection
with their ancestral father Zeus, placing Pelasgus and the Argives under no illusion
that they do not just claim Zeus’ support as suppliants (if that were not enough), but
as his own flesh and blood too. In the fourth antistrophe of the second stasimon, after
the Danaids have described the rape of Io by Zeus, they say that the Earth declares of
the child born from the relationship and its descendents: guci{éov yévog T0d¢ |
Znvog oty aAnBdg. ‘Truly this is the offspring of Zeus, the begetter of life.” (Supp.
584-5) While I do not claim that every reference to Zeus with the the Znv- root is
playing on its etymological similarity with the verb (ijv ‘to live’, if one takes into
consideration the stress that the Danaids place on their descent from Zeus and the
meaning of the two lines at Supp. 584-5, it is not unreasonable to claim that
Aeschylus is playing on Zeus’ name as a producer of life here. So, in turn, if we
observe the ancestral link the Danaids wish to establish between Zeus and
themselves as his descendents, when they then refer to Hades as another Zeus
beneath the earth or as Zeus among the dead with the Znv- root, Aeschylus could
thus be intentionally punning on the god’s name: the name of the god who is the font
of life for the Danaids is also the name used for the god of the dead.®!

Furthermore, playing on the name of Zeus was not uncommon in archaic and

classical Greek literature. Aeschylus himself does so elsewhere, calling Justice the

root of Zeus’ name at Supp. 584-5, as well as giving parallel examples from other authors (though not
Heraclitus B32, see below).

% See Chapter 2 ‘The Characteristics of Zeus’ above.

®! The apparent paradox is to some extent reminiscent of — but at the same time more profound than —
Heraclitus’ play on the sound, meaning and import of bios in Fr. 48. Cf. the following paragraph for
further potential significance of Heraclitus in this context.
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daughter of Zeus®? and that which occurs through or because of Zeus.* Plato also
etymologises the name of Zeus and its root Znv- in the Cratylus, as Aeschylus had in
the Suppliants, saying that Zeus is so-called because he is the cause of life (Crat.
396a-b, 410d). But, even before Aeschylus and Plato, Heraclitus seems also to have
picked up on the similarity between the root of Zeus’ name and the verb (ijv ‘to
live’. Fragment B32 reads: &v 10 co@ov podvov AéyecBar ok £0éher kai €0€Aet
Znvog 6vopa. ‘One is the only wise thing, it is unwilling and willing to be called by
the name of Zeus.” In this fragment, the concern is the correct naming of the one
wise thing — and in this alone it can be compared with the thought expressed by
Aeschylus at the opening of the Hymn to Zeus in the Agamemnon in the phrase:
Zeve, Sotig mot’ éotiv ‘Zeus, whoever he is’.** Within the context of Heraclitus’
work, it secems odd that he would feel the need or the desire to say that it is
acceptable for the One Wise to be called by the name of Zeus, because as with
Xenophanes, he ridicules conventional religion and religious practises (BS, 14, 15),
saying such things as: kai 7oig dydipoact 8¢ tovtéoicy ebyovtal, Okolov &l Tig
dopool Aeoymvevotro, ol Tt yvdokwv Beodg 008’ pwag oitvég eiot. ‘And they pray
to these statues, as if one were having a conversation with their house, not at all
understanding what gods or heroes actually are’ (Fr. BS). Indeed, Heraclitus also
says that the One Wise is only wisdom and understanding, implying that it has
nothing to do with the conventional religious paradigm connected with fallible
anthropomorphic deities: &v 10 co@dév' €nicTacOul yvodunv, éxn kuPepvital névro
S wévtwv ‘One is the wise thing: knowing correct judgement, how all things are
steered through all’ (B41).

So, why does Heraclitus declare that the One Wise is unwilling and willing to
be called by the name of Zeus? The answer, I think, rests on two points. The first of
which relies on Zeus’ position as the highest and most powerful god of the
traditional Greek pantheon, as the closest approximation in terms of power and
position to the One Wise. In what appears to be a concession to conventional

religious ideology, Heraclitus seems to be suggesting that if there were any god with

82 Ch. 949-50: Awdg képo. — Aikav. See Garvie (1986) 308-10 and Chapter 2 “The Characteristics of
Zeus’ above for discussion.

% Ag. 1485-9, Ch. 639-45, 789. Where the word-play is on variations of the phrase: Siai A1dg....
Aixag. For Ag. 1485-9, see Fraenkel (1950) ad loc; for Ch. 639-45, see Garvie (1986) 220.

% For a discussion of the Hymn to Zeus and its position within the parodos, see Chapter 4 ‘The
Justice of Zeus’ below.
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which the One Wise can be compared or to which it can be likened, then it is the god
who conducts events with, by and because of his will and fulfils deeds with a nod of
his head: Zeus. But, at the same time, it is telling that the One Wise is both unwilling
and willing to be called Zeus (Aéyecbat ovk £0€Aer kal £0éher Znvog dvopa), because
in spite of the concession to traditional religion in naming Zeus here, the position of
ovk £0éheL before €0éher suggests a subtle rejection of the name, or at least a
rejection of common associations and connotations, such as those connected with
cult and poetry (cf. B5, 14, 15).°> The second point comes back to the discussion of
the etymology of Zeus’ name, the use of Znvdg over A1dg and the similarity of the
root Znv- with the verb (ijv ‘to live’.°® While such a connection may be considered
tenuous, it should be borne in mind that, as has been stated above, playing on the
etymology of Zeus’ name was not uncommon in antiquity and Heraclitus was
himself no stranger to word-play.®” So, if we accept the possibility that Heraclitus
was punning on Zeus’ name, does such word-play enhance our reading of the
fragment in any way? I think it does, because Heraclitus may be indicating that the
name of Zeus is not an inappropriate denotation for the name of the One Wise, due
to the fact that Zeus, whose name can be ‘etymologically connected’ with the verb
Civ “to live’, is, in this way at least, suggestive of the ‘everliving fire’ with which the
One Wise is associated (cf. B30, 31, 64, 78).%®

If we now return to Aeschylus’ presentation of Zeus of the dead, the
reasonable assumption is that when the poet refers to this god and Zeus the
Olympian, he is denoting two separate and distinct deities, Hades and the Olympian
god respectively. This manner of conceptualising the gods is supported by other
references to Hades in Aeschylus where though the word Hades is used primarily as
a way of referring to the place (Per. 923, Th. 323, Supp. 416, Ag. 667, 1291, 1527),
there are two instances in separate plays where the god is unambiguously referred to
(Supp. 791, Eu. 273). But, it may also be the case that there is another way of
conceptualising Zeus of the dead and that is to see the denotation as a description of

one of many aspects of the same god, in a way comparable to how we understand

% Kahn (1979) 269-70; Stokes (1971) 106-7.

% Kahn (1979) 270 picks up on the possibility that Heraclitus was playing etymological word-games;
the possibility is denied by Kirk (1954) 392, Marcovich (1967) 445-6.

¢7 See, for example, the discussion of Fr. B119 in Chapter 1 on Saipwv.

¢ Kahn (1979) 270.
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Zeus Soter, Zeus Xenios or Zeus Hikesios.” While there are no unambiguous
examples in Aeschylus to help demonstrate this point, there is an instance in
Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus which has been thought to do so.” At O. C. 1456-
1471, Zeus is repeatedly said by Oedipus and the chorus to have thundered in the
sky. But, then at 1604-6, the Messenger reports that Zeus of the Earth thundered
(ktOmnoe pév Zevg x06viog) as a response to Oedipus’ departure from the mortal
world.”" This presents the problem that we must either accept that Hades has
dominion over the sky, which would be unprecedented to say the least; or that the
Messenger is referring to the same god which Oedipus and the chorus spoke of
before. In either case, we are presented with a depiction of Zeus and Hades which is
not found — at least explicitly — in Aeschylus. This is, however, if we accept the
reading of ktomnoe as ‘thundered’ at 1606, a direct parallel to the use of &xtunev at
1456, which is used in reference to the thunder of Zeus in the sky. But, it is also
possible to read the verb xtimnoe as ‘resounded’ or ‘crashed’. Without any reference
to the thunder produced in the sky. Indeed, the noun xtomog is used both to denote
the sound of thunder and the sound of horses’ hooves upon ground. So, if we read
ktomnoe in line 1606 as ‘resounded’ or ‘quaked’, the potential problems raised by
Hades thundering in the sky are removed; rather what we are presented with is a
repetitive and interesting use of the verb ktvnéw by Sophocles as a marker of divine
involvement throughout the scene of Oedipus’ death.

The ambivalence and ambiguity concerning the naming of Zeus and the god
of the underworld is also potentially demonstrated in a fragment of Euripides (Fr.
912. 1-8):

ool 1@ mhvtov pedéovtt YAOnv
TeAavOV TE QEpw, Zeng £10” Adg
ovopalouevog oTéPYEIS” OU 8¢ Lot
Ovoiav drvpov mayxapreiog

S€Ean AN pM TpoxLTAinY.

oV yap €v te Be0ig Tolg Ovpavidag

oxfintpov 10 A10g petayepileig

% See Winnington-Ingram (1983) 163-4.
0 West (1978) 276.
' West (1978) 276.
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xOovieov 0’ Adn petéyels dpyis.

To you who is the ruler of everything I bear young green branches and honied
libations, Zeus or Hades you care to be named. You, receive my sacrifice, unburned,
consisting in a libation full of offerings of all sorts of fruits. Indeed, you among the
gods in heaven have the sceptre of Zeus in your hand and you possess a share of the

chthonic rule in Hades.

The god goes by the name of either Zeus or Hades”> and rules over everything,
extending his reach from the heavens down and throughout the underworld. Zeus
and Hades are effectively both one and the same deity, with the name Hades acting
as an appropriate synonym for Zeus in this context and vice versa. A few lines later
the god is said to have a share of the rule in Hades, with Hades spoken of more as a
place than a deity. But, we should not be too concerned by this, because it was not
uncommon to refer to the underworld and the god who presides over it both by the
name Hades (cf. 4g. 667, 1527). So, if we accept that this latter reference to Hades
denotes the underworld, the references to Zeus and Hades in line 2 still indicate that
the god being referred to in the fragment can be called by either name and that Zeus
and Hades are one and the same god in this instance.

However, this does not necessarily mean that the traditional Greek gods Zeus
and Hades are thought of here. Rather the way the names Zeus and Hades are used in
this fragment indicate that it is an altogether different divinity that is under
consideration. Indeed, the way in which the names of Zeus and Hades are used bear
greater similarity to the way Heraclitus speaks of the One Wise as unwilling and
willing to be spoken of by the name of Zeus in B32 or how Xenophanes refers to the
one god in B23. The Zeus and Hades in this fragment of Euripides carry very little of
the mythological baggage that their names usually bear. So, as a consequence, while
both the examples from Sophocles and Euripides, on the surface of things, seem to
add an extra dimension to our understanding of how Aeschylus presented Zeus and
Hades in his plays, they in fact consolidate the investigation already undertaken
above. Thus, to take an example from another play this time, the Agamemnon: when

Clytemnestra dedicates the third strike of her sword upon Agamemnon to the Zeus

72 The question of naming Zeus is dealt with below in the discussion of Ag. 160 in Chapter 4 ‘The
Justice of Zeus’.
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beneath the earth, the protector of the dead, tod xatd xBovdg | Awdg vexpdv
cwtiipoc’” (Ag. 1386-7), it may be reasonable to suggest that there may be a wider
concept of the highest divinity being thought of by Aeschylus, as is also evident in

some Presocratic thought and Sophocles and Euripides.

SUMMARY REMARKS

In many respects, the Zeus of Aeschylus is similar to the Zeus of Homer: he
possesses much, if not all, of the same mythological baggage, is omnipotent and his
will always comes to fulfilment. However, there are passages which also hint at key
differences in Aeschylus’ depiction of the god. Most notable among them is Supp.
86-103, which seems to interact with Presocratic conceptions of divine invariance.
Also, in a more general and over-riding fashion, the Zeus of Aeschylus can be seen
as a more detached and unknowable god than the one we find in Homer. Although
there is one instance where Zeus did, in all likelihood, appear in one of the plays, it is
far from certain that he had a speaking role. Indeed, the essence of tragedy as the
depiction of man’s sufferings and the conflict between human and divine causation
would be undone should the greatest god appear on-stage to account for his will and
the misery it may have caused. More than anything, what this chapter hopes to have
shown is that there is interaction between the thought of Aeschylus and Presocratic
philosophy, which can be seen where Zeus, at times, appears to be a god that
encompasses far more than the Homeric and Hesiodic conceptions of the god, where
Zeus is a universal, underlying principle and where he has assimilated (though not

completely) the functions and role of the god of the underworld.

7 In contrast with the MSS gloss that reads Aidov at 1386-7.
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4: THE JUSTICE OF ZEUS

THE GUILT OF AGAMEMNON?

INTRODUCTION

The previous chapter has put forward an examination of the nature of Zeus
by highlighting and discussing certain key aspects of the god’s character within the
context of the plays and fragments by Aeschylus, as well as in relation to the
dialogue into which Aeschylus entered with Presocratic philosophers, such as
Xenophanes and Heraclitus, concerning the nature of divinity. On the foundation
supplied by the discussion put forward in the previous chapters, this chapter will
consider the god ‘in practice’, with a close discussion of the justice of Zeus. I will
examine the Oresteia trilogy and in particular one issue, from which many others
arise, the question of Agamemnon’s guilt.

Irrespective of how one interprets the guilt or otherwise of Agamemnon,
what is understood by guilt is sometimes far from clear in studies of the term in the
Agamemnon, and as a result it will be worthwhile to spend a moment clarifying what
is meant by it here. Among some of the key factors in discussions concerning the
guilt of Agamemnon have been the question of inherited guilt and the role of the
curse of the House of Atreus.! While these considerations have an important part to
play in the interconnected nature of divine and human causality throughout the play
and trilogy, what is under discussion in this chapter regarding Agamemnon is his
personal response to the unfolding of events, his decisions, and whether it is possible
to determine at any point whether his actions provoke, or give clear indication of
having provoked, divine anger.® As a consequence, what I take as a working
definition of the term of ‘guilt’ is that someone, in this instance, Agamemnon, has
committed an act which is seen as unjust and by having committed the injustice has
become ‘guilty’ in the eyes of a third party. In the context of this study, the third
party with whom we are concerned are the Olympians gods, especially Zeus. And by

transgression, I understand the act by which someone may become guilty, i.e. having

' See Lloyd-Jones (1962) 187-99, (1971) 79-93; Sewell-Rutter (2007) 15-77.

? For the issue of choice and decision-making in Aeschylus see, among others, Dover (1973) 58-69;
Rosenmeyer (1982) 284-307; Sewell-Rutter (2007) passim; Herrmann (2013) 39-80. For further
bibliography on specific passages in the Agamemnon, see below throughout in this chapter.
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transgressed the boundaries of what is thought of as just by the gods. It is with these
definitions in mind that the following discussion of the justice of Zeus and the guilt
of Agamemnon will begin.

How the nature of justice and the role of the divine are understood in the
thought of Aeschylus depends, to a large extent, on the way in which one incident in
one play is interpreted. It is for this reason that the problems surrounding the death of
Agamemnon, its antecedents and its consequences — notably the deaths of Iphigeneia
and Clytemnestra, and the trial of Orestes — have been the subject of continuing
debate for a century, or more.

It is still often held that Zeus first sent the Atreidae to Troy3 and that Zeus, or
one of the Olympians, then had Agamemnon killed for sacrificing Iphigeneia,” or for
some other transgression committed in the course of exacting vengeance on Troy.
There are also those who state that Agamemnon was punished for the ‘guilt’ he
incurred when sacrificing Iphigeneia, or for the ‘guilt’ he acquired in the course of
exacting vengeance on Troy, but who do so without making clear in whose eyes
Agamemnon is ‘guilty’ — whether in Clytemnestra’s eyes, in Zeus’ and the
Olympians’, or in the eyes of both, or indeed, in the eyes of the author or the
audience.® However, the language of ‘guilt’ and ‘sin’ employed in these latter studies
suggests that underlying their arguments, there exists an implicit acceptance of a
religious dimension to Agamemnon’s death and that he was, by consequence,
punished by Zeus and the Olympians.

In contrast, the following discussion will attempt to show that Agamemnon,
in spite of appearances and common (mis)conceptions, did not commit any act of
transgression that earned him the wrath of the gods, and that his death was

consequently neither sanctioned and ordained, nor desired by Zeus or any of the

? Peradotto (2007) 211-44, esp. 230, does, however, contest this issue. Though he raises an important
question about how we should interpret the chorus’ statement that ‘Zeus sent the Atreidae,’ (4g. 60-2)
Peradotto neglects the obligation of an offended party to exact retribution or restitution and the effect
the position of Zeus as the god who presides over xenia has in Agamemnon’s decision to go to Troy.
This issue will be dealt with in greater detail in the course of the chapter.

* Lloyd-Jones (1956) 63, (1962) 187-99, (1971) 90-2, (1983) 102; Kitto (1964) 1-5, (1966) 58;
Denniston and Page (1957) xv, xx-xxix; Otis (1981) 3-65, esp. 64-5; Cohen (1986) 132-4.

* West (1979) 4-5.

® Fraenkel (1950) 2.98-9, 441, 625; Lesky (1983) 13-23; Nussbaum (1986) 34; Conacher (1987) 13,
76-96; Sommerstein (1996) 275-87; Dodds (2007) 255-64; Peradotto (2007) 237.
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Olympians.” This will be done by showing how passages commonly thought to
indicate Agamemnon’s guilt can in fact be read to show otherwise, and that there is

at least greater ambiguity in the play than previously thought.

ORESTES éikngpopos — A TEST CASE

In order to understand issues relating to the justice of Agamemnon’s death,
the deaths of Iphigeneia and Clytemnestra, and the role or roles which Zeus and the
gods play in all three, it is necessary to come to some understanding about the
concept of justice applicable to Aeschylus’ Oresteia. To do this, I shall start by
looking at the actions of Orestes and the role the gods play in determining and
supporting them. It is uncontroversial that Orestes is sent by Apollo — through whom
Zeus speaks (Eu. 17-19, 614-21, 713-14) — to avenge the death of Agamemnon. This
we are told several times in both the Libation Bearers and the Eumenides (Ch. 260-
305, 555-60, 831-7, 900-2, 939-41, 1026-33; Eu. 64-6, 84, 203, 465-7, 579-80, 593-
4). We are left in no doubt about the position of these gods in the decision to see
Clytemnestra punished for the death of Agamemnon. Due to the explicit role of
Apollo (and Zeus), it is possible to see Orestes’ act of killing Clytemnestra as a just
act in the eyes of the highest and most powerful Olympian deities. If Orestes’ act is
just in the eyes of the gods, Clytemnestra must therefore be seen to have acted in a
way that deserved or required punishment. Punishments by their very nature act, at
least in part, as retribution or restitution for damages suffered or incurred.® An initial
transgression is thus necessary for there to be a punishment, because punishments
attempt to reset and realign a balance upset by a transgression, by acting as a
counter-balance for the transgression. Clytemnestra’s killing of Agamemnon is, of
course, the reason supplied by Orestes and by Apollo for her death, which in turn
implies that Agamemnon’s death requires vengeance.

So, although Orestes, like Agamemnon and Clytemnestra, has killed, his act

is categorically shown to be just in the eyes of the Olympian gods once he is

7 The first in recent decades to question the validity of the traditional view that sees or implicitly
accepts Zeus as sanctioning, ordaining or even desiring the death of Agamemnon was Fontenrose. In
spite of the seriousness of the questions raised in his article, Fontenrose’s arguments have met with
little resonance. See Fontenrose (1971) 71-109; cf. Tyrrell (1976) 328-34.

® See Gagarin (1986) 100-6; Rawls (1973) esp. 3-17 for this discussion; cf. Hugo Grotius (2005).
Indeed, this manner of conceiving justice as a balance between transgression and punishment can be
detected on a universal level in Anaximander B1.
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protected by Apollo and freed by Athena’s vote in the Eumenides.’ If the cycle of
revenge had continued, we could not say this, because either the acts of killing would
be unjust, or alternatively just from one perspective and unjust from another. But, by
ending the cycle of revenge and acquitting Orestes, Aeschylus has shown that
irrespective of how anyone judges any of the previous killings, at least Orestes’ act
of killing his mother was just in the eyes of the Olympians. It is for this reason that
Orestes’ retributive and restitutive killing of Clytemnestra and his subsequent
protection and release at the hands of the Olympians can be seen as a model of
justice applicable to the Oresteia as a whole, and one according to which it may be
possible to judge and to understand the respective justice of Agamemnon’s and
Clytemnestra’s acts of killing.'” This is not to say that Agamemnon should
automatically be considered innocent just because Clytemnestra is killed for killing
him. What is highlighted here is that there is a consistent thread through the narrative
of the trilogy with regard to the presentation of justice, and what will be
demonstrated throughout the rest of this chapter is how it is possible to read the
Agamemnon in a way that brings into question whether Agamemnon’s death was
desired by the gods and thus whether he was killed in line with their justice: ie.

whether he is guilty or not.

THE KILLER OF AGAMEMNON

Clytemnestra’s hatred of Agamemnon is well documented in the play. We
need neither speculate whether she actually killed Agamemnon, nor do we need to
ask too many questions concerning her motives. But, we should not simply lay sole
blame at the feet of Clytemnestra. First, she names four reasons that have a bearing
on Agamemnon’s death:

i) Iphigeneia’s sacrifice (4g. 1412-25, 1431-7, 1525-9; cf. 154-5);

° There are other factors to consider with regard to the nature of justice more widely in the
Eumenides, particularly in relation to the conflict between the Olympians and the Erinyes, the split
vote of the court and Orestes’ pollution, which is discussed below in the section Zeus, the Erinyes and
the Vote of Athena. But for now it is enough to note that Orestes’ act of killing is perceived by the
Olympians as just.

' T am aware that questions have been raised about whether what applies in a later scene is applicable
to an earlier scene in the same play or trilogy (see T. von Wilamowitz (1917)). But, due to the
interconnected nature of themes and issues in the Oresteia, as well as the thread of causality and
linearity of events, such arguments do not apply in this case.
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ii) The accursed House of Atreus and the pollution connected with it
(4g. 1397-8);
iii) The Alastor/daipwv of the House (4g. 1497-1504);
iv) Agamemnon’s infidelity (4g. 1438-47).
Secondly, the chorus give two reasons:

i) The daipwv of the House (4g. 1468-74);

i) The will of Zeus (4g. 1475-81).

Thirdly, Aegisthus involves himself in the murder-plot to avenge the death of his
brothers, and makes known the curse of Thyestes (4g. 1600-2).

But, while there are seven potential reasons that have a bearing on
Agamemnon’s death stated by three characters, we are faced with only two agents
that are said to be directly responsible for the act itself:

i) Clytemnestra;

it) The Alastor/8aipwv of the House. "

Clytemnestra does not hide that she killed Agamemnon; indeed, she initially
flaunts the fact (4g. 1379-98). There is no attempt by her to conceal the murder once
it has been committed. One could argue that there is even an element of relief in her
openness and the way she freely outlines her reasons for killing Agamemnon.
Clytemnestra presents the death of Iphigeneia if not as the origin of her resentment
of Agamemnon, then at least as the catalyst without which she would have been
unlikely to commit the murder. The sacrifice is also the reason she dwells on most
during the final scene of the play, and it is repeated on three separate occasions. Her
resentment and brewing anger are even hinted at in the parodos when the chorus
narrate the sacrifice of Iphigeneia at Aulis (4g. 154-5).

The association of Clytemnestra with the daipwv of the House complicates
any explanation of who is responsible for Agamemnon’s death. The dual agencies,
one human, one supernatural, blur the distinctions between the two to the extent that
it becomes difficult to pin-point or to direct sole blame at either alone. Indeed, the
insidious and somewhat unclear manner in which the Saipwmv operates only
exaggerates this difficulty. As has been said, Clytemnestra at first exults in her place

within the cycle of destruction, and she does not seem to comprehend fully the

' Aegisthus is excluded, because although he is involved in the plot, he is not involved directly in the
murder.
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implications of her association with the daipwv and the cycle of destruction. She
makes it clear that she and no one else slew Agamemnon (4g. 1379-87), and that it
was from her perspective by Justice, Até and Erinys that she killed him (4g. 1432-3).
The association of Clytemnestra with supernatural agencies comes to the fore at this
moment. It gradually builds over the course of the next two hundred lines, and it is
from this moment that she begins to shift her position with regard to Agamemnon’s
death and her responsibility for it. At 1468-74, when the chorus mention that the
daipwv of the House is falling upon it, Clytemnestra follows their statement by
saying that they are right in their judgement to speak of its involvement. The implicit
shift in position, begun at 1432-3, here becomes explicit, and this movement toward
dissociation reaches its climax shortly after, when Clytemnestra says outright that
Agamemnon’s death was not her deed, but was exacted through her by the Alastor,
which took revenge on Atreus by sacrificing Agamemnon as a victim for the

children Atreus had killed a generation earlier (4g. 1497-1504):

oOYETS Etvat TO3E TOVPYOV EUOV”

un & émhexOiic " Ayapepvovioy eivai p’ &royov:
pavtalopevog 8¢ yovauki vekpod

T008° 0 maAodG SPLUDG AAGCTOP

ATpéwng yaAienod Bowvatiipog

TOvd’ dméteioev, TEAEOV veapoig EmBvoac.

You say with confidence that this deed is mine; but you shouldn’t deem me to be the
partner of Agamemnon. Only appearing as the wife of this corpse, the ancient bitter
avenging spirit of Atreus, the cruel host, has taken vengeance upon this one here,

sacrificing (him as) a perfect victim for the young offspring.

The act serves the dual purpose of functioning as an act of vengeance for two
sets of killings. As Agamemnon had sacrificed Iphigeneia, the spirit manifesting
itself through Clytemnestra has ‘sacrificed’ Agamemnon, avenging one act of
sacrifice with another; and as Atreus had slain the children of Thyestes so the son of
Atreus is slain in turn. This latter interpretation points to Aegisthus’ role in the plot,
as well as to the larger framework of familial child-killing that has beset the House

over the course of three generations, which Clytemnestra now sees as being finished
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by herself and by the Alastor. Indeed, the word té\eov which Clytemnestra uses, and
which is here translated ‘perfect’, inherently possesses connotations which lend
themselves to the context and to the multi-layered nature of Agamemnon’s death and
the differing ways in which it can be interpreted.'? So, Agamemnon is not just the
‘perfect’ victim in the literal sense of being an entire victim without blemish as a
good sacrificial victim should be, he is also téAeov in the sense of being a fully-
grown victim, contrasting the youth of the previous victims with the age of the
present one. Thirdly, téAeov can take on the meaning of ‘valid’ in a qualitative sense,
which is thus suggestive of the aptness of sacrificing a child of Atreus for/to the
children of Thyestes. More than this, té\eov can take the meaning ‘final’, arguably
the original sense of the word, so that Agamemnon is not just the most apt fully
grown adult victim without blemish, but is also the final victim in the long chain of
victims. Agamemnon, in all these senses, is truly téieoc."

However, in spite of trying to distance herself from involvement in
Agamemnon’s death and the cycle of killings, Clytemnestra’s initial openness and
apparent joy in it undermines her later statements which attempt to distance herself
from it. She is caught between pride as an avenger of previous wrongs and all the
potential, yet very real, consequences that come from being connected with the
House of Atreus and its destructive spirit of vengeance.

Although we cannot dismiss without due consideration the involvement of
the avenging spirits Até, Alastor, Erinys or the daipwv of the House in the death of

Agamemnon, we also cannot take the line Clytemnestra would have us take when

12 té)eov echoes Clytemnestra’s call to Zeus TéAstog in line 993-4, where she asks the god to fulfil
(téke1) her prayer. For a discussion of 1éhe10¢, see Rosenmeyer (1982) 278-83; and for Zeus as the
ultimate fulfiller within the context of his presentation as an all-powerful deity, see discussion above
in Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of Zeus’.

" téAeov can even take on yet another meaning, referring to someone who is fully accomplished in a
qualitative sense. Agamemnon could be seen as being at the acme of his life, having just returned
from leading a successful expedition to destroy Troy and having reclaimed Helen for his brother.
Denniston and Page (1957) read téksov as ‘fully-grown’, as does Groeneboom (1966) ad loc, who
reads 1503-4, ‘den volwassene offerend na de knapen ...d.w.z. Agamemnon na en ter vergelding van
de kinderen van Thyestes.” Both Denniston and Page and Groeneboom thus intimate in their
translations of téAeov the contrast in age between Agamemnon and the children of Thyestes, while
also potentially implying the sacrificial aspect of an entire, full victim. However, in both translations
this latter, sacrificial aspect of the word is left unclear, in spite of the sacrificial meaning inherent in
the Greek émOvoog. Verrall (1904), on the other hand, makes explicit the sacrificial meaning of
téheov as well as the age aspect implied in the word. Only Fraenkel (1950) gives any indication of
other meanings the word can carry in this passage. He translates the lines, ‘rendered this full-grown
man as payment to the young, a crowning sacrifice.” In the word ‘crowning’ we are of course met
with notions of finality and accomplishment in the qualitative sense, which qualify the meanings
already supplied by ‘full-grown’.
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she claims it was not her deed but the Alastor’s, appearing in her form. It would be
reasonable, given these prior considerations, to conclude as the chorus do when they

say (Ag. 1505-8):

g pév avaitiog' &l
T0Gde POVOD Tig O HOPTLPTICWV;

nd Td; TaTpdlev 8¢ cvAMATTOP YEVOLT GV AALOTOP.

Who will bear you witness that you are not responsible for this murder? How can
you not be, how can you not be? But an avenging spirit of the father may well be

your accomplice.

The chorus accept that the Alastor may have had involvement in the death of
Agamemnon, but they also express that, though this may be the case, Clytemnestra
cannot be cleared of all, or indeed the main, responsibility for it. As the Alastor may
be Clytemnestra’s gulintwp, one may be justified in calling him guvaitiog; but
Clytemnestra is the one who remains in a true sense aitwog. The death of
Agamemnon is thus connected with both Clytemnestra’s anger at the sacrifice of
Iphigeneia and with the House of Atreus’ spirits of vengeance. It is important to note
that while we are presented with this twofold reasoning concerning who or what is
responsible for Agamemnon’s death, we are not faced with Zeus and the Olympians
in Clytemnestra’s reasoning or justification. Clytemnestra, in contrast with Orestes
in the Libation Bearers, never asserts that she was ordered by Zeus or any other god
to kill Agamemnon. As already stated, she supplies four reasons for her involvement
in his death, none of which include divine instruction or a divine imperative issued
by an Olympian god. If she had been ordered by Zeus, or by any other Olympian, to
kill Agamemnon — or even if she had just felt that she could reasonably claim that
this was so — it is reasonable to expect that she would have said as much, and
Aeschylus would have had to mention such an injunction in the absence of any
earlier version of the story containing such information. Indeed, if she had been

ordered to kill Agamemnon it is also possible that she would not have been so

' Compare avaitiog at Ch. 873; cf. P1. Ti 42d. Cf. also the discussion of aitio¢ by Sedley (1998) 114-
32, which highlights that, when coupled with the genitive, the adjective designates a cause or assigns
responsibility for a thing. The discussion also draws attention to the word’s legal associations.
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concerned with the daipwv during the final scene of the play, because her act would
have been intrinsically linked with a being higher and more powerful than the
daipwv, which would supersede it in importance. The chorus even draw attention to
the potential role and will of Zeus in the death of Agamemnon (1481-8), which only
seems to emphasise that Clytemnestra does not do so. Or, if we cannot say that
Clytemnestra would not have been so concerned with the daipmv should Zeus or an
Olympian god have ordered Agamemnon’s death — as Orestes is pursued by the
Erinyes in spite of being ordered by Apollo (and Zeus) to kill Clytemnestra — it
would nevertheless be expected that she would mention their involvement, if only to
deflect attention from herself for a moment, or to gain the gods’ help. But,
Clytemnestra does not mention Zeus or any other Olympian at all during this final
scene. And while Clytemnestra does invoke Zeus at 973-4 shortly before she kills
Agamemnon, such an invocation does not imply, or even just suggest, that the god
will fulfil the act.'” So, as she does not mention Zeus after the killing, we are
justified in concluding that Zeus and the Olympians had no part in Agamemnon’s
death, or, at the very least, that they were not thought by Clytemnestra as having any
part in it.

ZEUS XENIOS

Although it has not been possible to find evidence of Zeus’, or any other
Olympian’s, being involved directly or indirectly in the death of Agamemnon
through ordaining or sanctioning the actions of the killer herself, it might
nevertheless be possible to elicit information from the text which indicates that
Agamemnon committed some transgression that earned him the wrath of Zeus or
some other Olympian; or it might even be possible to determine whether
Agamemnon’s death in some way fitted the will of Zeus or one of the Olympians. At
this juncture of the investigation, it is important to state outright that the will of Zeus
or that of any other Olympian in Aeschylus is not depicted as arbitrary, but in fact as
perfectly consistent. The arguments laid out here will work towards showing this

conviction to be correct and justified.

'* See, for example, Hom. Il 2.419-20, 12.173-4 for Zeus not listening to prayers and appeals for
help.
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On several occasions, Zeus is said to have been directly involved both in
sending the Greeks to Troy and in the city’s destruction. First, the chorus explicitly
state that Zeus Xenios sent the Atreidae against Alexander Paris: obtw 6* Atpéwg
noidag 0 kpeicowv | &n’ Ale&avdpo méumer Efviog | Zebg molvdvopog appi
yovakdg, ‘And thus, the one who is stronger, Zeus of Guest-friendship, sends the
sons of Atreus against Alexander for the sake of a woman of many husbands’ (4g.
60-2). The chorus also see Zeus involved as much in the fall of Troy as they had
previously seen him involved in sending the Atreidae to the city (4g. 355-60, 367-
84); they see the fall of Troy as Awdg mhayav ‘the stroke of Zeus’ (4g. 367). For the
chorus, Zeus is a constant force working for the punishment of Paris and the fall of
Troy (4g. 361-6), and shortly before Agamemnon’s entrance, they reiterate this view
confirming their belief in the efficacy of Zeus’ will (4g. 699-708, 744-9). The
Herald, too, indicates awareness of Zeus’ involvement in the war, saying that
Agamemnon destroyed the Trojan land with the axe of Zeus, bringer of justice (Ag.
525-6), and that the war was fulfilled by the grace of Zeus, yapic Adg (4Ag. 580-2).'
Moreover, Agamemnon himself sees the gods playing their role in the destruction of
Troy, recognising divine involvement in the expedition (4g. 810-16, 851-3). It is,
thus, clear that the expedition to Troy and the city’s destruction are presented as in

line with the desire of Zeus, and that Agamemnon is aware of the god’s involvement.

THE ANGER OF ARTEMIS AND THE SACRIFICE OF IPHIGENEIA
Though it is possible to establish that Agamemnon was sent to Troy in line
with the will of Zeus, and as such that the expedition to Troy was not in itself a
breach of justice, that does not, of course, remove the possibility that Agamemnon
committed some transgression in the process of exacting punishment on Troy. In line
with the accusations supplied by Clytemnestra after his death (4g. 1412-25, 1431-7,
1525-9; cf. 154-5), the sacrifice of Iphigeneia at Aulis is commonly seen as an
example, if not the primary example, of Agamemnon’s transgressing the boundaries
of justice.'” But although the sacrifice constitutes the taking of a life, it is

nevertheless unclear how we should understand the sacrifice and what it constitutes a

'® For a discussion of the grace of Zeus and the gods and its ambivalence, see the section Hymn to
Zeus below and, in particular, on Ag. 182-3.
' Lloyd-Jones (1956) 63, (1962) 187-99, (1971) 90-2, (1983) 102; Kitto (1964) 1-5, (1966) 58;
Denniston and Page (1957) xv, xx-xxix; Otis (1981) 3-65, esp. 64-5; Cohen (1986) 132-4.
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transgression of, because although it is a transgression of the father/mother-daughter
bond, it is not necessarily a transgression of the will of Zeus and the Olympians. So,
therefore, if we want to see Agamemnon as an impious and unjust man in the eyes of
Zeus and the Olympians, it is necessary to find evidence that he has transgressed the
boundaries of divine justice imposed by Zeus and in so doing angered the gods. It is
not enough simply to find an act we, as a modern audience, may consider unjust (no
matter how abhorrent or cruel) — or for that matter an act which an ancient audience
considered abhorrent — and to assume automatically that it is a transgression of the
Jjustice of Zeus. So, if we are to determine whether Agamemnon is guilty in the eyes
of Zeus, we must first determine whether he has committed an act which transgresses
the will and justice of Zeus.

When adverse winds are sent by Artemis, Calchas puts forward a remedy for
stilling them — the remedy being the sacrifice of Iphigeneia — énel 8¢ kol mikpod |
xelpatog GAlo ufixap | Ppbvtepov mpdpotowv | pavig EkhayEev, | mpoeépwv
Aptepw, ... ‘And when the seer cried out to the leaders, putting forward another
remedy heavier even than a bitter winter-storm, making known Artemis (as the
cause)...’ (4g. 198-202). Agamemnon is faced with the decision either to sacrifice
his daughter for the sake of the expedition and appease the winds and Artemis who
sent them, or to forsake the expedition and all it entails in order to preserve his
daughter’s life. He chooses to sacrifice his daughter (4g. 205-47).

Some have questioned Agamemnon’s own personal awareness of his role in
fulfilling the will of Zeus.'® If Agamemnon is not conscious of the will of Zeus at the
moment of deciding to sacrifice Iphigeneia, the sacrifice could be seen purely as a
decision to glorify himself at any cost and as an act of hubris. The yoke of necessity
which he puts on, dvayxag £6v Aénadvov (4g. 218), would thus not refer to a pre-
existing or external divine compulsion placed upon him by divine necessity, but
could either refer to the compulsion placed upon him by the duty he feels towards his
fleet or the necessity of subsequent events. At this moment, I do not wish to get into
a full discussion of free will, determinism, over-determinism or compulsion

concerning Agamemnon’s decision at Aulis to sacrifice Iphigeneia,'® as my main

'® See, for example, Lesky (1983); Conacher (1987) 89; Dodds (2007) 256-64; Peradotto (2007) 226-
43.

'° The issue of free will and decision making permeates many studies of Aeschylus’ Agamemnon and
the question of Agamemnon’s guilt (see n.1&2 for bibliography). The notion of what constitutes free
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argument is not dependent on any one interpretation regarding this issue. I will now,
however, discuss the extent to which the gods, in particular Artemis and Zeus, may
or may not have been a consideration in Agamemnon’s decision, and attempt to shed
light upon the possible causes which led to Iphigeneia’s sacrifice, so as to determine
whether Agamemnon did in fact transgress the boundaries of justice.

Shortly before Agamemnon dons the yoke of necessity he is reported to have
said (Ag. 206-17): |

Bapeia pév knp 10 un mbéco,

Bapeia 8 &i tékvov Saifw, S6umv &yalua,
ploivev rapbevocoiyolsty

peiBpoig maTpmdLovg xEpac

néLag Popod: Tl TdvS’® dvev kakdv;

TAG MITOVAVG YEVOHLAL

Evppoyiog GuapTdv;

TRVGAVEHLOL Yap

Ovoiog napBeviov 8’ afpatog Opyd
MEPLOPYARS” Ao & adS

Oéuig. €0 yap €.

Grievous is the fate if I am not obedient, and grievous it is if I slay my child, the
glory of my house, defiling the hands of a father with streams of blood from a
slaughtered maiden at an altar. Which one of these things is without evil? How can I
desert the fleet, doing wrong by my alliance? Indeed, it swells with excessive anger
for a sacrifice and for a maiden’s blood to still the winds: Themis forbids it. May it

be well!

Before commencing with a discussion of the interpretation of this passage, it is first
necessary to undertake a discussion of the text, lines 214-17. It is possible to see the

main contention resting primarily with whether we read the phrase opyd | nepidpywg

will and the ability to make a decision freely can be seen to lie at the heart of Greek tragedy, with the
essence of any plot relying on action and the ability of the protagonist to choose. However, the
introduction into the debate of an idea such as free will perhaps raises more questions than it answers,
because what can truly be considered a free choice, when are characters in tragedy ever not acted
upon by some form of external necessity? As has been said, (Herrmann (2013) 72): ‘Decision as a
free, spontaneous act presupposes a mental faculty, such as ‘the free will’.... whose capacities are in
no way determined by external factors, by considerations of necessity and constraint.’
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and & addd | ®éug or dplyd mepdpyws Embu|uciv B, and the two words: avdd
(which West reads following My T, Keck (1863)); and émbupeiv (following €, thus
Fraenkel), which is found in an alternative tradition to the reading given above. The
more common reading of 214-17 (following Q, thus Fraenkel, Page OCT) is given

here:

TUVCAVEROL Yap Buciag
napBeviov 0” aipatog op-
v meprdpywg émbv-

uETY Bépuc. ev yap ein.

The first issue which casts suspicion on these lines is with the ‘presence of the
unexplained variant a08d for dpyd’;2° the second is that é&mBupeiv is a regular gloss
for dpyd and that nepidpywe émbupeiv seems rather an extreme phrase and does not
appear elsewhere in Aeschylus — though, as Fraenkel ad loc points out, it does
appear elsewhere in tragedy (S. Trach 617, E. Alc. 867). West argues that Embupeiv
is likely a gloss and that with its removal it is possible to explain the presence of the
variant reading of a0d@ without amending or removing 0pyd.”' One must point out
that by reading émbBupelv, it is necessary to have Opyd taking the genitive object.
While it is not impossible for the verb to take the genitive, the construction is not
found anywhere else.”> But, in spite of this, West’s reading gives greater and fuller
an account of these two key textual problems.

Nevertheless, while I agree with West’s text here, my interpretation of it
differs. In reading these lines, I understand as the object of ano 8’ avdd |, the
subject of the previous question Mdévavg yévopat. In so doing, I understand that dnd
&’ avdd |@€g is the response to the former question, which seems reasonable not
least because and &8’ avdd |@Eg seems in this context to be some form of definitive
answer or statement. The basis for this conviction is, first, the use of yap in line 214,
which indicates that lines 214-16 are a continuation of thought and suggest why if

Agamemnon were to desert the fleet, he would be doing wrong by the alliance. What

2% West, M. L. (1990) 179.

2! West, M. L. (1990) 179-81.

% Fraenkel (1950) 2.124. The closest examples, given by LSJ, are found in Aristophanes’ Lys. 1113,
Birds 462 and do not have an explicit object.
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Themis forbids is for Agamemnon to desert the fleet, not the sacrifice. But, more
importantly, if we take into consideration Zeus’ role in the build up to the war (4g.
55-62) and Themis’ connection with Zeus and his will (Hes. Th. 901), it is natural
that Themis would forbid Agamemnon to desert the alliance and war against Troy, a
war which has been sanctioned by Zeus and one which requires Agamemnon to take
vengeance on Paris’ transgression of the laws of xenia. This reading of 206-17 is
also supported by the rest of the passage, which I will discuss now.

Another contention lies in how we interpret line 206, Bopeia pév knp 10 pn
mO€cba, ‘Grievous is the fate if [ am not obedient.” To whom must Agamemnon be
obedient? The first two lines of Agamemnon’s decision speech weigh up two
considerations: whether to disobey something unnamed or to kill his daughter. The
unnamed something is likely to be relatively simple to deduce, even if it is not
immediately self-evident, because if it were not, Agamemnon’s decision would lose
much of its poignancy, purpose and meaning. Most have seen the unnamed
something as that consideration named a few lines later, namely deserting the fleet,
ndg Mrovavg yévouor | Evppayiog apaptdv; ‘How can I desert the fleet, doing
wrong by the alliance?’?® This I think, however, misreads the sense of the passage.
There is nothing that necessitates reading the deserting of the fleet as the weighty
unnamed consideration of line 206. Rather, deserting the fleet seems to be a
connected supplementary consideration that is a corollary of the unnamed something
of line 206 and killing his daughter of line 207. So, when Agamemnon asks the
question, ti T®vS’ Gvev kak®dv; ‘Which one of these things is without evil?” he is
referring to those two considerations he has just stated: the unnamed something and
the killing of his daughter. And when he asks the question, néd¢ Mndvavg yévopor |
Euppayiog apaptdv; ‘How can I desert the fleet, doing wrong by the alliance?’ in the
next line he is referring to an additional, though not independent, third consideration
in addition to the previous two.

Agamemnon’s decision to sacrifice Iphigeneia should be seen as a choice
between incurring divine wrath and killing his daughter.”® It has already been

established that Agamemnon was sent to Troy by Zeus Xenios and that he was

2 Fraenkel (1950) 2.212; Lawrence (1976) 101; Tyrrell (1976) 323; Lesky (1983) 16-18; Conacher
(1987) 12-13; Sommerstein (1996) 363-4; Dodds (2007) 259.

* See Fontenrose (1971) 82, who correctly asserts that the fleet could hardly bring a heavy heart upon
Agamemnon. Denniston and Page (1957) xxvi, also understands 206 as Zeus’ divine command.
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conscious of divine involvement in the expedition.”> With this in mind, it seems
more plausible that the unnamed something of line 206 is related to the gods, and it
is likely — because of the prominent position of Artemis and Zeus in the parodos —
that it is one or both of these gods that is playing on Agamemnon’s mind. And so,
when he chooses to sacrifice his daughter, Agamemnon should be seen as making a
conscious decision to subordinate the bond and connection that exists between
himself and his daughter in favour of following the will of the gods. This in turn
supports my reading of the text at 216-17: and &’ avdd |@épg as referring to
Agamemnon’s concern about deserting the fleet and the divinely sanctioned
expedition, not the sacrifice.

What of the presentation of the sacrifice itself? What of the moment when
Agamemnon decides to sacrifice his daughter? Is there any indication in this scene
that Agamemnon has acquired ‘guilt’ that would bring about the anger of the gods?
The passage reads (4g. 218-27):

énei &’ avayrag £3v Aénadvov
Ppevdc™® mvémv SuooePi Tpomaioy
dvayvov avigpov, t60ev
70 TovTdTOAtOV?’ PPOVETV PETEYVE.
Bpotovg Bpacvvel yap aioypountig
TEAOLVOL TOLPAKOTI TPOTOTALMY" ETACL & OOV
Bvutip yevécBar
Ovyatpdg, yovaikonoivav
TOAEPOV dpaydy

Kai mpotérela vadv.

And when he put on the yokestrap of necessity, the wind of his phrén veering in a
direction that was impious, impure, unholy, he thereupon turned to a mindset that
would stop at nothing. The fostering of base designs, a wretched madness, the first

cause of ill, emboldens men. And so he dared to be the sacrificer of his daughter, to

%% See above section Zeus Xenios.

%% For a recent discussion of psychological terminology in Aeschylus, see Darcus Sullivan (1997).

7 maviétohpov = mévtohpov, here translated as ‘stop at nothing’, elsewhere always refers to a
negative character in Aeschylus: Ag. 1237 refers periphrastically to Clytemnestra; Ch. 431 to
Clytemnestra; Th. 671 to Polyneices.
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give help to a woman-avenging war and to perfom the preliminary sacrificial

offering for the fleet.

This scene has commonly been taken as an example that demonstrates the
criminality of Agamemnon’s actions in killing Iphigeneia, and the religious wording
employed by the chorus dvooef... Gvayvov dviepov is often cited as evidence that
Zeus wanted to see Agamemnon killed.”® These lines have also been highlighted as
the moment when Agamemnon becomes overcome by a divine madness,29 when his
‘wits’ have been taken from him.** It is at this moment that Agamemnon is
understood to be altered irrevocably, and it is this change in his nature which is taken
to account for the decision he makes to step on the purple cloths when yielding to
Clytemnestra’s desires (4g. 956-7).'

However, it is not necessarily the case that the scene shows Agamemnon
putting himself on the wrong side of divine justice by sacrificing his daughter; nor
does it necessarily demonstrate a permanent change in his mind under the influence
of a divinely-sent madness. This is not to make the claim that the act is not horrific,
abhorrent or worthy of condemnation. The chorus are, obviously, disgusted that a
father could perform such a deed as sacrificing his daughter, and this is indicated
clearly in the chorus’ choice of words throughout the strophe (e.g. mavtdétoipov in
line 221) as well as the vivid and moving depiction of Iphigeneia’s death in the
following verses (4g. 228-47). Agamemnon also demonstrates his own awareness of
the ethically dubious nature of sacrificing his own daughter at 206-11. But, an act
that seems to break the laws of nature, nurture, familial care and paternal love is,
nevertheless, not necessarily the same as an act which breaks the laws and justice of
Zeus, especially in a trilogy of plays in which different types of natural and divine
justice are at issue. It is necessary to be careful how we read this scene and not to
confuse the chorus’ human disgust at the sacrifice with statements (let alone the

author’s statement) of religious transgression. So, when the chorus say that

2 See Lloyd-Jones (1956) 63, (1962) 187-99, (1971) 90-2, (1983) 102; Kitto (1964) 1-5, (1966) 58;
(1957) xv, xx-xxix; Otis (1981) 3-65, esp. 64-5; Cohen (1986) 132-4; Fraenkel (1950) 2.98-9, 441,
625; Lesky (1983) 13-23; Nussbaum (1986) 34; Conacher (1987) 13, 76-96; Sommerstein (1996)
275-87; Dodds (2007) 255-64; Peradotto (2007) 237.

?° Conacher (1987) 14-15.

% Lloyd-Jones (1962) 197. Lloyd-Jones draws a comparison between this scene and [liad 19, in
which Agamemnon’s behaviour is accounted for as the result of Atg.

3! Conacher (1987) 37.
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Agamemnon breathed forth an air irreverent, impious and unholy, it is possible to
see this as exhibiting a subjective, human response to the killing of a daughter by a
father, without necessarily understanding the words as a reflection of the position of
Zeus, because although the chorus employ religious terminology, there is nothing in
the text that suggests the sacrifice of Iphigeneia runs counter to the divine will of
Zeus (or any other god) or that the god sent a divine madness upon Agamemnon.
Indeed, all that is indicated in the parodos (and the play and trilogy as a whole) is
that Artemis (4g. 134-8, 198-202) desires the sacrifice and Zeus (4g. 60-2) requires
the punishment of Paris and Troy.

Moreover, there is nothing which necessitates that we should understand this
scene as a demonstration of lasting madness (divine or otherwise) overcoming
Agamemnon, by which his subsequent decisions are affected. While the chorus refer
to a wretched madness (téAatva mopakond), the madness to which they refer is
context-specific and does not seem to extend to Agamemnon outside of the scene. It
is the act of fostering of base designs (aicypdéuntic) which is called a wretched
madness; Agamemnon is not himself called mad; and the chorus’ conviction can
thus be understood as referring to the act of sacrifice alone. While it may be possible
to argue that the chorus’ statement that ‘the act of fostering base designs is a
wretched madness’ can be considered a universal truth applicable to Agamemnon’s
character and decisions generally, its inspiration is nevertheless Agamemnon’s
decision to sacrifice his daughter in favour of going to war. This is indicated not least
by the position of lines 222-3 in the middle of a whole stanza concerned solely with
the sacrifice and directly after Agamemnon is said to turn his mind to the deed.

Also, the language used in lines 222-3 does not in itself give any clear
indication that Agamemnon was overcome by any lasting madness. The moment at
which Agamemnon is said to change or alter his mind reads: 168ev 16 mavtétoApov
ppoveiv petéyvo, ‘he thereupon turned to a mindset that would stop at nothing’. The
use of the aorist petéyve suggests that the change of mind was a simple completed
action and not an on-going process; while the present infinitive gpoveiv implies that
the thought-process was on-going, which indicates that the madness could in itself be
a lasting affliction. However, the on-going process implied by the present infinitive
@poveiv is placed in direct relation to the all-daring act 16 mavtotoApov, which thus

implies that @poveiv need not be understood to have any reference outside of this
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specific context. So, the aioxpdéuntig to which the chorus refer in line 222 can be
seen to refer directly to and pick up on the thought process @povelv petéyvem
described in the previous line. While the chorus present Agamemnon’s decision to
sacrifice Iphigeneia as an act of madness, the madness which they ascribe to him
need not be read as a lasting affliction. In this way, the stanza can be seen to present
not so much a lasting change in Agamemnon’s nature, as to depict how, in the
chorus’ mind, he could possibly steel himself to complete the sacrifice of his
daughter. The madness seems therefore to be used as an ex post facto rationalisation
by the chorus of how a father could possibly kill his daughter in order to wage a war:
i.e. ‘How could Agamemnon sacrifice his daughter? He must have been overcome
by some kind of madness.’*?

While it is possible to determine that Agamemnon sacrificed his daughter
because of the desire not to incur the anger of the gods and that he did so without
incurring any ‘guilt’ or being overcome by any lasting madness, it has not been
established why the sacrifice of Iphigeneia is necessary, in accordance with whose
justice it is exacted, and how these considerations in turn affect the framework of
justice within the Oresteia. It is easy enough to deduce that Artemis requires the
sacrifice, and that it is she alone who desires it (4g. 134-8, 198-202). Artemis
behaves as a ‘separate godhead’*® and, though constrained by the overarching power
of Zeus and the need for cosmic balance, she nevertheless acts independently of Zeus
in this case.”® The sacrifice itself is an act of requital that needs to be paid if
Agamemnon is going to exact vengeance on Troy.”> The blood Agamemnon is to
shed at Troy is denoted by the much-discussed omen of the eagles, which depicts a
pair of eagles devouring a hare pregnant with young, while Iphigeneia will provide
the blood Agamemnon gives in payment to Artemis (4g. 131-8).

Without getting diverted from the central issue of this chapter with
discussions of various readings of the portent, it is sufficient here to state that, as the

interpretation of the omen in the text suggests, the eagles signify the Atreidae and the

*2 This is also true of the Hymn to Zeus. See the section below for this argument.

> Tyrrell (1976) 331.

** Fontenrose (1971) 79; see also Allan (2006) 1-36.

** There is no mention here of the alternative version of the story that sees Agamemnon kill a sacred
stag belonging to Artemis. This version would probably have been known to Aeschylus’ audience not
least from the Cypria, which we can also see reflected in Sophocles’ Electra 566-76. See also
Fraenkel (1950) 2.97-8.
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pregnant hare Troy.>® The first thing which needs to be drawn from the passage is
that it is foreseen that Agamemnon will be responsible for the destruction of Troy
and the deaths of many Trojans. He will shed blood. The second thing which needs
to be observed in this passage is the anger of Artemis at the death of the hare and its
young. She pities the pregnant hare and hates the eagles’ feast and what they denote.
As a consequence of what Artemis sees as the future destruction of Troy, the
goddess sends winds which detain the Greek fleet. In order for the Greeks to be
released from the ship-detaining winds, Agamemnon is required to sacrifice
Iphigeneia for Artemis (4g. 198-202).

It has been argued that the ‘fundamental maxim dpéoavtt nabeiv cannot be
supplanted by a dp&oovtt madeiv’’’ and thus that Agamemnon could not be seen as
paying in advance for the destruction of Troy, which the portent denotes. However,
this argument neglects the direct connection between the sack of Troy (4g. 126-33)
announced by the seer and the omen of the eagles (4g. 134-8) which is said to have
angered Artemis, with one spoken directly before the other and with the former
leading into the latter as one continuous and uninterrupted thought. The argument
also overlooks the fundamental nature of prophecies as bringing the future into the
present and that (in Greek tragedy, at least) they are always proven correct.’® In this
way, as an event is foreseen, thus it will come about, and because it is foreseen so it
has occurred. The infallible nature of prophecy in the Greek tragedy of Aeschylus
and Sophocles means that, in many respects, the event prophesied is fulfilled the
moment the prophecy is pronounced, and that it can be treated as such. Indeed, the
first thing Calchas is reported to say in the parodos is that the expedition will capture
Troy (Ag. 126-33). There is no doubt that this will happen.

Also, although the actual destruction of Troy and the omen at which Artemis
is angry are separated by ten years, by mustering the troops at Aulis Agamemnon has
embarked on the action that will lead to the destruction of the city. Agamemnon has
set events in motion. This telescoping of events, moving what is ostensibly the future
into the present, is strengthened by the fact that the omen is spoken of in the present

tense: Artemis hates the feast of eagles, otvyel 8¢ deinvov aietdv (4g. 138). It seems

% See also Fraenkel (1950) 2.96.

*’ Fraenkel (1950) 2.97.

® See, Kamerbeek (1965) 29-40; Mikalson (1991) 88-101. Mikalson (1991) 94 also provides a
detailed list of prophecies in Greek tragedy.
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that for Artemis her anger and hatred belong to the present and that Agamemnon can
be and is culpable for the destruction of Troy, because the mustering of the Greek
forces at Aulis belongs to the causal nexus that will bring about — and that is — the
fall of Troy.

It is not only here in the parodos that events are telescoped. Internally within
the time-frame of the events of the play we have already had a signal of Troy’s
capitulation before we have even come to the omen itself (4g. 22). The certainty of
Troy’s destruction which is confirmed by the Watchman, as well as by Calchas,
foreshadows the omen of the eagles. Within the internal structure of the play Troy is
known to have been taken by line 22, and within the time-frame of the events at
Aulis, Troy’s impending capture by the Greeks is pronounced before the omen is
related. Within both time-frames Troy is known to be taken, in spite of the event not
being fulfilled in the strict linear time-frame while Agamemnon is still at Aulis and
yet to set sail for Troy.

But, even if the arguments regarding prophecy and the telescoping of events,
and the different time-frames of prophecy and those of the internal structure of the
play are dismissed, it cannot be dismissed that there exists a causal and logical
connection between what Calchas says in Antistrophe o (4g. 126-38) concerning the
sack of Troy and the anger of Artemis at the eagles’ feast. One event signifies the
other, and the destruction of Troy (portended by the omen) is the transgression which
is to be punished and reset by Agamemnon’s sacrifice of Iphigeneia.

At first glance it may seem difficult to see how the sacrifice could possibly be
construed as just and why Artemis should desire it. First, there appears striking
contradictions in Artemis’ desire for the sacrifice. In her anger at the deaths of many
she requires yet another; she is said to care for young animals (4g. 140-4), yet
requires the death of one; she is the virgin goddess, but desires the death of one like
her. But, in spite of this, we should not be diverted or indeed overly concerned by the
contradictory nature Artemis appears to possess here in the Agamemnon. For, she
strikes a contradictory figure throughout most of early Greek literature, and her
contradictions seem to be inherent in her very nature.

In giving Artemis the epithet ayvé (‘pure’, ‘holy’ and ‘chaste’), Aeschylus
follows Homer (Od. 5.123, 18.202, 20.71). The epithet captures both her sexual
chastity and her traditional natural habitats of untouched mountains, fields and
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woodlands. Her care for the untouched state of the natural world seems to be bound
up with her own inviolable nature. In the Iliad, Artemis’ care for the untouched state
of nature is also implied by the epithet nétvia Onpdv ‘Mistress of Animals’ (L.
21.470). But while this epithet may imply a caring maternal attitude towards
animals, just as the passage from the Agamemnon also suggests (Ag. 140-4),%
Artemis is more often depicted in early Greek literature as an archer or huntress
exhibiting her dominance over the natural world and mankind (ZI. 5.53, 5.447, 6.428,
16.183, 19.59, 20.39, 24.606; Od. 6.102-4, 11.324-5, 15.409-411, 15.477-9, 20.61-3;
h. Hom. xxvii; Hes. Th. 14, 918). Her maternal care lies in direct opposition to her
pure, virgin state. So, while being a virgin goddess, sympathetic to young creatures,
Artemis is also a powerful, wild deity who presides over nature and young creatures
as protector and destroyer at one and the same time.

It is the sphere of nature and hunting that is hers; the protection of life and its
taking is hers.*” Artemis’ vested interests in the hunting and protection of life can
thus be seen to indicate that Agamemnon’s future destruction of Trojan life, as
signified by the portent, should be construed as a transgression of the boundaries of
her sphere of power. Indeed, there are real-life parallels of animal sacrifices being
offered to Artemis before battle, which suggest that there was a need to propitiate the
goddess and secure protection before blood was shed in battle, in a way comparable
to Agamemnon sacrificing Iphigeneia to secure the goddess’ consent for the
destruction of Troy.*' So, if Agamemnon is to take life at Troy, which is here
portended in the omen of the eagles, he needs first to repay the goddess by
sacrificing Iphigeneia for infringing upon the boundaries of her ordinance and
upsetting her. In so doing, Agamemnon is able to quell the contrary winds and calm
the wrath of Artemis by conforming to the goddess’ desires.

The death of Iphigeneia also presents a problem because she is ‘innocent’ and
because it is required by a goddess who is, in Homer at least, considered a member
of the Olympian order. So, how can the sacrifice of Iphigeneia fit within the nature
of divine justice? If we consider the role of Artemis in the parodos, we are

confronted with two ‘innocents’, each treated in a contrasting way to the other. The

3% See also Otto (1954) 82-4.
40 See Nilsson (1925) 28-9, 82, 112; Otto (1954) 80-90; Lloyd-Jones (1983); Burkert (1985) 149-52.
1 See Otto (1954) 86; Lloyd-Jones (1983) 101; Burkert (1985) 151-2. Cf. Call. Fr.114.
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first is the image of the hare’s unborn young in Calchas’ prophecy, which are killed
by the eagles together with the hare itself. The unborn young, because of the natural
connotations of ‘innocence’ associated with the unborn, can be seen to denote in a
broad and general fashion those Trojans who are not directly responsible for or
involved with Paris’ actions in transgressing codes of xenia. They would thus be
‘innocent’ of the act committed by Paris and would not be responsible for bringing
Agamemnon to Troy in order to exact revenge.

The second ‘innocent’ is Iphigeneia. In contrast with the death of the unborn
young in the omen, her death is required by Artemis and does not elicit any anger.
The demand for this sacrifice, seemingly inconsistent in the respect it pays to
‘innocents’ and ‘innocence’, could easily be charged with the claim that it represents
the arbitrary nature of the goddess, and even the Olympian gods as a whole.*
However, such a charge misses what appears to underlie the concept of justice
applicable to the gods of Aeschylean tragedy. Though both examples involve what
we might call ‘innocents’, their respective contexts are quite different. The omen
signifies an infringement upon Artemis’ sphere of power, while the sacrifice is
something required by the goddess for the infringement. What is at issue in the two
examples is the respect owed to the deity and compliance with her will, and not the
‘innocence’ of any individual animal or person per se. While Artemis may be angry
at the death of an unborn (or what it symbolises), it is not the death in itself that
angers her, nor the ‘innocence’ of the animal — for let us not forget that she seems
equally angered by the death of the hare as by the death of the unborn — rather, it
seems she is angered by the omen, because it denotes a breach of her sphere of
power and thus a lack of respect owed to her particular divinity and the areas over
which she presides — something which Agamemnon needs to repay, something
which he repays with the sacrifice of Iphigeneia.

There are other occasions when ‘innocence’ and ‘innocents’ seem of no
interest to the Olympian gods in the Oresteia. For example, when Agamemnon and
Cassandra are killed by Clytemnestra in the Agamemnon, Apollo — through whom
Zeus speaks (Eu. 17-19, 614-21, 713-14) — sends Orestes to avenge only his father,
and no thought is given by the Olympians to avenging the ‘innocent’ Cassandra —

though according to Cassandra, Apollo is the only one in whose eyes she is certainly

42 Cf. Cohen (1986).
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not innocent, especially of transgression against him.** However, whether we
consider Cassandra as innocent or not in the eyes of Apollo, her death nevertheless
has no weight or worth, and this is confirmed by the fact that her death is forgotten
as soon as it is accomplished and mentioned no further in the subsequent plays of the
trilogy. Indeed, Cassandra’s role seems almost to be confined to the function she
fulfils within the dramatic structure in the Agamemnon. Conversely, Agamemnon,
who is responsible for many deaths, including his daughter’s, and even the razing of
a city, is avenged by his son at the behest of Apollo (and Zeus). Thus, the act of
killing does not in itself carry a ‘moral stigma’ in Aeschylus.

Rather, there must be some other criterion by which we judge what is just or
otherwise in Aeschylus. The Olympian gods seem to be more concerned with the
respect paid to their power and position.*® In this way, Artemis’ reaction to
Agamemnon’s expedition to Troy bears similarity to Zeus’ reaction to Paris’
disregard of xemia. Zeus sanctions the destruction of Troy because of Paris’
transgression, just as Artemis requires the death of Iphigeneia because of
Agamemnon’s transgression. Before we even come to the sacrifice of Iphigeneia
required by Artemis, punishment by means of death for the transgression of a god’s
sphere thus has a precedent in the play (in the form of the Greeks’ sanctioned siege
and destruction of Troy). It is not what might be termed through Christian/post-
Christian eyes the ‘moral worth’ of either the Trojans or Iphigeneia that concerns
Zeus or Artemis in either case, but the respect the gods feel is due to their position as
divinities. What may be perceived as the moral worth of the victims seems of no
concern to the deities. Indeed, what seems of greater concern to the gods in the
Oresteia is the choice of punishment and how it fits the transgression. The sheer
scale of Zeus’ punishment of Paris with the destruction of Troy and everything in it
reflects the god’s power and position within the divine world, and arguably the
complicity of the Trojans as a whole in Paris’ rape of Helen, indicating the gravity of
Paris’ transgression, while the characteristics of Artemis establish a natural parallel

between herself and Iphigeneia, and suggest the latter, on one level, as the fitting

“ Of course, Cassandra is not family, which is a significant factor in the trilogy and has a role to play
here as well as in the Eumenides. But, it is still worth here bringing out the role that innocence plays
(or does not play) in the nature of justice in the Oresteia.

* For the importance of Ty in the trilogy and its significance for the resolution at the end of the
Eumenides, see further the discussion of the Erinyes in the section Zeus, the Erinyes and the Vote of
Athena below.
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sacrifice which Agamemnon must make in order to achieve the destruction of Troy.
The justice of Artemis’ requirement of Iphigeneia’s sacrifice can therefore be seen as
consistent with the justice presented by Zeus’ desire for retribution against Troy for
Paris’ actions. These two acts demonstrate the need for compliance with the gods’
will and how if such compliance is not forthcoming it is treated as a transgression of
the boundaries of justice, and as such will be punished. Both the sacrifice of
Iphigeneia and the destruction of Troy should thus be seen as just acts and
Agamemnon as a just man for executing them, because in each instance his exacting
of the gods’ will resets and realigns the balance of justice. This is not meant to
prejudge the issue of the relation between the justice of Zeus and the justice of
Artemis, but merely to demonstrate that there is a consistent line taken by either god
in these two examples about what is and is not considered just, and what is required

should an imbalance be created by a transgression.

THE HYMN TO ZEUS

It has been argued above that, when it comes to the sacrifice of Iphigeneia,
Artemis acts independently of Zeus. This raises questions about what role (if any)
Zeus had in the sacrifice, outside of his position as a significant motivating force
behind Agamemnon and the Greeks going to Troy. It will be argued here that in spite
of the prominent pésition of the Hymn to Zeus in the choral ode, the striking thing
about the sacrifice of Iphigeneia and the parodos as a whole is the absence of Zeus.
In addition, it will be suggested that while the god remains a figure detached® from
the events narrated in the parodos, Agamemnon’s decision to sacrifice Iphigeneia,
nevertheless, reflects Zeus’ ordinance of md6e1 pdbog (the meaning of which will be
discussed in the course of this section, as will choral authority) and further
demonstrates the king’s awareness of the god’s desire to see Troy and Alexander
punished for the theft of Helen.

First, it is necessary to consider exactly what the Hymn to Zeus says about
the god and how it fits within the context of the parodos. Having cut-off from
pronouncing the prophecy of Calchas, the chorus turn their attention to the nature of

Zeus, saying (4g. 160-83):

% For a discussion of the detached and invariant nature of Zeus, see Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of Zeus’
above.
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Zeus, whoever he is, if this is dear for him to be called, this is how I address

him; if it is necessary, in all truth, to cast off the vain burden from my mind,

weighing all things in the balance, I do not have anything to which to liken the vain

burden on my mind except Zeus.*’

* Following manuscripts MV. For the significance of this reading on the meaning of the Hymn to
Zeus and the justice of Zeus, see the discussion below. Cf. Pope (1974) 100-13.

*” This is one of the most troubling passages grammatically in Aeschylus, and arguably in the whole
Greek corpus. The crux of the problem rests on how we translate the verb npoceikéoar ‘to liken
something to something else’. It requires both an accusative direct object and a dative, neither of
which is overtly supplied in the Greek. However, I think some information can be inferred from the
Greek itself, and the rest can be supplied from the context. First of all, the accusative direct object, as
has been translated, is ‘anything’. This reading is based on the assumption that ovx £yw..., ‘I do not
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The one who was previously great, swelling with a boldness that would
enter battle with all, will not be spoken of as having been before. And then he who
sprung forth met his over-thrower and is gone. But the one who willingly cries out

victory songs for Zeus will achieve understanding of everything,

Zeus, the one who set men on the course to comprehension, established the
ordinance to be held good that understanding comes through painful experience.
And remembrances of sufferings past drip before the heart instead of sleep. Even to
the unwilling temperance comes. How can this be the grace of the daimones, seated

by force upon their august thrones?

As with Supp. 86-103, the Hymn to Zeus presents the Aeschylean chorus entering
into a speculative and revelatory discourse about the nature of the highest and most
powerful god.*® Although the formula in lines 160-2 is itself traditional,* the Hymn
to Zeus is not a traditional prayer or invocation,” as Zeus is not addressed directly in
the second person. From the opening statement at line 160 we are confronted with
what appears to be a statement expressing the unknowable nature of Zeus: ZegVg,
botig moT’ €otiv, &l 168 av- | T® @ilov kekAnuéve, | ToUT6 viv Tpocevvénm. This
tentative naming of the god indicates that the chorus cannot frame Zeus’ nature in a
single name. It seems as if Zeus is of such a nature that we as humans cannot

possibly or successfully conceive of him fully.’'

have (anything) ..., in line 163 are read as a direct result of the everything that is weighed in the
balance (mavt’ émotabpdpevog) in the following line. So, here I think we are supposed to take mavt’,
the direct object of the participle émotabudpevog, as the ‘everything” from which the chorus
determine that they have nothing to which they can liken (mpoceikdoar) the burden weighing on their
mind. The assumption is thus that having weighed all things in the balance, navt’ émotadumuevoc,
one then uses that which has been weighed as one variable to which another is to be likened. This then
deals with the direct object; the implied dative of that to which the referent of the direct object is to be
likened is, however, more elusive. It seems best to take its referent from the subordinate clause. This
is, as I have translated, the ‘vain burden weighing on my mind’, and this translation of the Greek is
more easily rendered into English if the subordinate clause is read before the main clause, because it
gives greater clarity to the dative object of mpocsikdom by the very fact it is spoken of before the
‘likening’ is mentioned. For an examination of the meaning of npoceikdcat, see Smith (1980) 8-12.

“® For a discussion of Supp. 86-103, see Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of Zeus’.

* So, Fraenkel (1950) 2. 99; Norden (1956) 144-63. Cf. Heraclitus Fr. 32; E. Tr. 884-7, Ba. 274-6.

% See, primarily, Norden (1956) 163-6; see also Pulleyn (1997) 101-3.

*' So, Fraenkel (1950) 2.100. Cf. discussion of Supp. 86-103 in the above chapter on the Nature of
Zeus, where the chorus of Danaids also profess an inability to know or understand the nature and will
of Zeus. It is important to note here that what the chorus are indicating in the Hymn is distinct from
the unknowabililty of divine names, which is at the heart of Heraclitus Fr. 32 and E. Fr. 912; for a
discussion of these fragments, see above Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of Zeus’.
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After this opening address to the god, the chorus move on to express their
desire to be rid of the vain burden that weighs upon their mind, saying that they have
nothing to which they can liken it, except Zeus: ovk &y mpocewdcot | mavt’
gmotabuodpevog | TAfV Adg, € 10 pdtav and @povtidog dxbog | xpn Poleiv
é¢mtoumg. But, whether or not the reading of Ag. 163-7 is accepted in line with the
translation and explanation provided above, the question still remains what exactly
the vain burden is. Scholars have put forward various answers to this question which
fall into three broad groups. Within these groups, opinions are more often than not
dependent on the scholar’s outlook concerning the position and role of Zeus and the
gods both in the Hymn and in the Oresteia as a whole. The first of these groupings,
sometimes referred to as the optimistic tradition, sees the Hymn as a statement of the
positive and benevolent power of Zeus. Working in line with this tradition, Fraenkel,
for example, argues that: ‘10 pdtav dyfog is the burden of the folly which induces
men to believe that Zeus is not the almighty ruler, who directs all that is done among
mankind.”*® In opposition to this tradition, Lloyd-Jones writes that: ‘The 'vain
burden' is presumably a burden which the chorus is seeking to cast from its own
mind... [and that] whatever it is, I doubt if this expression has any religious

implication.’*?

With a different line of attack and without strictly falling into any
particular tradition, Gagarin sees the vain burden as ignorance of the fate of the
Greek expedition and the anxiety of Agamemnon’s safe return.”* By contrast, in the
pessimistic tradition, which finds little or no comfort in the power and justice of
Zeus, P. M. Smith argues that the vain burden is the chorus’ inability to account for
the sacrifice of Iphigeneia or, indeed, ‘to understand it as an effect corresponding in
some way to an adequate cause.’>’

While the Hymn has resonance beyond its immediate context and its

contemplative subject-matter could tempt one to see something of the set-piece about

52 Fraenkel (1950) 2.103. The optimistic tradition is by far the most prevalent and can also be seen
expressed by Kitto (1961) 70, (1964) 6; Lesky (1965) 74-5; and more recently Conacher (1983) 163-
6, (1987) 11, who responds directly to the more recent pessimistic tradition and, in particular, to the
arguments put forward by Smith (1980).

 Lloyd-Jones (1956) 62; cf. Denniston and Page (1957) 83-6 for a similar view that sees no
‘profound philosophy’ in the Hymn to Zeus.

** Gagarin (1976) 140.

%5 Smith (1980) 16; cf. Pope (1974) 100-13. Smith (1980) 26-30, however, later abandons the
pessimistic view of the justice of Zeus in discussion of the Hymn’s second strophe, where he argues
that the sacrifice of Iphigeneia, the destruction of Troy and the great loss of life is a grace of Zeus and
the gods. See further discussion of the second strophe below.
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it, and while the Hymn does break up the narrative structure between lines 160 and
183, not least with a change in the metre,*® there is not a complete change in the flow
of the parodos and the shift in focus may not be as dramatic as some have
suggested.”” First, on a structural level, the Hymn does not have a strophe,
antistrophe, epode format as we may expect from a set-piece that disrupts the
narrative. Such a format could thus be seen to separate the Hymn off from the
surrounding verses through both its content and structure. Rather, it continues the
strophe, antistrophe, strophe format throughout its three verses and fits neatly with
the surrounding verses and the resumption of the retrospective account of the
sacrificial scene at line 184. Indeed, there are further reasons to believe the Hymn to
Zeus is something other than a set-piece not, or only loosely, connected to its
context, and this can be seen in the meaning of the vain burden of line 166.

The chorus begin the Hymn to Zeus in line 160 having previously been
relaying Calchas’ pronouncement of the anger of Artemis and how the ship-
detaining winds can be calmed. After the Hymn is finished in line 183, they revert
back to the story at Aulis which moves on to describe the sacrifice of Iphigeneia. The
position of the Hymn within the parodos, the chorus’ desire to cast the vain burden
from their mind and the unknowable, detached nature of Zeus are placed in direct
relation to the concern the chorus exhibit over the death of Iphigeneia within the
retrospective account of the mustering of the Achaean forces at Aulis.”® While, of
course, from the chronological perspective of the play’s internal structure, the
sacrifice of Iphigeneia has not been mentioned by the time the Hymn is sung, it must
be taken into account that the parodos is a retelling of events and the chorus know
what is to come, and one can presume (from a knowledge of the canonical myths
revised and retold throughout antiquity) that the audience in this case do too. So,
when the chorus weigh all things in the balance and they have nothing to liken the
vain burden of their minds to expect Zeus, it is possible to determine what they have
on their mind from the surrounding lines and from the event they are considering
before and after the Hymn: the sacrifice of Iphigeneia. It seems that the chorus,

concerned and dismayed by the events that they are relating, cannot find any other

%6 See Goldhill (1984) 25-6.
°7 E.g. Fraenkel (1950), Kitto (1961, 1964).
%% S0, Smith (1980) 1-7, 30-35.
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cause or reason for what happened to Iphigeneia at Aulis, except in the highest and
most powerful god.>*® What the vain burden thus denotes® rests on the knowledge
that Zeus is the almighty god and the fact that he allowed the sacrifice of Iphigeneia
to be completed through what is at the very least a passive acceptance of the events
played out at Aulis.

The chorus’ unwavering belief in the power and position of Zeus as the
greatest of all the gods that have ever been is depicted in the antistrophe (4g. 168-
75), where the chorus firmly situate Zeus at the top of the divine world as the
strongest and most powerful god. They sing of the succession myths, starting with
Kronos’ win over Ouranos: o0’ otig mapodsv® fiv péyag | mapudye Opdocst
BpYav,| 00de AéE<et>on mpiv dv ‘The one who was previously great, swelling with a
boldness that would enter battle with all, will not be spoken of as having been
before;” (Ag. 168-70) before moving on to Zeus’ victory over Kronos: ¢ 1’ €net’
£pu, tprok-| Tiipog oixetal tuxdv: ‘And then he who sprung forth, met his over-
thrower and is gone.” (4g. 171-2), concluding the verse with the lines: Zijva 6¢ tig
Tpoppoveg Emvikio kKAALwv | Tevéeton gpevidv to ndv, ‘But the one who willingly
cries out victory songs for Zeus will achieve understanding of everything,” (4g. 173-
5).

By outlining the succession myths, which leaves Zeus as the sole ruling
deity, the antistrophe demonstrates that the chorus cannot see how Zeus can be
absent or uninvolved in the sacrifice when he is such a powerful and omnipotent
god.® It must be stated here that while the chorus find Zeus culpable, this does not
necessarily mean that within the framework of the play as a whole we, the audience,
are meant to think so as well. Although Zeus is omnipotent, he is not responsible for
every single event — in spite of the chorus’ desire to see him as such.®®> The Hymn is
a statement of Zeus’ power and position over gods and men, and not a conclusive or

unambiguous pronouncement of the god’s involvement in the sacrifice. It expresses

*® S0, Smith (1980) 34.

% See below for discussion of why the burden is “vain’.

' It is also possible to read this as Ouranos here and then Kronos at 171 (8¢ v éneit’ &pv), thus
Fraenkel (1950) 2.103. However one interprets these lines, what matters is a recognition of the
violence of the intergenerational familial feuds between the three consecutive ruling gods.

62 See Chapter 3 ‘The Nature of Zeus’ for a discussion of the power and limitations of Zeus.

¢ Such a belief in the over-arching power of Zeus is intimated elsewhere in the play, not least at Ag.
1485-9; see the discussion below, as well as the section The Power and Limitations of Zeus in Chapter
3.
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more the chorus’ desire to see the god involved in the lives of men, rather than an
unequivocal insight into his workings in this and every event. This, nevertheless,
does not mean we should discount everything the chorus say about Zeus. Though we
should be careful not to view everything the chorus say as ‘gospel’ when it comes to
the workings of the divine within the internal structure of the play — because as
human characters with no special connection with the gods it is possible that they
may be mistaken — their views about the nature of divinity, nevertheless, still present
a genuine, valid belief in the nature and workings of the god, and it is this belief in
the god which is of interest for this discussion. It is thus their view of the over-
arching power of Zeus and their concern regarding his apparent absence surrounding
the sacrifice which inspires them to sing of Zeus, since Zeus must, in their mind,
have some involvement in the sacrifice and the events surrounding it.

The question of choral authority and reliable access to knowledge underlies
almost any discussion of the Hymn to Zeus and the question has significance for
much of this chapter, if not the thesis as a whole.** The role and position of the
chorus within the narrative of tragedy and its relation to the authorial voice has also
been the subject of scholarly debate over the last couple of decades, a debate which
has been aimed at developing and critiquing the traditional view of the chorus as
being in some way the voice of the author or an ideal spectator. Among the first to
reassess the role and position of the chorus in tragedy were Vernant and Vidal-
Naquet. They postulated that the chorus were representatives of the polis, who were
an ‘anonymous and collective being whose role is to express, through its fears, hopes
and judgements, the feelings of the spectators who make up the civic community.’®
This view of the chorus, however, runs into problems when one considers that the
‘chorus, with only two exceptions in the surviving plays, enacts the response to
events, not of representatives of the citizen body, but precisely of those ... marginal
or simply excluded from the controlling voice of ‘the people’.”® So, if the chorus are
not characters that would play a key driving role in the democratic process of the
polis as part of the core citizen body of male citizen-hoplites, but are old men,

women or foreigners (whether non-Athenian or non-Greek) that are in some way

5 What follows picks up the discussion at the beginning of Chapter 2 on ‘choral authority.” The
discussion here adds to, clarifies and applies to context what is said before.

% Vernant and Vidal-Naquet (1988) 24.

% Gould (1996) 220.
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marginalised from this integral group, how can such a collection be representative of
the ‘civic community’? Gould, in fact, argues that the chorus are not in any way
detached from the action, representative of the people’s voice or the poet’s voice, but
are characters whose ‘otherness’ has a role within the structure and plot of tragedy.
The chorus present another view of the action unfolding before our eyes, one that,
because of their ‘otherness’ as slaves, women or old men, acts as a counterpoint to
the main protagonists.®’ Indeed, at the heart of Gould’s argument is that the chorus
‘exists completely within the tragic fiction’®® and does not stand detached from the
action: the chorus are characters just like any other dramatis persona and possess no
special channel between themselves, the poet or the gods.

In response to Gould’s hypothesis, Goldhill argues against this position and
instead adheres to Vernant’s view (with modifications). While Goldhill concedes
that the context of each play is important, he also states that it is essential for the
chorus to speak with ‘collective authority’ because at the heart of tragic drama is the
need to question and explore ‘authority, knowledge, tradition with the dynamics of
democracy’s ethics of group and individual obligations’®® and that being socially
marginal figures who are ‘other’ should not detract from the chorus’ authority. As a
result, the chorus, for Goldhill, has a privileged position, but is not a mouth-piece for
the poet — in much the same way suggested by Vernant. But, to my mind at least, it is
difficult to see how the chorus can speak with collective authority, yet not be in some
way similar to an authorial presence within the play. What distinguishes ‘privileged
presence’ from ‘authorial voice’? It seems far more plausible to see, with Gould, the
chorus as characters within the narrative, as distinct personae, as Egyptian women,
Erinyes, old men of Argos, or serving-women who exist within the fictional
framework. This is not to say that what the chorus say should be dismissed. Goldhill
correctly stresses the need for tragedy to question, comment on, critique authority
and received traditions and that the chorus is a significant vehicle by and through
which views can be expressed: ‘the chorus both allows a wider picture of the action
to develop and also remains one of the many views expressed.”’® But what the

chorus says should be treated in much the same way as what the protagonist says and

%7 Gould (1996) 224.
% Gould (1996) 232.
% Goldhill (1996) 253.
7 Goldhill (1996) 255.
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to possess as much ‘authority’. So, Electra and the chorus of the Libation Bearers
can discuss the justice of the gods to act as avengers of murder (Ch. 119-23); or
Orestes, Apollo and Athena and the chorus of Erinyes can debate the relative justice
of murder in the Eumenides. While the poet creates a fictional world, this fiction is
not immune from views on justice and the divine or any other issue being expressed,
discussed or considered. The chorus is as much a privileged presence as any other
character and as detached from the play. So, when the chorus in the Hymn to Zeus
consider the role of Zeus in the sacrifice of Iphigeneia they possess as much
knowledge concerning it as any other character. For the chorus, Zeus must have had
some involvement since he is all-powerful, but in their song they cannot find any
trace of the god’s involvement — outside of ‘sending’ the Atreidae to punish Paris.
Indeed, the absence of a definitive or clear-cut answer and the speculative nature of
the Hymn seems only to support the view expressed here that the chorus possess no
special knowledge, have no special authority and have as much or as little a
privileged presence as any other character.

The ‘vainness’ (pdtav) of the burden also provides a clue that Zeus is in
some way responsible for the burden which the chorus need to cast from their mind.
With the exception of Fraenkel, who highlights the foolishness of those who do not
believe Zeus to be the almighty ruler, the issue of why the burden should be a vain
burden, 10 patav dybog, is rarely addressed by scholars. The noun pdtn, with which
the adverb pdtav is etymologically connected, means fault or folly and, in this way,
pdtav denotes the false or wrong way in which something is done. This could thus
imply that the burden the chorus need to cast from their minds is that of wrong
thinking or false thought: the burden is a weight on their mind that need not be there;
it is a false, pointless burden. Indeed, it seems that the reason why the chorus deem
the burden a false or futile one is because they know what the burden is: it is the
belief that Zeus must in some way be culpable for the sacrifice of Iphigeneia,
because he is the highest and most powerful god, ruling over humankind. This seems
to be confirmed when the chorus proceed in the Hymn’s antistrophe to outline Zeus’
dominance and superiority over the divine and human spheres, removing any other
(higher) power from consideration. Zeus is where the buck stops. How could he not

be in some way responsible?
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Having isolated Zeus as the almighty ruler of the universe, the chorus then
describes the manner in which Zeus rules over mankind. They say: 1ov @poveiv
Bpotovg 03k~ | cavia, 1OV Taber uabog | Bévta kuping Exewv. ‘Zeus, the one who sets
men on the course to comprehension, establishes the ordinance to be held good that
understanding comes through painful experience.” The meaning of these lines,
especially the ordinance of nd6g1 pdbog and to whom it refers, is a problem which
has as varied an interpretative history as to what or whom the vain burden refers or
denotes. It was once common for the three lines to be interpreted, broadly speaking,
with an optimistic and quasi-Christian tilt (whether conscious or not) whereby Zeus
sets men on the path to wisdom (@poveiv) having established the doctrine which
dictates that understanding comes through suffering (nG0et pi6og).” While this does
not take into account every nuance of the ‘optimistic’ way of interpreting these lines,
it does highlight one very important aspect in this strand of thinking, which is the
stress placed on the connection between wisdom and suffering in the path that Zeus
lays out for mankind. Such an understanding of the ordinance laid down by Zeus
often implicitly draws comparisons with the Christian doctrine of Penance, and it
was in opposition to such readings that scholars such as Lloyd-Jones and Denniston
and Page first raised objections.’”” Thus, Denniston and Page translate the lines: ‘He
who set men on the path to understanding, who laid down the law “learning through
suffering”, to hold good.”” Though Denniston and Page still maintain the reading of
‘through suffering’ for the word ey, it is not in conjunction with gaining the virtue
of wisdom, but rather with acquiring understanding. And it is in this vein that over
the past fifty years or so scholars have tended to take a more neutral approach by
finding terms other than ‘wisdom’ or ‘suffering’ to translate @poveiv'* and madel”
respectively.

But, does this reading with its variants, and do those translations of @poveiv
and m&Be1 pabog do justice to the text? First, following Pope,’® it is perhaps best not

to read anything more into @poveiv than the notion of thought, comprehension or

"' For example, Weir Smyth (1926) ad loc, Fraenkel (1950) ad loc, Lattimore (1953) ad loc, Kitto
(1956) 7.

" Lloyd-Jones (1956) 61-3; Denniston and Page (1957) 83-4.

7 Denniston and Page (1957) 84.

" For example, Gagarin (1976) 142.

7 Thus, Ewans (1995), Collard (2002).

78 Pope (1974) 107-10.
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understanding, as that process which makes humans more than simply animals,
rather than claiming anything so grand or exalted as wisdom.”” As Pope says:
‘ppovelv used by itself and without an adverb meaning 'rightly' never implies
wisdom elsewhere in Aeschylus.’”’® He goes on to state that the significance of
@povelv rests on what it is to be human: ‘Thus @poveiv Bpotovg [at 4g.176] implies
not only that we have consciousness but that we also have something which, without
being too philosophical about it, we may call free will."”® So, what Pope brings out
in his interpretation is the ability of humans to take control of their actions, because
Zeus gave mankind the ability to think, to comprehend, ppoveiv.

By reading ¢poveiv in this way, it places stress on the actions of the
individual human characters in the trilogy, not least within the immediate context of
Agamemnon and his decision to sacrifice Iphigeneia. The focus on the explicit role
of Zeus and Artemis in the build-up to the Greeks going to Troy could easily make
one overlook the human element in the sacrificial scene. But, the Hymn to Zeus and
the path which Zeus lays out for mankind highlights the individual’s responsibility
for their decisions and shows that although Zeus is an almighty god, he has
nevertheless given to mankind the ability to reason, to make their own decisions and
to come to their own conclusions based on rational thought processes. So, no matter
how intertwined the human and the divine may be in any given circumstance,
humans are no less culpable for any decision or action, because they have the ability
to come to a rational, reasoned conclusion themselves: they are no mere puppets of
the gods.

But, understanding/comprehension (@poveiv) does not come easily to
humankind. As the chorus say, Zeus establishes the ordinance that learning comes
through painful experience, né8e1 péBoc.®® It has been a matter of contention and
confusion to whom the law of méBe1 nabog refers and whether Agamemnon is

subject to it, because it is easy enough to see what Agamemnon suffers or

7" This is, of course, not to deny or dismiss the significance of these lines, but to move interpretation
away from unjustified Christian connotations.

™ Pope (1974) 109; cf. 107. For passages see: Th. 807, Supp. 176, 204 (being rational, avoiding
panic); Ch. 517 (synonym for being alive); Eu. 115 (to wake up, be alert).

” Pope (1974) 109-10.

% The law of n69g1 péog is in many respects a simple doctrine and one which is not new by the time
Aeschylus employs the doctrine in his plays. Aeschylus’ use of the notion can be seen as comparable
to (though not identical with) what Hesiod says at Op. 218. See West (1978) 211 for further similar
passages and notes on Op. 218.
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experiences, but it is far more difficult to see what he learns.®' There are two points
which need to be clarified straightaway. The first is the far-reaching and universal
nature of lines 176-8, because Zeus sets mankind as a whole on the path to
comprehension (ppoveiv Bpotovg) by establishing the rule that understanding comes
through painful experience (nd0e1 pabog). It is thus a doctrine which is not limited to
any one individual in the play or trilogy. As Conacher states: ‘It is important to note,
too, the generalizing power of the passage... [it] need not be limited to any particular
'sufferer’, be it an Agamemnon, a Clytemnestra, a Paris, or an Orestes.”® It is, also,
possible to extend the generalising power of the doctrine beyond not only any one
‘sufferer’, but beyond any one single event in a sufferer’s life. Understanding,
comprehension, is a continuous process which Zeus has put mankind on, a process
which is not limited to one painful experience. The second point which needs to be
made about the doctrine of ta6e1 pébog is that due to the proximity of the statement
to the narrative of the sacrifice of Iphigeneia, it can be seen to have particular
resonance for Agamemnon and his actions — though, as stated, the significance and
reach of it is not limited solely to Agamemnon and his actions.

So, what does Agamemnon suffer and what does he learn? He can be seen to
suffer many things, not least his own death at the hands of his wife on his arrival
home from Troy, as well as the death of his daughter, which he exacts as a result of
the complusion he feels placed upon him by divine imperative and the necessity
placed on him by the forces mustered. For the time being, if we consider just the
‘painful experience’ of the sacrifice of Iphigeneia, the pain which this decision
causes Agamemnon is clearly related by the chorus and can be seen from the
moment the remedy to still the winds is named (4g. 202-17). But, what Agamemnon
learns (p@Boc) is a slightly more difficult matter to determine. Is it enough to
conclude: ‘he shall learn that man cannot escape the punishment imposed by Zeus on
crime; what he does, he must pay for.”?*> Does Agamemnon learn that he must pay
for the crime he commits in sacrificing Iphigeneia or for the many deaths he causes

in the course of the Trojan War? This cannot be it. As is argued at length in this

8! See Denniston and Page (1957) 85-6; Conacher (1987) 12, 83-5.

%2 Conacher (1987) 12. Indeed, Conacher can be seen not to go far enough in stating the generalising
power of the passage, because it is possible to argue that each ‘sufferer’ suffers and learns in a
plurality of different instances. And further, if men learn through suffering, is this confined to their
own suffering?

% Denniston and Page (1957) 86.
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chapter, Zeus has nothing to do with the death of Agamemnon: the god neither
ordains it nor does it fit his will.% Rather, what Agamemnon is depicted as learning
seems to rest on his coming to a fuller understanding of the nature and justice of
Zeus. That the king makes a conscious decision to subordinate the paternal bond
between himself and his daughter in order not to incur the wrath of Zeus has been
argued and shown at length above.®® Indeed, this decision seems to be confirmed
during his speech at Ag. 206-17, which he concludes by acknowledging the role and
position of Themis (Right). So, having worked through the choices open to him,
Agamemnon is then reported to say: mavcavépov yap | Buoiag mapbeviov 0’ aipatog
opyd | meprépymg Gmd 8’ avdd | Oépig. b yap ein. Indeed, it swells with excessive
anger for a sacrifice and for a maiden’s blood to still the winds: Themis forbids it.
May it be well! (4g. 214-17).

In Agamemnon’s mind, what makes his decision ultimately the correct one is
that Themis forbids, 4mo &’ avdd Béc, him to desert the fleet and to do wrong by
the alliance. This presents us with the indication that there is some form of divine
sanction for what Agamemnon is about to do in sacrificing Iphigeneia — or at least
that Agamemnon believes there is.*® More than this, due to the already long-standing
tradition by Aeschylus’ time which connects Themis with Zeus and Justice,’’ a
connection can also be seen between the sacrifice of Iphigeneia and the justice of
Zeus, and by extention between Agamemnon’s decision to fulfil the sacrifice and the
law of naBer pabog which Zeus has established for humankind. In this way, it can be
seen that Agamemnon’s actions and behaviour conform to the paradigm of ndfet
uabog, because, first of all, he goes through the terrible experience (nd6<t) of being
faced with the impossible decision of either sacrificing his daughter or defying the
will of Zeus; and, secondly, in so doing, he seems to come to some understanding
(n&Bocg) concerning the nature of the divine, recognising that it is Themis and Zeus
who stand behind the course set out for him, seeing that there is no other path open
to him in the face of the supreme divine being Zeus and his rule. So, it is not only

possible to see how these lines fit thematically with the surrounding verses, but how

% See further arguments about Agamemnon’s excesses at Troy and the will of Zeus below.
% See the above sections: Zeus Xenios and The Anger of Artemis and the Sacrifice of Iphigeneia.
% See Fraenkel (1950) 2. 126 and Hogan (1984) 85 for two examples of the view that Agamemnon’s
claim that his act is in accordance with Themis goes against what the divine sphere would deem
‘right’.
8 For the relationship between Zeus, Themis and Dikg, see Hes. Th. 901-2; cf. Od. 2. 68.
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Agamemnon’s decision to sacrifice Iphigeneia is influenced by his own awareness of
the justice of Zeus.

The final issue of the Hymn that will be discussed here in relation to
Agamemnon and the justice of Zeus is the meaning of the closing lines of the second
strophe. The lines read: dapdvov 6¢ nod yapi, | Praing célpo ceuvov NuUEvav;
‘How can this be the grace of the daimones, seated by force upon their august
thrones?’ (4g. 182-3). There are two different interpretations of line 182, already
reflected in the manuscripts: namely, 8¢ mod in MV and 8¢ mov (with mov as an
enclitic) in TrF.% This latter reading would make the sentence a statement rather
than a question and would thus supply a very different tone and meaning to the
Hymn, especially to the interpretation of the doctrine of né6e1 nébog and the justice
of Zeus. This is because the chorus would not be questioning whether the justice of
Zeus outlined in the previous lines is a grace of the daimones (dapdvav yapig), but
would be stating outright that it is a grace. The TrF tradition of interpreting the text
is far more widely supported by modern commentators and editors than the MV
reading. This has far more to do with individual interpretative tendencies than any
textual consideration concerning the various manuscripts. Arguments have been
made against the TrF readings based on textual concerns,® but it is not on
grammatical or linguistic grounds that arguments will be raised here. Indeed, it has
been stated convincingly that ultimately the decision between the two traditions must
be made on interpretative reasons. As Conacher says: ‘the decision between nod
interrogative and mov enclitic must finally be based on our view of the comparative
appropriateness to the context of the two quite different meanings which result.”*’

Those commentators who read nov enclitic, following manuscripts TrF, fall
within what has above been referred to as the optimistic tradition, which interprets
the Hymn in a way that finds comfort in the power and justice of Zeus.”! By reading
lines 182-3 as a statement, the nature of justice outlined at the opening of the second

strophe of the Hymn is asserted as dodveov xapig, ‘a grace of the daimones’. The

8 For this tradition, see: Fraenkel (1950) 2.112; Denniston and Page (1957) 85; Smith (1980) 28-30;
Conacher (1976) 328-36, (1987) 85.

¥ For a discussion of the textual merits of reading 8 mo® in line with manuscripts MV, see Pope
(1974) 100-13.

* Conacher (1976) 330. Of course, in the original text there would have been no accents, which left
room for greater ambiguity and personal interpretation.

°! See also above discussions of 10 pdtav &yfog and m&bst pédog for the optimistic and pessimistic
readings of the Hymn to Zeus and the nature of justice depicted by Aeschylus.
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justice of Zeus and the gods is thus stated without any equivocation as a good thing
for mankind.”? This way of reading the lines has been supported by comparing ‘the
juxtaposition of mercy and absolute power... [found in] the earlier collocation of
n4Oe1 and padoc’ as well as in the formulation: kai map’ Gxoviag NAOe cwPpoveiv.
‘Even to the unwilling temperance comes’.”> What lies at the base of the optimisitc
view of these two lines (as well as the Hymn and trilogy as a whole) is that Zeus and
the present order of gods have mankind’s best interest at heart, because they will
bring understanding (nafoc) even if it is sometimes by painful means (né6et) or is
unwanted (Grovtag).

However, to my mind, it does not seem that the chorus do, in fact, find
comfort in the justice of Zeus or that they are attempting to show Zeus as a
benevolent figure. Rather, it seems that the chorus have doubts concerning the nature
of Zeus’ justice and that while they accept Zeus and his rule as a fact of life, they do
not see it as something ultimately kind. Indeed, if one accepts the premise that the
Oresteia enters into a discourse about the nature of justice, about the role and
position of the gods and mankind within this framework, then the position of the
Hymn to Zeus in the opening choral ode in the opening play of the trilogy could be
seen as a perfect spot to pose questions about the nature and justice of the highest
and most powerful god, setting into motion a dialogue that may or may not be
satisfactorily resolved by the end of the trilogy’s final play.

The interpretation that lines 182-3 are not a statement, but rather pose a
question about the yépig of the gods and Zeus’ rests on several key points. First, in
optimistic interpretations of the Hymn, the line, o1dlel 8’ avO’ tmvov mpod xapdiag
pvnowmiuav movog ‘And remembrances of sufferings past drip before the heart
instead of sleep.” (4g. 179-80) is often ignored, neglected or simply overlooked. But,
if we take the lines into consideration together with the next one, it can be seen to

create a more negative and tempered picture of the justice Zeus has established for

%2 It is also possible to read the statement as ironic, which would thus question the justice of the gods
as something other than beneficial for mankind. This adds further to the idea of being able to read the
text both ways and that all is interpretation.

% Fraenkel (1950) 2. 112.

* The phrase Soupévav xépig is read here, as Fraenkel (1950) 2.111 puts it, as ‘in essence no other
than yapig Awd¢.” This is simply because the entire content of the three verses is concerned almost
solely with Zeus and his nature. It seems that Aeschylus has extended Zeus’ power and reach to refer
to the whole divine world, thus making dopovev xapig a periphrastic way of denoting Zeus’ all-
encompassing nature. For further discussion of daipwv, daipoveg as denotations of a god or gods, see
above chapter on daipwv as deity.
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mankind. Lines 179-81 form two halves of a whole, separated between mévog and
Kai, and can be seen as revising or rephrasing of the formulation of nd6e1 padog.
Within the context of the strophe, it is possible to equate pvnownpwv névog with
na0et a few lines before. If we accept this premise, one could see that memories of
past miseries are a way of leading man on the way to understanding (n&60c). In this
way, we may expect to find something about understanding or comprehension in the
next line or two. However, there is nothing about paog or poveiv mentioned in this
line or the next; rather, we are presented with something quite different and this is
the idea of cw@poveiv, which means something like, ‘to be modest, temperate’ or ‘to
show self-control or discretion’.” It does not mean ‘to be wise’. So, instead of
wisdom, cwepoveiv here means something like a form of control which is imposed
on mankind by Zeus and the gods. Modest thought and behaviour will come to
everyone, even to those who do not necessarily want it.

Such an imposition of moderation and temperance by the gods on mankind
can be seen as comparable to instances where an individual is brought low by the
gods for excessive actions. It is in such a context that Aeschylus uses the verb
cwepovelv to describe Xerxes in the Persians as needing to exhibit greater self-
control in order not to bring further misfortune upon himself: Zebg to1 KoAaotg TMV
VIEpKOpn®V ayav | gpovnudtov €reotv, ebBuvog PBapvc. | mpdg tadT’ Exeivov
cmPPOVEIV Kexpnuévol | mvioker’ edAdyoist vovBetipacty | AfiEar BofraPoive’®
vepkdun Opdoet. ‘Zeus is there after the deed as the punisher of those with overly
arrogant thoughts, a weighty judge. With regard to this, urging him to show
prudence, correct him with kindly-worded admonitions to stop doing harm against
the gods with his arrogant impetuosity.” (Pers. 827-31). Although it is not Zeus or
any other god who will bring cogpoveiv to Xerxes, but (it is hoped) gentle words of
warning, it is the potential threat that Zeus bears which is the impetus behind the

words of warning.”’

% For parallel instances of cm@povéw elsewhere in Aeschylus see, e.g.: Pers. 829, Ag. 1425, Eu. 521.
% BeoPropoiv(ta) usually means ‘stricken by the gods’, but here is clearly active and means ‘doing
harm against the gods’. Cf. Broadhead (1960) 207, Garvie (2009) 318. However, it is possible that
Aeschylus uses the word, more commonly found in its passive sense, because it suggests and hints at
the possibility that if Xerxes does not stop offending the gods, the gods will turn the tide and do harm
against him.

°” The reading of cw@povelv as ‘moderation’ is supported by the use of the verb elsewhere in
Aeschylus (cf. Supp. 1013, Ag. 1425, 1620, Eu. 521, 1000). In all but the example from the Suppliants

161



The form of justice depicted in the Hymn to Zeus, especially in its final
verse, can be seen to depend upon a balance between the human and divine worlds
and the respect humans pay the gods. The path that Zeus puts mankind on is that of
comprehension, of understanding what it is to be human and what position
humankind holds in relation to the gods. But, while this may not be a wholly
pessimistic view of the justice of Zeus, it is not a completely positive or optimistic
one either. Zeus is great and powerful, he is not altruistic or benevolent, and this
depiction of the god is played out through the three verses of the Hymn. In the first
strophe, the chorus are unable to see how Zeus cannot have had some involvement in
the sacrifice of Iphigeneia, even if it is only through passive acceptance. In the
antistrophe, the chorus describe Zeus’ final victory over his father Kronos, showing
that Zeus is the highest and most powerful of all the gods. In the second strophe of
the Hymn, with Zeus’ victory having been outlined, the chorus then describe the
manner in which the god is to rule over mankind. Just as was indicated with his
(in)action regarding the sacrifice of Iphigeneia in the first strophe, the justice which
Zeus establishes for mankind is not that of kindness, but of painful experience
(maBer) and suffering (m6évog), which will bring about understanding for mankind
concerning their position in relation to the gods and moderation in their behaviour,
even if they are unwilling to do so.

The concept of justice outlined in the final verse is, as stated above, a general
one and applicable to all mankind. So, in order to demonstrate the applicability of the
concept to the Agamemnon and its significance to the events surrounding it in the
parodos, we have focused on the actions of Agamemnon (as we have throughout this
chapter so far).”® As has been discussed and demonstrated above, Agamemnon is
very aware of the role of both Zeus and the gods in the expedition to Troy and in the
sacrifice of Iphigeneia. He is aware that he must sacrifice Iphigeneia for Artemis in
order to go to Troy and exact retribution against Paris for his transgression of xenia,
a custom over which Zeus presides. The desires of the gods are clearly presented
throughout the parodos, and when Agamemnon makes the choice between his

daughter and the gods, among the last words of his decision speech are, 4o 6’ a0d§ |

cwepovely is also employed in reference to either learning or justice, which, of course, fits neatly
with the context in which it is used in the Hymn to Zeus.

** The applicableness of the doctrine of ndfet pédog and the conception of justice outlined in the
Hymn is picked up on below in the section Zeus, Erinyes and the Vote of Athena.
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®¢uig “Themis forbids it.” The divine will of Zeus is foremost in his mind and takes
precedence over any other concern. Agamemnon is all too conscious of his position
in relation to the gods, exhibiting moderation and prudence in the face of the god’s
power and justice. It is thus when confronted with this horrible event, with the
effectively impossible decision of sacrificing his daughter or disobeying the gods

that Agamemnon can be seen to come to a true understanding of the justice of Zeus.

AGAMEMNON’S EXCESSIVE ACTIONS AT TROY?

In spite of the arguments advanced here that Agamemnon’s execution of the
sacrifice, as desired by Artemis, should not be interpreted as an act that infringes
upon divine law, we cannot exclude the possibility that Agamemnon at other times
acts in an excessive or unjust fashion in the eyes of Zeus and the other Olympians.
Indeed, Agamemnon’s actions in destroying Troy could easily be seen as excessive
and a transgression of justice, even though, as has been seen, he is sent to Troy by
Zeus to destroy the city (Ag. 60-2, 355-60, 367-84).% There are several passages
which could be adduced to support this allegation. The passages in question are Ag.
456-74, 750-82, 1331-42,'% and they have been variously interpreted as evidence to
support the view that Agamemnon acted in a transgressive manner which brought

101 Bt before we turn to a detailed

about his downfall at the hands of the gods.
interpretation of what the chorus say, preliminary comsideration should be given to
the context of these utterances in the overall structure of the play.

For, even if these three passages could be shown to be directly concerned
with Agamemnon and with his excessive actions, and the gods’ desire for his death,
the chorus’ statements should not be treated as impartial or unambiguous. The
chorus’ knowledge of the fall of Troy and the potemtial excesses of Agamemnon
during the expedition do not have their origin in the Herald’s announcements, but are
formed from Clytemnestra’s interpretation of the beacon fires (4g. 338-47). During
the interpretations of the beacon-fires, when Clytemnestra is asked by the chorus to

elaborate on how she knows that Troy is taken (4g. 317-19), she does not explain the
mechanics of the beacon-fires as she did in her first speech (4g. 281-316), instead

* At Ag. 822, 1 read vnepkdmovg instead of vmepkdTovg/wg, folllowing Heath’s correction (1762), in
line with the general consensus.
19 For the texts, translations and detailed interpretations see belowv.
1! See, for example, Otis (1981) 30, 34; Sommerstein (1996) 275:-8; Dodds (2007) 256-7.
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she gives a fictional, and only potentially accurate, account of the immediate
aftermath of the fall of Troy (4g. 320-50). While it is possible that Clytemnestra’s
account of the sack of Troy is accurate, there is no possible way for her to know
whether or not it is, because she, like the chorus, has no fail-safe way of knowing for
certain what is going on at Troy. All she knows is that it is taken.'® Rather,
Clytemnestra takes advantage of the beacon-fires and the chorus’ ignorance by
manipulating the fires’ true meaning. She places concerns within the chorus’ mind
about Agamemnon’s safety and about his character, and she suggests that he and the
Greeks have desecrated temples and sanctuaries in the course of sacking the city (4g.
338-47). She wams the chorus that conquered by greed and impiety the
expeditionary forces may put their safety in jeopardy and compromise their return
home. By raising concerns about the army as a whole, Clytemnestra is able to direct
these concerns upon Agamemnon as leader of the forces. This amounts to nothing
more than character defamation of Agamemnon. By manipulating certain aspects of
this fictional tale of the fall of Troy, Clytemnestra can thus use them for her personal
gain. So, when, at the climactic moment of the play, Agamemnon treads on the
purple cloths, it may be seen to confirm the notion formed in the interpretations of
the beacon-fires of Agamemnon as an arrogant and destructive man loathed by the
gods for his excessive and transgressive behaviour. The decision of Agamemnon
(under the persuasive coercion of Clytemnestra) to tread on the carpets, when
coupled with Clytemnestra’s manufactured portrayal of him, supplies what
Clytemnestra wants the world to see as a religious dimension for his death, which
she clearly presents later after killing Agamemnon (4g. 1431-3), a reason the chorus
will understand and may even agree with.

The chorus’ knowledge of the fall of Troy is thus not based on any first-
person account. Indeed, the Herald’s own accounts of the fall of Troy and the return
home do not suggest that Agamemnon has acted in any excessive or transgressive
way. Even before the Herald’s entrance at 503 and before any first-person account of
Troy’s overthrow, the chorus have sung an ode concerning Troy and the respective

fortunes of the besieged and besiegers (4g. 355-487) — a passage traditionally seen as

"% Strictly speaking, Clytemnestra does not know that the city is taken. But this issue is not exploited
in the play. See Goldhill (1984) 38-9, (1986) 9-10 for interpretation, misrepresentation and
manipulation of signals in the beacon-fire scene.
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demonstrating Agamemnon’s excessive behaviour.'”® But, if the chorus sing an ode
about the fall of Troy without any factual, first-person account of it, how can we use
their words at 355-487 as evidence of Agamemnon’s actions at Troy? Moreover, if
the Herald does not say anything about Agamemnon committing crimes of excess,
how can we take the chorus’ statements at 750-62 or at 1331-42 as examples of
Agamemnon behaving in a transgressive fashion at Troy?

But, before we can pursue this line of enquiry, a few words need to be said
concerning line 527. If the line is not considered an interpolation, the Greeks’
destruction of the altars and temples of the gods could indicate excessive and

transgressive actions. Giving the passage in full, it reads (4g. 524-8):

GAL’ €0 Viv dombioacOe, xai yap ovv mpémel,
Tpoiav xatackayoava tod dSiknedpov

A10¢ paxéAAn, Tf Koteipyaotal tédov
{Bapoi &’ Gictot kol Osdv SpHpaTa}

Koi onéppa naomng EEamdAlvTal ¥8ovoc.

But, greet him with kind words, as is only fitting: by utterly destroying Troy with
the axe of Zeus, bringer of justice, he worked over the land with it {and the altars
and temples of the gods disappeared} and the seed of the whole earth perished

completely.

Fraenkel, following Salzmann'™ and Headlam,'®” argues that line 527 does not
belong to this passage and, as he says, ‘intrudes like a foreign substance.’'% Fraenkel
supplies four reasons to support this conviction. First, the line interrupts the
agricultural metaphor which extends from kotaoxkayoavza to ybovdg. Secondly, the
line is an almost exact copy of Pers. 811, Bwopoi 8’ dictor, dapudvav 6' idpduata,
which could suggest a scribe copied in the line from the Persians by error whether or

not it had previously been added as a gloss in the margin. Thirdly, for the Greeks

193 Cf. Lloyd-Jones (1962) 193-9; West (1979) 4; Otis (1981) 29-30; Lesky (1983) 19; Winnington-
Ingram (1983) 88-93; Sommerstein (1996) 277; Dodds (2007) 256.
1% Salzmann (1823).
1% Headlam (1898) 245-9, (1902) 434-42.
1% Fraenkel (1950) 2.266.
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‘the destruction of holy places by the enemy seemed an unparalleled atrocity’'”” and
thus it is unlikely that the Herald in describing the triumph of the Greek victory
would refer to the sacrilegious behaviour of the army, if indeed there had been any.
Indeed, it is when describing such atrocities and their religious consequences that the
passage at Pers. 811 is used by Darius to explain why the Persian expedition failed.
The fourth reason, which, to my mind, deserves more attention than it has received
by scholars,'® argues that had those who defend authenticity of line 527 are all too
willing to find more evidence of Agamemnon being a ‘godless villain’.'%
Concerning this issue, Denniston and Page raise objections against Fraenkel
and state that ‘of these arguments the third alone seems considerable.”''” For what
reason the other arguments are not ‘considerable’ is not explained. Denniston and
Page in turn argue that it is reasonable to assume that the Herald would speak of the
destruction of the temples and altars for two main reasons.''' The first is that
Clytemnestra mentioned the possibility that sacrilege could be committed by the
Greeks and that without this line the possibility she raises would not be answered.
But, as has been demonstrated above (and will be further below), Clytemnestra’s
words cannot be taken at face value, and indeed one wonders why her words need an
answer anyway. The second reason is that if the Greeks did utterly destroy the land,
how can the destruction of temples and altars not be included within it too? This may
seem a reasonable question to pose, except that it is our ignorance concerning the
precise details of the sack of Troy which is at issue here and so to assume the
presence or existence of any one particular aspect of the aftermath of the overthrow
of Troy seems really to be pre-judging the issue. For, it is entirely possible that the
Greeks left the temples and altars untouched and undesecrated, or at least there is an
element of ambiguity surrounding the whole issue.''?

There is an issue which could support the notion that the Greeks committed

acts of impiety at Troy before sailing home. It is that Cassandra, as a priestess, is

197 Fraenkel (1950) 2.266.

1 1t is neglected by Denniston and Page (1957) 120-1, even though they raise the first three reasons
supplied by Fraenkel.

1% Fraenkel (1950) 2.267; cf. Denniston and Page (1957) xx-xxxvi, 120-1.

''"® Denniston and Page (1957) 120.

"' Denniston and Page (1957) 120-1.

1z Indeed, were one allowed to add speculatively how characters in literature could have reasoned,
one could say that the Greeks were no doubt aware that they still had a long trip home over the
treacherous sea, and in light of the delays at Aulis on the outward journey the Greeks may have
realised the problems that can be caused by the gods.
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brought home with Agamemnon as a prize. If we can use intertextual evidence to
inform our readings of the play, it seems that she was taken from her temple by the
lesser Ajax — something which caused offence to Athena (cf. E. Tr. 70-86). But, it is
difficult when using evidence from other texts to know what Aeschylus intended the
audience to be aware of and what not, or at least the reasons behind certain events.
For instance, in Euripides Athena is the goddess whom Cassandra attends, while in
Aeschylus it is Apollo; also in Aeschylus there is no mention of the actual theft of
Cassandra from the temple, which is, at the very least, strange, bearing in mind all of
the horrors and torments she relates before her death. One may argue that this
particular version is hinted at by the dispersal of the Greek fleet on the way home, if
not by her very presence in Argos. But, the use of intertextual evidence is
particularly dangerous concerning the Agamemnon myth, because of the variations
regarding his killer. So, in an earlier source, Homer’s Odyssey, it is related that
Acgisthus killed Agamemnon (1.28-43), but in Aeschylus it is Clytemnestra.'"® If
Aeschylus’ version of the myth varies in such key details from what appears in
Homer, how can we be entirely sure what details he wanted assumed and what not?
[s not Aeschylus’ silence concerning the presence of Cassandra deliberate? Are we
rather supposed to be left in ignorance, with our attention focused on those details

?'% Or, if the presence of Cassandra is enough to draw our

we are supplied with
attention to the reasons behind her being there, can we be sure that Agamemnon is
responsible for any act of sacrilege or that Aeschylus wanted us to think so? Perhaps,
indeed, the point is that Cassandra’s presence raises doubts over the piety or impiety
of Agamemnon in the same way Clytemnestra’s ‘beacon speeches’ did, but with no
answer forthcoming or supplied by the end of the play.

So, Denniston and Page’s objections offer little that can be seen to detract
from the arguments Fraenkel raises concerning the likely spurious nature of line 527.
It seems that Fraenkel’s concerns, especially regarding the unnatural interruption of
the agricultural metaphor, the similarity of the line with Pers. 811 and the almost

universal desire by scholars to see Agamemnon as an impious man (as opposed to a

just and pious individual) present far stronger arguments and supply a far stronger

' See Sommerstein (1996) 190-204 for discussion of the Agamemnon/Orestes myth and whether

Aeschylus was original in his treatment.
"4 See Taplin (1977) passim for an extensive discussion of this issue.
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position for understanding the line as an interpolation, rather than those arguments
which defend the line.

Although we are presented with several accounts of Agamemnon’s supposed
transgressions, it is only his act of treading on the purple cloths that happens before
the audience’s eyes. It is this act that seemingly confirms or reaffirms notions of
Agamemnon as a character inclined to commit excessive and impious deeds.'"® It has
also been seen as confirming his state of mind overcome by Atg, a state initially
formed by his decision to sacrifice Iphigeneia;''® as well as being in some way an act
symbolic of the guilt he has accrued since the sacrifice.!!’ But, it is also the case that
these arguments, which see Agamemnon’s act of treading on the cloths as being
indicative of his guilt or of him being on the wrong end of divine justice, highlight
the type of reasons Clytemnestra wants to bring to the fore before Kkilling
Agamemnon. So, the significance of this scene does not lie in confirming
Agamemnon’s prior transgressive actions as much as in demonstrating
Clytemnestra’s effective character defamation of Agamemnon.

This much can be said on the assumption that the chorus intend to suggest
that Agamemnon’s actions at Troy were excessive. However, a close reading of the
text does not even seem to suggest this. The three passages under consideration are
all similar in tone and meaning, all hinting at the dangers of lives lived at the
extremes. The first example comes in the third antistrophe of the first stasimon (Ag.

456-74):

Boapeia 8’ dotdv @atig EVV KOTWL,
dnuokpdvytov &’ dpdg tiver ypéog
uéver &’ axoboal i pov

UEPLUVE VOKTNPEPES

TAV TOAVKTOVOV Yap 00K

Goxomnot Ogoi, kehat-

vai 8’ 'Epwvieg ypdvo

ToxNpoV vt dvev dikog

ToAvTUYEL ToLPdn Biov

''5 Cf. Denniston and Page (1957) 151-2.
116 Cf. Lloyd-Jones (1962) 196-7; Conacher (1987) 38-9.
"7 Cf. Taplin (1977) 311; Otis (1981) 12-65.
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T0ETs” dpovpdy, v &’ dio-
101G TEALB0VTOG 0DTIG GAKA.
10 8’ VnepKOn®wG KADEWY €D
Bapy- Parietar yap Goc01g
A108gv KePAVVOG.

xpiveo & debovov 6ABov:
uit’ einv arolmdpbng,

pAT oDV adTdg GAovg Ur B~

Laov Biov katidoyut.

Weighty is the rumour of citizens with anger in it. It repays the debt of a curse
ratified by the people. My thought waits to hear something shrouded by night. For,
the gods do not fail to see those who have caused many deaths. But in time the dark
Erinyes place obscurity upon the man who is fortunate without justice, with the
reversal of fortune wearing away his life. There is no help when a man is among the
unseen. Being excessively well spoken of has a heavy consequence. Indeed, a
thunderbolt is thrown by the eyes of Zeus. And I decide in favour of prosperity
without envy: May I never be a sacker of cities; may I never look upon my life as

conquered by another.

The passage contrasts the life of those who are the target of vicious rumours, Bapeio
&’ dotdv @atig Euv kotm, ‘Weighty is the rumour of citizens with anger in it,” with
the life of those who are held in very high esteem, 10 8’ Vmepkénmg KADEW €0 | Papd:
‘Being excessively well spoken of has a heavy consequence,” warning of the dangers
of both. It warns of the gods’ awareness of those who kill many; that Zeus can throw
a thunderbolt upon those who are excessively praised; and that Erinyes can destroy
those men who have no justice. This passage is qualified later in the play at 750-82,
where the chorus contrast the common view that good fortune in itself brings about
misfortune with their own view that impious deeds bring about misfortune.

Although these passages warn of lives lived at the extremes of praise and
fortune (4g. 456-74) and warn of the result of ill deeds (4g. 750-82), neither strictly

relate to Agamemnon.''® Rather than being statements of fact about Agamemnon’s

'® Indeed, the first stasimon as a whole (4g. 355-487) is primarily concerned with Paris; cf.
Fontenrose (1971) 75-8.
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crimes and the crimes of his descendents,'"” they are considerations that are brought
about as a result of the chorus’ own apprehension concerning Agamemnon’s return
to Argos.'? The chorus do not know what has happened to their king and there is
uncertainty about the truth of the reports concerning Troy’s fall (4g. 475-8). Their
words are not informed by anything concrete, but are expressions of their own
concerns about the safety of their king, because they fear that any excessive actions
of his at Troy could result or may have resulted in the gods bringing about
retribution (4g. 461-2, 472).

The third of the three passages warning against excessive behaviour, in
contrast with the other two which come before it, comes after Agamemnon’s safe
return to Argos. The position of this passage directly before Agamemnon’s death
hints at an implicit connection between his death and the chorus’ concerns about
excessive and transgressive actions and what has been termed Agamemnon’s

‘abnormal prosperity’ 121 (Ag. 1331-42):

0 pdv e npéoocely dxdpestov EQu nict Bpotoic<iv>,
Sdaxtvrodeiktav &’ olitig dnewmav eipyst perdbpowv,
“UNkET’ £0EABMIS”, TAdE QOVAV.

Kol Tdde Ol pév Erelv Edocav paxapeg [papov,
Beotiuntog &’ oikad’ ixaver

Viv & el mpotépav alp’ dmoteicet

kol Tolol Bavoiot Bavov dAdov

TowWaG Bavatmv Emkpovel,

Tig av <éE>evéarto Ppotdv dowvel

Saipovi gdvar Tdd’ dxovav;

It is natural for all men to be insatiable when it comes to prosperity, and no one
shuts it from the walls barring the way with pointed finger, saying, ‘you may no
longer come in.” And the blessed ones gave to this man the capture of Priam’s city
and he has returned home honoured by the gods. But now, if he should pay for the
blood of people before and dying for those who died complete requital for other

deaths, hearing this, what man could boast to be born with a harmless daimon?

1® See Dodds (2007) 255-64 for this view.
120 See Fontenrose (1971) 75-6.
12l West (1979) 4.
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The passage offers opposing ideas of Agamemnon and the justice of his actions. On
the one hand, Agamemnon is bestowed with divine favour, which has seen him sack
Troy and conducted back home safely; on the other, we are presented with his
potential death, its justice in the eyes of the dead and what appears to be the
complete absence of divine favour for him. But what are the reasons for this
apparently contradictory view of Agamemnon, the justice of his actions and the
position of the gods? At first glance, it seems that at some point during the
expedition against Troy divine favour has been retracted. But this does not explain
why he is conducted back home still honoured by the gods. It thus seems incorrect to
approach the passage in this way. Indeed, rather than hinting at Agamemnon’s
change of fortune in the eyes of the gods, the passage can be seen to present
something quite different. The lines, kai TdWe mwOAMv pév EAeiv Edocav pAKAPES
[Iprapov, | Bsotipntog 8’ oikad’ ikdver ‘and the blessed ones gave to this man the
capture of Priam’s city and he has returned home honoured by the gods,” are
statements of what appear to be accepted truths, either in the eyes of the chorus, or in
the eyes of both the chorus and Aeschylus. In either case, the divine favour bestowed
on Agamemnon at Troy and the honour he received seems not to be in question in
these lines.

However, the lines, viv &’ i npotépav aip’ amotsicst | xai toict Bavodol
Bavav GAMwv | mowdg Bavatwv émkpavel, | Tig dv <€&>ev&atto Ppotdv Aovel |
daipovi @dvar 1G8° axodwv; ‘But now, if he should pay for the blood of people
before and dying for those who died complete requital for other deaths, hearing this,
what man could boast to be born with a harmless daimon?’ do not reflect the views
of the chorus in the same way. First, they relate a possibility, whereas the previous
statement relates accepted truths, statements of apparent facts. Secondly, these lines
are focalised in a different manner, spoken through the eyes of the dead, whose
passing was in some way seen by them to be caused by Agamemnon. The chorus
here do not state their own view, but what they imagine the dead would feel. Indeed,
the chorus interject their own understanding of events in the final line by asking the

rhetorical question that if Agamemnon dies, thus fulfilling the prayers of the dead,
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who could claim to be born with an dowet Saipovi.'?? In spite of the potential
ambiguities surrounding the precise meaning of dowel daipovy, the general idea of
the sentence is nevertheless fairly clear. If a man favoured by the gods, as
Agamemnon is, should be killed for the deaths of those who have died in the course
of exacting the gods’ will, then what man could say he was born with a harmless
guiding spirit or an unhurt fortune? So, the underlying notion of dcwvel daipovt
within the context of the passage could be seen to suggest that no one will have or
can be seen to have an untroubled course through life even if they are favoured by
the gods, because even they can be killed or come unstuck in some way.

The focalisation of the passage, therefore, indicates not the justice of
Agamemnon’s death should he now die, but rather the misfortune of it. What the
latter sentence implies is not the anger of the gods at Agamemnon, nor indeed their
displeasure at him for the many deaths he may have caused in exacting their will;
rather the sentence speaks of the gods’ absence in his death should he die and the
prayers of the dead be answered.'? It is this that seems to be behind the concluding
line of the question, ‘hearing this, what man could boast to be born with a harmless
daimon?’ It is also important to note that although Agamemnon may die seemingly
unprotected by the gods who previously favoured him, it does not necessarily mean
that he is killed by them or at their behest. While his death will answer the prayers of
those whose death he may have caused, it will not fulfil the gods’ desire. Indeed, if
Agamemnon should die at the gods’ order or by their desire, what purpose would
there be in Apollo (and Zeus) sending Orestes to avenge his death? It would make no
sense, or at least a sense which is not explored in the trilogy, if they send someone to
avenge a death they caused or wanted. The prayers of the dead should thus not be
equated with the desires of the gods here, in much the same way as the desire of the
Ghost of Clytemnestra in the Fumenides who wants to see Orestes killed in requital
for her death is not equated with the will of the Olympians who sent Orestes to kill
her and who subsequently protect him.

We can see that it is at least questionable whether the chorus at any point

pronounce Agamemnon’s actions to be excessive. But even if this interpretation does

122 4o can take either the meaning ‘unhurt’ or ‘harmless’ in this context. The complexities of what
daipwv means are discussed above in Chapter 1.
'2* This can be compared again with Artemis’ lack of intervention at the end of Euripides’ Hippolytus.
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not convince, it has nevertheless been demonstrated above that Agamemnon is not
shown to have incurred divine anger at any point. It has also been shown that the
fears of Agamemnon’s actions at Troy can be traced back to Clytemnestra, who
forged and manipulated them during the beacon speeches, and that they are, to say
the least, not based on any first-person account. Without an example of a
transgression or an excessive action which can be seen to incur the anger of the gods
before the so-called ‘tapestry scene’, it is thus difficult to see how the tapestry scene
can be interpreted as confirmation of any prior ‘guilt’. What is more, the act of
treading on the cloths is not shown in itself to provoke any divine wrath or
punishment, in spite of Agamemnon’s fears of the gods’ jealous gaze (4g 921-5,
946-7); and as has been shown before, Clytemnestra does not speak of the gods’
involvement at any point in her act of killing.

In the °‘tapestry scene’, there are three moments when Agamemnon
demonstrates awareness that should he step on the tapestries he could bring about
anger against him. First, Agamemnon tells Clytemnestra not to spread the tapestries
on the floor for him to walk on, honouring him as if a god, because for him as a
mortal man, such actions are not without fear (4g. 921-5). Secondly, Agamemnon
states that he fears the voice of the people should he agree to Clytemnestra’s wishes
and step on the cloths (4g. 938). Thirdly, the fear Agamemnon relates before (4g.
921-5) is reiterated at Ag. 946-7, when he says that he hopes no god will cast envy
from their eyes. So, it is possible to see that concern about offending the gods by
treading on the tapestries is presented as a significant factor for Agamemnon during
the verbal tussle with his wife. In spite of the act seeming like an example of excess,
there is no indication outside of Agamemnon’s concern not to anger the gods by
treading on the tapestries that the gods are angered by the act. To see divine desire
for Agamemnon’s death on the basis of the act seems, at best, tenuous.

Moreover, as has been shown before, Clytemnestra does not speak of the
gods’ involvement at any point in her act of killing and there is no other indication in
the text that the gods wanted him dead. Indeed, the fact that Apollo (through whom
Zeus speaks) sends Orestes to avenge Agamemnon’s death in the Libation Bearers
may be seen to suggest the opposite, that they did not want him dead — or, at least, as
an ex post facto indication that there is greater ambiguity concerning the guilt and
death of Agamemnon than has often been seen. It can also be argued that the fear
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Agamemnon exhibits during the carpet scene demonstrates sensitivity to the gods’
desires and his position as a mortal in relation to them, more than a lack of
sensitivity or a desire to commit transgressive acts. Parallels can be drawn with his
concerns immediately before the sacrifice of Iphigeneia, where thoughts of the gods
weigh heavily upon him when he makes his decision. Agamemnon presents
awareness of and sensitivity to his own position with respect to the gods in this
scene, as he does before, and the absence of any clear evidence showing divine anger
at him both before and after his death, coupled with the absence of the gods in
Clytemnestra’s reasoning for her decision to kill Agamemnon, indicate that his death

was neither desired nor exacted by the gods.

A FITTING END?

Though Agamemnon cannot be shown categorically to have committed any
act that incurs the wrath of the gods, there may be evidence to suggest that
Agamemnon’s death fits the will of Zeus. Arguably the most significant passage that

sees Agamemnon’s death as divinely ordained comes at 4g.1485-8:

io in, S1i'** Aldg
TavoLTiov TavePYETO
Ti yap Bpotoig dvev Awdg teleita,

i TVS’ 00 BedKpavTOV E0TLY;

Oh, oh! And all by the will of Zeus, the cause of all things, the effector of all effects;
for what come to pass for mortals, except by Zeus’ doing? What of all this is not

divinely ordained?

This statement of Zeus’ power, which has parallels with the endings of other
tragedies (e.g. Soph. Trach. 1278), must of course be read against the background of
a religion in which even the highest god is not omnipotent in a way comparable to
the Christian God.'*> So then, how are we to interpret this statement of Zeus’ power?

What effect does it have on how we view Agamemnon’s death? Does it affirm the

124 See Garvie (1986) 220 for ambiguity of S + gen. as instrumental or causal in Aeschylus.
125 For a fuller discussion, see the above section The Power and Limitations of Zeus in Chapter 3 ‘The
Nature of Zeus’.
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belief that Zeus willed Agamemnon’s death? Are those who see this passage as proof
of Zeus’ desire for Agamemnon’s death right to do so?'?® The proximity of the
passage to Agamemnon’s death, the chorus’ repeated statements concerning
excessive actions and Agamemnon’s stepping on the tapestries together present
apparently strong cumulative circumstantial evidence for Agamemnon’s death being
divinely desired, ordained or executed. But as has been argued, each instance in itself
does not present a strong case against Agamemnon, or is at least open to being
interpreted as ambiguous. The same is true here. In spite of the passage’s proximity
to Agamemnon’s death, the language is general and abstract and is not necessarily or
specifically directed at Agamemnon — though, of course, this does not preclude
reference to him. Indeed, one commentator has seen this passage as a statement of
Zeus’ intent to have Clytemnestra and Aegisthus killed rather than Agamemnon.'?’
While I do not think that enough evidence can be found in the Agamemnon to
support this view either, there is at least an abundance of evidence supplied in the
subsequent plays of the trilogy which can support it (cf. Ch. 260-305, 555-60, 831-7,
900-2, 939-41, 1026-33; Eu. 64-6, 84, 203, 465-7, 579-80, 593-4), quite unlike the
evidence which can(not) be supplied to demonstrate that Agamemnon’s death was
desired by Zeus.

Rather, the passage presents an absence of understanding about religious
workings on the part of the chorus. The chorus are upset: they have just witnessed
the return of their king, absent for over ten years, about whom they have worried
since hearing reports of the capture of Troy, and are now faced with his death. They
do not understand why this has happened, and they question Clytemnestra about the
act and condemn her for it. As in the parodos, where they are faced with Iphigeneia’s
death and a series of events beyond their comprehension, they see Zeus as the cause
of all and the way to understanding for all (4g. 160-83).'*® Lines 1485-8 echo such a
view here. They do not express categorical confirmation of Zeus’ desire for
Agamemnon’s death, but an inability to understand why bad things happen to good
people (cf. Ag.1331-42). Although, of course, Agamemnon can by no means be

viewed as a perfect man, he has acted in accordance with divine justice in sacrificing

126 See Lloyd-Jones (1956) 63, (1962) 187-99, (1971) 90-2, (1983) 102; Denniston and Page (1957)
xv, xx-xxix; Kitto (1964) 1-5, (1966) 58; Otis (1981) 3-65, esp. 64-5; Cohen (1986) 132-4.

127 Fontenrose (1971) 101.

128 See the section The Hymn to Zeus above for further discussion.
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Iphigeneia and in going to Troy, and in so doing has not committed a transgression
of the boundaries of divine justice. The chorus, aware of the favour the gods have
granted Agamemnon (cf. Ag.1331-42), are faced with what on all accounts is the
complete opposite of divine favour. What the passage at 1485-8 thus presents is the
chorus’ inability to understand why Agamemnon has died. In their ignorance or
disbelief concerning divine workings (or lack of divine workings) surrounding
Agamemnon’s death, they present it as ‘over-determined’ 129 by needing to see Zeus
as somehow involved not only in the over-arching fate of mankind but also in the
fate of each individual. As a result, we should be careful not to take the chorus’
words at 1485-8 as a genuine insight into divine workings in the Oresteia, as if the
chorus were some form of collective authority or privileged presence,' nor should
Agamemnon thus be seen as having incurred the wrath of the gods on the basis of
what the chorus say here.

So, Agamemnon’s death should therefore be seen as far from being divinely
ordained or desired, or as fitting the will of Zeus. The favour Agamemnon receives
from the gods is indicated by their role in Troy’s fall (4g. 60-2, 355-60, 367-84, 525-
6, 580-2, 699-708, 744-9, 810-16, 851-3); in seeing that he gets home safely (4g.
661-6, 851-3); and in the gods’ desire to see his death avenged (Ch. 260-305, 555-
60, 831-7, 900-2, 939-41, 1026-33; Eu. 64-6, 84, 203, 465-7, 579-80, 593-4)."'
Even during the sacrificial scene at Aulis he decides it is better to shed the blood of

his daughter than to risk incurring the wrath of Zeus for not going to Troy.

SUMMARY REMARKS ON THE GUILT OF AGAMEMNON?

As [ have tried to demonstrate throughout the course of this chapter so far,
Agamemnon can be seen never to transgress the boundaries of justice and never to
anger the gods in any way. His behaviour purposefully and deliberately attempts to
keep the gods on his side. Even when his actions could indicate that his judgement
has lapsed, such as when he treads on the purple cloths, there is no evidence in the

plays that the gods are angry with him for it. The peculiar thing about the deaths of

12 Cf. Dodds (1951) 1-18, (2007) for ‘over-determinism’.
1% See the section The Hymn to Zeus above for further discussion of the role and authority of the
chorus.
P! The chorus also hint at the favourable position Agamemnon has in the underworld, further
indicating that Agamemnon is far from being despised by the gods (Ch. 354-62).
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Agamemnon and Cassandra is the inactivity of the gods and their silence during the
scene and immediately after it. When contrasted with the death of Agamemnon, the
death of Clytemnestra and the overtly involved divine forces behind Orestes’ actions,
as discussed toward the beginning of the chapter, support the line taken here that
Agamemnon’s death was neither desired nor ordained by the gods.

If we trace the gods’ will throughout the three plays, a consistent pattern
emerges. First, Agamemnon goes to Troy and punishes Paris’ transgression in line
with the will of Zeus. Secondly, on the way to Troy, Agamemnon must restore
balance within the separate Artemisian sphere by sacrificing Iphigeneia for and to
the goddess. Artemis relents of her anger once the sacrifice is performed and balance
is restored. Contrary to a belief still widely held, the sacrifice, far from being an
example of a transgression, is in fact an example of restitutive justice. Indeed, in
completing the sacrifice, Agamemnon is able to go to Troy and punish Paris’
transgression in accordance with Zeus’ will. Thirdly, Clytemnestra is punished by
Orestes for murdering Agamemnon with the loss of her own life in accordance with
Apollo’s (and Zeus’) demands. The last major example of justice being exacted in
the play is the trial scene of the Eumenides, where Orestes is protected by Apollo and
freed by Athena’s vote. By Orestes being allowed to go free, his act of killing is
shown categorically to be just. As outlined earlier, if his act of punishment had itself
been punished it should not be seen as a restitutive killing, because no balance would
have been restored and the cycle of revenge would have continued. But, by Orestes
being acquitted and the cycle of vengeful killing being ended, Aeschylus shows that
Orestes’ killing of Clytemnestra is categorically a just act that accords with the will
of Zeus.

So, while Agamemnon, Clytemnestra and Orestes are all killers, it is
Clytemnestra’s act which is unjust in the eyes of the Olympian gods Zeus, Apollo
and Athena, and thus worthy of punishment; both Agamemnon’s and Orestes’ acts of
killing, however, are in line with the divine will, and it is for this reason that, in the
Oresteia, Agamemnon should be considered a pious man who is not guilty of any act

that transgresses the boundaries of divine justice.
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ZEUS, THE ERINYES AND THE VOTE OF ATHENA

It has been argued in the preceding pages that the trial scene of the
Fumenides helps to show conclusively that both Orestes and Agamemnon act justly
and in accordance with the will of Zeus, and that the opposite is true for
Clytemnestra. But, we have yet to discuss the events which unfold in the final play
of the trilogy, in particular the trial of Orestes, the vote of Athena and the near
fracture that is created in the divine world between the Olympians and the Erinyes,
and what they tell us of the nature of justice presented in the Oresteia.

One of the most important issues that must be addressed when discussing the
nature of justice in the Eumenides is whether a new form of justice is introduced
during the play with the establishment of the court of the Areopagus. It is generally
accepted that there is a progression during the Oresteia from simple eye-for-an-eye
retribution — which is exemplified in the Agamemnon and the Libation Bearers — to
a more ‘advanced’ court-based system, presided over by an impartial and neutral
judge and/or jury, who deliver a verdict substantiated by concerns of motivation and
reason, as well as cause, i.e. whether the defendant did or did not commit a crime.'*
Such a progression in the nature of justice is sometimes seen in conjunction with
Zeus becoming a more sympathetic god,'** which is, in turn, connected with the
optimistic notion of the god as a benevolent force working for the benefit and
betterment of humankind.'** In contrast, however, it will be argued here that for the
purposes of the play’s plot and structure the court’s significance has been greatly
over-emphasised by scholars in its position as a departure from the manner of justice
depicted in the previous plays of the trilogy and that, in fact, there is a consistent
portrayal of divine justice throughout the Oresteia.

This is not to deny that a change of sorts is brought about by the
establishment of the Areopagus court. It is not as an empty gesture that the court is

set up. First of all, it serves an important aetiological function by suggesting that the

132 Those who see a progression and development in the nature of justice are in the majority, and such
views can be seen expressed, for example, by Kitto (1961) 91-5, (1964) 54-86; Podlecki (1966) 74-
81; Conacher (1987) 166-9; Sommerstein (1989) 19-25, (1996) 282-3. For the opposing view, see
Lloyd-Jones (1971) 91-5; Gagarin (1976) 74-9.

133 Such a view is exemplified by Kitto (1961) 91-5, (1964) 54-86; Sommerstein (1989) 19-25. For an
opposing and very interesting argument concerning the development of justice in the Oresteia, see
Solmsen (1949) 163-224, who argues that in the ‘Eumenides it is the Erinyes who change, not Zeus’
and that the justice of Zeus manifests itself equally in all three plays.

1% For a discussion of the optimistic reading, see the section The Hymn to Zeus above.
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murder-court had an ancient and divine heritage.135 Secondly, it has also been
argued'*® that if the type of justice upheld by the Erinyes was in itself sufficient for
the purposes of settling the dispute concerning Orestes or if it was identical to the
justice represented and practised by the Areopagus,'’ there would not have been any
need for the court to have been established by Athena. The court can thus be seen to
represent the gods’ involvement in the affairs of humankind and is created
purposefully by them as a means of assisting the settlement of cases in a way that
will help bring an end to the cycle of vendetta (Eu. 471-5). In this way, it acts as a
significant statement laid down by the Olympian gods regarding how they wish
mankind to settle murder-cases from that moment on (Eu. 482-9, 683-4). But, while
such considerations are important and while the justice upheld and represented by
the Erinyes may not have been sufficient in this instance for the purposes of Orestes’
case, it is questionable whether the establishment of the Areopagus necessarily
signifies a change in the underlying nature of justice. There is, of course, a change in
the delivery of justice and the manner of its conception with the introduction of the
court, but what underpins this model of delivery in the trilogy is the same: the power
and might of Zeus and the Olympians.

It is not, after all, the court which puts an end to the cycle of revenge killings,
but Athena and Zeus. While the Areopagus acts as a significant statement laid down
by the Olympian gods regarding how they wish mankind to settle murder cases from
that moment on (Eu. 482-9, 683-4), it is not because of, or by means of, the court
that Orestes is freed or indeed that the Erinyes are calmed and brought under the
Olympian wing and into coalescence with the Olympian rule once again — the two
key outcomes of the play. Rather, the manner in which acts and deeds are considered
just or not is the same throughout the Oresteia. What the Areopagus represents and
symbolises for the Athenians and for an audience with democratic ideals is, without
question, of real importance — and, I think, it is because of this that scholars may
have over-emphasised its function within the dramatic framework of the play. But, it
is difficult, or rather impossible, to imagine the resolution of the play not resulting in

the fulfilment of the Olympian will and their victory. So while the court has

135 See Podlecki (1966) 74-100, Conacher (1987) 195-206, Sommerstein (1989) 1-32, Mitchell-
Boyask (2009) 19-23, 97-107.
16 See Conacher (1987) 168-9 for this objection.
17 Such a view is argued for by Lloyd-Jones (1971) 94-5; Gagarin (1976) 74-9.
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significance for later generations and the audience watching at the time, the court
seems to perform a symbolic role which helps placate the Erinyes by giving the
illusion of fairness.

But, before we enter into a discussion of the nature of justice and the
significance of the Areopagus court in the settlement of Orestes’ case, a few words
need to be said concerning the political context of 458BC. Although the historical
setting of the play is not strictly the concern of this chapter, it is nevertheless
important to establish, at least in outline, my position regarding the newly reduced
function of the Areopagus as solely a homicide court and Aeschylus’ presentation of
the institution in the Eumenides. It seems to me that the most obvious way of
interpreting Aeschylus’ depiction of the Areopagus in the play is that the playwright
wishes his audience to see Ephialtes’ and Pericles’ reduction of the court’s remit
within the Athenian political and judicial system as in essence no radical change, but
a movement back to the court’s original function. Thus, Aeschylus is making the
statement that jurisdiction of homicide cases was the Areopagus’ original purpose, a
purpose that was given divine sanction by the highest gods. In this way, Aeschylus
can be seen either to be siding with Ephialtes and Pericles; or, at least, to proffer a
declaration of reconciliation to the more conservative members of Athenian society
with a message along the lines of: ‘what is done is done, let us move on’.

So, to return to the play itself, let us first consider how and why the conflict
between the Erinyes and the Olympians arises in the FEumenides. In both the
Agamemnon and the Libation Bearers, the Erinyes appear as ministers of Zeus’
justice (Ag. 59, 463, 645, 749, 992, 1119, 1190, 1433, 1580; Ch. 402, 577, 652) with
their remit broader than the single issue of matricide, as it appears to be in the
Eumenides (Eu. 210-12, 355-6, 421).|38 Indeed, as has been pointed out above in
discussion of the guilt of Agamemnon, the Erinyes in the Agamemnon do not seem
concerned about the death of Iphigeneia and the fact that she is ‘kindred blood’. In
the final play, the Erinyes can be seen as single-issue characters, while in the
preceding two plays they act more generally as spirits of vengeance and act in

accordance with the will of Zeus."*” Nevertheless, in all three, the Erinyes are

% See Winnington-Ingram (1983) 165-70 on the narrowing and broadening of the Erinyes’
presentation.

1% See Dietrich (1967) 91-157, 232-40 for discussion of the origins of the Erinyes and the Erinyes in
Homer.
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reactive, single-visioned deities (whether ‘single-issued’ or not). They are concerned
with the act committed and not the circumstances around and concerning which the
action has arisen; while one could argue that Athena and the Olympians take into
consideration the circumstances of the action, and as such Athena asks the Erinyes
for what reason(s) Orestes killed his mother (Eu. 425-7) and sets up a trial so that
both sides can relate their version of events. So, it is possible to see that the
narrowing of the Erinyes’ office and their single-visioned nature create the
circumstances out of which a conflict could arise. Indeed, one could even argue that
it was more a matter of when and not if the justice and over-arching power of Zeus
and the Olympians came to an impasse with the narrow, single-visioned justice of
the Erinyes. The Erinyes and the Olympians, as two independent sets of deities
concerned with justice, seem to have co-existed harmoniously only while there were
no conflicts of interest.

However, although the Olympians and the Erinyes can be seen to embody
two different — though by no means independent — conceptions of justice, it is not
the justice of Orestes’ case which angers the Erinyes, but the dishonour they feel is
done to them by the Olympians.”o As is made clear when the Erinyes ask Athena to
preside over the trial of Orestes, all that they require is for the goddess to show them
due respect (Eu. 433-5). The Erinyes feel that the resolution of the trial does not give
them, their office, or their sphere of influence the honour it deserves. They exclaim:
i Beol vedtepot, mahaiovg vouovs | kabmnacace kdk xepdv eilecOé pov | éya &
dtpog 1 thhawva PBapdkotog, | v vd tdde, eed, ‘Oh you younger gods, you have
trodden upon the ancient customs and have taken him from my hands. I am
dishonoured, the wretched, heavy wrath, in this land. Alas!” (Eu. 778-81) One
could, of course, argue that it is the justice wrought by the Olympians which brings
about the freeing of Orestes and, as a result, it is the justice of the case with which
the Erinyes are angry. But, it seems that it is not the justice of the case in itself which
angers the Erinyes, so much as the result and what it signifies for them. If they
cannot exact or fulfil their will within their own sphere of power, their function

within the divine world is all but worthless. And so, the Erinyes feel that with

' It is worth noting that for all the attention Lloyd-Jones (1971) pays to Ty in the Iiad, he

completely neglects its significance in the Eumenides. For the role of tiun in the Eumenides, see
Macleod (2007) 291-300.
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Athena giving Orestes the deciding vote, the Olympian gods have interfered with
and over-ridden their (the Erinyes’) office. Indeed, it is necessary to bear in mind
that within the cycle of familial killings and vengeance, ‘an eye for an eye until
everybody is blind’ is a means and an end, though, of course, not a very satisfactory
one. So, the Erinyes can rightly claim to be the ministers of a respected and
legitimate mode of justice, which (at least) half of the Areopagus recognise as
possessing a just claim.

The prominent role that the concept of honour (tiun}) plays within the final
scene of the Eumenides is suggested by the greater frequency with which the word
T and its verbal and adjectival cognates — as well as the negative dtipia and its
respective derivatives — are used after the conclusion of the trial and the departure of
Orestes at line 777. This is because, when the play reaches its climax in this scene,
with the Erinyes about to wreak revenge upon the city of Pallas, creating a fracture
within the divine world, it can be seen that what is at issue is the notion which is
firmly on the protagonists’ tongue: i.e. honour, Tiuf. As the tension is increased
during this scene, so is the frequency with which Ty is used: in the Eumenides, tyun
and its cognates appear seven times before line 777, while they appear twelve times
in the final 270 lines;'*' and dria and its cognates also appear seven times before
line 777, while they appear eight times from line 778 onwards.'* What is more, the
fact that there is no change in the frequency with which &ikn and its cognates occur
after line 777 can also be seen to indicate that it is the negation of honour felt by the
Erinyes and not the nature of justice practised during the trial which brings about the
confrontation between the two sets of deities. Indeed, the Erinyes only relent of their
anger when they are shown due respect by Athena. Her initial words of persuasion
are of no use in stating that they are not dishonoured, as the Erinyes are not
convinced that this is the case (Eu. 794-823). Even the not-so-veiled threat of Zeus’
thunderbolt has no tangible impact of the Erinyes (Eu. 824-80). It is only when the
goddess offers the Erinyes something concrete, some share of the city and its

worship, that they finally give up their anger and threats of violence (Eu. 881-

141 For nip and cognates: Eu. 209, 227, 228, 419, 624, 747, 773, 845, 853, 854, 868, 879, 891, 894,
915,967, 993, 1029, 1037.

2 For ampio and cognates: Eu. 213, 215, 324, 369, 394, 712, 722, 780, 792, 796, 810, 822, 824, 884,
917.
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1047)."* What matters to these powerful deities is neither words nor threats, but
respect and honour which is their due as ancient ministers of divine justice. But, in
spite of the case against Orestes and the tied vote of the court, their pursuit of
Orestes and their case is ended by half of the court and the Olympians.

So, Orestes is freed and is allowed to leave Athens without being molested.
Orestes’ acquittal is a direct consequence of the role and actions of two Olympian
gods: Apollo, who protects Orestes from the Erinyes and acts as his defender during
the trial; and Athena, who casts the deciding vote in his favour to free him from
punishment. Both of these two gods have an innate connection with Zeus in the
Oresteia: Apollo, Zeus’ son, is a mouth-piece for Zeus, speaking only what his
father commands (Eu. 17-19, 614-21, 713-14); Athena is born of Zeus alone (Eu.
663-6, 735-8), knows the key to the house in which Zeus’ thunderbolt is kept (Eu.
827-8), and is given keen understanding by him (Eu. 850). Indeed, Athena, just as
Apollo, says and does what Zeus wills (Eu. 798-9, 826). It is thus possible to infer
from this that Orestes is protected and freed in line with the will of Zeus — Zeus,
who, of course, started (as well as finished) the (final) turn in this cycle of familial
killings with the command given to Orestes through Apollo in the Libation Bearers
(Ch. 269-305).

If we trace the will of Zeus through the Oresteia, we can see that it was the
will of Zeus that punishment should be exacted against Troy for the theft of Helen; 144
that Agamemnon’s death should be avenged; and that Orestes, as the minister of his
justice, should be allowed to go free from any punishment. Although it is in many
ways an obvious point to make that the will of Zeus is always fulfilled, it is
important to note that just as with the ‘guilt’ of Agamemnon, the underlying justice
of any act depends on how it corresponds to the will of the highest and most
powerful god of the Greek pantheon. There is no greater authority than Zeus: he is
the ultimate dispenser of justice and the justice of any deed must always be
considered in relation to his will.'** This is all the more significant in a discussion of
justice in the Eumenides (and the Oresteia as a whole), because in contrast to other

extant plays of Aeschylus such as the Persians or the Seven Against Thebes, the

'3 Compare the use of Saipoveg and Beai in reference to the Erinyes as a mode of flattery in the above
chapter on daipwv.

1“4 See section Zeus Xenios above.

14 See Chapter 2 for further examples of Zeus as the god of justice.
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Olympian gods have a tangible presence and direct involvement in the affairs being
depicted on the stage: their will is presented right in front of the audience. It is thus
in light of Zeus and his will that we should look at the decision of the court of the
Areopagus and the vote of Athena.

The vote of Athena is determined by factors unrelated to the actual trial and,
in spite of the goddess’ appearance and bearing, she is far from being an independent
or neutral adjudicator. After Athena enters the stage at line 397, she states that she
does not know who the Erinyes are, saying that she has never seen their race before
(Eu. 410-12). But the goddess then acknowledges that her inability to place the
Erinyes among the spectrum of gods and men could be deemed disrespectful. In
recognising this she opens the door for the chorus to speak, by saying: Aéyewv &’
apoppov 6via Tovg méAG KokdS, | mpoécw Swkaiwv NS’ dmootatel B, ‘That
someone may speak ill of his neighbours without being blamed for it, that law stands
far from what is just.” (Eu. 413-14) And it is in a good-natured vein that Athena and
the Erinyes subsequently converse. Indeed, in their first dialogue, it is apparent that
the Erinyes consider Athena a fair judge who will show them respect if given respect
(Eu. 435), and as such they ask her to preside over the dispute between themselves
and Orestes (Eu. 433-4). However, this is in spite of the manifest differences in their
respective views on the nature of justice, which are indicated in an exchange about

the ethical and legal position of Orestes as the killer of his mother (Eu. 425-7):

XO: povedg yap etvol pnTpdg HEdoato.
A®: adung avaymg, | Tvog TpEmv KOTOV;

XO: mod yap T000DTO<V> KEVIPOV MG U TPOKTOVELY;

Chorus: Indeed, he thought it fair to be the slayer of his mother.
Athena: Unsubdued by necessity, or fleeing from the wrath of another?

Chorus: How can there be so great a goad that can force someone to kill his mother?

Athena at first appears to stay true to the picture the Erinyes have of her as a fair and
neutral judge, because having heard the initial testimony of Orestes she considers the
case to be too great a matter for her to pass judgement on, fearing the wrath the

Erinyes may bring down upon her and her city (Eu. 470-4). Instead, Athena
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establishes the court of the Areopagus, formed of the greatest Athenian citizens (Eu.
482-9) and the trial unfolds with both sides given the opportunity to state their case.
But then there is a shift: on asking the judges to go and cast their votes, she declares
that she will, in turn, cast a vote for Orestes should the court deliver a tied verdict
(Eu. 734-41).'* In so doing, Athena revises her prior statement that the matter is too
great for her to pass judgement on alone. Indeed, the belief that she would bring the
wrath of the Erinyes upon her and her city should she determine the verdict turns out
to be correct — although, of course, the goddess is able to assuage their anger,
bringing them within the pantheon of polis deities.

Athena’s actions in the play indicate that she occupies an ambiguous
position.'*” She is seen as trustworthy and fair-minded by the Erinyes, who believe
her to be in some way neutral and independent, while in reality she is nothing of the
sort, as is intimated even before she casts her vote in favour of Orestes (Eu. 425-7).
It is, of course, true that the Erinyes never state outright that they consider Athena
neutral or independent, but only that she will give them due respect. Nevertheless, in
asking Athena to preside over the dispute as judge, it is expected that she will behave
as, if not actually to be, a neutral and independent judge during the trial, otherwise
the Erinyes would be placing themselves at an automatic disadvantage. But, in spite
of this and although the goddess was not directly involved in the cycle of killings
within the House of Atreus and can in this respect be seen as detached from the
events, she is inherently connected with the death of Clytemnestra by being an
Olympian and through her innate connection with Zeus. She has a vested interest in
preserving the Olympian rule in which she is a leading player, and her own
Olympian nature thus determines that she cannot be independent. So, when Athena

comes to cast her vote at Eu. 735, she does not do so as a neutral or independent

16 It has been a matter of some debate whether Athena’s vote breaks a tie or causes a tie. The problem
arises out of the perceived ambiguity in lines 734-41. I will not repeat the respective arguments here,
because much has been written on the issue and the balance of the voting is not of strict concern for
this discussion. All that matters for the purposes of my argument is that Athena votes, does so in
favour of Orestes and in so doing determines the outcome of the case. For arguments in favour of
Athena’s vote breaking the tied vote of the court, see: Verrall (1908) ad loc; Hester (1981) 265-74;
Conacher (1987) 164-6; Seaford (1995) 202-21. For arguments in favour of Athena’s vote causing a
tie, see: Gagarin (1975) 121-7; Goldhill (1984) 257-9; Vernant and Vidal-Naquet (1988) 418-20;
Sommerstein (1989) 221-6. Taplin (1977) 395-401 side-steps the issue, but raises concerns over the
corruption of the text between lines 574-777.

47 That Athena occupies an ambiguous space has been highlighted in relation to her gender by
Winnington-Ingram (1983) 125-31, Goldhill (1984) 258-61.
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adjudicator as the Erinyes expect. It is generally accepted by scholars that Athena’s

 with most pointing to

vote is not arbitrarily cast in favour of Orestes,"
considerations related to the tension concerning the gender-role of the goddess, who
is introduced as saying that she favours the male in all things but marriage (Eu. 736-
40), as well as highlighting her innate connection with her father.'* But, while such
arguments are no doubt correct in highlighting the importance of Athena’s gender
and her connection with her father in the way she votes, they nevertheless overlook
that it is not purely the male-ness of Zeus (and Athena) which is a determining
feature for the way the goddess votes, but what Zeus represents as the head of the
Olympian order and that he is minister of justice. It is through Athena that Zeus is
able to determine that Orestes goes free and it is the will of Zeus that underpins
events from Agamemnon’s decision to sacrifice Iphigeneia all the way through to the
trial scene of the Eumenides. It is his will which ultimately determines what is just,
not Athena and not the court. In this way, can we really say the nature of justice has
changed?

But, what of motivation? Is not the ability of the defendent to state his case in
front of a neutral and independent judge or jury a departure from the retributive, eye-
for-an-eye paradigm employed in the previous two plays of the trilogy? Orestes
does, of course, get the opportunity to state his reasons for killing his mother and he
does not deny that he committed the act (Eu. 462-4). This could perhaps be seen as a
notable departure from the way justice and the framework of transgression and
punishment were portrayed in the earlier plays of the trilogy, where individuals can
be seen to ‘take the law into their own hands’. But, even then, to say that each
individual took the law into their own hands is a misreading of events, because
neither Agamemnon nor Orestes act without divine sanction, and neither went
beyond the perimeters established by divine law;'*® only Clytemnestra can be seen to
behave ‘outside the law’, by acting on her own desires and her own concept of what

is right and wrong.

4% Contrast with Lloyd-Jones (1971) 92, who sees no justifiable reason for Athena to vote in the way
she does.

19 See, for example, Thomson (1946) 288, Gagarin (1976) 10-3, Winnington-Ingram (1983) 125-31,
Goldhill (1984) 258-61, Conacher (1987) 167-8, Sommerstein (1989) 229-30.

%% Such a conception of justice is also explicitly related in Homer, Od. 1.32-43.
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Also, we should not overlook the fact that the motivation of each individual
plays an important part in the relationship between transgression and punishment
throughout the trilogy. Agamemnon goes to Troy and sacrifices Iphigeneia in order
to keep Zeus on his side and to placate Artemis. Although Clytemnestra does kill
him (in spite of the divine will), his death is avenged in line with the divine will
through Orestes. So, in spite of Agamemnon committing a heinous act in killing his
daughter, which rightly horrifies the chorus and is an act which transgresses the
familial bonds between father and daughter — an act (among many others) for which
Clytemnestra does eventually kill him — it is due to his motivation to keep the divine
will on his side that the gods do not want him killed — which is, of course, directly
comparable with what happens with Orestes in the Eumendies. In contrast,
Clytemnestra is punished by the gods, because her motives and actions were in
opposition to the will of Zeus. So, although Agamemnon, Clytemnestra and Orestes
are all killers, it is because Agamemnon’s and Orestes’ motives are in line with the
will of Zeus and their actions designed to keep Zeus and the gods on their side that
Orestes is sent to avenge his father’s death and that Orestes is subsequently freed by
the vote of Athena, while Clytemnestra is killed for the transgressive killing she
commits and her death not avenged by any of the Olympians. Thus, an individual’s
motivation is of utmost importance in each of the three plays, and not just in the
Eumenides.

Rather, what seems to be far more significant to the overall structure and plot
of the Eumenides is the conflict that arises between the Erinyes and the Olympians
and the contention that exists between the two sets of deities, and the honour (tyun})
due their respective strata of divinity (older/newer, chthonic/Olympian). This is not
to say that the justice of Orestes’ case is not important, but that it is of a secondary
nature to — though by no means independent from — the conflict between the Erinyes
and the Olympians. That the justice of Orestes’ case is in some way superseded
within the play by this conflict is seemingly confirmed by the fact that the play goes

on for over 250 lines after Orestes leaves the stage.

SUMMARY REMARKS
The Eumenides can thus be seen as depicting the coming together of two sets

of deities with two differing (though not independent) conceptions of justice. As has
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been stated, it needs to be noted that it is not the case that the underlying nature of
justice changes with the establishment of the Areopagus, just the manner of its
delivery. The Olympians had existed before the start of the play and Zeus
administers justice consistently throughout the trilogy. The two sets of gods,
Olympians and Erinyes had existed before the opening of the Eumenides with their
differing notions of justice and all that has changed is that their wills have come into
conflict over the case of Orestes. Indeed, before the Kkilling of Clytemnestra, the
Erinyes had been agents working in harmony with the justice of Zeus. The
Areopagus court, rather than being symbolic of a ‘new’ form of justice, signifies a
confirmation of Zeus’ will and justice, clarifying the manner in which justice is
administered by Zeus, taking on board the Olympian ability to see further than the
act itself and understanding the importance of motivation, just as occurs with

1

Agamemnon and the sacrifice of Iphigeneia'’’ and Orestes and the killing of

Clytemnestra.

51 1t is interesting to note that the Erinyes do not seem concerned with the death of Iphigeneia, in
spite of the fact that she is the daughter (and thus blood-kin) of Agamemnon.
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CONCLUSION

Summary of Findings

On the preceding pages, we first examined the meaning and nature of three
closely connected divine words and concepts: 8gdg, dainwv and Zeus. In the first
chapter, ‘Acipwv in the Plays of Aeschylus’, it was argued that the meaning of
daipwv and what it denotes depends upon, and is determined by, the contexts in
which it is used. For example, daipwv is often found to present a meaning
synonymous with 8g6g, where it denotes both a known, specified deity and an
unknown, indeterminate fulfiller of events. In contexts when no known or specified
deity can be seen as responsible for an event, daipwv is used together with 8e6¢g and
Zeus in what has been called ‘the indefinite mode of expression’, where each term is
treated synonymously to refer to an unknown supernatural intervention. As has been
seen above, such usage is especially prevalent in the Homeric epics, but is not
restricted to them.

This is all quite straightforward and shows an easily demonstrable
consistency in the usage of Sdaipwv between itself and other divine terms and
between early Greek epic and classical tragedy. However, in Aeschylus, daipwv is
also employed to denote ideas quite different from what is denoted by 6g6c. For
example, daipwv can be used to refer to a deity or being that is in some way lesser
than and/or distinct from 8ed¢, where the two terms, daipwv and 6edg, are juxtaposed
and seem to give meaning to one another. So it is, for example, that in the Seven
Aeschylus juxtaposes Zeus and Typhon, calling the former a 8edg and the latter a
daipwv, and in so doing uses the two terms as part of his characterisation of the two
deities. Furthermore, daipwv in archaic Greek even denotes something akin to the
idea of an individual’s personal deity and, by extension, someone’s fortune or lot in
life. In this way, daipwv came to denote both an active and a passive idea that is
closely connected with an individual’s lot in life. In other words, daipwv is that
which determines a person’s fortune or lot in life and that which is determined by his
actions or nature. This particular aspect of the word’s often ambiguous and many-
faceted nature is highlighted by and exemplified in a fragment of Heraclitus (B119):
nog &vepdnw Saipwv, ‘Character for a man is his daimon’ or ‘A man’s daimon is
his character’. This chapter has shown the different ways daipwv is used by

Aeschylus and how the word came to mean different things in different contexts.
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While the precise meaning of daipwv is context-dependent, there is an underlying
connection which is linked to the idea of the fulfilment of events and thus to the
word’s etymological root, dai-, ‘distribute’, whether daipwv is that which brings
about an event or is the result of the event completed. However, it has also been
shown that daipwv was sometimes used at specific instances to denote a deity
distinct from and/or in some way lesser than the deity denoted by 6edg.

Against this background, the remaining chapters of the thesis were concerned
with the presentation of Zeus in Aeschylus as the highest and most powerful god.
First, the second chapter of the thesis, ‘The Characteristics of Zeus’, establishes that
Zeus is presented in a consistent fashion throughout the six extant authentic plays.
This conclusion was reached by working chronologically through the Suppliants and
the Oresteia, picking out how and where the god is spoken of, and identifying the
key features ascribed to him. This chapter shows that while Aeschylus does use Zeus
dramatically, by stressing certain aspects of his nature to fit the thematic purposes of
individual plays, such as supplication in the Suppliants or xenia in the Agamemnon,
there is a consistent thread running through all the plays of Aeschylus concerning the
presentation of Zeus: Zeus is always the king of the gods, the god of justice and the
ultimate fulfiller of events; he possesses the same mythology; he is still the all-
powerful god.

In the third chapter, ‘The Nature of Zeus’, we examined those aspects of the
god that make him who he is. Our conclusions were reached primarily by looking at
the way Zeus is presented in the plays of Aeschylus themselves, but also by
considering the nature of the god within the context of an age when philosophical
speculation was prevalent, as well as within the context of an established literary
tradition. The key areas focused on with regard to the god’s presentation included the
omnipotence and the limitations of Zeus’ power; his invariance and
anthropomorphism; the god as a primal substance; and Zeus’ relationship and
connection with Hades. The result of the discussion is that while the underlying
nature of Zeus is similar to that in the Homeric depiction of the god, there are also
noteworthy differences. For example, there are also indications that Aeschylus is
interacting with Presocratic arguments and theories about the nature of the highest
and most powerful god, such as can be seen clearly in the parodos of the Suppliants.
But, such interaction with philosophical speculation should not be considered at all

surprising or the result of a desire to see a simple progression from ‘primitivism’ to a
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more ‘advanced’ monotheistic conception of the highest god. Instead, it is argued in
this thesis that we should recognise that this aspect of the Zeus of Aeschylus is the
product of an age in which philosophical speculation about the highest and most
powerful god was prevalent.

In the fourth and final chapter, arguably the most significant aspect of Zeus’
nature is discussed. ‘The Justice of Zeus’ examines how and by what ‘laws’ the god
rules the world. This is done by initially asking one question: should Agamemnon be
seen as guilty in the eyes of Zeus? In asking this question, we discussed whether the
king should be seen as committing any act that transgresses the justice of Zeus. This
chapter re-evaluates how the nature of justice and the relationship between the gods
and men should be understood. By closely considering the framework of justice
within the Oresteia, what justice is and how it is depicted by Aeschylus, and by
putting to one side preconceptions about innocence, innocents and the inherent worth
of life itself, that every life is ‘sacred’ or equally valued, this chapter examines the
balance between transgression and punishments, looking at what is said and depicted
in the Oresteia itself concerning the nature of justice. Indeed, by discussing the
question of Agamemnon’s so-called ‘guilt’ in light of the premise that the gods,
including Zeus, may not actually be kind and benevolent forces working for the
betterment of mankind, it is possible to see that the Oresteia is better understood and
appears far more rational in its depiction of the gods and justice if Agamemnon is
seen to have committed no act that transgresses the justice of Zeus. Moreover, it also
seems to be the case after close examination of the Agamemnon that far from being
impious and unjust, Agamemnon is a pious and just individual who tries to keep the
gods on his side at all times, recognising the significance of their approval for his
actions. In so doing, Agamemnon goes to Troy because of the transgression of xenia
committed by Alexander Paris and sacrifices his daughter Iphigeneia in order to
appease the anger of Artemis, with both acts ultimately working towards fulfilling
the will of Zeus and avenging the transgression of guest-friendship.

Then, in the last part of the chapter it is argued that in the Eumenides the vote
of Athena, the establishment of the Areopagus and the position of Athena and
Apollo in relation to the Erinyes further indicate that the justice of Zeus does not
change or develop into something kinder or more understanding than what we see in
the first two plays of the Oresteia. Zeus remains the same as in the Agamemnon and

it is the Erinyes who alter themselves by accepting the offer put forward by Athena
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to be incorporated into the polis religion of Athens as the Eumenides. This is not to
say that the way justice is delivered does not change with the establishment of the
Areopagus court, just that the underlying nature of justice and Zeus’ will remains.
The last part of the chapter thus acts to confirm many of the conclusions drawn in the
first, seeing Zeus as neither a kind nor a benevolent god who only has the best
interests of mankind at heart. Rather, Zeus is still the same god whose will is always
fulfilled so long as he remains the highest and most powerful god of the Greek

pantheon.

The Significance of the Argument

On the basis of the conclusions drawn in this thesis, what changes when we
now read Aeschylus or see his plays performed?

First, with such an ambiguous word as daipwv, which can refer to — what
appear at first glance as — quite disparate ideas that denote different things depending
on where the term is used, this thesis has demonstrated the importance of drawing
conclusions about the precise meaning of daipwv from the context in which the word
is used in the plays. By taking this approach with daipwv, it has been possible to
show that the meaning of the term often varies depending upon its relation with other
divine terms, in particular with 8e6g. Furthermore, the context-driven nature of the
discussion in this chapter enables us to see how Aeschylus’ use of daipwv fits within
the broader framework of ancient Greek literature and religio-philosophical thought.

So, in Homer, there is no indication that daipwv possesses any pejorative
meaning or connotations, or that it is used to denote a deity in any way distinct from
what is denoted by 6e6c. Whether this is a reflection of the manner of religious
thought of the Homeric age, of poetic usage, or whether it is simply an accurate
reflection of how people spoke about the gods, whether or not it mirrors the
everyday religious beliefs of people at the time, does not strictly matter for the
purposes of this thesis now. All that needs to be noted is that when daipwv is used to
denote a deity, it acts as a synonym for 6e6¢. In Hesiod, however, when daipwv is
used to refer to a deity, the deity is in some way lesser than and/or distinct from the
type of deity referred to by 8g6¢. Of the three times Saipwv is used in Hesiod, twice
it denotes beings that were once mortal, but have become immortal and are thus
quite unlike the immortal gods denoted by 8ed6¢/B¢oi (in the other instance, daipcwv

denotes the idea of an individual’s lot in life).
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But, in Aeschylus, there seems to be a synthesis, so to speak, between
Homer’s and Hesiod’s ways of conceiving of daipwv; here it is used both as a
synonym for 8g6¢ and as a way to distinguish between the respective divinities of
two — often juxtaposed — deities, such as Zeus and Typhon in the Seven, where the
latter is called dainwv, while the former 6ed¢. In writing toward the beginning of the
classical era, Aeschylus can be seen to hold a significant position with regard to his
use of divine terminology. His employment of daipwv both as a synonym for 0gdg
and to denote a deity distinct from 6e6¢ demonstrates that there was not a simple
progression in the meaning and use of daipwv throughout antiquity from a synonym
for 6edg to a term that is distinct from it. Rather, the development of the meaning of
daipwv is far more staggered and nuanced, because while Hesiod seems to have
understood something quite different in his use of daipwv from what is presented in
Homer, there is no such clear-cut distinction made by Aeschylus (or indeed, by the
lyric poets of the archaic and early classical periods). Indeed, it is conceivable that
daipwv possesses a range of meaning in Aeschylus because he works within the
contexts of Homer and Hesiod, as well as the Presocratic philosophers, and is in
many respects the sum of the collective Greek literary past, just as Attic tragedy
brings together the choral aspects of lyric poetry and the narrative elements of epic
poetry. While much of this, especially as presented in summary form, is not in itself
new, it was necessary to argue for these results to provide the appropriate
background to the subsequent discussion of the role of Zeus in Aeschylus.

In the chapters that deal with the nature and justice of Zeus, there was no
attempt made to re-create the approach of the preceding chapter on daipwv: indeed,
as has been stated, such an approach would have been inappropriate for a fully-
fledged and characterised god. But, this does not mean that any less attention was
given to close analysis of the primary sources and the contexts they create. As has
been demonstrated and argued for above, from a close textual-based (re-
)examination and (re-)consideration of the plays of Aeschylus, it has been possible to
see that the application of any grand or over-arching religious doctrine or theory to
the nature and justice of Zeus is inappropriate. It is thus inadequate to see Aeschylus
as a philosophising poet, who spreads his ‘message’ through the medium of his
plays. But, this is not to claim that he was a mere copier with no ability to think for
himself; nor does it mean that he was a hermit or recluse uninterested in or

unaffected by the philosophical speculation and debate of his age going on about
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him. Equally, this is not to down-play the underlying influence of Homer and
Hesiod. Indeed, in Aeschylus’ use of daipwv we have seen what significant influence
both these writers seem to have had on his works in just this aspect of his thought,
not to mention the shared literary and mythological history upon which the poet
bases his plays, as is seen most clearly in the Agamemnon and the Libation Bearers.
Rather, what we see in Aeschylus is an underlying Homeric and Hesiodic conception
of Zeus and the gods, but there is concomitant with this presentation interaction with
Presocratic religio-philosophical speculation concerning the nature of the highest and
most powerful god, which develops and plays with received notions about Zeus and
his divinity.

In the chapter ‘The Nature of Zeus’, by looking at various characteristics of
the god it is shown, in the first place, that Aeschylus presents Zeus at one and the
same time as both all-powerful and yet limited by the existence of other gods in a
way reminiscent of the Homeric depiction of Zeus. But, in the subsequent section,
Anthropomorphism and Invariance, Aeschylus is seen as hinting at something more
than is found in the Homeric presentation of Zeus. For example, at Supp. 86-103 we
can find descriptions of Zeus’ invariance and detachment which recall Xenophanes’
ideas regarding his one god. Also, in the Heliades, Aeschylus may have depicted
Zeus in a way that alludes to pantheistic notions of divinity, where the language used
is reminiscent of the works of Presocratic thinkers, such as Empedocles, Anaximenes
and Diogenes of Apollonia. Moreover, the presentation of Zeus and Hades further
indicates that Aeschylus was conceiving of the god in ways not found in the works
of Homer and Hesiod. What is argued for in this section is that when Aeschylus
refers to the Zeus of the Dead he is not simply using the name as a synonym for
Hades, but is thinking of the god in a far more over-arching and all-encompasing
manner. So, therefore, what this chapter demonstrates is that Aeschylus was not
bound by the received literary tradition epitomized in the works of Homer and
Hesiod in the way he depicts Zeus. Rather, it is shown that Aeschylus was not a
copier, that he was able to reflect on the nature of the highest and most powerful god
and the arguments put forward by the Presocratic philosophers.

The argument that may have the most significance for a new understanding
of the nature of Zeus and the theology of Aeschylus as a whole is the one made in
the chapter ‘The Justice of Zeus’, in which it is argued that Agamemnon should not

be seen as guilty of any transgression of the will and/or justice of Zeus. It is also
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shown there that Agamemnon’s death was neither divinely ordered nor desired. The
implication of this argument is not only that Agamemnon should be seen as a just
and pious individual, but also that we need to re-assess how we read and understand
the justice of Zeus in Aeschylus. While, of course, what is said in this chapter has an
impact on how we understand the role of Agamemnon within the play, there is a
greater underlying significance for how we conceive of the nature of justice and thus
the nature and will of Zeus. If we accept the conclusion that Agamemnon has done
nothing wrong in the eyes of the highest and most powerful god — in spite of killing
his daughter, who is presented as a young girl innocent of any crime — then it is
necessary to re-examine how we understand the balance between right and wrong;
transgression and punishment; and the role of the gods in the lives of men. We must
ask ourselves what moral assumptions can be made (if any) in this pre-Christian
world, where there is no religious codex acting as a moral or ethical guide.

How then should we view the relationship between men and the gods and
what role does Zeus play within the framework of justice? As is stated at the opening
of the chapter on ‘The Justice of Zeus’, one way to conceptualise justice is as a
balance between transgression and punishment, and it is through this conceptual
framework that we must consider what Aeschylus’ presentation of justice means for
our understanding of Zeus. But, to think along the lines that there was a single
conception of justice is misleading. As there was no single text or set of laws sent
down from on high to guide mankind in their moral judgements, and as there was
also no single deity, but a plurality of gods, each with their sphere of power and own
individual wills, it is necessary to think within a system where there is more than one
conception of justice, and in so doing to establish a new framework by and through
which to view the relationship between man and god, and to consider its implications
for how we understand Greek divinity. With a polytheistic religion that has a
multiplicity of competing and contrasting divine wills, such as is presented by
Aeschylus, we must recognise that justice depends on the relationships both between
the many gods themselves and between each individual god and each individual
man. There is no grand, over-arching conception of justice presented by Aeschylus.
The justice of any human action should only be considered in relation to the will of
the god or gods to whom the particular issue is of concern. So, we can see these
many different and individual relationships in action throughout the Oresteia, where

the balance between competing divine forces is played out between Agamemnon and
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Zeus and Artemis in the Agamemnon, where the king must act correctly by both
deities within their spheres of power, and then in the Eumenides between the
Olympians and the Erinyes.

The nature of justice in Aeschylus is further complicated from the
perspective of a Christian/post-Christian audience or readership, because Zeus and
the gods are not paragons of moral excellence. Zeus is not, as is the Platonic
Demiurge, and as is the Christian God at least on one interpretation, beautiful and
good as we may expect gods to be, especially the highest and most powerful god.
But, if the killing of an innocent girl such as Iphigeneia does not bring with it the
wrath of a god against the perpetrator and if the motivating forces of the gods rest
only with a concern for their own honour, then it is reasonable to state that Zeus and
the gods should not be thought of as kind or benevolent and we can question the
underlying basis of the moral world which we are presented with, understanding that
the will of Zeus and the laws he has imposed on men have not been established for
mankind’s own betterment.

Although Zeus is not presented as a kind god and although the laws he has
imposed on mankind are not for their betterment, this does not mean that Aeschylus
is presenting his audience with an amoral world-view or an early form of nihilism.
Rather, the picture is more complex. Aeschylus is depicting a conflict between
divine will and what we may understand as natural, innate human responses. This is
particularly telling in the parodos of the Agamemnon, when Agamemnon is steeling
himself to sacrifice Iphigeneia. In this scene, through the chorus’ eyes, we are
presented, on the one hand, with the horror of Agamemnon’s action and the pain and
torment of Iphigeneia’s helplessness while she is cruelly slain at the altar in order to
appease the anger of Artemis and in order to enable the Greeks to go to Troy and
please Zeus by avenging Paris’ transgression of xenia. But, on the other side, we are
given no indication whatsoever that in the gods’ minds there is any thought for the
human cost involved in fulfilling their wills. Thus, in the thoughts of all the human
characters depicted by Aeschylus we see the horror of what is to be done by killing
Iphigeneia: in Agamemnon we see him effectively unable to choose between
sacrificing his daughter or disobeying the gods; the chorus dwell on the innocence of
Iphigeneia and the disgust of what Agamemnon does in order to carry out the gods’
will; and, indeed, Clytemnestra is so outraged by the act that it drives her to murder

her husband (or, at least, the sacrifice is the catalyst for her action). But, all the gods
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care for is that punishment is exacted for the transgression of their will. For them,
there is no objection to the killing of an innocent girl.

Moreover, in spite of the fact that Aeschylus presents Zeus as presiding over
justice and as behaving as a just god within the paradigm of justice depicted in his
plays, this does not automatically suggest that Aeschylus himself considers Zeus as a
god who is unequivocally ‘just’ or that he presides over a ‘morally just’ system. How
can the disregard for human life (‘innocent’ or otherwise) be just? This is not to
retract my earlier argument. Rather, [ want to raise the point that Aeschylus seems to
present in his plays a deliberate juxtaposition between the human and the divine
conceptions of justice. Indeed, the playwright constructs this contrast without, to my
mind, taking sides or favouring one conception of what is just over the other. On the
one hand, Aeschylus shows the horror and disgust of the sacrifice of Iphigeneia; but,
on the other, he shows the lasting and over-arching power of the Olympians and their
ability to resolve the conflict between themselves and the Erinyes peacefully, as well
as establishing a court of arbitration for posterity. In this way, Aeschylus does not
show one conception of justice more worthy than the other, but that man and god
may have different conceptions of what is just.

The nature of justice in Aeschylus should thus not be seen as a singular
notion. Not only do gods play-off against one another in the divine sphere, each with
their own conceptions of justice, as is seen between the Olympians and the Erinyes
in the Eumenides, but there is also a constant under-current between human concerns
about the inherent worth of life and the divine will of the gods, as is seen during the
sacrificial scene of Iphigeneia between Agamemnon/the chorus and Zeus/Artemis.
Moreover, while we, a modern audience, may value both the human and divine
concerns equally (if not the human side more so), the power and position of the gods
in Aeschylus entails that the will of the gods, and Zeus in particular, must take
precedence over human concerns. It is for this reason that although there is a
complex framework of competing wills, both human and divine, Agamemnon’s
decision to act in accordance with Zeus’ will must ultimately be seen as just, in spite
of his subordination of the natural human concern for the inherent value of human
life.

But, the arguments made in this thesis also have a wider significance than
simply helping to supply a greater understanding of the plays of Aeschylus

themselves. First, in the area of theology, while I have argued against seeing a
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simple linear progression from ‘primitive’ polytheism to ‘advanced’ monotheism in
discussion of the theology of Aeschylus, it is nevertheless the case that Aeschylus
falls at an interesting and telling point between our earliest extant literary sources
(the epics of Homer), which depict fallible anthropomorphic gods, and the works of
Plato who posits the notion that there was a good and beautiful creator god. So,
although I do not think that Aeschylus’ ideas of Zeus should be placed within the
framework of a linear progression that ‘naturally’ ends up with Plato’s Demiurge, let
alone the Christian God, Aeschylus’ position at the end of the archaic age and the
start of the classical enables us to see what sorts of ideas about the highest and most
powerful god were present within Athens during the middle decades of the fifth-
century B.C.

Indeed, it is possible to argue that the works of Aeschylus possess a greater
and more far-reaching importance than we may first expect from a work of drama.
At the time Aeschylus was writing Athens had no real philosophical tradition,
certainly not to anywhere near the extent the city would have only a short time after
his death. There is, of course, some evidence that indicates Anaxagoras at some stage
came to Athens, and although intellectuals in Athens would have had access to
philosophical works, the city was not the hub of philosophical speculation that it
would later become. It is, therefore, as is often argued, entirely possible that tragedy
in some way performed an intellectual and speculatory function which came later to
be filled and superseded by the philosophers, and which could be seen as a
significant contributing factor in the way the great age of tragedy in Athens came to
an end at the time philosophy in the city started to flourish. So, when we see that
Aeschylus was depicting Zeus as somehow invariant and more detached than he
appears in Homer and Hesiod, seemingly taking on board Presocratic notions of god,
we should not assume that he was alone in Athens as one individual thinking and
speculating on such ideas, but that he was part of a wider discourse within Athens at
the time concerned with how we should understand the nature of the highest and
most powerful god.

But, it was not just the nature of Zeus that was being speculated upon by
Aeschylus in his plays, but also how the gods govern the universe, what in essence
the justice of Zeus is. The political issues being played out in the Fumenides would
naturally have had an immediate and direct importance for the Athenian audience

regarding the radical democratisation of the city’s political and judicial institutions.
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As has been commented on in the main body of the text, the central position of the
Areopagus court to the play’s plot as simply a homicide court indicates that
Aeschylus may have been supplying an ex post facto divine justification for the
recent changes to it. But, there is also something far more fundamental to the
presentation of justice in Aeschylus, something which underpins every one of his
plays. This is that the gods are not kind or benevolent deities attempting to improve
the lot of mankind, but only care for their own honour and the respect paid to their
divinity. As we saw in discussion of the Oresteia above, Agamemnon’s death is
avenged because the gods did not want it and the king had acted in a just manner by
consistently following their orders. Clytemnestra is killed for Agamemnon’s death;
and the Areopagus court — rather than being something strictly for mankind’s
betterment — is part of the Olympians’ attempt to placate the Erinyes, which only
happens when the Erinyes are given honours and subsumed within the order of polis
deities. As has been argued, the gods seem to be motivated by their own desires and
by their own sense of honour.

If we now take an example from another play, the Persians, the same pattern
emerges. Aeschylus supplies both divine and human reasons for why Xerxes is
defeated by the Greeks: not only is it because the Athenians are a free people
fighting for their liberty, nor is it just their cunning to deceive Xerxes the night
before the battle at Salamis; but, it is also Xerxes’ arrogance and transgression of
what is suitable for a mortal to do. So, he yoked the Bosphoros, trying to overpower
Poseidon (Pers. 749-52), and he attempted to bring Greece under his domain. While
Persia’s destruction seems to have been prophesied by Zeus (Pers. 739-42), there is
no time limit on it: it is Xerxes’ own actions which bring it about there and then
(Pers. 742). Xerxes’ excessve and transgressive behaviour brings about his and
Persia’s ruin. The Greeks, however, are not depicted as having acted in any
excessive or transgressive way. The gods in the Persians and in the plays of
Aeschylus as a whole do not act out of kindness, and the rule of Zeus is not merciful.
The justice of the gods is instead based around a framework of transgression and
punishment, and Aeschylus seems all too aware of how easy it is to anger the gods.
What is suggested by the destruction of Xerxes, thus, is that the Greeks’ victory over
the Persians at Salamis was due largely to the piety of the Greeks and, more
importantly perhaps, the impiety of the Persians. Indeed, the recent real-life events

depicted in the Persians seem also to serve a specific purpose for Aeschylus and for
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his audience, because it can be interpreted as a word of warning to the Greeks not to
forget the power and wrath of the gods and the need to keep them on their side at all
times.

The plays of Aeschylus, therefore, do not present an optimistic idea of Zeus
and his justice, but rather a pragmatic and pessimistic view, one which recognises
that the gods are powerful beings in need of respect and honour whose wills must be
carefully observed, because if they are not, it could bring about the destruction of not

only an individual human, but an entire nation.
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APPENDIX: The Theology of Aeschylus and the Prometheus Bound

It has been argued in the preceding pages that the rule of Zeus is not kind,
and that the god cares primarily for the honour that is due to him. And it is
uncontentious to say that this is how the Zeus of the Prometheus Bound is generally
seen. Although it has been argued in the Introduction of this thesis that the
Prometheus Bound is not part of the canon of Aeschylus and thus excluded from the
discussion in this thesis, its (likely) proximity in terms of date of production (late
440s/430s) means that it may be worthwhile to give some brief consideration to the
play, as it may be possible to see similarities in the presentation of Zeus with the
uncontested corpus of Aeschylus. What will follow is a brief, cursory presentation
(without discussion) of certain passages concerning Zeus from the Prometheus
Bound that seem to share key details with the Zeus of Aeschylus (as has been
presented in the thesis). This is not to back-track on the arguments presented in the
Introduction, nor does it negate the discussions offered throughout the thesis. This
‘appended’ page or so merely offers a potential starting point for discussions and
comparisons of Aeschylus’ presentation of Zeus with those of the Prometheus
Bound, because while there may be doubts over the play’s authorship, there can be
no doubt about the play as a work of art and as a play that has something significant
to say about the presentation of the gods.

As has been said, it is uncontroversial to say that Zeus in the Prometheus is
not kind, if not cruel. The play is concerned with Zeus’ punishment of Prometheus,
closely following the Titan’s suffering, and the new rule of the Olympian god. From
the beginning of the play we are presented with a clear depiction of the nature of the
new divine regime. While he is still binding Prometheus (and even as an Olympian),
Hephaistos fears to talk against, or indeed about, the rule of Zeus, stating: navtmg &’
avérykn t@voE pot ToApay oyebelv, | edopalewv yap natpdg Adyovg Papv. Still, I
have no alternative but to endure doing it, for it is dangerous to slight the Father’s
word.” (Pr. 16-17) As a clear indication of the power of Zeus and the fear his wrath
induces in others, it is possible to compare such a image with Zeus in the Suppliants
(Supp. 347, 385-6, 478-9, 615-7). Power then continues by urging Hephaistos on,
warning: ®¢ ovmITNTAS Ye TV Epywv Papls. ‘For the overseer of our work is
severe.” (Pr. 77) Here we are presented with the notion of Zeus watching over from

above, judging deeds, recalling images from Aeschylus (cf. Supp. 381-6, 402-4).
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Within the first 80 lines we are thus presented with several key features of the god,
which help establish a clear picture of Zeus in the Prometheus Bound early on in the
play. First, the god is described as wrathful, and others fear to provoke him;
secondly, Zeus is a detached figure who watches over the actions of others, judging
them, and is willing to punish those who do wrong by his rule. In both of the
passages quoted so far, it is possible to see how the image of Zeus as a powerful and
wrathful figure comes out strongly.

A little later and in an image that recalls the presentation of Zeus seen earlier
and the presentation of the god in Aeschylus, Okeanos says that Zeus is a detached
figure and wrathful when crossed: &i 8’ ®8e Tpoixsis kai 1ednypévoug Adyoug | piverg,
Thy’ Gv cov Koi pakplv Avetépo | Bakdv kKol Zebg, dote cot OV Vv Sylov |
napdvto, uéydov mudiiv ivor doxeiv. ‘If you go on hurling out such sharp and
savage words, Zeus, though he sits far above, may well hear you, with the result that
the crowd of miseries you have at present will seem like child’s play.” (Pr. 311-14)
Here, we are able to see that the picture of Zeus being created by the poet focuses
again on the idea of the god as a detached figure, wrathful and powerful, and a god
whom other characters fear to cross.

In discussion with Okeanos, Prometheus focuses on the power of Zeus and
one of its key symbols, the thunderbolt. Prometheus urges Okeanos not to trouble
himself in going to speak to Zeus on his behalf, because he fears Zeus may also
punish him for doing so. In highlighting the wrath of Zeus, Prometheus draws on the
example of Typhon who is brought low by Zeus’ thunderbolt (Pr. 351-76). Of
course, the thunderbolt is a common image in Greek literature, but it is also one
which Aeschylus has drawn upon in his extant work, most notably in the Seven
Against Thebes during the ‘Shield Scene’ in reference to Hyperbius’ shield who is
placed against Hippomedon who has Typhon on his shield (7h. 486-520), and in the
Eumenides when Athena uses it as a threat against the Erinyes in an attempt to
prevent them exacting revenge on Athens (Fu. 824-8). Indeed, in a further
connection with the Fumenides, the chorus refer to the attitude of Zeus and his laws
towards the older gods: auéyopta yap tade Zebvg | idiog vopog kpatdvev |
vrepneavov Beoilg toig | mapog €vdeikvvow aiyudv. ‘For Zeus, exercising this
unlimited control under laws of his own making, is displaying the arrogance of
power towards the gods of old.” (Pr. 402-5) So, the all-powerful will of Zeus is

viewed in a negative light when it comes into conflict with the older generation of
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gods. In the Eumenides, the conflict between the older gods, the Erinyes, and the
younger gods, the Olympians, is something which is drawn upon heavily by
Aeschylus in his play both in terms of imagery and in terms of language, as is shown
in Chapter 1 with the use of the words daipwv and 6¢dg. But, in contrast with the
presentation of the conflict in the Prometheus Bound, the depiction in Aeschylus’s
play of the Olympian gods is not negative.

The final passages to which I wish to draw attention focus on the all-
powerful nature of Zeus and the efficacy of his will, but do so in a less negative way.
So, the chorus wish: undap’ 6 mévta vépwv | Beit’ éud yvodpe kpdrtog avtinaiov
Zevg. ‘May Zeus, the disposer of all things, never set his power in opposition to my
will.” (Pr. 526-7) This passage hints again at the idea of the power of Zeus and the
fear he creates in others, as is found in the examples from earlier on in the play. But,
here there is a suggestion in these lines that the chorus is resigned to the way things
are, that they have accepted the rule of Zeus. This apparent acceptance of Zeus’
position as the king of the gods is then repeated, and in a way that is applicable to,
and reminiscent of, Aeschylus too: obmote | Tav Awog appoviav Bvotdv mapeinot
BovAai. ‘Never will the schemes of mortals transgress the ordered law of Zeus.” (Pr.
550-1) These two lines first stress the ultimate power of Zeus and the futility of
fighting him, something that is reinforced throughout the play. Secondly, it brings to
the fore the notion of Zeus as the distributer and overseer of justice and order in the
world, which is also touched upon earlier. The justice of Zeus is absolute and
obedience to it is required absolutely.

Furthermore, towards the end of the play, the author of the Prometheus
Bound presents us with another of the key aspects of Zeus seen in Greek literature
from Homer onwards, which is the idea of the god being able to bring about any
deed he wants. Hermes states that: yegudnyopeiv yip ovk €nictatatl otépa | 0 Alov,
aAMd v €mog telel. ‘For the mouth of Zeus does not know how to lie; he fulfils
every word he speaks.” (Pr. 1032-3) The notion of the unfailing will of Zeus and the
impossibility of overthrowing him is something again which is found consistently in
Aeschylus and which is discussed at length in Chapter 3. Indeed, the fact that the god
is said to be unable to lie is comparable to how Apollo speaks of his prophecies and
Zeus in the Eumenides (Eu. 614-21).

Irrespective of authorship, it is possible to see similarities between the

presentation of Zeus in the Prometheus Bound and the plays of Aeschylus,
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particularly concerning his power, his will and wrath. As has been demonstrated in
this thesis, Zeus in Aeschylus is not a kind or benevolent deity who works towards
the betterment of mankind and the same is true in the Prometheus Bound — although
in the latter play this is an aspect of his character stressed to a far greater degree,
especially in the first half of the play. The Zeus of Aeschylus and the Zeus of the
Prometheus Bound are thus both depicted as a god who cares primarily for
obedience to his will and as a god who punishes transgressions of his justice. So, if
the authenticity of the Prometheus Bound was not disputed and was considered a
genuine play of Aeschylus, it would be possible to achieve interesting comparisons
with the Zeus of Aeschylus. Indeed, it would be possible to argue for a consistency
in theology between the seven plays and for a more ‘negative’ understanding of the

Justice of Zeus, as has been argued for and demonstrated above in this thesis.
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