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ABSTRACT

Stesichorus’ poetry is a key element in Greek literature. Yet, he has been assigned a
minor status, due in part to the difficulties presented by the deteriorated state in which his
poems came down to us. Fortunately, the last decade has witnessed a revival of the
Stesichorean studies which have stressed the importance and value of Stesichorus’
production in the context of archaic lyric, and as the missing link between the epic ethos
and the tragic pathos.

In this dissertation, I analyse Stesichorus’ innovative treatment of myths and his
narrative technique in what concerns the characterization of his hero(in)es from the
perspective of his use of motifs connected with heroic journeys. In the introduction, I
discuss Stesichorus’ biography, his contemporary professional context, and his
performance. The first chapter focuses on the tales of adventure, namely the Geryoneis, the
Cycnus, and the Boarhunters. In these poems, particularly in the Geryoneis, Stesichorus
demonstrates a special attention to the monstruous characters and to the challenges they
face. By exploring both sides of the conflict our poet creates highly tense and emotional
scenes that show the heroic side of the monster. The second chapter presents a study of the
narratives of escape and return present in the Sack of Troy and in the Nostoi where
Stesichorus shapes his narrative to surprise his audience, particularly evident in his
treatment of Epeius, in the attribution of the new destination for Hecuba and Aeneas theus
creating alternative routes for the Trojan survivors in the Sack of Troy, which allow our poet
to map the west, in particular Sicily and Italy, in the context of the Trojan saga. The chapter
includes a discussion of the episode of Telemachus in Sparta, ascribed to the Nostoi, which
allows a glimpse at Stesichorus’ variegated use of Homer. The stories of abduction
presented in the Europeia, the Helen, and the Palinode are addressed in the third chapter,
where I study the new maps involved in these tales and its significance. Finally, the fourth
chapter is dedicated to the theme of exile in the Oresteia and the Thebais, where the action
is centered in the imminence of the return of the exile. In these two poems, we see more
clearly Stesichorus’ mastery in exploring the psychology of his characters, creating
emotional and tense scenes.

These themes allow the poet to create narratives that not only map the myths in new
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regions of the Mediterranean, but also impact on the shaping of his characters and their
reactions to the events. Stesichorus’ poems therefore show a particular interest in
exploring the potential his characters by posing them dilemmas, by ascribing them with
highly tense situations, by exploring the emotive potential of maternal suffering. I aim to
show how our poet reshapes the Homeric material into something that may be seen as an

anticipation of tragedy.

Keyworbs: Archaic Greek Lyric, Heroic Journeys, Myth, Narrative, Sicily, Stesichorus.
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RESUMO

A poesia de Estesicoro é um elemento chave na Literatura Grega. No entanto, a sua obra tem
sido relegada para segundo plano, em parte, devido as dificuldades que o estado de
deteirioracdo em que os seus poemas nos chegaram no apresentam. Ainda assim, a ultima
década testemunhou um reavivar dos estudos sobre Estesicoro que relevam a importancia e o
valor da produgdo poética de Estesicoro no contexto da lirica arcaica, enquanto missing link
entre of ethos épico e o pathos tragico.

Nesta dissertacdo, analisamos o tratamento inovador que Estesicoro faz dos mitos e a sua
técnica narrativa no que concerne a caracterizagdo dos seus herdis e das suas heroinas sob a
perpectiva do uso de motivos relacionados com as viagens heroicas. Comegamos o estudo por
apresentar, na Introducio, a discussdo da biografia do poeta, bem como do contexto poético seu
contemporaneo e do modo de execugdo dos seus poemas. No primeiro capitulo, centramo-nos
no tema das narrativas de aventura, nomeadamente na Gerioneida, no Cicno, e nos Cagadores do
Javali. Nestes poemas, em particular na Gerioneida, Estesicoro demonstra especial atengdo pelas
personagens dos monstros e pelos desafios que enfrentam. Ao explorar ambos os lados (o do
heréi e o do monstro a que aquele se opde), o nosso poeta cria cenas tensas e emotivas, que
exploram o lado humano e profudamente herdico do monstro. O segundo capitulo apresenta
um estudo das estdrias de fuga e de retorno presentes no Saque de Trdia e nos Nostoi em que
Estesicoro molda a sua narrativa no sentido de surpreender a sua audiéncia, em particular na
forma como trata Epeio, bem como o destino de Hécuba e aquele de Eneias, que em Estesicoro
viaja para o ocidente com os seus companheiros, incluindo desta forma a Sicilia e a Italia no
mapa dos caminhos trilhados pelos herdis no seu regresso de Trdia. A técnica narrativa de
Estesicoro é também evidente nos Nostoi onde o poeta nos apresenta uma versdo da estadia de
Telémaco em Esparta que permite um olhar mais aprofundado no que concerne a
intertextualidade do nosso poeta com Homero.

As histdrias de rapto presentes na Europeia, na Helena e na Palinddia sdo tratadas no terceiro
capitulo, onde estudamos os novos mapas criados pelas viagens destas heroinas e o seu
significado. Finalmente, o capitulo quarto é dedicado ao tema do exilio na Oresteia e na Tebaida,
poemas onde a acgdo é dominada pela iminéncia e as consequéncias do retorno do exilado.
Nestes dois poemas, vemos mais claramente a mestria de Estesicoro na exploragio da psicologia
das suas personagens em situacdes de elevada tensdo dramdtica.

Estes temas permitem ao poeta criar narrativas que nio sé mapeiam os mitos em novas

zonas do Mediterrdneo, mas também permitem uma modelagdo mais profunda das suas



personagens nas suas reac¢des a situagdo em que se encontram. Os poemas de Estesicoro
mostram particular interesse na exploragdo do potencial dramatico das personagens, evidente
nos dilemas e nos momentos de tensdo em que o poeta as coloca, e em especial na exploragdo
do potencial emotivo e, portanto, dramatico do sofrimento maternal. Procuramos mostrar
como o nosso poeta modela o material homérico e cria algo que em muitos aspectos permite

antever os tragos daquilo que mais tarde viria a chamar-se tragédia.

PALAVRAS-CHAVE: Estesicoro, Lirica Grega Arcaica, Mito, Narrativa, Sicilia, Viagens Heroicas.
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PRELIMINARY NOTES

In this dissertation, I follow the edition and the numeration of M. Davies and P. J.
Finglass 2014 Stesichorus. The Poems. Cambridge for the fragments of Stesichorus, from
where we take the apparatus. The fragments are indicated by the number of this edition
followed by the abbreviation F. For the testimonies (Ta, Tb) we follow the edition and
numeration by Ercoles 2013 Stesicoro: Le testimonianze antiche, Bologna, cited with the
reference to the work: Ercoles. The dates in this study refer mainly to the period before
Christ, unless otherwise stated, and with the exception of the cases wher the date clearly
refers to our era.

Periodicals are referred according to L’Année Philologique. Ancient Greek authors are
referred as in Liddell and Scott (LS]) and Roman authors are referred as in The Oxford Latin
Dictionary. Collections of Papyri, editions, are referred to by the abbreviations used in those
works. The full list of abbreviations used in this study can be found in the bibliography. For

dictionaries, encyclopedias, and other collections the abbreviations I use are:
ABV  Beazley, ]. D. (1959), Attic Black-Figure Vase-Painters. Oxford.

Add* Carpenter, T. H. (1989), Beazley Addenda: aditional references to ABV, ARV? and

Paralipomena. 2nd edition. Oxford.
ARV?  Beazley, ]. D. (1984), Attic Red-Figure Vase-Painters. 2nd edition. Oxford.
BAD Beazley Archive Database [www.beazley.ox.ac.uk]

Chantraine  Chantraine, P. (2009), Dictionaire Etymologique de la Langue Grecque.

Histoire des Mots. Paris.

LIMC  AA.(1981-1999), Lexicon iconographicum mythologiae classicae. Zurich-Munich.

Para. Beazley, J. D. (1971), Paralipomena: Additions to ‘Attic Black-figure Vase-painters’ and
‘Attic Red-figure Vase-painters’ (second edition). Oxford.

RE WissoMA, G. ET ALIA (1893-1980), Paulys Real-Encyclopaedia der classischen

Altertumswissenschaft, Neue Bearbeitung. Stuttgart.
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INTRODUCTION

Stesichorus is perhaps the most enigmatic archaic lyric poet. Despite his
exceptionally copious production when compared to the other names of the nine lyricists,
and his pairing with Homer among the poetic authorities of the Ancient world, he is but a
shade in our anthologies, a whisper of a once vivid, vibrant, and colossal oeuvre. From
the 26 books that gathered his works in the Alexandrian edition, fewer than 600 lines
survive, most of them severely damaged, which makes his poetry difficult to classify within
the modern concept of archaic lyric. The gaps in our information regarding Stesichorus
lead, inevitably, to some speculation, but they open also a window of possibilities to
explore.

The uncertainties about this figure, however, do not undermine his importance in
the wide panorama of Greek lyric as a key element in the development of Greek literature.
The ancients regarded Stesichorus as a one of the highest poetic authorities.' The earliest
attestation for Stesichorus’ place in Greek literature comes from no other than Simonides,
who places the Himerian as a peer to Homer in poetic authority, which means that our
poet’s works took no more than two generations to become a reference for posterity.
The greatness of Stesichorus’ works is highlighted by later rhetoricians,* who emphasize
his excelling poetic technique. This is why he should be revisited, since his work, despite
its scattered condition, bears witness to the relevance of the Greek west in the formation
of an idea of panhellenism and Greek identity, which far from being confined to mainland
Greece, extended from Asia Minor to Sicily and beyond.

In this thesis, I aim to discuss the theme of travel in the works of Stesichorus,
the relevance of the mythical maps he proposes and to evaluate its significance in the wider
context of the place of the Greeks in the Mediterranean during the archaic period.’ I will
show how Stesichorus provides new routes, alternative destinations, and different places
of origin for his hero(in)es. To appreciate the full significance of travel in his works and the

versions presented by our poet in the wider context of archaic Greek lyric, we first need to

' TB37, 40-47, 50-52 Ercoles. See also Arrighetti 1994.

>Tb 49-52 (ii) and Tb 9 Ercoles.

’ On the general topic see Hawes 2017 on the interaction between myth and space. The volume, however,
ignores Stesichorus.



address the controversial discussion on Stesichorus’ chronology and the general context of

poetic performance in his time.*

I. STESICHORUS’ BIOGRAPHY

Stesichorus’ biography has been problematic since antiquity. The fact that his poetry
lacks any specific reference to the poet and to the occasion has left ancient commentators
and biographers without their usual main source to reconstruct the biographies of the
archaic poets: their poetry.’ In what concerns his chronology, we find some inconsistencies.
According to the Suda,® Stesichorus was born during in the 37" Olympiad (= 632/628), forty
years after Alcman’, and roughly contemporary with Sappho and Alcaeus.?
This information seems consistent with other sources making Stesichorus younger than
Terpander and Xanthus.” This may thus have been consistent with Eusebius’ information
who places our poet’s floruit in 610," which, as we shall see, is a rather satisfactory date.
However, despite the uncertainties regarding the exact date for Stesichorus’ activity, its
duration, and the occasions in which our poet performed, the overall idea provided by our
sources is that Stesichorus lived a long life and that throughout his life he travelled around
Magna Graecia and perhaps even in mainland Greece.

Two different cities claimed to be Stesichorus’ birthplace. Most of the sources state
that Stesichorus was a Himerian." However, Stephanus of Byzantium clearly says that he
was Metaurian by birth (Ta15 Ercoles). This evidence led some to consider that Stesichorus

and his family moved to Himera shortly after his birth."” Tal6 names Euclides as

* For a detail discussion of Stesichorus’ chronology, see West 1971a: 305-312, Ercoles 2008; 2013: 116-127 (who
presents his arguments against West’s hypothesis of Stesichorus’ activity to be placed in between 560-540, a
considerably later date for that advocated by the vast majority of the sources), Finglass 2014: 1-6, Ornaghi 2014.
Campbell 1991: 3-4 and Hutchinson 2001: 116 present brief considerations on the date of the poet.

* Cf. Ornaghi 2010: 18-20.

®Tal0 Ercoles. The lexicon follows the chronological tradition of Apollodorus, cf. Ercoles 2008: 35; 2013: 116.
7s.v.’AAkpudv = Alem. test. 1. Cf. Campbell 1991: 3.

® Suda £107 = Ta6 Ercoles.

°Ta4, Ta5(a-b), Tb 20, and Tb22 Ercoles. Glaucus (Tb20) states that Stesichorus was older than Xenocritus, but
we have no means to confirm or deny the validity of the observation, since we have no further evidence for
Xenocritus’ biography. [Plut.] Mus. 1134b says that the poet was involved in the reorganization of some
festivals in the Peloponnese, with Sacadas (fr. 2 Campbell).

1 Ta5b(i) Ercoles.

" Tal0 - Ta14(ii) Ercoles for Himera as his birthplace; Ta17, Ta 42 and Tb20 Ercoles for his association with
Himera.

'? Kleine 1828: 8-10; Ercoles 2013: 12 supports this view on which see Ercoles 2013: 260 n. 259 for further
bibliography. Against this hypothesis, see Gigante 1987: 536. An information first attested in the fourteenth
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Stesichorus’ father. Burnett suggested that this man may be one of the colonists of
Himera," since, according to Thucydides, one of the three oikicta1 was called Euclides.™
However, Himera was founded in 648, sixteen years before the earliest date suggested in
the traditional date for Stesichorus’ birth."” If our poet’s father was indeed one of the
founders of Himera, Stesichorus would not have been born in Metaurus in the year 632.

Moreover, the evidence which names Euclides as Stesichorus’ father does not
mention his inclusion in any founding activity. The association of Stesichorus with one of
the founders of Himera may well be a result of an attempt to link Stesichorus to the very
origins of Himera, thus allowing the Himerians to claim the poet not only as their own but
as a someone closely related to the existence of the city itself.'* A more plausible solution
is that Stesichorus’ family moved to Himera after Stesichorus’ was born.

The testimonia concerning his family suggest Italian origins, particularly in the names
attributed to one of his brothers: Marmecus, Marmertius or Mamertinus, common in
southern Italy and associated with the Oscan people known as the Mamertini.”” However,
the attribution of a name of Italian origin does not necessarily means that Stesichorus’
family had non-Greek ancestry; it may only indicate a common practice in the ancient
world of naming the offspring after someone with whom the family has commercial or

diplomatic ties, which would be expected both in Metaurus and in Himera.'® Himera was

century by Maurolico 1568: 37 points Catania as Stesichorus’ homeland, but there are no ancient sources which
confirm this information.

" Burnett 1988: 136 “First, the father of Stesichorus was living in this place [Metaurus] in 630 (...) this man later
went to Himera among that city’s founders, he must have originally been an inhabitant either of Zancle or
Rhegium, the cities that sponsored the colony. Through his father, then, Stesichorus was a Chalcidian who
knew in his earliest years the life of South Italy in its rougher and more temporary forms”. The same opinion
is suggested by Willi 2008: 51 n. 1.

“Th. 6.5.1. Other names include: Euphemus (Ta17 Ercoles; Ta15 Ercoles); Euphorbus (Ta10 Ercoles); for Euclides
(Ta 16, Tal0 Ercoles).

" Diodorus’ account according to which the battle of 408 happened 240 years after the foundation of the city
(D. S.13.62.4) is consistent with the archaeological traces on site (thus Hansen and Nielsen 2004: 174; De Angelis
2016: 71-3).

' Finglass 2014: 17.

Y Clackson 2012: 139.

'® For this practice see the inscription in a gravestone of a Greek named Latinos IGDS 11 § 24 Aativo {n} éui to
‘Peyivo éuf; cf. Finglass 2014: 31 with n. 23. For a similar phenomenon in Egypt, see above n. 25, Meiggs and
Lewis 1989: §7(4), SEG 12; SEG 43 1102. Archaeological findings show that Metaurus had a mixed population of
Greeks with ties to Zancle, Rhegium, and Mylae, but also with indigenous people, which suggests a high level
of cultural interaction between Greeks and non-Greeks (thus Finglass 2014: 13 n. 84, see also De Angelis 2016:
166 with n. 174 for Himera, mentioning this precise situation of Stesichorus’ brother, and De Angelis 2016: 162
for evidence of mixed population in Metaurus). Cultural synergy among the various ethnic Greek groups and
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a strategically placed Greek settlement in the Mediterranean trading routes from east to
west, hence, an important link to the Greek wider world." The mobility of goods and people
as well as the ethnic diversity of multicultural Sicily, and particularly of Himera, would have
been a key factor in Stesichorus’ life,” beginning in his own family. Himera was indeed
amulticultural and flourishing city. However, Stesichorus hardly limited his work to
the public of his city. On the contrary, the ancient sources and the biographical tradition
show a well-travelled Stesichorus, who is thought to have spent some time in other cities.
An example of this may be the tradition that makes Stesichorus Hesiod’s son (Ta18-
20 Ercoles). This information is probably best understood as a genealogical analogy
emphasising the poetic affinity between the two poets. After all, Stesichorus knew
the works of Hesiod to the point of referring to them. However, this association may have
been an attempt from Locris to fabricate a genealogical link between our poet and
the origins of the city* Links between Stesichorus and Locris are found elsewhere and
the poet must have been well known there.”” Pindar in his Olympian 10, composed for
the Locrian Hagesidamus, winner in boys’ boxing, refers to the episode of Heracles’

encounter with Cycnus in similar terms to those presented in Stesichorus.”

the indigenous peoples is a fundamental aspect of the cultural products (both from literary and material
culture) from Magna Graecia. And this may well have influenced Stesichorus’ poetic production.

" Finglass 2014: 7, 10.

* Thus Hornblower 2004: 195 “[Himera] was evidently, like Palermo in later centuries, a culturally, ethnically
and linguistically heterogeneous place: on the city streets and harbourside of Himera you could no doubt jostle
not only with these Dorian and Ionian Greeks, but with more exotic folk as well. The neighbours of Himera
included not only Phoenicians and Carthaginians, who in peaceful times surely traded with the Greeks to the
east of them, but also with Etruscans to the north and Elymians (who were neither Greeks nor Semites) from
Egesta to the west or Entella to the south, and indigenous Sicilians of more than one variety.”

1 cf. Ta 18; Ta19 (b). Kivilo 2010: 65-66. Kivilo follows Wilamowitz suggestion of the two distinct biographic
traditions of Stesichorus; one deeply connected to Locris and other to Himera. The former presents various
hints to a Pythagorean tradition which may have influenced the biographic tradition of our poet. On the
literary affinity of Hesiod and Stesichorus and the possible relation of both poets see also West 1971a: 304;
Ercoles 2008: 37; Finglass 2014: 5. For Hesiod’s association with Locris, see Finglass 2013d: 162.

2 Cf. Ta 28, 30, 32 Ercoles. As Sgobbi 2003: 36-38 pointed out this association may be motivated by the attempt
to legitimize a political ideology to the authority of a famous poet, even if that association would turn out to
be anachronistic. Ercoles 2008: 39 argues that the association of Stesichorus and the battle at Sagra show
influence of Pythagorean background and with political intentions of Croton from the beginning if the fifth
century which showed support to the Punics. However, the chronology of the battle between Crotonians and
Locrisans is disputed, with scholars defending the occurrence of the battle between 575-560 (Ercoles 2008: 39
n. 8) and others placing it c. 540 (Campbell 1991: 3), leaving us with little ground to make any relevant use of
this testimony.

P Pi. 0. 10. 14; Stes. fr. 168 F. See Ercoles 2013: 347.



It is precisely regarding the story of Cycnus that Stesichorus is said to have mentioned
Hesiod. However, the fact that Stesichorus could have known Hesiod’s works may be
problematic if we follow West’s assertions that the Shield was composed before c. 580-570,”
a date which would make the poem hardly accessible to Stesichorus any time before 550.
Such assumption would question the traditional date for Stesichorus’ death in the 550’s.
However, the Francois Vase depicting a centaur labelled as melanchaites may suggest that
a version of the Shield was already in circulation as early as 580-570, if both the poem and
the vase were not following a common source. Since there is no means to establish the date
of the Shield beyond reasonable doubt, the reference to the poem does not demand
arevision of the chronological tradition for Stesichorus’ career.

Another problematic piece of information derived from the works of Stesichorus and
recurrently used to help in the chronology of our poet is a reference to a solar eclipse in
fr. 300 F. I cite only Plutarch’s passage:

@éwv Muiv obtoc TOV Miuvepuov (fr. 20 IEG) éndéet kai tov Kudiav (fr.
715 PMG) xai tov Apyidoxov (fr. 122 IEG), mpoc d¢ tovtolc tov Ztrciyopov
kai tov Iiveapov (fr. 52k S-M) év taic EkAeipectv bAogupouévouc dctpov
PAVEPWTATOV KAEMTOUEVOV Kl MECWL AUATL VOKTA YIVOUEVNV KAl TNV

aKTiva To0 AoV CKOTOUC ATPATIOV PACKOVTOC.

If you do not remember (sc. de recent eclipse of the sun) Theon here will quote
us Mimnermus, and Cydias, and Archilochus, and in addition, Stesichorus and
Pindar, who lament during the eclipses “the stealing of the most conspicuous
star” and speak of “night falling at mid-day”, or even of the sun’s beam “racing

along the path of darkness”

According to the calculations, eclipses happened in Sicily in 607, 585, 557. West argues
that the eclipse to which Stesichorus would have referred to is the one which occurred in
557.” This implies that his death would have to be pushed to a later date, since it roughly
coincides with the traditional date for his death. However, since Stesichorus almost
certainly witnessed at least two eclipses, chances are that he was inspired by

the phenomenon itself, which is a common literary topos, as Pliny’s and Plutarch’s oeuvres

* The most recent date for the Shield is c. 590, but this assumption is based on the supposed references to the
fall of Crisa, whose historicity is far from certain. On which see Robertson 1978, Davies 1994; Fowler 1998: 13
n. 30.

» West 1971a: 305; Campbell 1991: 3.



show.” Moreover, the observation of a total eclipse in 557 was only possible in the region
of Locris. In Himera, this eclipse, as the previous ones, was partial. Wherever Stesichorus
may have been, it is possible that even a partial eclipse would cause enough awe and
apprehension, as to motivate the poet to write about it.”” Hence, the reference to the eclipse
does not rule out the possibility that Stesichorus was born in the last quarter of the seventh
century, let alone confining his activity to the period from 560 to 540 as West argues.”
Another example of the problems when dealing with Stesichorus’ biography
concerns one testimony saying that Stesichorus was exiled ito Pallantium in Arcadia
(Ta10 Ercoles). Exile was a common fate for early Greek poets.”” In his works, Stesichorus
refers to Pallantium in the Geryoneis (fr. 21 F.) and elaborates on two tales of exile
(the Oresteia and the Thebais).”® These poems may have encouraged the biographers to
suppose that he experienced exile himself.” Moreover, Stesichorus was said to have
opposed the tyrant of Himera, Phalaris.’” Again, these ideas that Stesichorus was opposed
to the tyrant, along with the presence in his poems of the motif of exile, may have
contributed to this information from the Suda, which does not provide any details
regarding the date of such event. Alternatively, the mention of Pallantium in the Geryoneis
may be prompted by some connection between the poem and the city, or the city which
Evander founds in Italy after leaving the Arcadian city.” Be that as it may, as Bowra noted,
this account may have derived from a tradition based on an actual journey of Stesichorus

to Greece, which is mentioned in two other testimonies.

% Cf. Archil. fr. 122 IEG, Mimn. fr. 20 IEG, Hom. Od. 20.356-7; see Finglass 2014: 3, fr. 300 F.
7 *un occultamento di circa il novanta per cento della superficie solare a apprezzabile da un osservatore del
period arcaico che assista per la prima volta ad un’ ecclise sara senz’altro fortemente colpito dal fenomeno
anche se esso e soltanto parziale’, Ercoles 2008: 44.

% West 1971a: 305-307.

#Sappho (Sicily) T251 V; Alcaeus fr. 307(d) V. On exile in Antiquity see Gaertner 2007, particularly, Bowie’s
(2007: 21-49) study on the motifs of displacement and exile in early Greek poetry; Bowie 2009: 118-122 explores
the theme in Alcaeus.

% 0n which see below Chapter 1V,

*" This is the interpretation favoured by most scholars, among which Welcker 1844: 161, n. 7; Mancuso 1912:
167; Wilamowitz 1913: 236-40; Viirtheim 1919: 102-106; Maas 1929: 2460; Bowra 1934: 115: Podlecki 1971: 313:
Lloyd-Jones 1980: 11; Ercoles 2013: 376-7; Davies and Finglass 2014: 290.

% Cf. Kivilo 2010: 76-77. For other poet’s civic intervention in their communities see also Kivilo 2010: 214. For
the sources, see Ta 34 Ercoles. The story of rivalry of Stesichorus and Phalaris remained for posterity and
originated a series of fictional letters from the imperial age, for which see Ercoles 2013: Ta43(xix) n.

¥ See fr. 21 F. and below Chapter I, 1.7.



Pseudo-Phalaris (Ta 43(iv)) records a sojourn of Stesichorus and other two men,
named Conon and Dropis, through the Peloponnese. Bowra had long advocated a visit by
Stesichorus to Sparta. He sees in this anecdotal reference an allusion to what may have
been Stesichorus’ stay in Sparta. Journeys through the Peloponnese feature in Stesichorus’
fr. 170 F. ascribed to the Nostoi,* in his Helen,* and in his Thebais.*

The Marmor Parium (inscribed c. 264/3) reports that in 485/4 Stesichorus arrived in
mainland Greece, the same year of Aeschylus’ first victory and the birth of Euripides
(Ta36 Ercoles).” The chronology is clearly wrong for an actual visit of our Stesichorus at
that date, since Simonides mentions him in fr. 274 Poltera (= Stes. Tb37 Ercoles). The Marmor
may be referring to another Stesichorus, whose work is unknown to us.”® It may have been
the case that a different poet paid homage to Stesichorus and took his name, or a family
member who follow the same career.*® However, the Marmor attests the existence of a
second Stesichorus who is dated to the fourth century,” contradicting Wilamowitz’s
suggestion.

If, on the other hand, the Marmor refers to our Stesichorus, then it attests the poet’s
visit to Greece mainland, but the event, in the absence of a solid chronology, was
synchronized with a crucial year for Athenian performance culture.”" Alternatively,
the Marmor may as well be referring to the posthumous re-performance of Stesichorus’
works at Athens, as Bowie suggests,** which would have explained the Athenian dramatists’

knowledge of Stesichorus.” The coincidence of the presence of Stesichorus in Greece when

* Cf. below Chapter I, pp. 123-8 and S166 if one considers this piece, commonly ascribed to Ibycus, to be part
of Stesichorus’ production, as is the case of West 2015: 70-76. But this is by no means a convincing case, as
Finglass 2017b shows, since the poem is much closer to Ibycus’ production than to any work by Stesichorus we
know.

% frr. 86, 87 F; on which see below Chapter III, pp. 152-9.

% fr. 97.295-303 F; on which see below Chapter IV, pp. 273-6.

¥ For a discussion of the Marmor and Stesichorus’ reception in Athens, see Bowie 2015: 111-124,

% Wilamowitz 1913: 233-42 suggested the possible existence of three poets named Stesichorus, the first of
Locrian origin who lived in the archaic age, the other two from Himera who lived in the fifth and fourth
centuries.

* Thus Kleine 1828: 7 and Béckh CIG 112374 (p. 319). D’Alessio 2015 suggested that ‘Stesichorus’ could have been
a professional name to which a collection of poems by several mainly western poets is ascribed, since
“Stesichorus’ works (collected in 26 books, far more than any other lyric poet) look rather as a collection of
narrative poems, mostly impersonal, and attributed to a ‘professional’ name apparently used by mainly
western poets from the archaic period onward”.

“Fr. 841 PMG.

! Ercoles 2008: 36.

“ Bowie 2015.

* On the topic, see below Chapter IIT and especially Chapter IV.
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Aeschylus achieved his first victory may also indicate how much the latter poet owed to
the former. We know of Stesichorus’ influence to the tragedians by an anonymous
commentator who, among other examples, demonstrates how innovative our poet was by
giving the example of his version of Demophon in Egypt.* As the only attestation for such
sojourn, this innovation suggests special interest in a figure and in Athenian mythology
asa whole.” In the same fragment, the commentator elaborates on Demophon’s and
Acamas’ genealogy in Stesichorus. Our poet has Demophon and Acamas sons of different
mothers; the first is said to be Iope’s son, thus grandson of Heracles” half-brother; the
second was bore to Theseus by Phaedra. The fragment mentions even Hippolytus who is
said to be the son of the Amazon. The reference to the Amazon denounces a considerably
good knowledge of Theseus’ story, to which we may add the episode of his abduction of
Helen, although this was already told in the Cypria and in Alcman.*® A further reference to
Athenians in Stesichorus’ oeuvre is found in his Sack fo Troy (fr. 105 F.) where, similarly to
what happens in Little Iliad, fr. 17 GEF and Ilioupersis, arg. 4 and fr. 6 GEF, Demophon and
Acamas rescue their grandmother. We see, therefore, that Athenian mythology which is
residual in the Trojan saga, was integrated in many of Stesichorus’ poems. This may
suggest, as happens in the case for performance at Sparta, that our poet had contact with
the tales of the city’s heroes, which may imply a visit. Unfortunately, we have no means to
prove that references he makes to the Athenian mythology in his poems reflect
performance there.”” What this may illustrate is the growing influence of the city in the
poetic circuits of the time.

Another reason to consider the extent that travelling marked Stesichorus’ life and
career is the fact that he is claimed to be buried in Catane, in the eastern coast of Sicily,
founded soon after Leontini (729) by Chalcidians.*® Claiming possession of the poet’s bones

demonstrates the lasting fame of Stesichorus in the city, which may be the result of a few

*fr. 90 F. (Chapter I 3.2.5.1). See too fr. 181 F. (Chapter IV 4.1.6) for the details in the Theban plays borrowed
from Stesichorus.

* Cf. Finglass 2013b, Morgan 2012: 43.

“ Cypria fr. 13 GEF; Alc. fr. 21 PMGF.

¥ Bowie 2015: 122-124 suggested that a possible visit of Stesichorus to Athens may have occurred by the time
of the 566 BC reorganisation of the Panatheneia.

* Th. 6.3.3. On which see De Angelis 2016: 69 n. 28.



years of residence in the city.”” The tradition that Stesichorus was buried in Catania
prevailed in the literary fictional epitaph written by Antipater of Sidon.*

Cicero places Stesichorus’ death in the 56 Olympiad (556/555),” the same year as
Simonides was born.” This association between the two poets may be derived from the fact
that Simonides provides the earliest reference to Stesichorus,” by citing him as an
authority alongside with Homer in the treatment of Meleager’s myth.> This implies that,
by the time Simonides was writing, Stesichorus was already considered a poetic authority.
Eusebius indicates the 55 Olympiad (560/59) for his death which slightly deviates from the
other sources, but nevertheless suggests a long lifespan,” commonly attributed to
distinguished figures, such as Simonides, Hellanicus, Anacreon, or Lycurgus.*®

We do not know what took Stesichorus to Catane, nor if that happened much before
his death. However, the close association of Stesichorus with Himera, suggests that the poet
spent most of his life there. However, and in spite of being more directly connected with
Himera, during his life (roughly from 630 to 550 BC) Stesichorus is associated with six cities
in the Greek world: Metaurus, Himera, Locris, Pallantium, Athens, and Catane, not to
mention Sparta. One may wonder to what extent a poet confined to the vicinity of his

homeland would have been attributed with such a biography.

1. STESICHORUS' PROFESSIONAL CONTEXT

Stesichorus’ floruit can thus be placed in the last decade of the seventh century, in a

context of well-established poetic culture going through “a fast-moving technical and

* Ta 39 Ercoles is sole instance where Stesichorus is said to have been buried at Himera.

*® Antip. Sid. AP. 7.75 = Tb49 Ercoles. Ta 10; Ta 40 Ercoles. For the other testimonia concerning the funerary
monuments to Stesichorus, including the one at Himera, see comm. Ta38-42 Ercoles.

*! Ta5(a) Ercoles. Cicero is probably relying on the information provided by Apollodorus of Athens.

*2Cf. Suda ¥ 439, 1 A; Ta5(b)ii, Ta5(d) On Simonides’ date, see Molyneux 1992 arguing for the first date provided
by the Suda, Stella 1946, for the second. For the discussion of different sources on the subject, see Ferreira 2013:
115-119.

* Simon. fr. 274 Poltera = Tala Ercoles = Stes. fr. 4 F.

> Cf. frr. 183, 184 and probably 189 F.

% Cic. Cato 7.23 = Ta8(a) Ercoles; Ps. Lucian Macr. 26 = Ta9 Ercoles; Ger. Ep. 52.3 = Ta8(b) Ercoles. According to Ps.
Lucian, Stesichorus died aged 85 years old which outdates the version provided by the Suda (76 to 80 years old).
Cicero’s account of a statue of the poet as an old man carrying a book (Verr. 2.2.87) confirms the tradition,
which can also be inferred by the extension of Stesichorus’ poetry. For a detailed discussion of the ancient
sources, see Ercoles 2013: 127-130.

* For Simonides’ lifetime cf. frr. 8-9 Campbell; for Hellanicus’ cf. Ps. Lucian Macr. 22; for Anacreon’s, Ps. Lucian
Macr. 26; and for Lycurgus’, Ps. Lucian Macr. 28. Cf. Jacoby 1902: 198 and Kivilo 2010: 216-7.
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musical development”,”” which depended in part on the mobility of its professionals.”®

Among Stesichorus’ contemporaries we can find a sample of what would have been the
poetic diversity of the late seventh and early sixth century.

On the one hand, we find poets whose activity seems confined to their homeland.
Sappho is not exactly known for having been a travelling poet. The biographic tradition
regards her as a very important piece in the cultural life of Lesbos, with little margin for
wandering on duty.” Nevertheless, she is thought to have travelled to Sicily in exile, which
may attest an interesting cultural environment in the island.® Alcaeus also seems to have
been active only in Lesbos.

But there were cases where travelling was part of the job. Sparta is one of the most
revealing examples. Although Alcman’s biography is not clear as to the origins of the poet,
his Sparta was a remarkable cultural centre attracting many foreign talents. Most of the
more relevant names in the generation before Stesichorus are associated with Sparta.
The evidence we possess on seventh century Sparta, shows its capacity to attract poets from
different cities of the Greek world, including Magna Graecia,” who contributed to
the institution or the renovations of several festivals in the city, and who are known to have
made some musical innovations.”” This indicates that these poets invested considerable

time in this, which leads us to wonder to what extent could or would they have had another

job.®

* Krummen 2009: 195; on poetic mobility in the Homeric epics, see Ferreira 2013: 15-26. For Hesiod’s testimony
on the poetic mobility of his own time, see Ferreira 2013: 27-31.

%8 See Bowie 2009; Kowalzig 2013; Ferreira 2013: 65-112.

* Note, however, the remarks on the idea of travelling in her more recently found poem published by Obbink
2014 where she elaborated on the distress of those who wait for someone to return safely from a sea journey,
a poem which attests the trading activity of Lesbos in the seventh century.

% Sapph. test. 5 Campbell.

¢! Xenocritus of Locris was said to have been involved in the 668 Gynmopaedia. He is said to be from Eziphyrian
Locris in Magna Graecia, but this is inconsistent with the traditional foundation date for the city in 673.
Podlecki 1984: 154 suggested that he may have been among the first colonists. Xenocritus’ poems may have
been approximate of Stesichorus, since according to De Musica 9.1134c, 10.1134e, he composed heroic
narratives, which some have understood to be dithyrambs. Ferreira 2013: 73 infers that his poems were
performed by a chorus.

% Terpander (ca. 642/40) was originally from Lesbos. He is credited with important musical innovations (cf.
frr. 1-2, 8, 13, 17-20 Campbell). See Gostoli 1990: 9-11, Ferreira 2013: 68-70.

% Pace Kurke 2000: 45 arguing that the phenomenon of the professionalization of the poets occurred only in
the second half of the fifth century.
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Another example of a professional travelling poet from roughly the same period as
Stesichorus is Arion of Methymna.* Arion is credited with the invention of the dithyramb
and for having been a famous citharode whose career took him to perform in Italy and
Sicily,” although the poet is more directly associated with Corinth, an important city in the
Mediterranean trading and colonial activity. The legend of Arion illustrates the increasing
value of music and poetry which ultimately led to the establishment of the civic festivals
and maps Sicily in the wider circuit for poetic performance.®

The case of Stesichorus is more complicated since we do not know if his poetry was
confined to Himera, or if instead he was a travelling poet. As we have seen, the biographic
tradition preserves an image of a travelled man, one who knew very well the frenzy of the
Mediterranean routes. Moreover, his poems show a wide “geographical distribution of
mythic content” which allowed the poet to “generate a narrative corpus which at least
touches on all the major cycles across the whole Greece”.” The Panhellenic scope of
Stesichorus’ poems with no mention or reference to a specific occasion for performance,
have led scholars to consider the possibility of Stesichorus as a travelling poet.

Some scholars argue that “we have little ground for saying how far, if at all, his career
took him beyond Himera or Sicily”.®® By the sixth century, Sicily, and Magna Graecia in
general, was a flourishing region. As such, religious and civic festivals multiplied across the
island and in Italy.”” As pointed out by several scholars, Stesichorus’ oeuvre seems a result
of the cultural hybridity of the region, evident in the characteristics of his poetry,
combining the Ionian flavour of epics with the Dorian lyric.” However, other aspects to
point to a wider scope, such as “the whole array of Greek myths, not on the themes

specifically catering interests of the west Greek diaspora”.”! Moreover, “there is a degree of

* Herodotus dates Periander’s rule over Corinth around 625-585 (1.23-4) and the Suda (Arion fr. 1 Campbell)
places Arion’s floruit in the last quarter of the seventh century (cf. Eus. Chron. = fr. 2 Campbell).

® Hdt. 1.24.4-7.

% Thus Purcell 1990: 29-30; Kowalzig 2010: 32.

% Carey 2015: 55.

* Hutchinson 2001: 114.

% For a survey of the festivals in the west, see Burnett 1988: 141-145; Morgan 2012: 37-40

7 willi 2008: 82-91 is his study on Stesichorus’ language points out it hybridity resulting from the
blending of Ionian epic and the morphology of Doric lyric, concluding that his style is a product of the
cultural context of Sicily, which he dubs as a Sicilian koine. West 2015: 63-70 speaks in an attempt to
categorize the genre speaks of a lyric epic whose followers are particularly associated with western
Greece.

7! Carey 2015: 51.

11



productive cross-fertilization between local traditions and poets from elsewhere, who bring
to those traditions an external and panhellenic perspective”.”> Although his poems would
be consistent with the effort of the western communities to provide their cities with civic
and religious festivals that would include the region in the circuit of poetic culture and help
the consolidation of the institutions of the poleis, the panhellenic appeal of his works and
their apparent detachment from any specific occasion leads us to wonder to what extent
he would be confined to the western circuit. If Magna Graecia was becoming a recognized
and highly prestigious cultural centre, the mainland cities interested in welcoming a poet
coming from such a promising place.”

Now, the idea of Stesichorus as a travelling poet, either confined to Magna Graecia
or including journeys across mainland Greece, may pose some questions regarding his
performance. Would a poet whose works were considerably longer than the other known
examples of choral lyric be able to either take with him a group of singers or train local and
amateur choruses for each of his performances? Or is it preferable to think of Stesichorus

as a solo-singer accompanied by a mute chorus?

I1I. STESICHORUS PERFORMANCE

The definition of Stesichorus as a choral lyric poet was widely accepted by modern
scholars, but since the sixties, new possibilities have been discussed regarding Stesichorus’
performance. The scepticism in accepting the traditional view of our poet’s mode of
execution brought up a fruitful discussion about the sharp and orthodox categories
according to the modern dichotomy of choral vs monody.” Even though the debate
provided interesting results and significantly enriched perspective on the nuances of
archaic lyric poetry in general, the case of Stesichorus is far from being resolved.

The Suda states that Stesichorus is a speaking name, meaning that he was the first to
set up a chorus to the cithara. His name parallels others that point to the same concept of
choral performance, such as Hagesichora, Alcman’s Parthenion chorus-leader.”” Until the

publication of Stesichorus’ poems, this claim was generally understood as proof for choral

b,

7 See Stewart 2013: 66-67, for the motivation for poetic mobility; Hunter and Rutherford 2009: 1-15 for the
festival networks and the idea of panhellenism, particularly Delphi, on which see also Malkin 2011:55.

7 On which see Davies 1988.

> Tb2 Ercoles: ékAf0n 8¢ Ztncixopoc 8ti mp@toc kibapwidiat xopdv Ectncev. See Finglass 2007: 184.
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performance. However, after the poems came to light, scholars were compelled to
approximate Stesichorus’ performance to that of the citharodes, a hypothesis put forward
by Kleine before the publication of the papyri,’ and revived by Barrett and West,”” to whom
the length of the poems, revealed in the Geryoneis’ papyrus,” would demand considerable
perseverance from a chorus.” Moreover, with the publication of Stesichorus’ works it was
finally possible to evaluate the epic flavour of his poetry, which led scholars to extend the
similarities between Stesichorus and epic to the performance, thus approximating our
poet’s performance to that of the citharodes, in particular Terpander.

According to Heraclides Ponticus®, Terpander, apart from performing the cithara to
the verses of Homer, composed melodies for the lyre to accompany his own epic verses.*!
Pseudo-Plutarch claims that Stesichorus did the same, adapting his poems to the lyre.*
Martin West considers these passages to be evidence for the similarity between Terpander
and “the classical citharodes’ practices”, and Stesichorus’ work.*> However, the context of
Heraclides’ passage refers to compositional technique, not performance.*

Some scholars argue that Stesichorus’ poems were performed by a solo singer who
may have been accompanied by a silent chorus. The parallel these scholars draw in support
of their view is Demodocus’ second performance in the Odyssey. In the poem, the bard
performs three times in two different manners.*® The first and third songs are epic
recitations, whereas the second - the one on Ares and Aphrodite - seems a different

narrative genre, since it features a group of dancers at some point.* The argument of the

76 Kleine 1828: 53.

77 Barrett 2007: 22; West 1971a: 309 and also 2015; Pavese 1972.

7® See, however, Ercoles 2013: 567 n. 1001, drawing attention to Page’s colometry according to which each
strophe would have 13 lines, and not the 26 presented in the papyrus, and thus a total of 750 lines.

7 Thus West 1971a; 309-313; Pavese 1972; Haslam 1974; Lloyd-]ones 1980: 22; Rossi 1983: 13; Russo 1999: 339;
Schade 2003: 6-7; Lourengo 2009: 22-24. For the ancient sources pointing to citharodic performarnce, see TTb
20-24 Ercoles.

% Ap. [Plut] De Mus. 3.1132c = Terp. test 18 = Stes. Tb22 Ercoles.

*! Alexander Poliistor ap. [Plut.] De Mus. 3.1132f = Terp. test 21, refers to the poetic achievement of Terpander
as a perfect balance between the words of Homer and the music of Orpheus: é{nAwkévat 8¢ tov Tépravdpov
‘Opripov UV T €11, "Oppéwc 8¢ TX péAN.

% [Plut] De Mus. 3. 1132 b-c: TV &pxaiwv pelomoi®v, ol Toobvteg #nn TovTolg uéAn nepietifeoav. For a similar
claim, see Tb42 Ercoles.

8 West 1971a: 307 = 2015: 123. [Plut] De Mus. 4 and 6.

8 Thus Burnett 1988: 130; D’Alfonso 1994: 64-71; Power 2010: 240; Ercoles 2013: 556.

% 0d. 8.73-83, 266-366, 499-520.

% Wilamowitz 1913: 238. Russo 1999: 341 draws attention to Gentili 1988: 15. Heraclides Ponticus, writing in the
fourth century, traced a continuity of poetic tradition between this type of pre-Homeric composition and the
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supporters of this hypothesis is that the second song of Demodocus attests the existence
of silent choruses dancing to his song. However, the text suggests that the bard starts
singing only after the dancers began their dance.”” So we might imagine a situation where
the dancers would adapt their dance to Demodocus’ song. Finglass believes that, if
the dance continued, it was less exuberant than the previous one who marvelled
Odysseus.* For Garvie, Demodocus’ song starts only after the dance is over, but nothing in
the text indicates that the dancers have stopped.®® So the role of the chorus in this passage
is not clear.

But even if we concede that a silent chorus accompanied Demodocus, the situation in
the Odyssey is hardly comparable to what we would expect to be a performance
by Stesichorus. Ercoles™ remarks that they seem to be improvising their movements while
hearing the music, since the situation itself seems to be improvised as a showcase
of Phaeacians’ skills presented to Odysseus.” In the case of Stesichorus, however, we would
expect to find a rehearsed chorus, resulting in a symbiosis of music, words and dance,
leaving it possible to assume that the dance would have been mimetic.”> Moreover, if
Stesichorus’ performance was like that of Demodocus, why would he be known as the first
to have set up a chorus to the cithara, as the Suda says?” If the existence of silent chorus
dancing to the music played by the bard is attested already in the Odyssey, Stesichorus
would not have been the first to do so. Hence, he should have added something new to the

previous manner of performance.

post-Homeric lyric narratives of Stesichorus; and in the light of the Homeric evidence, his view should be
accepted as historically valid, both as pertains to subject matter (heroic narrative) and to form (strophic song
construction) and meter (dactyl-anapests and epitrites “in the enoplion manner [kat’enoplion].

¥ 0d. 8.261-6: kfipvE & ¢yy0Bev AABE pépwv @dpuryya Aysiav | Anuodékwi: 6 §'#merta ki’ &c uécov: duei 88
koOpol | mpwbfifar fctavo, Sarjuovec dpxnduoio | mémAnyov 8¢ xopdv Befov mociv. adtdp 'O8vccede |
pappapuydc Bneito tod&v, Oaduale §¢ Buudt | adtdp 6 @opuilwv dvefdAleto kaAov deidetv kTA. “the herald
arrived, bearing the clear-toned lyre for Demodocus, who then took place in the middle, and around him stood
the boys in the first bloom of youth, experienced dancers, who hit the sacred floor with their feet. Odysseus
saw the twinkling of their feet, marvelled in his heart. Then the bard playing the lyre began to beautiful
song...”.

% Finglass 2017a: 75-80.

% Garvie 1994: 291.

**Ercoles 2012: 6-7.

*! Note Alcinous’ words at 8. 251-3, &c X’ 6 Egivoc évicmnt oict piloicty | ofkade voctricac, Sccov meprytyvéued’
M wv | vauTiAint kai moccl kai dpxnctul kai &oidfijt. “So that the stranger can tell his friends on returning
home, how superior we are compared to the others in sailing, in swiftness of feet, in dance and in song.”

%2 Thus Willi 2008: 77-78.

» Tb2 Ercoles.
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In fact, if we look at the inventive part of Stesichorus’ mythic details in the
representation of his characters, such as the three-bodied Geryon, it is reasonable to think
of a glamourous and eye-catching choreography that would awe the audience. Such a
performance would hardly be improvised. Thus, the triadic structure would not be a mere
musical feature, as suggested by West,” who consider that it may “be understood as
apurely musical principle of composition, an alternation of melodies to alleviate
the monotony of monostrophy”,” but would find a choreographic parallel, which would
make the changes not only heard but visible.”® As Hutchinson puts it, “the form creates
anarrative of a different kind from the flowing movement of Homeric hexameters:
a distinct lyric mode of narrative”.” The first two stanzas make it clear that the triad
structure “imply motion. Both music and dance ‘turned’ and recommenced, the pairing
of identical rhythmic units being emphasized by the intervening epode.”® A singing chorus
would bring further dynamics to the mere visual effect of a dancing chorus. Moreover, as
Hutchinson stresses, “the poems of Stesichorus are plainly transforming the epic genre in
some sense, and one does not see why the mode of performance should not be different as

well as the metrical design”.”

Willi notes that if Stesichorus had the chorus dancing
according to the rhythm of the triadic structure, it is likely that the chorus was the one
singing too, particularly because of the only apparent self-referential occasion among
Stesichorus’ fragments (fr. 173 F.).

Another argument in favour of the choral performance concerns the recurrent use of
poAnr and derivatives in Stesichorus’ poems.'® The term is associated with contexts of
choral performance.'® In the epic, it appears in different religious contexts where a chorus

102

sings and dances for a specific deity.'"”” However, the word poAnn occurs in the Odyssey in

* For arguments against the implication of choral performance in the triadic compositions, see Lefkowitz 1991:
192; for the arguments in favour, Carey 1991: 192-200.

> West 2015: 125.

* Both fundamental features of Greek poetry and indeed culture as pointed out by Gentili 1988: 5-6.

*” Hutchinson 2001: 118.

*® Burnett 1988: 133.

* Hutchinson 2001: 116.

1 Cf. Finglass 2017a: 70-72. Frr. 90.9, for which see below; and frr. 271.2; 278 F.

! Chantraine 1968: s.v. uéAnw. See also Adrados 1978: 297.

211 1.474 (paean), 16.182 (dance of the chorus of Artemis), 18.572 (collective dance accompanied by the song
of Linus); h.Ap. 197 (Artemis dances and sings before the other gods); h.Pan. 21-24 (choral song of the Nymphs);
Hes. Th. 66, 69 and [Hes.] Scut. 206 (choral song of the Muse), Cingano 1993: 349. For further detail see Calame
1977: 85-6.
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apparently two different contexts. It describes the dance of the acrobats accompanying the
bard (0d. 4.17-19) and in a group dance in which Nausicaa is said to excelled in song (0d.
6.101) and is presumably assuming the function of choregos.'” Cingano stresses that the
emphasis on singing suggested by dpxeto poAmfig in this episode seems similar to
the meaning of the word in lyric,"™ particularly when compared to Stesichorus’ hapax in
which the Muse is &pxecipoAnoc (fr. 278 F.). In the Palinode, a deity, presumably the Muse, is
given the epithet @iAduoAnoc (fr. 90 F.), and in fr. 271 F. pyoAny is associated with
xopevpata.'” The opening of the Oresteia and its reference to the song for the people
(Baupata) and the self-referential participle é€evpdvta<c> points to choral
performance.'*

The existence of a singing chorus seems, therefore, highly likely,” but does this
mean that the chorus sang the whole poem? Martinéz and Adrados suggested that the
choregos sang the proemia and the speeches, while the chorus would be confined to the
performance of the narrative sections.'® However, this hypothesis does not take into
account that the triadic structure often does not coincide with the change of character.'”
Some speeches begin or end in mid-stanza which would result in an odd variation
soloist/chorus." A better hypothesis is that the chorus performs the entirety of the poem
and the variations of characters and narrative would be operated by it .

As Burkert pointed out, the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, dating to the second half of
the 6™ century, seems to attest the choral capacity of impersonating different voices, and
therefore different characters. This hymn refers to another performance, which is in fact a
“heroic myth in the form of choral lyrics, in other words, a Stesichorean production,”
where the maidens are said to have mastered the art of “imitating the voices and chatter
of all people”. ' The substantial amount of direct speech in Stesichorus’ poems has been

one of the most intriguing aspects for the defenders of choral performance. This Hymn

' Thus Cingano 1993: 350 n. 15.

1% Cingano 1993: 350 provides examples where the word stresses the element of singing, such as hymns,
paeans, dithyramb, and epinicians.

' Finglass 2014: 31.

1 fr. 173 F. See Chapter IV pp. 186-99.

7 Webster 1970: 76-78; Calame 1977: 164; Burkert 1987: 51-54; Burnett 1988: 129-131; D’Alfonso 1994; Nagy
1990: 361-375; Ercoles 2013: 564-568; Finglass 2017a.

1% Martinéz 1974; Adrados 1978: 297.

199 Thus Haslam 1978: 29 n. 1; D’Alfonso 1994: 53 n. 59; Willi 2008: 72.

" E.g. frr.93.3,97.290 F.

" Burkert 1987: 111.
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seems to prove that such a performance would not have been as strange as it seems to a
modern mind and audience. In this line, Ley suggested that the rheseis in the Thebais
(fr.97F.) would suit choral performance, as happens, for example in Aeschylus’
Agamemnon, where the chorus recreates the dialogue between Chalcas and Agamemnon.'"

Ercoles draws attention to the existence in Stesichorus’ own times of pre-
dramatic choruses,'” such as the tragic choruses in Sicyon,'* the dithyrambs and other
poems of Arion," and the Padded Dancers.'" In these performances, the narrative of lyric
taste is accompanied by some dramatic form. The details are unknown to us, but the
evidence suggests the dramatization of narrative elements, either through dance or
by means of some dialogical structure. Stesichorus would have hardly ignored all these
performance experiments, which he could have noticed in his own island, where choral
performance was common.

Now, the status of the Delian maidens, as quasi-professional choruses, was
possible because of their ties to the temple, to the site of performance."” The question is, if
Stesichorus was a travelling poet, how would he have rehearsed his choruses? Did he have
a professional chorus travelling with him? Or was he able to make an amateur chorus
perform his long poems? If Stesichorus was working with a professional chorus,
the preparation and rehearsal of text, music, and choreography are more likely to succeed
than if he was dealing with an amateur group. Burkert and others hypothesised a semi-
professionalised chorus accompanying Stesichorus in his tours."® He relies on the evidence

of Pseudo-Xenophon according to which there was a time in Athens “when alien

"7 Ley 1993: 115. The melody that accompanies the words on Agamemnon had the characteristics of the
citharodic nomos, and that in the same tragedy (vv. 104-59) occurs a Stesichorean triadic structure. This may
suggest the idea that Aeschylus was aware and an admirer of Stesichorus performative manner.

" Ercoles 2012: 7-12. See also Csapo and Miller 2007 for a general overview of the pre-dramatic performances
and Kowalzig and Wilson 2013 for a contextualization of the dithyramb.

" Hdt 5.67. See note below for further bibliography on issue.

" f. Solon, fr. 30a W; Hdt. 1.23-27; Suda a 3886 A (Arion test. 1 Campbell), Schol. Ar. Av. 1406 (p. 254 White) =
Arion test. 4 Campbell. See Lesky 1972: 52-68; Pickard-Cambridge 1962: 97-112; Ierano 1997: 175-85; D’Angour
2013: 202.

16 Cf, Arist. Po. 1449a-15-25. The padded-dancers appear in Corinthians and Attic vases dated to the last
quarter of the seventh, first half of the sixth century BC, cf. Seeberg 1995; Todisco 2002: 46-58, Green
2007: 96-107; Steinhart 2007. On the importance of these vases in the context of choral performance
Sicily, see Wilson 2007: 357 n. 28.

" Thus Power 2010: 102.

"* E.g. Cingano 1993: 361.
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professionals showed their expertise”.""” However, Bierl points out that what persisted in
Athens was the practiced of the amateur choruses, accompanied by an increasing
professionalization of the choregos.'”® The choruses therefore, Bierl suggests, were
composed by a non-professional “representative groups that on a cyclical basis formed a

chorus”,}

' instead of a “travelling group of technitai appearing wherever a public festival
presented the occasion for a production”.'”” Stesichorus’ Sicily attracted famous choral
poets in the sixth and fifth century and the training of chorus to the international festivals
abroad was not rare practice. Pausanias tells us that there was a monument dated to the
fifth century in memory of a chorus of boys and their didaskalos who drowned on their way
from Messina to Rhegium."”

But other evidence suggests that a chorus need not be professional to be able to
perform long compositions. Burnett mentions the example of tragic choruses dancing and

124

singing up to 2000 lines throughout the three plays."** Moreover, in the case of the tragic
choruses the variety of metres to memorize stands as a further difficulty which would not
apply to Stesichorus.'”

The hypothesis for the monodic performance of Stesichorus’ poems seems
therefore, too dependent on an idea of epic influence in his poetry, and fails to convince
that this would be his primary mode of performance.”® This does not exclude the possibility
that Stesichorus could have performed some works as a solo singer to the cithara in

particular contexts.'” An archaic poet would hardly be confined to one mode

of performance. But the idea that Stesichorus’ poems were never performed by a chorus

" Ps. Xen. Ath. Pol. 1.13. Burkert 1987: 107.

1% Bierl 2009: Introduction n. 61.

b,

122 Burkert 1987: 107, n.54.

' Pausanias 5. 25. 2-4.

' Burnett 1988: 132-3.

'” Finglass 2017a: 85.

% Finglass 2014: 31-2 does not exclude the possibility of citharodic reperformance, and concedes that
Stesichorus would be able to sing is poems without a chorus in particular contexts. Arion, the legendary
inventor of the dithyramb is said to have had citharodic performances.

¥ Martinez 1974: 336 and Adrados 1978: 297 suggested independently a sort of mixed performance where the
invocation was sung by the solo singer or the choregos, while the narrative was performed by the chorus, with
the exception of the dialogues which would have been left to the choregos or the solo singer. Vetta 1999: 106-
109, on the other hand, argues that the provision would be the part of the chorus and the narrative was left to
the solo singer-poet. Cingano 2003: 21 believes that the chorus would dance and sing only the refrains while
the rest was to be sung by the poet.
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of singers is highly unlikely and therefore his place among the choral lyric should not be

ignored.

IV. STESICHORUS POETRY AND TRAVELLING MOTIFS

“Travel and ‘wandering’ are persistent elements in both the reality and the imaginaire
of Greek poetry, and intellectual and cultural life more generally, from the earliest days”.'**
Thus begins the introduction of Hunter and Rutherford’s volume on the wandering poets; a
book that shows how recent scholarship has been drawing attention to the phenomenon
of travelling, poetic mobility, and wandering as a central aspect of Greek and indeed
Mediterranean culture. In the volume, Stesichorus’ name is mentioned only seven times,
all of which en passant or as a briefly cited example. However, his poems, although silent
regarding the occasion, were likely to be performed in various locations throughout the
Greek world. Travel, it seems, was part of Stesichorus’ job as a poet. But it was also a
common experience in his time and particularly in his city, and his poems carry the spirit
of the new world emerging in the Mediterranean basin deeply marked by travelling.

As a poet dedicated to heroic narratives, Stesichorus’ themes oscillate roughly between
the Trojan Cycle, the Labours of archetypical heroes (Heracles, Meleager), and the Theban
Cycle. All these mythical kernels focus on principals of displacement, exile, or adventures
to the unknown or the savage; topoi closely associated with the idea of travelling and
wandering, which may find in an audience from the west an enhanced impact. Stesichorus’
poetic production, and indeed his life, show a constant inclination for the highlighting of
the idea of travelling as central to Greek perception of the world and of its own identity.

In the choices of the journeys of his heroes, Stesichorus maps Greek ambitions in the
trading world, concerns regarding the institution of the polis; ideas characteristic to a
world in rapid development, growth, and prosperity. I aim to show how these concerns and
this spirit of the archaic Greece is expressed in one of its most recognized voices. I will
discuss Stesichorus’ works in four chapters, each dedicated to a particular motif involving
travel. I have excluded from this study the spurious titles and I have focused in a selection
of the more prominent fragments. Thus, in the first chapter, I discuss the narratives of
adventure, traditionally associated with a conquer of nature by culture, in three poems:

the Geryoneis, the Cycnus, and the Boarhunters. The chapter is focused primarily on the

128 Hunter and Rutherford 2009: 1.

19



Geryoneis for two reasons. First, because it involves a far-off western journey where the hero
reaches a known land, rather than an imprecise vague location. This has obvious
implications in the understanding of Stesichorus’ perception of the west, which may have
differed from that of his predecessors. Second, the Cycnus and the Boarhunters take place in
Greek mainland.

The second chapter is dedicated to the narratives of escape and return present in the
Sack of Troy and in the Nostoi. The aftermath of the Trojan war tells a story of diffusion. I aim
to show Stesichorus’ treatment of this diffusion in the attribution of new routes to the
Trojan fugitives, mainly Aeneas, who has here the earliest association with the west. As a
fugitive, Aeneas will sail the same waters as the Greeks returning home. Our knowledge of
the Nostoi is limited to one episode, which raises some questions regarding the possible
wider scope of the narrative. It tells about Telemachus’ visit to Sparta in the most
significant fragment attesting Stesichorus’ knowledge and intertext with Homer.

In the third chapter, we find a discussion on the abduction myths and the innovative
aspects of these tales. I elaborate a short review of the later versions of the abduction of
Europa discussing the possible contents of the homonymous poem, but the focus of the
chapter falls on the abductions of Helen, and, again, on the alternative routes of Helen,
proposed by the poet.

The last chapter concerns the motif of exile and stasis in the Oresteia and the Thebais.
These two poems are perhaps the best examples of Stesichorus’ place between epic and
tragedy as they show a careful treatment of the characters, specially the female figures that
we later find in the tragedy, suggesting Stesichorus’ place as a source of the tragedians in
the treatment of the myth.

Through this I aim to contribute to the appreciation of Stesichorus’ narrative
technique, on his reworking of epic myths and his relevance to the wider context of Greek
literature as a source to later poets, namely the tragedians. By idealizing the chapters
opposing two different poems, in most of the cases, from two different narrative cycles, it
is my purpose to show the different treatment given by Stesichorus to the same motif,
the same situation, or the same character in several poems. For, enigmatic though he may
be, Stesichorus is a central piece in the puzzle of Greek literature, and his name deserves to

be heard much more.
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CHAPTER I

ADVENTURE

This chapter primarily focuses on one of the travelling heroes par excellence,
the challenger of boundaries: Heracles, a hero to whom Stesichorus devoted no fewer than
three poems: Cycnus, Cerberus, and Geryoneis.'” These three titles alone suggest three levels
of journey: one close to home, in Thessaly; another in far off western lands, in Cadiz; and,
finally, one to the Underworld.

Unfortunately, from the Cerberus only one word is preserved: &popaidoc (fr. 165 F.),
which is likely to refer to the recipient containing the meat to lure or poison the infernal
dog Cerberus.” Not much can be said of Stesichorus’ treatment of the subject apart from
noting his interest in a journey to the Underworld, which, given the abundance of
travelling themes in Stesichorus’ oeuvre, is not surprising but nevertheless a lamentable
loss. How would the poet have treated the journey itself? How did he describe the landscape
of the Underworld?

The remaining fragments and quotations from Heracles’ other journeys offer
material for us to appreciate Stesichorus’ treatment of the hero’s encounters with monsters
and the poet’s approach to such episodes in comparison to other poems involving the
encounter with monsters and beasts, namely the Calydonian Boar hunt, that displays a
different set of motifs: the scene is set in the Greece mainland, the hero Meleager gathers
an army to defeat the creature.

A particularly relevant aspect of Stesichorus’ versions of Heracles” encounters with

Geryon and Cycnus is the emphasis on the monsters’ ethos, as well as on the divine agency

' Some scholars have argued that the Scylla (fr. 182 F.) told of the encounter between Heracles and the monster
(Waser 1894: 46; Bowra 1961: 94; Curtis 2011: X n. 4, 7, and 21, n. 88, who does not discuss problems with this
argument). However, Scylla is better known from the Odyssey 12.85 (see too Pherecydes fr. 144 EGM). The
encounter between the monster and Heracles is first attested only in Lycophron’s Alexandra (44-9) and other
sources of the Hellenistic period (Hedyle ap. Athenaeus 7.297b; Ov. Met. 13.728-14.74 and in the V scholium to
0d. 12-85 which ascribes the story to a Dionysus whom Jacoby tentatively identified with Dionysus of Samos a
3" century BC author of Kyklos Historikos, on which see Hopman 2012: 196-99. when he was returning from
Erytheia, and was thus part of, or a sequel to the Geryoneis (thus Bowra 1961: 94). Adrados 1978: 264-5 believes
that the Scylla is part of the Geryoneis because he sees in the reference to Sarpedonia (fr. 6 F.) an allusion to
Scylla’s mother who is connected to the Gorgons. However, the reference to the island may well refer to
Chrysaor, Geryon’s father, born from the severed head of Medusa (Hes. Th. 276-81), thus Robertson 1969: 216
and Antonelli 1996: 60, and below pp. 48-9.

B0 Cf. Verg. Aen. 6.417-25, thus West ap. Davies and Finglass 2014: 461.
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behind Heracles’ success. I will focus on the better preserved poem, the Geryoneis, since it
contains a fundamental aspect of the journey motif, the journey westwards, into the
streams of the Ocean. Throughout the chapter, I will establish and discuss parallels with
the Cycnus and the Boarhunters. These two poems differ from the Geryoneis in the use of the
travelling motif, since the Geryoneis is set in far-off western lands, whereas the other two

poems imply a rather shorter terrestial journey.

1. THE GERYONEIS

The publication of the Geryoneis papyrus in 1967 shed new light on several aspects
of Stesichorus’ poems. 1 have mentioned above the importance of the discovery for
the understanding of their extension. In the present chapter, the focus is rather on
Stesichorus’ characterization of his poem’s personae and on its apparent innovations,
particularly in terms of mythical geography.™

Stesichorus’ Geryoneis is the longest and more complete treatment of the Geryon’s
story known to us from antiquity. Before his detailed and expanded treatment other
versions provided the general outline of the story. The earliest record of Heracles’ tenth
Labour appears in Hesiod’s Theogony (287-94):

Xpucdwp & €teke Tpiképalov I'nmpuovija
pixOeic KaAApdnt koLpnt kAutol ‘Qkeavoio:
OV pev Gp’ €evapile Pin HpakAnein

Pouct map’silinddecct mepippiTwi giv "Epubeint
Auatt Td1, 6te mep Polc AAacev eVpLUETWTOVC
Tipuve’ gic iepnv, draPac mopov 'Qkeavoio,
"0OpBov te ktetvac kai BovkdAov Evputiwva

ctabudt év fepdevtt mépnV kAvtod ‘Qkeavoio.

Chrysaor then lay with Kallirhoe, daughter of glorious Okeanos,
and sired the three-headed Geryones

P! These aspects of the poem have drawn the attention of scholars resulting in copious bibliography. See e.g.
the bibliography and state of the art in Lazzeri 2008; Curtis 2011; Davies and Finglass 2014: 230-298 recent
commentaries on the poem. Apart from the commentary by Davies and Finglass, other pieces have come to
light on the Geryoneis, particularly, Noussia-Fantuzzi 2013; and others dealing with some particular aspects of
the poem as for example Ercoles 2011; Bowie 2014: 99-106; Kelly 2015: 31-8, 41-2; Xanthou 2015; 38-45.
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whom the might Herakles slew

beside his shambling oxen at sea-girt Erytheia

on the very day he crossed Ocean’s stream

and drove the broad-browed cattle to holy Tiryns.
There he also slew Orthos and the oxherd Eurytion

Out at the misty place, beyond glorious Ocean."

According to the author of the Theogony, Geryon dwells in an island called Erytheia,
located beyond the Ocean. No further detail related to its geographical location is given.
The characterization of the island suggests a mysterious atmosphere, as the poet describes
Erytheia as mepippUtwt €iv "Epubeint (290) and £v Repdevtt mépnv kAvtod "Qkeavoio (294),
emphasising the isolation and remoteness of the island. This idea of isolation is recovered
in another passage dedicated to Geryon (Th. 980-3) where the poet displays the same
imagery: eiMnddwv dugippvtwt eiv "Epubeint (983).

However, here the characterization of Geryon is different from the previous one.
In lines 287-94, Hesiod mentions Geryon in the context of Pontus’ genealogy, a family
of dreadful creatures that inhabit the furthest regions of the world. The approach to Geryon
in lines 979-83 is rather different. Mentioned here among the list of the offspring resulting
from unions of goddesses and mortal men, he is referred to as the most powerful of all
mortals (Bpot®v kdptictov andvtwv, line 981). As noted by De Sanctis, the double
perspective cast upon Geryon in the Theogony opens the way to the sympathetic and more
humanized treatment of the character in later accounts.' In this sense, therefore,
Stesichorus’ treatment of Geryon is but an extension of the portrait hinted at by Hesiod,
which will, nevertheless, surpass in many levels the version of his predecessor, as we shall
see.

One of the aspects that Stesichorus maintains is the difficulty of the journey
to Erytheia, something that requires divine collaboration; an aspect present in an earlier
account of the myth offered by Pisander of Rhodes. The Suda places his activity in the
33th Olympiad (648-645), i.e. mid-7" century BC, thus two generations before

2 Trans. Athanassakis 2004.
™ Thus De Sanctis 2011: 63. Cf. Clay 1993: 109-10 who argues that the generation of monsters in Hesiod matched
the mixed breed of Greek heroes, such as Achilles, Aeneas, or Heracles himself.
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Stesichorus.” According to the same source, he is ascribed as the author of one epic
Heracleia (fr. 5 GEF), of which little has survived. Only one fragment provides a reference to

the Bowl of the Sun, the means by which Heracles manages to sail through the Ocean:

Meicavdpoc év Seutépwt HparAeiac 1o démac év b1 Siémhevcev 6 ‘HpakAfic Tov

"Qkeavov eivat pév enetv ‘HAlov, Aafeiv §' adtd nap' 'Qreav<od t>0v ‘HpakAéa

Pisander in Book II of his Heracleia says that the Bowl of the Sun in which Heracles
sailed through the Ocean belonged to Helios, but Heracles obtained it from

Oceanus.

This is the earliest attestation of the episode of Heracles’ use of the Bowl the Sun,'**
which will reappear in Stesichorus’ account and in later depictions from 510 BC onwards."**
It is not evident what episode of Heracles’ Labours in far off locations this refers to, but the
use Stesichorus makes of this means of transportation in his Geryoneis may indicate that
Pisander did the same. No other literary evidence for the story of Geryon antedating
Stesichorus survives. However, the artistic evidence shows that the theme was widely
known and appreciated, at least from the last quarter of the seventh century, which may
corroborate a generalised interest in the theme by different means of artistic
representation in Stesichorus’ times. In general, the surviving depictions of Heracles’ tenth
Labour focus on the battle between Heracles and a three-bodied Geryon, whose

characterisation varies in the details."’

P West 2003: 23 disagrees with this chronology on the basis that the artistic evidence only show Heracles with
the lion skin, bow, and the club after 600 BC and postulates this date as a terminus post quem for Pisander’s
activity. Davies and Finglass 2014: 231 n. 6 point out that beside the appearance of the lion skin in a
representation of Heracles dating to 625-600 BC, the argument that the artistic evidence must stand as a
precursor of literary and poetic creativity is unsatisfactory. See, however, Jesus 2017:32-74, especially, 38-48
on the antecedents of art in poetry and vice-versa.

™ Mimnermus fr. 12 IEG may be the earliest reference to this means of transportation belonging to the Sun, if
he predates Pisander, but he does not mention it in the context of Heracles’ Labour, but rather in a description
of the Sun’s use of his chariot in a cosmological perspective.

¢ For the representations of the Bowl of the Sun and Heracles, see Pinney and Ridgway 1981 and Brize 1990:
§§ 2548, 2550-2; for depictions where Heracles appears to be displaying a menacing posture, see §§ 2545-6, 9,
which may echo the version first attested by Pherecydes (fr. 18a EGM) in which the hero obtains the bowl by
threatening the god.

7 Other seventh-century BC representations of Geryon focus solely in the characterization of the monster
rather than on his encounter with Heracles (cf. Brize 1988: §1-2, 5 and Davies and Finglass 2014: 232 n. 10 for a
more recent and disputed depiction). Statues dating to the first quarter of the sixth century BC depict Geryon
(Brize 1988: §2a and §83-4 from slightly later in the sixth century). For the representation of the episode in art,
see further Robertson 1969.
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From the second half of the sixth century, Heracles and Geryon reappear in Ibycus,
who refers briefly to the episode in fr. S 176.17-8 PMGF. The surviving lines focus
on Heracles’ athletic excellence in two episodes, the funeral games for Pelias and the tenth
labour of Heracles; mythical episodes to which Stesichorus dedicated two poems:
the Geryoneis and the Funeral Games for Pelias.”® We cannot assess the exact use made by
the poet of these episodes, but the context and encomiastic tone suggest that this was part

of an epinician."”

Hence, the episode with Geryon may have been intended to emphasise
the supremacy of Heracles. The episode appears also in one fragment of Pindar, with
a curious shift. In the fragment, Heracles” conquest is somehow criticised and the figure
of Geryon appears as a victim of unjust deeds, a victim of fate (fr. 169 S-M). Here the focus
is on the malice of Heracles’ conquest, rather than on his heroic achievement, an aspect
which may have derived from Stesichorus’ treatment of the myth, as we shall see.

The fifth century BC shows a revived interest in the labours of Heracles. Panyassis’
Heracleia preserves the Pholus episode (fr. 9 GEF), which featured in Stesichorus’ Geryoneis
(fr. 22 F.). West suggests that fr. 13 GEF is part of a dialogue between Geryon and Heracles.'*
Panyassis also makes use of the bowl of the sun in the context of Heracles’ travel to Erytheia
(fr. 12 GEF). The bowl appears again in Pherecydes, who tells us how Heracles gained
possession of it by force and travelled in it to Erytheia (fr. 18a EGM). The theme recurs in
mythographers and early historians, who provide rationalized versions of the earlier
accounts of the myth particularly in geographical terms. Hecataeus’ Genealogies denies
the traditional setting of Geryon’s dwelling-place in the west and places it in Ambracia,
while in his Periegesis he maintains Heracles’ traditional route westwards, with a stop
in Sicily.""! Italy and Sicily assume a growing importance in the route of Heracles’ on his

142

return from Erytheia.'*” Hellanicus treated the toils of Heracles during his return with the

* Thus Wilkinson 2013: 126, who notes, however, that the passing reference to these two poems may have
been intended to recall the audience of Stesichorus’ poems and appreciate the distinctiveness of Ibycus’
poetry, as may have been the case in S151 PMGF.

" Wilkinson 2013: 126 notes the encomiastic nature of several other poems by Ibycus, suggesting that fr. S 176
fits the epinician genre (thus Jenner 1986: 66-70; cf. Rawles 2012: 6-12) and hence using the myth as a paradigm
rather than the core of the poem, as is the case in Stesichorus. In the fragment, Heracles is referred to six times
and the focus seems to be drawn to his athletic excellence, a theme recurrent in encomiastic poetry.

Y West 2003: 201. See also McLeod 1966.

" Hecat. fr. 26 EGM, FGrHist I FF 76-7.

"2 Cf. fr. 21 F., see below pp. 66.8.
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cattle, where a heifer escapes the cattle and swims from Italy to Sicily."** Herodotus, on the
other hand, has Heracles return to Greece via Scythia (4.8-10). Later historians such
as Timaeus seem to have made use of the story to provide Sicily and Italy with cultic and
political aitia."**

145

In tragedy, we have mere allusions to the episode,'* although Pearson suggested that
Sophocles treated the figure of Geryon in his lost play Iberians.'*® In comedy, the more
substantial evidence on the treatment of the story is a play entitled Geryon attributed to
Ephippus from the fourth century BC.""

More detailed versions of the myth after Stesichorus are only found in later accounts
by Apollodorus and Diodorus.*® Apollodorus identifies Erytheia with Gadeira, maintains
Heracles’ threatening attitude towards the Sun in the hopes of acquiring his cup to sail the
Ocean, and features Menoetes, like in Stesichorus. Diodorus pays close attention to this
labour of Heracles, providing a detailed account of Heracles’ travels to and from Erytheia,
in a circular journey around all the significant shores of the Mediterranean. '*°

In art, the earliest attestation of the episode dates from the mid-seventh century BC,
where Heracles attacks a three-bodied, four-legged Geryon armed with three shields, who
is protecting his cattle, which is also depicted.”® The battle scene, with further detail,
appears in a relief dating to the last quarter of the seventh century BC, where Heracles
appears with the lion-skin.””' The scene portrays the battle not only in more detail, but also

at a more advanced stage than the previous piece, since one of Geryon’s heads is bended

over, thanks, we may presume, to an arrow. The similarities of this depiction with

' Hellanic. frr. 110-111 EGM,; cf. Pearson 1975: 188-89 for the importance of Italy and Sicily in the fifth century
BC and later tales of Heracles’ return.

" Timaeus FGrHist 566 F 90, cf. D. S. 4.22.6 and Pearson 1975: 171-196 and Baron 2012: 202-255 on Timaeus and
his predecessors.

A, Ag. 870, fr. 74 TrGF; E. Heracl. 419-24.

' TrGF 4 Radt p. 247. Note also the third century tragedian Nicomachus of Alexandria who wrote a play entitled
Geryon (TrGF 127 F 3). For the use of the term Iberians, see further Aeschylus frr. 73a, 199 TrGF, and in comedy
Cratinus fr. 108 PCG and Aristophanes fr. 564 PCG. The term Iberian is increasingly frequent in the fifth and
fourth century because of the presence of mercenaries in the Carthaginian army (thus Celestino and Lopés-
Ruiz 2016: 45-6).

" Diodorus (4.8.4) claims that the theme recurred in the genre, but the evidence available to us is very limited;
on the use of monsters in comedy, see also Sommerstein 2013: 155-175.

"¢ Apollod. Bibl. 2.5.10; D. S. 4.17.1-25.1.

' For Tartessus in Greek Literature see Albuquerque 2010, Celestino and Lépez-Ruiz 2016: 24-95, the latter a
survey covering Greek, Roman and Phoenician sources.

'** Brize 1988: §11; cf. fr. 19 F.

! Brize 1988: §8, Brize 1985 for a detailed survey.
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Stesichorus’ fr. 19 F. are striking, not least because the piece also depicts Eurytion who,
despite figuring as one of the victims of Heracles along with his dog Orthos in Hesiod (Th.
293), seems to have received close attention from Stesichorus in frr. 9 and 10 F.

One vase from the first quarter of the sixth century depictd Geryon as a herdsman,***
a version which will later appear in literary sources, although the most recurrent scene
featuring Geryon is indeed the battle with Heracles. The other vase dating to the same
period offers a similar battle scene as the one depicted in the relief mentioned above."’
Depictions increase considerably after 550 BC, perhaps reflecting some aspects of

Stesichorus’ poem.”*

The most significant similarities between depictions and poem are
found in two Chalcidian amphorae dating to the mid-sixth century representing a winged
Geryon labelled in the Doric dialect.” As far as we know, the earliest literary representation
of a winged Geryon is Stesichorean. Davies and Finglass point out the increasing presence
from the mid-sixth century on of female figures in the battle scene between Heracles and
Geryon: Athena, the protector of the son of Zeus, and Callirhoe, Geryon’s mother.”*® Both
figures have determinant roles in Stesichorus’ battle scene; roles that, at least for Callirhoe
as the mater dolorosa, as far as we can tell, were not developed by the earlier literary versions
of the myth. Throughout the fifth century the story is still frequent in statuary, being
present in the metopes of the treasury of Athens at Delphi, of the temple of Zeus in Olympia,
and the temple of Hephaestus at Athens."” Its expression on vase-painting decreases by the
end of the fifth century.

Stesichorus’ Geryoneis seems to have remained as one of the sources of the story to
poets and artists at least in some aspects, such as the location of Erytheia, the inclusion of
Callirhoe, and in the idea of a diversion during Heracles’ return. However, the feeling that
no other account in antiquity exactly matched Stesichorus’ Geryoneis on the level of
characterization and treatment of certain characters is inescapable. It still puzzles scholars

today, making the Geryoneis one of, it not the, most commented poems by Stesichorus.

"2 Ivory pyxis from Chiusi (Brize 1988: §7).

'» Middle-Corinthian kylix from Perachora (cf. Robertson 1969: 208; Brize 1988: §12).

1> See Robertson 1969 on Stesichorus’ influence on vase-painters.

' On which, see Barrett 2007: 8; Robertson 1969: 208-09; Davies and Finglass 2014: 232-33.

' Davies and Finglass 2014: 232-33. On the roles of the female figures, see below frr. 17 and 18 F.
7 Brize 1988: §§ 2506, 2507, 2475; also Robertson 1969: 207.
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Mapping the far west (frr. 8, 9, and 10 F.)

As we have seen above, the earliest account of the myth, by Hesiod, located Erytheia
beyond the Ocean. To travel to Geryon’s home, Heracles had to count with the collaboration
of divine agents. One example of this is the acquisition of the bowl of the Sun, as we have
seen, first attested in Pisander. The general idea and imagery of these two accounts is
maintained by our poet, with slight, albeit significant, alterations. The crossing of the Ocean
is a recurrent topos of the westwards heroic journeys. The Ocean establishes the limit of
human realm in Greek cosmology since Homer."® In Homeric cosmology as depicted on the
Shield of Achilles in the Iliad (18.478-608), Oceanus, although the origin of all the water

’ is most commonly associated as the mass that circumscribes the world,

streams,”
enclosing it in a space beyond which nothing is nor can be known. Therefore, it is the
boundary of the human realm, the limit beyond which no common mortal should ever
adventure.'® It is not surprising then that all the major heroic travelling narratives imply,
at a certain point, the crossing of Oceanus.'®' Perseus travels westwards beyond the streams
of Oceanus to defeat Medusa (Hes. Th. 274-80). Odysseus reaches the dust region as he visits
Aeolus’ Island. In all these episodes, the victorious return of the hero implies the
overcoming of the human condition.

Heracles’ quest for Geryon’s cattle is no exception, even though earlier accounts do
not specify the region of Geryon’ island. It is commonly accepted that the journey
accompanies the movement of the Sun, and hence lies westwards. As a traditional example
of the journey to the west, the crossing of the Ocean is present, since the western horizon

and the Ocean share the same conceptualization.'” These earlier accounts of Heracles’

Labours in the west, Geryon'’s cattle, the apples from the Garden of the Hesperides, and the

1** Espelosin 2009: 284 points out the fundamental role of the Homeric poems to early Greek cosmology and to
the idea of oikoumené (thus Strabo 1.1.2). Geographical references beyond the Greek space are vague and the
sense of danger and uncertainty of what lays beyond the known land and seas is more marked as the journey
moves westwards. For a recent survey on the aspects of the Sea in Greek imagination, see Beaulieu 2016, in
particular pp. 21-89. And West 1997: 144-48, for parallels to the notions of the liminal stream of water in Near-
Eastern cultures.

% ]1. 21. 195-7; Hes. Th. 337-70, Pi. fr. 326 S-M. West 1997: 144-148.

1% Nesselrath 2005: 1. On the idea of the Pillars of Heracles as a barrier that should not be crossed see Pi. 0. 3.44;
N. 3.21. Cf. I. 4. 13 for the metaphor of the grasping of the Pillars as a great deed. See Pavlou 2010 for a study
on Olympian 3 and the elements of space and the conception of the periphery of earth. Cf. Alcaeus fr. 345 PLF.
' For the crossing of the sea and its implications in Greek culture, see Beaulieu 2016: 46-57.

' See Celestino and Lopéz-Ruiz 2016: 96-124 for a survey on the conceptualization of the far west in Greek
and Roman cultures.
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taking of Cerberus, preserve the imagery of the far west as a mythical place of obscure
contours commonly associated with the eschatological elements of the Underworld and
afterlife.'®® The mythical landscape left its traces in the idea of the far west as the location
of the most perilous adventures of the heroes.

The mysticism of the western shores and the themes associated with it prevail in the
three fragments (8, 9, and 10 F.) that more clearly preserve the mythical ambience
traditionally associated with tales set in the west. However, their interpretation is not
unanimous. Let us begin with fr. 8 F., a quotation by Athenaeus, which deals with Heracles
crossing the Ocean in the bowl of the Sun:
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Page
and that the sun too is conveyed on a cup to the west is said by Stesichorus as

follows:
The sun, son of Hyperion
stepped into the golden bowl
so that, crossing the Ocean,
se might reach the depths of holy
dark night
To his mother, his lawful wife,

and his dear children;

' For Near Eastern parallels, see West 1997: 151-67. For the sea as a mediator between life and death, see
Beaulieu 2016: 10, 28-32, Celestino and Lépez- Ruiz 2016: 96-97.
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But he, the son of Zeus, went into the grove
overshadowed with laurels by foot...

As noted above, Heracles’ use of the bowl of the Sun appears for the first time in
Pisander who names Oceanus as a helper of Heracles in the acquisition of the bowl. The
scene reappears with a clearer connection to the episode of Geryon in Panyassis and
Pherecydes. In Panyassis, Heracles gains access to the bowl from Nereus, while in
Pherecydes he obtains it by threatening Helios with his bow and arrow.'** Although we lack
the moment when Heracles obtains the bowl, scholars have suggested that in Stesichorus
our hero may have also had an intermediary. One of the hypotheses suggested is Nereus,

t 165

thus affording Panyassis’ version a prestigious antecedent.'® This suggestion is based on

166

the mention of the sea-god in fr. 7 F. attributed to the Geryoneis by Rhode'*® and accepted by
the majority of editors, including Davies and Finglass, who argue that the “hypothesis has
the further advantage that Nereus (...) parallels Geryon in various respects”, namely they
association with the imagery of the far west."” Such encounter would thus anticipate the
one with Geryon. Furthermore, Heracles’ fighting Nereus is attested in art since the late

' Moreover, although there are significant pieces from where the Sun

seventh-century BC.
is absent,'® the artistic evidence shows the presence of Sun in several occasions all dating
to the fifth century BC. Some present a more hostile attitude, approximate to Pherecydes’
contemporary account.'” Other pieces imply a more amicable arrangement, as is the case
of a scyphos dating to the second half of the sixth century or the beginning of the fifth
century, found in Tarentum and attributed to the Theseus painter, which depicts Heracles
with one hand extended as if greeting the Sun."

The scene of fr. 8 F. seems more approximate to the idea that the Sun is approached

by Heracles himself -not by an intermediary, as happens in Pherecydes (fr. 18a EGM) and

Apollodorus (2.5.10). The Sun is present when Heracles leaves the bowl, which suggests that

' Fr. 18a EGM.

' Thus Davies 1988: 277-8.

' Rhode 1872: 39.

'’ Davies and Finglass 2014: 253. Brize 1980: 68-9, 77-8 rejects this hypothesis and prefers to ascribe the episode
to a lost title of a poem dealing with the episode of Heracles’ visit to the Garden of Hesperides on the grounds
that Pherecydes’ account of this labour described the fight of Heracles with a metamorphosing Nereus (fr. 16a
EGM).

' Glynn 1981; Westcoat 2012: 158-64.

' Brize 1988: §§ 2550-52.

7 Two lekythoi dating ca. 550-475 BC, which depict Athena; see Brize 1988: §§ 2548-2549.

I Brize 1988: §§ 2545-6; on which see also Pinney and Ridgway 1981: 141.
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the use of the bowl was permitted by the Sun himself who agreed to concede the passage
to the son of Zeus, whatever the means by which Heracles won the deity over.

The fragment preserves the moment when Heracles arrives at his destination and the
Sun embarks in his bowl to go and meet his family with whom he is to spend the night.
Several aspects deserve attention in the passage. First, where does Heracles arrive? Page
considers that the journey is eastwards, since that is the traditional direction of Helios’
travel in the bowl, whereas in the voyage westwards, the Sun uses his chariot.””? This implies
that the episode refers to Heracles’ return from Erythia. However, Athenaeus explicitly tell
us that the passage illustrates a westward voyage, thus meaning that the place to which
Heracles’ arrives is in the west. Moreover, the fact that no mention is made to the cattle,
which would have accompanied Heracles if this was a return journey, strongly suggest that
the land at which Heracles arrives in fr. 8 F. is Erythia.'”

Despite Athenaeus’ claims that the sun is conveyed to the west on his cup,
Stesichorus’ version need not to have contradicted the traditional view according to which
the travel eastwards is made in a cup while the one to its setting is performed in a chariot."™
Barrett provides a satisfactory, albeit speculative, reconstruction of the preceding aspects
of the narrative. Heracles travels by land until a point where he sees himself in the need to
cross the Ocean. Helios arrives to the west, dismounts his chariot and is about to embark on
the cup to meet his family; Heracles appears and demands a passage to Erythia. The Sun,
threatened or persuaded, agrees and suspends his return and concedes to give the passage
to our hero, after which the Sun returns to his usual path to spend the night with his
family."”

However, a problem arises: Heracles needs to go back across the Ocean, after getting
the cattle. If fr. 8 F. describes the arrival at Erythia, how does Heracles travel back? Our
fragment explicitly says that the Sun embarks in his bowl after leaving Heracles by the

limits of a grove. This means that the hero does not keep the bowl (as in Apollodorus) and,

by extension, that the hero either uses the vessel once more, or finds an alternative mean

17 Page 1967: 101.

' Thus Barrett 2007: 20-21.

Y Thus Curtis 2011: 97; cf. Ath. 11.781; Apollod. 2.5.10; Eust. 0d. 1632.23.

5 Thus Barrett 2007: 20: “He will have gone out by foot to the hither shore of the Okeanos; but at that point
he had the problem of crossing the Okeanos to Erytheia. Stesichoros solved the problem for him by having the
Sun give him the loan of a golden cup.”
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of transportation back to the continent.”®

This hypothetical scenario points to a further
aspect of the scene provided by fr. 8 F.: Heracles’ arrival at Erythia by dusk, an aspect which
enriches the scene following his entrance in the grove.

Bowie has pointed out the peacefulness of the scene of fr. 8 F. which would contrast
the violence of the following Heracles’ encounter with Geryon."”” The fact that Heracles
arrives at Erythia and finds a grove which he would have to cross or wander into is
significant. The imagery of the grove as, on the one hand, an idyllic and bucolic place, and
on the other, a sacred wild space protected by the deities and home to beasts of all kinds,
would anticipate the subsequent scene of the encounter between the hero and Geryon."”

The imagery of Heracles’ entrance in the grove parallels episodes of the Odyssey where
the hero arrives to unknown locations. For instance, the landscape described in Odysseus’
entrance in Persephone’ grove (0d. 10. 509) is similar to Heracles’ arrival to Erytheia.”® On
the other hand, the reference to the shade of the laurels may correspond to the episode
of Odysseus’ arrival to the land of the Cyclops (0d. 9.182-3), the monstrous creature with
divine lineage that the hero will defeat.® A further parallel is the episode of Odysseus in
Phaeacia. Despite the variation in the word for woodland, reading UAn instead of &Acoc as
in Stesichorus’ passage, Homer presents Odysseus entering in a forest on his arrival to
Scheria.'® He is to spend the night in the forest sheltered by the vegetation from the winds
and the cold of the night. He arrives alone, of course, and after a perilous sea journey.
If indeed Stesichorus had this episode in mind and elaborated further on the parallels, the
effect would have been significant, since Odysseus arrives in a friendly and civilized land in
which he also behaves amicably, whereas Heracles arrives with an aggressive intent to
a land inhabited by monsters, heroic though they may be.

The imagery of darkness, silence and mystery created in the episode of Heracles’
arrival and associated with unknown far off lands reappears in the Geryoneis in a fragment

which has drawn the attention of several scholars for its combination of mythical and

176 Apollod. 2.5.10 says that Heracles obtains the cup form the Sun after his defiance of Helios, whose heat was
disturbing the son of Zeus. Heracles keeps the cup during his adventure in Erythia returning the cup to the
Sun only after he gets the cattle and crosses over to the mainland.

7 Thus Bowie 2014: 102.

178 Buxton 1994: 81-96; Horden and Purcell 2001: 182-83, 332-33, 414. On the relevance of woods, forests, and
groves in Greek myth and religion, see Frazer 1890: 11-27; Burkert 1993: 73-74; Harrison 1992: 19-51.

'”” Bowie 2014: 102-103.

1% Lazzeri 2008: ad loc.

' Cf. the grove of Athena in the country of the Phaeacians, 0d. 6.291-2.
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historical geography. Unlike Hesiod, Stesichorus provides topographic details for Erythia,

locating it in a specific land known to the Greeks (fr. 9 F.):
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Ancient writers seem to call the Baetis Tartessos, and Gadeira and the nearby islands
Erytheia. This, it is supposed, is why Stesichorus could say of Geryon’s herdsman that
he was born:

Right

Opposite famous Erytheia

along the boundless
Streams of Tartessos river
With roots of silver

In the hollow of a rock.

We owe our knowledge of this passage of Stesichorus’ Geryoneis to a citation by Strabo,
as indicated above. However, it seems certain that the quotation omits some parts of the
original, since, as we have them, these lines present some metrical difficulties. Even with
emendations of "EpuBeiac for -Biac and kevbudvi for -wvwv, the resultant schemes do not
yield satisfying results, for either it does not give word-end after four dactyls and requires

two successive contracted bicipitia, or it leaves the end of the stanzas (strophe and
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antistrophe) in mid-word.’®® Hence, Strabo seem to have quoted only the relevant
lines for his argument omitting some parts of the original text, a tendency found elsewhere
in his and others’ works."*’

The fragment concerns the birthplace of Eurytion, Geryon’s herdsman, who is

t.”** These lines from the Geryoneis

frequently associated with the latter in literature and ar
maintain the mystery and fantastic ambiance of the landscape associated with mythical
and distant places. In this passage, the narrative does not focus solely in the landscape per
se, as it is mainly concerned with the episode of Eurytion’ birth. Mythical births,
particularly those of deities, are often concealed and occur in isolated areas, most
frequently in caves' yet surrounded by a peaceful and idyllic scenario of abundance.'*
However, this scenario hides a more concrete location. In our fragment, the idyllic
environment is emphasised by the boundless stream (nayac dneipovac) of the Tartessus
river. Our poet’s use of an adjective commonly applied to the sea, when referring to masses

7

of water may acknowledge the vast extension of the Guadalquivir.'”” Moreover,

the reference to the dpyvpopilouc “roots of silver” of the river may allude to the mineral

¥ For discussion on this subject and possible reconstructions see Finglass and Davies 2014: 258-60 and Curtis
2011: 155-56.

¥ Cf. e. g. [Hes.] frr. 240, 70. 21-3 M-W. For a study of the problems of quotation by ancient sources and the
probability of omission see Most 1994 and related to Simonides of Ceos and his quotation by Stobaeus see Sider
2001.

'8 Cf. Hes. Th. 293. For the artistic evidence, see Zervoudaki 1988: particularly §2, dated to ca. 560; the depiction
of Geryon’s herdsman is popular in art during the last half of the sixth century (cf. Zervoudaki 1988: §§ 3, 5, 12,
18, 20, 25, 32, 34, 41, 44).

1% Cf. e.g. Zeus’ birth in several locations all of them in the wilderness, in Hes. Th. 468-480; D. S. 5.70; Verg. G.
4.153; Call. Jov. 1.51; Ov. Fast. 4.207; Hermes’ birth in h. Merc. 229; Pegasus’ birth Hes. Th. 231-82. For the births
of heroes in similar circumstances see e.g. Hom. IL 4.475, 14. 444-5; Pi. P. 4. 46. Ustinova 2009: 3 for an
association of caves with fertility, Hom. 0d. 19. 188. See also, Curtis 2011: 160. For other cultures, see e.g. the
birth of Abraham (Binder 1964: 125, 127).

"% For dmeipov as a definition of the boundlessness of land and sea, see Hom. Il 1.350, 7.446, 24. 545 (here
referring to the Hellespont); Hes. Op. 487, see further Romm 1992: 10-44. For a full account on the etymology
and archaic usages of meipap see Bergren 1975: 22-3; 102-15. On the imagery of a “new territory” in the passage,
see Jourdain-Annequin 1989 and Noussia-Fantuzzi 2015: 244,

"7 The Guadalquivir is considerably longer than most rivers mentioned in Greek literature, with a length of
657 km today. Its mouth would have occupied a considerable wider area than verifiable today (for a survey on
the geological and geographic changes in the landscape of the Guadalquivir basin, see Celestino and Lépez-
Ruiz 2016: 176-178); Himera, the river in Sicily (today Salso) extends for 144 km; Achelous in Greece Mainland
runs for 220 km; another famous river in Greek mythical repertoire, Xanthus (today Esen Cayi), extends for
120 km. In comparison to more familiar rivers to the Greeks, the river Guadalquivir may have been a cause for
awe and justifiably perceived as “boundless”.
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richness of the area, which was known in the eastern Mediterranean, primarily to the
Phoenicians and later to the Greeks. '**

The more recent findings in excavations on the Tartessus area show that the western
colony of Tyre in Cadiz was established at least by the end of ninth century BC, a less
inhabited area when compared to Huelva or Mélaga. But it is with Huelva that most of the
trading activities seem to have taken place, both by Phoenician and Greeks, particularly
Samians and Phocaeans.

The main interest in Tartessos for the Phoenicians and, later, the Greeks was its metal
resources (gold, silver, and tin) and the Iberian expertise in the field, known to
the Phoenicians presumably during the tenth century, before the first settlement attempts
by Tyre.”” Greek pottery dating to as early as the eighth century, but increasing in
the seventh and the sixth is found in the region of Huelva, although the extent to which
this is a result of Greek presence or Phoenician trading is not clear."” Tartessus’ wealth was
therefore known to the Greeks. Evidence of this can be found in other accounts of the region
in early Greek historiography. Pherecydes identifies Erytheia with Gades." In his Periegesis,
Hecataeus refers to the mines of gold and silver in the region. Although the same author
denies that Geryon’s island was in Tartessus, he was aware of the region and its resources.
So too Herodotus, in two different anecdotal passages, mentions Greeks travelling to

192

Tartessus, some returning with great wealth."”” But even in earlier times, Tartessus’ wealth

seems to have been known. For example, Anacreon (fr. 361 PMG) attests that a 6™ century

' The idea that Stesichorus intended to make an allusion to the region of Spain is generally accepted by
scholars; thus Bowra 1961: 144 who, despite recognizing the epic echoes in the passage, argues that the
Geryoneis was set in a real place known to sailors and merchants who brought back knowledge (first-handedly
or otherwise) of the landscape and most importantly the precious metal wealth of the area; Lane Fox 2008:
206-7; Lazzeri 2008: 85; Curtis 2011: 152-5; Albuquerque 2013; Davies and Finglass 2014: 258-59.

'® Celestino and Lépez-Ruiz 2016: 152,

%0 cf. Antonelli 1997: passim; Vanschoonwinkel 2006: 85; Gonzalez de Canales et al. 2008: 633; Celestino and
Ldépez-Ruiz 2016: 156-57. The existence of such evidence in Huelva led scholars to question the relation that
the Greeks might have established with the local population of Iberia. Dominguez (2010: 33-6) argues that the
situation in Iberia was considerably different from that of Sicily. The characteristics of Phocaean colonisation
are marked by a mutually favourable relation between Greeks and natives. In places largely inhabited by native
communities, the Phocaeans purposes of trading did not need political structures needed in Sicily. At the end
of the 6" century the Greeks and natives developed an intense trading relation. Greek products attained the
status of luxury goods to the native elite.

! Fr. 18a EGM; and later, Apollod. Bibl. 2.5.10.

2 Hdt. 1.163.1-4 and 4.152.2-5. The primordial notion of the west, thus suffered slight changes as Greek
knowledge of the Mediterranean improved and expanded. The allocation of mythical episodes and imagery to
geographical locations begin to emerge among the mythographers and the historians, creating a genre of
‘ethnography-geography’, Celestino and Lépez-Ruiz 2016: 99.
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audience was expected to have heard of the region, which may well be derivative from
information provided by the Samian sailors. These examples show that Tartessus was
generally known in Greek communities, especially those with a strong maritime trading
engagement, such as Samos, or Himera, our poet’s hometown. The transference of the
mythical journeys to further western locations would then reflect an increasing
geographical knowledge resulting from the broadening of trading networks across
the Mediterranean which connected the sea from east to the west.'” However, the progress
of geographical knowledge need not imply that the features of a more traditional idea of
west would no longer be found in mythical geography, a favourite theme in literature
throughout the centuries."*

Stesichorus elaborates his landscape with characteristic elements of the
Guadalquivir’s mouth, in a subtle manner. The epithet describing the river (&pyvpopiloc)
does not refer only to a quality strikingly coincident with the mineral resources of the area
- the abundance of silver;"” it also provides the Guadalquivir with an epithet that
approximates it to the other rivers in Greek literature which are often described as
apyvpodivnc.'*

Homer applies d&pyvpodivrc to Peneus, and Scamander; Hesiod to Achelous;
Bacchylides to Alpheus; and Euripides to the Simoeis."”” Perhaps more relevantly, they are
all perceived as river-gods, some of them intervening in the narrative. Guadalquivir had no
such pedigree. One can suspect that the poet wanted to offer the western river the same
treatment that other rivers enjoyed in Greek literature. However, in the majority of these
occurrences, the river plays an important role as a topographic reference, as in Stesichorus’

Sack of Troy (fr. 100 F.), where the river provides not only the location of the episode, but

' The bibliography on the network theory approach to the archaic Mediterranean is extensive and we indicate
only a few examples, beginning with the ground-breaking study of the Mediterranean History by Horden and
Purcell 2001: especially 7-50, 123-172, 342-400; Lane Fox 2008: 162-72; for the specific case of Tartessus, see
Nienmeyer 2006; Celestino and Lépez-Ruiz 2016: esp. 137-148; for the Greek networks, see Malkin 2011;
Antonaccio 2013; Dominguez 2006.

%% Allen 1976: 53 ap. Espelosin 2009: 283.

' Horden and Purcell 2001: 348-49 for the metallurgy in Greek and Roman Mediterranean: the more relevant
silver mines in mainland Greece were in Thrace and Laurion, Attica.

' On the composition of epithets by the use of compounds of epic diction and an innovative element, see
Maingon 1979: 122-123.

¥ Hom. IL 2.753, 21.8, 130; Hes. Th. 340; B. 8.26-7, 12.42; E. IA 752. Euripides uses &pyvpoeidric applied to the
Castalia in Ion 95. Alc. fr. 395 V. mentions the Xanthus. Note also the inscription of Douris (Lyr. Adesp. fr. 938(e)
PMG.
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also the landscape and its idyllic, although temporary, ambiance, which eventually
contrasts with the mayhem that will unravel throughout the narrative."” In the Geryoneis
the contrast would have been further emphasised if the fragment was part of a narrative
diversion on the genealogy of Eurytion at the moment of his killing by Heracles."
Remembering Eurytion’s birth in these idyllic landscape as a parenthesis in the story of his
death*” would have been particularly dramatic.
Fr. 10 F. may be a part of this digression, too. It mentions the Garden of the Hesperides,
the idyllic garden beyond the Ocean, a divine place:
=] k[0]pa®’ arée PabdlElac dpikov-
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The waves of the deep sea
They reached the fairest island of the gods
Where the Hesperides have

Their golden homes
..buds...

The reference to the Garden of the Hesperides, has led some scholars to suppose that
the Geryoneis either included Heracles” quest for the apple of the Hesperides, or an allusion

to the episode.”" Neither of these options is entirely satisfactory. The first hypothesis fails

' See further, Chapter II pp. 74-82. Cf. Kelly 2015: 30 n. 45 for the importance of rivers in the epic topography.
' See further below.

® Davies and Finglass 2014: 263, comparing with similar digressions in Il. 4.475, 14.444-5; cf. Barrett 2007: 12.
@ Thus Curtis 2011: 60-1, 108-09. Curtis presents the hypothesis that the papyrus contained more than one
poem by Stesichorus, and that this fragment should then be part of another poem on the Heraclean quest on
the Garden of Hesperides, although he seems to be more inclined to believe that the fragment is an allusion to

the episode.

39



to convince many scholars,*” for in all the accounts on the labours of Heracles, the quest
for the cattle of Geryon and for the apples of the Hesperides are undertaken in separate
times, not in one single journey as would have been the case according to this hypothesis.*”
The fragment can be a mere allusion to the island, which is also located in the far west, but
in what context would such allusion be convenient in the poem? Barrett unconvincingly
suggests that the episode is part of a detour in Heracles’ journey.” Heracles would sail by
the island and the poet took the chance to elaborate on the landscape.

But there is another issue with this hypothesis: the verb is in the plural (dpikovto),
thus indicating that whoever arrives in the island is not alone. Barrett presents two
solutions: either Heracles travels with a companion, such as Iolaus; or the plural refers not
to people but to the cattle or to the bowl of the sun itself. However, in all the other
remaining fragments of the Geryoneis, Heracles seems to be alone, since no reference is
made to a companion. On the other hand, the cattle would hardly have been “put in the
same footing as mere animals or his mean of conveyance”.**

Perhaps the problem is in the assumption that Heracles undertakes the journey. What
if the travellers are not Heracles and Iolaus or the cattle but someone else? And if so, who?
Robertson suggested that fr. 10 F. may describe the journey of Eurytion and his mother
Erytheia to the garden of Hesperides.”® He presents a exempli gratia reconstruction of the
episode. Erytheia gave birth to Eurytion in the cave by the Tartessus and afterwards would
have taken him with her back home, to the garden of Hesperides. This suggestion received
the approval of Page and later of Davies and Finglass.”” There are several episodes of
offspring of forbidden affairs or dangerous pregnancies in which the mothers wander the

earth escaping,”® or expelled, *” from their homeland with their infant child. Although

2 Bowie 2014: 103 assumes that the fragment refers to Heracles’ visit to the Hesperides with no discussion on
the issues of the fragments.
?” Thus Page 1973: 148, Davies and Finglass 2014: 264.
% Barrett 2007: 22.
% Davies and Finglass 2014: 264,
¢ Erytheia is considered Eurytion’s mother in Hellanicus fr. 110 EGM and an Hesperid in Hes. fr. dub. 360 M-
W; and later in Apollod. Bibl. 2.5.11, although later accounts present her as Geryon’s daughter (cf. Paus. 10.17.5).
7 Page 1973: 148; Davies and Finglass 2014: 264.

% E.g Leto (h. Ap. 14-18; Pi. Pa. 7, 12; E. IT 1235-44; Call. Del. 55-196) and Io (Hdt. 1.1; A. Supp. 45, 313-15, 535,

1066; [A.] Pr. 645-57; Verg. Aen. 7.789-92). For examples of concealed births in caves, see above.

*® E.g. Danae (Hom. Il. 14.379; Hes. fr. 135 M-W, Pherecyd. fr. 10 EGM; Simon. fr. 543 PMGF; S. Acrisius frr. 68-9
TrGF Danae’s imprisonment, Danae fr. 165 TrGF.; E. Danae, Dictys; Verg. Aen. 7-409; A. R. Arg. 4.1091; Hyg. Fab. 63;
see further Karamanou 2006: 1-17) and Auge (Hes. fr. 165 M-W, Hecat. fr. 110 EGM; A. Mysians 143-44 TrGF,
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none of these cases present a direct parallel with Robertson’s hypothesis for fr. 10 F., his
suggestion is rather convenient.

Erytheia was not expelled from home, and she is not wandering, but returning home
with her baby. However, the description of the journey in fr. 10 F. is reminiscent of the
imagery of a mother and her child sailing the sea presented in Danae’s wanderings by
Simonides fr. 543 PMG.”"® A scene where Erytheia and Eurytion were the focus of the
narrative would come in the context of fr. 9 F. in a digression on Eurytion’s genealogy at the
moment of his encounter with Heracles. Moreover, the fact that the episode is told only in
Stesichorus is not a strong argument against Robertson’s hypothesis. After all, Stesichorus
is the only source known to us to have dealt with the herdsman’s birth in detail. A scene of
maternal love and dedication, of tenderness, as the one which would have resulted from fr.
10 F., associated with a minor character,”' such as Eurytion would increase the dramatic
tension of the episode and anticipate the central battle with Geryon, in the context of which
aspects of maternal love and genealogy are present, as we shall see below. To provide the
herdsman of a family and to bring the audience with a reminiscence of Eurytion as an infant

would then have the same effect as it does with Geryon: to emphasise Heracles’ brutality.

Geryon’s heroism (frr. 12-15 F))

It is precisely Heracles’ brutality, or at least his remarkable power, that is at stake in
frr. 12-15 F. which in all likelihood belong to the same part of the poem. They form a series
of speeches between Geryon and a messenger come to inform him of the attack on his cattle.
Since its guardians, Eurytion and Orthos, must have been killed, as they are in the other
accounts, Eurytion cannot be the messenger. It is generally accepted that Geryon’
interlocutor is Menoetes, the herdsman of Hades.””” The suggestion of this character is

influenced by the account provided by Apollodorus, the fullest version of the episode

Telephus 238-39 TrGF; E. Auge 265-81 TrGF, Telephus 696-727 TrGF; S. Aleads 74-96 TrGF, Mysians 375-91 TrGF;
Apollod. Bibl. 2.103-4; Paus. 8.48.7; D. S. 4.33. 7-12; Str. 13.1.69).

1 On the imagery of Simonides’ fragment, see Hutchinson 2001: 309-320; Ferreira 2013: 331-338.

! The focus on a minor character is not the only example of our poet’s attention to minor characters. The
opening of the Sack of Troy focuses on Epeius describing his daily task in the Achaean camp and his inspiration
by Athena to build the Trojan horse.

"2 Barrett 2007: 13; followed by Page 1973: 145; Maingon 1979: 280; Lazzeri 2008: 350; Curtis 2011: 113-14; Davies
and Finglass 2014: 267.
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known to us, and one which contains the detail of a dialogue between Geryon and a
companion, found elsewhere only once, precisely in Stesichorus.

As we have seen above, frr. 9 and 10 F. are likely to have been placed in the narrative
as a digression on the description of Eurytion’s death, which suggests that his death was
told not only in detail but also in a dramatic way, emphasising the herdsman’s birth and
childhood, presumably the dedication and love of his mother; a particularly emotional
account. Menoetes would have witnessed Heracles’ slaughter of Eurytion and Orthos.””
Therefore the inclusion of a messenger such as Menoetes would, on the one hand, allow our
poet to elaborate a dialogue describing Heracles’ atrocities and his might, and, on the other,
provide the occasion for development of the monster’s psychology and dilemmas,
something to which Stesichorus dedicated special attention in other works.

The fragments ascribed to the messenger speech are severely damaged, particularly
fr. 12 F.,, from which only two, perhaps three words, survive intact: &vrjp (line 34), fitop (line
35), and presumably noka (line 33), pointing to a speech. Nevertheless, the supplement
provided by Lobel to line 31, ke]paAdv and by Barrett to line 32, dicto]d6ka, may shed
further light on the scene described here. dvrip and fitop may allude to Heracles’ might,
whereas the combination of noka and dicto]86ka, a speech in which the “quiver” is in
nominative concurs with the hypothesis of a “description of Heracles’ appearance”.” In fr.
13 F. the same Menoetes, attempts to dissuade Geryon from facing the invader, by exhorting

the creature to remember its parents:

ywéevtoc]

AN @ @ile pat[épa KaAlipdav

kai &pnigpilo[v
> XplvcdJopar ¢ [———
1 Lobel 2 toc 3-5 Barrett
...painful...

But, my friend, ... your mother Callirhoe

And warlike

2 The reason why Menoetes should be in the neighbourhood is not clear in Stesichorus or in Apollodorus;
thus Barrett 2007: 13.
" Thus Barrett 2007: 14.
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Chrysaor...
We may compare this fragment to another episode of a messenger delivering
appalling news: fr. 191 F. which seems to describe the moment when Althaea receives

the news on her brothers’ death and which would have anticipated her dilemma:**

5 ], ednatéper-
«, TJdy’ &yyeliac dueydptov
ne]Oceat év peydpoic tebvact tloft
v ~ P 5
dualtt Tande map’ ai-
cav] adeAg[eol] Ektave & avtolc

10 Il

6-9 Haslam 6 yop 7&upn owc vdac 8 @ 9 o0 11 Haslam: MeAéayp[og¢ idem

... lady with a noble father

Soon you will learn unenviable news

In your palace: your brothers have died
today against

fate; their killer was

Here too the news is brought to Althaea in her palace by a messenger, who delivers
his message in asyndeton anticipating the urgent content of the message,”*® with the first
word being the one which expressed death and pushing the subject of the verb to the end
of the sentence. The name of the killer is also pushed to a later phase of the sentence.
The following narrative would presumably deal with her decision making on how to act,

which would involve her dilemma whether to avenge her brothers by killing her own son

> Haslam 1990: 34 for the identification of the scene.

S The use of asyndeton anticipating an urgent and important speech is recurrent in tragedy. Cf. the messenger
bringing Clytemnestra the news of Iphigenia’s sacrifice (E. IA [1607-8]), and Antigone telling Oedipus that his
sons are dead, as a result of his curses (E. Ph.1555-9; compare with Oedipus’ curses in S. OC 1518-21). Oedipus
delivering the sentence for the assassin of Laius S. OT 236-40 (Finglass 2018: ad loc.), and the beginning of
Tiresias’ speech eventually revealing Oedipus as the killer (OT 412-15, 449). See also the guard announcing
Antigona’s return, and later Antigona defending her case (245-6, 908-12; cf. A. Eu 657-9 Apollo introducing his
speech on behalf of Orestes, and E. Or. 622-6 for Tyndareus’ wish to see Orestes condemned). In S. Tr. 1130, Hilo
announcing the death of Dejanira (cf. E. HF. 490-3 Megara addressing the dead Heracles to call him as a witness
of his children’s misfortunes). In S. Ph. 591-4, the merchant reveals to Neoptolemus the true reason for
Philoctetes’ rescue. In Euripides’ Ph. [438-40], 503-6, 568-70 the reasons of each of the brothers present their
reasons to fight each other.
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or leave her brothers unavenged.””’” The cases mentioned so far concern mainly domestic
dilemmas associated with female characters. The Geryoneis, on the other hand, while
sharing the same narrative interest of exploring the psychology of the character, takes
a different course. Geryon is presented with a dilemma on which he will elaborate in detail:
should he follow Menoetes’ advice and abstain from facing Heracles, or should he show his

heroism, a motif of pride to all parents, and defy the hero?

The dilemma Stesichorus creates to Geryon allows the poet to focus on the
psychology of Callirhoe’s son, to explore his doubts about his own condition, to show his
heroic ethos (fr. 15 F.):

XEPCLV [ v —=2 — =2 1oy
" arap[epduevoc
noté@a [«~— Xpucdopoc &-

Bavdrolo [v—= —ou—,

5 ‘uf} pot B&[vatoy == —== —

ta dedick[e(0) —vv——

ol pev yafp v~ abdvatoc ==
pat kal ayr[paoc —==—=2—
10 ¢v ’ONOum[wt

Kpéccov[(v) ——2— o é-

Aéyxea §[—vv—

Kol f[ —ov—ou— _
kepai[{Ouev — == —=22 G-
15 UETEPW[V 22 —oo——
ol & & @i[Ae —=—= yii-
pac [ik]écOat,
{wlet]v T év €[mapepioc = —
e 6[e]v pakdpwlv,
2 VOV pot ToAL kG[AAov — =2 —

8 TL uépciufov —=—oo—

' On Althaea, see further Chapter IV pp. 212-214, 282.

44



kol Ovelde[v—oo——
Kol oyl yé[ver =2 —=2 8-
omicw xpuc[do]po[c v]idv.
25 uln tooto @[i]Aov pakd[pelcct Oefo]i-
ctylévorto
wee][]. kel ).[.] mepi Pouciv éuaic
1 xepciv Lobel: xnpctv P. Oxy. 2617  tov Barrett 2 dnap[eipSuevoc Lobel 3-4 &- Lobel, kpatepod Xpucdopoc &-

/Bavaroto [te KaAAipdac yevéBAa suppl. Prest kpatepdc Xpucdopoc &/Bavdtolo [ydvoc kai KaAlipdac Barrett 5
Bd[vatov Lobel, Bpoéwv kpudev- Barrett 6 dedick[eo Lobel dedick[e’ dydvopa Buudv suppl. Barret, , 8 ya[p nemov

14

&Bavatoc T’ £co- Barrett 9 dyAlpaoc dcte Plov nedéxetv Page 10 Barrett 11 Lobel 13-15 e.g. Barrett coniunxit, &- Lobel
16 [Ae Lobel 17-19 Barrett 20 Lobel, éctt mabeiv Page LGS 21 A1, puf SuckAela Barrett 23 [ver Diggle, &&-Fiihrer 24
Barrett 25 u]r| Lobel, cett. Barrett 26 c1 Barrett, y] Lobel

With his hands ...
Inreply ...
He addressed .... of Chrysaor

... immortal....:

5 ‘Do not ... death...
To frighten ...,
Nor ....
ForifI am ... [immortal]
And ageless...
10 On Olympus...
Better...

shameful...

and...
...carried off....
15 far from my stalls.
But if, my friend ... reach ...
old age,
And live among ephemeral ...

... of the blessed gods,
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20 For now it is much more noble for me ....

What is fated...

And disgrace...
And for all my kind...
...future ... the son of Chrysaor.
25 May this not be the wish of the blessed
Gods...

...concerning my cattle’

The speech is focused on two conditional clauses expressing a dilemma. The fragment
preserves the beginning of Geryon’s speech (in lines 5-6)** where he seems to emphasise
his courage towards the possibility of death,”” thus demonstrating his heroic ethos by
considering two possible scenarios, one involving his condition of mortality and the other
involving the possibility of his immortality. The protasis is in the indicative, thus revealing
that immortality is not excluded from the range of possibilities; it is a plausible
consideration, but presents some problems.

Page and Barrett have dealt with the issues at stake here. Page suggested that the
general sense in these lines is that Geryon feels he should fight Heracles whether he is
mortal, thus risking his life, or immortal, then not risking his life at all.”® As Davies and

Finglass note, this supposition offers a satisfactory sense, but Page does not provide any

® That Geryon is the speaker seems unproblematic, since there is a clear reference to the cattle as property
of the speaker in line 27. Geryon’s interlocutor is expected to be Menoetes, who had just informed Geryon of
Heracles’ presence and advised him not to fight the stranger, since fr. 15 F. seems to deal with Geryon'’s decision
to do exactly that, i.e., to contradict the counsels of Menoetes. Moreover, no other character seems to have
been appropriate to feature in this episode. This character is male, hence Callirhoe is excluded. Eurytion must
have been dead by now, and Chrysaor, Geryon’s father, would have hardly been addressed by the vocative @
¢i[Ag; cf. Davies and Finglass 2014: 269.

% Barrett’s supplement Opoéwv is preferable to his own @p&lwv, to Page’s mpogépwv and to a sense of
predication as tpoAéywv would convey (cf. Barrett 2007: 30; Davies and Finglass 2014: 270-71), since the sense
here seems to be referring to an allusion, a reference made by Menoetes, rather than a prediction, an
information, or a certain consequence of Geryon’s intervention. For the adjective for 8a[vdtov, Barrett
suggested kpudev]ta, but Lazerri’s ctovéev]ta would also suit the context.

2% page 1973: 149-50.
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supplements who support his suggestion.”" Moreover, this dilemma would imply that his
decision is already taken: he would fight Heracles whatever the outcome. While this
suggestion makes the decision to fight inescapable and consequently easier to deal with,
it renders it less interesting in terms of the character’s psychology, since any of the
outcomes would have been heroic: either Geryon defeats Heracles and saves his cattle and
himself, or he dies as a hero, a rather expected end for a character that shares so many
characteristics with epic heroes.

Barrett proposes a slightly different approach to Geryon’s options.””* According to the
scholar, the sense of the first apodosis is not so much “fight, since he can’t kill me”, but
rather “better not to fight” connected to a slightly altered protasis along the lines “if I am
destined to be immortal, if not killed by Heracles, it is better for me not to fight and secure
immortality”. This suggestion presupposes a scenario in which someone told Geryon that
he may be able to achieve immortality if he is to endure the shame of letting Heracles get
away with his cattle. However, Geryon chooses to fight risking his own life, risking any
chance of attaining immortality. As pointed out by Barrett, this outcome does not eliminate
Geryon'’s nobility or heroism.””” On the contrary, it stresses it, since the character chooses
to gamble his life. Davies and Finglass add another aspect to this scenario, questioning the
extent to which Geryon was certain to be granted immortality should he avoid the battle.”
If he doubted the claim, a further reason for engaging in the fight is put forward.

In fact, while Callirhoe’s immortality seems to be unanimously agreed on, Chrysaor’s
is a matter of discussion. In the Theogony (979-83) the union of Callirhoe and Chrysaor
appear in the context the relationships of goddesses and mortal men. If Stesichorus was
following this tradition, Geryon was right in doubting his immortality. As a matter of fact,
Chrysaor’s condition is itself problematic, since he was born to Poseidon from the severed
head of Medusa, the only mortal Gorgon. However, his brother Pegasus is reckoned as

immortal by Hesiod (Th. 284-6). The reference to the island Sarpedonia in fr. 6 F. may have

! Davies and Finglass 2014: 273. Lazzeri follows the suggestion of Page but fails to provide supplements.
Rozokoki 2008: 68 doubts the general sense of Geryon’s ignorance of his own condition and suggests a similar
solution to that of Barrett presupposing a contingent immortality, but her supplement presents some
problems, since if Geryon knew he was not immortal, he would not have expresses that possibility in the
indicative, but rather, as happens in the episode of Sarpedon in the Iliad, in the optative.

2 Barrett 2007b: 26-28.

2 Barrett 2007b: 27. Curtis 2011: 119 says that the fragment does not preserve any reference to Geryon’s noble
heart, despite accepting the general sense of line 20 as Geryon’s resolution to do what is noble.

! Davies and Finglass 2014: 273.
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dealt with the genealogy of Chrysaor in detail or even his birth,” since Hesiod places the
Gorgons in an island in the Ocean, near the garden of Hesperides (Th. 274-5). Such an
episode as that of Eurytion may have appeared in the context of Geryon’s ancestry, so
emphasised in his speech in fr. 15 F*** Geryon thus replies to the herdsmen by weighing all
the possible situations, as we as have seen, but he reaches the wise conclusion that, in the
end, the outcome rests in the hands of the gods, who, Geryon hopes, will not allow the
disgrace of dying and losing his cattle to fall on him.

The final lines of the fragment resemble the speech of the Theban Queen in fr. 97.211-
217 F. In the Thebais, the Queen expresses the wish that the gods may grant her death before
she witnesses the dreadful events predicted by Tiresias. She too pleads with the gods to be
benevolent to her and spare her the view of her sons killed or the city destroyed. But in the
Geryoneis the context is more surprising; the wish that the gods may be on Geryon’s side
preventing him from dying in battle is particularly “striking in a context in which the
speaker’s status relative to mortals and immortals is probably at issue”.”” The passage
informs us that Geryon decided to engage in fighting Heracles, whatever the circumstances
and the possible consequences of this enterprise. Here Geryon wishes that the gods may
prevent dishonour from falling on his lineage. It is with the wish that the gods may be on
his side that Geryon decides to face Heracles, little knowing that the opposite is destined
to happen. Despite having no guarantees of his immortality, the son of Callirrhoe decides
to act according to his heroic and noble ethics, to show himself worthy of his ancestry.
However, his mother, Callirrhoe, is not so much of a positivist as her son, as she attempts to
persuade him not to engage into battle with the son of Zeus.

Instead of a roaring creature, we are presented with a heroic figure. The decision
Geryon makes is based not upon passion, or pure unjustified violence, but on a matter
of honour, for which Geryon is willing to risk is life. A Homeric reader recognises
immediately the ethical principles of the epic heroes behind these words, in particular
those in the episode of Sarpedon in the Iliad (12.322-8). However, in this Iliadic episode

the protasis, in the case, the possibility of immortality is in the optative, thus indicating the

2 Antonelli 1996: 60.

#2¢ Thus Robertson 1969: 216. The reference to Sarpedonia, may instead refer to a moment of Heracles’ journey
to or from Erytheia, but a reference to Chrysaor’s birth and ancestry should not be excluded, particularly in a
context where his condition of mortality or immortality is so germane.

7 Spelman ap. Davies and Finglass 2014: 277.
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impossibility of such outcome.””® Curtis and Kelly have drawn attention to the risks
of assuming the fragment as a specific interaction with Homer. Curtis stresses that most
of the parallel elements between the two episodes result from supplements, which, in turn,
may have been attempted to prove the interaction.”” An example of this issue is provided
by Kelly who argues that the best case for interaction is that of lines 8-9 (ai uév ya[p «-
abdvatoc = uat kai ayn[paoc) which results from restoration, and is, furthermore,
a formulaic expression. However, as Kelly himself acknowledges, the similarity of the
dilemma in both situations is remarkable, since the two characters ponder the best course
of action.”® The conditional in Sarpedon’s speech is but a mere impossible solution, that
will never become a reality, since Sarpedon is aware of his condition.

Other conditional clauses in the context of decision-making like those at lines 8-24,
the first in ai pév (line 8) and the second in ai & (line 16), can be found in Homer. Among
them, Achilles’ speech in Book 9 (lines 410-6) relates to Geryon’s. Glory, honour, fate, and
decision: these are present in Achilles’ words in the same way that they are in Geryon’s.
Achilles can choose between the glory, which will kill him, and the anonymity, which will
allow him to survive Troy and return home to live a peaceful live until old age. In the same
way, Geryon has to choose between a heroic death and a life condemned to reach shameful
old age. This episode of the Geryoneis that is of major importance in the characterization of

Geryon alludes semantically to Iliadic episodes played by both a Trojan and a Greek.

Callirhoe’s plea (frr. 16, 17 F)

At this point, then, we have a warrior that, moved by his heroic urge, is willing to
fight for his property. Here we get to the ultimate step in the humanization of the monster:
when the poet reminds his audience that the monster has a mother. Again, the intervention
of the Theban Queen comes to mind, but while in the Thebais the Queen elaborates a plan
to avoid the terrible fate announced to his sons, in the Geryoneis, Callirhoe uses a highly
emotional mean to persuade her son. Two fragments are understood to be Callirhoe’s
speeches: frr. 16 and 17 F. Fr. 16 F. presents us with a first plea for Geryon to avoid battle:

neQ[v—= —

2 Thus e.g. Davies and Finglass 2014: 272 for a parallel to the contingent immortality/mortality Davies and
Finglass call attention to Pindar N. 10.83-8.

% Curtis 2011: 118.

P Kelly 2015: 42; 1. 94 for examples where the formula appears in an epic context.
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0.0(.[.. T[E](PU)\O(ypg[Vu SO

niev i[doic]a te vicdu[evov o —

“vika[~] kpdroc [~——
yuote, v Asuk[— v ——

ntJeiBeo tékvoy [—=2 —=2 —

cay, [-——

10 yroxo[ v —

15 AN Om[v— 22—

2 Lobel 3 Barrett super vic scr. 1 et % oB(twc) Av em[ 4 vika[c T1 Barrett 5 Barrett 7 m]e{@eo West post Barrett: mleiov

P. Oxy. 2617 9 Lobel 12 0¥jce[1 Cassio (suppl. Lobel): Once[

...caution...

...seeing him on his way...

“..victory...might...

5
Obey, my son
.. ae-
10 gis-bearer...
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..will place...

....110...

death...
15 But...

Castellaneta argues that this speech was uttered by Chrysaor, since the speech
ascribed with certainty to Callirhoe (fr. 17 F.) occurred at least two columns later.
The scholar suggests that Chrysaor would have urged his son to avoid battle and to hide

#! However, the presence of Chrysaor is doubtful, since he is absent from

in a safe place.
the episode in both literary and artistic accounts, in contrast to Callirhoe, whose presence
is common. Moreover, we can perceive in this episode the same pattern as in the speech
of the Theban Queen, as she pleads with her sons to obey her plan.” Callirhoe thus urges
her son to obey her, presumably to return to safety and avoid battle. The presence
of a mother pleading to her son not to rush into certain death encourages the audience
to sympathise further with Geryon. But it is with fr. 17 F. that the audience is led

to appreciate Geryon'’s situation against the backdrop of the Homeric epic, to appreciate

him as a hero whose home is invaded by a foreign force that threatens to destroy him:

Tul

o] éyay [ueAé]a kal dAac-
totékoc k]ad dA[ac]ta maboica
—= Tapuéva yovaldualt,
5 of ok’ €u)ov tv pal[ov] &[nécy ==

—=— ]wpov y[—w —

1 Castellaneta 2005: 30-4, providing the following supplement for lines 2-3 —] né vi[v Gx]& te vicéu[evoc
«—, On the problems of the sense for vicéuat, see Lazzeri 2008: 130-1, n. 304. Barrett, on the other hand,
supplements line 3 with the participle i[80i]ca, generally accepted by scholars who believe that the speaker
in this fragment is Callirhoe not Chrysaor.

22 Cf. Chapter IV pp. 255-70, and E. Ph. 1568 where Jocasta displays a similar attitude to the Theban Queen, but
who is said to have made a reference to her maternal love by exposing her breasts.
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10 2 w2 \§ea mémA[ov

.[.JxAv... [

2 Barrett 3 init. Barrett, cet. Lobel 4 Lobel 5 init. Barrett, [0v] Lobel, £]nécxeBov Page: &]vécyeBov Ucciardello 8 mapd
natpl] Barrett 9 e0¢] Barrett 10 Page, Bud]dea Barrett
*...I, unhappy woman, miserable
In the child I bore, miserable in my sufferings
... I beseech you, Geryon

5 If ever I offered you my breast

At your dear...gladdened
By [the meal]’

10 ...Tobe

In this fragment two aspects of supplication ought to be considered: a lamentation
and a supplication. Lines 2-3 express Callirhoe’s grief. The supplement proposed by Barrett,
dAactotdkoc, results in a hapax, which imprints a deeper sense of disgrace experienced by
the mother and foretell the future doom.”” With these words of misery Callirhoe
introduces her plea. Barrett’s hapax is reminiscent of Thetis’ lament to the Nereids where
she expresses refers to herself as ducapictotdkeia, the “unhappy mother of a noble son” (Il.
18.54), reinforcing at the moment of Achilles’ imminent death a feeling that she had already

expressed in Il 1.414. Callirrhoe and Thetis share the same condition as nymphs, married

234 235

to mortals,”* from which union is born a noble son fated to die young, yet heroically.

We have seen how some parts of Geryon’s dilemma may resemble Achilles’ decision
to stay at Troy and its implications. Hence it seems that Stesichorus kept Thetis and Achilles
in his Geryoneis. After all, Thetis is the most interventive mother of the Homeric poems.

Callirhoe, however, is not simply a variation of Thetis. Among the intricacy of references

 Thus Xanthou 2015: 39.
4 0n the question of Chrysaor’s mortality, see above.
2 For further parallels between the two characters see Xanthou 2015: 43-45.
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and allusions, Stesichorus finds yet another figure on which to model further aspects of his
maternal figure.

In line 5, Callirhoe urges Geryon to consider his decision and to avoid battle by
mentioning the tender image of her breast-feeding him. Scenes of breast exposure occur in
highly tense moments and as a last resource for persuading, or dissuading the interlocutor.
They are common in tragedy, ?® but rare in lyric*” and in epic. However, it is in epic that we
find the most similar episode, in terms of context, to Callirhoe’s situation: Hecuba’s plead
with Hector.”® After failing to persuade her son to avoid battle with her rhetoric, Hecuba
attempts a more emotional approach by exposing her breast. Likewise, and judging from
the missing lines between fr. 16 and 17 F., Callirhoe’s exposure occurs only after an
extensive speech or dialogue where she tried to dissuade Geryon from fighting Heracles.

The parallels with Hecuba’s plea to Hector at II. 22.79-89 are evident:

(72 7 bl 1 /e b ) b4 7 2 7
ExTop TEKVOV €UOV Tade T aideo kai p' EAéncov

7 7 24 7 7 1 2
a0TNY, €1 ToTE o1 Aabikndéa palov émecyov:

Hector, my child, respect these things and pity me

If I ever held you the breast that eases care;

Kelly argues that verbal interactions are not sufficient to establish a specific Homeric
allusion.” Also, there may have been other instances before Stesichorus where the
exposure of the breast functioned as a persuasion technique and from which he could have
been inspired by. For example, Helen in the epic Iliou Persis is said to have shown her breasts
to dissuade the Achaean host to kill her (fr. 38 GEF).**® However, in that episode the focus is

not on maternal love and care, but rather on eroticism. To establish a parallel between

PSE.g. A. Cho. 896-8; E. EL. 1206-07; Or. 527, 841; Ph. 1568; Andr. 629; also found in comedy Ar. Lys. 155-56 to inspire
pity. For a survey of the theme, see Castellaneta 2013: especially 49-59 on Stesichorus’ fragment; for
maternal authority in Aeschylus, see Mc Clure 2006. The exposure of a breast occurs in several
episodes, always to inspire pity or compassion. In the plays on the House of Atreus, Clytaemnestra
mentions lactation to persuade Orestes to spare her life; in Euripides’ Andromache the motif appears
in a similar context, as a reminiscence of Helen’s exposure of her breasts to avoid the Achaean host
to kill her (627-631), which Hermione will repeat at 832. See further Chapter I below.

®7 The use of the episode in the Geryoneis, at a highly dramatic moment and in an unexpected context may be

afurther aspect attesting Stesichorus’ place as a link between the epic and tragedy, as pointed out by Arrighetti

1980: 135; Bremer 1980: 365-71; and Curtis 2011: 117.

2% A similar use of the reference to the maternal breast in the context of an attempt to dissuade the children

to engage in battle appears in E. Pho. 1568.

29 Kelly 2015: 38-39.

0 See also E. Andr. 629.
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Helen’s scene and Calirrhoe’s would have been odd, to say the least. Conversely, the scene
in the Iliad is remarkably appropriate. The language presents definite similarities, but the
parallelism of the broader context, the coincidence of the moment when these episodes
occur within the narrative, strengthens the case for Homeric allusion. Moreover, there are
other allusions to episodes of the Iliad in the poem; in these, Geryon assumes the place
occupied in the Iliad by Trojan warriors or their allies. Hence the probability that
Stesichorus had the scene of Hecuba in mind gains further weight. After all, the situation
of Geryon is not very different from that of Hector.

Elsewhere in Stesichorus, we find further representations of the mater dolorosa.
The first lines of fr. 17 F. are similar to the first lines preserved from the Thebais (fr. 97. 201).
Here too we see a cumulative use of vocabulary of suffering and sorrow (&Ayecct ur) xaAendac
motel pepipvac), setting the mood for the subsequent utterance, where a pledge for
obedience to avoid conflict takes place. But Callirhoe’s plea is different from that of the
Theban Queen. While the Queen pleads with Eteocles and Polynices for obedience
in following her rational and practical plan, Callirrhoe attempts to dissuade her son to
engage in battle with Heracles and does so by a most moving means, alluding to Geryon’s
infancy. Stesichorus leads his audience to forget the monstrous condition of Geryon by
focusing on the image of a tender and happy childhood that only maternal love can
provide.”' The effect on the narrative is the same as that of its Homeric parallel:
the intensification of the nobility of the hero’s decision emphasising its destructive power.
The same audience led to imagine a baby Eurytion in fr. 9 and 10 F. is now urged to picture
a tender baby Geryon. Here, as in the previous episode, the allusion to Geryon’s childhood

emphasises Heracles’ cruelty.

The gods’ Assembly and a parallel with the Cycnus (frr. 18 and 166 F.)

We have seen how Stesichorus treated in detail Geryon’s decision-making as to
whether he should face Heracles to retain his cattle, possibly avenge his herdsman, and
eventually expel the stranger. I concluded that the most probable scenario for his dilemma

was that he decided to risk his life trying to do so. We also know that he prayed for the gods

21 cf, Xanthou 2015: 40-44.
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to grant him success (fr. 15. 25-26 F.). Fr. 18 F. provides information about how the gods

reacted to this prayer:

—=—> yhuve moapal Ala

nay[BaciAfjo v —.

w — yAavk]@mic Abdva
w2 ] coti OV Kpatepd-
) PR )4
5 ppova Tdtpw’ inmokéAevbov-
‘e e yepvapévoc af
w2 = Tpu]dvav B[av]drtov

1Lobel o0 yap tic #u] Davies post Barrett dla  2Page 3 Lobel 4 @dr’] Page, tum £bgpadéw]c Barrett
Ov 5 mdtpw’ Page, cett. Lobel 8 Lobel un BovAeo Barrett

...remained by the side of Zeus,

Who reigns of all things

...grey-eyed Athena...
... to her strong
-minded uncle, the driver of horses

“..remember...
...Geryon’s death...
Athena’s interlocutor is probably Poseidon,** although the epithets by which he is

introduced are never applied to him elsewhere. However, while kpatepé@pwv is associated

with several figures,* Poseidon’s association with horses is common.*** Moreover,

2 Thus Lobel 1967: 4; Page 1973: 150; Maingon 1979: 288-89; Barrett 2007a: 17; Lazzeri 2008: 186; Curtis 2011:
131-34; Davies and Finglass 2014: 281-82.

™ In the Iliad, it is applied to Heracles (14. 324), and to wild beasts in the context of a simile (10.184); in the
Odyssey, it refers to Odysseus (4.333) and to the Dioscuri (11.299). In lyric, it appears in Ibycus to characterise
Athena (fr. 298.3 PMGF) as well as in Attic inscriptions from c. 510-480 BC (CEG I 206.2, 243.2, 295).

“* The epithet is applied to Patroclus (Il 16.126, 584, 839), but Poseidon’s connection to these animals is
traditional. In Stesichorus the god appears as the tamer of horses in fr. 272 F. and, possibly, according to some,
in fr. 187 F. (thus Haslam 1990: 32, although Schade 2003: 64 argues that the epithet refers to Artemis). For

55



Poseidon is Geryon’s grandfather, and hence presumably interested in protecting his
grandson.

In our fragment, Athena reminds Poseidon of something concerning Geryon.
The relevant part is lost, but the supplements provided by Barrett provide a satisfactory
sense. Certainly, Athena is not urging Poseidon to save Geryon. Such words coming from
Athena, the traditional and relentless protector of Heracles, would sound odd. Page’s
suggestion that Athena encouraged Poseidon to defend Geryon while she would support
Heracles is not fully convincing either. Barrett’s solution is preferable: &y’ vmocyécio]c
peuvapévoc dlvrep vméctac | un fovAeo Tapuldvav Blav]dtov [pocdor ctuyepol, “Come,
remember the promise you made, and do not wish to rescue Geryon from hateful death”.
Athena appears in several scenes demanding resolutions by the gods with regard to the
mortals’ affairs.

In the Odyssey (1.45-78), Athena complains about Poseidon’s wrath against Odysseus
which is preventing him from returning home. The wrath of the god was caused by
Odysseus’ killing of Polyphemus, Poseidon’s son. But even Poseidon has to accept the fate
established for Odysseus and let go of his anger, as Zeus clearly states. A further Homeric
parallel for the episode is found in book 22 of the Iliad. Barrett has compared the scene of
fr. 18 F. to the Divine Assembly of Iliad 22. 166-87, where Zeus pities Hector, who never failed
to offer him sacrifices, and who is now in the verge of being killed by Achilles. Athena
interprets Zeus’ words as an attempt to intervene and change Fate, which she criticizes.
Zeus replies to his daughter, saying that she is not to be worried, for he will not intervene;
things will happen as fated. Athena, leaves the Olympus to join Achilles in the battlefield.

In Stesichorus, Athena often intervenes on behalf of her protegés, either on
the battlefield or in other circumstances. The Sack of Troy begins with her intervention
on behalf of Epeius, whom she pitied for his menial service (fr. 100 F.). Athena appears again
as Heracles’ helper in the Cycnus, where we might have had a similar dispute or tension
between the gods concerning their favourites. Stesichorus’ version presents an important
novelty: Heracles’ flight. According to the fragments, all testimonies, Stesichorus’ Cycnus

presented the following story:** Cycnus lives in Thessaly, where he is a threat to travellers

other instances of Poseidon as the master of horses see h. Hom. 22.5; Pi. P. 4.45; I. 1.54 and in Paus. 7.21.7. The
same author mentions the custom of sacrificing horses to the god (8.7.2-3). See further Macedo 2016: 1-8.

5 The story of Cycnus was popular in archaic art, particularly in the sixth century; see Cambitoglou and
Paspalas 1994; Zardini 2009. In literary evidence, a brief reference to the story appears in the epic Thebaid fr.
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passing by, since he uses their skulls to build a temple to Apollo (fr. 166a F.). Heracles passes
by Cycnus’ home and fights with him. Cycnus’ father, Ares, fights by his side, causing
Heracles to flee (fr. 166 F.). He returns after a while, encouraged by Athena (fr. 167 F.), and
defeats Cycnus, this time not in the company of his father.

The presence of Ares and Athena in the context of this story has a precedent in the
Aspis. However, there Cycnus does not receive divine help, despite his attempts to summon
Apollo to his side, who not only refuses to help him, but instead encourages Heracles to
engage in the conflict (Scut. 57-74). Nevertheless, Cycnus counts on the presence of Ares
(Scut. 59), who intervenes only after Cycnus’ death at Heracles’ hands (425-34, 450-461),
despite Athena’s efforts to keep the god away from the fight (443-450). Ares’ intervention,
however, proves unfruitful since Athena herself interferes on behalf of Heracles taking the
force of the god’s spear (455-57). Heracles responds to Ares attack by a strike that hits Ares
on the thigh (458-62). The god falls wounded and is taken to Olympus by Phobos and Deimos
(463-467), while Heracles takes the spoils and return victorious to Trachis (467-469).

In Stesichorus, Ares intervenes earlier, in what seems to have been the most distinct
episode of our poet’s account: the flight of Heracles. That Heracles flees the fight need not
be understood as an effort to depict him as a coward.”* It should perhaps be seen as
an attempt to provide the narrative with further complexity and dramatic tension,*’
which, moreover, resembles in some ways the drama also latent in the Geryoneis. In the
Cycnus, Ares intervenes on behalf of his son to avoid his defeat and eventual death at the
hands of Heracles. Athena ensures that Poseidon will follow whatever promise he made,
and abstain from interfering in the battle to save his grandson. Stesichorus therefore was
interested in playing with divine characters as parental figures who fight, or are ready to
do so, on behalf of their offspring. In the Cycnus, Ares intervention is more effective,
inasmuch as it delays Cycnus’ death, adding pathos. In the Geryoneis, Poseidon is prevented
from intervening and forced to watch, impotently, his grandson die at the hands of
Heracles. Poseidon is thus another one of Geryon’s legion of relatives that care for him and

are incapable of intervening effectively to save him from death. The fact that Geryon is

11 GEF, but the fullest surviving account is the Pseudo-Hesiodic Aspis. Pindar alludes to the myth in 0. 10.13-19
as does Euripides in his Heracles (389-93).

¢ Thus Finglass 2015a: 86, with n. 12 for further examples.

* Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 467.
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surrounded by loved ones who helplessly watch him heading to certain death encourages,

once again, the audience’s sympathy.

Heracles’ tactis and the example of the Boarhunters (frr. 19 and 183 F)
vl
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..two...

5 ...in his mind he [distinguished

..it was much better...

...to fight by stealth...

..mighty...
10 ...to one side he devised for him...

...bitter destruction...

...he held his shield in front of...

...from his head...
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40

45

...helmet with its horse-hair plume...

...on the ground.

..swift-flying...
..hold...

...to the ground.
..head...

..edar...

... the e[nd of...
...hateful [death

...on his head...having... stained

with blood and bile,

With the agonies of the dapple-necked

Hydra, destroyer of men. In silence, it stealthy
Thrust into his forehead.

It cut through the flesh and bones

according to the determination of a god.

And right through the crown of his head

the arrow went

and stained with gushing blood

his breastplate and gory limbs.

Geryon leaned his neck
to one side, like a poppy
which dishonouring its tender form,

at once, sheds its petals...

The first lines of the fragment appear to describe the approaching of Geryon from

the perspective of Heracles. Lines 1-11 seem to deal with Heracles planning the attack.

Spelman®*® supplements line 2 with ¢]vavt[iov or ¢Jvavt[ipiov, which would give the sense

% ap. Davies and Finglass 2014: 282
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of a face to face battle, an option that Heracles quickly sets aside (line 5) in favour of a more
advantageous approach (line 7), an attack by stealth (line 8) by means of arrow and bow.*’
Heracles thus ponders the best options for making a successful approach to the opponent,
thus anticipating a tough fight.

Stesichorus’ interest in tactics is evident in other poems. We have seen how he
presented a different version to the fight against Cycnus, from which Heracles flees only to
return later with his valour revived by Athena, catching Cycnus by surprise and without
Ares’ protection. Another episode of the killing of a monster was told in Stesichorus’
Europeia (fr. 96 F.). The only preserved part of the poem preserves the sowing of the dragon’s
teeth, implying that Cadmus faced the serpent. The context of the scholium to Euripides
Phoenician Women tells that Athena sowed the teeth. The version of the myth is not
unanimous in this aspect, although the most common account has Cadmus sowing the
teeth.”® Be that as it may, the relevant element here is that, in the Europeia, Cadmus defeats
the dragon, presumably with the help of Athena. It would have been interesting to see how
our poet dealt with the approach to the dragon in this account, which also involves a far-
off journey by Cadmus.

In the Boarhunters, on the other hand, we have an example of a completely different
scene, which nevertheless seems to have dealt in detail with the issue of how to approach
and prepare for a battle in which the opponent is significantly stronger.” In fr. 183 F. we
are presented with what seems to be the preparations to the hunt, with the arrival of hosts

from different locations within Greece, many of which having in this fragment their earliest

™ Cf. Heracles using the same strategy against Diomedes in Pi. fr. 169a. 18-20 S-M.

0 Cadmus sowing the teeth, sometimes with the help of Athena: Hellanic. fr. 51 EGM; E. Ph. 666-9; Apollod. Bibl.
3.4.1; Hyg. Fab. 178.5. One source has Ares sowing the teeth: E. HF. 252-3, and another featuring both Ares and
Athena (Pherecyd. fr. 22a EGM).

! The poem tells the story of the Calydon Boar hunt, a popular theme in early literature and art. The boar
hunting is, furthermore, a recurrent topos in Indo-European, Celtic folktale (cf. Davies 2001; West 2007: 430).
The myth of the Calydon boar and the fate of Meleager appears for the first time in the Iliad 9. 529-99; [Hes.]
fr. 25.2-13, Minyas fr. 5 GEF; Ibyc. 290 PMGF; Pi. fr. 249a, 48 S-M; Phryn. Trag. Pleuroniae TrGF 3 F 6; B. 5.93-154; A.
Cho. 602-12, Atalanta; S. Meleager; E. Meleager test. iiic, iiid, fr. 525 TrGF; Apollod. Bibl. 1.8.2.; two later
mythographical papyri dated to the second century AD (P. Oxy. 4097 fr. 2 and P.Duk. inv. 752 = P.Robinson inv.
10). In Roman literature, we have Hyg. Fab. 173; Ov. Met. 8.298-328, 360. In art, the myth appears copiously in
the sixth century BC, the ‘Francois Vase’ c. 570 (Woodford and Krauskopf 1992: §7), and the Attic dinos c. 570-
60 (89) in fourteen Attic black-figure vases, in four non-Attic, and in the throne of Apollo in Amyclae, (cf.
Woodford and Krauskopf 1992: § 6-23, 28); in the fourth century BC, there are a few depictions of Meleager and
Atalanta (cf. Woodford and Krauskopf 1992: § 37-41). Pausanias 8.45.6-7 describes the front pediment of Scopas’
temple of Athena at Tegea, where the myth was depicted.
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reference.”” In lines 10-11 and 17-18, the poet “imagines the different contingents already
in the field, ready to face the boar”.*® The contingents are placed in strategic places,
apparently in two sides, to make the hunting more effective. Some hosts have defined roles.
So, the Locrians, in line 11 are sitting as spearmen; they are joined by the Achaeans
(lines 12-3) and the Boeotians (lines 14-16), and by the Aetolians and the Dryopes, on the
other side, presumably, in a different contingent. This suggests careful planning of the
attack, on the one hand, and, on the other, that the hunters would have been noticeable.

Heracles quietly observes Geryon approaching,* as he defines the wiser method to
attack his opponent successfully. They are alone and about to engage in a duel, though
Heracles may have been helped by Athena. The situation is unexpected since Heracles has
quickly to decide which tactic he is to follow to defeat Geryon. He opts for a furtive attack
(line 8), which gives him the advantage of surprise and the safety of distance. The
description of the attack shows a cunning Heracles whose strategy diminishes Geryon’s
heroic decision to die in battle, as he gets caught in an ambush with no opportunity to
respond or to demonstrate his warrior excellency.

The recoverable words of lines 13-20 focus on the description of Geryon: dcmidq,
“shield” (line 12), kpatdc “head” (lines 14-15), and tpugdAel’ “helmet” (line 16). All are
singular. This may seem unexpected since in Stesichorus’ poem Geryon’s body was three-
headed, six-handed, six-footed and winged (fr. 5 F.); hence our poet is not describing Geryon
as a whole, but focusing on Heracles’ first target, the one head from which the helmet falls.
Barrett and Page agree that the helmet falls thanks to a stone or some other missile object

thrown from afar by Heracles.”

#? E.g. Boeotia (lines 14-16) and the Dryopes (lines 17-18). See Finglass 2012 on the several cities represented
and its implications. Davies and Finglass 2014: 525 note that the catalogue of the hunters is organized as to
mentioning towards the end figures who will meet their fate in the hunt. Note, however, that the identity of
the hunters is subject of variation in the several accounts of the myth referred above. See further Davies and
Finglass 2014: 518-19.

»* Schade 2003: 30-34; Davies and Finglass 2014: 529. Lobel 1956: 13 argued that the scene presents two
contending parties, but such a scene would have only been possible after the hunt, in a fight for the carcass of
the boar, which would hardly fit right after the catalogue of the hunters, expected to occur before the hunt
and not afterwards. It seems that the scene here represents not two opposed parties but two sides of a host
expecting the boar, which is presumably lured into some net (cf. X. Cyn. 10.19; Ov. Met. 8.331, for a parallel, see
11.18. 520-522).

®In fr. 184 F. the description of the boar presumably searching for food may have been part of a scene on the
approach of the hunters, who observe the behaviour of the beast.

3 Thus Page 1973: 151 (with exempli gratias) and Barrett 2007: 20.
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Lines 18-20 seem to have explained how the helmet falls from Geryon’s head.
The reference to some swift-flying feminine entities preserved in the fragment led scholars
to picture some sort of intervention by the goddesses of fate. The sense of the supplements
presented to this passage pose four different scenarios. Either the Keres or the Moirai
intervene in favour of Heracles and allow the helmet of Geryon to fall;*** Keres/Moirai come
to the battlefield and await near Geryon for his death;*’ or the reference to the Keres is a
mere objectivation of Geryon’s doom, a representation of a kerostasia.”*®

The idea of a kerostasia makes the scene rather enigmatic with no significant narrative
gain. Moreover, it poses problems of authority concerning the balance itself, since usually,
even in the examples cited by Irvine, Zeus controls the balance, not the Keres.”’
The hypotheses of Lazzeri and Ercoles convey the notion that Geryon, from whom Poseidon
is led to renounce protection, is abandoned at the hands of destiny which awaits its moment
of completion by the side of the one they are to take. But such a scene would be expected
immediately before Geryon’s death, which, as Lazzeri agrees, is not represented in this
fragment.*® Ercoles compares the scene of our fragment to the final line of Sarpedon’s
speech in IL. 12. 326 - a speech that Stesichorus seems to have used to compose the scene in
fr. 15 F. - where the fates (kfjpec) are mentioned. However, they are not personified as in
here, nor are they said to crouch by the warrior’s side. The first hypothesis suggests that
the Keres intervene to director simply allow the projectile thrown by Heracles to travel to

the helmet of Geryon, making it fall. Lerza’s e.g. presents some undeniable problems,**

¢ Thus Lerza 1978: 86-87, although the supplement provided presents some problems of misprints (cf. against
some of Lerza suggestions Irvine 1997: 45; Lazzeri 2008: 216). Davies and Finglass 2014: 284, present exempli
gratia the following lines: T&[v (Lerza 1978: 86) utv [p” dAoS]ppovec (Ercoles 2011: 358) dxvnétalt (Lobel 1967:
3) Kfjpec katd nétplov (Ercoles 2011: 358) éxoicat [kapraAipwc] én[A]dEav énfi] x0Sva, “Then the baleful, swift-
flying Keres, who control the future, swiftly knocked it to the ground”, which maintains the general sense of
Lerza’s interpretation but offers a less problematic solution.

*”This is the proposal of Lazzeri 1995: 43: t0]v pev [doAib]@povec wxvnétalt téka Moipat (vel Kfpec) nétulov
gxoicon [rnintovt’ duelen[t]é€av éni] x06va “Now the insidious swift-flying Moirai, who hold the fate, went
around the falling Geryon”. Along the same lines, Ercoles 2011: 358: pa]v pév [’ dAod]ppovec drumétalt (Lobel
1967: 3) Kjpec katd métulov éxoican [map 8¢ oi aiy’] énft]dEav énli] x0éva, “moved by the baleful swift-flying
Keres, holding destiny of death, and near him suddenly cowered on the earth”.

%8 [rvine 1997: 41 n. 11, 45: toilv uév [Sauaci]ppovec oxvmnéral pémov aipa téAavt]ov éxoicar [Tapvéva kai]
en[A]&&av énfi] xB6va, “and, in the case of the twain, straightaway did the swift-flying conquerors of the spirit
who had control of the balance pertaining Geryon incline downwards, dashing it to the earth”.

% Thus Ercoles 2011: 354-56. Cf. the role of Zeus in Il. 16.656-8 and the other examples presented by Irvine (Il
8.66-74, 19.221-24, 22.208-13). Moreover, in the divine assembly that precedes the fight where Gorgythion is
killed, a moment described by means of the poppy simile, it is Zeus who holds the balance (Il 8. 69).

% The possible parallel, pointed out by Ercoles 2011: 35, to the scene in I 12. 326.

1 cf. Lazzeri 1995: 83-102; Ercoles 2011: 352 n. 9, 354.
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but the suggestion by Davies and Finglass offers a plausible solution for the reference to
Keres: they make Heracles’ attempt successful. Given that they control the future, it is in
their hands to conduct the events for the future to happen according to what is settled.
This does not necessarily mean that they throw the object, nor even that they interfere in
its trajectory, although it remains plausible that they did, since divine intervention in this
cases is not rare.

Ercoles mentions Stesichorus” knowledge of the Aspis to support his hypothesis, but
our poet may have been reminded of the intervention of Athena to diminish the power of
the spear Ares throws at Heracles in the battle against Cycnus.** In the Iliad, Apollo knocks
Patroclus’ helmet to the ground moments before the fatal injury.**® Moreover, the fact that
it is the Keres who intervene strengthens the sense of inexorable fate emphasised again in
daipovoc aicar ending the sentence, where the wound of the arrow is first described.***
The lines do not justify in moral grounds the brutality of Heracles as some pretend;*® it
rather emphasises Geryon’s vulnerability to it and adds further depth to his character, just
as with any Homeric hero.*

With Geryon’s helmet on the ground, Heracles has his opportunity to perform the
first attack. The focus of the previous lines seems to have been in Geryon’s helmet, in an
almost zoomed-in perspective. In lines 33-4, the focus changes to another object: the arrow
which Heracles shots, taking advantage of Geryon’s exposed head.”” According to this view,
the k]ep[aA]ar of fr. 33.36 is not Geryon’s, but that of the arrow which is stained with blood
and gall from the Hydra. If this is correct, this is the earliest reference to the arrows
poisoned with the Hydra’s blood.”® The diversion to refer to another labour of the hero is
significant, inasmuch as it acts as a reminder to the audience of Hydra’s agonies (68d0vaicty,

line 36) inflicted by Heracles, thus anticipating Geryon’s suffering. The focus on the arrow

*? [Hes.] Scut. 455-57. See Ercoles 2011: 355 on Lazzeri’s supplement.

1. 16.793-800. Thus Lerza 1978: 86-87; Davies and Finglass 2014: 284,

" Barrett 2007a: 19 remarks a propos of this line that the “success with the more chancy missile is what might
more readily be ascribed to the working of the daimon”. If this notion is applicable to the situation to line 39,
it can equally be so to lines 18-20, if indeed the scene presented another object thrown at Geryon.

% Segal 1985: 195; Cruz Andreotti 1991: Gentili 1976: 746; Curtis 2011: 143-4; cf. Above the discussion on Ibycus’
and Pindar’s use of the myth in their victory odes.

%6 Noussia-Fantuzzi 2013: 242,

7 Thus Barrett 2007a: 19.

% The arrows reappear only in S. Tr. 572-77, 714-18 and E. HF. 1187-88. See further Davies and Finglass 2014:
286-87.
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is maintained until line 43,” as the poet describes its trajectory and its effects in gory
detail. Suspense is achieved by the way in which the poet drives our attention to the silence
of the arrow movement; an undetectable threat (lines 36-37). The repetition of the &i&
sentences and its remarkable analytic precision and crudity, almost like a slow-motion
sequence, a decelaration of time,”® accentuates the gravity of the wound, further explored
in the stains in Geryon'’s breastplate and limbs as it anticipates his death. The detailed and
structurally repetitive description of the arrow penetrating Geryon’s head and the excursus
of the Hydra confers a heightened pathos to the scene. In the next lines the focus is back to
Geryon’s now wounded head. The simile with which our poet describes the scene detaches
the audience from the reality and violence of it by evoking the delicate imagery of a poppy.

Much has been said about Stesichorus’ remarkable simile and its parallels with the
lliadic episode of Gorgythion,””* where the poppy bending itself on the weight of the fruits
and the morning dew is applied to the moment of his death by an arrow. The other
occurrence of the poppy appears in book 14. 496-500. The context of this episode is also
noteworthy, since the killer, Peneleus, rises the severed head of Ilioneus, which is compared
to a poppy and shouts to the Trojans to go and tell the parents of the deceased to sing
lamentations. Vegetation similes, particularly those containing flowers, evoke the
inexorability of mortality; they illustrate the ephemerality of mortals and, by extension,
the imminence of a hero’s death.”’” The poppy simile in the Iliad is applied always to dying
warriors, but the poppy in the similes is not necessarily dying, as happens in our fragment.
The poppy of lines 44-47 deforms his beautiful shape as it casts away its leaves. This refers

to the final moment of the flower, the loss of youth and beauty; the loss of life. In

® Thus Page 1973: 152. Lobel 1967: 6 suggested that the subject is Heracles, but as pointed out by Davies and
Finglass this would not only imply a sudden change of subject only to return to the previous subject in the
next line, but it also results in an odd sense.

7% Cf. Noussia-Fantuzzi 2013: 251.

771 11, 8.302-8. Barrett 2007: 20; Maingon 1980; Lazzeri 2008: 254-68; Franzen 2009: 70-75; Curtis 2011: 146-51;
Davies and Finglass 2014: 288-89; Kelly 2015: 36-37, among others.

2 Thus Kelly 2007b: 289-90 provides many examples which applied to several situations. The instances where
the comparison of human ephemerality is compared to that of the flowers or leaves are Il 6.146-8, 21.464-6.
The similes of the warriors as trees appears in Anthemides’ death (4.485-7), an episode which shares many
aspects with the Geryoneis, e.g. the birth of the hero is reminded to the audience moments before his death, as
happened with Eurytion; in Thetis lament to the Nereids and to Hephaestus in Il 18.56, 437; and in the
description of Euphorbus’ death (17.9-109) where the warrior is compared to an olive tree, both situations
evoking a premature death. For the metaphor for the multiplicity of warriors heading to the assembly or to
the battle field, see Il 2.87-90, 2.468, 2.800. The case of IL. 21. 257-63 and the simile of the gardener seems to fall
into a distinct category.
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Stesichorus’ simile both Geryon’s head and the poppy are depicted in their ultimate breath.
Moreover, intertextuality per se is strikingly reduced, with the only shared word being
ufkwv, albeit a rare one, which appears again only in Aristophanes (Av. 160). But in terms
of sense and occasion, the passages closely resemble each other. Apart from the poppy, the
reference in both the Iliadic to deceased parents, namely their mothers, may further hint
at the debt of our fragment to the Homeric episode. We have seen above how Stesichorus
uses Homeric passages in contexts completely distinct from the original. By adapting the
simile of the poppy, used in Homer in minor episodes involving marginal characters, in the
most important and central scene of his Geryoneis, Stesichorus shows a refine knowledge of
Homer, and a playful mind directed to surprise his audience. A three-headed monster is
compared to one of the more fragile flowers. Ephemerality and vulnerability are combined
in one perfect caption.

This scene corresponds, however, to the defeat of only one of Geryon'’s three heads.
We expect that the following lines would describe how Heracles defeated the others,
eventually killing Geryon. Fr. 20 F. refers to a second head stricken by the club, probably
coming from the scene dealing with Heracles’ second attack.””” Geryon would have been
weakened thank to the attack on the first head, which would allow Heracles to approach

him more closely.

Heracles in Thessaly (fr. 22a F,)

Frr. 21 and 22 F. indicate that Stesichorus’ Geryoneis did not end in Heracles’ defeat of
Geryon, but included his return home and took the opportunity to add another unamicable
encounter. The episode refers to Heracles visit to the centaur Pholus and their consumption
of some wine:

ckO@1ov d¢ AaPwv démac Eupetpov wce
TpIAdyvvov
i’ EmicyOuevoc, T P& ol Tapedn-

ke ®ONoc Kepacac

And taking his cup a vat of three flagons’
measure

Which Pholus had mixed, and set before him,

7 Curtis 2011: ad loc suggests that the fragment may well refer to the fight against Orthos.
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he put it to his lips and drank

The fullest archaic sources for the episode are provided by artistic evidence from
the seventh and sixth centuries, suggesting a wide circulation. Most of the scenes depict
Pholus holding a kantharos and Heracles pursuing the centaurs, although there are some
Attic versions showing a peaceful resolution of the conflict.”* Literary evidence
is considerably poorer. The story may have featured in the seventh century Pisander’s epic
(fr. 9 GEF) and in the fifth century account by Panyassis (fr. 9 GEF). It certainly featured in
Epicharmus’ play entitled Heracles and Pholus (fr. 66 PCG) and presumably in Aristophanes’
Dramata or Centaurs (frr. 278-88 PCG). Theocritus mentions the episode in 7.149-50, but it is
from Apollodorus’ and Diodorus’ accounts of this episode that we learn the general outline
of the story which is associated within the context of Heracles’ hunt for the Erymanthian
boar:””* Heracles was passing by Arcadia where he is entertained by Pholus, who, as a decent
host, shares with the hero a special jar of wine, the gift of Dionysus. The wine attracts the
other centaurs whom Heracles expels from the vicinity with his bow. The conflict results in
the deaths of Chiron and Pholus, who are injured by poisoned arrows.

The only part of this story detectable in fr. 22 F. is Pholus serving the wine to Heracles
in vast quantities. But this means that the story, usually associated with the Erymanthian,
boar is included by Stesichorus in Heracles’ return from Erytheia, which, in turn, suggests
that Heracles’ journey back to Greece was made by foot, which would have allowed to poet
to include further episodes with other characters along the way.

Fr. 21 F. states that Stesichorus mentioned the city of Pallantium, but the testimony
does not specify which; if the one in Arcadia, which would have been easily accommodated
in the context of Heracles’ visit to Pholus, or the city of Italy, founded by Evander, which
would have implied that at some point on his journey back to Greece, Heracles visited Italy.
The Suda records information that associates Stesichorus with Pallantium, but this is
generally taken to be a statement made about Evander and later taken as biographical.””®
A stop of Heracles in Italy would certainly be of interest to our poet, and Pallantium is
indeed more directly connected to Evander than to Pholus. Heracles’ stop in Italy,

presumably in his return from Erythia, would hint at the poet’s interest to map the west

7 Drougou et al. 1997: §§ 365, 366, 368, 358. For the Attic depictions, see Drougou et al. 1997: §§349-50, 351-4,
355-7, 359, 360-3 and §8 362-3. Cf. Lucian 17.14 for an attestation of the popularity of the scene in art.

% Apollod. Bibl. 2.5.4 and D. S. 4.12.

76 Ta10.3 Ercoles, see above Introduction L.
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in the major sagas of Greek mythology, and would demonstrate that Aeneas’ escape to Italy
or Sicily in the Sack of Troy was not a unique case for the inclusion of this region in the maps
of the heroic journeys. Nevertheless, the inclusion of Heracles’ encounter with Pholus in a
poem primarily concerned with the quest for Geryon’s cattle shows that the treatment
given to Geryon went beyond his mere characterization as an uncivilized barbarian.

77 argues that ‘Herakles’s triumph over Geryon

Curtis, following Andreotti,
symbolises the arrival of the new order and the dismissal of fear and unfamiliarity which
the monster embodied’, implying that the conflict between Heracles and Geryon is
a dichotomy of civilization versus wildness.””® However, his view seems too dependent on
the assumption that the audience only appreciated Heracles’ victory. The fragments of
the Geryoneis show a tendency to highlight Heracles’ malice. More importantly,
the portrayal of Geryon tends to dissociate him from wild and chthonic characters, and
instead to approximate him to heroic figures such as the Trojans. Moreover, Curtis’ view
excludes what may have been an important and perhaps even innovative addition to the
quest: the visit to Pholus.

Similarly, Franzen implies that the poem is an analogy of the social situation
at Himera.”” The author argues that Geryon represents neither the Greeks nor the absolute
other, but rather occupies a third space; her Geryon plays negotiator, linking the diverse
cultures sharing territory in Sicily. This new ethnicity gives way to the creation of a new
cultural discourse from which the Geryoneis emerges. Geryon represents the colonial
interaction. Or in Burnett’s words, the Geryoneis might provide the colonists with
areminder of their mainland/eastern heritage that make them part of the Greek world,
by being part of the kinship of the Greeks.”

Van Dommelen, however, believes that a dualistic perspective in colonial situations

reduces the colonial reality to a mere opposition between coloniser and colonised, which

77 Andreotti 1991: 59 observes that ‘the clear humanization of the peninsular Geryon, which leads to heroic
remaking in the Sicilian case, can be interpreted as enhancing the superiority of Heracles which is more
comprehensive than aggressive against the barbarian’, thereby illustrating a relation of contact and common
acquaintance in terms of mythical conflict between Greek hero and his antagonist.

% Curtis 2011: 22.

% Franzen 2009. On the existence of cults of Heracles and Geryon in Himera, see Ercoles 2014.

0 Burnett 1988: 141; similarly, Lane Fox 2009: 180-1.
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ignores social nuances among the various groups of the social and cultural milieu of the
city emphasizing the dominant position of the coloniser.”®!

As Hall has noted,” in the archaic period, Greek perception of ethnicity was not
oppositional, but aggregate. Instead of having a markedly dichotomy between Greek
and Barbarian, we have a much more complex, mutually influential poetical images and
perceptions. Stesichorus’ Geryon is in perfect consonance with the parameters of Greek
heroic excellence. Moreover, the inclusion of episodes in mainland Greece involving hybrid
creatures such as the centaurs question the applicability of the notion of the “absolute
other” to a figure like Geryon. What is more, the inclusion of the Pholus’ episode shows that
the action was not fixed in the west; it covered a substantial part of the Greek world.
As such, the poem does not offer any reason to think of it as a Sicilian product targeted
exclusively to the Sicilians, let alone Himerians.*® Quite on the contrary, the Geryoneis, with
its intensely dramatic scenes, Homeric references, geographical allusions, would have
certainly be appreciated in every corner of the Greek world, as many, if not all,
of Stesichorus’ works.”®* Therefore, it is perhaps better to think of the Geryoneis and
Geryon’s characterisation as a product of a poet interested in exploring the literary
potential of secondary, tendentially silenced, figures of Greek myth. This tendency is
evident in the majority of his surviving poems. The extent to which this interest arises from
his colonial background and from an urge to make a political statement regarding
the colonial situation, however, is harder to determined. Be that as it may, the fact that his
poetic interests may be biased by his colonial background does not imply that his poetry
could only be appreciated by a colonial audience. Quite on the contrary, the circulation

of his poetry in venues outside his hometown would only further the impact of his poetry.

! Van Dommelen 2005: 117.

2 Hall 1997: 47.

8 Burnett 1988: 147 suggested some occasions for the performance of the poem in Sicily; Curtis 2011: 37-40,
with n. 150 for Geryon cults in Sicily (e.g. D.S. 5.4.2, although this cult took place in Syracuse). For the argument
that the Geryoneis was designed to an Himerian audience see Franzen 2009: 59-61. Ercoles 2014: 73-74 calls
attention to the fact that Athena was the patroness of Himera and explores the possibility of the Geryoneis to
be included in a festival in honour of Athena or Heracles. Noussia-Fantuzzi 2013: 240-42 is sceptical regarding
the applicability of these arguments to Stesichorus’ Geryoneis.

8 Thus Finglass 2014a: 26; Carey 2015: 52.

69



70



CHAPTER II

ESCAPE AND RETURNS

In this chapter, I discuss the poems dealing more directly with the motifs of escape
and return. The motif of return is recurrent in Stesichorus’ poems, as may be expected in
an oeuvre dealing with heroic narratives. However, here the motif gains depth because it
is paralleled with the escape journeys, those taken by the more fortunate Trojans, namely
Aeneas. To do so, I will discuss the Sack of Troy, which offers significant material for our
purpose, not only providing Aeneas and Hecuba with alternative routes compared to those
of earlier or contemporary accounts, but also by depicting the recovery of Helen in a
different manner from that present in the vast majority of surviving material.

Having done so, I shall proceed to the commentary on the Nostoi, where I discuss the
only piece of information certainly ascribed to the poem, the name of a certain
Aristomache, showing that Stesichorus’ Nostoi continued to give some emphasis to the
Trojan royal family, even if to show their misfortune. I will also address fr. 170 F., which
was tentatively attributed to the poem but not without problems, since the content, similar
to that of Odyssey’s book 15, indicates that it dealt in some detail with Telemachus in the

context of the returns of the Greeks.

1. THE SACK OF TROY

The contents of the Sack of Troy have come down to us in commentaries, paraphrases,
in one quotation and two papyri: P. Oxy. 2803 (a first century papyrus published in 1971 by
Lobel) and P. Oxy. 2619 (a late second or early third century papyrus published by Lobel in
1967). P. Oxy. 2803 preserves what seems to be an alternative title of the poem,”” but one of
its scraps overlaps with one piece of P. Oxy. 2619, leading us to conclude that the Sack of Troy
circulated in antiquity with two alternative titles.”®® Apart from the literary evidence,
Stesichorus’ poem is depicted in one iconographic piece of evidence, the Tabula Iliaca

Capitolina, fr. 105 F., a calcite tablet from the first century AD, first published in the 17

% See West 1971b: 264, Davies and Finglass 2014: 406 present Hellenistic examples for other instances where
the title horse is applied in poems dealing with the sack of Troy. Page 1973: 64 suggests the existence of two
poems on the same subject, but given the importance of the horse in fr. 100 F, this option seems unlikely.

% Cf. Adrados’ argument above for the Scylla as a part of the Geryoneis and Chapter IV on the unlikely possibility
of Eriphyle and Thebais being part of the same poem.
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century,”® which among other things constitutes the only evidence for Stesichorus’ version
of Aeneas in the west. This means that despite the fragmentary state of the evidence, we
have a relatively good idea of Stesichorus’ version of the sack of Ilion.

The sack of Troy is first described in the Odyssey.”*® However, this account focuses on
the key moments that precede the sack, such as the building of the Trojan horse. The sack
per se is described towards the end of the Little Iliad, attributed to Lesches. Epeius builds the
horse (arg. 4a-5a), and the Trojans debate what to do with it (arg. 5b) eventually taking it
inside of the walls; the attack begins; Astyanax (fr. 18 GEF) and Priam are killed (fr. 25 GEF),
Helen (fr. 28 GEF) and Aethra (fr. 17 GEF) are rescued, Aeneas is taken captive with
Andromache by Neoptolemus (frr. 29-30 GEF), a different version from what happens in the
Hliou Persis and in Stesichorus. It is likely that the poem contained the rape of Cassandra
(fr. 3 GEF).*® A more detailed account was given in the epic Iliou Persis, attributed to
Arctinus.” The Iliou Persis is likely to have begun with the building of the Trojan horse,
followed by a debate on whether or not to take the horse inside the walls (fr. 1 GEF; arg 1a).
Laocoon intervenes, attempting to dissuade his fellow citizens from taking the horse, and
is attacked by serpents (arg. 1c). Aeneas takes this appalling attack as an omen of the
destruction of Troy and escapes with his family to Ida (arg. 1d). During the night, the Greeks
attack. Priam (arg. 2c) and Astyanax (arg. 3b, fr. 3 GEF) are killed, Cassandra is raped (arg.
3a), Polyxena sacrificed (arg. 4c). Helen (arg. 2d) and Aethra (fr. 4b) rescued.

In lyric poetry, some episodes of the sack survive. If his name is correctly emended in
Athenaeus’ passage, Sacadas mentioned the warriors inside the Trojan horse (Stes. fr. 102
F.). Alcaeus treated the episode of Cassandra’s rape (fr. 298 V). Ibycus is said to have treated
the sacrifice of Polyxena (fr. 307 PMGF) but the context is lost. In his fr. S151 he mentions in
his recusatio that it is not his intention to sing the destruction of Troy (lines 10-14).”"
Although tragedy dealt extensively with the events of the aftermath of the Trojan War, the
only surviving plays that elaborate on the events of the sack are Euripides’ Hecuba and

Trojan Women. The death of Priam is recalled by Hecuba in the Trojan Women (lines 481-5)

*7 Fabretti 1683: 315-84.

** 0d. 4.266-89; 8.492-520; 11.523-37.

8 Thus West 2013: 122. For a discussion of the poem see Kelly 2015b: 318-41.

#° For the Iliou Persis in art and literature see Finglass 2015a.

#'wilkinson 2013: 15 notes that Polyxena may have featured in fr. S224 PMGF where Troilus appears. Robertson
1970: 11-15 suggests that she may have appeared in an earlier section of fr. S151. For the association between
Polyxena and Troilus see Noussia-Fantuzzi 2015: 446-8.
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and alluded to in Hecuba (line 21). The killing of Astyanax is dealt with in detail in the Trojan
Women (709-99, 1133-49; cf. Andr. 10). In Hecuba, Andromache alludes to the rape of
Cassandra (Hec. 618-19), but it is the sacrifice of Polyxena that dominates the first half of
the play (40-105, 140, 221, 919) although it is referred to in the Trojan Women (622-30, 641-
50) and may have featured in a lost play by Sophocles (frr. 618-35 Radt). The rescue of Helen
is an important episode of the Trojan Women (890-1059) where Menelaus says he intends to
kill her by stoning (1037-1040), a version similar to that of Stesichorus. Among the
historians, interest in the aftermath of the sack is evident in the many accounts of the
Trojan escape to the west, which is found in Hecataeus (FGrHist 1 F 62), Thucydides (6.2.3),
Hellanicus (fr. 84 EGM and fr. 31 EGM), Damastes (fr. 3 EGM), Timaeus (FGrHist 566 F 59) and
Alcimus (FGrHist 560 F 4).

In art, the episodes of the sack of Troy are just as prominent. From the eighth to
the mid-seventh century BC we find several depictions of the Trojan horse.”? During the
mid-sixth to the mid-fifth century, apart from occasional depictions of the horse similar to
those found in the previous century,” we find a proliferation of individual episodes of the
sack, in particular the more violent scenes, such as the rape of Cassandra,”* the deaths of
Astyanax and of Priam,”” the sacrifice of Polyxena,”® but also the rescues of Helen and
Aethra.”” Artists focus on the more vulnerable characters (the elderly, women, and

children). In paintings, the theme is treated in detail in the Stoa Poikile at Athens,

2 Fragmentary bronze Boeotian fibula dated to the late-eighth century BC; fragmentary relief pithos from
Tenos dated to the mid-seventh century and the Mikonos relief pithos c. 675 (Sadurska 1986: §§ 22-4). The
Mykonos relief is the more detailed depiction of the sack, since it includes other episodes, such as what seems
to be either Helen’s recovery or Cassandra’s rape, the death of Astyanax, but the images are not labelled (cf.
Ervin 1963: §§ 7, 17). See further Anderson 1997: 182-91; Carpenter 2015: 179-85.

#* Sadurska 1986: §§ 1, 2, 17, 18. The first two vases (red-figure cup from Vulci c. 490 and from Chiusi c. 470-60,
respectively) depict the building of the horse with Athena’s supervision. §1 has Epeius as the builder of the
horse. The last two vases, a Corinthian aryballos from Caere ca. 560 and an Attic black-figure from Orbetello
ca. 560-550 are similar to the representation of the horse from the Mykonos relief pithos. A further Corinthian
kylos from Gela c. 580-570 depicts the horse with warriors inside, (cf. Ingoglia 2000).

" See Touchefeu 1981: 336-51, Pipili 1997: §7, Anderson 1997: 199-202, Hedreen 2001: 22-32, Carpenter 2015:
188-95. This is the more recurrent episode depicting of Cassandra in early art, particularly in the Argive shield-
bands (cf. Carpenter 2015: 195).

3 The depictions of the deaths of Priam and Astyanax are often related, with Astyanax used as the weapon to
kill Priam (see Touchefeu 1984: §8 7-24, 27). There is no literary parallel for such an episode, which suggests
that this scene was original to the artists (see Jesus 2017: 37-38, 426). The common literary account is that
Priam is assassinated at the altar and that Astyanax is killed separately (e.g Stes. fr. 107 F., E. Tro. 1175-77).

% Laurens 1988: § 57. Touchefeu-Meyneir 1994. Schwarz 2001.

®7 For the rescue of Helen, see below. For Aethra’s rescue by her grandsons, see Kron 1981; Finglass 2013b: 38

n. 4.
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the Cnidian Lesche at Delphi, and the northern metopes of the Parthenon, dated to the mid-
fiftth century.”®

Stesichorus’ poem agrees with the other versions of the sack, namely the Odyssey and
the epic Iliou Persis. The poem began with Athena pitying Epeius for his inferior condition
and inspiring him to build the wooden horse (fr. 100 F.), with enough room for a hundred
warriors (fr. 102 F.). Such a massive piece of woodwork raises questions among the Trojans,
who debate whether they should destroy it or take it into the city. They go for the second
option probably because of a misinterpretation of an omen (fr. 103 F.), or, alternatively,

the intervention of the deceiving Sinon (fr. 104 F.).*”

The Greeks assault the city; Helen is
found (frr. 105, 106, 113, 115 F.), women are taken as slaves (fr. 110 F.), sacrificed (Polyxena,
frr. 105, 118.5, 119.5 F.); children are murdered (Astyanax, fr. 107 F.). However, some Trojans
escape: Hecuba is rescued and taken to Lycia (fr. 109 F.) and Aeneas escapes to the west with

his companions (fr. 105 F.).

Divine pity and Epeius (fr. 100 F.)

For Stesichorus’ Sack of Troy we can safely restore a substantial and revealing
opening.’® The restoration results from the connection of three scraps from P. Oxy. 2619
(frr. 15 (b), 30, 31 = S89 SLG) which were joined by Barrett® and a quotation by Athenaeus®”
which fits the meter and context except for one trace.’” P.Oxy. 2619 fr. 15 (a) was added to
S89 SLG by Pardini and confirmed by Schade.” Pardini’s placement and reconstruction of
the fragments was of high value to a correct understanding, leading to the conclusion that

we have an invocation to the Muse and not a speech, as West suspected.’® The first part of

% Paus. 1.15.2, 10.25-7. Cf. Stansbury O’Donnell 1989; Ferrari 2000; Scott 2010: 325.

2 West 1969: 139.

*® Finglass 2013c.

1 Cf. West 1969: 140.

2 10.456g.

*® Finglass 2013c: 1-7 discusses the results of the conjunction of Athenaeus’ quotation with P. Oxy. 2619,
advanced earlier by Kazansky 1976; 1997: 37, 90 and Fithrer 1977: 16 nn. 172-3 and showed that the resulting
text should be considered the beginning of the poem (Finglass 2013c: 4-6), as Kazansky 1976 had suggested.

% Ap. Schade 2003: 121-4.

% West 1969: 141. For details see Davies and Finglass 2014: 414-15; for a syntactic overview of the problems
related to the place of the fragment in the poem and to the supplements provided to line 9, see Tsitsibakou-
Vasalos 2011.
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the first strophe is now lost,” but 0gd in line 6 strongly suggest the invocation of the Muse,
and thus that the fragment belongs to the beginning of the poem:*”
130l str. 1
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1.
6 Goddess, you ...
Maiden ... gold ...
Wishes to sing.

Tell me now how by the fair-flowing
10 eddies of the Simoeis, a man,

By the will of the venerated goddess Athena, mastered the

¢ Thus Finglass 2013c: 4-7. Bergk 1882: 223 ascribed fr. 277a F. (which presents many similarities to fr. 90 F.)
to the Sack of Troy, following Tyschen’s suggestion 1783: 31 that Eustathius’ quotation was the first line of
Stesichorus’ poem. Bergk noted the metrical compatibility of the line with the Sack of Troy’ scheme. West 1969:
137 correctly pointed out that this ‘might as well be attributed to almost any of Stesichorus’ poems’, since its
dactylic metre could easily fit in other poems of Stesichorus. Finglass 2013c: 14-15, takes into account the
possibility of fr. 277a F. as the opening line of the poem.

7 Finglass 2013c: 4-7 for the reconstruction of fr. 100 F. as the opening of the Sack of Troy.
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Measurements and the skill, and [trusting in these]
Instead of in battle [breaker of men]
And of strife...[won] glory [and]

15 the ... capture of [spacious] Troy

...brought

[Because of his toil]
She pitied him as he was always carrying water for the kings,
The daughter of Zeus...

The resulting invocation shows similarities between lines 6-7 of the strophe and
fr. 90.8-10 F. 0 (...) xpucdmrepe mapOéve, ascribed to the Palinode(s).**® The first line of the
antistrophe reading vov &’ &ye pot A<éy>e ndc suggests a progression in the song from the
invocation to the beginning of the narrative. Despite the unsurprising structure of the
invocation, this opening provides a strange beginning for a poem about the most important
war in Greek mythology. It shows that the hero chosen by Stesichorus to open his poem is
Epeius, water-carrier of the kings. However, his identity is not promptly revealed. Before it,
the poem sets its spatial context providing the audience with subtle allusions to the Trojan
war and to the importance of this man in its resolution.

Stesichorus initiates the narrative by providing the geographical location of the
events he is about to narrate: map[a kaAApdou(c)/ diva[c] Ziudevroc (lines 9-10). **°
The reference to rivers gives a recognisable location where the events take place, in similar
diction to that of Stesichorus’ Geryoneis fr. 9 F., where napd refers to the streams of a river,
in that case to Tartessus.’’® In both poems, Stesichorus uses topography to provide the
geographical location of the narrative and to enhance the dramatic effect of the violent
events by first depicting the bucolic ambiance of the scene. Rivers, particularly those
of Ilion, offer more than the location of the episode; they are associated with the landscape
of certain events, and “trigger narrative development and eases mnemonic recall”.*"*

The ambivalent meaning of the allusion to rivers is evident in the Iliad, where the

Simoeis and the Scamander were associated with the prosperity of Troy, recalling peaceful

% Cf. below Chapter III 3. pp. 170-2. For other invocations to the Muses in Stesichorus’ poems, see below
Chapter IV 1. pp. 186-99 and 278 F., and fr. 327 F. corresponding to the opening of Rhadine, a poem which recent
editors tend to consider spurious, on which see Rutherford 2015.

%9 Cf. also the fifth century hexameter inscription in Douris ‘school cup’ (Lyr. Adesp. fr. 938(e) PMG): Moicd pot
d<p>@l Tkduavdpov 0p<p>oov dpxop’ dei{v}de<i>v, once attributed to Stesichorus (Sider 2010: 544 n.4).

*1° See above Chapterlon fr. 9 F.

! Tsagalis 2012.
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bucolic passages,’** but they are also the background for the merciless slaughter during the
war.’” The reference to the rivers of Troy alludes to key moments of the war, a synedoche
for all the suffering a war causes. Such a parallel would remind the audience of
the gruesomeness of battle, the maleficent effects of war. Stesichorus uses the allusion to
intensify the dramatic effect of line 15 where the capture of Troy is mentioned in a relevant
place, at the end of a stanza. The reference to the rivers in the opening of the stanza and
the final revelation of the capture of Troy enclose and frame the rise of a hero, an
unexpected one, whose activity in Troy is closely related to the streams.

However, he does not make it clear from the beginning. The final word of line 10 -
avnp - draws attention to the figure of the man, just like the opening of the Odyssey. In the
next line, we learn that this man enjoyed Athena’s patronage: 0]edc i[6]tatt dagic cepv[ac
‘ABavac. Up to this point, Odysseus would certainly be one of the options available,
particularly because he is left unnamed in the Odyssey for over twenty lines.

Stesichorus quickly shifts to aspects not so identifiable with Odysseus or
Neoptolemus, or in fact with any of the traditional Homeric heroes. The means by which
this man achieves the destruction of Troy are quite surprising: through measurements and
wisdom instead of battle (13 &vti pdxalc). The clear opposition between measurements and
battle makes clear that the man can no longer be Odysseus. In early epic, Odysseus is
associated with diplomacy and cunning to be sure, but he is an excellent warrior. In the
Aethiopis (fr. 3 GEF) he fights for the body of Achilles. In the Iliad, despite his recurring
diplomatic interventions,*™ he is present in important battle scenes where his excellence
is attested (e.g. 10.148-282). Even in the Odyssey, where his most outstanding quality is
cunning, his warrior skills are not forgotten (e.g. 22.115). The idea of Odysseus as the coward
and wicked-minded man, as for example in Sophocles’ Philoctetes, is a later development.
Moreover, uét[pa] te kal copiav point to other skills, particularly those associated with

craftsmanship, not with intellectual unric.

*' For example, in I1. 22.145-56 the description of the fight between Hector and Achilles is paused to describe
the landscape dominated by the Scamander and the springs where, the poet tells us, the women of Troy used
to go to wash the clothes (note the reference to menial domestic tasks) before the Greeks’ arrival.

*” The more significant examples of this ambivalence are the death scenes, particularly Hector’s (22.145-56),
where Scamander serves as a metonymic referent for the past prosperity and the present doom of Troy. In Il
12.17-33 Simoeis’ mud bears witness to the death of many heroes. Il. 4.473-87 recalls Anthemides’ birth by the
Simoeis immediately before his death.

Me.g. Il 2.284-335,9.179, 223-306.
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The man who stands in the opening of a poem describing the end of the Trojan War
is no warrior; he was the water-carrier for the kings. The final word of line 19 beginning
with a could be A[tpeidaic, as suggested by Fiihrer, thus making Epeius servant of
Agamemnon and Menelaus, which is attested elsewhere, or A[xoai@v, as proposed by
Kazansky, which would imply a considerable harder task. However, other supplements are
possible, such as &[yavoic.*”® The identity of the water-carrier as Epeius is derived from an
anecdote supposedly connected with Simonides’ stance in Cartheia (Athen. 10.456e-f),
where a donkey is called Epeius because of his function as a water-carrier.**® The episode

attests to the comic treatment of Epeius, perhaps also found elsewhere.’"’

However, in
Stesichorus, Epeius’ function is not comic, but shameful. The task of carrying water, as part
of a wider range of domestic affairs, was traditionally a feminine function, well attested in
art and in literature®®. The scene appears often in art with no mythological context. *”
Danaids appear often with this function in the Underworld, as a punishment for their crime,
after the 4™ century, but before that, some depictions of Sisyphus’ toil were accompanied
by the presence of winged creatures pouring water.*” The association of the water-carrying

with an eternal toil would emphasise Epeius’ miserable condition. Within the mythical

context, representations of Achilles’ ambush of Troilus featuring Polyxena fetching water

*"® Fiihrer 1977: 16 n. 171; Kazansky 1976; Barrett ap. Davies 1991.

’16 See Bowra (1961: 309-310) for some brief considerations on the authority of Chamaeleon - the source of
Athenaeus for this episode - and on the interactions between Simonides and Stesichorus.

* Finglass 2013c: 11-12, especially the satyr-play Epeius by Eurpides (TrGF v/1 390), and in Plautus (fr. incert. 1
Leo) indicate a tendency to portrait Epeius in a satirical manner. On the domestic tasks attributed to Epeius
see Davies 2014. On the other hand, Simias in his Axe presents a sympathetic portrait of Epeius as a water-
carrier, on which see Finglass 2015b.

11, 6.456-8; 0d. 7.19-20, 10.105-6, 15-440-2, 20.153-4; Hes. Th. 784-7; A. TrGF 11l 131-3; Hdt. 5.12-13; E. EL. 107-11;
Ar. Lys. 327-34. See further Finglass 2013c: 12 with notes.

’® The earliest attestation of women fetching water is found in the seventeenth century Theran wall-painting.
Attic black figure hydriae depicting women in fountains with hydriae dating to ca. 575-50 are found in 42176
BAD and Florence, Museo Archaeologico Etrusco 3792; (BAD 8054). For Black-figure hydriae ca. 550-500, see e.g.
the artefacts in Brussels, Musees Royaux R 346 (BAD 10964); Florence, Museo Archaeologico Etrusco 3793 (BAD
8098), and London, British Museum B338, 366.72 ABV, 97 Add’ (BAD 302067). From ca. 525-475, see Paris, Musée
du Louvre MNC18 (BAD 11267); Boston, Museum of Fine Arts 61.195, Para. 147.5BIS, Add* 91 (BAD 351087); Toledo,
Museum of Art 1961.23, Para. 147.5TER, Add® 91 (BAD 351088); Rome, Mus. Naz. Etrusco di Villa Giulia 63610,
Para. 148.5QUARTER, Add’ 91 (BAD 351089); New York, Metropolitan Museum 06.1021.77, Para. 148 (BAD 351090).
For the attic red figure hydriae with the same scene see London, British Museum E159, ARV? 24.9, 1620, Add’ 155
(BAD 200130); and Detroit, Insitute of Arts 63.13, ARV’ 565.40, Para. 389, Add” 260 (BAD 206470).

2 For the winged creatures pouring water, see Kossatz-Deissman 1981: §2. For the Danaids in the Underworld
as water-carriers, see Keuls 1974: 337-41 and Hansen 2002: 69-74.
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are common.””' There is, however, one relevant example of men carrying water. The north
friezes of the Parthenon, show four male water-carriers.’” This detail has puzzled the
scholars, precisely because this was a task usually relegated to the maidens, namely
daughters of metics.””

However, the association of Epeius with a lower status is present in the iconographic
evidence since the third quarter of the sixth century in a marble relief found in Samothrace.
This relief shows Epeius and Talthybius attending Agamemnon, all labelled.*** The content
of the marble relief is enigmatic. It has been suggested that it either alludes to
Agamemnon’s initiation in the cults of the Cabires in Samothrace,’ or it is a representation
of the moment when Epeius shows the wooden horse to the Atreid.**® Epeius must therefore
be presented simply as a servant of Agamemnon. In epic, on the other hand, the status of
Epeius is not clear. He appears in Homer and in the Epic Cycle. In the Iliad, he is a boxer, in
the Odyssey the builder of the horse. The idea that he is not quite skilled in battle is evident
in the Iliad (23.669-70), and in his absence from the Catalogue of Ships (2.517-26). However,
as shown in the Funeral Games for Patroclus (23.664-699), he masters boxing.

There has been a tendency to interpret the presentation of Epeius in the Funeral
Games as a proof of his brutal nature; a man whose strength lacks any strategy. According
to this view, he ignores the heroic standards and codes as he stands for mere force. However,

some details of the Iliadic Epeius show that he was not ignorant of skill at all. In his speech,

2! The scene appears in several hydriae and amphorae of the sixth century depicting the two siblings
approaching a fountain behind which Achilles is hiding. Polyxena brings a hydria most of the times. See
further Robertson 1990.

%22 Parthenon North Frieze, block (VI), scenes N 16-19. The general explanation for the oddity of having male
water-carriers is the great demand for water that the sacrifices would require (cf. Dillon 2001: 311, n. 75).
Tradionally the scene in the frieze is seen as the procession of the Panathenaea since Stuart and Revett 1787.
See Boardman 1977 for the reading of the frieze as representing the last Panathenaea before Marathon, thus
heroicising the warriors who are to depart; and Connelly 1996 for the theory that the frieze depicts the myth
of the sacrifice of Erechtheus’ daughters.

*® f. Demetrius of Phalerus FGrHist 288 F 5.

** Wilamowitz 1899: 55, n. 18 suggested the association of Epeius with the condition of slave was not an
innovation of Stesichorus, but an existing tradition perhaps from early epic. The evidence from the
Samothracian throne and his characterization in the Iliad differentiate him from the other characters in terms
of status. Therefore, the idea that Epeius was a servant, not necessarily a slave, seems to be present in the
tradition. See Robertson 1986: §7 and Touchefeu 1981: §2; Hamiaux 2001: 84-85.

*» Schol. A. R. 1, 916-918, pp. 76-8 Wendel; D. S. 5. 48-49. Hamiaux 2001: 84-85, Zachos 2013: 12 n. 51. For the
initiation cults of the Cabires in Samothrace see Hdt. 2.51 and for a general survey, see Burkert 1993: 539-544.
*% Picard 1935: 557 suggested that the marble relief depicts Epeius because, as the builder of the horse, he was
a distinguished sculptor, a later tradition which perhaps owes something to Stesichorus’ Sack of Troy. But as
Lehmann-Hartleben 1943:130 n.71 points out, Epeius’ function in the marble is not clear.
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Epeius stresses the importance of being expert at something, whatever it may be.
Even though boxing requires a particularly strong body structure, it depends mostly on
skill. This is evident later in the episode (23. 836-41), when Epeius participates in the iron-
throwing. In this contest, he loses because he lacks skill, not strength.*”’

Epeius’ participation in building the Trojan horse is a common feature of all the
accounts concerning the episode. However, the importance of Epeius in the task varies,
as does the focus on his character. He is mentioned twice in the Odyssey, where he is credited
with giving physical form to Odysseus’ brilliant idea; that is, to build the Wooden horse, not

t.**® The Epic Cycle shows some variations of Epeius’ ability. In the Little Iliad,

to idealise i
it was according to Athena’s command that Epeius built the horse.”” Fr. 1 GEF of the Iliou
Persis says that Epeius’ horse had moving eyes, knees, and tail **° Here, Epeius is praised
for his remarkable engineering technique. His work of art surpasses what would have been
necessary to the occasion.

Stesichorus follows this tendency of giving him more relevance by focusing the
opening of his poem on this character. Athena gives the chance for glory (kAéoc in line 14)
by instructing Epeius on measurements and wisdom: 8]edc i[6]ratt Sagic cepv[ac Addvac. |
uét[pa] te kai copiav (lines 11-2). Despite having a menial, although necessary function in
Troy, Epeius managed to be the one granting victory to the Achaeans. pné€fvoploc dvti
uaxalc (line 13) is quite surprising in the context of the sack of Troy. In the midst of all the
terrible, merciless and desperate action which took place in the several battles fought to
win the War, it is by means other than battle that a man brought the capture of the city of
Troy.

Finglass rightly emphasises the potential metaphorical power of the depiction of
Epeius in the Cnidian Lesche at Delphi described by Pausanias (10.26.2-3).' Stansbury-
O’Donnell reconstructed the painting which occupied three walls, each of them
representing one episode of the sack according to Pausanias’ description.* Epeius appears

at the left part of the second scene. He is depicted naked, tearing down the wall of Troy,

** Howland 1955: 15.

°% 0d. 8.492-3, 11.523-4.

* Arg. 4a GEF: Kal Ene1dc kat’ 'ABnvac npoaipeotv tov dovpetov innov kataokevdlet.

*9Fr. 1 GEF: Hunc tarnen equum quidam longum centum uiginti <pedes>, latum triginta fuisse tradunt, cuius cauda genua
oculi mouerentur.

! Finglass 2013c: 9.

2 Stansbury 0’Donnell 1989.
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above which the Wooden horse could have been seen.*” The other figures depicted naked
are either corpses of the Trojans (10.27.1) or children (10.26.9). The fact that Epeius is not
wearing any armour, unlike the other Achaeans depicted in the scene, shows his
detachment from the affairs of war: he does not own armour, nor did he require arms to
bring an end to the war. Instead, he used his craft to render the wall ineffective.
The consequences of his intervention were just as destructive. The same idea is present in
our poet’s opening of the Sack of Troy.

In Stesichorus, as we have seen, Epeius is unsuitable not only to battle, as he is in the
Iliad. Because of the shameful job he performs, he is, to some extent, also unsuitable for
glory. The Epeius of the menial job suffers a metamorphosis in the paths of craft inspired
by divine will; an intervention that ultimately concedes to Epeius eternal fame and prestige
in the tradition. Stesichorus draws attention to how the ability to build the horse - ability
conceded not to a warrior but to a man with a menial occupation - grants victory over Troy,
more than the ability to fight. The ability to build this cunning machine of war, which was
so monumental as to carry one hundred Achaeans (fr. 102 F.),** granted Epeius the
association with manual dexterity in the tradition. This is particularly evident in later
authors. Plato compares his sculpture ability to Daedalus’ (Io. 533a) and Theodorus of Samos
(R. 620c). When Apollodorus refers to Epeius’ role in the building of the horse, he calls him
an architect.” In Callimachus he is said to have made a sculpture of Hermes.*** Pausanias
(2.19.6) credits him with the building of the sculpture of Apollo at Argos. Dictys (2.44) has
Epeius repairing ships.

The building of the Trojan horse is told in two fragments from the Michingan
Collection (fr. 1 ii. 5-11 and fr. 2 i. 1-5),” tentatively attributed to Timotheus but showing

Euripidean flavour in diction and style.**® The fragments use the Scamander and the Simoeis

* For details see Stansbury-0'Donnell 1989: 207.

3 According to Eustathius (0d. 1698.2 = Stes. fr. 102 F.), Stesichorus referred to the capacity of the horse to
contain one hundred Achaean warriors. However, he does not seem to have named them, at least according to
Athenaeus’ testimony. See further Davies and Finglass 2014: 420-1.

5 Epit. 5.14: "EN€161, 8¢ NV APXITEKTWV.

¥ Call. Iamb. 7 = fr. 197 Pfeiffer.

%7 See Borges and Sampson 2015: 56-60. From the range of possibilities of lumber activity in the Trojan saga,
Sampson considers that the building of the Wooden horse is the more likely, but it is also possible that the
episode refers to the construction of a pyre, ships, or the Trojan Wall.

% On the attribution of fr. 1 P. Mich.inv. 3498+3250b verso and fr. 2 P.Mich.inv.3250c verso to Timotheus
instead of Euripides, see Borges and Sampson 2015: 75-81.
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as a landmark of the Trojan landscape.’ And they suggest some direct speech (beginning
at fr. 1 ii.5 until fr. 2 i.5) or quotation. Someone commands others, the Danaans (fr. 1. 1. 5),
to head to the Mount Ida to cut wood to be floated down the streams of the Scamander
(fr. 11. 4). The scene is described as a commander giving instruction to the Achaeans in an
agitated manner. The fragmentary state of the poem presents many difficulties in

340

interpreting the identities of the speaker and narrator.’* The possibilities considered by
Sampson point to Sinon as the narrator and Helenus as the speaker, and they may well be
true. However, the argument Sampson gives to exclude Epeius as the speaker fails to
consider the possible contribution of Stesichorus to this character. Sampson admits that we
have enough evidence for the importance of Epeius in the process of the building of the
horse, but ‘in no point in the mythological tradition does he provide instructions for the
horse’s construction™". This is in part true, but when we have the beginning of a poem
drawing attention to Epeius and his importance in the building of the horse, we can no
longer claim that he did never had some relevance to the point of being the instructor of
the works.

Now, divine pity is a common primary trigger for the plot in epic context, evident not
only in the Odyssey, but also in the Iliad. In the Cypria, Zeus’ pity for Earth serves as
the justification for the origin of the Trojan war.*** The irony of an act of divine pity that
brings destruction to the pitied opponent is no novelty. It is in fact a characteristic of divine
nature in Greek myth and literature. But the irony in Stesichorus reaches another level
because of the “disparity between the object of pity and the consequences of it”.*** Despite
bringing victory to the Achaean community, the pity of Athena falls on a single man.
The individuality of the choice of Athena implicates the devastation of Troy. Moreover,
the exclusivity of Athena’s pity and the emphasis on it in the opening of the poem will
contrast deeply with the pitiless acts performed by the Greeks during the sack. Divine pity,

as most of the gods’ emotions, is ambivalent.

The Trojan Debate (frr. 103-104 F)

* ®]pUytoc Miprjv fr. 1. 4 and Tpidpov ndtpac in fr. 2 i.5 corroborate the setting.

*° See Borges and Sampson 2015: 62-75.

1 See Borges and Sampson 2015: 71.

2 Thus Finglass 2013c: 6: 0d. 1.19; I1.1.56; Cypria fr. 1.3 GEF, on which see West 2013: 65-70.
* Finglass 2013c: 13.
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The ambivalence of divine pity and compassion in the context of the Trojan war is
evident in many other occasions. It accompanies the dramatic tension and emphasises the
problems of divine cunning (fr. 103 F.), or divine abandonment, as felt by the Trojans
possibly referred to in fr. 114 F. and in the various merciless killing of innocent figures
(frr.116,118,119F.).

One of the most effective ways to emphasise the Trojan pathos in the myth of the Sack
of Troy is conveyed by the episode of the debate.*** The Trojans gathered to decide what to
do with the Wooden horse. The debate scene is mentioned in the Odyssey (8.500-10), the Iliou
Persis (arg. 1a GEF), and probably in the Little Iliad (arg. 5b GEF).*** However, Stesichorus’
fragment shows interesting variations from earlier or contemporary accounts. Fr. 103 F.,
containing the debate, is the result of the conjuction of three scraps of P. Oxy. 2619 by Lobel

and Barrett.** It shows two speeches, and the two competing resolutions regarding the

statue.
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3 Cf. Carey 2015: 57 on Stesichorus’ predilection for decision-making moments.
3 West 2013: 205-6.
**° Lobel 1967: 35. Barrett ap. West 1969: 135. For further information, see Davies and Finglass 2014: 421.
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4§ Page 16-17 e0plo[na | Zebc Page 18 Lobel 19 Lobel 21 pnédvopa Lobel: pnén- (P. Oxy. 2619) 22 drpluve
Page: gpla]civ Barrett post Lobel 24 Lobel: petélnpene idem 27 giJAontdA[ey- Schade N]eontéA[ey- Finglass
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5
...Jin strength and spear
...Jtrusting, Come now
...] with curved bows
10
...] they were divided
15 ...] of the Achaeans
... | the outcome...of the wide brows (Zeus?)
...] the end of the war
...] and his/their cunning minds
20
...] breaker of men
...] he exhorted on the great...in his/their heart(s)
...conspi]cuous also for wisdom
25
...Jtask
30
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Rushing to the temple on the acropolis...
Trojans and their numerous allies

35 Come, do not obey the arguments...

...this sacred statue... destroy
Shamefully...
...let us respect...of the Lady

40
Thus he spoke; but they...
considered...
horse...

45 ... leaf-bearing...

With impenetrable wings
A long-winged hawk...
They cried out...

The two concurring options over which the Trojans have to decide are either the
destruction of the statue, or its consecration to the goddess. In the Odyssey, the Trojans
debate three options: break the horse open; roll it down the cliff; or take it inside the walls
and offer it to Athena as a sacred object (0d. 8.506-7). The debate, however, takes place after
the Trojan took the statue to the acropolis. In the Iliou Persis (arg. 1 GEF), some Trojans
suggested setting it on fire, instead of cracking it open, thus maintaining the option of
rolling it down the cliff.>”” The Little Iliad does not preserve any scene of the debate,
although the Tabula Iliaca Capitolina depicts Cassandra’s distress in front of the horse, which
is being taken within the walls, perhaps manifesting her opposition to the decision of the
Trojans.**®

In Stesichorus, the first option presented in the speech ongoing at line 7 and finishing
before line 22 exhorts the Trojans not to lower their guard yet (lines 6-7). The identity of

the speaker in Stesichorus is now lost, but he or she seems to be sceptical of an Achaean

¥ See Finglass 2015c¢: 348, 352.
8 Cf. Verg. Aen 2.246; Apollod. Epit. 5.17; West 2013: 205.
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capitulation.*”

The reference to ‘his/their cunning minds’ (line 19) emphasises
the scepticism. Therefore, the strength and spear (Biat te kai aiyudt) in line 6, may indicate
that the first speaker is proposing something close to the first option presented at the
debate according to Demodocus’ account (Od. 8.506): to use their weapons to break

the wooden structure open, and be ready to endure more battle.*

The final sense of the exhortation told of in line 22°*

may indicate that dtpJuve péyav
oplalciv év is not part of the first speaker’s utterance, as Tsitsibakou-Vasalos®* assumes,
but rather a characterization made by the narrator about either the former or the next
speaker. In the Little Iliad, Cassandra may have spoken against the decision, as we have seen,
which makes her a suitable candidate as the first speaker of fr. 103 F. as Lloyd-Jones
suggests.*”

In the Iliou Persis (arg. 1c GEF), on the other hand, one of the opponents to
the consecration of the statue seems to be Laocoon, who is killed along with one of his sons
by two serpents.” In Aeneid, Laocoon intervenes trying to dissuade his audience to take the
horse. After his desperate speech, he pierces the horse with a spear: “validis ingentem
viribus hastam | in latus inque feri curvam compagibus alvum contorsit”.** The reference
to a spear finds a parallel in Stesichorus fr. 103.6 F. Virgil (Aen. 2.35) also names Capys as one
of the proponents of the dismissal of the Trojan horse, highlighting the wisdom and
prudence of Capys and his supporters’ view: “at Capys, et quorum melior sententia menti”.

However, the main difficulty of the portent episode in the Iliou Persis is the location

of the debate, since Arctinus’ episode is likely to be taking place inside the walls of Troy.**

** Thus Page 1973: 50.

% Similar phraseology appears in Homer to describe a battle scene in book 12 (12. 135, 153) of the Iliad. The
circumstance where we find the first parallel corresponds toa moment in the battle when the Trojans advance
to the gates of the Achaean Wall in the hopes of making the Achaeans withdrawal to their ships. It was an
illusory hope, since in the gates there were Polypoites and Leonteus who, trusting in their strength (12. 135:
xelpecct memoBdtec 1d¢ Pinguv), fought back. The ideas of misjudgement and of the inexorability of destiny
underline the episode in the Iliad and the Stesichorean scene alike.

%! On which see Page 1973: 50 and Davies and Finglass 2014: 423.

%2 Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2011.

** Lloyd-Jones 1980: 21.

% Some accounts say that the serpents killed Laocoon’s two sons (Verg. Aen. 2.199-227 and Apollod. Epit. 5.18).
See West 2013: 231, n. 9 for other accounts where only one son his killed.

% Verg. Aen. 2. 50-2.

¢ Proclus’ summary does not explicitly state that the debate took place within the walls, as happens in the
Odyssey. However, his text offers some hints regarding the location of the debate. Thus, katakpnuvicat
indicates that there should have been some cliffs around where the debate takes places, and a setting in the
plain or at the shore is unlikely to provide such topography. Furthermore, the feast that Proclus says to have
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The idea of movement conveyed in line 33 of the second speech (npoc vaodv £¢ dxp[dmo]A[t]v
cnevdovrec) indicates that in Stesichorus the debate is taking place somewhere outside
the walls, probably near the Achaean encampment, which means that the debate began in
the moment when the Trojans found the horse and not after they take it inside.

The extent of the first speech is uncertain. It is not over until line 11 and not longer
than 22. A reference to Zeus e0pUo[na (line 16) may imply the interference of the god to
end the war (té)oc ... n(t)JoAépov [te]hevtd [ ], lines 16-7). TéAoc so close to [te]Aevtd
emphasises an ambiguous sense of finality, since it draws attention to the power and final
decision of Zeus: to end the war although not in the exact terms that the Trojans believe.
Perhaps Zeus intervenes to change the direction of the debate, which apparently was
favouring the option of destroying the horse. Zeus then would have taken action to bring
the war to an end, by deceiving the Trojans and lead them to consecrate the statue to the
goddess. Zeus thus seems to manipulate (rukiv[dc] te @p[€]vac, line 19) the intervention of
the next speaker who is introduced as someone who is known to excel in wisdom (]rpene
kai my[v]tay, line 24). Of course, this quality attributed to the speaker would surely lead
the Trojans to believe his words and take the horse inside the walls. The irony is more
obvious when we see that the advice of the second speaker is based on the idea of piety.

The second speaker intervenes after a lacuna (lines 24-31). Schade suggests
@JAontéA[ep- in line 27, a common epithet used to refer to the Achaeans and Trojans in
the Iliad.* Finglass supplements N]eontéA[ey-, considering that a reference to the Greeks
inside the horse at this point of the narrative, after the suggestion of destroying the horse
somehow, would emphasise the critical moment experienced by the Greeks, where
‘Neoptolemus ... shows particular courage’.®® In favour of this option is also Davies and
Finglass’s assertion that the focus on the hidden warriors in the middle of the discussion of
the Trojans would highlight the tension experienced by the Greeks.*”

The second speaker addresses the Trojans and their allies (Tpdec moAéec
T'énik[ov]pot, line 34) and dissuades them from believing in the previous arguments (é\fete

unld]e Adyolic nle®wued’dnwe [~ —x, line 35). The association of the word Adyo[ic with

followed the decision to consecrate the horse supports the setting within the walls. Thus Tsagalis ap. Finglass
2015c¢: 352.

%7 Schade 2003: 180.

%** Davies and Finglass 2014: 423. 0d. 11.523-32.

% Ib.
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the concept of deceptive arguments is also present in the Theogony,*® and in Sophocles’
Philoctetes,”" where the repetition of Adyoiciv and Aéywv emphasises its victory over
Yuxn.** The idea of stories as lies, or poets as tellers of lies, is an old leit-motif, evident
since Hesiod or the Odyssey and latent in the debate over Stesichorus’ Palinode.’”® Moreover,
Philoctetes’ central theme is ‘a complicated play of genuine pity and imposed deception’.*
The same variation between the idea of pity and deception is significant in Stesichorus’ Sack
of Troy.

The speaker advises instead the Trojans to accept the horse as a sacred statue (ayvov
&[yaA]ua, line 37) and thus to offer it to the Lady or Queen, presumably Athena (alduect’
avdc[cac, line 39). Destroying such a sacred object would be a shameful (&]eik[eAf]wc, line
38) treatment to the object and could arouse the god’s anger.’® The pious attitude of the
speaker responds to his possible introduction as wise in line 24, if the poet is indeed
referring to the second speaker’*® and not the first. The reverence of the goddess closes this
speech marking the irony of the fact that the goddess to which the Trojans would
demonstrate reverence is the same responsible for the building of the horse.

The Trojans must decide which option to accept (¢[p]dlovto, line 42-3) when what
seems to be an omen appears (lines 45-8). The content is uncertain. West suggests these
lines describe a bird omen; Barrett is inclined to consider it as a simile illustrating the
events.’” Barrett supplements ¢ §’ [¢]10 in the beginning of line 18 and {a]pec dvékpayov [
in line 48, citing Triphiodorus (247-9), a context which seems better applied to a moment
of awe and fear when the Trojans find the horse, as Davies and Finglass note.**® Page,
considers it a simile, which completes the overall idea of these lines. The discussion among
the Trojans did not obtain consensus. Hence, while some adorned the horse with garlands

(euALo@[op-, line 45),°* others ‘flutter and shriek around the wooden horse like starlings

% Thus West 1966 on Th. 26-28, 229.

'S, Ph. 54-5 TV ®1Aoktrtou ce 8¢l | Puxhv Smwe Adyotcty ékkAépeic Aéywv, ‘You must, in the course of your
story as you tell it, allay suspicion in Philoctetes’ mind’ (trans. Ussher).

*2 Thus Webster 1970: 72 ad loc.; Podlecki 1966: 244-5.

’ Cf. below Chapter I pp. 171-2; also, Sol. fr. 29 W.

% prauscello 2010: 209.

** See Davies and Finglass 2014: 425 e.g. u@]viv 8¢ [to1 Papeid]v expanding the suggestions of West 1969: 138.
For such terms for divine anger, see Finglass on S. Aj. 654-6n.

%% Thus Page 1973: 50.

%7 West 1969: 139.

*® Davies and Finglass 2014: ad loc.

** Thus in Q.S. 12.434 and Triph. 316-17.
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finding a hawk in their company’.””® The scene would, therefore, describe the desperate
reaction of the Trojans who believed in the first speaker. If Barrett and Page are right, the
simile would emphasize discord among the Trojans, responding to line 11 and thus
highlighting, somehow, the futility of the debate and Zeus’ power of confusing wits, in lines
16-24. In the Iliad, the Trojans rarely obtain consensus in their assemblies; the choice of the
king or the princes prevails in the vast majority of the scenes.””! Even the wise counsel of
Polydamas is frequently ignored.”” The failure to listen to the good advice from the wisest
of the Trojans (Antenor and Polydamas) always has appalling consequences for the
Dardanids. The situation here is very similar.””> Someone is advising a better course of
action, that some of the Trojans, presumably those holding power, refuse to accept. The
decision to take the horse inside seems, therefore, a resolution which did not hold
consensus.

However, if we take this episode to be an omen, there is a further element to take into
account: the possible discord among the gods. If these lines describe a portent there is
a chance that some god tried to dissuade the Trojans from taking the horse inside. West
accepts Tp]@ec in line 48, and understood @uAAog[op-, line 45, not as a garland but as
a bush. Hence the sense of the passage would be that the Trojans see a hawk coming out of
abush, which makes them burst in crying (&vékpayov [, line 48). Davies and Finglass remark
that a misinterpreted or ignored portent would fit the episode, since it would mirror the
situation of the Trojans. Virgil includes the portent of the serpents in the same moment,
when the Trojans have made their decision (Aen. 2.195-233).

The hypothesis that this passage is a portent that the Trojans ignored, and that the
hawk, representing the hidden Achaeans, departs from the bush to attack another bird,
symbolizing the Trojans caught by surprise, leads to the conclusion that there was some
god trying to warn the Trojans of the menace the horse represents. This god is trying to act
against what Zeus seems to have determined in lines 16-17, a desperate call to save the

Trojans, perhaps.

7 Page 1973: 49.

! Elmer 2013: 132-145. Cf. e.g. Il. 7.357-64.

2 E.g. 1112.231 and 18.285-313, with devastating consequences.

7 Elmer 2013: 135 notes that when the Trojan “attempt to include the community in the decision-making
process”, the audience “has no part in actually deciding the outcome of the discussion” e.g. Il 7.348, 368.
Generally, he argues that the Trojan assemblies function more as a counsel for the king and princes rather
than being an effective decisive body.
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However, gods are not sole agents in the development of the narrative. Fr. 104 F.
seems to allude to the importance of the humans’ role and decision in the course of the
events at Troy.

— o —w—] 8 énddpoce ceplv o —x
o]
— v —w— x]ecl’, éywv § av
—om]
5 X—v—x—v—x— Jyov eiuetv

K],

x—w—] ecayv

— v —w—]pade GeAjou [

NIV
10 x—=2 oo —x]a[k]at aicav [
1.0 1. el

1 TTaAA]Gd ... cepv[dv Barrett 7 yecayd West 10 Lobel  p[Lobel, unde y]dp West

... swore a false oath by ...

... yoU..., but I...
5 ..tobe ...

... light of the sun ...
10 .. fairly...

Comparing the general lines of Stesichorus’ Sack of Troy with Virgil’s Aeneid, West

suggested that fr. 104 F. may be alluding to the decision over the horse,””* in which case the

774 West 1969: 139. Hornblower 2015: 351 suggests that this fragment is a reference to Epeius’ father’s perjury,
which consisted in breaking an oath. Amphitryon gathers four allies among whom was Panopaeus. They all
had to swear an oath according to which none of them should take posession of any sort of booty. Panopaeus
broke this oath by retaining Lagaria. (Apollod. Bibl. 2.4.4-8 and also Hes. Scut. 15-27). Hornblower argues that
‘it is tempting to suppose that Stesichorus referred to this perjury in the opening of his Sack of Troy (...) If so,
that would push the motif of Epeius’ cowardice - which goes hand-in-hand with his father’s perjury - back to
at least the sixth century’ (Hornblower 2015: 351). However, we do not find in Stesichorus any allusion to the
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swearer of this false oath would be Sinon. In Virgil (Aen. 2.154-8), Sinon is left at Troy, as if
abandoned by the Greeks, to persuade the Trojans of the votive purpose of the horse and
encourage them to take the horse inside the wall. The earliest account including such a role
for Sinon is present in the Little Iliad, where he intervenes in the debate of the Trojans
and convinces them to take the horse as an offer to the goddess.*” In the Iliou Persis, on the
other hand, Sinon merely gives the sign to the Achaean army outside the horse, thus
informing them that the horse is inside the walls of Troy.*”

Fr. 104 F. may come from a speech where the Trojans realise that Sinon has been
deceiving them and swearing false oaths.””” Given the prominence of the debate scene,
it seems likely that Stesichorus mentioned Sinon in terms closer to the Little Iliad then to
the Iliou Persis. In any case, the reference in line 10 to ‘destiny’ or ‘portion’ may allude to
the irreversible fate of the Trojans, to their miserable fortune, which would fit the moment
when they disclose the Achaean stratagem and Sinon treachery. Tsitsibakou-Vasalos
suggests that the second speech in fr. 103 F. would fit the character of Sinon, although the
introduction of the second speaker as wise (fr. 103. 24) seems rather ironic for a deceiver

and a traitor.””®

Divine abandonment (fr. 114 F.)

— v — o — ]t émikovp[ o —

x— v —w] dap

x—22 v —x— J\imoica [

— v — v —x— v — Juatakal
5 X— v — v — |

X— v — oo — yat]adyov

— v — v —]nitvn o, [ — o —

cowardice as punishment of Epeius, as is Callimachus (Iamb. 7 = fr. 197 Pfeiffer) or Lycophron (Alex. 932). On
the contrary, as we have seen, Epeius is treated with sympathy, despite his menial job. If fr. 104.1 F indeed
refers to the swearing of a false oath as a justification for Epeius’ punishment it is likely that it referred to the
water-carrying and not to Epeius’ supposed cowardice. The supplement by Barrett to line 1 - TTaAA]¢d'...
cepv[av - presents similarities to fr. 100. 10-12 F. This could suggest proximity between the two moments of
the poem, supporting the possibility of having here a reference to Panopaeus’ perjury and the consequent
punishment of his son. However, there are other places in the Sack of Troy where the episode could fit.

% Arg. 4c GEF.

%% Arg. 2a GEF.

7 Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 427.

%7 Thus Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2011.
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Lobel 11 008’] &p’ West: y]ap Barrett 12 iJapav West 14 [6] West 17 duepc[ Barrett

... [she] leaving ...

... [of] the holder of the earth...
... falling ...

The Danaans eagerly leapt from the horse
10 the sacred, shaker of the earth, holder of the earth ...
... Apollo

... nor sacred Artemis, nor Aphrodite ...
Zeus ... the city of the Trojans ...

15

.. Troy ...

Despite the reference to the Greeks leaping from the horse in line 9, fr. 114 F. must

be part of a speech uttered by a Trojan recalling the moment. Such a short reference to the
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event by the narrator would be odd, since we expect more elaboration on the episode.””

Furthermore, a discourse lamenting the misery that Troy is witnessing would fit the
context. There would be several good opportunities for Stesichorus to display a lament over
a city being burnt to ashes. One of these could be when the women of Troy are gathered,
awaiting their fate (e.g. fr. 105 F.).

Line 3 refers to a female character. West suggested that this may be Cassandra, who
leaves after failing to dissuade the Trojans from taking the statue to the city.**® Davies and
Finglass offer other options.” The character may be Helen, if Stesichorus had her trying to
lure out the Greeks inside the horse, as she does in the Odyssey (4.274-89). Alternatively,
the character may be a goddess abandoning the city, which would be appropriate given the
context of the following lines (11-12) where the sense of divine abandonment is remarked
on and which may be compared to Euripides’ Trojan Women, when the chorus (857) and
Hecuba (1281) say that it is of no use to pray for the gods.*®* This notion that the gods
abandoned the Trojans to their inevitable fate, this sense of inexorability is emphasised by
the many epithets attributed to Poseidon, perhaps reinforcing the sense that even him,
of all gods, whose interest should be to defend the Trojans, departs and none of the other
deities stayed behind to grant the city protection, nor Apollo, nor Artemis and not even
Aphrodite. Spelman suggested that the emphasis on the catalogue of gods that deserted
may have evoked sympathy towards the Trojans and Troy, abandoned to their fate.”®

Moreover, the desertion of the gods stresses the brutality of the Achaean attack.

The death of Astyanax (frr. 107, 117 F)

In discussing the following fragments, I will use the Tabula Iliaca Capitolina to support
my readings. However, this piece of evidence has met with some scepticism of some
scholars who doubt that it presents a valid source for reconstructing Steschorus’ poem.

I will address that issue in more detail when discussing one aspect of Stesichorus’ poem for

¥ Thus Barrett ap. Page 1973: 65.

% West 1971: 263, citing Q. S. 12.580-5. Lloyd-Jones 1980: 21 suggests that she may have been the first speaker
in fr. 103 F. In the Little Iliad, Cassandra may have attempted to persuade the Trojans to destroy the horse (cf.
the depiction of the poem in Tabula Iliaca Capitolina, thus West 2013: 205). She has a similar role in Apollod. epit.
5.17; Verg. Aen. 2.246-50. Fiithrer 1971: 253 supplements line 4 Juoata Ka[c|cdvSp-.

** Davies and Finglass 2014: 445.

%2 On the gods abandoning a fallen city cf. A. Th. 217-227.

’® Ap. Davies and Finglass 2014: 446.
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which the Tabula is the sole surviving evidence: the escape of Aeneas to the west. For now,
the Tabula will be used as a comparative element to the information in the fragments. In the
Tabula Iliaca Capitolina, Astyanax is first in the arms of Andromache (in the left part of
Hector’s tomb), but absent from the other depiction of Andromache at the right of Hector’s
tomb, which suggests that Talthybius was depicted in the former scene as he was coming
to take Astyanax from Andromache.

We have seen above the recurrence of Astyanax and Priam’s death in archaic art,
presenting a version not attested in literary evidence: Astyanax used as a weapon to kill
Priam. In fact, Astyanax’s death, as appears in earlier accounts, does not take place at the
same time as Priam’s, although in many versions their killer is Neoptolemus. In most epic
accounts, Astyanax dies by being thrown down the wall. This abhorrent scenario is present
in the Iliad when Andromache imagines the possible end for her son, if his father dies in
battle (II. 24.732-8). The reference to the episode by Homer, however, suggests that the poet
knew the story.

In the Little Iliad, Neoptolemus is the killer (fr. 29 GEF); in the Iliou Persis Odysseus
performs this merciless act (fr. 3 GEF and Arg. 4). A scholium to Andromache (fr. 107 F)
remarks that Stesichorus referred to Astyanax’s death but gives no further detail. However,
a fragment within the scraps from the Sack of Troy could contain this episode:

x— o — oo — | cac TOA[1]v
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... (having destroyed) the city

... Aeacid’s son

... around the city ...
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...Scamandrios

This fragment (fr. 116 F.) describes events taking place presumably after the
destruction of the city.’®* The son of the Aeacid is likely to be Neoptolemus. However, other
readings are possible. In line 7, Zx]apuavdpiov led Diggle*® to supplement line 6 with
Twudlevta suggesting, at this point, an allusion to the Iliadic reference to both rivers
together.*® With the same imagery in mind, Fiihrer suggested &[vBepoévta in line 7, which
would convey the idea of bloom and flowers, in deliberate contradiction to the scene of
death which would have involved the sack of Troy.*®” Tsitsibakou-Vasalos considers putting
the epithet in line 6, hence dvOeuolévta.*® This would emphasise the ambiguous potential
of the epithet evident particularly in the Odyssey (12.159) where it ‘qualifies the meadows
of the Sirens’, and, perhaps more significant to our present discussion, in the Iliad (2.459-
68) where, ‘in a distinct metaphor, thousands of Greeks ‘poured forward’ in the meadow of
flowery Scamander preparing for a long and deadly war’.**

However, given the presence of Neoptolemus in the previous line, line 7 might refer
to Astyanax’s alternative name: Scamandrios.” Davies and Finglass suggests the
supplement ‘A[ctudvakta after Scamandrios, thus providing Astyanax with an epithet.
If these supplements are correct, this may be part of the episode of Astyanax’s death, and
his killer is the t]ékoc Aiakidav: Neoptolemus, as in the Little Iliad. Davies and Finglass argue
that the latter phrase enhances Neoptolemus’ ‘status as the inheritor of Achilles’
prowess’,*””" or, we may add, brutality.

The scholium to Andromache 10 (= fr. 107 F.) does not tell how Stesichorus imagined
Astyanax’s death, but imply that he did not portray the infant being thrown off the wall,

as he ascribes that addition to a cyclic poet (Arctinus):

** Fithrer 1977: 19 n. 192 suggested the supplement dict]dcac for fr. 116.1 and dict]dcavrec in fr. 120.14 F,
Lobel 1971: 7 preferred the supplement dict]wcac to fr. 119.6 F.

*% Diggle 1990: 151.

% Cf. e.g Hom. IL. 12. 13-23.

** Fiihrer 1977: 19.

% Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 2011.

** Ib,

° Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 449 “Scamandrius is said to be Astyanax’s real name in the Iliad (6.399-403).
We might supply ‘Alctudvakta, which would make Zk]audv8piov an epithet for him based on the Homeric
passage”.

! Compare the use of Plesthenid to refer to Orestes in fr. 180 F., on which see Chapter IV pp. 204-213.
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<01 dé> actv Oti <oUK €ueAdev> 0 EOpimtidnc ZavOwr mpocéxetv mept TV
Tpwik@v puvbwyv, Toic d¢ xpncipwtépoic kai agromictotéporc Ztrcixopov
UEV Yap icTopelv 0Tt TEBVAKOL Kal TOV TNV [T€pC1da CUVTETAXOTA KUKALKOV

montnv 8Tt kai &md Tod tefyouc Predein: 1 Arolovdnkévat Evpimidnv.

<They say> that Euripides <is not likely to> have trusted in Xanthus, regarding
the Trojan story, but rather in the more useful and trustworthy [poets]: for
Stesichorus stated that he (sc. Astyanax) died, and the cyclic poet who composed
the Sack added the that he was thrown from the wall; Euripides has followed him.

Perhaps Stesichorus wanted to spare the Trojan child this particularly horrific death
for the sake of poetic variety. Or, as suggested by Davies and Finglass, Astyanax may have
been thrown from the wall after being killed.”* Be that as it may, what we do know is that
in Stesichorus’ version Astyanax dies, unlike what seems to have happened in Xanthus
(FGrHist 765 F 21), and the author of this appalling killing is Neoptolemus, who is responsible

for a number of other merciless acts of violence, such as Polyxena’s sacrifice.

Polyxena’s sacrifice (frr. 118-119 F))

Among the papyri, two scraps may contain the episode of Polyxena’s sacrifice. The
story of the hateful end of the daughter of Priam and Hecuba is found in the epic Iliou Persis
(arg. 4c GEF), although the author of the sacrifice is not specified. In the Tabula Iliaca
Capitolina’s central panel Polyxena is portrayed twice. The first time she appears near
Hecuba in the side facing towards the right of Hector’s tomb. Odysseus is in the scene,
perhaps to take Polyxena for the sacrifice. The second time she is depicted kneeling by the
tomb of Achilles in the right of the panel, with her nude waist and arms bounded,;
Neoptolemus is about to perform the sacrifice: the same characters which appear in
Euripides’” accounts Hecuba and Trojan Women. Among Stesichorus’ fragments, frr. 118 and
119 F are likely to correspond to this episode.

x— o — o —x— ] AKU[v—
X — s —x]

— oo — o —x—] BaAéac Tap[v—x

RO x]

*? Davies and Finglass 2014: 438-439.
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... (cheering) ...
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... (she) seeing / leaving ...

10 ... Wives ...

af

In line 5 of fr. 118 F. the papyrus reads moAvg[. Finglass’s suggestion for

noAv€e[vwtatoc calls attention for the uncertainty of this fragment’s theme. This

supplement alludes to a context of feasting and hospitality, which could refer to some

feasting scene of the Trojans before the Greeks’ leap from the horse, or maybe recalling
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Paris’ wrongdoing at Sparta. Lobel supplements MoAv&¢[va.*”

A reference to Polyxena
would fit the context of sacrifice especially considering the reference to the tomb of
Achilles in line 3 of fr. 119 F. as West suggested.** Lobel also supplemented line 9 §]pakoica,
which reinforces the female presence at the scene.

Lobel’s supplement gives a highly dramatic scene of confrontation where victim and
assailant could be facing each other. Polyxena’s courage in Euripides’ Hecuba (342-78 and
402-443) makes an extraordinary impression because she goes willingly to her death,
whereas her mother stays behind watching her daughter being taken to her sacrifice.””
Polyxena chooses death over slavery, and this heroic deed motivates pity and admiration
for the character on the part of both the audience and the Achaean characters. The shame
of their actions could thus be what makes Odysseus stand in a pensive pose in the Tabula
when Polyxena is sacrificed.”

The scene in the Tabula shows that Polyxena is taken to the sacrifice from among
the Trojan Women, which suggests that in Stesichorus too, the scene of the gathering of
the prisoners may have had some significance. It may then be that the reference to the
wives in line 10 does not refer to Priam’s wives as Lobel suggests, but rather to the Trojan
wives, now prisoners of war, about to be allocated as servants or concubines to a Greek
master. In that sense, the reference to Medusa in fr. 110 F. may have appeared in a
description or a scene of the Trojan women. Polygnotus includes Medusa in the Cnidian
Lesche at Delphi, and Apollodorus in his catalogue of Priam’s daughters says that Medusa
is one of Priam’s daughters from a wife other than Hecuba.*”’

We cannot determine whether Stesichorus dealt with the same dramatic features
of the sacrifice of Polyxena and Astyanax as Euripides. However, the deaths of these two
elements of Trojan offspring certainly conveyed an idea of Greek reckless deeds during
the sack. Hecuba would have been particularly vulnerable to such suffering as a mother and
a queen who witnesses the destruction of her city and the death of so many of her loved

ones. It would have been interesting the see the parallels of Polyxena’s sacrifice

and Iphigenia’s as described in the Oresteia (fr. 178 F.). Both maidens are sacrificed for the

** Lobel 1971: 6.

* West 1971: 264.

*** Due 2006: 121.

%% Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 432.

7 On the Cnidian Lesche see Paus. 10.27.1, Stansbury O’Donnell 1989: 210; Apollod. Bibl. 3.12.5; see also Hyg.
Fab. 90.6.

99



sake of the army, one at the beginning of the expedition, the other at the end of it. Both are
innocent victims of the often capricious nature of heroes in their quest for glory. Polyxena
is sacrificed for Achilles at his tomb, as it is suggested by West who associates fr. 118 with
the reference to fi]pwc AxiAAev| in fr, 119.3 F., and as it happens in most of the accounts.”®

Polyxena’s sacrifice would have certainly be one of the most dramatic scenes in the
sack. Her appearance twice in the Tabula may suggest that the episode of her being taken
to the tomb and her sacrifice by Neoptolemus was treated with some detail. The episode of
the sacrifice in Euripides’ Hecuba 557-70 and the character of Polyxena herself deserved
close attention, emphasising her almost warlike courage despite her vulnerable condition.
The disrobing of her bust is more an act of bravery, almost like a warrior who gives his
breast to the spear, than an intended erotic appeal, so much so that her fallen body conceals
her nudity.** Although no evidence survived of Stesichorus’ treatment of the sacrifice of
Polyxena, we do have some information regarding what may have been a similar episode

of female vulnerability and exposure: Helen’s near-stoning.

The recovery of Helen (frr. 106, 113, 115 F)

Stesichorus’ account provides a unique version of the recovery of Helen.*® In his Sack
of Troy, Helen was about to be stoned by the army, but they drop the stones as soon as they
see her (fr. 106 F.):

&pa eic T tiic ‘EAévne kdAloc PAéPavrec ok éxpricavto toic Elpecty;
oiév 1o kai Ztncixopoc Umoypdper mepi Tt@V katalevewv alThV
UEANSVTWYV. @nci yap dua tédt thv v adtic ideiv adtolc ageival Tovc

AiBouc émti trv yiv.

That is, after contemplating Helen’s beauty they could not use their swords?
Stesichorus indicates something similar about those who are assigned to stone
her: he says that as soon as they saw appearance, they dropped the stone on the

ground.

* West 1971: 264.

% Loraux 1987: 60; Finglass (forthcoming a).

“° In Lycophron’s Alexandra 314-34 there is a prophecy of stoning in Thrace. In 1187 it seems Cassandra
prophecises her stoning again, but this time it is Odysseus and the army that perform the attack. The
inconsistency cannot be explained, cf. Hornblower 2015: ad loc.
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The scene implies a public gathering involving the whole, or at least a significant
part of the Greek army, in a quasi-judicial event of public lynching of the very reason why
the war was fought over. In tragedy, we find arguable allusions to the episode in Euripides’
Trojan Women 1039-41 and more vaguely in Orestes 53-60.""' However, in neither of these
references is Helen about to be stoned to death, as in the case of Stesichorus. The more
traditional version of Helen’s recovery presents a more intimate encounter between
husband and wife. The summary of the Iliou Persis says only that Menelaus took Helen to
the ships (arg. 2 GEF). In the Little Iliad (fr. 28 GEF) and Ibycus (fr. 296 PMGF) Menelaus
approaches Helen to kill her, but drops his sword when he sees her. Ibycus’ version provides
more details, saying that Helen took refuge in the temple of Aphrodite and speaks from
there to Menelaus. Euripides’ Andromache 627-31 recalls the episode but adds the detail of
Helen’s exposed breast.

The same scene depicting the encounter between Helen and Menelaus recurs in
Greek art from the seventh century BC.*”” It is progressively more detailed with some vases
including other characters.’” This tendency increases from the first half of the fifth century
with Aphrodite and Eros featuring in some vases.*” The vast majority of the depictions of
Helen’s rescue in art emphasises the couple, particularly, Menelaus’ reaction.*”
The Hellenistic and Roman period tended to maintain the tradition.*”® Conversely,

no iconographic evidence survives of Helen’s near-stoning.

“ Thus Finglass (forthcoming a).

“2 Buxton 1982: 46; Cf. Kahil 1988.

“® See, Krauskopf 1988: §§210-49). Krauskopf displays evidence attesting the different versions of the
encounter of the couple. Hence, we find Menelaus threatening Helen but does not take her (§ 210-234) and
Menelaus pursuing Helen with his sword in his hand both alone (only the couple represented §235-242) and in
the presence of others characters (§243-259).

“*E.g. an Attic red-figure crater (Louvre G424) from c. 450-440 BC presents Aphrodite at the moment of the
encounter accompanied by a winged Eros. A red-figure oenochoe (Vatican H. 525) from c. 430-425 BC shows
Menelaus chasing Helen who runs towards the temple of Athena. Aphrodite stands before him, and above
her is, again, the winged Eros. Persuasion also figures on this pot. Although Persuasion is often associated
with Aphrodite and erotic seduction, its presence in the pot may perhaps allude to Helen’s attempt to
softened Menelaus’ anger with her rhetoric, as appears in Euripides’ Tro. 896-1059.

% §§210-372; Menelaus dropping his sword after seeing Helen (§8260-277); Uncertain gesture by Menelaus
(88278-283); Menelaus with a spear instead of a sword (§§284-289). Then the author presents the catalogue of
the scenes allegedly deriving from the epic Iliou Persis by Arctinus. First, Menelaus taking Helen by the arm
(88291-314; Icard-Gianolio 2009: §add.6), a warrior grabbing a woman (§§294-305, 320-336), a warrior does not
touch the woman (§8337-357); Helen seeks refuge in statues of the gods (§§358-372, the similarity of this scene
to the pursuit of Cassandra by Ajax make the attribution of some evidence uncertain, §372; see also Icard-
Gianolio 2009: §add.7).

% Krauskopf 1988: §362a-b, 370-1. For the depiction of Eros in roman reliefs see § 232-234.
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The effects of Helen’s appearance on the community is noted since the Iliad, where
the sight of her causes awe, amazement and delight so overwhelming that it justifies the
war to be fought over her. This verdict is uttered not by Paris, to whom such a remark would
be of interest, but by those from whom one expects wise advice, the elders (3.154-60), and it
allows the war to continue until the eventual sack of the city. Stesichorus’ scene introduces
a similar notion but with traces of irony: the Greek army are about to execute the person
for whom they fought the war. The scholium which reports Helen’s near-stoning is brief
in its description, so we do not know exactly when the army dropped the stones. Was it at
her approach? Highly unlikely, since the tension of the scene would be missed by such
a quick reaction. Did Helen tried to persuade the army with her rhetoric? One expects that
she would present her arguments to the husband, as she does in in the Trojan Women (895-
1032), not to the whole army. Or did she, in a desperate act, exposed her naked body in a
last attempt to disarm the army, as happens in other accounts with Menelaus? Such a scene
would emphasise the gravity of her situation which calls for desperate measures, shameful
though they may be. However, the breast exposure in distressful moments recalls the pleas
of Hecuba and Callirrhoe for their sons. The allusion is striking, for in these cases, their
desperate act is intended to save the lives of their children, not (at least directly) their own.
The irony would be even more marked since it emphasises Helen’s ego; an ego present even
at the most inappropriate times, however persuasive her concern may be. Nevertheless, the
reference to the child in the context of disrobing would not be out of place, so perhaps we
should not promptly exclude the hypothesis that Helen addressed the army, while exposing
her breasts, particularly when the subject is her longing for her daughter. This passage
(fr. 113.13 F.) preserves an interesting adjective that may be connected to Helen and her
presence at Troy:

—vu—uu 1 aipa [—vo—uo —x
—=—o ¢Elvapyéc
—ov—] £thuwec o [—o—x
—vv a]udvouc
5 x—v]upav TpwTg[—x—v—x
x—vv K|umpoyevic af (v) —

x—] d\indpupov ayv[—

—ov]atuev Eyav Adyw [—ov—

x—v] 1 d0avdrol
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10 x—v]Aov Eputdvav t [—v—x
—ov] wv mobéw VOKT[— o —ou—
x—vv—1] Aomddav
x—v]v Dpaprdyipov [—x—o—
—ov—] popévayv Kvaka[vv—oo—

15 X—v—|Tx

—vv— KJopueaict vamaic[(i) te

x—uv ] WV CTUYEPOV

x—v]da maida @idov [x—v—x

—wv—1.0 Adyw und[—vv—vo—
20 x—wv]w po mw[][

x—wv]ovto yévorr [x—v—

11

2Lobel 4 West post Lobel 5mpwné[pucv vel mpd<i>ne[ Lobel 6Lobel 9-10 déOavdroi[civ elke]lov Page
11 élywv Page  vikt[ac te kai dpat(a) Fithrer 12 dleA<A>om6dav Page: ailyhomddav Diggle 14 clupopévav
kvakajic Page 16 k] Lobel dkpotdraic] Diggle [(i) te Daly 20 mpoAinw Page

..immediately...

...Clear...

.truly...

..mules...

... born in Cyprus...

... holy sea-purple ...

.. I'say...

... (resembling of the?) immortals...
10 ... for Hermione...

Ilong night (and day?)...

..with her (radiant?) foot...

...snatched in secret...

...(dragged off by?) tawny...
15

...in the peaks and glens...
..abominable...

...dear child...

..I'say, nor...

103



20 ..(abandon?)...

...might happen...

Lines 8-11 lead the reader to suppose that the speaker is Helen, but the next few lines
suggest that this may not be the case. naida @ilov (line 18) refers to a male child, and no
male child is ascribed to Helen. This led scholars to question the place of the fragment
within the wider context of the Sack of Troy. Page suggests an alternative hypothesis for the
fragment, relating it to the abduction of Persephone. ‘Hermione’ may signify the Argolid
town from where Hades is said to have taken Persephone, or as Hesychius tells us Hermione,
may, in fact, denote an alternative name for either Demeter or Persephone at Himera. *”’
Moreover, the reference to kvaka[ in line 14 and the epithet aiy]Aoné8av in line 12 would
suit a reference to the abduction of Persephone. But where would an episode concerning
Persephone fit in the context of the poem? In spite of the difficulties, Page’s suggestion has
some appeal particularly regarding the focus on the language of separation with
veapraypov in line 13, a compound of aprdalw, common in the narratives of abduction and
recurrent in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter (3, 19, 82). The same hymn tells how Demeter
reacts after fruitless attempts to recover her daughter, saying that she spent her days
“consumed with longing for her daughter” (68wt pivvbovca Padulwvoro Buyatpdc).

This idea of Demeter longing for her daughter is similar to ‘Epuidvav... tobéw of line
10 and 11 of fr. 113 F. Another parallel for a similar construction regarding Helen and
Hermione is found is Triphiodorus. In his poem, Athena scolds Helen after she tries to
deceive the Greek soldiers, hidden in the wooden horse, to reveal themselves and their
trick, by imitating their wives’ voices, as in Odyssey 4.280-89. Athena then asks Helen when
would her treason ever end. The goddess not only remarks on her deceiving action and very
questionable repute; she wonders about Helen’s maternal ability and asks if she does not
long for her daughter (008¢ 80yatpa | ‘Epuidvnv mobéeic; Triph. 493-4). In the passage,
Athena blames Helen for her extra-marital affair and for her abandonment of both her
husband and her daughter. The goddess contests Helen’ conduct in moral (1t66oc) and even
emotional terms (mo@éeic).

The accusation that Helen prefers a love affair over her own daughter has a strong
emotional effect in the context of Athena’s reprimand, especially given that it is Athena

who confronts Helen with her failure as a mother in terms perhaps similar to lines 10 and

“7 Page 1973: 56. Hsch. € 5957.
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11 of Stesichorus’ fr. 113 F. However, in Stesichorus it is Helen herself that speaks, saying
that she longs for Hermione (the conjecture of ‘day and night’ in line 11 would make the
passage still more emphatic and emotional). If this is indeed the case, line 13 dpapndyipov
may then refer to Helen’s abduction by Paris, which if we consider Page’s supplement for
line 20 TpoAinw suggests active abandonment, an idea consistent with Tyndareus’ curse
upon his daughters “deserters of husbands” (Ainecavopac, fr. 85 F.). However, the closest
parallel for the episode is in the Odyssey, when Helen remembers her joy when she realised
that the Greeks were to capture Troy. She blames Aphrodite for having taken her from
home, and for making her abandon her daughter (0d. 4.259-64).

But to whom would Helen address these words? Lines 1-3 suggest tension.
The reference to the abduction/elopement of Helen fits better in the context of the
encounter with Menelaus, but it would fit the context of the near-stoning if it accompanied
the exposure of the breasts. She attempts to convince the army that she was taken to Troy
against her will. On the other hand, if Menelaus is the addressee, the effect is even more
poignant. The reference to their daughter would emphasise their marriage ties, recall their
life as a couple, and suit a context where the couple finally meet.

Another fragment that suggests an encounter between Helen and Menelaus is
fragment 115 F. Despite its mutilated condition, many scholars have provided enlightening
supplements. If we accept Barrett’s supplement for line 3 giving the interrogative adverb

n]&c,*”® we may believe with West that the speaker is Helen and the addressee Menelaus:

1UEPTOV TIp [~ —x
OO 8¢ VIV [ww —x—v—x
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desirable...

% Ap. West 1969: 141.
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Thus she addressed ...
“How ... love ...

... of ill repute

Thus she spoke...

In the Iliad and the Odyssey, Helen is frequently self-loathing in similar terms to those
in fr. 115 F,, particularly when facing a Trojan audience.’” She speaks relentlessly about
herself and laments her fame. However, it is unlikely to imagine Helen addressing
the Trojans at this stage. In Helen’s words one can sense regret. A witness of the suffering
the war brought to both Achaeans and Trojans, the Helen from the Odyssey continues to
blame herself, as she does when she first addresses Telemachus.*'° In Stesichorus, she seems
to have displayed a similar rhetoric approach. The exemplum put forward by Slings provides
a useful insight on what may have been Helen’s rhetoric. In lines 3-4 he suggests exempli
gratia the following reconstruction t@c dyandl[eat, & | S]lucdhvuuoc [rdvreccv dvOpwmorciv
eiyt;, “How can you love me, I who am of ill repute among all people?”.*"! According to this
example, Helen seems humbled and incredulous at Menelaus’ perseverant love.

In the Homeric poems, this sort of insult is used to refer to the infidelity of wives and
to situations of negligence. These are the terms by which Helen defines herself in
Stesichorus’ Sack of Troy, as she recognizes the ill repute of her name: §Jucchvopoc.*” Such a

scene can take place either during or after the sack, which facilitates the identification of

** When speaking to Priam (Il 3.172-6, 180), when speaking to or about Hector (4.344-356, 19.325, 24.775).
190d. 4.141-6. The word used by Helen to describe herself in this passage of the Odyssey is kuv@mic. This word
is also used in the Iliad by Hephaestus (18.394-7) when the god recalls his mother’s attempt to hide him
embarrassed by his disability. In the Odyssey, the poet applies this adjective to another situation, much more
close to the case of Helen: infidelity. In book 8, the same Hephaestus repeats the same word to insult his wife
in the moment when he proves the love shared by Aphrodite and Ares (0d. 8.317-20). kvv@mic also
characterizes Clytemnestra when Agamemnon narrates to Odysseus the events that took place in Mycenae
when he returned home and the circumstances of his humiliating death (0d. 11.423-6). For canine imagery
characterizing Helen’s mischievous behaviour see Franco 2014: 103-108.

! Slings 1994: 105. Translation from Davies and Finglass 2014: 448.

2 Schade (2003: 210) indicates two occurrences of this adjective in the Iliad: first, when Priam refers to the
“accursed sons of the Achaeans” (I 6.255 f| udAa 81 teipovct Sucwvupor viec Axai@v); secondly, in a narrative
moment describing the “dark-named destiny” (12. 116 tpdcBev ydp piv poipa ducvupoc dupekdAvpev/Eyxet
'ISopfioc &yavoD). In both circumstances the adjective emphasises the ill-repute of what they refer to.

106



the addressee as Menelaus. This encounter would have followed the episode of Helen’s
near-stoning in fr. 106 F, since it implied that someone has shown affection towards Helen.

The existence of such encounter calls into question the scepticism of some scholars
regarding the authenticity of the depiction of Stesichorus’ poem in the Tabula Iliaca
Capitolina. According to these scholars, the Tabula should not be taken in consideration for
the study of Stesichorus’ Sack of Troy, because of the inconsistencies between the scenes
depicted and the evidence from the fragments, and the absence of other sources attesting
the Stesichorean origin of the story of Aeneas in the west as depicted in the Tabula.
The latter subject will be discussed below. We shall now focus on the first objection
presented by Horsfall: the inconsistency between image and text, especially in the scene of
Helen and Menelaus.

In the Tabula Iliaca Capitolina, the scene featuring Helen is nothing like a near-stoning.
On the right of the central panel we find a temple of Aphrodite (labelled), on the left
of which stands a warrior holding a sword in his right hand and grabbing a woman’s hair as
if about to stab her in the neck. Neither of these characters is identified by name, but we
can say with some degree of certainty that the woman represented is Helen, a fact which
leads us to the identity of the man: Menelaus. Instead of showing a host of warriors running
after Helen, there is a single man who carries a sword, not stones. Now, artistic depictions
of Helen’s recovery always represent her with Menelaus, sometimes accompanied by
goddesses. In none is he carrying a stone. Stesichorus almost certainly included the
encounter of Helen and Menelaus, although not exactly manner as in other accounts or in
the artistic evidence. Hence it seems safe to assume that the variation we have in the Tabula
is justified by the artistic tradition and the dynamic of the panel itself. Given the popularity
of the encounter between husband and wife in Greek and Roman art, and the absence of
parallels for the depictions of Helen’s near-stoning, the sculptor must have follow the
iconographic tradition of the scene.

Moreover, this is not the only case where the scenes of the Tabula differ from the
literary accounts. For example, in the first horizontal panel of the Tabula, which depicts the
first books of the Iliad, the episode corresponding to the Achaean assembly in book one

depicts a slightly different version from the one in the text.*” In it Agamemnon seems to

Y vValenzuela-Montenegro 2004: 393-5.
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be holding his sword, a detail that does not occur in the Iliad, but which is common in art.***

This is one example of the need of plastic arts to deviate from literary accuracy to convey
more effectively the emotions of particularly tense moments. Agamemnon holds his sword
to convey what in the literary source is a verbal threat. The other ‘inaccuracy’ of the
depiction of the Iliad occurs in the panel concerning book 18 of the Iliad, which depicts
Hephaestus forging armour for Achilles. In the Tabula, Hephaestus is accompanied by three
figures, whereas in the Iliad he is alone. In Greek art, Hephaestus is usually depicted working
alone.””

Therefore, the differences between the literary source and its artistic counterpart can
be explained by the needs of art that demand a slight alteration of the episodes as presented
in the poems and by the traditional depiction of certain scenes prolific in the plastic arts
which would help the identification of a certain scene in its context.*'® It facilitates the
identification of the scene to the viewer if the depiction is familiar. And it does not
contradict the poem, since it featured the encounter between husband and wife.

Despite all the suffering she caused, she survives. The reason that saves Helen from
the army is the same that brought her to Troy: the appalling effect of her looks. It is because
of her appearance that she is taken to Troy, and thanks to it she returns to Sparta alive.
Her beauty is both her doom and her salvation. Her looks can cause both violence and

restraint. Her beauty can even buy Menelaus’ love back.

Hecuba’s rescue (frr. 108-109 F,)

Another character who survives the sack of Troy is, remarkably, Hecuba who is spared
a more dishonourable fate thanks to the intervention of Apollo. Hecuba witnesses the sack

of her city, the death of her husband, her children, and grandchildren, but contrary to what

" See Krauskopf and Touchefeu 1988: §§48-51, 69 for iconography and Davies and Finglass 2014: 429 for
bibliography.

> There is only one example in Greek art depicting Hephaestus with Satyrs, not Cyclopes as helpers (Hermary
and Jacquemin 1988: §15). On the depiction of the Tabula see Valenzuela-Montenegro 2004: 66-9, 386.

*16 Petrain 2014: 101 argues that the manner in which the poems are presented influences the extent to which
the sculptor is free to manipulate the chronological order of the events in the poem. The Iliad which is
presented in bands is less prone to modification than the Stesichorean depiction in a panel. This gives the
sculptor more freedom to alter some details concerning some episode to maintain the purpose of his task, to
produce a work of art (cf. Davies and Finglass 2014: 432). For an analysis of the central panel structural
organization and its implication for the organization of the narrative see also Brilliant 1984: 15-20; 53-89.
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happens in the other versions of the myth, in Stesichorus her end is not one of captivity,
nor death during the sack.

The fate of the Trojan Queen received little attention in the epic accounts. Homer
does not mention it, and the fragments of the Epic Cycle preserve no information on the
subject. Only in Euripides’ Trojan Women and Hecuba do we find a treatment of Hecuba’s
destiny. In both plays, Hecuba is given to a Greek as a slave: in the Trojan Women to Odysseus,
in Hecuba to Agamemnon. However, in neither of these plays does Hecuba lives on as a slave,
since she dies before reaching Greece.

In Hecuba, Polymestor, already blind because of the Queen’s revenge for Polydorus’
death, announces Hecuba’s metamorphosis into a dog and her death by drowning after
leaping from the mast of the boat in which she embarked. Her grave, cynosema, “the tomb
of the dog”, will become a landmark for sailors (Hec. 1229-43). Although this story appears
for the first time in Euripides, Mossman is reluctant to believe that it is Euripides’
innovation and prefers to see in it a hint at a local myth of the Chersonese to which the
Athenians had access through their influence in the area.”” We have no means to prove the
precedence of the version. However, stories of metamorphosis as consequences for
exacerbated grief are not rare in Greek myth. The metamorphosis of Hecuba into a dog in
Euripides’ play materialises the effects of the incommensurable pain experienced by the
Queen which highest point surpasses the scale of human endurance.**® This is particularly
evident when a mother witnesses the suffering, or even the killing of her children,*"’ as
happens, for example, with Lamia, a character which Stesichorus mentions in his Scylla
(fr. 182 F.), precisely the context of her offspring.**°

In the Trojan Women, her fate is referred briefly by Cassandra, who says that Apollo
had told Cassandra that Hecuba must die in the vicinity of Troy (427-431). The allusion to
Apollo at this point connected to the fate of Hecuba is revealing and it may indicate that
Euripides is alluding to some pre-existing story according to which Apollo is somehow
involved in the matter of Hecuba’s fate, as he is in Stesichorus. Euripides makes reference

to a possible role of Apollo in such context and chose not to have the god intervening to

7 Mossman 1995: 35, with n. 39.

“8 Thus Fialho 2012: 177, 182; Silva 2005a: 95, Carson 2006: 90.

% Johnston 1999: 161-99.

% Lamia was too a Queen (Libyan) who was compelled by Hera to kill her own children; as a result, she was
disfigured by grief. Cf. E. fr. 472m TrGF).
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save Hecuba.””* Perhaps the tragedian decided to explicitly deviate from another source,
namely from Stesichorus whose account does precisely that.
Pausanias tells us that in Stesichorus Hecuba did not embark in the ships of the

Greeks but was instead taken to Lycia (fr. 109 F.):

éc 3¢ ‘ExdaPnv Ztncixopoc €v 'TAiov Mépcidt émoincev éc Avkiav 0O

AttoAAwvoc adThV KopicOivart.

As to Hecuba, Stesichorus said in the Sack of Troy that Apollo carried her to Lycia.

The first problem with this piece of information is that it does not reveal if Hecuba is
alive when Apollo takes her to Lycia.*”” The quotation comes from a part of Pausanias’
description of the Cnidian Lesches (10.27.2) where he is cataloguing the corpses of the
Trojans. Moreover, Apollo rescuing someone from Troy and arranging their translation to
Lycia is reminiscent of the episode of Sarpedon in the Iliad (16.666-83), where his corpse is
taken from the battlefield, bathed and anointed by Apollo, and translated to Lycia for the
burial by Sleep and Death. If Hecuba is dead when Apollo takes her, the version of the Trojan
Women has here a precedent. Although not saving the Queen of Troy, Apollo would,
nevertheless, intervene, thus allowing her a respected burial, a restored dignity. However,
as Stansbury O’Donnell notes, Hecuba is mentioned nowhere else in Pausanias’ account,
so the reference to Stesichorus may be Pausanias’ explanation for her absence,*” which
would therefore imply perhaps that she is taken by Apollo alive.

In many other occasions do gods intervene on behalf of their protégées. Pausanias
mentions a tradition according to which Creusa, Aeneas’ wife, was rescued from Troy by
Aphrodite to prevent her from a life of slavery.*”* Laodice, one of Priam’s daughters,
is miraculously swallowed by the earth at the moment of the sack.*”® In Euripides’ Orestes

Helen mysteriously disappears from the chamber when she is about to be killed. Among

! Thus Mossman 1995: 36.

2 Hecuba is found twice in the Tabula, one inside the walls, where she is taken away from Priam (about to be
killed) and then outside the walls seated next to the other enslaved, where she is represented with Polyxena,
about to be taken to the sacrifice which is depicted in the other side of the tablet, in the tomb of Achilles. In
no instances does the tablet depict Apollo’s rescue of Hecuba, but as Davies and Finglass 2014: 433-4 point out,
Stesichorus may have made Hecuba witness her daughter’s sacrifice before being taken by Apollo to Lycia.
Anyway, the version does not contradict the idea that Apollo came for Hecuba.

2 Stansbury O’ Donnell 1989: 211 with n. 30.

“# Paus. 10.26.1, cf. Heinze 1994: 62 1.95.

2 Apollod. Epit. 5.25, Lyc. Alex. 314-8. See Hornblower 2015: 189.
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Stesichorus’ fragments, we have further examples of divine intervention at critical
moments. Iphigenia is rescued by Artemis in the last moment (fr. 178 F) and Helen is taken
to Egypt, tricking Paris into believing that he was bringing Helen to Troy (fr. 91 b F).***
Moreover, in Stesichorus’ Sack of Troy Apollo was said to be the father of Hector (fr. 108 F.).*”
In the Iliad, the bond between the god and Hector is evident: he acts on behalf of the Trojan
prince eight times in the Iliad.*”® Hence the extension of this bond into parentage would
hardly sound odd and is in fact adopted in later accounts by Euphorion, Alexander Aetolus
and Lycophron.*” The fact that Apollo fathers Hector in the Stesichorean account supports
the hypothesis of Apollo’s intervention to rescue Hecuba rather than simply providing her
a decent burial. Moreover, such an episode would provide a response to the idea expressed
in fr. 114 F. that the gods have abandoned Troy. Unable to defend their protégés in a more
useful manner, the gods had to find other ways to comfort the Trojans after the sack of the
city. Therefore, the likeliest moment for Apollo’s intervention is in a highly emotional tense
moment for Hecuba, perhaps right before the sacrifice of Polyxena, thus sparing Hecuba
yet another sight of utter violence by taking her to a safe location.

As Troy'’s closest ally in the Iliad and a place of wealth, peace and prosperity, Lycia is
an expected place to take the Queen of Troy.**° Moreover, Apollo is strongly associated with
Lycia and may have wished to provide Hecuba, his past consort, with a welcoming place to
spend her life after Troy. Stesichorus’ account, therefore, presents a completely distinct
version form the Euripidean. In Stesichorus, not only does Hecuba survive Troy, she is taken
to an allied prosperous city. Hecuba may enjoy a more dignified end in a land that will
provide her refuge. But this journey not only allows a more pleasant end for Hecuba;
it allows the memory of Troy to live on in the figure of its Queen. But if Hecuba takes with

her the memory of Troy to the east, there are others who take it to the west.

Aeneas’ escape (fr. 105 F)

*26 On which see below Chapter III pp. 163-79, especially 175 and Chapter IV pp. 199-203.

" The scholium to Lycophron which transmits this piece of information does not indicate the poem, but since
it fits the context of the Sack of Troy and provides a possible explanation for the intervention of Apollo on
behalf of Hecuba, it is likely to be part of the poem.

7.271-2, 15.236-62, 21.599-22.20, 22.202-4, 23.188-91, 24.18-54.

** Fr. 80 Lightfoot, fr. 12 Magnelli, Alex. 265., respectively. Porphyry adds Ibycus (fr. 295 PMGF) to the list of
authors who followed the version of Apollo as Hector’s son, but he fails to mention Stesichorus, probably, as
Cingano 1990: 199-200 suggests, as a result of some confusion between the two western poets.
“°E.g.1l.5.478-81.
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To discuss Stesichorus’ account of Aeneas’ fate we need to discuss the Tabula Iliaca
Capitolina in more detail. This piece depicts the Aethiopis ascribed to Arctinus, the Little Iliad
by Lesches, the Iliad, and the Sack of Troy by Stesichorus, as indicated by a statement "TAiov
Iépcic kata Etncixopov. However, some scholars have expressed their scepticism regarding
the authenticity of the claim, based on three aspects. First, could Theodorus, the sculptor
of the piece, have known our poet’s Sack of Troy? Second, is it conceivable that the story of
Aeneas’ escape to the west goes back to Stesichorus? Third, could we trust a version which
seems to contradict at times the existing evidence on the content of the poem?

The last question was addressed above where 1 argued that the Tabula does not
necessarily contradicts Stesichorus’ version regarding Helen’s recovery, since an encounter
between Helen and Menelaus featured in the poem. Moreover, the sculptor’s choice to
depict the encounter of husband and wife rather than the near-stoning of Helen is
consistent with the artistic tradition of the episode and with the aesthetic concerns of the
piece, not to mention the fact that this is not a sole example, inasmuch as the Iliad depiction
also presents variations.

The other two arguments, however, deserve our attention. Let us begin by addressing
the first one. Horsfall doubts that Stesichorus could be the source for an artistic piece
of Roman Imperial times and believes that the story depicted by Theodorus would have
cited Stesichorus only to show the alleged refined literary taste of his clientele or patrons,
rather than provide an accurate depiction of the poem. His scepticism is based on the idea
that Stesichorus would sound more exotic and unexpected than the epic version of the sack:

Arctinus’ Iliou Persis.**!

However, Stesichorus was by no means an obscure and forgotten
poet in this period. Quite on the contrary, as Petrain shows, the use of Stesichorus’ name
would function “as part of Theodorus’ strategy to convince the viewer that the tablets bear
the wisdom of the most famous poets in Greek tradition”,*** not because it is a bizarre and
farfetched reference, but because Stesichorus would have been a famous name. He was one
of the nine great lyric poets according to the canon (Tb6-Tb10 Ercoles), and a well-
established peer to Homer (Tb47-61 Ercoles). Furthermore, his Sack of Troy was not
unworthy of Homer to an audience from the reign of Alexander the Great, as a character in
Dio Chrysostom attests (fr. 98 F.). Following the testimony of the ancient sources on the

lasting fame of Stesichorus, Petrain asserts that the sculptor uses Stesichorus’ version

1 Horsfall 1979: 43.
2 Petrain 2014: 100.
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precisely because “[h]e [Theodorus] could hardly aim higher than Stesichorus and Homer,
both given pride of place at the head of their respective sections in the tablet’s list of its
poetic sources”.””” When speaking of the sack of Troy, Stesichorus would have been
anything but a surprising reference. Moreover, there is other aspect that suggests that the
sculptor knew Stesichorus’ text quite well. The sculptor’ sphragis found on the bottom of
the central panel presents a compelling similarity to fr. 100 F. It reads:

TEXVNV TRV O£08]Wpnov udde ‘Ourjpov

Spa dagic mdcnc pétpov Exnic copioc

Learn the technique of Theodorus, so that from Homer

you may know the measurements of all wisdom

The similarity between the sphragis, supplemented by Mancuso,”* and the opening of
Stesichorus’ poem (fr. 100.11-13 F.) is remarkable, and leaves little space for doubting the
allusion to the sculptor’s source; Petrain is overly cautious when he asserts that the couplet
“points to a nexus of concepts and terms that is amply attested in the poetic tradition”.***
The opening lines of the poem, lines which are the easier to remember, reproduce and
recognise, celebrate craftsmanship, just as the couplet does in exalting Theodorus’ work of
art.

The doubts about whether the Tabula is to be trusted as a valid source to reconstruct
the poem are more problematic when the presence of certain characters is only attested in
it. This is the case of Aeneas who is depicted three times. First, in the lower left part of the
depiction of Troy inside the walls a figure labelled as Aeneas seems to be taking something
from another Trojan, presumably the sacred objects.”’® At the main gate Aeneas’ family is
depicted. Aeneas, in the centre, carries his father on his shoulder, Ascanius is holding his
father’s hand, and there is a female figure, not labelled (presumably Aeneas’ wife). Hermes
accompanies them. Finally, the last scene corresponds to the moment when Aeneas is
preparing to depart from Troy. Now, Aeneas is not mentioned in the papyri, but nor is

Odysseus, Agamemnon or Menelaus; and Aeneas is a fairly common presence in

3 1b,

“* Mancuso 1911: 730.

% Petrain 2014: 101. See e.g. the Homeric Hymn to Hermes (4. 483, 509-11), in a context where the vocabulary
associated with song, skill, and learning is abundant, which is in part also what is at stake in Stesichorus’ text;
cf. Davies and Finglass 2014: 417-18.

¢ Compare Hellanicus’ account in his Troika (fr. 31 EGM = D.H. 1.45.4-47.1-5), described below.
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the accounts of the sack. Therefore, more puzzling than the presence of Aeneas is the

inscription of his destiny in the bottom right corner of the central panel of the stone:
Atvetac cOv toic idioic dnaipwv eic trv ‘Ecnepiav
Aeneas with his companions departing to Hesperia

To Horsfall, “the presence of Aeneas at the very centre of the panel will have been an
emphasis given by the Augustan artist, not the Himerian poet”.*”” This may well be true -
Aeneas could have been a less central to the poem as the Tabula may lead us to perceive -
but it does not imply that the Sack of Troy did not tell of Aeneas’” escape and his journey
westwards. In fact, as Mancuso suggests, it was perhaps because Stesichorus’ version put
Aeneas in the west that Theodorus chose his account for the Tabula.**®

The idea that Aeneas survives Troy is central to the myth and unanimous. It is already
present in the Iliad when Poseidon prophesises that Aeneas will survive and rule over the
Trojans (Il. 20. 293-308), but this account gives no precise location for Aeneas’ future home.
In the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite (196-9) the goddess predicts the same fate for Aeneas to his
father Anchises.” These are the most disputed lines of the poem because, like in the Iliad,
they give no further detail on where Aeneas is supposed to go after Troy is destroyed.**
Reinhardt argues that this poem was a eulogy in honour of the Aeneads of Scepsis, because
Scepsis lies near Mount Ida and said to have been called Aeneas’ seat.**'

The Epic Cycle maintains the tradition but gives further details. The escape of Aeneas
to Ida is specifically told only in the Iliou Persis,*** and appears again in Sophocles’ Laocoon
(fr. 373.3-5 TrGF). West connects both accounts to the tradition present in the Iliad and the
Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite, and suggests that the escape to Ida implies the establishment of

the Aenead dynasty there.**® Anderson points out the prominence of Aeneas’ withdrawal

“7 Horsfall 1979: 38.

% Mancuso 1912: 185-6.

*® The dating of the Hymn was far from unanimous among scholars, but recently, it is commonly accepted that
the Hymn antedates the sixth century BC: see Faulkner 2008: 47-49.

*“° For a recent discussion of the bibliography related to the prominence of the Aenead dynasty see Faulkner
2008: 3-18; for older literature see van Eck 1978: 69-72.

“! Reinhardt ap. van Eck 1978: 69, see also Strabo 13.1.53.

“? West 2013: 232-33. Proclus, Arg. 1d GEF. On the relation of the flight of Aeneas to Mt Ida and earlier episodes
of Aeneas’ story see Anderson 1997: 72-4. For a discussion of the subject and its relevance to the name Hesperia
see Mele 2014: 41-44.

“ West 2013: 226.
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to Mt Ida, since Ida is a recurrent element in the Trojan saga.*** Stansbury-O’Donnell
observed the parallels of the beginning and the end of Polygnotus’ painting of the Iliou
Persis.*”® The painting begins with the ship of Menelaus and the dismantling of his tent at
the left part of the first composition. The last scene of the third composition represents the
survivors of Troy departing from their devastated city.**° However, whereas the Greeks are
preparing the ship to undergo a sea travel, the Trojans only have the help of a donkey, which
suggest a journey by land, probably to Mount Ida, as in the Iliou Persis. All these accounts,
relying on the same tradition, leave Aeneas in Anatolia; no movement further west is
implied.

However, another tradition from at least the sixth century associates Aeneas with
other routes. The Little Iliad,**’ also represented in the Tabula Iliaca Capitolina, gives an
unusual account of Aeneas’ fate. He and Andromache were captured and taken
in Neoptolemus’ ships as captives. Such a shameful fate for the son of Aphrodite, who was
granted dominion over the Trojans according to the prophecies referred above, may seem
quite inappropriate. Nevertheless, his association with Neoptolemus integrates Aeneas into
the returns of the Greek warriors to their land.

The epic poem dedicated to the homecoming of the warriors, the Nostoi,
had Neoptolemus travelling by land through Thrace, Maronea, and finally to the land of the
Molossians. Despite the absence of any mention of Aeneas in the remains of this poem,***
this version of the Neoptolemus’ nostos and his stop in the Molossians seems to have had an
impact on historical sources as early as the fifth century BC. Hellanicus’ account of the fate
of Aeneas seems to incorporate both accounts of the Nostoi and the Little Iliad in the detail
of associating Aeneas and Neoptolemus in Troy’s aftermath. According to Hellanicus’
version, Aeneas somehow reaches the Molossians, the same people that Neoptolemus met
on his way home. In Hellanicus’ Priestesses of Hera at Argos, after meeting Odysseus in the
land of the Molossians, both Aeneas and the king of Ithaca depart to a city in Italy,

450

presumably Rome.*”’ Hellanicus presents yet another account in his Troika**® where he

“* Anderson 1997: 72-4.

3 Stansbury 0’ Donnell 1989: 213.

¢ Stansbury-0'Donnell 1989: 211-2.

“7F 30 GEF.

“® See Erskine 2001: 122-124.

“?Fr. 84 EGM. See also D.H. 1.72.1 for Aeneas in Rome. For his account of the sack, see 1.45-48.1.
“OFr, 31 EGM = D.H. 1.45.4-47.1-5.
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presents Aeneas sailing through the Hellespont and reached Chalcis accompanied by his
father and the sacred images of the gods.*"

Sending Aeneas out of the Troad to locations further west indicates an interest in
widening his route and approximating it to the routes taken by the Greek heroes. Moreover,
it could mean that the son of Anchises was already being associated with Italy by previous
authors, especially if we consider the detail in Hellanicus’ fr. 31 EGM according to which
Aeneas reaches Chalcis, a prominent town in the Greek expansion to the west, particularly
to Sicily.*** The Euboeans’ early (eighth century) presence across Italian shores is attested
by archaeology by the finding of Euboean pottery in Pontecagnano, Capua, Campania, and
Naples.”® Aeneas association with Chalcis, may therefore denouncethe existence of
a version which somehow connected him to the west. Furthermore, the Trojan presence in
Italy is first attested from the early fifth century by Hecataeus, who says that the Trojan
refugee Capys founded Capua.”* Thucydides (6.2.3-4), in a more historical approach,
ascribes the foundation of Segesta to the Trojan fugitives, among other groups.***

We see that from at least the fifth century onwards stories of Trojans in the west
circulated, namely in Italy and Sicily. This indicates that an association of Aeneas with this
location in the sixth-century may not be far-fetched. However, such association does not
necessarily mean that a clear link was established between Aeneas and Rome. After all,

we are told only that Stesichorus has Aeneas travelling to “Hesperia”. ‘Hesperia’ referring

to the land of the west, existed long before its more precise connotation with Italy, which

1 See Canciani 1981: 388 §92, a coin from Aeneia, Chalcis from c. 490-80 BC, depicting Aeneas carrying his
father in his back.

*? This version would also serve the development of a contemporary colonial movement, that of the
Chalcidians who were beginning to have particular presence in Tyrrhenus and in Campania which would
legitimate an encounter between the wandering Odysseus and the newly arrived Aeneas (cf. Mele 2014: 43).
For the Euboeans in the west, see Dominguez 2006: 256-8, Greco 2006: 171-3, Tsetskhladze 2006: I-1i.

** Lane Fox 2009: 133.

4 FGrHist 1 F 62 (cf. Fowler 2013: 566). For more details on the legend of Aeneas in historiography, see Fowler
2013:561-8.

3 TAlov 8¢ GAickopévou TV Tpwwv tivee drapuydvtec Axatode mAoioc dgikvoivtal mpoc thv ZikeAlav, kal
Suopot toic Zikavoic oikrcavtec Ebunavrtec pev "EAvpot EkAiOncav, néAeic & adt@v "EpuE te kai "Eyecta, “As
Troy fell some of the Trojans, escaping from the Achaeans in small vessels, arrived in Sicily. They settled near
the Sicanians and were generically called Elymoi (cf. D.H. 1.47.2) but their two cities were Eryx and Egesta”.
On the passage and its implications of a synoikismos between Trojans and Phocians, see Ridgeway 1888: 180
who claims scribal error and emends pwkéwv to epuydv (thus also Rigby 1987: 334-5). Hornblower 2008: 270
notes that such an emendation would result in redundancy since Trojans and Phrygians were generally
understood as the same ethnic group, and suggests the emendation of pwkéwv to pwkafic, while Kahrstedt
1947: 17 proposes gwkai®wv. However, the editors (Gomme, Andrewes, Dover 1970: 212) prefer to maintain the
manuscript’s reading, which seems the more likely option.
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is first attested in Ennius (Ann. 20). The earlier occurrence of the use of Hesperia in such
terms appears in [Hes.] fr. 150.6 M-W ‘Ecne[pi]nv, which provides evidence for the
association of the term with a geographical location. Apart from this hint, we commonly
find the adjective €cnepoc and other words built on the stem écnep-, referring to either the
mystical and primordial ideas associating the west with ideas of night (fr. 360 M-W),**
darkness, death, and the dwelling place of some deities,*” or as a specific reference to the
compass point.**® The word is therefore ambivalent since it can refer to far distant mythical
places or the more palpable compass point, presumably with a more concrete sense of
either Sicily, Italy or even Rome, as Finglass suggests.*”

The main argument against such an association is that Rome in Stesichorus’ time was
not yet important enough to be integrated in the Trojan saga as the city where the Trojan
fugitives fled. Moreover, Dionysus does not mention Stesichorus on his account of the
antecedents of the foundation of Rome (1. 48-64). However, contacts between Latins and
western Greeks are attested in the sixth century.*® Art also attests the knowledge of Aeneas
in the west, particularly on objects found in Italy. This may lead us to conclude that the
story was known not only to Greeks but also to the native populations in the west.

In fact, Aeneas’ escape from Troy is a common episode in art, particularly in black-
figure pottery, which proves at least that the idea of Aeneas fleeing Troy travelled itself as
far as Etruria. Canciani’s survey illustrates this by presenting examples of the
representation of the family similar to the one depicted in the Tabula.**' Particularly
relevant to our argument are the vases and other iconographic sources up until the
beginning of the fifth century BC.**

Most of the vases representing Aeneas’ escape from Troy as depicted in the Tabula

were found in Italy, particularly Etruria.*® From Etruria there is also a scarab dating to the

¢ See West 1966: 215n., 275n., 517n.

*7E.g. Hes. Th. 27; Pi. P. 4.40, 11.10, I. 8.47; A. Pr. 348; S. OT 177; PL. Phdr. 59¢, Smp. 223d.

“*E.g.S. Aj. 805; E. Or. 1260; Hdt. 1.28.2; Th. 6.2.

*° Finglass 2014b: 31-3.

“° Thus Finglass 2014b: 31 citing a gravestone found in Sicily which informs us that the deceased was a Greek
called Latinos (IGSD II §24). Note also Hesiod Th. 1008-16, who mentions the birth son of Anchises before the
birth of Latinos.

! Canciani 1981: §§ 386-390.

2 Canciani 1981: §§ 59-87, 92-5.

3 Canciani 1981: §§ 94, 395.
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late sixth or early fifth century BC*** depicting the same episode with Anchises bringing the
sacra from Troy. Furthermore, in the last quarter of the sixth century Etruria imported
considerable quantities of Attic black-figure vases depicting Aeneas.** Also of importance
to these considerations are the terracotta votive statuettes found in Veii, particularly the
one depicting a bearded young man carrying an old man in his shoulders, considered a
representation of Aeneas and Anchises.** The date of the statuettes is controversial as well
as their purpose, since they seem analogous to other statuettes associated with founder-
cults.*”

As in the case of Helen and Menelaus discussed above, the similarity of these
depictions to the relief in the tablet is striking. They belong and respond to the same
mythological tradition, which in turn may indicate that the sculptor of the Tabula was
gathering elements from earlier pictorial tradition associated with the departure of Aeneas
from Troy in the minds of a western audience familiar with Stesichorus’ poems.**®

For all these reasons, it is safe to conclude that the version in the Tabula illustrates
Stesichorus’ poem. This means that Stesichorus provides the earliest account where Aeneas
embarks with his companions in a far-off journey westwards. Given the interest of
Stesichorus in western mythology, or at least mythology located in the west, and since
Aeneas and other Trojans were integrated in foundation narratives by the fifth century,
Stesichorus might have taken this opportunity to include his homeland in this major topic
of Greek mythology, with which his audience, at home and in other places of the Greek

world, would have been indubitably familiar.

*** Late-sixth century: Furtwéngler 1900; Texier 1939: 15; Alféldi 1971: 286; and Galinsky 1971: 60 n. 115. Early
fifth century: Pallotino 1958 and Canciani 1981.

> Momigliano 1989: 59 argues that such evidence does not imply knowledge of the myth of Aeneas among the
Etruscans and could result from coincidence. On the same subject Osborne 2009: 87 argues that the figured
pottery among non-Greeks, particularly Etruscans implies the knowledge of the imagery and the stories
associated with them, supporting the view that the Etruscans were familiar with Greek mythology and with
Aeneas’ story in particular to which they had access through both iconography and story-telling.

¢ Terracotta statuary group from Veii, Museo Nazionale di Villa Giulia Museum 40272, Rome; see Canciani
1981: §96. For the relevance of the geographical position of Veii to the discussion see Lane Fox 2009: 133 “The
Etruscans’ big southern outposts at Veii or Capua stood out among the villages of the Latins and Campanians
among whom they were established”.

" For a detailed analysis see Giglioli 1941: 8-15; Bendinelli 1948: 88-97; Alf6ldi 1957: 16-17; Gagé 1950: 73 n.5 for
the argument in favour of dating the statuettes to the early fourth century. Of the same opinion is Torelli 1973:
404, On the sanctuaries and the possible votive character of the statuettes see Galinsky 1971: 133-135 and Nagy
2011:113-125.

*® Thus Valenzuela-Montenegro 2004: 383.
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Our poet takes a myth traditionally set in Eastern Mediterranean - a location
emphasised in the opening of the poem with the reference to the streams of the Simoeis -
and ends it in the west. Aeneas’ journey, unlike that of Heracles, Helen, or Demophon, is a
journey with no return. The place where he is heading must grant him the suitable
conditions for a permanent stay, for a stable future, for a new beginning. It was precisely in
Italy and Sicily that many Greeks and other peoples found that shelter. One wonders to
what extent is the journey of Aeneas mimicking the movement of migrants, traders,
settlers, that a Greek living in Sicily

or Italy in the sixth century, would witness every day.

Our evidence from the Sack of Troy indicates a rather sympathetic treatment of the
Trojan side, emphasising the pathos of a destroyed city of which the only surviving
members are women enslaved after seeing their offspring mercilessly killed by the enemy.
The motif of travelling or escaping appears as an alternative to this fate. Apollo’s rescue of
Hecuba saves her from being enslave and Aeneas’ escape not only saves him, but permits
the survival of the Trojan ethnos.

On the other hand, the brutality of the Achaean enterprise must therefore have been
latent in Stesichorus’ Sack of Troy with a pejorative sense, as in the epics dealing with the
subject. The Greeks won the war and achieved their difficult goal at Troy, as fr. 118 F. could
allude to. However, the violence of their deeds goes beyond what it was acceptable to the
gods, and hence their return is troublesome and uncertain. Fr. 121 F., whose context is lost
to us, seems to refer to a sea-journey. Lines 5-6 of the fragment refer to kOua and in line 2,
Lobel supplemented mov]ronépoy[. This may be part of either Aeneas’ or the Greeks’
departure from Troy, the beginning of new and perilous adventures, which were dealt in

detail in Stesichorus’ Nostoi.

2, THE Nostor

The fact that Stesichorus composed a poem entirely dedicated to the return journey
of the Greek heroes from Troy is not surprising. It was a theme widely known since Homer’s
Odyssey. The epic Nostoi also dealt in detail with the subject, describing the journeys of

avariety of heroes, in particular Agamemnon’s return and the revenge of Orestes.’”

** For a general account of the story, see Danek 2015, and for the episodes of the nostoi in other poems by
Stesichorus see above pp. 114-17 and below Chapter IV pp. 181-6. The epic treated in some detail the journeys
of Menelaus (fr. 1c GEF), Agamemnon (arg. 3a, 5 GEF), Neoptolemus (arg. 4a GEF), Diomedes and Nestor (arg. 1b
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Telemachus’ journey to Sparta, however, is not recorded in the evidence on the poem.*”
Pindar’s Nemean 7.35-50 and Paean 6 refer to the journey of Neoptolemus. The
mythographers were interested in the theme and provide precious information on the role
of the Trojan captives in the nostos narratives, particularly, as we have seen, Aeneas."”
Tragedy was more concerned in the dramatic potential of the voctoc from the perspective
of those who await the return of the hero and the subsequent events caused by it, rather
than exploring the journey per se.*””? Euripides’ Helen is perhaps the most relevant account
of the returns as such, since it occurs during Menelaus’ journey. Aeschylus’ Agamemnon
and Euripides’ Andromache contain a residual reference to the Trojan captives. Telemachus
visit to Sparta is again missing. In later authors, we find an extensive record of the returns
in Apollodorus (Epit. 5.20-6.15), and in Lycophron’s Alexandra (417-1089).

Stesichorus dealt with the returns of the Achaeans in three poems: the Palinode, the
Oresteia and the Nostoi.'”” From the last poem, little survives. We have one testimony, one
tentatively ascribed fragment and two other references, one epistle from Pseudo-

475

Phalaris*’* and the other from Tzetzes.*”” While these testimonies attest the fame of

Stesichorus in a later period, they lack specific references to the Nostoi. Tzetzes’ lines may

GEF), and Calchas (arg. 2 GEF) among others. Odysseus is referred in passing in arg 4b. The poem covers the
returns until Orestes’ revenge, thus allowing the poem to cover other wanderings, such as Odysseus’ and
Menelaus (West 2013: 272).

7% Eustathius in his commentary to the Odyssey (Telegony fr. 6 GEF) wrongly ascribes to the Nostoi the story of
Telemachus’ marriage to Circe and Penelope’s to Telegonus; this story is rather part of the epic Telegony. On
the Telegony as a spin-off of the Odyssey, see West 2013: 289 and Fowler 2013: 557 on Hellan. fr. 156 EGM.

“ On the subject see Fowler 2013: 545-68. Pherecydes treated the death of Calchas (fr. 142 EGM), and the
wanderings of Odysseus (fr. 144 EGM, so too Acus. fr. 4 and Herodor. fr. 65 EGM); Hellanicus provides an account
of Menelaus in Egypt (fr. 153 EGM), on Odysseus’ (fr. 77 EGM) and Ajax’s (fr. 152a EGM, so too Acus. fr. 450 EGM)
returns and on Aeneas’ escape (frr. 31, 84 EGM, see also Acus. fr. 39, Damocr. fr. 3 and Menecr. Xanth. fr. 3 EGM).
2 From the considerable amount of plays on the Trojan cycle only a few may have dealt with the journeys,
e.g. A. Proteus?; Sophocles’ Teucer TrGF FF 576, 579; Euripides’ Helen. On the subject, see Sommerstein 2015 and
Alexopoulou 2009: 37-83.

7 The scope of the Helen is unlikely to have covered the events up until the return from Troy.

74 Ta43(iii) Ercoles kai tovc pev t@v Axai®dv véctovc muvBdvouai ce cuyypd@ety kai Tict TV pwwv EKelvwv
&BovAiav émTipdv ikavdc Snwe & avtdc drovoctéceic drnadric €€ AAaicnc gic Tuépav o0dev @povtileic. GAN
€0 1cO1 81 pévouci ce xai Kagnpidec mérpon kai MAayktai kai 6 vavmAloc ctéroc [§oAoc West], kai 0Ok &v
gkpuyolc SAwc tac éudc xeipac, 008 av el Be@v cé Tic kad’ vudc montac dictwcelev (“I understand you are
writing about the returns of the Achaeans and that you censure some of the heroes for their folly; not
considering how can you return unharmed from Alaesa to Himera yourself. For you should know that the Rock
of Capharaeus, the Wandering Rocks, Charybdis and the stratagem [vel journey] of Nauplios await you and
from my hands you shall not escape, not even if a God - as in the tales of your poets - renders you invisible.”)
7 posth. 750.2 Ztncixopoc & Epénciv éoic éméecciv véctov | Auév Scot mehdyel pBdpev 18’ cot fiAvBov EAANL, |
18’ 8cot elcagpikovto @iAnv mapd matpida yaiav (“Stesichorus treated in his poems their return journey | Many
died at sea, others when they arrived | and many others returned to their beloved homeland.”)
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apply to the Nostoibut could also be referring to the Oresteia or the Palinode. Nothing in them
suggests that Tzetzes was better informed about the poem than we are.”’® The epistle, on
the other hand, has been regarded as a potential source for information on the poem. Bruno
attempted to show how the references to the mythical topography associated with the
returns of the Greeks from Troy may have been part of Stesichorus’ Nostoi.”” Ercoles
recognizes that the argument fails to convince, but nevertheless believes that these
references should be considered as a fragment sine auctoris ipsissima verbis and thus
integrated in Stesichorean editions, not necessarily under the Nostoi.”’® However, it is
uncertain whether these allusions to the works of Stesichorus are derivate of direct
knowledge of some details now lost, or if the details present in the epistle are but an
extension added by the author who knew, as we do thanks to Pausanias, that Stesichorus
wrote a poem on the returns of the Achaeans.”” Moreover, the episodes alluded to in the
epistle need not come from the Nostoi. The reference to Nauplios may well have been part
of the Oresteia (175 F.), and the reference to Charybdis could be part of the Scylla. So these
two elements are do not add t our knowledge of the poem.

Only one fragment, a testimony by Pausanias, is certainly part of the Nostoi. Fr. 170 F.
is tentatively ascribed to the poem based on its content but it may well be part of a poem

which title is now lost. Let us begin with the testimony.

Aristomache (fr. 169 F)

The allusion to Aristomache in the context of a nostos poem implies that the Trojans,
and particularly the royal family, played a part in the poem, as they do in the epic. The fates
of the Trojan captives appear in the Little Iliad where Andromache and Aeneas were made
captives of Neoptolemus (frr. 29-30 GEF). In tragedy, Andromache appears again as a captive
of Neoptlomeus (Euripides’ Andromache); Cassandra is taken by Agamemnon in Aeschylus’
Agamemnon and in Euripides’ Trojan Women; Hecuba is given to Odysseus in the Trojan
Women and to Agamemnon in Hecuba, although she does not reach Greece in any of the
accounts. The information provided by Pausanias contains more names for Priam’s

daughters (fr. 110 F.):

¢ Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 471.
7 Bruno 1967.

“® Ercoles 2013: 465, Pardini 1997: 98.
* Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 471.
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OV 8¢ yuvaik®v T@v petad tiic te AlBpac kal Néctopdc gictv dvwbev
TobtwV atypdAwtor kai adtor KAvuévn te kai Kpéovca kai Apictoudyn
kol Zevodikn. KAvuévnv uév ovv Ztncixopoc év 'TAfov Mépcidi
katnpiOunkev év taic aiypaAwrolc wcavtwe d¢ Kal "ApiCTOUdxnV
gnoincev €év Noctoic Buyatépa pev Mpiapov, KpitoAdov 8¢ yuvaika

elval Tob ‘Tketdovoc.

Above the women between Aethra and Nestor are other captives: Clymene,
Creousa, Aristomache, and Xenodice. Stesichorus includes Clymene among the
captives in the Sack of Troy; and similarly, in the Nostoi he makes Aristomache

Priam’s daughter and wife of Critolaus, son of Hicetaon.

This testimony includes two poems of Stesichorus. The first concerns the Sack of
Troy, and mentions that Clymene was among the captives (fr. 110 F.). Clymene appears in
the Iliad as a handmaid of Helen, but in a problematic passage, which many believe to be an
Attic interpolation.”®® So it is not certain if she was indeed a daughter of Priam, or even
Trojan. Later accounts say that she was Aethra’s daughter by Hippalces and that both
women are rescued by Demophon and Acamas.*® She may have been mentioned in the Sack
of Troy alongside Aethra as in the Iliad, but in Stesichorus she had a slightly different
treatment: listed among the captives and thus perhaps Trojan. Later in Pausanias,
Stesichorus is said to have named Medusa as one of Priam’s daughters in the Sack of Troy (fr.
111 F.). The context of her appearance is unknown, but she may well have been named
among the captives. Medusa is found nowhere else in earlier poetry. As seen, it seems that
the Sack of Troy provided a detailed account of the suffering of the Trojans. In this context,
it is not surprising to suppose that Stesichorus catalogued Priam’s daughters to emphasise
the scale of the Achaean victory and the massive impact of their atrocities.

The reference to Priam’s daughters in the context of Pausanias’ description
suggests that Aristomache is a war prisoner. Her name and Critolaus’ appear only here in
the context of the Trojan war. Hicetaon, on the other hand, appears four times in the Iliad.
He is among the elders who, despite recognizing Helen’s marvellous beauty, advise that she
should be taken to the ships of the Greeks (3.147). He is said to be one of Priam’s brothers
(20. 238) and the father of Melanippus who dies in battle (15.546-7, 576). If the genealogy

“° Hom. I. 3.143-4. For the interpolation, see West 1999: 186-7 and Finglass 2006. For the contrary argument,
see Kelly 2008.
¥ Dictys 5.13, 6.2 and = Hom. I1. 3.144.
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was maintained in Stesichorus, Critolaus would then be Priam’s nephew; hence
Aristomache would be married into the royal family and possibly vulnerable to the same

fate as the daughters of Priam of being taken by a Greek as a captive.

Telemachus in Sparta (fr. 170 F.)

The other fragment we have refers to Telemachus’ visit to Sparta. Scholars have
suggested that the episode could have featured in other compositions. Lloyd-Jones argued that
the fragment could be part of the Oresteia,” but that is highly unlikely. First, the content of the
Oresteia does not suggest room for a shift from the House of Agamemnon to the concerns of
Ithaca. True, the fate of Agamemnon plays an important role in the Odyssey as a constant vision
of what may await Odysseus at home, and provides in the figure of Orestes a paradeigma to
Telemachus. Furthermore, the return of Agamemnon and the revenge of Orestes frame the five
books of the epic Nostoi. Yet what we have of the Oresteia suggests a very detailed narrative,

focused on the events that concern the House of Agamemnon.*”

Moreover, for the episode of
fr. 170 F. to be part of the Oresteia all the fragments we possess of the poem would have to be
parts of the epode, and cannot be the case.”™

The Helen, a poem which dealt with a number of events covering a considerable amount
of time (since Helen’s youth to her departure to Troy),** would hardly accommodate a visit of
a 20-year old Telemachus. Moreover, the metre also presents some problems. Little is preserved
from the Helen to allow a conclusive comparison, but the lines we have suggest that the verses
would integrate epitrites and dactyls, whereas in the Nostoi the lines we have suggest that there
was no integration of both units in the same verse.”*® The Palinode presents the same metrical
issues (epitrites and dactyls integrated in the same verse, fr. 91a.2 F.), but it seems to have dealt
with a more confined timeframe, from Paris’ visit to Sparta and his attempted seduction or

abduction of Helen to Menelaus’ and Demophon’s diversion in Egypt on their return.”’ Carey

suggests that fr. 170 F. belonged to a story focalised on Menelaus’ return, in a kind of reversion

*? Lloyd-Jones 1958: 17.

* West 2015: 75.

*** Thus Haslam 1974: 45 n. 86.

% See below Chapter 111 2.

¢ Thus Haslam 1974: 45.

*" Doria 1963: 84 n. 12 suggests that Demophon’s diversion through Egypt was not part of the Palinode, but of
the Nostoi. However, the absence of any remarks on the title or the origin of such account lead me to believe
that the tale come from the same poem as that which was being discussed in the previous lines. See further
Finglass 2013b: 43.

123



of the Odyssey.”®® In such a scenario a visit of Telemachus to Sparta may not be completely
unthinkable. Moreover, Helen in fr. 170 F. enjoys remarkable authority and shows signs of
compassion towards the maternal sufferings of Penelope, which would be consistent with a
poem where she is not responsible for the Trojan war.*®

Another option, put forward by West and Carey independently, is that the fragment may
come from a sort of lyric Telemachy where the stories of the heroes’ returns would be framed by
the context of Telemachus’ visit to Sparta. But a Telemachy deprived of the wider context of the
Odyssey is hard to imagine; and an Odyssey by Stesichorus would not have passed unnoticed.*®
On the other hand, could a poem in which an omen announced Odysseus’ return end without
treating it? If not, can we imagine a context in which Odysseus appears only towards the end?
If yes, then we may have here a reason for Telemachus’ appearance: he could have been
introduced as a bridge in the narrative that ends a part of the poem focused on Menelaus and
introduces that of Odysseus’ return. Therefore, Stesichorus would have obtain a more linear
narrative that included a detailed account of the journeys of Menelaus and others, which ended
with the last man to return home: Odysseus, while including yet another journey in the poem.
In this scenario, rather than a mere allusion of what was known from the myth, leaving it as an
unresolved issue, the omen interpreted by Helen would have had a more relevant function in

the poem as a prediction of what will happen later.

Be[T]ov €[€]aipvac tépac idoica voupa,
e § Eer]e’ EAéva wvai mot[i] maid’ *08vceto[v-
“TnAéuay’, [A] Tic 88 duiv dyyeAlolc wpavddev
O aibépo[c at]puyétac katéntaro, fa &
5 1. owvar kexAayw[c
...c duetépouc dépove mpoga [.....
]....ov vcdvp
Po]uAaic Abdvac
].me avta Aaképula kopwva
10 —v—x—u] Y o0d &y ¢’ épU[E]w

Jeo [ ]r..cécOM[

*8 Carey 2015: 57.

* Maingon 1979: 139 n. 36 “Do we attribute this representation [a dutiful wife and hostess] of Helen as the
poet’s development of what is inherent in the Odyssey, or as being composed after his formal recantation?”
*° Thus West 2015: 75, so too Maingon 1979: 139.
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the woman, suddenly seeing the divine portent,
and thus aloud Helen spoke to the son of Odysseus:
“Telemachus, indeed this is a messenger which flown
from the sky through the air for us, and went...
5 ... screeching ... blood(y) ...
... your home (appears Odysseus)...
.. man ...
...by the counsels of Athena...
.. chattering crow...
10 ...nor will I detain you...
...Penelope, seeing you, the son of a dear father

...good...
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silver...

from Dardanian...
Pleisthenid...

and these (things)
(gold)...

The similarities between this fragment and book 15 of the Odyssey have long been noted.
We have seen above how Stesichorus makes use of Homeric episodes in unexpected contexts
and characters. Here the situation is different. The episode and the characters are the same as
in Homer. On the other hand, it is also a relatively minor episode of the Odyssey, like the death
of Gorgythion, or the dilemma of Sarpedon. This attests once more Stesichorus’ thorough
familiarity with the Homeric poems, providing a valuable testimony for the circulation of the
Odyssey, in the late seventh and the early sixth centuries.

The fragment begins by presenting Helen, referred to as vouga perhaps stressing her
condition as a returned and renewed bride. She sees a bird omen and interprets it as a prediction
of Odysseus’ return. Helen thus encourages Telemachus to return home and mentions the joy
Penelope will feel in seeing him. Then Helen and presumably Menelaus offer Telemachus some
artwork in silver and gold. The fragment breaks off here. Although sharing many aspects with
the scene in 0d. 15.170-184, there are aspects distinguishing both accounts.

First, in Stesichorus Helen spots the omen, describes and interprets it (lines 1-8),
whereas in the Odyssey, the narrator says that they all see the eagle approaching and react to it.
Peisistratus asks Menelaus’ opinion, but it is Helen who provides an interpretation (0d. 15.160-
5). Second, while in the Odyssey Menelaus and Helen give the presents to Telemachus before the
omen (15.67-130), in Stesichorus this occurs afterwards. True, in both cases the presents are
given when Telemachus expresses the wish to return home (15.43-66), which in the Odyssey
occurs through Athena’s inspiration and to which Menelaus responds (15. 1-42). In Stesichorus
Telemachus’ wish seems motivated by the meaning of the omen and it is Helen who delivers the
customary reassurance that it is not the host’s job to keep a guest from leaving.**

Menelaus remains silent throughout, being mentioned only once in line 25, if indeed
the patronymic refers to him. In fact, the line in the Odyssey where he expresses sympathy for

Telemachus’ decision (TnAéuay’ o0 ti ¢’ €y ye oAUV xpdvov €vOad’ épvéw) is alluded to in

“1Cf. 0d. 7.315, where Alcinous affirms that no Phaeacian shall detain Odysseus if it is his will to leave. Cf. Kelly
2015b: 40.
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Helen’s speech in Stesichorus (TnAéuay’...] w'o0d’ éyw ¢’ €pU[€]w). This variation allows the poet
to elaborate more on the maternal side of Helen. She expresses understanding for Telemachus’
wish, as we have seen, but adds an aspect not present in the Odyssey: a reference to Penelope’s
joy in seeing her son back home safe. In the Odyssey, she may be moved by a maternal sentiment
when she offers the dress for the future wife of Telemachus to wear,*? but in Stesichorus she
shows compassion for the distress of a mother whose son is abroad (line 11), vulnerable to every
peril which a journey of this sort may imply.*”

The omen may have also differed in both accounts depending on the interpretation of
line 9. In the Odyssey, the bird in question is an eagle, usually perceived as a good portent.*
The eagle snatching a goose anticipates Penelope’s premonitory dream at 19.536-545 which
announces the return of Odysseus. The type of bird of Stesichorus’ episode is not certain. Davies
and Finglass, following Peek’s supplement, accept that the crow refers to Helen’s pejorative
remarks on herself,"” thus assuming that the bird in the omen is not a crow but an eagle.**
Furthermore, the reference to the cry of the bird in the omen would be odd in a context where
Helen is not describing what she sees, but interpreting it, and the next line presents a negative
clause that stresses in the first person something that she shall excuse herself to do. Other
scholars take line 9 as a reference to the bird in the omen, which therefore means the omen
involved the appearance of a crow.”” The chattering would be consistent with the reference in
line 5 to the cry of the bird, applied to crows in a context of a favourable omen in II. 10. 276.
Either an eagle or a crow, Helen interpreted the omen as a sign of Odysseus’ return according
to Athena’s plans (lines 6-8).

Line 12 suggests some reference to Zeus or to the gods pleading for the prophecy of
Helen to become true, perhaps a line uttered by Telemachus replying to and thanking Helen, as
happens at Odyssey 15.180. There is a lacuna in the papyrus on the sequence of which appears
to be a list of the presents of Menelaus and Helen to Telemachus, which involve a silver item,
something that came from or belonged to Priam (line 24). This suggests that one of the gifts

offered to Telemachus comes from Troy, presumably part of the war booty. In the Odyssey, Helen

*2 Thus Lourenco 2007: 52.

% Cf. Noussia-Fantuzzi 2015: 436.

“* e.g. Il 24.315-321, where lines 320-1 repeat those at 0d. 15. 164-5 with a slight alteration: de€10¢ &i€ac S
&cteac: of 8¢ 18évtec | yAdncav, kol macv évi @peci Bupudc idvOn and in the Odyssey de€10c fiife TpdcO’ fnmwv:
of 8¢ 18vtec | yOncav, kai mactv évi ppeci Buudc igvOn. For further examples of eagles as good omens see I1.
24.292; 0d. 15.526; B. 5.19-20; E. Ion 158-9; and see Dillon 2017: 145-6; Kelly 2015a: 40 n. 91.

** Something which is not rare from Helen, as we have seen above apropos fr. 115 F.

¢ Peek 1958: 170; Grossardt 2012: 41-2; Davies and Finglass 2014: 480; Noussia-Fantuzzi 2015: 436.

“7 Thus Kelly 2015b: 41.
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offers him a refulgent dress for his bride to wear (15.125-129), while Menelaus gives Telemachus
a silver crater with a golden rim, obtained from the king of the Sidonians (15. 115).
In Stesichorus the list may have continued, as the reference to gold in line 27 seems to suggest,
but we cannot prove that. Telemachus should have left soon afterwards, judging by the rapid
departure depicted in the Odyssey, although it is plausible that they enjoyed a meal before
heading to Ithaca, as indeed happens in the Odyssey. Whether the poem extended until
Odysseus’ return, we cannot tell with certainty but it seems likely.

By including Telemachus’ journey to Sparta and back home, Stesichorus not only has
the chance to display once more his creativity in dealing with Homer, he seizes the opportunity
to include another journey, one confined to a familiar space, to the comfort zone of the Greek
mainland. Stesichorus’ Helen in fr. 170 F. is more dedicated and more active than her epic
counterpart. She dominates the scene as she assumes the roles of prophet, host, mother-nurse.
In the next chapter, we will discuss the poems where Helen is not so much of an independent

and self-determined woman.
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CHAPTER III

ABDUCTION

In the earlier chapters, I show how myth provided a “representational geography”
which helps in shaping the world geographically and ethnographically in Stesichorus’
poems.** So far, the conceptualization of real space in fictional terms was mainly connected
to the imaginary journeys of men. However, the myths of abduction and escape provide a
different pattern for mobility: the mobility of women in myth. This influences the response
to the ethnographic or genealogical reality, and can explain the presence of both Greeks*”
and other peoples in a certain place, as the example of the genealogical poems show.’* But
as narratives of abduction, these episodes often present conflicting moral issues which
oscillate between the themes of seduction and violence.

This chapter discusses how Stesichorus treats the two examples of abduction in his
corpus, Europa and Helen, and the patterns and impact of the movement of female
characters. I will first discuss the original fault which provokes the abduction (whether
divine anger or lust) and, by extension, the agency of women in the process; secondly, I will
examine the imagery and circumstantial elements of the moment of the abduction and its
parallels with the ritualistic representations of marriage; and finally, I will look at the motif
of the failed and illusory abduction.

The motif of abduction of young girls and women, perhaps because of its recurrence

as a historical fact, is frequent in world literature and myth.>® Abduction may happen

** Thus Mitchell 2007: 169.

* Ibidem: 172-4; Rutherford 2000: 81-3.

*® Thus D’Alessio 2005: 224, 224 n. 32 on the motif of the displacement of women by gods. Stesichorus seem to
have had a profound interest in genealogy considering the alternative versions he presents for filiation, for
example, Hector being Apollo’s son (fr. 108b F.) and Iphigenia being Helen’s daughter (fr. 86 F.) or other
fragments attesting this interest, as shown in frr. 15, 286, 287, 288 F.

> For abduction as a folktale motif see Frenzel 1999: 160-170, for a discussion of the myth of Helen in the scope
of folktale, see Edmunds 2016: 20-65, and for a comparative study of the motif of the abduction of women, see
Avsenik Nabergoj 2009: 122-139. In the realm of Greek literature the interconnection of the mythical
abductions and the historical facts is clear for example in Herodotus (1.1-5) who begins his Histories “with a
series of abductions and counter-abductions of women” (Hornblower 2015: 452, n. 1283-1450) and explains the
historical facts behind the myth in an approach that withdraws from a mythical perspective in favour of a
more historical one; and in Lycophron, as noted by Hornblower 2015: 452 n. 1238-1450, who in his Alexandra,
which deals extensively with the motif of abducted women, uses the historical facts as the main thread for his

narrative.
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“through tyrannical brute force, [or] through the use of trickery and temptation”,>*

i.e. seduction, to quote Avsenik Nabergoj, in her study on the motifs of longing and
temptation and its relation to myths of abduction. Whether motivated by demonstrations
of force from an invader, or by a military or political agenda; or more centralized, that is,
directed, as a form of reprisal against a certain family, or indeed a certain man; or even as
the result of seduction, abduction involves displacement of women. It is therefore no
wonder that it is in the mythical narratives treating the theme of abduction that we find
the most insidious representation of travelling women within Greek literature.

In other works, Stesichorus shows interest in female characters.”” In what concerns
their travels, we have seen his alternative version for the destiny of Hecuba in the Sack of
Troy, which implies a journey undertaken by Hecuba, which does not result from abduction.
This journey is nevertheless commanded by Apollo, who escorts Hecuba to Lycia. We
cannot therefore tell to what extent Hecuba had a say in her rescue, although the aura of
seduction common in the abduction myths seems to be absent from the episode. It is worth
noting, however, that, according to Stesichorus, Hecuba had had previous encounters with
Apollo, from which Hector was born. One may wonder to what extent was Hecuba
vulnerable to Apollo’s seduction or violence in the past.

Some have find it hard to distinguish between abduction and seduction® in Greek
myth as the versions vary regarding the role of the abductee. However, the vulnerable place
of women is a common denominator of these stories,”® even when the escape is consensual.
This accentuates the problem in defining the agency of women in context of female
displacement in Stesichorus since in both cases we are dealing with, the abduction can
arguably be an elopement, hence a consequence of seduction. We do not know how
Stesichorus treated the abduction of Europa. In the traditional version, the princess is
attracted to Zeus disguised as a bull, but she is not asked in any moment if she wants to
depart with him. The case of agency is more of an issue regarding Helen, and particularly

Stesichorus’ Helen, since her agency in her disappearance from Sparta is precisely the point

*? Avsenik Nabergoj 2009: 124.

*® On maternal figures in the works of Stesichorus, see Xanthou 2015. For the mothers with deviant behaviour
see below Chapter IV pp. 212-3.

** Thus Morales 2016: 61 n.2. However, see Zeitlin 1986 on the nuances of the rape myths.

*® On the problematic of consent vs sexual violence, see Sommerstein 2006 championing the distinction in
Greek Tragedy of consensual and non-consensual intercourse. Rabinowitz 2011 draws attention to the
recurrence of sexual violence upon women in Greek Tragedy.
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in her characterization, especially in the Palinode. In any case, Helen seems to have had no
word regarding her abduction by Theseus, an episode which is told by Stesichorus (fr. 86 F.),

making her a victim of abduction by force at least once.

1 THE EUROPEIA

Europa’s abduction by Zeus was known to early epic, lyric, and drama. However,
in contrast to the case of Helen, whose myth appears in many surviving works from early
and classical Greek literature and art,”® no detailed version of the myth of Europa survives
from those periods. Her abduction is referred in Homer®” in the catalogue of Zeus’ affairs.
To find detailed versions of the abduction of Europa in an epic context we have to turn to
Eumelus’ Europia®® and the Catalogue of Women,”® although the date of these works is a
matter of debate. In lyric, apart from Stesichorus, the myth of Europa was explored in lost
poems by Simonides®® and Bacchylides.’"! In tragedy, Aeschylus treats the episode as a
background for the present event, where Europa shows concern regarding the fate of her
son, Sarpedon, commander of the Lycians at Troy.”"* Euripides’”® mentions the episode in

passing.

*% Robertson 1988, Barringer 1991, Lépez Monteagudo and San Nicolas Pedraz 1991, Robertson 1992, Wintle
2006: 81-152, Marconi 2007: 90-6, and Westcoat 2012: 176-9.

*7 E.g. Hom. Il 14. 321-2. Rocha Pereira 2005: 7 notes that in the Catalogue, a scholium to Il. 12. 292 (fr. 140 M-
W), where the myth of Europa is mentioned, Europa is considered to be Phoenix’s daughter, whereas other
versions make Europa daughter of Agenor and sister of both Phoenix and Cadmus. However, the Iliad
recognizes Cadmus as the founder of Thebes. Stesichorus told about Cadmus in his Europeia (fr. 96 F.) so we
should therefore consider that he adopted the version according to which Europa was his sister, thus either
she is daughter of Agenor, or Cadmus son of Phoenix. See further Apoll. Bibl. 3.1.1., and West 2005b: 83.

*% See West 2002: 129-132.

** [Hes] fr. 140-1 M-W. Not to be confused with the Europa from Hes. Th. 361. The Catalogue is the first instance
where Sarpedon is son of Europa. For discussion on the date of the Catalogue, see West 2005b: 130-137.

* This information is provided by Aristophanes of Byzantium (fr. 124 Slater), who says that the composition,
likely a dithyramb (on the discussion see Ferreira 2013: 134), was entitled Europa. However the sole information
provided refers to the bull in three different ways, suggesting that the episode of the abduction was quite long.
*! Europa is mentioned as Minos’ mother at B. 1.124. Fr. 10 M informs us that Bacchylides composed another
poem on the abduction of Europa. It is uncertain whether the scholium was referring to an independent poem
entitled Europa (lost dithyramb or hymn: Jebb 1905: 429; Robert 1917: 308-313), or to the content of Dith. 17. 28-
32, 52-4 (thus e.g., Schwartz 1904: 642) which mentions Europa’s love affair with Zeus.

*?Fr. 99 TrGF. The connection between Troy, Lycia and desperate mothers is emphasised by Stesichorus in the
Sack of Troy, where Hecuba is rescued from Troy by Apollo and taken to Lycia (fr. 109 F.), as discussed above in
ChapterII, 2.1.5.1.

*® Frr. 472.1-2; 752g.18-23; 820 TrGF.
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The most extensive and moving account of the abduction itself is found only in the
Hellenistic poetry with Moschus’ Europa,”** which emphasises the eroticism of a scene easily

515

compared to many other myths of seduction and marriage.”™ Achilles Tatius opens his
novel Leucippe and Clitophon (1.1.1-13) with an ecphrasis of an image depicting the abduction
of Europa by Zeus metamorphosed into a bull. In similar terms, the Anacreontea preserves
another ecphrasis (fr. 54) of a representation of the abduction of Europa (“the Sidonian
woman”) by Zeus and their journey crossing the sea.”*®
In general terms, the episode of the abduction should not have differed much from
what the information provided by a scholium to the Iliad 12.292:
EVpWOTNV TV ®oivikoc Zebc Beacduevoc €v Tivi AEIp@VL LETA VOUPDV
avOn avaiéyovcav RpdcOn, kal kateAOwv AAAagev autodv gic Tadbpov Kat
4o to0 ctépatoc kpdkov €mver oUtwce te TNV Edpwmnv dmatrcac
¢pdctace, kal SiamopOuedcac eic Kprtnv éufyn adtiit €0’ oltwc
CUVWIKICEV aUTHV AcTeplwvi T Kpnt@v PaciAel. Tevouévn 8¢ &ykvoc
ékelvn tpeic maidac Eyévvnce Mivwa Zapmndova Padduaviuv. 1 ictopia

nap’ ‘Heiddwt kat BakxvAidnt.

Zeus saw Phoenix’s daughter Europa plucking flowers together with maidens in
a meadow, and he was seized by desire for her. He came down and changed
himself into a bull whose breath was saffron-scented. Deceiving Europa in this
way he let her mount him, and carrying her across the sea to Crete he mingled
with her. Then he gave her as wife to Asterion, the king of the Cretans. She
became pregnant and bore three children: Minos, Sarpedon, and Rhadamanthys.

The story is in Hesiod and Bacchylides.*"”

The part of the Catalogue which preserves the episode confirms the version in the
scholia regarding what follows Zeus’ success in deceiving Europa. The fragment thus begins
when Zeus and Europa having already “crossed the salty sea” after Europa had been Aioc

dundeica dd6Aowct “overpowered by the tricks of Zeus”, and *“carried across”

** On Moschus’ Europa, see Biihler 1960.

*> Hunter 2005: 254-6.

> The chronology of fr. 54 is hard to define. However, most scholars agree that fr. 54 is among the latest poems
of the group, hence composed roughly between the 2* and the 4™ century AD. See Baumann 2014: 122-24. For
chronology of the Anacreontea, see Brioso Sanchéz 1970, West 1984, Campbell 1988: 10-18; Miiller 2010: 121-4.

*7 Schol. A+B Hom. II. 12.292 Dindorf = fr. 140 M-W = Bacchyl. fr. 10 M. Transl. Most 2007: 159-61.
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(dramopBuevcac)’ the sea to Crete (fr. 141.1-2 M-W), and develops from the moment of the
union of Europa and Zeus once in Crete. The imagery, suggested by fr. 140 M-W, of the
group of young girls gathering flowers, repeated by Moschus (Europa 44-71), is a central
motif in the narratives of abduction and is also present in episodes of erotic flavour such as
Nausicaa’s in the Odyssey, or of abduction, as in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, and in some
accounts of Helen’s abduction by Theseus. It would have been interesting to see how the
author of the Catalogue dealt with it. The romantic scenes in Hesiod are present only in the
aftermath of the intercourse in fr. 141. 3-ss, where Zeus gives Europa a necklace made by
Hephaestus, suggesting not only a romantic but also a marital scene. The fragment
proceeds in describing the achievements of the sons of Europa and Zeus (frr. 141.13-
31; 144 M-W.).

The accuracy of the scholiast regarding Bacchylides is harder to verify, since from
Bacchylides’ works even less survives. Some scholars have pointed out that Bacchylides had
composed a poem fully dedicated to Europa;**® others consider that the information of the
scholium refers to Dithyramb 17.29-32, where, upon the arrival of Theseus to Crete, Minos
challenges his divine origin, to which the first responds reminding the latter that he is not
the only one with divine ancestry, despite being the son of Zeus and Europa.’”
The references to Europa merely allude to her union with Zeus in Ida and Crete, and her
Phoenician origin, which implies knowledge of the abduction, but not necessarily a detailed
treatment.

Only with Moschus do we have a more detailed account of the abduction, which is in
dialogue with the Catalogue.”*' Moschus seems to follow the blueprint of the narrative of the
Catalogue, according to fr. 140 M-W, but displays variations, the most significant of which is
the treatment given to Europa and Zeus’ offspring. Moschus ends the narrative when the
three children’s names are revealed, whereas that is Hesiod’s main interest,’* and indeed
that of most accounts of the abduction. Another different aspect of the treatment of

Moschus is the vocabulary used to refer to the abduction. While Hesiod treats the abduction

58 Cf, Acusilaus fr. 29 EGM: &yayeiv tadpov. TodTov Akovcihaoc uv ivai gnct tov StamopBusdcavta Ebpomny
M

> Thus Jebb 1905: 429.

> Schwartz 1904: 642. On the debate, see Jesus 2014: 134-5, 216-7.

*2 Hunter 2005: 254-6. Hunter focuses on the deviations or reworkings of Moschus in, for example, the active
role of Europa in the narrative as opposed to the silent character of Hesiod.

*22 Campbell 1991:1.
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in descriptive terms, referring only to the movement of the girl carried across the sea
(SramopBuevcac), Moschus’ classifies the action through the term apnd&ac (line 110),
common in situations of abduction, in particular, in the account of the abduction of
Persephone in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter (lines 3, 55, 80, 414), where the idea of
unwillingness of the victim is clear.

We do not know how Stesichorus dealt with the abduction in his Europeia, but one
may suspect that it was a crucial moment in the narrative, a trigger to the plot. It is because
Europa is abducted that Cadmus has to leave Phoenicia and eventually founded Thebes, the
only episode certainly ascribed to Stesichorus (fr. 96 F.). If not the abduction itself, at least
its consequences were certainly explored by Stesichorus, which makes him the earliest
surviving source of the connection between Europa and Cadmus, otherwise known from
Herodotus.””

Eumelus’ Europeia shares affinities with the recoverable part of Stesichorus’ account,
since he connects Europa’ abduction, the foundation of Thebes and the treatment of
Theban genealogy; but the extent to which it was treated by Eumelus cannot be told with
certainty.”* The existent pieces attributed to Eumelus’ Europeia are almost all related to the

525

genealogy of Cadmus.*” However, Philodemus makes an interesting point regarding the

abduction of Europa that differs from what we have in the other sources (fr. 26 GEF):

0 8¢ [trv Ev]pddmetav ypdalc] kal adtic Tov a[0]tov épacoiivali] enciy,
kol Sx t[0] un Omoueiva[t ui)xOAvar Al avt[ov] avtiyv [tov] Ala
[ra]pnipfic[Ban

The author of the Europeia says that the same god fell in love with her too, and

that because she would not submit to intercourse with Zeus, Zeus himself

abducted her.

* Hdt. 4.147.4. However, Herodotus, in his rationalizing manner, has Europa being abducted by Cretan men,
not Zeus (Hdt. 1.2.1, for a similar version see Lycophron 1296-1311, Hornblower 2015: 456-58). However, the
only element that connects Cadmus and Europa in the oeuvre of Euripides is, in fact, a scholium to E. Ph. 670,
which relates the episode where the chorus remember the sowing of the dragon’s teeth by Cadmus to
Stesichorus’ Europeia (fr. 96 F.).

2 1t is likely that in Eumelus’ Europeia, the abduction of Europa and the foundation of Thebes have been
connected. The testimonies also point to a very interesting detail of Eumelus’ version concerning Menelaus’
visit to Crete in whose absence Helen was taken by Paris (Apoll. Bibl. 3.11.1 = fr. 33 GEF), on which see West
2002: 127).

*% Eumelus’ Europia fr. 27 GEF.
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Unlike other accounts, here Philodemus suggests that Eumelus had Europa abducted
by force and against her will, in which case the narrative loses its romantic potential, and
approximates the myth of Europa to Persephone’s, for example. However, the sense of
napalpéw is not clear, since it can mean both “seize” and “persuade”.”* Lefkowitz has
argued that, in Greek myth, women are not raped but rather seduced or abducted and their
consent in the intercourse is emphasised. The romantic and harmonious set of these scenes
enhances the amorous, thus non-coercive environment.”” However, the fragment of
Philodemus stresses the lack of consent by Europa, which makes the abduction more of a
rape.

The violence of the abduction is also stressed, but in different terms, in Aeschylus’

Cares or Europa (fr. 99 TrGF):
Tavpwt te Asipawv E€via ndufotoc maphv.
TO10VY’ €ue Zeve kAEUpa tpecfiTou Tatpoc
a0ToD pEVWV duoxBov fivucev Aapeiv.
i 00V T& oA Keiva; S Tavpwv Aéyw:
yuv Bein perxBeica mapBévou céfac
Auerpa, ntaidwv &' £0oynv Evvwviat.
A lush meadow welcomed the bull.
In his exaltation, Zeus succeeded in his
Untroubled theft of me from my aged father.
Why all this? I tell you in few words.

I, a mortal women united to a god, lost the holiness

of maidenhood, and am now subdued to him by these children.

Aeschylus’ Europa emphasises the trickery of Zeus, who sent an actual bull as his
agent to Sidon, by stressing how her theft was untroubled to the god, who remain wherever
he was, probably in Crete. The fact that it was a bull to take Europa implies that there was
no seduction, and therefore, that Europa was taken unwillingly, kidnapped from her
parental home, while alone and defenceless in the meadow, and lost her status as a
parthenos to become subdued to the god.””®

This context for abduction is closer to what we see in later historians. The tendency

to elide the metamorphosis of the god from the myth is present already by the sixth century

*26 Thus Chantraine 1968 s.v. aipéw.
*? Lefkowitz 1993: 19-20.
*2 Deacy 1997: 45.
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mythographer Acusilaus® according to whom it was a real bull, sent by the god, which

® ignores the version of the

abducted Europa and brought her to Crete. Herodotus®
abduction by Zeus and frames it exclusively within the realm of human affairs. He relates
that the abduction of Europa was undertaken by the Cretans, in a revenge action for the
previous abduction of Io by the Tyrians.””! Malalas,”” in the fourth century AD, recalls how
in the absence of Agenor and his sons, Tauros, the king of Crete, came from the sea and
sacked Tyre making its inhabitants, among whom Europa was found, prisoners of war in
Crete. Some poetic accounts are based in this less fictional version. Euripides®’ seems to
have oscillated between the two, but Lycophron draws his version from Herodotus’,
emphasising that the girl was dragged off (fjunpevcav) by the Cretans.”*

Whether as a consenting victim of the enchantment of Zeus, or an innocent abducted
girl, Europa is taken from her home by a foreigner or an alien element of the oikos without
her consent or her father’s authorisation. From the multiplicity of meanings that the myth
may have in its different accounts, the idea that Europa is taken as a girl, not as a woman,
is significant since the myths of rape and abduction “can be regarded as the mythical
embodiment of marriage”.**

As pointed out by Barringer,”*® the myth of Europa, as the marriage rites, consists in
a literal voyage from the maiden homeland to her future marital home. This literal voyage
parallels the symbolic path from maidenhood to womanhood. However, unlike marriage,
this union results from seduction and abduction or elopement; hence, parental authority is
challenged inasmuch as there is no consent from the father of the maiden. This is what

triggers the departure of Cadmus in search for his sister, an element presented for the first

time, as far as we know, in Stesichorus.”” Therefore, in the case of Europa, whose accounts

> fr. 29 EGM, see Fowler 2013: 286.

2 Hdt. 1.1.2.

1 Hdt. 1.2.1: yeta 8¢ tadta EAAAvwv tvdc (o0 yap £xovct tobvoua dneyricachat) gact tiic dotviknc éc TOpov
npoccyévrac dpmdcat Tod PactAéoc Thv Buyatépa EDpomnv. eincav & &v obtot Kpfitec. “According to the story,
some Greeks (they cannot say who) arrived in Tyre in Phoenicia and abducted Europa, the king’s daughter. I
suppose they must have been Cretans.”

*2 Chron. 2. 34.

¥ E. fr. 820a-b. TrGF

> Lyc. Alex. 1296, see Hornblower 2015 ad.loc.

> Thus Robson 1997: 79, on the parallels of rape and marriage and rape see esp. pp. 78-82; Lefkowitz 1986: 30,
31, 43 and 48; Perlman 1983: 126 n. 61.

> Barringer 1991: 659, 662.

%7 The Phoenician origin of Cadmus is not certain to antedate the 6" or 5% centuries (cf. Gomme 1913; Vermeule
1971; Hall 1996; Kim 2009: 40-ss; Gruen 2011: 223-36, Skinner 2012: 87, n. 127.). In Homer, and indeed in some
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generally depict a seduced, and not abducted, maiden, the problem is perhaps not so much
the free will of the maiden or bride, since her say in the matter was indubitably reduced, if
any at all, but the significance it has to the father or kurios of the maiden. Whether the
maiden is taken willing or unwillingly, the power and authority of the kurios is harmed, and
this is all the more relevant, as the myth of Helen so clearly shows and to which we shall
return.

In Stesichorus’ Europeia, the harmed authority of the king has its repercussions in the
figure of Cadmus, Europa’s brother, who is sent by their father to recover his sister Europa.
This chain of events is similar to Stesichorus’ account of the abduction of Helen by Theseus
and the subsequent search and recover of her by her brothers, the Dioscuri, as we shall see.
However, whereas in the account of Helen, the Dioscuri are successful, in the myth of
Europa Cadmus is not.

But the story of Europa and the failure of Cadmus to accomplish his task allow
Stesichorus to elaborate other themes. While the symbolic meaning of marriage would
hardly have been the main concern of the poet, it seems that he nevertheless dealt with
marriage, or union, to elaborate on other issues, which are derivatives of marriage, such as
aetiology and genealogy. Adrados suggested that the poem concerned the whole genealogy
of Cadmus, beginning in Agenor’s own genealogy (fr. 286 F.), and moving to the origins of
Thebes and its earlier history.”®® According to him, the poem elaborated on the theme
of marriage, perhaps mentioning Cadmus and Harmonia’s wedding and indeed the conflict

between Zeus and Acteon over Semele (fr. 285 F.>*)

, Agave and Pentheus. Monteagudo and
Nicolds Pedraz’*® note that the archaic and classical literary sources for the myth of Europa
demonstrate a concern for its historical, geographic and aetiological consequences, from
which several sources draw the justifications for eastern presence and expansion across

the western Mediterranean.

Pindaric works (P. 3.88, 8.47; 0. 2.78, I. 6.76.), Cadmus’ origins are left unclear. However, scholars such as
Edwards 1979, Vermeule 1971, and West 1997 have argued for a genuine Phoenician origin of Cadmus. West
1997: 607 points the Semitic etymology of Cadmeians, meaning either ‘easterners’ or ‘men of old’. Furthermore,
as the scholars suggests, the Phoenician ancestry of Cadmus may be explained by the attribution of the ruins
of the Mycenaean citadel to the ‘men of old’ by the Phoenician migrants’ settled in Boeotia in the ninth and
eighth centuries. Despite the absence of material evidence attesting Phoenician presence in Thebes, there are
some connections between the eastern elements of Dionysus and the house of Cadmus as early as the Homeric
Hymn to Dionysus (1.5-9), on which see Mitchell 2007: 183.

> Adrados 1978: 289.

> Rose 1932a; Adrados 1978: 289; Finglass 2014: 571-4,

> Nicolds Pedraz 1995: 2-3.
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The travels implied in the myth of Europa are significant inasmuch as they concern
the movement not of Greeks, but of easterners within the Greek genealogical realm, which
creates an idea of a shared and common space and the movement across it. The shared
space thus become a common origin, which is materialized in genealogy.”* The movement
of Europa to Crete, Cadmus from Crete to Delphi, and from there to Thebes motivate the
mixed genealogy of the Thebans, therefore, tied to the ruling family of Crete, which implies
the connection with the ruling family of Lycia (if Stesichorus indeed made Sarpedon the
son of Europa and Zeus, as happens in most accounts).

We have then a map of Phoenician presence across the eastern Mediterranean. The
voyage of Europa to Crete triggers a whole series of other travels, but more significantly
creates a temporal dimension of the phenomenon of Phoenician presence within the realm
of Greek influence. As the genealogical poems which “provided an interconnected
genealogy of the whole world”,>* the story of Europa, Cadmus, and their travels has the
potential to create a more comprehensive, inclusive account of affairs throughout the
Mediterranean. It is then significant that the first poets, as far as we know, to have
connected Cadmus to Europa are Stesichorus - a poet from Sicily, where the Phoenician
presence was quite intense,”* and who composed a poem whose action was settled in a
territory under Phoenician influence, Cadiz (the Geryoneis) - and probably Eumelus, from
Corinth, a city with early relations with the Near East.>**

Using the traditional motifs of the tales of abduction such as the abduction of the
maiden from the meadow, and the departure of the brother is her search, Stesichorus
includes foreigners as a determinant element of the genealogy of the Greek myth,
particularly the Theban. Moreover, he establishes an interesting parallel for the other
instance where he elaborates on abduction: the story of Helen. In both accounts the

element of displacement is crucial.

2. THE HELEN

> 0n which see Mitchell 2007: 177-83.

542 Ib

** Dominguez 2008: 149-59; De Angelis 2016: passim, esp. 36-41, 46-53, 161-62, 167.
>4 Ziskowski 2016: 91-110, esp. 98-99; Morris and Papadopoulos 1998: 251-64.
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Despite being one of the most famous mythical personae, the story of Helen is never
told from beginning to end,** but is rather divided in relatively independent episodes in
various works of both literature and art. Stesichorus composed at least four poems on
which Helen played a part: Helen (frr. 84-89 F.), Sack of Troy (frr. 105, 106, 112, 115 F.), Nostoi?
(fr.170F.), and the Palinode (frr. 90-91j F., if one considers the Palinode to be a different poem
from Helen).”*® The Helen, overshadowed in scholarly discussion by the Palinode, occupied
two books in the Alexandrian edition of Stesichorus. Unfortunately, it only survives from
quotations and it is difficult to prove the original order of events. But, to put them in a
chronological order, we have the following reasonable sequence.

Tyndareus forgets to honour Aphrodite in a sacrifice to the gods (fr. 85 F.).
This enrages the goddess, who curses each of Tyndareus’ daughters with a plurality of
marriages. The first event motivated by the punishment of Tyndareus through his
daughters is the abduction of Helen by Theseus, followed by her rescue and the birth of
Iphigenia at Argos, where the baby is left under the custody of Clytemnestra (fr. 86 F.). After
returning home, Helen’s suitors gather in Lacedaemon and woo her (fr. 87 F.), Menelaus
wins and, after the oath exacted by Tyndareus, he marries her (fr. 88 F.). Finglass suggests
that the procession in fr. 88 F and the epithalamium song referred in fr. 84 F “would make
asuitable point for a Hellenistic editor to insert a book division”.** If this was the case, then
the second book of Helen would have dealt with events subsequent to the troubled marriage,
among which were Helen’s elopement with Paris and her arrival at Troy. Furthermore, the
reference to the oath on the occasion of Helen’s wooing (fr. 87 F.) makes it likely that the
poem explored the resulting marriage described later in the narrative. If so, the gathering
of the troops may well have been treated in the Helen.

Abduction myths in Greek mythology are often motivated by an erotic appeal of a
god towards a woman (whether a young unmarried girl, as in the case of Europa shown
above, and Persephone, or a married woman, such as Pasiphae or Danae). There is no other
reason behind the abduction except the erotic impetus of the deity. The case of Helen,
however, cannot be included in this pattern, because the gods, in most versions, do not

intervene directly; they make humans their agents in the plot.

** Thus Edmunds 2016: 103.
> For a discussion in favour of the Palinode as the same poem as Helen, see Kelly 2008.
> Finglass 2015a: 93.
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Although responsible and the ultimate coordinators of the events leading to the
Trojan War, the gods are no direct agents of the abduction of Helen. In fact, in the case of
Stesichorus’ Helen, the anger of the gods is not even caused by any of the characters
traditionally involved in the event at Troy. And this has a reason: Stesichorus’ Helen is not
concerned only with the justification of the Trojan War, but compelled to explain the
questionable conduct of the house of Tyndareus and to bring together in the story of Helen
another tradition otherwise strange to the epic, concerning the ancestral hero of Athens,
Theseus, thus including his house in the wider and “foundational” heroic cycle of Troy. The
curse of Tyndareus encompasses both stories of abductions and marriage, providing them

with the same single cause, and thus deserves closer attention.

Tyndareus’ fault (fr. 85F.)

The curse of Tyndareus resultant from his disregard towards Aphrodite is known to

us from a scholium to Euripides’ Orestes 249:

Ttncixopdc encv we Bdwv toic Beoic Tuvddpewc A@poditne £neddbetor 10
Opyiceicav thv Bedv dryduovc te kai Tpryduovc kal Aenpdvdpovc adtod Tac
Buyatépac morficat. €xet ¢ 1 xpficic ovtwe
oUveka Tuvddpeoc
pECwV ToKa Tidct Bgoic pdvac AdBet’ Amioddpov
Komnpidoc keiva 8¢ Tuvdapéov kbpac
XoAwcapéva dryduovc te Kal Tprydpouc £tibet

5 Kal Amecavopac.

Stesichorus says that Tyndareus forgot Aphrodite when he was sacrificing to the gods; the
goddess was angry and made his daughters twice-wed, and thrice-wed, and deserters of
husbands. The passage runs as follows:
Because Tyndareus
when he was sacrificing to all the gods, forgot only bountiful
Aphrodite. So in her anger, she made the daughters of Tyndareus
Twice-wedded and even thrice-wedded and

5 Deserters of husbands.
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This fragment is ascribed to Helen in Davies and Finglass’s edition, reviving the
suggestions of Blomfield and Bergk.’*® However, this has not been unanimous among
scholars, who have been debating the subject since the 19" century. This discussion
eventually led to the cautious decision of Page followed by Davies** to assign it to the incerti
loci deviating from earlier editions, thus leaving the ascription of the poem a matter open
to debate, which led to tentative ascriptions to other Stesichorean poems, namely the Sack
of Troy and the Oresteia.>®

In his edition, Schneidewin ascribes fr. 85 F. (= fr. 9 Schneidewin) to the Sack of Troy
following the suggestion of Welcker, who relates the information provided in the Tabula
Hliaca Capitolina regarding the sons of Theseus and Aethra to frr. 85 and 86 F, which mention
the original fault of Tyndareus and the abduction of Helen by Theseus.”® Perhaps due to
this attribution, Detienne categorically assumes that this fragment belongs to the poem on
the sack of Troy without further discussion.”** These suggestions were made, lest we forget,
before the discovery of the papyri of the Sack of Troy, published by Lobel in 1967
(P. Oxy. 2619) and 1971 (P. Oxy. 2803); hence before a more solid knowledge of the metre,
which shows incompatibility with fr. 85 F,> thus invalidating this possibility.

The consideration of fr. 85 F. as part of the Oresteia is also problematic. Geel and
Wilamowitz considered the fragment fitted for the context of the Oresteia, since it provides
the context for the events of the poem. It is ultimately the bigamy or trigamy of
Clytaemnestra what leads to the death of Agamemnon and Orestes’ revenge.” Defradas
(followed by Bowie) argues that Stesichorus “almost certainly depicted the shameful
conduct of Helen in the Helen and in the Oresteia”.®® He mentions fr. 85 F. as part of the

Oresteia without acknowledging the controversy of that assumption. As Grossardt>® notes,

** Blomfield 1816: 261. Bergk 1882: 214 (fr. 26). Grossardt 2012: 27.

> fr. 223 PMG.

*% For a general overview of the debate see Geel 1839: 7; Campbell 1998: 260; Gerber 1970: 152; Aloni 1994: 99;
Ragusa 2010: 252 nn. 109 and 110; Grossardt 2012: 26-28. Oresteia: Colonna 1963: 211. Sack of Troy: Schneidewin
1838 fr. 9 and Detienne 1959: 139.

*! Schneidewin 1838: fr. 9. Welcker 1829: 260.

*? Detienne 1957: 139.

** The remains in the papyri of the Sack of Troy allow us to have an idea the metre of both strophe/antistrophe
and epode, and neither of them allow an inclusion of a sequence such as the presented in fr. 85 F. Compare the
metre of e.g. frr. 100 F. and 103 F. (see Davies and Finglass 2014: 406-414) and fr. 85 F (Ib. p. 317).

% Geel 1839: 7. Wilamowitz 1896: 248.

*% Defradas 1954: 174. Bowie 1993: 23.

%% Grossardt 2012: 26.
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some supporters of this view point out that fr. 85 F. comes from a scholium to the Orestes of
Euripides, which may indicate that the fragment was part of Stesichorus’ Oresteia because
the scholiast would have had a tendency to consult the homonymous poem when
commenting on Euripides’ version. However, the Oresteia fragment are in dactylo-
anaspaests, which rules out the hypothesis.

Moreover, in his discussion against the attribution of fr. 85 F. to the Oresteia,
Grossardt asserts that the fragment makes no sense in the context of that poem because it
would emphasise a character not central to the poem. Helen, he assumes, is central to fr. 85,
but I fail to see why is Helen more central in this fragment than the other daughters. The
central character here is not Helen, nor Clytemnestra, but Tyndareus.

Would Tyndareus occupy such an important role in the Oresteia as to be responsible
for the mayhem in the poem? We have no evidence for Tyndareus presence in the Oresteia.
But we do have a fragment ascribed convincingly by modern editors to the Helen where he
is a central figure. Fr. 87 F., a scholium to the Iliad, does not mention where the story was
told, but is generally accepted as belonging to Helen since it concerns her wooing, and such
episode would fit a poem where the wedding of Helen and Menelaus would be told (fr. 88 F.).
It seems too hypercritical to exclude fr. 87 F. from the Helen.

If the assumption is correct, Tyndareus appears to be a prominent character in the
course of the Helen.”” What is more, he is a central character in an episode (fr. 87 F.) where
he shows awareness of his fault against Aphrodite; he knows or suspects how Aphrodite
will seek her revenge, and anticipates the consequences of a possible future desertion of
Helen by means of an oath which ties the suitors to act, should anything happen to his
daughter. Both frr. 85 F. and 87 F. reflect moral judgments on Tyndareus and his daughters
that denigrate their reputation in a different way than Homer.”® It seems therefore that
the Helen is the likeliest poem to contain this characterization of both father and

daughters.”®” The arguments presented by Finglass for attribution of fr. 85 to Helen are

*7” The attention paid to Tyndareus in this fragment may provide a context for fr. 287 F., which is not ascribed
to any poem in Davies and Finglass’ edition. Fr. 287 F. says that in Stesichorus Tyndareus to be son of Perieres
and Gorgophone, who is daughter of Perseus. The genealogical background of Tyndareus would suit a context
where the man in question received some prominence, as it is the case with Geryon (see above).

*® Thus Bowra 1961: 111; Cingano 1982: 32 n. 47; for a discussion on this matter, see also Ragusa 2010: 251.

%% Rozokoki 2014: 205 is perhaps hypercritical regarding the attribution of the fragment to the Helen rather
than to the Oresteia or the Sack of Troy.
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convincing, since it is the only known title to present the ideal metre and content to
accommodate it.>®

Fr. 85 F. casts light on a particularly significant part of the poem where the poet
presents the motives and the justification for the subsequent narrative. The recuperation
of older (mostly forgotten) solutions for the arrangement of Stesichorus’ fragments carried
out in Davies and Finglass’s edition of Stesichorus have been proven fruitful regarding the
Sack of Troy,”** where the opening stanza has been partly recovered. Taking this into account
and the importance of the information preserved in the fragment, it may have occupied a
place in the opening of the poem. If so, this represents a valuable addition when
considering the structure of the poem and indeed Stesichorus’ narrative technique.
In these lines, Stesichorus is explaining the bad repute of Tyndareus’ daughters. Tyndareus
failed to honour Aphrodite with a sacrifice and the goddess, in her anger, inflicts the
penalty for such a fault in the culprit’s daughters.

The series of abductions, elopement, and failed marriages, among which is the
abduction of Helen by Paris and the Trojan War, will unfold by means of erotic and marital
misbehaviour because of their father’s impiety towards Aphrodite. The daughters of
Tyndareus are, therefore, not the cause for Aphrodite’s anger, unlike in Hesiod, but her
instruments for fulfilling her revenge over Tyndareus. He is thus the central figure in the
fragment, and his name figures as the sole responsible for his daughters’ ill repute.
This emphasises not only the capricious nature of the deity but, more importantly, casts
light on a character otherwise secondary in other versions of the myth.

The emphasis on unexpected characters as the origin and cause of the subsequent
events is found in another Stesichorean fragment. The opening of the Iliou Persis (fr. 100 F.)
encompasses the reaction of Athena towards Epeius. As we have seen in ChapterII (1.1), the
goddess pities him for his toil as a water-carrier and therefore decides to inspire him in
building the horse, thus giving him the opportunity to win glory. This kind gesture of the
goddess, however, has appalling consequences for an entire city and its people. Her pity for
one man results in the dead of hundreds of men, a fact that illustrates clearly the capricious
modus operandi of deities. The structure of both fragments is strikingly similar, although

they present some contrasting elements.

*® Davies and Finglass 2014: 319-20.
*! The hypothesis of fr. 100 F. to be the opening of the Sack of Troy was first put forward by Kazansky, as seen
above in chapter two.
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First, the man in question is mentioned (fr. 85.1 F. and fr. 100.10 F. &vfjp). In the Iliou
Persis the identity of the man is not revealed for another eight lines, whereas in fr. 85 F.
Tyndareus is referred to by name. In the next line, both of the fragments have the goddesses
mentioned by name and an epithet (fr. 85.3 F. and fr. 100. 11: cepv[ac 'ABdvac), followed by
the indication of how they intend to favour or punish these men. Epeius is favoured by
Athena who grants him the wisdom and skill to build the horse (fr. 100. 11-12: 8]edc i[6]tatt
dagic .../ pét[pa] te kal cogiav), whereas Aphrodite’s punishment of Tyndareus will have
direct repercussions not on himself but on his daughters. While Athena grants Epeius the
wisdom for which she herself is renowned, Aphrodite inflicts the daughters of Tyndareus
with erotic misconduct, the appanage of the goddess. Although both interventions are
motivated by contrasting and even opposed emotions towards the mortal in question, their
actions have roughly the same dire repercussions. The gravity of the consequences of
Aphrodite’s wrath is by no means proportional to the offence of Tyndareus, just as the pity
(fr. 100. 18: &iktipe) of Athena towards Epeius contrasts deeply with the pitiful massacre
that results from her intervention.

The similarities of both accounts in terms of structure and function suggest that the
fragments may have occupied the same position within the poems, i.e., in the beginning,
after an invocation to the Muse, which in the case of fr. 85 F. is lost. The same arguments
presented by Finglass regarding the opening of the Sack of Troy apply to fr. 85 F.
The argument that the openings of the poems are the most cited and therefore most known
parts of the poem may also be true in the case of the scholiast who transmitted our
fragment. The scholiast is commenting on Euripides Orestes 249, where there is merely a
reference to the fact that Tyndareus begot a race of daughters notorious by blame, no
mention is made regarding his fault towards Aphrodite.

If this information was in fact in the beginning of the poem, it would have been easier
for the scholiast to remember (or to find) it, and hence to provide the quotation. This may
be the passage to which Isocrates is referring to in his Encomium of Helen when he says that
Stesichorus had pronounced blasphemies regarding Helen in the beginning of his poem
(Gpxduevoc tic wdfic, 64). Moreover, the content of the fragment presents the “divinity’s
motives [which] suits the start of a poem”,** as indeed the opening of the Iliad, the Odyssey,

and the Aeneid show, in a very similar way to fr. 85 F.

* Finglass 2013c: 6.
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Divine anger motivated by human fault is common a topos in the epic poems from

Homer to Virgil, particularly in their openings, as they provide a justification for the

subsequent events. In the opening of the Odyssey, we learn that the delay of Odysseus’

return is owed to Poseidon.

20

Beol & ENéaipov dmavtec
vécet IMoceddwvoc: 0 § dcmepyec YevéaLvev

b 4 7, ~ Ié «© ~ « 7
avtiBéwt '0ducit mdpoc Ny yaiav ikécOat.

All the gods now pity him
Except Poseidon: he is unceasingly enraged

At godlike Odysseus and would not let him go home.

Despite being pitied by the gods (line 19) and appreciated for honouring all of them

(lines 66-7), Odysseus is nevertheless affected by the wrath of Poseidon. The juxtaposition

of the emphatic 0¢ot ... dnavrtec in line 19 and vécer Mocerddwvoc in line 20 is similar to the

juxtaposition in fr., 85 F. of mdct Oeoic uévac in line 2 and Konpidoc in the opening of line 3,

which stresses the failure of Tyndareus. Here as in the Odyssey the events are owed to the

will of a single deity. Later in book I, the episode of the Assembly of gods elaborates on the

causes for Poseidon’s wrath (0d. 1. 65-9):

65

noc &v Enerr’ '0duchioc yw Oeloto Aaboiunv,

Oc mepl pev véov £cti Ppot@v, Tept § ipd Oeoicty
aBavdtoictv €dwke, Tol 0UPAVOV EVPLV EXOUCLY;
GAAG Toceddwv yoroxoc dekeAec aiel

KokAwmoc kexdAwtat

How should I then forget divine Odysseus,

Who is beyond all mortals in wisdom, and above all

Has given sacrifices to the gods, who hold broad heaven?
But the earth-holder Poseidon is ever filled

With stubborn wrath because of the Cyclops

Here Athena accuses Zeus of forgetting about Odysseus, to which the he responds

that he did not forget (AaBoiunv) Odysseus who had always offered sacrifices to the gods,

but it is the wrath of Poseidon (kexdAwtar) for what he did to Polyphemus that motivates

his suffering. This passage highlights the value of the sacrifices to the gods, as a guarantee

of divine favour. In the case of Odysseus, the injustice of his situation is emphasised by the

fact that he sacrifices to the gods. However, he incurred in another very serious fault
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against Poseidon: harming his child. Furthemore, kexoAwtar resembles fr. 85.4 F.
XoAwcapéva.

A similar reason for divine anger is presented in the Iliad 1. 8-11, where the poet asks
the Muse to tell him who were the gods behind the strife between Achilles and
Agamemnon:

8 tic T dp cowe Oedv Epid Euvénke pdxecOar;
Antodc kal Atoc vide: O yap PactAfii xoAwbeic
VOUCOV Gvd cTpatov 8pce KakNV, OAékovTo d¢ Aaoi,
oUveka TOV XpucnVv Ntigacev dpneijpa
Atpeidnc:
Which of the gods was it who set them to quarrel and fight?
The son of Leto and Zeus; for he was angry with the king

And roused an evil plague through the camp, and people went on dying

because the son of Atreus had dishonoured his priest Chryses

Apollo is angry at Agamemnon because he offended Chryses, his priest. Many
elements in this passage are also present in fr. 85 F., although the structure is slightly
inverted. First, instead of the name of the culprit of causing the deity’s intervention, we
have the identification of the god (Antotc kai Atoc vidc, line 9), followed, in the same line,
by the cause for his action, the wrath (xoAw0eic) the same term applied to Aphrodite in fr.
85 F. In the next line (line 10) we have the materialization of divine anger, and only after
this are we presented with the identity of the culprit and his crime
(oUveka TOV Xpoenv Atipacev dpnthipa | Atpeidng, lines 11-12), introduced by the clause in
oUveka, the same displayed in our fragment (oUveka Tuvddpeoc, line 1), which explains the
motives for the divine intervention.>®

The passage explains the quarrel between Achilles and Agamemnon, primordial aitia
for the theme of the poem: Achilles’ anger, which ultimately results from Agamemnon’s
offence of Chryses. To make Agamemnon pay for his misdeed, Apollo uses a whole army as
an instrument of his revenge, just as in fr. 85 F. Aphrodite uses Tyndareus’ daughters as
instruments to get to the culprit, by inflicting in them bad repute, which will eventually

cause the suffering of a considerable number of people.

*® Thus Finglass 2013c: 6, where he presents this precise example for the suitability of such themes in the
opening of the poems.
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It is thus likely that fr. 85 F. would suit the beginning of Stesichorus’ Helen, on the
basis of both structure and content. In the cases where the opening of a poem by
Stesichorus is preserved, we have a pattern of emphasis on surprise, whether by means of
emphasising an unexpected character, or by an unexpected, and perhaps even misleading
start, as in the case of Oresteia, fr. 172 F.>* The focus on a menial character like Epeius
capable of incurring Athena’s compassion in the Sack of Troy (fr. 100 F.) demonstrates
Stesichorus’ ability to surprise his audience in the beginning of his works by casting light
on a character who does not deserve such attention in other accounts. If fr. 85 F. featured
the beginning of Helen it would have the same effect when the audience learns that all that
Helen and her sister(s) were blamed for was in fact a fault of their father; the daughters
were but instruments, and also victims, of Aphrodite’s anger.

The responsibility of Aphrodite for the events leading to the sack of Troy is a common
feature of the myth.”® In Sappho’s fr. 16 V. Helen is ultimately a victim of the power of
Aphrodite.” In Sappho’s poem Helen is no mere innocent puppet of the gods; she acts
according to the expected reaction before Beauty and Eros. In other words, she is ultimately
the agent of abandonment of her family as she elopes with Paris, something clear from fr.
16.9 V (kaAAinoic” €Ba). In the same way, Ainecdvopac in fr. 85 F. suggests an active part
from the daughters of Tyndareus. The focus is on the effects of the divine principles of
kaAAoc and €pwc but in a perspective of divine force, rather than divine agency, which is
what is at stake in most of the versions blaming the gods. In Sappho’s 16 V., it is ultimately
Paris’ beauty that arouses Helen’s desire to elope, forgetting and leaving behind her child,
her parents and her husband, whom Helen, apparently, did not love. In Stesichorus, the
tendency to embark on promiscuous behaviour is prompted by Aphrodite herself.

Alcaeus stressed the inescapability of Eros and considered Helen to suffer from mania

of love. Helen does nothing more than obeying the designs of Eros,”” which is not far from

** Finglass 2013c: 8, also draws attention to the unexpected opening of the Oresteia as a parallel to the
surprising beginning of the Sack of Troy. Again, the same can be apply as an argument in favour of the
hypothesis of fr. 85 F. to be the opening of the Helen, occupying perhaps the first antistrophe or the first epode.
*% In Homer the tendency is to blame Paris for his disregard for the norms of hospitality (Il 3. 99-100, 24. 27-
8). However, he is also accused of unjust judgement of beauty of the goddesses, which is directly related to
Aphrodite. For archaic lyric, see Sapph. fr. 16 V.; Ibyc. fr. S151.9; Theog. 1232. In tragedy, see e.g. E. Hec. 629-
57.

% See Bierl 2003, Torre 2007: 60-2 nn. ad loc., Carvalho 2012: 79-91.

*7 fr. 283 V. However, in fr. 42 V. he draws upon the reasons provided by the epic traditions for the war and
Helen is the one and only responsible for it.
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the concept presented by Stesichorus in fr. 85 F. In Paean 6. 95-8 Pindar evokes the
destruction of Troy as a consequence of Helen’s promiscuous nature,*® also sharing the
same principle that fr. 85 F. Helen’s ill repute is also a central aspect of the account provided
by the Catalogue of Women. In fr. 176 M-W, as in Stesichorus, the bad fame of Tyndareus
daughters is a result of Aphrodite’s rage:

Tiicty 8¢ @rloppeidric Agpoditn

Nydcdn mpocidoica, kakft O c@’ EuPale @runt.

Tiudvdpn pev Eneit’ "Exepov npoAimodc’ €Pefrikat,

Tketo & éc PLAfa @ilov pakdpecct Bgoictv:

®c 8¢ KAvtaupvrictpn <mpo>Ainodc’ Ayauépvova diov

AlyicOwt tapélerto kai eiheto xelpov’ axoitnv:

®c & EAévn Ticxuve Aéxoc EavBod Meveddou

Smile-loving Aphrodite

Enraged as she saw them, threw bad fame upon them
Timandra left Echemus and ran away,

And came to Phyleus, dear to the blessed gods;

thus Clytemnestra leaving godly Agamemnon

Chose a worse husband and lay beside Aegisthus;

thus Helen shamed the marriage-bed of blond Menelaus

Hesiod does not state a clear reason for Aphrodite’s anger towards the daughters of
Tyndareus, although one may infer that it was related to their beauty.’® Therefore, the
culprits for Aphrodite’s anger are to some extent the daughters themselves. Despite of their
innocence, the wrath of the goddess will manifest directly on them. The frivolous nature of
Aphrodite is clear in the Hesiodic account, since she is willing to bring utter misfortune to
a considerable number of people because of her jealousy for some mortals’ beauty. In
Stesichorus’ account, the motive of the goddess is somehow less frivolous. The failure in
offering sacrifices to the gods is a serious offence. But the surprising element in this
account is that he differentiates the culprit from the subjects of divine punishment. If in

Hesiod the goddess punished who causes her anger, the daughters of Tyndareus, in

*® P, 11. 51, Pindar blames Helen for the death of Agamemnon and Cassandra. However, in other instances he
leaves the figure of Helen without judgement (0. 3.1, 0. 13. 58-60, P. 5.83).
*® With Davies and Finglass 2014: 321.
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Stesichorus, the culprit and the victim are different entities. In other words, the anger of
Aphrodite will not be directed towards the culprit of the fault against her, but on others.*”

There are many other examples of this divine modus operandi. In the Iliad®™* we are
told that Oeneus forgot to sacrifice to Artemis alone and the goddess retaliates on the
offender’s children, provides presents a similar account on the gravity of forgetting a to
sacrifice to the gods. In Hippolytus, we have the reverse, where the punishment of Aphrodite
will fall on the stepmother for Hippolytus’ disregard for the goddess, contrasting with the
offerings and reverence he gives to Artemis. The revenge of Aphrodite will, similarly to
fr. 85, materialize in the erotic misconduct of Phaedra, the victim chosen by Aphrodite to
serve as her vehicle in the consummation of her revenge.*”

The gravity of these faults towards the gods is evident, as explained by Burkert,””
only when the mortals fail to honour one of them. On the other hand, as Dover®™ pointed
out, the Greeks were not unaware of the merciless nature of their gods. In fact, everything
that might affect the gods’ honour was a good reason to trigger the anger of the divinity.
Forgiveness was not to be expected from the gods.”” In the case of Tyndareus, the fault
towards the goddess is particularly emphasised.

The fault of Tyndareus has consequences for his daughters, but it is not clear whether
the formulation of his curse (tyduovc te kai tpryduovc £tibei/ kai Ainecdvopac, lines 4-5)
is a rhetorical means to express the persistence his daughter’s promiscuity, or an accurate
description of their faults, where each of the faults refers to one daughter. If so, who is the
third daughter?

In the Hesiodic account quoted above, the daughters of Tyndareus are Timandra,
Clytemnestra and Helen. There is no record of Timandra in Stesichorus’ fragments. The
only other daughter of Tyndareus mentioned in Stesichorus is, of course, Clytemnestra,
who is likely to have figured in Helen, and receives close attention in the Oresteia. The most
famous version of the myth concerning Clytemnestra attributes her with only two

husbands, Agamemnon and Aegisthus. We can assume that diyduovc in line 4 refers to the

*”° Thus Davies 2010, on the episodes in Greek Literature and Folk-tale of episodes where the punishment of
the faults of the fathers fall upon the children.

71 ¢f. 11. 9.533-9, on which see Davies 2010.

*2 Thus Ragusa 2010: 242-45.

*7 Burkert 1993: 422.

*7* Dover 1994: 156.

*”> Thus Bowra 1967: 83.
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wedding of Clytemnestra first to Agamemnon and then to Aegisthus. However, Euripides
reminds us in his Iphigenia at Aulis that Clytemnestra was once married to another man,
Tantalus,””® and that they had a child together, whom Agamemnon brutally killed, along
with the child’s father. It is Clytemnestra herself who recalls the event, as a justification for

her utmost disgust towards Agamemnon:
1150 TOV TpSchev Avipa TAVTAAOV KATAKTAVOV:
Bpépoc te TodpdV cit Tpocovdicac TdAwt,

pact®dv Prainwe TV Eudv drocrmdcac

You have killed my former husband Tantalus,
You dashed my new-born baby to the ground

violently ripping him from my breast.

If Tantalus is to be considered the son of Thyestes, as Pausanias assumes, he would
be Agamemnon’s cousin and Aegisthus’ uncle and brother, given that Tantalus was brother
of Pelopia (both children of Thyestes).””” However, it seems unlikely that Stesichorus would
have elaborated on this subject in his Helen, since it illustrates better the fault of the house
of Pelops than that of the house of Tyndareus, which, as we have seen, is central
to Stesichorus’ poem.

The love affairs of Helen in the context of the homonymous poem, on the other hand,
seem to fit her characterization as “twice-married, thrice-married and deserter of
husbands”, since in the poem she is taken, presumably, by three men: Theseus, Menelaus,
and Paris. Some scholars suggested that, instead of Theseus, the poet could be referring to

578

Deiphobus as one of the husbands,””® partially because the episode of Helen and Theseus

was not a marriage, rather an abduction, while Deiphobus’ union to Helen was official.

*’¢ According to Pausanias, Tantalus was son of Thyestes: Paus. 2. 18. 2: Uctepov 8¢ o0k &xw cap®c einelv
nétepov &dikiac ApEev AfyicBoc fi mpotnfip&ev Ayauéuvovi @évoc TavidAov oD Buéctov: cuvorkeiv 8¢ pacty
a0TdV KAutaipvrictpat napfévwt napd Tuvddpew Aafdvta. “I cannot say with certainty whether Aegisthus
commited the unjustice first or whether Agamemnon started it by murdering Tantalus, son of Thyestes. It is
said that Tantalus received the maiden Clytaemnestra in marriage from Tyndareus.”

*77 After the killing of Thyestes’ children with Aeropa by Atreus in the consequence of the finding of adultery
of Aeropa (who was married to Atreus and mother of Agamemnon and Menelaus), Thyestes consults an oracle
which says that Pelopia, his daughter, could bore him a son who would avenge the previous killing of the
children, by killing Agamemnon. This makes even more sense if we think that Agamemnon himself was about
to kill Pelopia’s brother Tantalus.

*”% Grossardt 2012: 35; Woodbury 1967: 167 suggested Deiphobus as one candidate for the list of Helen’s
husbands, whereas Smyth 1900: fr. 5; Colonna 1963: 212; Bowra 1963: 251-2; Degani and Burzanicchini 1977: 302
defend that Helen’s three husbands are Theseus, Menelaus, and Deiphobus.
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According to Grossardt, the wrath of Aphrodite is inflicted on Helen only after her
marriage to Menelaus; hence Theseus was not included among her husbands referred to in
fr. 85 F., but only Paris, Deiphobus, and perhaps even Achilles. However, as Noussia-
Fantuzzi®” points out, the meaning of the compounds of yapeiv in the fragment can mean
both marriage and merely sexual intercourse. The ambiguity of the term is particularly
relevant here and can in fact be an argument in favour of Theseus rather than Deiphobus,
since intercourse is quite clearly present in the episode.

Pausanias tells us that in the sequence of her abduction by Theseus, Helen bore
Iphigenia to him. This means that Helen had a baby before she got married, hence her
decision to leave Iphigenia with Clytemnestra before returning home (fr. 84 F.). This
episode cannot be part of the Oresteia, since in it Iphigenia is daughter of Agamemnon
(fr. 178 F.). The only other known poem by Stesichorus where the reference to Iphigenia as
Helen and Theseus’ daughter would fit is the Helen. Likewise, the story of Helen and Theseus
should have been part of this poem.”®® Furthermore, as argued above, fr. 85 F is likely to
have occupied a place in the opening of the poem as a cause for the following events. Hence,
Theseus’ episode should be the first consequence of Aphrodite’s wrath which would then
not be solely related to the Trojan War, but to the general biography of these women, Helen
in particular.

An episode such as this would emphasise Helen’s bad reputation on a much larger
scale than her marriage to Deiphobus, in the sequence of Paris’ death. Furthermore, it
seems more likely that the Helen elaborated on the life of the heroine before the beginning
of the Trojan War. Therefore, the inclusion of the episode of Theseus, alongside Menelaus
and Paris, would provide a pre-marital stain in Helen’s reputation, which suits the context
of the poem. Menelaus plays the role of the legitimate husband, who is abandoned
(fr. 85.5 F. Minecdvopac) for a post-marital relation with Paris. The cadence of these lines
highlights the continuous pattern of Helen love-life - never finished, never settled - which
is also what lies behind the motive for the oath of the suitors demanded by Tyndareus. He is
aware that at least Helen among his daughters is destined to be continuously changing her
marital partner. Furthermore, as we shall see, the abduction by Theseus provides an
outcome in many ways similar to that of Paris, since the consequence of both abductions is

the departure of men to rescue Helen and the sack of a city.

379 2015: 434 n.20.
% Thus Grossardt 2012: 10.
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These two abductions - one prior to the wedding to Menelaus and the other after it
-complement one another. The poem would start with an innocent Helen dragged away
from her home unwillingly and whom her brothers rescue after sacking the city where she
is kept, and would end with another, slightly different abduction, but with the same
consequences, the sack of the city, this time Troy. In between lies a rapid illusion of virtue
materialized in the wedding to Menelaus framed by the two abductions which complement

each other, forming a thematic ring-composition subordinated to the theme of abduction.

Helen in Athens (fr. 86 F.)

The abduction of Helen, the most frequently stolen woman of Greek myth, by
Theseus, himself the abductor par excellence, is a well-known episode attested in literature

**! Although ignored in Homer, a scholium to the

and art as early as the seventh century BC.
Iliad 3.242 informs that the story of Theseus’ abduction of Helen was told in the Cypria
(fr. 12 GEF) and in Alcman (fr. 21 PMG), before Stesichorus. After him the episode survived
in the versions of Herodotus (9.73), Hellanicus (fr. 168a Fowler), and later in Diodorus (4.63)
and Plutarch (Thes. 31-34).

These accounts tell how Theseus and Peirithous abducted Helen. The Dioscuri depart

to recover their sister and to gain revenge.”®” In the Cypria they sack Aphidnae, where Helen

*8! See Davies and Finglass 2014: fr. 86n. On the other victims of Theseus’ “conquests”, see Athenaeus 13.557a-
b and, for a different catalogue Plut. Thes. 36.1-2. Edmunds 2016: 74.

%82 Cavallini 1999, argued that the military enterprise of Ibyc. S 166 refers precisely to the expedition of the
Dioscuri to Attica where they went to rescue their sister. This is a poem which was attributed to Stesichorus
by Lobel 1968: 9, who argues that “manuscripts of [Stesichorus’] poems have turned up in Oxyrhynchus many
times more often than those of Ibycus”. Furthermore, the content of fr. 11 may have had some connexion to
the Funeral Games for Pelias, and mentions some aspects we know Stesichorus have dealt with. It is West 1969:
142-9, however, who argues for Stesichorean authorship on grounds of metre, and, more recently, in 2015: 70-
74, where he displays more arguments, such as the fact that we have evidence on Stesichorus’ interest on
Sparta, but not on Ibycus (e.g. fr. 177, 170 F.), and Stesichorus’ copious treatment of Helen, namely in what
concerns her abduction by Theseus and the subsequent departure of the Dioscuri to recover her, something
which is not documented, he says, for Ibycus. On the other hand, Page 1969: 71 defended the authorship of
Ibycus, arguing that the theme and scope of the poem would be more suited to the poet of Rhegium, who we
know had had patrons (see Finglass 2014: 215 n. 47) and composed laudatory songs for them (see Rawles 2012).
Page 1971:93 adds that if the fragment corresponds to one roll, which Lobel disagrees, a poem by Stesichorus
would have occupied at least the entire roll. Moreover, and according to the same scholar, the allusions of fr.
11 to themes worked by Stesichorus seem unlikely to have figured in a poem of the author, particularly because
of the brevity in which they are presented. The same is argued by Wilkinson 2013: 88-93, who also calls
attention for the discussion of Fogelmark entertaining possible authors other than Stesichorus and Ibycus.
Stesichorus is credited with the composition of erotic songs and naidikd, as the testimonies inform us (Tbe7
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was hidden and taken care of by Aethra, whom the Dioscuri take in reprisal. In Alcman, the

action takes place in a different location. The Dioscuri bring their sister and Aethra from

Athens after sacking the city, which was deprived from Theseus’” defence, since he was

absent.”® In the Cypria and Alcman, therefore, the first abduction of Helen results in the

sacking of a city by the Dioscuri.”®

Stesichorus (fr. 86 F.) adds an important detail: when rescued by her brothers, Helen

is pregnant with Theseus’ child, Iphigenia. On the way back they stop at Argos, where Helen

delivers Iphigenia. However, she does not keep the child but instead gives it to her sister

Clytemnestra, perhaps motivated by the fact that the baby was illegitimate and should

hence be hidden:

OAnciov 8¢ TV Awdktwv EiAnbuiac £ctiv iepodv dvdbnua EAévnc, 8te cov
HepiBwt Oncéwce dneAddvtoc £c Oecpwtouc "AQLdvd Te LIO ALOCKOVPWV EGAW
kol fiyeto €c Aakedaipova EAEvn. €xewv pev yap avtrv Aéyoucy év yactpl,
tekolcav O¢ €v "Apyel kal tiic EiAnBuiac idpucapévryv to igpdv v pév maida
nv f£reke KAvtoupvrctpar dodvar - cuvoikeiv yap fdn KAvtaipvéctpav
Ayapéuvovt -, abthv 8¢ Uctepov Tovtwv Meveddwt yipacBat. kal éml t@dide
EV@opiwv XaAkidebc kal MAgvpwvioc AAéEavdpoc €nn morrjcavtec, pdtepov
8¢ #u1 Ztnciyopoc 6 ‘Tuepaioc katd TtadTa @actv Apyeioic Oncéwc eival

Buyatépa Teryévelav.

Near to the Lords is a shrine of Eilethyia dedicated by Helen when, in the
absence of Theseus among the Thesprotians with Peirithous, Aphidna was
captured by the Dioscuri, and she was being brought to Lacedaemon; they say
that she was pregnant and was delivered in Argos ...and they gave the daughter
who she had bore to Clytaemnestra, who was already married to Agamemnon;
after that Helen married Menelaus. Consequently, both Euphorion of Chalcis
and Alexander of Pleuron, both epic poets, and before them Stesichorus of

Himera agree with the Argives that Iphigenia was Theseus’ daughter.

Ercoles), and should, therefore, be open to the possibility of finding such poems attributed to Stesichorus. S166

offers no solid element for such an ascription, as more recently argued by Finglass 2017b.

°® Hes. Lex. = Alcm. fr. 22 PMG explains that Alcman’s version according to which Helen was in Athens,

Acavaiwv oAy, should be emended to tac "A@idvac, as according to the versions presented by both Plutarch
(The. 32-3) and Pausanias (2.22.6-7).
** The celebration of the victory of the Dioscuri was the prior concern of Alcman’s account and is also a

recurrent aspect on the Peloponnesian art, as noted by Neils 1987: 20-1.
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This child-bearing Helen conflicts with Plutarch’s account, *** according to which,

when Theseus abducted Helen, she was still a child (Thes. 31.1):

fABov [Theseus and Peirithoo] pév eic Tndptnv du@dtepot, kai Thv képnv &v
iepit ‘Aptéuidoc 'Opbinc xopebovcav apmdcavtec Epuyov. TGOV O¢ TepPOEVTWV
gni thv dlwéiv o0 oppwtépw Teyéac émakoAovdncdviwy, év adeiat yevéuevor
kal dieABdvtec v Medomdvvncov €motjcavto cuvBnkac, TOV uev Aaxdvta
kAfjpwt thv ‘EAévnv Exerv yovaika, counpdrretv 8¢ Batépw ydpov dAAov. émi
tavtaic 8¢ kAnpovpévwy taic opoloyiaic, EAaxe Onceve, kai mapadaPav thv
napBévov olnw yduwv dpav €xovcav gic A@idvac £kduice, kal TV untépa
katactricac pet’ avtiic A@idvwr mapédwkev dvt @ilwi, dakeAevcdpevoc

@uAdrtTeY Kal AavBdvely Tovc dAAovc.

Theseus and Peirithoo were heading to Sparta when they abducted the little
girl as she was dancing in the temple of Artemis Orthia, and fled. The men sent
to capture them did not go farther than Tegea. So, when the abductors crossed
the Peloponnese and were out of danger, they made a pact according to which
whomever the lot fell should have Helen to wife, providing that he would assist
the other in getting a wife for him. They cast lots and it was Theseus who won
the prize. He took the girl, who was not yet in the age for marriage, and
escorted her to Aphidnae, where he made her mother a companion of the girl
and entrusted both to his friend Aphidno with orders to guard and hide them

from strangers.

The fact that Helen was dancing on the precinct of Artemis Orthia implies that Helen
was a child around seven to twelve years old.”®® This is even more dramatic when, in
Hellanicus’ account, Theseus is not exactly an ephebe, but a fifty years old man
(fr. 168b EGM). Such an age gap between abductor and abducted is not present in the artistic
representations of the episode. Cohen attributes the absence of such depiction not to the
difficulty in depicting a young girl, or a female child, but rather as a sign of the artists’

» 587

“discomfort about the inappropriately wide age inequalities between sexual partners”,

also implicit in Plutarch’s 00 ka®’ &pav. The decorum shown by the artists in hiding this

*% Gumpert 2016: 70 believes that this version can be considered to be also attributed to Hellanicus, but it is
hard to tell with certainty.

*%Tzetz. Ad. Lyc. 513 says that Helen was seven when abducted; whereas Apollod. Epit. 1.23 says she was twelve.
See further, Calame 1977: 160, 196; Fowler 2013: 488-89; Edmunds 2016: 70 n. 27.

%7 Cohen 2007: 273; also Shapiro 2000: 275.
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version may be in part motivated by a revision of Theseus as the national hero of Athens,
which included the exclusion of some of his less laudatory deeds.”®

However, most of the depictions of the episode, even those representing Theseus as
a young man, include the imagery of forced abduction, which would easily fit in a context
of child abduction - a kidnap really - by a relatively old man. Cohen observes that “in the
images Theseus usually abducts Helen with the aid of a horse-drawn chariot, and she
expresses her vehement objection through eloquent poses of distress, while her female
companions watch the gesture helplessly”.”® This forced abduction imagery, together with
the accounts that make Helen a child when abducted, exculpates Helen for this primal
abduction, and make it distinct from the episode of Paris.

When the abduction by Theseus took place, Helen was not married, and therefore
could not have been charged with leaving her husband (Ainecdvopac, fr. 85.5 F), but such
accusation could well apply to the idea that Helen had many sexual partners, implicit, as
we have seen, in the diyduovc kal tpryduovc of fr. 85 F. In fact, the version of a young
woman, i.e. nubile but unmarried, taken by a stranger and eventually rescued by her
brother(s), is very similar to other accounts of abduction, particularly that of Europa.

The abductions of Helen by Theseus and Europa by Zeus share many similarities.
Both are young unmarried girls accompanied by other girls, and hence defenceless. Both
abductions result in offspring, although in the case of Europa the children are accepted by
her future husband, whereas Helen entrusts Iphigenia to Clytemnestra. And these
abductions eventually lead to the departure of the brothers of the girls in search of them.
However, while the Dioscuri are successful in bringing Helen home only to be abducted
once again later by Paris, Europa’s brother Cadmus fails to recover her. Another contrasting
aspect is that the demand of the brothers of Helen results in a sack of a city, whereas
Cadmus is known to have founded one. Moreover, as Cingano notes,*” the Dioscuri depart
in search for their sister without any demand from Tyndareus, as far as we know, whereas
Cadmus is in many accounts urged by his father to do so and threatened not to come back

home should he fail in his mission, much like the brother of Medea, Apsyrtos.””

% Thus Sourvinou-Inwood 1988: 53-54; 93-4; Mills 1997: 8.
*% Cohen 2007: 263.

> Cingano 2005: 134, n. 59; cf. Apollod. Bibl. 3.11.

' A, R. 4.224-5,303-481 for Medea.
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If in the Helen we have her brothers departing to Athens or Aphidnae to recover her,
in the Palinode this idea of recovery is also at play regarding the recovery not of a sister, but
of a grandmother. In the Palinode Demophon recovered his grandmother who had
accompanied Helen in her refuge in Egypt. The Palinode, a song composed to exculpate
Helen, maintains the connection between her and Athens, here personified in Aethra. The
connection between the two poems, therefore, suggests that Helen is not much to blame
for the abduction by Theseus as she may be in the episode involving Paris. Although Helen
may be innocent in this episode, the fact that the series of events which will materialize the
anger of Aphrodite starts with Theseus, the abductor par excellence and a well-travelled
hero, is significant and a constant feature of Helen’s entourage in the Sack of Troy (fr. 105)
but also in the Palinode, almost as a constant reminder of Helen’s first fault, her first
abduction, her first journey.

The map that comes out of this episode is restricted to Greek mainland, from
Lacedaemonia to Athens, with a stop at Argos, but it implies the movement of many
characters. Theseus and Peirithoos come from Athens or (Aphidnae?) to Lacedaemonia, and
then return to Attica with Helen. The Dioscuri depart on her track. They recover Helen and
bring her back: Helen’s first nostos. But the return is always more perilous than the first
trip, and as such they stop at Argos where Iphigenia is born, and only then return to their
parents’ home. This is a small-scale anticipation of the events of the Trojan War. It does not
involve the whole of Greece, since it is reduced to the family unit. And it does not demand
a sea journey - the rescuing trip is made by land. The return has a stop in Argos, where
Iphigenia is born. They eventually return home and Helen is then ready to be wooed. This
episode envisages not any journey trodden by Helen, but instead the travels of the

prospective husbands to her wooing, which is the topic of the next section.

Helen back to the Peloponnese (fr. 87 F.)

The episode of the wooing of Helen, despite of its importance in the events
concerning the Trojan war, is absent from the remains of all the major epic poems and art.
The earlier literary versions of the episode appear in a fragment of the Catalogue of Women
(fr. 204. 75-85 M-W) and in Stesichorus’ fr. 87 F. Later it is found in Euripides (IA. 51-71),
Isocrates (Helen 39-41), Pausanias (3.20.9), Apollodorus (Bibl. 3.10.8-9), and also Hyginus (Fab.
81).
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The information about how Stesichorus dealt with the wooing is not so much
concerned with the process of wooing itself, but rather with the details of an oath that
Tyndareus made the suitors swear before he revealed the man he chose to marry his
daughter Helen. This was transmitted to us by a scholium to Iliad 2.339 that relates this

passage of Nestor’” to the oath mentioned in Stesichorus (fr. 87 F.):

TV ¢ €k tiic ‘EAAGSoc dpictwv émi pvrctelav tiic ‘EAEvnc mapdvtwv dia to
yévoc kai t0 kdAAoc, Tuvddpewc 6 mathp avtfic, Hc Tvée @act, puAaccduevoc
un mote Eva avT®V Tpokpivac Tove GAAouc éxBpolc TotcnTal, KooV avtdv
ENaPev pkov 1 unv Td1 AnPouévwt T Taida &dikovuévwt mept adThV cSpa
Tavtac Enapuvelv: didmep Meveddwt althy €kdidwcr kal per’ o0 MOAD
GpracBeicnc avtiic Vo AAeEdvdpov ékorvwvvncav T ctpateior diax Tove
yevouévouc Spkouc. ictopel Ztncixopoc

When the best men among the Greeks came to woo Helen on the account of
her lineage and beauty, her father Tyndareus, as some say, to protect himself
from making enemies in the others by choosing one of them, made them all
swear an oath according to which the others should come energetically to help
the man who received the girl, should he ever be wronged in respect of her.
That is why he gave her to Menelaus. Not long after that, when she was carried
off by Alexander, they took part in the expedition because of the oath they

sworn. Stesichorus tells the story.

The information focuses on the motif of the oath, but there is good reason to believe
that Stesichorus’ poem contemplated a broader account of the wooing, because it is on the
occasion of this gathering that the core of the Greek army that will defeat Troy is defined.
It is likely that Stesichorus listed the heroes who fought and will fight for Helen. However,
we know that Hesiod did so. The version of Helen’s wooing in the Catalogue of Women
deserves particular attention from the poet (frr. 196-204 M-W), who elaborates on the event
and provides a considerably long catalogue of the suitors (fr. 204 M-W), anticipating the
unprecedented scale of the Trojan enterprise. By displaying a catalogue of the suitors and
their origins, the poet makes this event a major heroic panhellenic gathering.

The episodes of wooing of a bride proliferate in the Catalogue; they all involve the

same idea of combined movement of heroes to a single place, to engage in some sort of

> Apart from Nestor’s reference to the oaths sworn by the Greek army, there are two more occasion where
promises are mentioned in the Iliad: 2.236-9 and 4.266-7, but Davies and Finglass 2014: 326 note that neither of
these speak of the path sworn by the suitors of Helen.
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challenge or contest.””

The wooing contest of Helen has the same agonistic component
found in the wooing of other well sought women, such as the daughters of Proitos (fr. 130
M-W), or Mestra (fr. 43a M-W). The fact that these women are wooed by many Greek heroes
implies that their wooings will result in a considerable number of suitors, from a myriad of
location within the Greek world. The competitive element among the suitors found in
wooing scenes as Atalanta’s (fr. 74-6 M-W),”** Hippodameia’s (fr. 259 M-W),** or Penelope’s
(to draw on other sources: 0d. 21.1-4; 67-79), on the one hand; and the challenge or quest
that the suitor has to surpass to win the bride, a motif shared in many European
mythologies, as in the case of Melampus winning Pero for his brother Bias (fr. 37 M-W),”®
on the other, allow these episodes to sit neatly among the other mythological instances
where massive gatherings of Greek heroes take place.

Commenting on the catalogue of Helen’s suitors in the Hesiod piece we have been
referring to, West notes that “mythology knew of certain other great occasions for which
the heroes gathered from far and wide”.*” He then names some of the examples of such
encounters: the Argo expedition, the Calydonian boar hunt, and the funeral games for
Pelias. Coincidently, Stesichorus composed poems on two of these three events: the Funeral
Games for Pelias (frr. 1-4 F.), and the Calydonian Boarhunters (frr. 183-4 F.).

The surviving material from these poems is scarce, but it allows us to understand our
poet’s concern in stressing the element of the gathering of the Greek heroes in a common
event. The surviving material from the Calydonian Boar hunt by Stesichorus is more
enlightening when it comes to the origin of those gathered to fight the beast sent by
Artemis as a punishment for Oeneus failure in offering her sacrifice. Fr. 183 F. tells of the
arrival of all the Greeks who responded to Oeneus’ appeal for help; the list includes the

Locrians, the Boeotians, the Dryopes, and the Achaeans, among others. The Funeral Games

elaborated on the sporting events championed by several Greek heroes from different

** The theme of winning brides is, as a matter of fact, a common topos in Indo-European folktale as shown by
West 2007: 432-36, or Edmunds 2016: 53-4. Cingano 2005: 124-127 discusses the wooing contests present in the
Catalogue.

> The case of Atalanta’s wooing differs from these deadly contests only in the figure of the adversary of the
suitors. Instead of being defied by the father of the future bride, the suitors of Atalanta have to race and win
over the bride herself.

> Pelops is the victor after thirteen listed suitors lost their lives. Cf. P. 0. 1.75-81; Apollod. Epit. 2.3-5. See also
the myth of Marpessa in B. Dith. 20, fr. 20a M.

> Melampus succeeds in bringing the cattle of Iphiclus to Neleus, thus winning Pero for his brother Bias.

7 West 1985: 114-15.
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locations, such as Sparta (the Dioscuri), Argos (Amphiaraus), and Calydon (Meleager),
to name the ones that certainly featured in the poem. Fr. 3 F. preserves the most intriguing
scene where different sorts of cakes, associated with wedding gastronomy, are brought to
a young woman, presumably Atalanta.”” If this was the case, there was a clear connection
between the sporting event of the funeral games and a wooing or court scene.

Another wooing scene in the context of a considerable gathering of heroes appears
in the fragment of Eriphyle (fr. 93 F.). The context of the scene is uncertain. After a banquet
scene, where a bard is reciting, we are told that there is a mother, rather than the father or
the brother, who departs in search for a bride for her son, who is identified in our fragment
as Anaxander’s son. The name is unprecedented in mythology and it is not certain how the
episode fits in the context of the scene. In any case, the departure of this mother deserves
to be described with some details, particularly in what concerns the mode of transportation
chosen to the journey. Fr. 93. ‘13’ describes the yoking of a wagon (on@c &nfvav
Cev[22 — v —) and how after this the mother departed to woo a wife (lines ‘14-15’ vad’ £pa
napdkorti[v v— v —— | uvactedcoica pdtn(p). The dnfjvn is a mule drawn wagon which
in Homer is used to transport a considerable heavy cargo.”” This usage of the wagon implies
that the mother was transporting some gifts to offer to the bride upon her arrival. She
travels by land, but this would have been a quite perilous journey to undertake alone,
especially for a woman. This fact highlights the utter importance of a marriageable young
hero to be present or at least represented in such events, even if (or perhaps precisely
because) it implies a long perilous trip.

The case of the wooing of Helen in Stesichorus must have had the same aura of grand
scale panhellenic gathering as it does in the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women. We do not know
the extent of Stesichorus’ catalogue, if there was one. But we do know that it involved the
vast majority of the heroes who went to Troy, because of the reference to the oath of
Tyndareus. We should have had in this episode a mass movement of heroes from all over

Greece, the same ones that later will join to sail to Troy to recover Helen.

Helen in Sparta (fr. 88 F.)

** See Davies and Finglass 2014: 227-8.
** In the Iliad it is used to carry the ransom for Hector’s body and his corpse: 24. 266, 324, 502, 556, 576-9, 590;
in the Odyssey Nausicaa and her slaves use it to carry the laundry down to the river, 6.57, 69, 72-3.
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The agonistic and indeed heroic valour of this wooing, taken as a difficult, well fought
and thus deserved task, is made evident in the scene describing the arrival of Menelaus and
his bride Helen at Sparta (fr. 88 F.):

KLdWViwv 6¢ UNAwV pvnuovevel tncixopoc év EAévt oUtwc:
moAAG pev kudvia pdAa moteppintovv moti dippov AvaKTL,
moAAa d¢ popciva U

Kal podivouc cte@avouc iwv te Kopwvidac obAac

Stesichorus mentions Cydonian apples in his Helen:
Many Cydonian apples they throw at the chariot of their lord,
Many myrtle leaves,

And garlands of roses, and crowns of violets.

This scene has usually been interpreted as the wedding procession of Helen and
Menelaus. Rozokoki challenged this traditional view and suggested that the scene describes
“Menelaus’ triumphant entry into Sparta as a bridegroom after the difficult contest in
which he brushed aside many fine candidates”.®® The basis for this view lies in the fact that
the attention is focused on the man (line 1, &vaxtt), at whom fruits, leaves and garlands are
thrown, a common practice in the celebration of athletic and military victories. However,
evidence attests the throwing of fruit, flowers, or other sorts of plants in ancient Greek
wedding ceremonies.””" As Hague shows, wedding processions are similar to the
panhellenic victory processions.®” In both there were praise songs and @uAAoPoAia.*” The
hypothesis that this fragment describes the consecration of Menelaus as a victor in the
wooing contest is problematic, since in the other account of the wooing of Helen, that of
the Catalogue of Women, Menelaus is absent and Agamemnon woos for him.** Stesichorus
may or may not have followed this version; if he did, the victor’s procession of fr. 88 F.
makes little sense. However, Stesichorus altered some aspects in his account, namely the

figures who presided over the wooing: in the Catalogue the Dioscuri are in charge of the

%% Rozokoki 2013; the quotation is from Rozokoki 2014: 205.

¢ cf. Theopompus fr. 15.1-2 PCG.

? Hague 1984, apud Robinson 2010: 13.

% @uAlofolia is the common praise of the athletic victor, a sort of applause. See, Anagianou 1990: 16 and
Carson 1982: 123-5, on Pindar’s use of the motif combined with a wedding ritual scene in P. 9.123-ss.

% Fr, 197. 1-5 M-W. On the role of Agamemnon in the wooing, see Cingano 2005: 135-9. For other instances
where the suitor is replaced by a member of the family among Stesichorus” works, see fr. 93 F. For other
examples on this solution in other wooing scenes, see e.g. fr. 37.5 M-W.
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competition, whereas in Stesichorus it seems that it was the father of the bride who made
the final choice.

But the reason to believe that fr. 88 F. describes a wedding procession rather than a
victor’s celebration lies in the irony of the episode. If we consider that the scene described
is the wedding procession, the episode has a remarkable symbolism within the wider
context of the narrative. If fr. 88 F. is a victor’s celebration the impact it has in the narrative
is considerably reduced. Menelaus’ excellence is emphasised, since he accomplished a
remarkable victory among many suitors, and Helen is seen as a mere prize. On the other
hand, if this episode depicts the wedding procession, the implications for the whole
narrative are far more significant.

The ritualistic procession of the bride to her new home is attested as early as the Iliad
(18.491-7), in the pseudo-Hesiodic ecphrastic Aspis (273-4)° and also in Sappho fr. 44. 13-
17 V. Two of these accounts refer to the chariot. In fr. 88 F. the man at whom the fruits,
leaves and flowers are thrown is generally understood to be Menelaus. He also travels is a
chariot (8ippov, line 1), which is often associated with marriage in art.**

The wedding procession, particularly the moment when the bridegroom takes his
bride from her father’s house, the central action in wedding ceremonies,*” marks an
important point in the life of women in ancient Greece: they change kurios. The procession
thus marks the “metaphorical and physical passage of the bride from her old to her new
home”.®® This travel, that also mark the transition from maiden to adulthood, “was
regarded as the female’s ultimate and definite destination”.*”

Fr. 88 F. depicts this desirable last travel of Helen, who, lest we forget, had already
been involved in a similar occasion, as seen in the last chapter. Helen is here once again
taken from her home, this time, of course, with the legitimacy of the marriage agreement.

However, this arrangement is bound to fail, as is made clear by the oath in fr. 87 F. The

%% Note anfivn in line 273, the same word used by Stesichorus in fr. 93. 13 F.

%% Chariots in the context of weddings are represented in art as early as the eighth-century BC (Diez de
Velascos 1992: § 36), in the sixth century BC we have some examples (London B 174), in the fifth century BC
(see, Lorimer 1902: 132; London B 1920.12-21.1, on which see also Blundell 1998: 50; B London 298). See also
Kahil 1988: §61 for a representation of Helen and Menelaus in the chariot. Also, the portrayal of the man taking
ayoung woman in a chariot away from her home is also common artistic motif to depict abduction, as shown
above. See on the subject of abduction in art Cohen 1996, and, for Helen in particular, Shapiro 2000.

%7 Carson 1982: 122.

%% Clark 1998: 13.

*® Blundell 1998: 44.
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emphasis on the wooing and on the wedding procession thus highlights the significance of
the marriage of Helen and Menelaus in the wider narrative. It is intended to wash away
Helen’s past diversion with Theseus and restore her social “maiden to adulthood” process.
The fact that Helen has had already a child makes the wedding procession, as a symbol of
the passage from maiden to adulthood, a farce. But the oath, as a manifestation of
Tyndareus’ awareness of the possible (if not certain) future elopement of Helen, imprints
in the episode a hint of tragedy, comparable to the futile efforts of the Theban Queen to

prevent the fratricide dispute between her sons in fr. 97 F.

3. THE PALINODE

Helen in Eqypt (fr. 90 F.)

So far, I have been discussing the nuances of the presentation of Helen in the
homonymous poem. The information we have about the contents of this work includes the
original fault of Tyndareus, the abduction of Helen by Theseus, her wooing, and finally her
marriage to Menelaus, in what is probably a wedding scene and song, as discussed above. It
is rather unfortunate that we do not have elements of the treatment of the aftermath of
this fateful matrimony.

We can but speculate on what would have been Stesichorus’ treatment of the episode
with Paris at Sparta in a song where Helen, although having an already questionable erotic
history, is nevertheless represented as a victim of Aphrodite’s anger. Given that Aphrodite’s
wrath involves the infliction of a deviant behaviour for the daughters of Tyndareus, namely
their propensity to leave their husbands, it seems likely that the following narrative would
tell of how Helen succumbed to Paris’ seduction and departed to Troy. Moreover, the
reference in fr. 87 F. to the oath that required the suitors to act in case of an elopement of
Helen is likely to have had repercussions later in the poem.*’® However, we do not know in
what terms it took shape.

Conversely, the information we have on the Palinode(s) offers some hints about
Stesichorus’ treatment of this exact point of the narrative - the moment of eminent
departure - and the subsequent events. There are more doubts than certainties regarding
this composition. The content is generally accepted among scholars: the Palinode(s) told

how Helen did not go to Troy (fr. 91a F.), but instead remained in Egypt under the guard of

¢ Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 308.
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Proteus (fr. 90 F.). To Troy went an eidolon for which both Greeks and Trojans fought (fr.
91b F.). The Palinode also described how Demophon arrived in Egypt and rescued his
grandmother Aethra (fr. 90 F.).

What survived from this poem came down to us in quotations; few suggest first-hand
knowledge of the work of Stesichorus.®™ The earliest information we possess regarding the
“so called Palinode” is provided by Plato in his Phaedrus (fr. 91a F.) and Isocrates (fr. 91c F.).
In the Phaedrus, Plato quotes Stesichorus’ poem in the context of Socrates’ urge to sing a
song to Eros, whom he might have offended by a previous utterance. He explains that he is
about to proceed to the recantation in the hopes of avoiding a punishment from the deity,
just as Stesichorus did when he learnt that the cause for his blindness was the anger of
Helen for his defamatory portrait of her:

éctiv 8¢ toic apaptavovct mept puboloyiav kabapuoc apxaioc 6v “Ounpoc
UEV oVK FicOeTo, Ztncixopoc 8¢ TV ydp Oppdtwy ctepndeic did trv ‘EAEvnc
Kaknyopiav ovk Nyvérncev demep “Ounpoc, GAN” dte poucikoc v Eyvw TV
aitiov kal oel eDOVC:

o0k #ct’ #tupoc Adyoc odtoc,

o0d’ €Rac év vruciv €bccéApolc

ovd’ Tkeo mépyapa Tpoiac

Kol mofjcac 3 mdcav thv kahovpévny HaAvwidiav mapaypfipa avéPAedev.

There is an ancient purification for those who have sinned in matters of mythology,
known not to Homer but to Stesichorus. When he lost his sight because of his slander
of Helen he was not ignorant of the cause, like Homer, but devoted to the muses as
he was, he recognised the origin and immediately wrote:

That story is not true

You did not go on the well-benched ships

And you did not arrive at the citadel of Troy

And having composed the so-called Palinode he instantly recovered his sight.

Plato informs us that the so-called Palinode intended to correct a previous slander of
Helen. In this recantation, Helen never betrayed her husband, since she never accompanied
Paris; she never eloped. The version of her elopement with Paris may be what Isocrates
vaguely refers to as a blasphemy (fr. 91c F.):

gvedeifato 8¢ kal Ztncixdpwt T@L oL TV avThic dSOvauy: 8te pev yap

apxouevoc tiic widfic EPAacenuncé T mept avTiic, dvéctn TOV OQPOAAUDV

"' For a study of the derivative testimonia on the Palinode, see Davies 1982; Davies and Finglass 2014: 341-43.
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gctepnuévoc, Eneldr de yvouc thv aitiav tiic cup@opdc Thv kahovuévnv

MoAwvwidiav €moince, TdAv abTOV €ic TV AOTHV QUCLY KATECTHCE.

She manifested her power also to the poet Stesichorus: for when in the
beginning of his song he uttered a blasphemy about her, he stood up deprived of
his sight; but after he realised the reason for his misfortune and composed the

so-called Palinode, she restored his condition.

Both testimonies speak of a composition in uncertain terms; they merely mention a
“so-called Palinode”, which indicates that the poem was known by this name, but need not
have had this title. The account of Isocrates is particularly relevant in this matter, since it
seems to indicate that the recantation was preceded by a more defamatory content,’** but
the opposition dte pev ... énedn ¢ suggests different occasions.®” Hence the defamatory
song and the recantation are two separate compositions: the Helen and the Palinode.

This was the general belief until 1963, when P. Oxy. 2506 (= fr. 90 F.) came to light,
and shook the general view about the Palinode. Fr. 90 F. consists in the testimony of an
anonymous commentator on the mythological innovations of Stesichorus. The fragment
tells us the following:

(uép-
@etal tov “Ounpolv &t E-
Aé]vnyv €noincev év T[poiat
kal 00 10 eldwAov avth[c, &v

5 te t[ft] £tépar tov ‘Helod[ov

uéu[eet]ar Sirtal yap ict na-
Avw<i>8[{on <dro=]ANdTTovCal, kol €-
ctwv <t>fi<c> uv dpxn: devp’ ad-

e Oéa P1ASUOATE, TiiC O¢:

10 xpucémntepe napbéve, [ep] we

avéypape XapaAéwv: av-
t0[c 8]¢ @ncfiv 6] Ztncixopolc
70 eV e[1dwAo]v EABei]v eic
Tpoiav, thv & EAévny tlapd

15 o1 Mpwtel katayueiv[ar oG-

twc 8 ék[a]ivomoince t[dc]

ictop[f]ac [@]cte Anpogpavt[a

2 Thus for example, Kelly 2007 who suggests that the Helen and the Palinode are the same poem.
2 Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 338.
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uev t[o]v encéwc év t[®@]1 vé-
ctwt pefta] todv O [ Jdwv [
20 Grevexdijvar Aéylew g[i]c [Al-
yurtov, [yevécBal 8¢ Onclel
Anpoe®[vta plev €€ 18[nnc
tfic Tewk[Aéovc, Alkduav[ta d¢
éx] dafidpac,] ¢k 3¢ Thic Aufa-
25 Cévoc ‘Tnmo]Aotn[c] eAn, [
] mepi tlo]otwy [
Jenc [EJAévnc [
Je Ayapéulv-
Jovtov [
30 ‘Alugitoxov [
Jowvoude[
IT
1-6 Lobel 6 dittad. . . gici 1% Sittd. .. elct I 7 suppl. et corr. Lobel: -w3[*]AA- 1?8 Fraenkel et West 10 -

pOevelepllwe I mapBéve <Moica> West  12-23 Lobel 19 @sc[topt]d&v Lloyd Jones 24 éx] @q[idpac Page> cett.
Lobel 25Lobel 26-30 Page

censures Homer for
putting Helen in Troy
and not her image, and

5 in the other it is Hesiod
That he blames. For there are
two distinct palinodes, and this
is their beginning: “Hither again
goddess lover of song”, and:

10 “Maiden of the golden wings”, [as]
Chamaeleon wrote. Stesichorus
himself says that the image went to
Troy, and Helen stayed

15 with Proteus.

He innovates his stories

so as to say that Demophon,

son of Theseus, in his return

with the Thel...]ids, was carried away

20 to Egypt, and that Demophon
[was son] of Theseus by Io[pe

daughter of Iphicles, Acamas
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by Phaedra, and by the Amazon,

25 Hippollytus ...
...Helen...
..Agamem[non...
30 Almphilochus

This piece enlightens us about the content of the Palinode(s). It says that Stesichorus
puts the Helen’s image in Troy and not Helen herself, and that the Palinode included a
detour of Demophon to Egypt. But the part which had caught more attention is that there
was not one Palinode, as the earliest testimonies suggested, but two, for which the
commentator provides two invocations to the Muses. These two invocations correspond to
two different poems or sections of poems where Stesichorus criticised Homer (in the first)
and Hesiod (in the second). The general interpretation of this papyrus maintains that both
invocations, and thus both “palinodes”, refer to the myth of Helen. Page accepted the
validity of this source since the commentator®* cites Chamaeleon, a Peripatetic
philosopher who must have had direct access to the works of Stesichorus, as he is the
author of a book on him. The authority of Chamaeleon was often contested,*” but Bowra,
who had previously argued that the Palinode and the Helen were the same poem, elaborates
on the validity of Chamaeleon’s words on the basis that, despite his sensationalistic
tendencies, the commentator usually supports his views on reliable and accurate sources.**®

Another aspect that led scholars to read in fr. 90 F. the existence of two palinodes for
Helen is the fact that the Church Fathers (frr. 91i and 91j F.) also attest the tradition of more
than one palinode. These later accounts, presumably derived from secondary tradition, did
not make much of a case before the publication of fr. 90 F., but have since received a

revitalized attention from the supporters of this view. Cingano points out that not only

' Page 1963: 36. The supposition that fr. 90 F. refers to two Palinodes, that is, two independent poems written
by Stesichorus with the purpose of retracting from a yet another, previous and defamatory account on the
conduct of Helen is followed, among others, by Bowra 1963; Doria 1963; Devereux 1973; Pulquério 1974;
Podlecki 1971: 321-7; Cataudella 1972: 91; Rossi: 1983: 25; Gentili 1985: 126; Massimilla 1990a: 370; Cingano 1982;
Segal 1990: 191; Davies 1991; Brilliante 2002: 134; Ragusa 2010: 249 Edmunds 2016: 136-9.

> Woodbury 1967: 160-61 highlights the possible bias in Chamaeleon’s account, from which the commentator
of fr. 90 F. is citing, because he often shows elsewhere a concern with poetic disputes, of which Woodbury
provides a list.

*1* Bowra 1961: 112; 1963; 1970: 81.

166



these pieces should be regarded with more consideration,®” but also that the idea of the
existence of only one poem is the result of a misinterpretation of the earlier sources (sc.
Plato and Isocrates), which very likely are quoting the most famous Palinode.**®

Bowra,”” followed by Doria, suggested that the quotation of Plato (fr. 91a F.) was part
of the first Palinode, and that the second, less well known than the first,**® was focused on
the criticism of Hesiod’s version according to which Helen was abducted by Theseus, which
is what Stesichorus presented in his Helen, as we have seen. This suggestion is not fully
convincing for the following reasons. First, fr. 90 F. refers to the nostos of Demophon via
Egypt. True, the papyrus says only that the son of Theseus “was brought to Egypt”. But, if
there was such a Palinode recalling the abduction of Helen by Theseus, it is remarkable that
the poet decided to maintain a connection between Helen and the family of the Athenian
hero. Second, if one considers the first Palinode to include the full exculpation of Helen, as
it is implied by the quotation of Plato, a second Palinode would have been pointless.

More convincingly, Pulquério argued, against the previous hypothesis, that the
Palinode quoted by Plato refers to the second poem,*! precisely because the poet was
deviating from this version where Helen departs with Paris. Hence the first line quoted by
Plato does not refer to a general story but to a previous version told in the first Palinode, he
argues. Thus, the first Palinode would have included the version attributed to Hesiod where
Helen departs with Paris but is detained in Egypt, and the second would have revised this
version and said that she would not have left Sparta. Hence, according to this view, both
Plato and Isocrates (fr. 91a-b) are referring to the second, and the effective, Palinode. This
means that a first Palinode was not as exculpatory as one may have expected.

However, the content of the “first Palinode”, as suggested by Pulquério among others,
is far from certain, since there are good reasons to believe that the testimony which
attributes to Hesiod the first version of Helen’s sojourn in Egypt, and her eidolon in Troy is
not accurate. Pulquério, and later Cingano, considered the scholium to Lycophron’s

Alexandra which names Hesiod as the predecessor of the eidolon of Helen and conclude that

" For a discussion on the validity of the information provided by the Church Fathers, see Cingano 1982: 25-29.
¢ Hesiod fr. 358 M-W; Cingano 1982: 30-31.

* Bowra 1963: 245.

2 Thus Campbell 1967: 260; Cingano 1982:

! Thus Pulquério 1974.
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he maintained the elopement of Helen with Paris, but altered their route.®”” Instead of
sailing directly from the Peloponnese to Troy, they diverted and stopped in Egypt where
they encountered Proteus who intervenes and keeps the real Helen, giving to Paris her
eidolon (fr. 91h F.). Although less serious, since the betrayal of the marriage is not entirely
fulfilled, Helen is not entirely exculpated from adultery.** Stesichorus would have adopted
this version in the first Palinode, maintaining the agency of Helen in the elopement, which
is interrupted only by the intervention of Proteus.

However, as Davies and Finglass point out, this testimony presents some problems.
The Catalogue of Women, which is probably the poem the scholiast is referring to, does not
intend to exculpate Helen, and the eidolon would fit oddly in the narrative. More relevant
is the fact that fr. 90 F. cites the eidolon as an innovation of Stesichorus, which is intended
to differ poignantly from the traditional versions presented both by Homer and Hesiod.
Moreover, the idea that Helen is maintained as a deserter of her husband, as Solmsen points
out,” would not fit in the context of a palinode, whose goal is to revise the unflattering
content of a previous song. The information we have about the recantation suggests that it
was effective and that Stesichorus recovered his (metaphorical or physical) sight, which
was the price he paid for denigrating Helen. Both Plato and Isocrates agree that he regained
his sight only after composing the Palinode. If we consider the hypothesis of two Palinodes
on the theme of Helen in which only the second is effective, as advocated by Pulquério, we
need to reckon that the Palinode quoted by Plato and Isocrates is a recantation of a
recantation, since the first attempt would have failed to fulfil its purpose. If the first song
maintained the slander of Helen by making her elope with Paris, then it would hardly be
called a palinode.

If the song referred to in fr. 90 F. is not a palinode on the theme of Helen, then what is
it? The reference to criticism of Hesiod in fr. 90 F. is rather vague. It is true that we do not
know of any other poem by Stesichorus where he would have told a myth and then
proposed an alternative version apart from the myth of Helen, but we know of another

poem where Stesichorus diverted in many aspects from Hesiod.*” It is possible, then, that

22 pulquério 1974: 268; Cingano 1982: 32, The problems with this fragment have been pointed out by Dale 1967:
23, but it is generally accepted, cf. Doria 1968: 88.

2 Edmunds 2016: 138.

¢ Solmsen 1932: 119 n. 4.

%% Davies and Finglass 2014: 316-17, the Cycnus by Stesichorus presented a different version from the Hesiodic
account presented in the Aspis, which he mentions in fr. 168 F. This involved criticism of Hesiod, but it would
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the reference to the criticism of Hesiod had nothing to do with Helen. Davies and Finglass
suggest this hypothesis on the basis that the idea of a poem focusing solely on the criticism
of Hesiod’s version of Helen is redundant, speculative and possibly a misinterpretation of
Chamaeleon’s words who provide only the theme for the poem criticising Homer, while the
other only says the Stesichorus censured Hesiod. ** According to this view, there was only
one, effective, Palinode, as our earliest sources suggest, that revised the traditional version
thoroughly, and that made Helen stay in Sparta while Paris took a phantom with him in the
ships, and over which the war of Troy was fought.

Woodbury considers the possibility that the two poems the commentator speaks of
may in fact be the Helen and the Palinode.*”” The first would be a defamatory song that
nevertheless deviated from Homer is some aspects, and the second would be the
recantation. Although Woodbury fails to convince that Chamaeleon’s authority should be
discredited, he may be right in considering that the two “palinodes” are in fact Helen and
“the” Palinode. The Palinode would therefore describe how Helen never left Sparta with Paris,
thus exculpating her. The emphasis on line 2 of fr. 91a F: o0&’ Tkeo népyaua Tpoiac implies
a former account where Helen did arrive at Troy. This may be a reference to the traditional
version of the myth, an allusion to another work of Stesichorus (for example, the Sack of
Troy), or a reminiscence of what was told in the Helen.

In the hopes of reconciling the three different outcomes for Helen (leaving Sparta
with Paris and reaching Troy; eloping with Paris but being stopped in Egypt by Proteus;
never leaving Sparta but being taken to Egypt by some deity), some scholars argued that
the Palinode included both versions of the journeys of Tyndareus’ daughter. Bowie put
forward the hypothesis that the poem known as the Palinode could have had two
beginnings, or two prooemia.*”® This can explain the existence of two invocations to the
Muses, one taking place in the beginning which would censure Homer, and the other later

on retracting from Hesiod’s account.®” This hypothesis is compatible with the testimony of

hardly classify as a recantation, since the version of Stesichorus would not have included a previous one closer
to the Hesiodic version.

%% Davies and Finglass 2014: 316-17.

7 Woodbury 1967 is generally held as the reference study for this issue, but see, before him, Sisti 1965: 301.
This hypothesis have been accepted, followed, and complemented by Farina 1968; Gerber 1970: 149-51; Adrados
1978: 283-7; Austin 1994; Bowie 1993; Ercoles 2013: 309-26; Davies and Finglass 2014: 314-6.

% Bowie 1993: 24; Willi 2008: 112 favours this hypothesis.

2 See also Ercoles 2013: 309, which relates this hypothesis with the testimony of Conon in Ta30(a) Ercoles,
which mentions the Guvor composed by Stesichorus at the request of Helen. The hypothesis of the two
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Isocrates, according to which the defamatory song and the Palinode took place in two
different occasions, as seen above, and also with fr. 90 F, if we consider the Palinodes as
sections and not as independent compositions. However, the hypothesis of the first
opening as part of the Helen and the second as part of the Palinode, remains possible, if not
likely.

The idea of the two prooemia allowed some scholars to revisit Blomfield’s suggestion
that that the Helen and the Palinode were the same poem, even after the publication of
fr. 90 F.*° The most satisfying argument for such a reading is the one provided by Kelly,
who argues that fr. 90 F. does not imply the existence of two poems, but of two invocations
opening two hymnodic sections that belonged to the same poem. The first section,
generally ascribed to the Helen, was more defamatory, while the second part, in an
apologetic tone, would deny the previous account and propose an alternative version,
known as the Palinode.”' The scholars in favour of this hypothesis suggest that the first part
of the poem would begin with the first invocation to the Muses provided by fr. 90 F. and
would include the story of Tyndareus’ oath, the wooing of Helen, and the betrayal of
Menelaus; and the second would focus on the recantation of the elopement, saying that
Helen was not seduced by Paris. This is similar in terms of content to what suggested the
supporters of the hypothesis of only one Palinode. The problem with this view is that it
assumes that the Helen and the Palinode were not independent compositions, which is
problematic as seen above, not to mention fr. 90 F.

Be that as it may, supporters of this view have argued that the change in the course

of the poem where Helen, instead of being taken by Paris, remains in Sparta, would be

beginnings is partially influenced by Aristides’ words (see Baudy 2001), according to which it was a known
practice of Stesichorus to compose more than one preface in his works: fr. 296 F.: uéteiut & €@’ €repov
npooiptov katd Ztncixopov. “I shall now move over to the next preface like Stesichorus”. In the sequence of
this reference to this Stesichorean mannerism, Aristides criticises his opponents. The multiple prefaces
introducing some sort of criticism of distinct views would thus replicate the structure of Stesichorus’ Palinode.
These two prooemia would first blamed Homer and then Hesiod, but not necessarily naming them.

80 Kannicht 1969; Bertini 1970; Sider 1989.

! The existence of two titles for the same composition is a phenomenon observed elsewhere in the works of
Stesichorus, and thus should not be dismissed on those grounds. Stesichorus’ poem on the sack of Troy was
more widely known by the title Sack of Troy, but fr. 99 F. presents the alternative title Horse (perhaps Trojan or
Wooden), thus West 1971b: 264. Page 1973: 64 argues for the existence of two poems on the sack of Troy, a
suggestion rejected by Davies and Finglass 2014: 406 n. 48 on the grounds that such a “hypothesis thus requires
us to suppose two poems by Stesichorus on exactly the same subject”. See also the last page of Haslam 1974.
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operated by means of a persona narrative®” in which the story of the poet’s blindness and
its recovery (frr. 91a-g F.) would have been be told to justify the alternative version and
to postulate its poetic authority,”® derived from the intervention of Helen herself
demanding a revision of the events (frr. 91c-g F.). This suggestion seems more appropriate
to the context than the view put forward by Bowra, according to whom the poet needed to
alter his version to please a Spartan audience.”® While there is a good chance that
Stesichorus performed in Sparta, it seems rather unlikely that he offended Helen, a goddess
for Spartans, when there were other poems, certainly familiar to this audience, that
provided a similar defamatory account of Helen.®” It seems, therefore, preferable to
consider that this new version of the myth of Helen was motivated only by Stesichorus’ will
to provide a different account of this widely known myth. However, a Spartan (or Doric)
audience would be perhaps more open to accept a godlike intervention of Helen, qua
goddess, in her ability to struck someone blind and cure them.**

The agency of Helen as a goddess is therefore a mere prop used by the poet to justify
his alternative versions of the events. This scene would be required by the fact that a radical
change in the canonical version could lead to the discrediting of the poet, particularly when
he defies the truth of the epic version.®”” After the presentation of the reasons that led him

to alter the traditional narrative, Stesichorus would have proceeded to tell how Helen

2 Sider, with Blomfield, argued that the blindness of Stesichorus should be understood “as an act of theatre
in which Stesichorus himself performed as if unable to see” (Sider 1989: 430). Carreusco 2017: -esp. 180-183,
also argues that the encounter of Stesichorus and Helen must have been told in the poem as a factor of
attesting poetic authority, in the same way as Hesiod and the Muses in or Sappho’s Aphrodite (fr. 1 Voigt).
Helen comes to Stesichorus with a version which contradicts the Homeric epic. On the other hand, Finglass
(forthcoming a) correctly points out the risk in assuming such personal references in a surviving work of
Stesichorus, whose style was closer to the epic, and thus had the tendency to hide the persona of the narrator.
However, the address to Helen, in the quotation of Plato, seems to allow a more personal kind of narrative, on
which see Kelly 2007: 2-11. For the use of ‘I’ in epic see Griffith 1983: 37-65. For a general account of the poetic
T in lyric, see Slings 1990: 1-30.

% On the issue of poetic authority in the context of the Palinode, see besides Sider ibid., Bowie 1993: 24-5; Kelly
2007:11-12; Torre 2007:66-67; Boedeker 2012: 67; Davies and Finglass 2014: 306-7. Morrison 2007: 80-81 draws
attention to the Muses as a means to authenticate the new version.

' Bowra 1934: 116-8.

% Thus Bowie 1993: 25.

% The worship of Helen as a goddess (on which see Edmunds 2016: 162-186) was not restricted to Sparta, but
it was indeed a general practice in the Doric communities across the Greek world. See Rozokoki 2014: 202 for
a criticism of Grossard’s interpretation of Stesichorus’ Palinode as a dichotomy between Panhellenic versus
epichoric traditions. See also Beecroft 2006 for a study of the tension between Panhellenic and epichoric
traditions in Stesichorus.

7 Bowie 1993: 25-27; Torre 2007: 66-7.

171



never embarked in the ships of Paris but was instead taken to Egypt where she spent the
ten years of war, and how she was recovered by Menelaus, presumably after the visit of
Demophon in search of his grandmother Aethra.

If a persona narrative should be considered, i.e. a narrative where the poet speaks in
the first person and about events occurred to him - and the address to Helen implied in

%% it should have included, probably after the invocation to

fr.91a F. seems to suggest so -,
the Muses, the poet’s explanation for his blindness, and its solution. At this point he would
start the recantation.*® If so, it is perhaps better to assume that the Palinode, containing an
address to the Muses and a direct appeal to Helen, was an independent poem, retracting
from the previous more defamatory account, rather than a part of a longer one.**

Every suggestion offers its own problems; none is entirely satisfactory.
Our knowledge of the contents of the poem is limited and the sources are not always helpful
or fully reliable. Nevertheless, we can safely say that the Palinode elaborated on an
alternative journey for Helen, and this is what is significant for our purposes.®*!

This alternative journey of Helen does not implicate her alone. In fact, Stesichorus seems

to have taken this opportunity to add new characters in a detour to Egypt who are not

% Calame 2015: 264-69, on poetic authority and truth. Cf. e.g. Pi. 0. 1. 25-55, where the poet first points out in
general terms the countless lies perpetrated in the stories as an introduction to the alternative version he is
about to present regarding the story of Pelops, whom he addresses in the first person. This alternative version
has Pelops being taken by Poseidon to the Olympus, thus surviving and avoiding the horrifying cannibalistic
episode in the traditional narrative. Pindar does so, he says, because he does wish to offend the gods by calling
them cannibals, and adds, for the slanderous there are seldom profit. The fact that this story speaks of poetic
truths and lies, slanderous versions told by the poets, and even divine intervention that materializes in a god
taking the relevant character for a safe place, is remarkably close to what we know of outline of the Palinode.
% See, e.g. the invocation to the Muses ascribed to the Oresteia (fr. 172 F.). The retraction can refer to a previous
composition (e.g. Hes. Op. 11-12), or to a change in the course of the present poem, see Kelly 2007: 9-10.

0 See, however, Pi. 0. 1. 25-50.

I Wright 2005: 101: “There is still no good reason, then, to think that the Palinode described a phantom-Helen
or Helen’s sojourn to Egypt. If we discount the plot-summary of fragment 193 [fr. 90 F.], certain facts remain
there which have seemed to shed some light on the content of the Palinode. However, these facts are too highly
suspect”. Apart from discounting, quite lightly, the testimony of fr. 90 F. (p. 100-01), Wright (p. 104-10) casts
doubt on the validity of Phaedrus’ quotation of the Palinode, arguing that Plato is often caught misquoting the
works of the poets for argumentative purposes and thus may have adulterated the quotation of Stesichorus,
something Lefkowitz 1981: 32 had highlighted (see p. 105, and, for bibliography, 105 n.136). Wright argues that
the testimony of Isocrates is the true one, and that it shows that Stesichorus’ blasphemy was to make Helen a
mortal and not a goddess (pp. 108-9), on the basis of what follows Isocrates’ discourse. The implication of such
assumption is that we are left with no content for Stesichorus’ Palinode whatsoever. It is important to keep in
mind the nature and reliability of our sources of the Palinode, but Wright’s intention to dismiss all of them is
unconvincing, particularly in what concerns fr. 90 F. For a study of the structure of the Phaedrus and the
importance of the Palinode in the context of this dialogue see Demos 1997; Halliwell 2000; Rozokoki 2010;
Campos 2016.
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traditionally associated with this region: Demophon and Calchas. In what follows, I will
address the possible meanings for such innovations.

We cannot move forward in this discussion of an alternative journey of Helen without
addressing the motif of the eidolon and its implications to the narrative as a false and
deceptive element.**? Despite the considerable fame of the Stesichorean eidolon of Helen in
modern scholarship, it must be said that very few sources attest it. The earliest account for
Stesichorus’ version of the eidolon is provided by Plato in his Republic 9.586¢ (= fr. 91b F.):

70 thic ‘EAévnc €idwlov OO tdhv év Tpoian Ttncixopdc @net yevéchot
TEpLUaxnToV dyvolat tod dAndodc
Just as, according to Stesichorus, the eidolon of Helen was fought over in Troy, in

ignorance of the truth.

The same content is also found in Aristides (Or. 2.234 and 1.128)** even if it adds
nothing to Plato’s testimony. There are later testimonies where the details of the sojourn
of Helen in Egypt with Proteus survive.*** Fr. 90. 13-5F., as seen above, confirms the version

of Helen’s eidolon and her sojourn with Proteus:

t0[c 8]€ @ncliv 6] Ztncixopolc
70 pev g[idwAo]v ENBei[v eic
Tpoiav, thv & EAévny ntfapa

15 o Mpwrtel katapeiv[ar

Stesichorus
himself says that the image went to
Troy, and Helen stayed

15 with Proteus.

Fr. 90 F. provides two important details: it mentions the eidolon and enlightens us on

the whereabouts of Helen during the war. Let us first focus on the eidolon. The eidolon motif,

2 For a general survey on the uses of the eidolon, in particular when applied to the images of the dead, see
Vernant 1993: 29-35.

 1.128: wcmep TdOV moT®dV @act tivec tov AAEEavdpov thic ‘EAévnc 1O eldwlov AaPeiv, avthv 8¢ ov
duvnBijvat: “some poets say Alexander took Helen’s eidolon but could not take her”; 2.234: Gcrep oi Ztnciyxopov
Tpdec ol to tfic EAévnc eldwlov Exovtec e avthv: “as the Trojans in Stesichorus, who have the eidolon of
Helen, convinced that it is Helen herself”.

“Fr. 90 F. dates between 150 BC and 100 AD Page 1963; Davies and Finglass 2014: 81, suggests an earlier rather
than later date. Fr. 91h F. postdates Aristides, since it is a scholium to his works, hence from after the second
century AD.
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as an episode where the real person is replaced by an image when he or she is safely
elsewhere, is not hard to find in Greek literature, but is applied in the story of Helen only
by Stesichorus and Euripides.*” There are many episodes paralleled by this particular story
of Helen, such as Heracles’ eidolon in the Underworld, while the real hero sits joyfully in
Olympus (0d. 11. 601-4). But perhaps it is more useful to look for parallels that may have
had a similar purpose in the narrative to the episode concerning Helen: scenes where a god
rescues one of his or her protégés, thus saving them from death.

In book 5 of the Iliad, Aeneas is in the imminence of dying in battle, but Apollo rescues
him, leaving in the battlefield an eidolon over which the Trojans and Greeks fight. This
image of the Greeks and Trojans fighting over an image - Guei & &p’ elddAwt Tpdec Kal
dTot Axatol / dfjovv GAAAAwY (5.449-53) - is strikingly similar to the idea expressed in fr.
91b. F. concerning Helen’s eidolon. However, the eidolon of Aeneas has a shorter duration.
The same can be said of Iphimede/Iphigenia in the Catalogue of Women, where Artemis
replaces Iphimede by an eidolon, thus saving her from sacrifice (fr. [Hes.] fr. 23a.17-26 M-
W), a version adopted by Euripides in his Iphigenia at Tauris.**°

The eidola in these episodes, as in the Palinode, allow the narrative to proceed on two
distinct but parallel paths. The narrative is left unaltered, while another path is created.
This allows the poet to explore new meanings and new settings. We do not know how
Stesichorus arranged the motif of the eidolon within his narrative. It is likely, as seen above,
that the image was a produce of the gods, since it is unlikely that Helen had travelled to
Egypt with Paris. Therefore, the image appeared in Sparta, so that it could be taken by Paris,
ignorant of the fact that he was taking a hologram with him and not the real Helen. If this
is true, how could Helen have reached Egypt? Stesichorus may have applied the same
principle as Euripides in his Helen, where the eidolon is created by Hera, while the real Helen
is taken by Hermes through the air to Egypt.*’ This is similar to the episode of Iphigenia
being rescued by Artemis in the moment of the sacrifice. If Stesichorus used the motif of
the eidolon, which seems to be true, it is likely that the transportation of the real Helen to

Egypt was performed by a god. Such an intervention is validated when seen in parallel with

> On the typology of the eidolon motif see Kannicht 1969: 33-38.

¢ For the antecedents of the rescue of Iphigenia, see Kyriadou 2006: 16-30; Parker 2016: xix-xxx; further
Chapter IV pp. 199-204.

7 E. Hel. 31-55. Hermes also accompanies Europa in her sea journey (see e.g. Attic black-figure amphora 500-
490 BC, in Boston; Robertson 1988: §31 and further §57 and §74.
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another, otherwise unknown, episode of the destination of an important female character
of the Trojan War in Stesichorus (and indeed Euripides): Hecuba.

Although not involving an eidolon, Hecuba’s rescue by Apollo in the Sack of Troy shares
details with these scenes of divine intervention to save a protégé. As seen in the previous
chapter, Hecuba is rescued by Apollo and taken to Lycia (fr. 109 F.) in the sequence of the
sack of her city. I have argued that her rescue, in contrast to the alternative versions in
which she metamorphoses into a she-dog, maintains her dignity and nobility as Queen of
Troy. Moreover, Lycia is commonly known to be an ally of Troy and a land of incredible
wealth, an image similar to that of Egypt, the place where Helen was taken to spend the ten
years of war.

That Helen spent the time of the war with Proteus in Egypt is the unanimous account
of the versions that do not have Helen eloping or being taken to Troy. Unfortunately, we
know little of how Stesichorus treated this sojourn of hers. Fr. 91h F., the other source to
mention Proteus in association with Helen in Egypt, tells the story present in fr. 90 F., the

other reliable source elaborating on this topic, but adds further details:

AC Ztnciyopoc v tit motrcet Aéyet wc nprakwc trv EAévnv AAE€avdpoc, kal did
Tiic ddpov £pxdpevoc, denipédn pev tavtny mapd Mpwtéwc, EAafe 8¢ ap” avtod
€V ivaKL 0 €I0wAOV alTHC Yeypapuévoy.

Stesichorus in his poetry says that when Alexander had taken Helen and was sailing past

Pharos, Proteus robbed her from him, and Alexander took with him a pinax with her

image painted on it.

The scholium, unlike fr. 90 F., attributes to Stesichorus the version according to
which Helen leaves Sparta but, when passing by Pharos, is taken from Paris by Proteus, who
gives Paris a picture instead. As argued above, such a version is unlikely to be part of a
Palinode, since it maintains Helen elopement, and substitutes the eidolon, for an image,

perhaps in a rationalization of the earlier version,**®

since the passage on which the
scholiast is commenting refers to the eidolon of Helen.*® The version told by the scholiast,
however, is similar to the story presented by Herodotus (2. 112-120), the earliest source,

besides Stesichorus, to have Helen staying in Egypt during the Trojan war. Herodotus

“* T owe the suggestion to Carlos de Jesus.

° Arist. Or. 1.128. Aristides mentions the eidolon again in 2.234. Note the similarity between Aristides’ words
and Plato’s in the Republic (fr. 91b. F.). This led scholars to believe that the passage of Aristides derives from
Plato rather than from direct knowledge of Stesichorus (thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 341).
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eliminates the episode of the eidolon and instead has the Trojan prince to come back to Troy
empty-handed. The Greeks fail to believe this story and pursue the war that ultimately led
to the sack, which eventually proved that Helen was not in Troy after all, but safely in Egypt.

In fact, Helen’s presence in Egypt had a long tradition. Egypt is associated with the
nostoi of the Greeks in the aftermath of the Trojan War since the Odyssey. In this poem, we
are told of the stop of Helen and Menelaus in the land of the Nile, from where they bring
luxurious gifts (4.125-27; 131-2), and analgesic drugs to ease pain, wrath and similar
conditions (4.220-234). Homer made Menelaus and Helen spend twenty days in Egypt,
waiting for more favourable winds to bring them back home (4. 351-62). Homer’s Egypt is a
land of mystery, magic, wisdom; but it is also a wealthy and splendid place. It is a distant
land which nevertheless attracts Greek attention for his marvels. Menelaus’ sojourn in the
Nile for twenty days suggests that Egypt was no longer a distant unknown land for the
Greeks. Quite on the contrary, his stay there with Helen, and the hospitality they found,
implies a closer Egypt; a place which was not only a mystery, but also a refuge, a “necessary
stop in the journeys from Greece to Troy and vice-versa”.**

This image of Egypt as a stop for sailors and travellers crossing the sea from Troy to
Greece in their return is maintained in Stesichorus’ Palinode. Most scholarship on fr. 90 F.
focuses on its first 10 lines. However, important details in the following lines elucidate
other aspects regarding the centrality of Egypt in the poem, and indeed the nostoi
narratives.

In lines 20-25 of fr. 90 F. Stesichorus includes Demophon among the warriors who are
driven off to far-off lands, in the case, Egypt. The commentator introduces this information
to illustrate one of the many innovative aspects of Stesichorus’ poetry. Demophon and
Acamas are among the Achaeans in the Epic Cycle, although their greatest achievement
there is the rescue of their grandmother Aethra.”! Stesichorus’ Sack of Troy depicted this
episode (fr. 105 F.), thus attesting that throughout the 6™ century Theseus and his sons

make their way into episodes of the Trojan Cycle, and suggesting an Attic effort to “enhance

%% Rodrigues 2004: 482.

%1 Cf. Stesichorus’ Sack of Troy (fr. 105 F.), but also in the epics Iliou Persis (fr. 6, arg. 4) and Little Iliad (fr. 17).
West 2013: 241 points out that “the recovery of Aithra was the only point of Akamas’ and Demophon’s presence
at Troy. There is nothing to suggest that they did anything else.” For the rescue of Aethra in Stesichorus’ Sack
of Troy see above pp. 122. However, West notes that the presence within the Trojan cycle is “unlikely to go back
to the 7" century BC”, since the references to Aethra and Theseus in the Iliad (3.114 and 1.265, respectively)
are likely to be interpolations; see above n. 480.

176



its mythological prestige” by including their most famous hero among the Trojan
warriors.®* However, it is also possible that the presence of Theseus and his family in
Stesichorus’ poems reflect either a poetic effort to please his audience, thus suggesting his
presence in Athens, or that the Attic myths were less epichoric than we may have thought,
having rather a panhellenic appeal which made elements associated with this region to
penetrate in the tradition in an earlier stage.®® The presence of these Athenian family
members also brings into question the traditional view of the Palinode as a pro-Spartan
composition. As a matter of fact, the information provided by fr. 90 F., shows a mixture of
provenances and genealogical elements, that enhance the ethnic and genealogical diversity
of the Achaean heroes.

Stesichorus’ Palinode extends the presence of Theseus’ sons and their importance in
the overall expedition to Troy. If the Epic Cycle and Stesichorus’ Sack of Troy offered a
circumscribed role to the grandsons of Aethra, in the Palinode the poet presents a different
treatment, inasmuch as it includes one of them, Demophon, in the tales of the nostoi and in
a stop-off: Egypt. Apart from this, in the Palinode Demophon does not travel with his usual
companion and brother Acamas, but with someone else.

Acamas, however, is mentioned in the fragment, but in a rather different
circumstance. After mentioning Demophon, the anonymous commentator elaborates on
the lineage of Theseus’ sons. We are told that Demophon is son of lope, niece of Heracles,
and Acamas had Phaedra as his mother. Theseus has another son by Antiope, probably
Hippolytus. Finglass suggests that this catalogue is intended to place Theseus’ copious love
conquests in direct contrast to Helen’s virtue implied in the Palinode, which, in turn, is the
opposite of the woman of many husbands depicted in the Helen.** Such opposition would
enhance Helen’s chastity particularly since in the poem which the Palinode is intended to
recant, Helen would have been part of such a catalogue of Theseus’ lovers, indeed bearing
him a child. We may then ask if this reference to the lovers of Theseus and the resulting

offspring was supposed to stress Helen’s absence, thus subtly recanting the Athenian

%? Thus Finglass 2013b: 38.

**Thus Finglass (forthcoming); Finglass 2013b: 47. n. 108; Bowie 2015. [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.13 is taken by Burkert
1987: 52 as a testimony that professional poets performed in Athens in the sixth century BC.

! Finglass 2013b: 47: “Helen’s virtue would thus become more prominente when set alongside Theseus’ laxer
morality. The Helen united the pair in shameful sexual conduct; the Palinode(s) distinguished chaste woman
from promiscuous man.” In the same piece, Finglass elaborates on the problems of the text.
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abduction of Helen.®® The “Catalogue of Theseus’ Wives”, in lines 21-5 of fr. 90 F., is also
relevant in the context of the Palinode as it encapsulates the travels of Theseus, which most
often result in a scene of abduction: a discrete way of mimicking the purpose of Menelaus’
(and indeed the Greeks’) travel that is the main topic. A reference to Theseus’ expertise in
far-off journeys and encounters with “barbarians” may have legitimized the same ability
in one of his sons.

Such a recognition would be required since Demophon’s travelling record was rather
confined to Troy before Stesichorus. Later sources tell of his passage to Thrace on his return
from Troy, and the subsequent stop at Cyprus (Aeschines 2.31). However, this may be
connected to the Athenian colonial presence in Thrace,”® as it is the case for several

%7 We may therefore see in

Athenian foundations in the Troad credited to Acamas.
Demophon’s presence in Egypt a sign of the Athenian interest in the region.

The fact that Demophon travels not with his brother, but with the Thestorids,
presents serious problems, not only because the text is corrupt,®® but more importantly
because it means that Demophon is accompanied by more than one Thestorid. The most
famous Thestorid, Calchas, is in fact a well-travelled hero in the context of the Nostoi, to
whom many foundations are associated,”’ but who nevertheless is not otherwise known to
have visited Egypt. Calchas’ divinatory powers could have played a part in their encounter
with Helen in Egypt, facilitating the recognition, predicting Menelaus’ soon arrival.®® But
a problem remains: the fragment refers to more than one Thestorid. A dubious source does
say that Calchas had Theoclymenus as a brother,* but this is probably a result of

corruption. With no brothers to be found for Calchas, there are two options: either

Stesichorus mentioned an otherwise unknown brother for Calchas, or he is referring to one

%% Bowra 1963: 245, who argues for the existence of two Palinodes on the theme of Helen, suggests that the
hypothetical censure of Hesiod may have been related to his version of Helen’s abduction by Theseus.

%¢ Parker 1996: 86.

%7 Thus Finglass 2013b: 39.

**The identity of Demophon’s companions is seriously damaged. There are three hypothesis 8ec[top1]d®v, the
sons of Thestor, Oec[mald®v Thespiadae, the children of Heracles by the daughters of Thespius, and
Bec[t1a]6®v the sons of Thestius. Of these the first seems best, since it involves Chalchas, a well-travelled hero
in the Nostoi. Thus Finglass 2013b: 43; D’Alessio 2013: 36.

%% In the Nostoi (arg. 2) Calchas returns from Troy in the company of Leonteus and Polypoetes. He is oikistes of
Colophon in Lycophron Alex. 424-38 (see also £ Hom. Od. 13.259 = 1I 570.16-19 Dindorf). His devination
competition with Mopsus is said to have occurred in a myriad of places in Asia Minor ([Hes.] fr. 278 M-W; Pher.
Ath. fr. 142 EGM; S. fr. 180 TrGF; Apollod. Ep. 2.6; Conon FGrHist 26 F 1.VI).

% Thus Finglass 2013b: 43.

%! Hyg. Fab. 128; see also Johnston 2008: 110.
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or both of his sisters, as D’Alessio suggests.®* Calchas’ sisters Theonoe and Leucippe are
known from their wanderings in the sequence of the former’s abduction by pirates. In the
sequence of this, her father and sister depart in search for her, much like Cadmus did when
Europa disappeared. They succeed and bring her back home. The story of Theonoe,
therefore, would be similar to that of the innocent and chaste Helen in the Palinode. She too
was taken from her home against her will. She too will be rescued by her family and brought
back home. She too faces the menace of the king’s desire for her, if indeed Stesichorus’
account described the son of Proteus’ plans to marry Helen, as Euripides does in his Helen.
The coincidence of the names of Calchas’ sister and the daughter of Proteus and prophetess
in Euripides’ Helen should also be stressed. In a poem which rewrites the map of Helen’s
journeys it would have been interesting to have a female counterpart with a similar story.

In the story of Demophon and the Thestorids we have the representation of Egypt as
a short-term sojourn, a place of passage. This idea of Egypt may parallel the above-
mentioned Athenian interest in the Nile. Their passage via Egypt in the Palinode opens the
region to other Greek communities, and by doing that renders it a more familiar place.
Archaeological finds at Naucratis provide evidence for a Greek presence at the Nile delta at
least from 620 BC,** and attest the popularity of this emporion®* in several other Greek cities

or regions which by the seventh century BC were expanding.®® Naucratis was, then, a quasi-

2 D’Alessio 2013: 36-7.

* Thus Boardman 1999: 121. Von Bissing argues for a later foundation, in the reign of Psammetichos II that
reigned from 595-589 BC, since he finds no references to an earlier king. However, the presence of Greek
mercenaries, traders and settlers in Egypt can be pushed further back to the seventh century. An inscription
at Abu Simbel Meiggs and Lewis 1989: §7(4); SEG 12; SEG 43 1102 shows a host of Greek mercenaries whose
commander was probably a second-generation Greek mercenary bearing an Egyptian name, Psammetichos,
son of Theokles (see Lloyd 1975: 14-38). The inscription predates the foundation of the Hellenion at Naukratis
by twenty years. Their self-representation as alloglossoi implies the assimilation of the Egyptian perspective
towards the Greeks, this mutual awareness of the other was determinant to Amasis’ treatment of the Greek
settlement at Naucratis. Furthermore, Greek pottery findings attest with a certain degree of certainty a Greek
presence in Naucratis before the sixth century BC (see Malkin 2011: 82-84). For the archaeological findings in
Naucratis see Boardman 1999: 121-128; Jenkins 2001.

*“For the organization of emporia see Horden and Purcell 2000: 395-400; Reed 2004: 34-42.

% The importance of Naucratis in the Greek trading network is evident from the existence of several temples
dedicated to Greek gods and by the pottery findings from several Greek cities. Furthermore, the relevance of
prophecies in exile narratives in the context of a world in movement is also noteworthy. The importance of a
settlement such as Naucratis was noted above, particularly in what concerns its place within the convergence
between Greeks and their relations with non-Greeks and the extension of this model to other places in the
Mediterranean. Finally, it is worth mentioning the attention given by Malkin to the meaning of myth to the
understanding of Greek network, especially a myth as central to Greek culture as the Trojan Cycle.
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panhellenic trading city where the Greeks had established good diplomatic relations.**
By making Helen stay in Egypt during the ten years of war, Stesichorus makes Egypt a place
of permanence (for the Greeks) rather than a place of mere passage. This is significant when
seen in parallel with the construction of the Hellenion in Naucratis in the 6™ century BC,
or perhaps even the seventh.

The Palinode is thus about much more than Helen’s exculpation. In this poem,
Stesichorus includes new characters on familiar routes. He widens the map of the nostoi of
the Greeks, as he explores Egypt’s potential as a friendly, wealthy and welcoming place.
More than just restoring the virtue of Helen, Stesichorus renovates the image of Egypt,

which is no more a mysterious, distant place, but rather a part of the Greek world network.

% For the Greek presence in Naucratis, see Braun 1982 and Boardman 2006.
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CHAPTER IV

EXILE

In this chapter, we focus on the two poems dealing with the motif of exile, the Oresteia
and the Thebais. Both poems seem to have had considerable impact in later versions of the
myths in what concerns the shaping of the characters and some details of the stories.
The strong-mindedness of the tragic Jocasta may trace back to Stesichorus’ Theban Queen.
Some aspects of the tragic accounts of Orestes’ revenge are said to have a Stesichorean
precedence, such as the use of the bow of Apollo, and the recognition of the siblings by the
lock of hair. Overall, these are the poems from which we can perceive more clearly
Stesichorus’ proto-tragic elements: his attention to the psychology of the female

characters, their relevance to the narrative, and tense moments of suspense.

1 THE ORESTEIA

The Oresteia is perhaps the best surviving example of the place of Stesichorus’ poetry
as a link between epic and tragedy. The innovations attributed to his version of the myth
of Orestes (fr. 181 F.) illustrate his contribution to the shape of the story later found in the
tragedians. The myth of Orestes and the abhorrent fate of the House of Atreus is one of
the most prolific themes of surviving Greek tragedy, presented sometimes in more than
one play by the three major tragedians. Although these versions of the myth deserved
scholarly attention, their epic and lyric precedents are considerably less discussed.
This may be because the most prestigious antecedent of the myth - Homer’s Odyssey - is
silent regarding the matricide performed by Orestes, which is the focus of the plays on the
theme by the three tragedians. However, the antecedents of the story of Orestes in epic and
lyric deserve a closer look since they provide the essential background of the story; the
episodes that led to the matricide by Orestes and his subsequent persecution by the Erinys.
Therefore, before studying in detail the contributions of Stesichorus to the myth of Orestes,
we should take a brief look at the versions presented by previous authors.

As said above, the earliest appearance of the myth of Orestes is to be found in Homer’s
Odyssey, since in the Iliad there is no mention of stasis within the family of Agamemnon, nor

even to what is sometimes regarded as the reason for Clytemnestra’s revenge against her
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husband: the sacrifice of Iphigenia.*” The events concerning the death of Agamemnon and
the revenge of Orestes are told on several occasions in the Odyssey, although never from
beginning to end and emphasising each time different aspects of the story depending on
its relevance to the economy of the narrative.

The general outline of the story, however, can be summarized thus: Agamemnon
departs to Troy leaving his wife entrusted to the bard of the house at Mycenae (3.254-
275; 9.452-461). Aegisthus, seeing in Agamemnon’s absence an opportunity to seize power,
tries to seduce Clytemnestra, who at first rejects him, but eventually capitulates (3.254-75).
Anticipating the imminent return of the victorious Agamemnon, Aegisthus places a guard
by the shore of the Argolid, where the fleet of Agamemnon is driven by the winds (4.512-
28). Once Agamemnon returns, Aegisthus receives him with a sumptuous feast at which
the king of Mycenae is to meet his fate together with his companions (4. 529-39; 9.409-30;
11. 405-34; 14. 96-97). In the sequence of the slaughter of Agamemnon, Clytemnestra kills
Cassandra and refuses to provide a proper funeral for her deceased husband or for his
concubine (4.422-5). Aegisthus assumes the rule over Agamemnon’s kingdom and remains
in power until the return of Orestes from exile, eight years after the murder of Agamemnon
(3.303-10). Orestes kills Aegisthus and offers a proper funeral to him and Clytemnestra
(3.258), although we are never told how Clytemnestra died, since in the Odyssey there is no
reference to the matricide.

As noted long ago, the version of the myth of Orestes in the Odyssey is used on two
different occasions and serves as a parallel and an antithesis to the story of both Odysseus
and Telemachus.*®® Orestes functions as an exemplum to Telemachus of a dedicated son who

avenges his father.*” In turn, when told by Agamemnon in book 11, the myth is modelled

7 In Hom. IL 2.299-332 Odysseus narrates the gathering of the Greeks in Aulis. Although he refers to sacrifices
dedicated to the gods and to a portent in which a serpent devoured the innocent chicks of a sparrow before the
eyes of their helpless mother, no direct reference to the sacrifice of Agamemnon’s daughter is made. In fact,
Iphigenia is absent from the Homeric accounts: she is not listed among Agamemnon’s daughters at Il. 9.145
and 287. Her attempted sacrifice, however, was described in the Cypria and in the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women
(see below).

%* On the myth of the Atreids in the Odyssey, see D’Arms and Hulley 1946; Holscher 1967; Lesky 1967; West 1988:
60; Marks 2008.

% Thus, e.g., Maingon 1978: 245 “In the Odyssey the theme of Orestes as the avenger of his father’s murder is
introduced into the complex design of the narrative as a foil to the dominant plot of the Telemacheia in books
I-1V”.

182



to highlight the differences of Clytemnestra and Penelope, and the analogy between
Aegisthus and the suitors.*”

For the most part, the story of the death of Agamemnon and the revenge of Orestes
is told in the first four books of the Odyssey. Precisely because the story of Orestes stands as
a model for Telemachus’ task of protecting and possibly avenging the house of his father,
no mention to the matricide nor to Orestes’ subsequent sufferings is made. The story
of Orestes is focused on his role as the glorious avenger of his father (e.g. 1.298; 3. 254-306).
Furthermore, as the Assembly of the gods with which the poem starts shows,
the responsible party for the murder of Agamemnon, within the Telemachy, is Aegisthus.

Only in the speech of Agamemnon do we learn that Clytemnestra had a more active
role in the killing (11.405-34). But here the story serves another purpose. If in the first four
books of the Odyssey the story served to encourage Telemachus to act, in book 11, the tale
of Agamemnon is directed to Odysseus as a warning of what he may find upon his return
home, which ultimately serves to delineate the oppositions between Clytemnestra and
Penelope.

While Homer is silent regarding the main faults among the house of Agamemnon,
two poems of the Epic Cycle deal with some of these episodes. The Cypria (arg. 8 GEF) stands
as one of the earliest sources for the sacrifice of Iphigenia. When the Greeks were gathered
at Aulis, Agamemnon killed a deer. Artemis, angry, prevents them from sailing to Troy.
Calchas advises Agamemnon to sacrifice Iphigenia to Artemis in the hopes of appeasing the
goddess and obtain her favour. They then elaborate the plan to lure Iphigenia to Aulis
under the pretext of a supposed marriage to Achilles. The girl is then brought to Aulis only
to find herself not as abride, but as a victim of a sacrifice to be performed by her own father.
The goddess intervenes at the last moment and rescues the girl, translating her to the
Taurians (arg. 8 GEF) and making her immortal.”” Iphigenia, it turns out, was not sacrificed,

as seems to have been the case in most of the accounts of the episode in tragedy.

7 Also, Neschke 1986: 289 “C’est celui d'utiliser le récit des Atrides comme contrast du récit principal pour
mettre en relief les paralléles et les oppositions entre le sort des personages de chaque récit et en particulier
du protagonist Ulysses avec Agamemnon”.

! For more details on the episode within the context of the Cypria, see Currie 2015: 241 who draws attention
to the parallels of this episode and Iliad 1. Currie argues that the episode of the sacrifice of Iphigenia in the
Cypria may be the model for Euripides’ Iphigenia among the Taurians, but this is far from certain since we find a
similar version in the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women and in Stesichorus, as we shall see.
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The Nostoi offers some details on the myth of Orestes. This poem is particularly
interested in telling the stories of the Atreids’ returns, although it includes, as expected,
other nostoi,*”* such as Calchas’ and Neoptolemus’. The plot of the Nostoi would extend from
the departure from Troy to Menelaus’ arrival.””” This means that it covered at least eight
years, enough time to include Agamemnon’s murder and the return of Orestes to avenge
his father. The remains of the Nostoi concerning these episodes are minimal, but chances
are that the account was rather similar to what we knew from the Odyssey, in particular, the
story as told by Menelaus to Telemachus at 4. 530-37 (recalling the information provided
by Proteus) and by Agamemnon to Odysseus at 11. 409-34.

It is likely that in the Nostoi Agamemnon was killed by Aegisthus during a feast, as in
the Odyssey.” Aegisthus takes over the throne in Mycenae. Orestes, absent from Mycenae
in exile during the seven years that separate the death of his father and his return to avenge
his father, appears towards the end of the poem. No information reveals how the Nostoi
treated the return of Orestes. How was his appearance in Mycenae described? Did he use
some disguise? We do know, however, that, unlike what is told in the Odyssey, Orestes is
accompanied by Pylades (arg. 5 GEF). Fr. 11 GEF suggests a fight presumably between Orestes
and Aegisthus.””

The presence of Pylades as a companion of Orestes raises some problems since in the
Odyssey (3. 306), Orestes takes refuge in Athens after his father’s murder and not in Phocis,
the homeland of Pylades, as in later accounts. Either the Nostoi is following a different
version from that of the Odyssey, or the presence of Pylades is an error by Proclus. Since
fr. 11 GEF may be seen as further proof for Pylades’ role as an ally of Orestes, perhaps the
likeliest option is that the poet of the Nostoi placed Orestes’ exile in Phocis, rather than
Attica, as it is the case in the Catalogue of Women.

In fact, many of the elements presented in the Catalogue of Women are similar to the
events attested in the two poems of the Epic Cycle we have been discussing. From the

remaining fragments of the Catalogue, we know that the poet dealt with the sacrifice of

72 Cf. Bethe 1929: 263-83; West 2013: 244-250. Athenaeus refers to at least three parts of this poem as 1| t&v
Atperd®dv kdbodoc (F 3 and 12 West), which may mean that part of the poem was known as the Return of the
Atreids, as suggested by Bernabé, PEG 93. See further, West 2013: 244, n. 1.

¢ On the contents of the Nostoi in general, see the commentary of West 2013: 245-87, for the myth of Orestes
in particular, see pp. 282-4 and Danek 2015.

74 Cf. frr. 10 and 12 GEF.

> Thus West 2013: 283. Cf. the painting described by Pausanias (1.22.6) where, as Orestes murders Aegisthus,
Pylades was depicted killing the sons of Nauplius, Aegisthus’ allies.
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Iphigenia who is rescued by Artemis (fr. 23a. 13-27 M-W) and with the revenge of Orestes
(fr. 23a. 28-30 M-W). In the Catalogue, the daughter of Agamemnon sent to be sacrificed at
Aulis is not called Iphigenia but Iphimede. The name and indeed existence of Iphigenia as
the daughter of Agamemnon is problematic in the Iliad. Homer does not refer to the
sacrifice of Iphigenia at all. Agamemnon is said to have three daughters: Chrysothemis,
Laodike, and Iphianassa. No mention is made of Iphigenia, nor of Electra. However, there
are elements that may hint at a connection between Iphianassa and Iphigenia.

Iphianassa appears in the list of Agamemnon’s daughters, Iphigenia does not.
If Homer had in mind the sacrifice of the girl at Aulis, this absence is of course
understandable. However, the context of the appearance of Iphianassa as a possible wife
for Achilles alludes to the circumstances in which Iphigenia is taken to Aulis.”’® As we have
seen above, the excuse used to take Iphigenia to Aulis is a strategem that leads the girl to
believe that she will marry Achilles. It seems, therefore, that the absence of the sacrifice of

677

Iphigenia from the Iliad (and the Odyssey) reflects a poetic choice.””” It is also possible that
the fake wedding to Achilles is inspired in this episode of the Iliad. Therefore, it seems likely
that Iphianassa and Iphigenia refer to the same character. ® The case of Electra, on the
other hand, is more problematic. She appears in the Catalogue and in Xanthus, but apart
from that, does not seem to have had great relevance in the epic versions of the myth.

As to the revenge of Orestes, the Catalogue, contradicting the Odyssey, places Orestes’
exile in Phocis under Strophius’ protection, instead of Athens. Another relevant detail
presented by the Catalogue strengthens the association of Strophius and by extension
Pylades with Orestes. As noted by Sommerstein, fr. 194 M-W mentions an otherwise

unknown “sister of Agamemnon and Menelaus, named Anaxibia, who looks very much as

though she had been invented for the purpose of becoming the wife of Strophius”, *”° thus

%6 For parallels in the episodes of the Iliad and the episode of the sacrifice of Iphigenia in the Cypria, see
Bremmer 2002: 29, Parker 2016: xxi-xxii.

77 See further, Dowden 1989: 11-12. Note, however, £ A Il. 9. 145 Erbse: <XpucdBepiic kal Aaodikn kol Toidvacco>
811 00k 018 TNV Tapd Toic vewTépoic coayhv Teryeveiac, which seems to imply that the poet did not know the
story.

% I1. 9. 145; 247. On the possible etymological associations of Iphigenia and Iphianassa, see Nagy 1990: 143-201;
Palaima 2006: 58-62. Lucr. 1.85 prefers the names the sacrificed daughter of Agamemnon Iphianassa; Currie
2015: 291-2, esp. 292 n. 90.

¢ Sommerstein 2013: 141. In E. Or. 1233, Agamemnon is considered a relative of Pylades. Paus. 2.29.3 says that
the mother of Pylades was indeed called Anaxibia, but does not mention any familiar bond between her and
the Atreids.
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making the exile of Orestes among the Phocians a more natural and justified solution, as
opposed to the somewhat obscure circumstance of Orestes’ refuge in Athens.

Among the lyric poets, the only reference we have for the treatment of the myth of
Orestes before Stesichorus is to Xanthus, who is said to have treated this theme. In fact, one
of the few details we know about Xanthus is related to his Oresteia. Athenaeus tells us that,
according to Megaclides, Stesichorus adapted (napanenoinkev) many of Xanthus’ poems
(fr. 699 Campbell = Stes. fr. 171 F.) including his Oresteia. Of this poem, we only know that in
Xanthus’ poem (fr. 700), Electra was not the original name of the daughter of Agamemnon
and Clytemnestra. She was born Laodice, but because of the fact that she remained

unmarried, she was later called Electra (&Aektpoc).*®

This may be an attempt to maintain
the names of Agamemnon’s daughters as they appear in Homer. Note, however, that in
Hesiod fr. 23a.15 Electra is mentioned together with Iphimede/Iphigenia. Aelian puts this
information in a way which leads us to believe that Xanthus may have told of Electra’s
misfortune in the aftermath of Agamemnon’s death. This, in turn, may indicate, together
with the title of the poem itself, that Xanthus dealt with the revenge of Orestes in further
depth than Homer.

The earlier versions of the myth do not provide any details about the aftermath of
Orestes’ revenge, the central aspect of the myth later explored by the tragedians.
Stesichorus’ Oresteia seems to have focused on details otherwise ignored in earlier versions
known to us. Elements of the myth common to the later plays such as the dream of
Clytemnestra, the recognition of Orestes by Electra and the persecution by the Erinyes, are
found for the first time in Stesichorus, and are likely to be his innovations (fr. 181 F.).

Stesichorus’ Oresteia is said to have occupied at least two books in the Alexandrian
edition, like the Helen. As in that poem, the diegesis of the Oresteia seem to have extended
for a considerable time frame, possibly covering the events at Aulis (fr. 178 F.) to the
Orestes’ pursuit by the Erinyes (fr. 181.14-24.). It is likely that the central episode of the
poem was, contrarily to what seems to have been the case in the versions we have seen

above, the revenge of Orestes.

The opening of Stesichorus’ Oresteia (frr. 172-174 F.)

%% Cf. Finglass 2007a: 401-402 and Campbell 1991: 26-7.
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It has long been suggested that the quotations provided in the scholia to
Aristophanes’ Peace should all belong to the same poem of Stesichorus. Since fr. 173 F.
specifically mentions the Oresteia, editors have generally printed the three fragments under
this title.”®! These fragments offer a glimpse at the tone with which the poem began,
something which has puzzled the modern readers of Stesichorus. The lines of the three
fragments have elements that allow us to speculate on the type of song and occasion for
Stesichorus’ Oresteia. Here are the fragments (fr. 172 F. - 174 F.):

Modca, cv pev ToAéouc anwcapévn et éuol tod @ilov xopevcov, kAeiovca Oedv
T yapouc avdp&v te daitac kal Oalioc pakdpwv. ad haec =V 775f avtn <mapa>mAokn

ectikal TEAabevt. coddpa 8¢ yAagupodv eipntar kai €cti Ztncixdpetoc.

ita forte Stesichorus:
& Modca b pev toAépouc dmwcapéva med’ €uod
kAgioica Bedv te ydpouc avdp@v te daitac

Kat OaAiac pakdpwv

“Muse set the war aside and come to preside over the dances with me, your friend, and to
celebrate the weddings of the gods, the banquets of the mortals and the feasts of the blessed”.
This is interwoven and has remained unnoticed. It is more elegantly expressed and it is
Stesichorean:

Muse, set the wars aside and, celebrating

with me the weddings of gods, the banquets of men,

And the feasts of the blessed ...

Since fr. 173 F. is metrically equivalent to fr. 172 F., Davies and Finglass suggested that

it may have been the initial part of the antistrophe of the first triad of the poem:***

T014d€ Xpn} Xapitwv dauwpata KAAAKOUWY TOV COPOV TOINTHV DUVELV 6TavV Npiva
uev ktA. ad haec V™ (p. 125 Holwerda) éct1 8¢ mapd tncixdpwt €k thic ‘Opecteiac:
towdade xpn Xapitwv dapwpata kaAAkOuwv
OUVETV ®plytov péhoc é€svpdvta<c> aPpic
fpoc émepyouévou.

dapdpata 8¢ T dnuorciat dddpeva.

“Such public songs of the Graces of beautiful hair must the wise poet sing when the spring...”

This is from the Stesichorus’ Oresteia:

%1 Bergk 1843: 643. Finglass’s edition agree with the hypothesis and prints fr. 172 F. as the opening strophe.
%2 Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 493.
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Such public songs of beautiful haired Graces
We must sing, discovering the Phrygian melody delicately

As spring approaches.
‘Public songs’ are songs sung in public.

The scholia to Aristophanes’ Peace give us yet another couple of lines (fr. 174 F.) which
seems to fit the context of the previous ones, and so are thought to belong to the same part
of the poem:

Stav Rpwva pev wvit xeAldwv eopévn kehadit. ad haec TV (p. 125 Holwerda) kai
aUTN <mapa>TAOKT] ZTHCIXOpELOC: Prcl Ydp oUTwC:
<—wv—> Bka fpoc

wpat keAadijt xeAdwv.

“when in spring the swallow tweets with joyful voice”. This is also an interweaving of
Stesichorus, who says:
... when in spring-time

the swallow babbles.

There are good reasons to consider the three fragments as part of the opening of the
Oresteia.*® First, they present the invocation to the Muse, which is expected to happen at
the beginning of the song, ®** as in the Sack of Troy, in the Palinode, and elsewhere,*®* where
the poet calls the Muse the beginner of the song (&pxecipoAnov, fr. 278 F.). As argued when
discussing fr. 85 F. in the previous chapter, the beginnings are more likely to be quoted and
remembered, hence, to be used in contexts such as Aristophanes’ Peace speech. Since the
lines commented by the scholia all come from the same speech in the play, which is,

moreover, the opening of a lyric section, it is likely that they refer to the same poem, and

% See Davies and Finglass 2014: 172-4 n.; contra Bornmann 1978: 149, who argued against the attribution of fr.
172 and 174 F. to Stesichorus’ Oresteia, since he considers that the story of Orestes was impossible to be
associated with the celebratory tone of fr. 172 F.

%4 For invocation to the Muses before Stesichorus in epic and lyric context, see Finglass 2013c: 4-5. As noted
by Davies and Finglass 2014: 331, we seldom find invocations to the Muses in the several openings preserved
from Pindar and Bacchylides. See West 2015 for discussion on the form of Stesichorus’ poems between epic
and lyric and esp. pp. 68-9, for the remarks on how the opening of the Oresteia attest that Stesichorus’ works
were far from being a mere adaptation of epic themes to a lyric form.

%8 Cf. Sack of Troy fr. 100 F. for the most complete opening preserved; note also the indication that Stesichorus
began the Palinode with an invocation to the Muses in fr. 90 F. Other invocations are preserved but they are
not ascribed to any title (frr. 277-79 F.), ad in fr. 327 F. in the spurious Rhadine (on which see D’Alfonso 1994:
92-5; 102; Rutherford 2015).
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roughly to the same part of it.** Furthermore, from what we can tell of the first strophe of
fr. 100 F. of the Sack of Troy, our poet dedicated quite a few lines to the invocation, so it
should not surprise us to find a long invocation in other poems. The reference to the spring
and the swallow also fit the opening of the poem which mentions springtime early on.

We learn from frr. 172-174 F. what would be the tone of the beginning of the
narrative, but what caught most of the scholarly attention were the apparent allusions to
the occasion and even perhaps the genre of the performance. The poem opens with the
invocation to the Muse and elaborates on the theme which the poet is willing to sing
(festivities instead of wars). Later on, we learn what he wants to sing (the public songs of
the Xapitec); ®” how he will sing it (by means of a Phrygian melody); *® and when (at the
approach of the spring).

It is agreed that the “public songs” (Sauduata) mentioned in fr. 173.1 F. presuppose
some sort of public ceremony, as opposed to a private occasion.”®® These allusions to
apublic setting for the performance have encouraged scholars to investigate possible
scenarios where the poem could have been presented and the genre in which it was
performed. The reference to the spring in frr. 173 and 174 F. supports the hypothesis that
the performance took place during a celebration, perhaps a festival, upon the arrival of the
season. The relevance of Apollo in the Oresteia, moreover, may suggest a ceremony in
honour of the god associated with the return of spring.®®

The combination of elements, i.e., the theme of spring, the Phrygian melody and
Apollo, led Delatte to hypothesise that the Oresteia was a paean performed at the spring

691

festivals with a cathartic function.*® The classification of some of Stesichorus’ works as

%% Ar. Pax. 775-780; 796-800. Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 493.

7 Demetrius argues that the graceful songs are connected to the themes of weddings, gardens, spring (132,
133). On the ancient appreciation of Stesichorus’ song as “sweet” yAagupdc and the contribution of frr. 172
and 173 F. to the sweetness of Stesichorus’ style, see Hunter 2015: 147-50. For the theme of the Charites in Greek
poetry, see Rosado Fernandes 1962.

%* The Phrygian mode could be “appropriate for a range of moods, from cheerful bonhomie or piety to wild
excitement or religious frenzy”, West 1992: 180. lerand 1997: 196 argued for a dithyrambic composition on the
account of the reference to the Phrygian mode of the song; see Prauscello 2012: 70-7 for other examples.

% Morgan 2012: 42; Cingano 1993: 354; D’Alfonso 1994: 105-19; Davies and Finglass 2014: 29; Carey 2015: 52-3;
West 2015: 68-70. Less unanimous is the assumption that the term implies choral performance. Thus Rossi
1983: 12; Willi 2008: 81 n. 124; Pucci 2015: 28-29 who argues that Demodocus’ song in Od. 8.260-384 was also
sung to the public; Finglass (forthcoming b).

% cf. [Theogn.] 776-9; Alcaeus fr. 307(a) Voigt for Apollo’s return in a chariot pulled by swans, while
nightingales and swallows celebrate with songs his arrival, on which see Bowie 2009: 119-21.

%! Delatte 1938, cf. Rutherford 2001: 54.

189



paeans was already claimed in antiquity, and Delatte’s suggestion provides a socio-religious
context for Stesichorus’ poems in Magna Graecia and Sicily, something which found favour
among other scholars.”” D’Alfonso, for example, following and refining the argument put
forward by Delatte, argues that the structure of fr. 173 F. presents similarities with
examples of other poets and concludes that in such poems, the relevance of the dfjuoc as
an active part of the poem is paralleled to the place occupied by the hapax dapwuata in
Stesichorus.*” This hypothesis, however, presupposes that the chorus, as part of the dfjuoc,
was essentially amateur and local.*”*

But would a non-professional and local chorus be able to perform Stesichorus’
Oresteia, which in the Alexandrian edition comprised two books? Against the view of the
Oresteia as a paean to be performed by a non-professional chorus, Cingano® argued that
the passages on which Delatte based his argument reveal that the paeans aimed at
purification rites were relatively short compositions, sang by an amateur chorus, and were,
in terms of content, primarily focused on the occasion rather than on mythical narratives,
which would hardly have been the case in Stesichorus’ Oresteia.”®® Moreover, the length of
the poem would represent a problem if represented by a non-professional chorus, as
proposed by Delatte and D’Alfonso. Cingano thus suggests that the Oresteia was
a composition to be performed at a religious festival in honour of Apollo by a professional
chorus on a formalised occasion.®”’

Other scholars are sceptical of the ability of a chorus to perform long poems such as
Stesichorus’ all together. Carey stressing the length of Stesichorus’ poems as a difficulty in

contextualizing their performance, **® asserts that while daudpata refers to a civic festival,

“? Tb5 and Tb5(a) Ercoles. For a survey on the problematic classification of some of Stesichorus” works as
paeans or hymns, see further Ercoles 2013: 516-26.

* D’Alfonso 1994: 108-19, esp. pp. 114-6 for the similarity of structure between fr. 173 F. and other poems,
particularly Pi. P. 2, 3 M. For such parallels see also Cingano 1993: 354-6.

4 D’Alfonso 1994: 117 “E noto che nelle grandi feste a carattere religioso della Grecia arcaica (ravnydpeic) il
Aadc non & solo spettatore ma ativo protagonista delle attivita musicali e atletiche in esse previste. Cio si
verificava in modo tanto pil evidente ne, caso dell’esecuzione di carmi religiosi tradizionalmente legati alle
festivita e ala divinita locale (inni, peani, iporchemi, etc.), in cui, come abbiamo visto, era recorrente il
riferimento al dfjpoc in quanto esecutore (non professionista) e al contempo destinatario del canto.”

% Cingano 1993: 356-7.

% Thus also Gostoli 1998: 151 who considers Stesichorus’ poems to have been performed in a citharode mode,
given the similarity in content and themes to the epic. See above, Introduction.

7 Cingano 1993: 357-8; so also, Carey 2015: 52.

** The difficulty in classifying poems such as Stesichorus’ is a problem which affected even ancient scholars.
Stesichorus’ Alexandrian edition was presumably collected in separate volumes, each containing one poem,
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perhaps “commissioned for performance on their own in public festivals”,*” the poem is
considerably longer than the surviving evidence for compositions by other choral poets
created for such ritualistic and cultic context, such as Alcman’s partheneia or Pindar’s
epinicians. Carey prefers to consider the possibility of competitive performance, along with
the lines of rhapsodic and dithyrambic competitions.”®

So too in terms of the competitive performance scholars have argued for a monodic
performance of the citharodic type. Against the view of the Oresteia as poem to be
performed by a chorus, Rossi pointed out three aspects that may tell against the idea of
choral performance and favour instead a citharodic execution.”” The narrative element of
the Oresteia makes it possible to imagine a context of a public gathering involving citharodic
agones or festivals where song and symposium were connected. Rossi notes that the
attribution of titles to the compositions has affinities to the practice of epic poems executed
by the rhapsodes of archaic times. On the other hand, Vox argued that the themes of fr.
172 F. allude to epic-lyric subjects, which the scholar associates with monodic performance.
Other aspects in the Oresteia may allow such interpretation. The partisans of this hypothesis
argue that daudpata need not imply choral performance alone.””” Moreover, the
uncertainty regarding the plural of the participle é€gvpdvta<c> in fr. 173 F. is frequently
used in the argument against for the choral performance, since the plural é€gvpdvra<c> is
owed to Kleine who corrects the transmitted é€gvpdvta to avoid an odd hiatus,””® and thus
giving a better sense to the sentence as a whole. The resulting participle conveys the notion
of a plural subject, thus presumably the chorus.

This brief survey on the opinions on the performance mode leads us to the next

enigma: where was Stesichorus’ Oresteia designed to be performed? The most famous

or part of a poem, organized by title. This is rather distinct for other choral poets, e.g. Bacchylides, whose
works were separated by sub-genres, epinicians, dithyrambs, paeans, hymns, etc. See further Lowe 2006: esp.
169-71.

¢ Carey 2015: 53.

7 Terand 1997: 196 suggested that the Oresteia might have been a dithyrambic composition. Ibycus is also
credited with the composition of dithyrambs in fr. 296 PMGF (cf. Wilkinson 2013: 19-20, 266-8; Fearn 2007: 167
n. 13). For poetic competitions in the archaic period, see Herington 1985: 6-12; Rhodes 2003: 108; Carey 2015:
47-8. For Stesichorus’ performance as proto-tragic, see Ercoles 2012.

7' Rossi 1983: 12.

72 Thus Rossi 1983: 12; Willi 2008: 81 n. 124; Ercoles 2013: 565; Pucci 2015: 29.

7% Kleine 1828: 84. Schneidewin 1839: 332 rejects the proposition and Haslam cautiously draws Cingano’s (1993:
355 n. 34) attention to the risks in considering this hypothesis since it is difficult to explain the corruption of
the text resulting in hiatus. Davies 1979: 893 warns for the problem of drawing conclusions on the mode of
performance from the participle.
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hypothesis is the one most commonly attributed to Bowra,”® but originally put forward by
Wilamowitz,”® that Stesichorus’ Oresteia, like the Helen and Palinode, was aimed at a Spartan

audience, since in our poem the palace of Agamemnon in located in Lacedaemon (fr. 177 F.):

@avepov OtL €v "Apyel 1] cknvr tod dpduatoc Umdkertal. “Ounpoc 8¢ €v
Mukrvaic’® @nct ta Bacidela Ayauéuvovoc, Ztncixdpoc O kal Zipwvidnc’™ v

Aaxkedaipovi.

It is evident that the drama is set in Argos. Homer says that Agamemnon’s kingdom was

in Mycenae, Stesichorus, and Simonides in Lacedaemon.

However, as the variation in Homer tells us, the exact location of Agamemnon’s
palace was a matter of debate in antiquity and our poet may have deliberately distanced
his version from Homer’s and thus displayed a different kingdom for Agamemnon. Pindar
is hardly influenced by epichoric details of the myth when he composes his Pythian 11.
Addressed to a Theban audience, the ode sets Agamemnon’s palace in Amyclae. Bowra also
argued that the name chosen for the nurse of Orestes, Laodamia (fr. 179 F.), reflects a
Spartan oriented narrative, which is a weak argument given that it is not necessarily a
Spartan name.”” Another element that Bowra sees as an indication of a Spartan audience
is the distinct lineage of Agamemnon (or Orestes) in our poem. Stesichorus says the being
emerging from the head of the serpent in Clytemnestra’s dream is a Pleisthenid king, which
would mean that our poet tried to find a more blameless parentage for the king. However,
this alternative parentage of Agamemnon was already found in the Catalogue of Women
(fr. 194 M-W) which hardly had any political associations with Sparta. Moreover, the fact
that Atreus is not the father of Agamemnon does not imply that the family was any less
exposed to the faults of its antecedents. Pucci also argues in favour of a Spartan audience,
suggesting that the role of Apollo in the Oresteia in his defence of Orestes, an ephebe and
the rightful heir to the throne, would be appropriate to be performed at the Hyakinthia.””

If these aspects support a pro-Spartan audience, they would also apply to other

regions in the Greek west, particularly those claiming Doric ancestry or under its influence.

7" Bowra 1934: 117-8.

7 Wilamowitz 1932: 113.

% e.g. 1. 2.569.

77 fr. 276 Poltera.

7% Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 28, who note that the different parentage of Agamemnon need not have
excluded Atreus from the genealogy.

7% Pucci 2015: 27, 32, 34.
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Neschke argues for performance at Tarentum, where, she maintains, the cults from the
motherland were also celebrated. While the relationship between Sparta and Tarentum is
attested to the late sixth century, there is no firm ground to claim that, by the time of
Stesichorus, the “colony” was dependent on the metropolis to such a degree as to import
and replicate the hero cults of the mainland,”® which, of course, need not implicate that
the city itself did not have its own festivals at which such a poem could have been
performed. But such assumption is by no means beyond reasonable doubt.

Burnett,”"" on the other hand, saw in the festivals in honour of Artemis at Rhegium a
possible occasion for Stesichorus’ Oresteia, since the city held a cult of Apollo and Artemis
which seems to have been an important venue for choral performance in the west
mobilizing people (and choruses) from several other cities.””* As stressed by Burnett,
Rhegium and Matauros were associated with the legend of Orestes’ purification. Orestes
came to Rhegium with Pylades and was there cleansed in a river which he found on
instructions of Artemis.”” Indeed, Artemis played a role in Stesichorus’ Oresteia by rescuing
Iphigenia from the sacrifice and making her immortal (fr. 178 F.), but we do not know her
role in the poem after that. Apollo, on the other hand, seems to have been more prominent,
and so, if we are to connect the Oresteia to a festival in honour of any particular god, Apollo
is perhaps preferable. In any case, both Apollo and Artemis intervene on behalf of
Agamemnon’s offspring. Unfortunately, this is not sufficient to prove a link between the
poem and the festival at Rhegium.

Attempts to suggest occasions for Stesichorus’ Oresteia remain conjectural. I am,
however, inclined to agree with the hypothesis of choral performance in civic festivals
whether or not competition was involved.””* Based on what we have from Stesichorus’
poems, the occasion itself seems to have merited little attention in the composition; the
primary concern of the poet was the myth and the plot, although, as noted by West, the
initial fragments of the Oresteia do present significant detail that “goes rather beyond what

could be found in an epic prooimion”.”* This is particularly relevant in fr. 173. 2 F. ¢p0yiov

71 Hall 2012: 29-30 (although Morgan 2012: 44 claims the contrary).

" Burnett 1988: 146-8.

7' Morgan 2012: 38.

7 Hyg. Fab. 261. From an earlier period, we have a crater depicting Orestes, Pylades, and Iphigenia attributed
to the Ilioupersis painter, thus dating form the second quarter of the 4™ century, but little can be made of this
piece of evidence regarding the association of Orestes with Rhegium.

7 Cf. Morgan 2012: 37-9; for competitions, see Ercoles 2013: 594; Davies and Finglass 2014: 29; Carey 2015: 53.
" West 2015: 70.
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uéloc e€gvpdvta<c>, implying that it is the poet/the chorus who discovers the melody,
rather than the Muse singing it to him/to the chorus; the chorus or the poet is its creator,
thus distinguishing the poetic craft of our poet from the epic bard.”*® This may be seen in
comparison to fr. 172.1 F. if the Doric form ned’ éuod is correctly restored, where the poet
asks the Muse to join him in setting aside wars.

However, in other openings of Stesichorus’ poems, the Muse has a more decisive role
is aiding the poet in his task. The most illustrating parallel is fr. 100.9 F. where the poet asks
the Muse to come and tell how Epeius was inspired by Athena in the construction of the
Trojan Horse (vOv & &ye pot A<éy>e nc ktA.).”"” The request to the Muse to come to the
poet, dye, is used in lyric songs.”*® The use of the verb A<éy>¢ is a single occurrence applied
to the Muse, but other verbs with the same sense appear again in both epic and lyric.””
Note, however, that the invocation to the Muse in Stesichorus’ Oresteia is more elaborate
and coloured than the invocations from epic and lyric.””® Even among Stesichorus’ works,
the other surviving invocation seems to have been rather distinct.

If we compare the Oresteia to the beginning of the Sack of Troy we see that in the latter
the poem moves quickly from the invocation to the theme of the poem, narrowing down
already in the antistrophe to the main topic of the poem.””" In the Oresteia, our poet spent a
little more time in the prooimion as if he was prolonging the happy and joyful elements of
spring, swallows, and feasts only to prepare for a sudden break in the ambiance.

The happy festivities are set in the second line of the poem (fr. 172.2 F.). We will hear
not of wars, but of festivities, like those of the gods and the blessed. However, the Oresteia

is rather limited when it comes to joyful events. We might not hear about wars, but we will

7' Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 469; West 1999: 365. For the implications of péAoc in the context of choral
performance, see above Introduction III.

77 Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 416.

'8 Elsewhere in Stesichorus: frr. 277a F. 8e0p’ dye KaAMibneia Aiyeia and the spurious 327 F. dye Mobca
AMyevdp€ov do1dac ktA. In other lyric poets, Alcm. fr. 14 PMGF M&c’ &ye Mdca Aiyna toAvppeAéc aigv doide
uéhoc veoxuov &pye mapcévoic deidnv, and 27 PMGF M&c’ &ye KaAAidra, B0yatep Adc | &px’ épatdv peméwy,
¢mi & fuepov Guvwt kad xapievra tin xopdv; Pi. P, 1.60: Moica, kai tdp Astvopéverl kehadficat | mbéo pot motvav
1efpinnwv. Xdpua 800k | dAASTprov Vikagopia Tatépoc. | &y’ #mert’ Aftvac faciAel piliov éebpwiev Guvov;
N. 6.28: £00vV’ éml TodTov, &ye, Moica obpov éméwv eDkALa.

7 Hom. 0d. 1.10: t®v auéOev ye, O, B0yatep Atdc, eing kal fuiv; Hes. Th. 24-5: tévde 8¢ ue npwricta Beal npoc
uobov Eeiov, Modcat ‘OAvpmiddec, kobpat Atdc aiyidyoro; Pi. fr. 520.32-4 S-M.

7 The impersonal narrator and absence of direct reference to the occasion, help in differentiating Stesichorus
from the parochial compositions of Alcman. Cf. e.g. Arighetti 1994: 22; Hutchinson 2001: 117.

72! See above Chapter I on fr. 100 F.; Finglass 2013c: 14-15; West 2015: 69.
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certainly hear about strife; strife among the family of Agamemnon. How, then, could the
poet have moved from the scenario in the first lines of the poem to the mythical narrative?

First, let us consider, that frr. 173 F. and 174 F. make direct references to spring and
to elements traditionally associated with it (the swallow, the Phrygian song). The return of
spring is emphasised in fr. 174 F. by the birdsong of the swallows in the subtle alliteration
keladfjt xeMdwv and by the repetition of the contracted fjpoc in fr. 173. 3 and fr. 174.1 F.
The motif of return of the spring is expressed in fr. 173. 3 F. fjpoc énepyouévov and in fr.

722

174 F. by the song of the swallow, the bird of spring.”” Now, the return of spring is
associated with Apollo and his return from the country of the Hyperboreans, where he had
spent the winter. Hence, swallows, spring, and Apollo himself express a general notion of
return; a return which ought to be celebrated. The Oresteia is a story of returns. In fact, it is
the celebration of Agamemnon’s return that sets the narrative in motion in the other
versions of the myth.

The episode of the return and death of Agamemnon, as told in the majority of
versions, takes place, contrarily to Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, during a feast. This is no
ordinary feast: it is designed to appear to be a celebration of the victory of the Achaeans
over Troy, and the successful return of king Agamemnon, which will lead to his tragic

death. The circumstances of Agamemnon’ death, perpetrated by Aegisthus, are first

described in book 11 of the Odyssey, to Odysseus (11.409-16):

GAAG pot AfyicOoc tev€ac Bdvatdv te pdpov te
410  #xta cOv ovAouévnt dASxw, oikdvde kaléccac,
dewnviccac, (e tic te katéktave Podv €mi @aTvnL.
Wc Bdvov oiktictwt Oavdtwe: mepi & Aot eTaipot
VwAgpéwc Ktelvovto coec e dpyrddovrec,
v 7 k) b ~ \ 4 4
ol p& T €v aevelod avdpoc péya duvapévolo

415 1 y&uwt fj épdvwt A eilamnivt teBaAvint.

But for me, Aegisthus wrought death and fate
and killed me with the aid of my accursed wife, after he invited me
to his home for a feast, as one slays the ox at the stall.

So I died a pitiful death: around me my companions

72 The first literary attestation for the swallow as a token of springtime appears in Hes. Op. 568-9, and then in
Simon. fr. 307 Poltera. For more sources see Arnott 2007: § Chelidon. On swallows as migratory birds
announcing the spring and therefore the sailing season, see Morton 2001: 296-308; note however that some
believed the swallows hibernate during winter (Arist. HA.600a10-16).
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Were slain one after the other, as if they were white-toothed swines
Whose slaughter, in the house of a rich and powerful man,

Takes place during a wedding, a banquet, or a cheerful feast.

Of importance to our discussion are the last three lines where Agamemnon compares
himself and his companions to sacrificial victims slaughtered in the context of weddings,
banquets, and feasts: fj yauwt fj épdvr | eidanivit tebalvint. The sentence is similar in its

conveyed sense to Stesichorus’ fr. 172.2-3 F: 0e®v te ydpovc dvipdv te daitac /kal Baiac

pakdpwv, the themes that the Muse is asked to celebrate with the poet. Stesichorus’ use of
the same imagery of the speech of Agamemnon in his invocation to the Muse could then be
a hint of what would follow.

Davies and Finglass note that a divine wedding is difficult to imagine as a narrative
episode in the Oresteia.””” However, they suggest that the “wedding of the gods” could refer
to the marriage of Peleus and Thetis, as the trigger of the Trojan War, although they do
note the difficulties of such hypothesis. Perhaps we should consider instead that the poet
is here alluding to Agamemnon’s family, whose misfortune is marked by the chain of
homicides, the majority of which happens to take place in contexts of banquets and feasts.

That said, let us turn to the episodes of the House of Agamemnon which might fit this
invocation. First, the wedding of the gods. Tantalus was the son of Zeus with the nymph
Plouto. This union is referred to in Euripides’ Orestes as fcoydvwv yduwv (line 346), thus
making it a plausible candidate to the 8e®v te yaupovc of Stesichorus’ fr. 173 F. After all, the
“curse” of Agamemnon'’s family begin with Tantalus. Thus, the reference to the wedding of
Zeus and Pluto and the subsequent episodes of misdeed within the family of Agamemnon
may perhaps be seen as the dpxr kak®v.

The curse of the family seems an overall present element of the myth of Orestes. In
the case of Aeschylus’ Oresteia, for example, the motif of inherited guilt is central. The
chorus of the Agamemnon refers the daimon that inhabits in the house of Atreus. Euripides’
Orestes opens with Electra listing her genealogy, naming Tantalus, Atreus, and Thyestes
(lines 1-27), thus contextualizing the events about to happen in the vicious chain of family

bloodshed.”” The motif is alluded to in Sophocles’ Electra (10, 1498), where these past

7 Davies and Finglass 2014: 494,
724 On the motif of inherited guilt or family curse in Euripides’ Orestes, see Willink on 807-43, 995-ff, The story
of the family is also told in Euripides’ Electra 699ff. and IT 186ff.
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sufferings of the house of Atreus are introduced by the chorus in an epode that follows a
rather “optimistic” attitude, thus marking a sudden change of tone from joyful to grim.

Tantalus is known for his afterlife of punishment associated in the vast majority of
cases with the context of banqueting. He is never mentioned in the Iliad and his appearance
in the Odyssey (11.582-92) among the transgressors provides no explanation for his eternal
punishment of being unable to drink or eat. His penalty is different in the Nostoi and melic
poets.”” In these instances, he is condemned to stay under a rock which hangs above his
head so he would live in constant anxiety unable to enjoy anything. Again, no reference to
the cause of the punishment is given.

Only with Pindar do we learn why Tantalus was punished, in a poem where the issues
of truth and falsehood delineate the narrative section in a similar way to what we find in
Stesichorus’ Palinode. Olympian 1 refers to Pelops’ ivory shoulder in an allusion to the feast
where he is given as the meal offered by his father Tantalus to the gods, who afterwards
resurrect him; thus also the reference to the cauldron.”” In lines 35-55, the poet presents
his version, which provides an alternative justification for Pelops’ disappearance: Poseidon
seizes him. Unable to explain the absence of the boy, someone spreads the false rumour
that he had been dismembered, cooked and eaten by the guests of his father. This implies
that the story of the cannibalistic feast of Tantalus was already known to the audience.””
But Pindar promised his audience an alternative story, which is what caused Tantalus’
punishment.”” He stole the nectar and ambrosia from the gods, so he could enjoy divine
delicacies with his mortal companions (lines 56-63). Both the versions presented by Pindar,
however, associate Tantalus’ fortune with events taking place at feasts.

The quarrel between the brothers Atreus and Thyestes is another episode of the
internal strife of Agamemnon’s lineage, which is referred or alluded to in most of the plays
on the myth of Orestes. Apart from the Iliad, where the transition of power has always been
peaceful in the House of Atreus (2.100-108), the story of the two brothers is one of conflict.
However, we have no detailed account of the quarrel between the brothers before

Aeschylus’ Agamemnon. Cassandra alludes to the episode in the play at Ag. 1191-93 and 1219-

7% Nostoi fr. 3 GEF. Alcm. fr. 79 PMGF; Alc. fr. 365 V.; in Archiloch. fr. 91.14 IEG and Pi. I. 8.9-10 the “rock of
Tantalus” is applied as a proverbial expression.

726 Pi, 0. 1. 24-7; cf. also B. fr. 42 S-M.

"7 See Gantz 1993: 531-536.

7% See chapter three above for a discussion on truth and falsehood in poetics.
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22 and Aegisthus provides a more elaborate account.”” In Sophocles’ Electra this past
episodes are less central, but Sophocles dealt with them elsewhere.”® Euripides used the
story of Atreus and Thyestes more frequently in his plays, particularly in his Orestes
(especially lines 982-1012) where the “famous feasts” of Thyestes are mentioned in a
context of the fortune of the house of Agamemnon.

These episodes of the curse of Agamemnon’s family are recurrent in the plays dealing
with the story of Orestes’ revenge. In that sense, lines of fr. 172 F. are not a mere catalog of
festivities, but rather have a specific, subtle, function of preparing the audience for the
upcoming narrative. The joyful tone of these lines and frr. 173 and 174 F., speaking of
returns, need not be seen as a misleading trick by the poet, but a true contextualization of
the narrative, especially if the poem began likewise: in an occasion of joy upon the return
of someone long gone.”!

However, the Oresteia mentioned events that happened before the return of
Agamemnon, namely Iphigenia’s sacrifice at Aulis. This means that the poem dealt with
events covering at least eighteen years: from the moment when the Greek army gathers in
Aulis to Orestes’ revenge and probably even his wanderings. Could this have been told in a
linear manner respecting the order of the events in the course of the years, or were some
of these episodes described in speeches in a more chronologically restricted narrative?

Among the surviving works of Stesichorus, we find examples of narratives that
covered relatively short periods of time, as the Sack of Troy, and poems which dealt with a
considerably long duration, as the Helen. Given that the Oresteia dealt at least with the death
of Agamemnon and the revenge of Orestes, covering a timespan of roughly eight years, it
is more likely that the narrative was more approximate to the Helen in its management of
considerable periods of time. Both poems occupied two books in the Alexandrian edition,

indicating that both works had relatively similar lengths. As Finglass points out,”’

7 Ag. 1583-1611; Gantz 1993: 545-550.

7% On which see S. EL Finglass comm. lines 472-575. Sophocles composed two or three other tragedies (P.
London. Inv. 2110) on the antecedents of the house of Agamemnon: Atreus and Thyestes (in Sicyon?). For the
problems concerning the titles of these plays and their content see Jebb, Headlam, and Pearson 1917: 91-93;
and Lloyd-Jones 2003: 106; who argue that the first of these plays (of which only frr. 140-141 survive) probably
dealt with the Thyestean feast and the golden lamb (fr. 738), and that the latter told about the story of Thyestes
in Sicyon, which presupposed the incestuous relationship with his daughter Pelopia (to which are ascribed frr.
247-269).

7! Maingon 1978: 248.

7 Finglass 2015a: 91.
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Stesichorus’ ‘Thebais’ shows that our poet can manage to present some episodes in
impressive detail, while merely mentioning in passing important turning points in the
narrative, as for example the journey of Polynices (fr. 97.288-303 F.) throughout Greece
which one expects to have lasted for some days is told with impressive concision, thus
allowing the narrative to extend to relatively long periods of time, as we shall see.

Hence, some important episodes of the Oresteia were perhaps merely mentioned.
Davies and Finglass suggest that the events happening before the Trojan War were
“described by means of a speech”.”” If this hypothesis is correct, the episode of Iphigenia
would have been one of these cases and hence told in retrospect either in a speech or by
the narrator.””* This hypothesis is preferable to the alternative scenario, which is to
consider that the narrative of the Oresteia extended from the gathering at Aulis to the
persecution of Orestes by the Erinyes. We know of no other episode from the period
corresponding to the time between the sacrifice and the arrival of Agamemnon.” If then,
the episode of the sacrifice was told by means of a speech, it is likely that the speaker was

Clytemnestra, and, therefore, it may enlighten us regarding her role, motivations, and

responsibility in Stesichorus’ poem.

Iphigenia’s sacrifice (frr. 178, 181. 25-27 F.)

The sacrifice of Iphigenia is ascribed to the Oresteia by Philodemus and is the only
surviving episode of the events occurred before Agamemnon’s return to Lacedaemon. The
elements of the episode are approximate to those found in the earlier accounts of the

sacrifice: the epic poem Cypria and Hesiod.””® Stesichorus fr. 181a 25-27 F. further informs

7 Davies and Finglass 2014: 489.

7 For analepses inside speeches in the Epic Cycle, see Torres-Guerra 2015: 232, suggesting that the curse of
Oedipus in the Thebaid may have been told in a speech and too the Cypria when Nestor tells Menelaus the
stories about Epopeus (Proclus’ summary lines 114-117 Severyns).

7 The presence of the nurse Laodamia (fr. 179 F.) may have happened before Agamemnon’s arrival. As argued
below, a preferable option is to consider the intervention of the nurse after Agamemnon’s death, as happens
in Pindar (P. 11) and Pherecydes (fr. 134 EGM).

¢ For more details on the episode within the context of the Cypria, see Currie 2015: 241 who draws attention
to the parallels of this episode and Iliad 1. Currie also argues that the Cypria episode of the sacrifice of Iphigenia
may be the model for Euripides’ Iphigenia in Tauris, on which see also Rebelo 1992: 21 n. 89. Some scholars have
been sceptical in attributing to the Cypria the translation of Iphigenia to Tauris (thus Burnett 1971: 73; Hall
1989: 111; for a more detailed discussion, see Wright 2005: 113-116). However, we know that the association of
Iphigenia with Tauris is not an Euripidean innovation, since it appears in Herodotus (4.103).
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us that the stratagem used by Agamemnon to get Iphigenia to Aulis is the fictitious
marriage to Achilles, that Euripides uses too:
25 EVpintid[rc 8¢ kol trv Tuyé-
velav é]noince yapovué[vny
AxiMet] | cat[lpl

25-7 Lobel

And Euripides makes
Iphigenia (believe she was?) marrying

Achilles...

These lines are part of a fragment where a commentator enumerates some of the
tragedians’ borrowings from Stesichorus. However, from the little evidence we have on
Stesichorus’ treatment of the episode, his version was very similar to that of his
predecessors. The luring of Iphigenia to Aulis under the pretext of marrying Achilles is a
motive that is found in the Cypria.””” Agamemnon incurred in the wrath of Artemis after
having killed a deer. The goddess punishes the Greeks by preventing them to set sail by
casting unfavourable winds. Calchas then advises Agamemnon to sacrifice his own
daughter, who was, of course, at home. The Greeks then elaborate the plan to lure the
maiden to Aulis, so that the sacrifice may be performed: they tell the girl she is to marry
Achilles. Iphigenia is then taken to Aulis only to find herself not as a bride, but as a victim
of a sacrifice. The sacrifice is conducted, but, at the last moment, Artemis intervenes and
rescues the girl, translating her to Tauris and making her immortal. Since this version
shares many aspects with the Euripidean account, Stesichorus’ account was probably
approximate. Moreover, another fragment confirms that Stesichorus (and Hesiod) had
Artemis rescue Iphigenia from the sacrifice (fr. 178 F.):

ztn-
ciyxopo]c & év ’Opecrei-
a1 kat]akoAovBrcac

‘Hc1d]dwt thv Ayaué-

7 Cypria arg. 8 GEF. The marriage to Achilles as a pretext for Iphigenia’s journey to Aulis is also found in E. EL
1020-22; 1A 98-100, 358-65, 433-34, 457-59, 609-12, 884-885, 1108; IT 214-17, 372, 537-38, 798-9, 818, 856-61; Hyg.
Fab. 98; Nonn. Dion. 13, 110-112, and it is part of the primary Aulidian legend (cf. Dowden 1989: 12-13. See Foley
1982; Seaford 1987: 108; Bonnechere 1994: 42 n. 106 on the motif of the marriage. Bonnechere suggests that
the choice for Achilles may be an analogy, so to speak, to the Iliad 9.144-47; 286-9, where Agamemnon offers
the hand of one of his daughters to Achilles, Iphigenia is not listed among them as we have seen.
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1-10 supp. Biicheler

Ste-
sichorus in his Oresteia
follows

Hesiod: Agamemnon’s

5 Iphigenia is in fact
identified with
Hecate...
... mortal(s)

10 ...grave (funerary rites?)

‘Hesiod’ is likely to be the Catalogue of Women (fr. 23a M-W) where Iphimede is rescued
from the sacrificial sword by Artemis. Iphimede is immortalised as Artemis of the Road,”®
who presents some similarities to Hecate, with whom Iphigenia is identified in Stesichorus.
Fr. 23b M-W of the Catalogue has Artemis turning Iphimede into Hecate, an account even
closer to Stesichorus, which may indicate a confusion by Pausanias between the Catalogue
and our poem.” In the Catalogue, Artemis substitutes Iphigenia with an eidolon, whereas in
the Cypria the real victim is a deer.

We have no evidence for these details in Stesichorus’ account, but since Philodemus
indicates Hesiod as the source for Stesichorus’ episode, in the Oresteia too Artemis may have

substituted Iphigenia by either an animal or an eidolon. Episodes of divine intervention at

78 The identification of Iphigenia, Einodia and Hecate is known since the 5™ century BC in Thessaly and Arcadia
(Paus. 1.43.1). Cf. Mili 2015: 147-58 for the cults of Einodia and Hecate in the region, Bremmer 2002: 31 n.47,
Davies and Finglass 2014: 502-503.

7 On the identification of Iphigenia to Hecate, see Johnston 1999: 241-42. The author argues for the sake of
her argument that Iphigenia is killed and then identified with Hecate, the vengeful ghost of the prematurely
dead and their “quintessential leader” (p. 242). However, in the Catalogue Iphigenia is not killed but replaced
by an eidolon, and in Stesichorus it is likely that she is also rescued.
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such high points of the characters’ fates are not uncommon in Stesichorus. Hecuba is
rescued by Apollo in the Sack of Troy (fr. 109 F.) presumably after she had witnessed the
murder of her children and grandchildren but before she embarked as a slave in the Greek
boats. In the Palinode, when Helen is rescued she is not experiencing any sort of life-
threatening situation, but is substituted by an eidolon intended to maintain the illusion of
her presence while she is taken safely and chastely to Egypt. The rescue of Iphigenia gathers
elements from both episodes: the dramatic moment of the rescue and a possible stratagem
by the gods to perpetuate the illusion of a sacrifice that was never fulfilled. But what impact
does the rescue of Iphigenia have in the narrative?

The poet of the Catalogue proceeds to given an account of the birth of Orestes and the
avenging of his father. No association is made between the sacrifice of Iphimede/Iphigenia
and subsequent events upon the arrival of Agamemnon. The Catalogue considers Aegisthus
the killer, tatpogo[v]fija, of Agamemnon (fr. 23a 29 M-W), using the exact term found in
the Odyssey (1. 299 and 3.197) to describe Aegisthus, not Clytemnestra, as the murderer of
Agamemnon.”*® There are good reasons, however, to believe that in Stesichorus the
perpetrator of Agamemnon’s assassination was not Aegisthus, but Clytemnestra. Several
elements sustain the idea that in Stesichorus Clytemnestra had a more relevant role than
in earlier accounts.”"

In later versions, where Clytemnestra is held responsible for the murder of
Agamemnon, the sacrifice of Iphigenia is commonly presented as a justification.
Such association is clear for the first time in Pindar (P. 11. 23-4) and is later a common
element in tragedy.”*” Although suggesting that the sacrifice of Iphigenia may have been a
justification for the mariticide, Pindar seems more inclined to believe that Clytemnestra
was moved by rather different motivations. In his commentary to Pindar’s Pythian 11,

Finglass cautiously suggested that the sacrifice of Iphigenia as the motive for

7% Sommerstein 2010: 138 notes that in the Hesiodic Catalogue the emphasis on the guilt of sacrifice is not so
thoroughly connected to Agamemnon as in Aeschylus, but rather in the Achaean army in general.

" In the Odyssey, Clytemnestra seems to have had a secondary role in the murder, being Aegisthus the
perpetrator of the deed, as demonstrated above.

"2 Pi, P, 11.23-4. For tragedy: A. Ag. 154, 185-246, 1412-1436, 1525-1527; S. EL. 530-3; E. EL 1018-29, Or. 658. For the
discussion on the validity of the sacrifice as a justification for Clytemnestra’s deed in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon,
see Pulquério 1970; Neitzel 1979. Note, however, that the sacrifice is rather absent from the other plays of the
trilogy (thus Parker 2016: xxiv-xxv). For Sophocles’ Electra see Finglass comm. on 516-633.
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Clytemnestra’s killing of Agamemnon may go back to Stesichorus.”* Later, in his joint
edition with Davies, he seems more convinced that there must be something to it.”**

There is no plausible reason for the episode of the sacrifice to feature in the context
of the Oresteia if not to add to the plot a deeper sense of conflict and to raise some questions
regarding Clytemnestra’s decision to kill her husband.” It is possible that it was used by
Clytemnestra to justify her position, to highlight the justice of her deed.”*® However, as we
know, the sacrifice of Iphigenia in Stesichorus is not fulfilled. And it is here that Stesichorus
may have made things more interesting.

If Clytemnestra used the sacrifice of Iphigenia in these terms, she is basing her
supposed revenge on something that never happened. Such arrangement of the plot shares
many aspects with the Palinode, in the sense that all the events that were allegedly
legitimised by this episode are deprived of justification. The expedition of Troy in the
Palinode is motivated by the assumption that Helen was taken by Paris and is now at Troy.
So too Clytemnestra takes revenge on Agamemnon because she thought he perpetrated the
dreadful act of sacrificing Iphigenia. It happens, however, that neither is Helen in Troy, nor
is Iphigenia dead. The motives for the Trojan expedition and for the revenge of
Clytemnestra were hence based on false premises, wrong assumptions. The survival of
Iphigenia not only exposes the futility of Agamemnon’s death and the subsequent chain of
revenge, it adds to the Oresteia the debate over the consequences of human ignorance and
misdirected emotion.””” While exonerating Agamemnon from the dreadful deed of killing

his own daughter, the rescue of Iphigenia emphasises Clytemnestra’s guilt and imprints on

7 Finglass 2008: 16.

7* Davies and Finglass 2014: 489. Kurke 2013: 124-5, on the other hand, favours the debt of Pindar to Aeschylus,
rejecting categorically Stesichorus’ very likely influence (cf. fr. 181 F.) on both accounts.

7 Unless we consider the hypothesis that Stesichorus’ Oresteia featured the encounter of Orestes and Iphigenia
in exile, for which we have no evidence. Thus O’Brien 1988: 98 n.1: the encounter of Iphigenia and Orestes
“cannot be traced back with probability to any work of art or literature earlier than Euripides’ play”. See also
Kyriakou 2006: 19-21.

74 Cf. Maingon 1978: 248; Davies and Finglass 2014: 489.

¥ Kyriakou 2006: 23. Kyriakou uses a similar formulation but in negative terms, since the author is
commenting on Euripides’ Iphigenia in Tauris. She argues that the IT is not concerned with the aspects of justice
and revenge, given that it largely ignores the motivation of Clytemnestra. However, she notes that in
Euripides’ Helen the case is rather different: “the play cannot be thought to share the theme of futile bloodshed
with Helen, in which it receives considerable emphasis in the laments of the Greek characters for the suffering
and slaughter of a war fought for the sake of an illusion” (p. 23). In Stesichorus, however, it seems that the
Oresteia and the Palinode share the theme of a course of events based on wrong information, unfair
assumptions, or simply human ignorance of the divine designs.
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her deed a deeper sense of injustice, which will haunt her in the form of a dream, even if

she was unaware of what truly happened at Aulis.”*®

Clytemnestra’s dream (fr. 180 F.)

Stesichorus is our earliest source for Clytemnestra’s premonitory dream, a motif of
considerable importance to the plot of Aeschylus’ Choephori and Sophocles’ Electra.
Its presence in Stesichorus’ composition is fundamental for our understanding of
Clytemnestra’s role in the poem as the murderer of Agamemnon and as the principal victim
of Orestes’ revenge. But it is also an interesting aspect of Stesichorus’ narrative technique
and its relation to the Homeric epics.

The dream often appears in Greek literature as a narrative trigger.”* It may represent
a way for the gods to communicate with mortals (a vision which presents the events in a
clear way), or it may be a symbolic portent message for the dreamer or someone else to
interpret. In both cases, it points to future events and it has the mission to lead the dreamer
to act a certain way.” In Homer, for the majority of the cases, more than being a
premonitory vision, the dream operates as a device used by the gods or by the ghost of the
deceased in order to persuade the mortals into action. Therefore, they provide clear
instructions on how the dreamer should proceed.

There is one exception to this pattern of dreams in Homer. In the Odyssey, Penelope
tells to the disguised Odysseus about a dream she had. Unlike the other instances of dreams
in Homer, this vision of Penelope is more similar to a portent and the only instance where
a dream has a symbolic meaning and interpretation:”"

GAN dye pot tov Svelpov LTIOKpLVaAL Kol GKOUCOV.
Xfivéc pot katd oikov éefkoct Tupdv ESovctv

¢€ Gdatoc, kai t€ cerv laivopat gicopdwea:
ENOWV & €€ Speoc péyac aietoc dykvAoxeiAnce

ndct kat avyévac NEe kai ktavev: oi § Ekéyuvro

7% Neschke 1986: 296 emphasises rather the use of the sacrifice as a false pretext of Clytemnestra to justify her
deeds. This is of course plausible that she makes a rhetoric use of the sacrifice, but we should nevertheless,
allow the presumption that Clytemnestra thought her daughter to be dead, even if Iphigenia’s supposed death
is a mere rhetoric instrument.

7% Lattimore 1964: 72; Silva 2005b: 139-143.

7 For the debate on dreams in Antiquity, see Dodds 1951: 102-134; Kessels 1978; Del Corno 1982; Lev Kenaan
2016. For the different types of dreams, see Dodds 1951: 106-7; Dodson 2009: 42-51.

1 0d. 19. 535-550. Thus Dodds 1951: 106; Del Corno 1982: 56; Russo 1992: 102.
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aBpoot €v peydpotc, 6 8 éc aibépa diav d€poOn.

avTap £yw kAaiov Kal EkKLOV €V TEp dveipwt,

aupi & €y Nyepédovto ebmAokapidec Axatal,

oiKTp' OAoUpOUEVNY § Hot aieTOC EKTavE XTvac.

aP & ENBwvV kat dp et €mi mpolyovTL ueAdOpw,
@wVAL O BpoTéNt KATEPNTUE POV CEV TE:

Bapcet, ‘Tkapiov koLpn ThAekAeitoio:

oUk Gvap, GAN’ Urap £cOAGV, 6 Tot TeteAecuévov Ectat.
XTIVEC PEV pvNCTTipEC, Eyw O€ Tol aleToC Bpvic

fla dpoc, vOv adte tede mcic eiAfAovda,

OC ACL YvnCcTiipcty detkéa TOTUOV EPHCw.

Interpret this dream to me and listen.

I keep twenty geese in the house, from the water trough

They come and peck their wheat - I love to watch them all.

But down from a mountain swooped this great hook-beaked eagle,
And he snapped their necks and killed them one and all

And they lay in heaps throughout the halls while he,

Back to the clear blue sky, he soared at once.

But I wept and wailed, although I was dreaming

And the well-groomed wives of the Achaeans came and clustered round me,
Sobbing, stricken: the eagle killed my geese. But down

He swooped again and settling onto a jutting rafter

Called out in a human voice that dried my tears:

“Courage!, daughter of famous Icarius.

This is no dream but a happy waking vision,

Real as day, that will come true for you.

These geese were your suitors, I was once the eagle

But now [ am your husband, back again at last

About to launch a terrible fate against them all”.

” 752

Penelope’s dream is a “wish-fulfilment symbolic dream”,””* whose meaning, although
apparently evident is nevertheless doubted by Penelope herself. The fact that in the dream
the eagle addresses Penelope and tells her what will happen, shares many aspects with

other dreams in Homer, where a vision of a certain person (an eidolon, a ghost) appears to

2 Dodds 1951: 106.
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the dreamer to tell him/her what is about to happen.””® In many cases, these dreams are
deceptive and orchestrated by the gods in order to persuade humans into a course of action.
7* This is perhaps why Penelope is so reluctant to believe in the words of Odysseus in her
dream.” To Odysseus in disguise, the dream is unequivocal: the eagle representing him is
telling the truth and the hero will return and kill the suitors. Yet, Penelope is sceptical of
the meaning of what she is told in the dream because they are too optimistic for a woman
whose defence mechanism in the final books of the Odyssey is to doubt and re-evaluate all
the potential false hopes.”®

Penelope’s mourning of the geese fits oddly in the dream if they represent the suitors.
Against the attempts of some scholars to see in this dream a Freudian sign that Penelope
subconsciously enjoyed the wooing, Pratt has suggested that, in Penelope’s interpretation,
the geese do not represent the suitors but rather the twenty years of her waiting and
longing for Odysseus. There are not twenty suitors, but Odysseus’ absence dis last twenty
years. If Penelope interprets the killing of the geese as the end of this period of waiting and
hopes for Odysseus’ return,”” the mourning, and weeping of Penelope and the Achaean
women are legitimate. Penelope has to decide to give up her hopes for the return of her
husband.

Penelope’s worries are responded to in the dream, although she refuses to accept its
optimistic message, emphasised by the beggar Odysseus. The dream is the opposite of what
she understands from it. It is an announcement of the return of the hero, which will bring
justice to the palace and restore peace and prosperity. The only example of a symbolic
prophetic dream in the Homeric poems is dreamt by Penelope and appears in the book
where her psychological state, her concerns, her position, are central. Kessels is sceptical

in accepting that Homer could have established any direct “relationship between dreams

7 In Il 2. 79-83 Zeus sends a deceitful dream to Agamemnon encouraging him to attack the Trojans which will
turn out to be a disaster. In 0d. 6. 15-36 Athena disguised as one of Nausicaa’s friends instructs the daughter of
Alcinous to go to the river banks to wash the clothes, which will allow her to meet with Odysseus. Patroclus’
ghost appear to Achilles in I. 23. 62-ff. stressing his need to have a proper funeral and tomb.

7> Marques 2014: 30.

75 Penelope later in her dialogue with the beggar Odysseus elaborates on the twofold nature of dreams, thus
partly explaining her scepticism (0d. 19. 560-581).

7 Russo 1992: 10; Pratt 1994: 152.

7’ Calchas’ interpretation and the number of birds representing a period of time.
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and the psyche”,”® but this claim seems to ignore the dream of Penelope and the kairos of
its appearance, i.e. the eminent return of the hero.

The fact that the first example of a symbolic dream in Greek literature appears in this
context helps us understanding why the motif was so common in nostos narratives later in
tragedy.” These dreams appear recurrently to the women announcing the return of the
hero. However, not all the hero’s returns are good news for the dreamer. By associating a
motif that was first connected to Penelope to Clytemnestra, Stesichorus establishes a
striking contrast between the two queens, a contrast which Homer so recurrently exposed.
Here, the dreamer is the one upon whom revenge is falling. The dream is also a mirror of
the character’s inner concerns. In Clytemnestra’s dream, as Plutarch indicates, the
psychological state of the dreamer is marked by a sentiment of remorse, of distress
(fr. 180 F.):

1 yap itapdne €kelvn kal to Bpacyd tiic kakioc dxpt TV adiknudtwy icxupdv £ctt Kal
npdyelpov, eita tod mdBouc dcmep mvedupatoc Omoleimovroc dclevic kal Tamevov
vnomintel Toic @oPforic kai taic dercidatpoviaic Wete TPOC T yryvopeva kal mpdc Thv
GArfetav dromAdttecfar tO tijc KAvtaprictpac Evomviov OV Ztncixopov, ovtwcl mwe
Aéyovtar

a1 O¢ dpakwv €3k ce poAelv kdpa PePpotwuévoc dxrpov,

€k ' dpa to0 PactAevc MAewcOevidac E@dvn.

Kal yap SPeic évumviwy kal dcpata pednuepva kai xpncpol kai katafaciat, kai 8 to
d6Eav Ecxov aitiar Beod mepaivecbal, xeudvac éndyst kol @éPovc toic oltw

Sakepévorc.

For the vigour and boldness of damage is violent and ready to hand until the evil deed is
perpetrated; but thereafter the passion, like a blast, falls short and weak, and surrenders itself
to superstition and terrors. So Stesichorus modelled the dream of Clytemnestra on real events

and truth of things when he tells this:

Towards her a snake seemed to come, the top of its head stained with gore,

and from it appeared the Pleisthenid king,

For visions in dreams, epiphanies by day, oracles, thunderbolts, and the like that is

accomplished by and from the gods bring troubles and fear to those in this state.

7% Kessels 1978: 13.

7 The dreams have particular relevance in the plays involving a returning hero, cf. A. Pers. 176-230; A. Cho. 32-
46, 523-50, 928-9; S. EL 410-27; Cf. Silva 200b5: 139-143 for a comparison of Atossa and Clytemnestra’s dream in
Aeschylus and McClure 2006 who emphasises the role of the waiting mother in A. Persae.
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In the dream, Clytemnestra sees a snake approaching. The imagery of the snake is
commonly found in the tragedies on the myth of Orestes.”® In Aeschylus’ Choephori (514-
52) the snake to which Clytemnestra gives birth in her dream clearly represents Orestes. In
Euripides’ Orestes (479-80) Tyndareus refers to his grandson as a matricide serpent. In other
instances, it is Clytemnestra who is associated with serpentine creatures.”*! It has been
noted that in Aeschylus the snake symbolizes either an ill-omen, Orestes, or/and the agent
of divine retribution.”* Although, in Sophocles, Agamemnon appears to Clytemnestra in
dreams,’® there is no allusion to any chthonic creature as a metaphorical representation
of the king as in Stesichorus’ Oresteia.

In our poet’s version, the serpent represents Agamemnon,” and the blood on the
serpent’s crest is likely to represent his fatal wound,”® inflicted by a blow of a sharp object
in the head. In the Odyssey, Aegisthus kills Agamemnon with a sword (0d. 11. 425). In this
passage, we learn more details told in the first person of the event that occurred in the
fateful banquet. It is also here where the role of Clytemnestra in the episode is emphasised;
she not only kills Cassandra, she witnessed the last breath of Agamemnon with striking
distance and detachment as she goes away (0d. 11.405-34). The sword appears again in
Aeschylus’ Agamemnon 1380-1405. Here Clytemnestra’s hand performs the deed. The

episode takes place not in a banquet but rather in the private ambiance of the bath.”®®

7 For bibliography on the subject, particularly in the Oresteia, see Catenaccio 2011: 215 n. 30. For the
association of snakes with the dead, see Plut. Ag. et Cleom. 60; Kiister 1913: 62-85; Burkert 1993: 380; Bremmer
1983: 80 nn. 21-2.

"' E.g. A. Ag. 48-59, 1233; Cho. 994, 1047.

7% Cf. Catenaccio 2011: 221.

" E. g.S. EL 406-25, 459-60, 478-81.

764 Cf. Maingon 1978: 248; Davies and Finglass 2014: 503; Brasete 2014: 16. In p. 15, the author confuses the
source of fr. 180 F. and mistakenly attributes it to the scholia to Aristophanes’ Peace. The fragment is quoted
by Plutarch in his De Sera Numinis Vindicta 554f-555a. Neschke 1986: 297 considers that the serpent represents
Agamemnon’s Erinyes. For the association of serpents and the Furies, see Finglass 2005: 41 n. 16.

7% See Davies and Finglass 2014: 503 for the common assumption that the ghosts of the dead maintained their
fatal wounds with examples, esp. A. Eu. 103 where Clytemnestra’s ghost shows the wounds inflicted to her by
Orestes.

7% Since Fraenkel appendix B of his commentary on the Agamemnon it has been generally agreed that the
weapon used by Clytemnestra in the play was a sword. Davies 1987 argued against this view and proposed that
Aeschylus envisaged an axe as the weapon rather than a sword, since the axe is the preferable weapon in other
accounts. Sommerstein 1989 and Prag 1991 have responded to the article convincingly emphasising the
perilous ground on which Davies’ argument stands. Sommerstein stresses the evidence on the text for the use
of the sword, particularly Ag. 1528 and Cho. 1010-11; Prag compares the iconographic evidence reiterating
many of his arguments on Prag 1985: 1-10.
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Iconography shows the use of a sword or dagger by Clytemnestra to stab Agamemnon
since the seventh century BC. A terracotta plaque found in Gortyn - the earliest certain
depiction of the king’s death - shows Agamemnon sitting on a throne, Aegisthus holds him,
while Clytemnestra stabs the king in the back.””” The first iconographic association of
Clytemnestra and the axe may be seen in the sixth century BC metopes from the temple of
Hera at Foce del Sele.”® In one metope a woman hold an axe while another female, probably
the nurse, attempts to stop her. The woman’s movement is likely to be connected to the
other metope depicting a man, probably Orestes who, in turn, is stabbing a man, most likely
Aegisthus. Only in the Boston Crater, dating to the early fifth century,” is Clytemnestra
holding an axe at the moment of Agamemnon’s murder. Clytemnestra appears behind
Aegisthus, carrying an axe, while he performs the attack on Agamemnon who is involved
in some sort of cloth or fabric, a similar immobilization strategy to that used by
Clytemnestra in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon. From these, it becomes clear that the use of the
sword would hardly have caused a wound in the head. Such injury is more likely to have
been caused by the alternative weapon associated with the death of Agamemnon: the axe,
used in Sophocles’ Electra and Euripides’ Orestes.

In Sophocles, it is not clear who was holding the axe, but such ambiguity emphasises
the deed as a joint action of Clytemnestra and Aegisthus, stressing the advantage of the
attackers in number who cowardly attack an unarmed and off guard Agamemnon, as he
feasts celebrating his return. The fatal injury of Agamemnon, Electra tells us, is inflicted in
his neck, decapitating him (EL 132). The chorus implies also a blow to the head (EL 263). In
Euripides’ Electra, Clytemnestra kills Agamemnon with the axe (160, 279, 1160), while
Aegisthus holds a sword. The use of the sword in these descriptions and depictions, suggests
that Agamemnon was stabbed.

Since in Stesichorus’ dream the serpent is wounded in the crest, it is more plausible
that in our poet’s account the fatal blow was inflicted by an axe, in perhaps similar terms

to Sophocles’ version. Hence, there seems to be little room for doubting that the serpent,

7" Touchefeu and Krauskopf 1981: §91; Prag 1985: 1-2. Davies 1969: 224-40 draws a comparison between the
iconography of the Gortyn’s pinax and a steatite disk also from Crete but earlier (ca. late eighth-early seventh
centuries) to conclude that the latter is likely to depict the same scene, and therefore to have had Clytemnestra
killing Agamemnon.

78 Van Buren 1942: 438 for the myth represented; Prag 1985: 11-13, 44; Morizot 1992: §20 on the identification
of Clytemnestra; Davies and Finglass 2014: 487.

7® Vermeule 1966; Clairmont 1966; Toucheferd and Krauskopf 1981: §89; Prag 1985: 3-4.
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associated as it might be to the Erinyes, represents the dead Agamemnon, who still
preserves his fatal wound. Conversely, the identity of the ambiguous “Pleisthenid king”
rising from the top of the serpent’s head is not so obvious, since there are good reasons to
advocate either Agamemnon or Orestes.

Pleisthenes’ place in the genealogy is obscure and variable. He appears in the
Catalogue of Women as the son of Atreus and Aerope. Cleolla, daughter of Dias, bores him
Agamemnon, Menelaus, and Anaxibia.””® Pleisthenes may have appeared as the father of
Agamemnon and Menelaus in Euripides’ Cressae.””' Another variant combines both
traditions: Agamemnon and Menelaus were Pleisthenes’ sons, but were brought up by their
uncle Atreus after the death of their father.””

Stesichorus may have followed the Hesiodic Catalogue and made Pleisthenes father of
Agamemnon and Menelaus. Hence, the expression “Pleisthenid king” would be the
patronymic referring to Agamemnon. Therefore, it would be Agamemnon’s ghost that
appears to Clytemnestra. Supporting this view, some scholars have pointed out the
inadequacy of PactAevc applied to someone Orestes’ circumstances, exiled and not yet
ruling, and the rarity of the use of papponymic in such contexts.””

However, there are complying arguments to champion the latter hypothesis. First,
the papponymic is applied to Achilles and Eurycleia in the Homeric poems, on occasions
where the noble lineage of the person is to be emphasised.”* As someone about to avenge
one the noble descendants of Pleisthenids, being himself part of that lineage, it is far from
odd to find Orestes’ place in the genealogy being highlighted here. He is the legitimate heir

to the throne and he should recover it from the usurpers.””

7% [Hes.] fr. 194 M-W. His heroic ethos is questioned by another testimony who says that he was described as a
hermaphrodite and a transvestite in the Hesiodic account (fr. 137c Most).

"L E. Cres. test. iiia, iiic TrGF.

77 Grimal 1986: 377.

77 Several scholars support the view that the man who emerges from the snake is Agamemnon: Hartung 1856:
170-171; Robert 1881: 171; Bowra 1934: 118; Davies 1969: 246; Neschke 1986: 247; Garvie 1986: xx.

77" West 1988: 80, argues that the use of the papponymic is abnormal in Homer except for Achilles. However,
the use of the papponymic applies to Eurycleia in the Odyssey (1. 429, 2.347, 20.148); thus Higbie 1995: 8. Higbie
1995: 6 argues that Orestes, in his first appearance in the Odyssey is referred to by the papponymic “Atreid”,
but it is unclear if the Atreid refers to Orestes or to Agamemnon. There are other instances where the use of
the ancestors in more general terms is common, for example in Priam’s epithet Dardanid, and in, among others
single occurences (Il 23. 514, for Nestor; Il. 2.763 for Eumelus; Il. 2.621, 11. 709, 13.185).

77 Mueller-Goldingen 2000: 10.
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Moreover, the reference to the noble lineage need not apply only to the father or
grandfather of the person in question. The patronymic can refer to a broader concept of
ancestry, in which case there would be no problem in accepting that the figure that
emerges is Orestes. In Ibycus fr. S151. 21-22, a passage marked by the prolific use of epithets,
Agamemnon is described as follows:

... Me1cB[evi]dac PaciA[eb]c dyoc avipiv
‘Atpéoc éc[OAdc m]dic Exy[o]voc

...Pleisthenid king, leader of men

noble son born to Atreus.

The use of the TTAeicOevidac Pacidedc in Ibycus, as a mere reinforcement of the noble

ancestry of Agamemnon,”’®

allows us to suppose that Stesichorus was implying the same in
his fr. 180 F. Maingon suggests that we should understand Stesichorus’ IMAeicBevidac
Pacidevc as a reference to Pleisthenes’ dynasty, rather than a direct reference to
Agamemnon’s parentage.””” The same can be said regarding the other occurrence of the
patronymic in Stesichorus. The context of fr. 170. ‘25’ F. is irrecoverable but AeicBevidac,
close as it is to ‘Dardanid’ in the previous line, may indicate a similar general reference to
the lineage. If we approach the line considering that it refers in more general terms to the
dynasty and the lineage of Agamemnon, similarly to what happens in Ibycus, the reference
to Orestes as the “Pleisthenid” figure who appears to Clytemnestra is less problematic.
Orestes is the legitimate heir to the throne, born into the line of Pleisthenes, the future
Pacidevc.””® The sense of the dream, therefore, is symbolically similar to the dream in

Sophocles’ Electra, where the idea of the transmission of power from father to son is clearly

emphasised. The dynasty of Pleisthenes will continue to reign over Laconia in its legitimate

heirs.””

77¢ Wilkinson 2013: 70-71.

777 Maingon 1978: 256.

7% We need not exclude the possibility that Pleisthenes was indeed Agamemnon and Menelaus’ father in
Stesichorus to believe that the figure rising from the serpent crest is Orestes. Thus Reiske 1755: 90; Devereux
1976: 171-6, makes relevant points against the idea of a metamorphosis on the snake into Agamemnon (p. 172);
Maingon 1978: 256; Mueller-Goldingen 2000: 9-13; Davies and Finglass 2014: 506-7, among others.

7 Hom. Il. 2.100-108 offers an unexpected account of the traditional harmonious transition of power in the
house of Atreus. This idealistic scenario contrast deeply with the myth of Orestes. But the dream and its
announcement of the return of Orestes anticipated the hoped restoration of power to the rightful heir.
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The dream is structured in a “movement from enigma to clarity” 7*°

in the gradual
pace of the serpent approaching, showing its wound from where Orestes emerges. It is
likely that in the sequence of the episode preserved by Plutarch the figure of Orestes
addressed somehow Clytemnestra, perhaps anticipating her death, or even attacking her,
as in the Aeschylean dream. The quotation of Plutarch allows us to glimpse at the context
and the implications of the episode. The dream, Plutarch tells us, illustrates the criminal
mind of Clytemnestra assailed by her deeds.

However, by having Orestes emerge from the serpents’ crest, Stesichorus does not
limit the dream to a reflection of Clytemnestra’s psychology. The poet uses the dream in
the more traditional way of an epiphany that informs the dreamer of future events.
Therefore, the dream is not a mere result of Clytemnestra’s anxiety or remorse over the
murder of her husband, it also the announcement of the imminent return of Orestes.
Through the epiphany of the father from whose head the son appears, Stesichorus
establishes a more intimate connection between Agamemnon and Orestes. The emergence
of Orestes from the serpent’s crest, an episode reminiscent of Athena’s birth from Zeus’
head,”® emphasises the complete exclusion of Clytemnestra from the maternal role, thus
stressing Orestes’ connection to his father and his lineage. Not only is Clytemnestra a
despicable wife, she is denied the role of a mother too.”®

The deviant behaviour of Clytemnestra as a wife and, more importantly, a mother is
a determining aspect of her characterization. Xanthou noted that the maternal figures
deserved Stesichorus’ close attention, since he acknowledges their dramatic potential.
As seen throughout this study, the maternal figures proliferate in his oeuvre usually as
agents on behalf of their children. There are exceptions. Xanthou treats in detail one of
them: Althaea, who Stesichorus may have “presented as hovering between her maternal
feeling and affection towards her brother” ultimately deciding to privilege the latter over

the former”.”®

78 Lebeck 1971: 31. Although these words refer to the intricate structure of Aeschylus’ Oresteia, they apply to
the sequence in which Clytemnestra’s dream unfolds.

78! In the Eumenides, the inadequacy of Clytemnestra as a mother is emphasised by Apollo (657-673) and by
Athena who stresses the fact that she was also deprived from a mother being born from her father’s head (735-
740), cf., however, Pulquério 2008: 176 who argues that the intervention of the gods is a futile attempt to affirm
the patriarchate.

782 Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 506.

7® Xanthou 2015: 33-38, quotation p. 37. Althaea’s treatment is hard to define. She appears in frr. 189 F. and
191 F., which, despite the thematic correspondence to the Boarhunters, is ruled out as part of that poem since
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Three other deviating mothers are left out; Eriphyle, Helen, and Clytemnestra;
all problematic maternal figures. Helen’s case was already discussed in the previous
chapter, so we shall leave her aside, and focus on the two other problematic wives and
mothers: Eriphyle and Clytemnestra, who share a story similar in many ways.
The characterization of Stesichorus’ Eriphyle does not survive, although the fact that the
poem bears her name as a title suggests that she was if not the main, at least one of the
major characters. Since Homer, Eriphyle is condemned as a hateful woman for having
accepted a bribe which she knows would lead to her husband’s death. Clytemnestra either
kills or helps to kill Agamemnon. Eriphyle and Clytemnestra would eventually be killed by
their sons who spent a considerable period away from home and return to perpetrate the
matricide, thus avenging their fathers. As matricides, they both face the punishment of
being persecuted by the Erinyes of their mothers. It would be interesting to see how
Stesichorus treated the character of Eriphyle as she decided to accept the bribe thus
condemning her husband to die, and the subsequent vengeance of Alcmeon (fr. 93 F.) and
to compare the two poems of matricide.

These mothers, particularly Clytemnestra, represent a challenge to Stesichorus’
characterization of the maternal figures. Clytemnestra’s children are by no means her
priority. Their relationship is one of distance and detachment in many of the accounts of
the myth of Orestes. In Stesichorus’ Oresteia the mother does not intervene on behalf of her
children, as, for example, in the Thebais or in the Geryoneis. But Stesichorus felt the need to

include a proper maternal figure in his account: the nurse Laodamia.

The Nurse Laodamia (fr. 179 F.)

Stesichorus’ Oresteia is the first account to include the figure of the nurse. Nurses, and
tutors (Paedagogus), for that matter, occur in Greek literature as early as the Odyssey,”**
although having a subordinate status in the household, servants as they are, they enjoy
some authority, which derives from their roles as supervisors and, many times, as the

maternal figures to children. They are frequently addressed as authority figures who offer

they are metrically incompatible. We know that she learns the news of the killing of her brother from a
messenger (fr. 189 F. and 191 F.) and we should expect that this moment triggered the subsequent plot. our
poet would have explored her reaction to the news and her decision to avenge her brother, which would
require her involvement in the death of Meleager, see above Chapter I pp. 43-44 and below 282.

78 Thalmann 1998: 27-29, discusses the figure of Eurycleia in the context of female slaves in the poem.
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advice.”® But perhaps the most defining aspect of the nurse is her role as a maternal figure
whose affection to the nursling is often recalled.” It seems likely that Stesichorus includes
Laodamia in the Oresteia with this in mind. The content of the information provided by the
scholium to Aeschylus’ Choephori is minimum. However, it may suggest some similarity
between the treatment of the figure in the three accounts (fr. 179 F.):

Kidiccav 8¢ @nct tfv 'Opéctov tpo@dv, Tlivdapoc 8¢ 'Apcivony,

Ttncixopoc Aaoddueiav.

[Aeschylus] says that Orestes’ nurse is Cilissa, Pindar Arsinoe, Stesichorus

Laodamia.

In the versions of Aeschylus and Pindar, the nurse plays distinct roles. In Pindar’s
Pythian 11. 17-18 Arsinoe is responsible for Orestes’ rescue. She snatches him away as
Clytemnestra kills Agamemnon, and sends him to the house of Strophius, a guest-friend, in
the foot of Mount Parnassus (line 36). A similar account is presented by Pherecydes. In his
account, the rescue of Orestes implicates the sacrifice of the nurse’s own child (fr. 134 EGM).
Aegisthus kills the nurse’s child believing that he was Orestes. The fragment does not
preserve what happens next, nor to what extent the nurse is involved in Orestes’ escape
from his home (here unknown), but it is probable that she had a central role in it.”*’

Aeschylus, the only tragedian who includes the figure of the nurse in the myth of
Orestes, gives her a less active role, since it is Clytemnestra herself who sends Orestes away
to Strophius (Ag. 877-86). This is, therefore, the sole account in which Orestes faces exile
imposed to him by his mother, something that he recalls in their encounter at the Choephori
(913-15). In the Aeschylean account, the nurse features expressing her unconditional love
for Orestes, and her grief for thinking him dead (Cho. 734-782). Her intervention in
Aeschylus’ account occurs after Orestes’ return whereas her primary role in Pindar and
Pherecydes seems to have been in the rescue of Orestes. Although her late appearance in

the trilogy, her maternal affection for Orestes is strongly emphasised.

78 E.g Phoenix, Achilles’ tutor, tries to persuade him to return to battle in IL 9.

78 Fletcher 1999 in her review of Karydas’ study of the figure of the nurse stresses the lack of discussion of the
historical role of nurses in the Greek quotidian. To illustrate the potential of such discussion, Fletcher
mentions a 4™ century BC epitaph (IG II* 7873. G) dedicated to a nurse by her former nursling (named
Hippostrate) reveals the long-lasting affection of nursling to the nurse; Wrenhaven 2012 study fills in part this
gap.

78 Gantz 1993: 675 suspects the nurse intentionally substituted Orestes for her child.
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It is conceivable that Stesichorus made her central to the rescue, perhaps in a similar

788 Nevertheless, her participation in the revenge plot, as happens in

manner as Pindar.
Aeschylus, remains a possibility. An aspect of Stesichorus’ nurse that drawn the attention
of scholars is her name, Laodamia. One of Bowra’s argument for the Spartan audience of
Stesichorus’ Oresteia is precisely the nurse’ name which recalls the king of Lacedaemon,
Amyclas’ daughter, king of Lacedaemon (Paus. 10.9.5).”®* However, and despite the
coincidence, Laodamia is the name given to other mythical women with no connection to
Sparta, as for instance the daughter of Bellerophon and the mother of Sarpedon in Il. 6.196-
205, or the daughter of Acastus and wife of Protesilaus.””® The name Laodamia, however,
does suggest an aristocratic lineage, an aspect shared with the epic nurses in the Odyssey:
Eurycleia and Eurymedusa.

In the versions where the nurse appears, her affection for Orestes is emphasised,
either by rescuing him sacrificing her own son in Pherecydes or by lamenting over the
supposed death of Orestes and recalling the time when he was a baby in Aeschylus. She
assumes in these accounts a truly maternal role, which is particularly relevant in the case
of Orestes given his relationship with his mother. Since in Stesichorus it seems that
Clytemnestra assumed a more active role in the death of Agamemnon, it seems appropriate
to have the nurse as the rescuer of Orestes, cast as a maternal and nurturing figure,
similarly to what happens with the character of Cilissa in Aeschylus’ Choephori. As said
above regarding the maternal figures, it is interesting that in the tale of a matricide the
figure of maternal love is replaced by a nurse and the dramatic potential of such figure is
remarkable, as the Odyssey and Choephori so poignantly show.

Sophocles and Euripides exclude the nurse but maintained a servant in the episode.”’
In these accounts, the Paedagogus ensures Orestes’ safety in exile, although his role varies.

In Sophocles’ Electra, the protagonist rescues Orestes from the palace fearing the

7% Thus Finglass 2007b: 97; Davies and Finglass 2014: 503.

7% Bowra 1934: 117-118, see above 4.1.

7 Thus Davies and Finglass 2014: 28.

7! Karydas 1999: 56 noted that the authority of the nurses in Greek literature derives from their role as
supervisors of the children and in many cases in their role as teachers (cf. PL Prt. 325¢d). In this sense, in terms
of authority over the children, the figure of the nurse and the tutor are quite similar, which could explain the
substitution in tragedy of the Nurse by the Paedagogus. The figure of the tutor as an authority figure capable
of advising and even persuade his pupil is event in the relationship of Phoenix and Achilles in IL 9. 476-86 (on
which see Carvalho 2013). Eurycleia tries to persuade Telemachus to stay home 0d. 2. 349-379, and the nurse
of Hyppolytus functions as Phaedra’s adviser.
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murderous hands of Aegisthus and Clytemnestra” and gives him to the Paedagogus so that
he can take the child to a safe location.”” The Paedagogus in Sophocles’ Electra takes Orestes
from his sister and raises him during his time in exile, assuming a parental role to young
Orestes. Electra’s involvement in the rescue is a Sophoclean innovation, appearing later in
Hyginus (Fab. 117.2) and Seneca (Ag. 918-46). Euripides excludes Electra from the rescuing.
In his Electra, the Paedagogus alone rescues Orestes and gives him to Strophius.”” In these
accounts Electra assumes particular relevance, namely in Sophocles’ Electra, whereas, in the
accounts of Pindar and Pherecydes, who give prominence to the nurse in the rescue, Electra

is absent.

Electra and the return of Orestes (fr. 181 F.)

Along with the figure of the nurse as a maternal character, another female character
seems to have gained relevance in Stesichorus’ account: Electra. Her character is similar to
that of the female waiting-figures of the nostos-plots.””” Electra, however, is not a passive
character in the plays on the myth of Orestes, “but also as her complement, and eventually
(at least, in Sophocles and Euripides), as an active co-conspirator in the actual conduct of
the revenge”.””® We know that she featured in the poem of Xanthus (fr. 700) and that the
death of Agamemnon had serious consequences on her adult life, casting her aside from
the social status where she belonged and leaving her unmarried. No information survives
regarding the status of Electra in the aftermath Agamemnon’ death in Stesichorus’ Oresteia,
but the recognition by means of the lock of hair make it likely that she played a role in the
revenge plot (fr. 181. 7-13 F.):

... AlcxOAo[c pgv yap
‘Opéct[era]v moricalc Tptho-
yiav [Alyapéuvovia . .
10 X]one[bpJovc Eduev[idac .

1 L] ov dvaylvwpicudv

7*S. El. 296-7, 601, 1132-3.

7S, El 11-14, 296-7, 321, 1132-3, 1348-52.

7" EL 16-18, 416.

7% For the importance of women in the nostos stories, see Alexopoulou 2009: 68-70; Sultan 1999: 4: “the woman
... is responsible for managing his [the man’s] return from exile”; see further pp. 53-99 and p. 3 for bibliography
on the subject.

7% Zeitlin 2012: 362.
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Aeschylus
When composing his trilogy Oresteia -
Agamemnon,
10 Choephori, Eumenides - (treated?)
the recognition
by means of a lock of hair:

this is in Stesichorus...

As seen above, the episode of Clytemnestra’s dream, as a nostos motif of the prophetic
dream, announces Orestes’ return. The shared elements of Clytemnestra’s dream and
Penelope’s should have prepared the audience for a typical nostos scene, in which the hero
arrives in disguise and goes through a process of recognition.”” The dream of Clytemnestra,
moreover, motivates the offerings at the tomb of Agamemnon, the place where Orestes
leaves his lock of hair in the tragic accounts. In Aeschylus, Clytemnestra sends Electra with
libations to the tomb, whereas in Euripides and Sophocles the task is attributed to other
characters. It seems likely that Stesichorus set the recognition in the same place as the
other accounts: at the tomb of Agamemnon and that Electra herself was sent there, since,
according to Davies and Finglass, the versions of Sophocles and Euripides casting a third
person to bring the lock to Electra seem like a secondary innovation. In the same line of
thought, it is more probable that Electra recognized the lock than any other character.
First, because the token of recognition, the lock of hair, would be easier to recognize by a
family member. Secondly, because the majority of recognition scenes happen between
close relatives.””® Furthermore, the fragment highlights the similarities of the scenes.
Hence, we would expect to hear some remarks, in case there were any significant
alterations.

The siblings are about to reunite after almost a decade apart. In Aeschylus, Electra

finds the lock of hair while Orestes is hidden from her view. The recognition scenes have

7 Perrin 1909: 371-6 evaluates the recognitions scenes in the Odyssey according to Aristotle’s categorization of
such scenes in this Poetics 1454b19-1455a. For the pattern of the nostos-story and the recognition scenes in epic
and tragedy, see Alexopoulou 2009: 31-41; 68-70; 104.

7 Davies and Finglass 2014: 508-9.
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the potential of serving as a highly dramatic scene, but also as a barometer for the person
who returns to test the loyalty of a certain figure before revealing himself. One can thus
evaluate the risks of disclosure and ponder the course of action. This is the use of Odysseus’
disguise and the main difference between his caution (leading to success) and
Agamemnon’s triumphal return (which ended in gore). By displaying the lock of hair in
Agamemnon’s tomb, Orestes learns how Electra feels about him, allowing for a safer
revelation and recognition. Another important aspect of the recognition scene by means
of the lock of hair is that it implies a long separation. In the Odyssey, one can infer that
Orestes was still at the palace when Agamemnon returned (11.452) and in 3.303-12 it is said
that Orestes returns in the eighth year of Aegisthus’ rule. Therefore, Orestes was absent for
eight years. In Aeschylus, however, Orestes was sent into exile before Agamemnon’s return,
which makes his absence more prolonged.”” We cannot determine how long Orestes was
exiled in Stesichorus’ account since we do not know when was Orestes rescued. The earlier
accounts agree on the presence of Orestes in the moment of Agamemnon’ death, as happens
in the accounts where the nurse rescues him. Perhaps Stesichorus followed this
chronology.

The long absence of Orestes explains the need for multiple proofs of identity in the
tragic accounts.®® Like Penelope, Electra seems reluctant to give up scepticism and believe
that her brother returned, which is more clearly represented in Sophocles’ Electra, where
the effective recognition is a result of Orestes’ self-revelation.* Aeschylus opts for a more
immediate recognition to allow the play to evolve; hence, the proliferation of recognition
tokens. Apart from the lock of hair which leave Electra reluctant to accept it as a sign of
Orestes’ return (Cho. 168-204), Aeschylus adds the sign of footprints (Cho. 205-211), Orestes’
self-revelation (Cho. 219), and the piece of cloth (Cho. 231-2). Euripides, whose account has
the Paedagogos recognizing Orestes immediate and instinctively, adds the scar as a proof
of Orestes’ identity to Electra (EL 573-79).

In Stesichorus, we only have evidence for the token of the lock in the recognition

episode. It is, however, significant since it shows that Stesichorus, unlike his predecessors,

7 Herodorus (fr. 11 EGM) says that Orestes was sent to exile with three years old, thus long before
Agamemnon’s return. This implies that Clytemnestra’s affair with Aegisthus happen shortly after the
beginning of the Trojan War.

% For a comparison of the recognition scene of Orestes and Electra in the three tragedians, see Solmsen 1967.
% Electra’s recognition of Orestes in Sophocles happens only in 1221-2, after a series of hints about Orestes’
presence (thus Finglass 2007a: 5-6).
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dealt in detail with the episode of the return of Orestes. The return, as we seen, was
anticipated in Clytemnestra’s dream, but some have argued that Electra and Orestes may
have kept contact during the times of the former’s exile. This suggestion derives from an
often-ignored fragment attributed to the second book of the Oresteia concerning
Palamedes, who is credited with the invention of the alphabet. I cite here only fr. 175a F.,

for the contents of fr. 175b are identical:

Aociadnc 8¢ év KpAtnt gnciv ebpebijvar adtar AicxOloc 8¢ MpounOéa
enciv ebpnkéval €v T OHWVOHWL dpduartt, Ztrcixopoc O¢ v devtépwt
"Opectetac kat Evpinidne tov HaAaundne ¢nciv ebpnkéval, Mvacéac 8¢
‘Epufiv, GAAot 8¢ dAAov. mbavov 8¢ kata mdvta témov e€lpeTac
yeyeviicOat.

Dosiadas says that it was invented in Crete (sc. the alphabet). Aeschylus says it
was invented by Prometheus in the homonymous play; Stesichorus in his second
Oresteia and Euripides say that it was Palamedes who invented it, Mnaseas [says

it was] Hermes, and others credit another figure. It is possible that every region

had its own inventor.

There are some possible contexts for the appearance of Palamedes in Stesichorus’
Oresteia. The story of Palamedes is one of treason and revenge, thus providing an interesting
parallel for the Oresteia.* The reference to him occurred in the second book, which
probably rules out the hypothesis that he was associated with Nauplius’ attempt to
persuade Greek wives to leave their husbands, unless Clytemnestra uses this argument later
as a justification for her adultery and as an attempt to dissuade Orestes from his matricidal

plans.®”

%2 For the story of Palamedes throughout Greek Literature, see Scodel 1980: 43-61; Gantz 1993: 603-7.
Sommerstein 2000: 123 n.10; Davies and Finglass 2014: 498-500. Palamedes appears in the Cypria with the
purpose of convincing Odysseus to go to war. Odysseus first refuses and upon the threat made by Palamedes
to Telemachus, Odysseus stops pretending that he is mad. Eventually, though, Odysseus takes revenge on
Palamedes, drowning him (arg. 5 and 12 GEF). Tragedy was prolific in plays on the story of Palamedes with the
three tragedians dedicating their plot to the trial of Palamedes, who was framed for theft and treachery.
Euripides includes a reference to Oeax ability to write (fr. 588 TrGF) as he sends a message to his father warning
him about Palamedes’ fortune. Aeschylus deals with Nauplius’ arrival at Troy seeking revenge (fr. 181 TrGF.;
thus Sommerstein 2000) Although Sophocles’ Palamedes is lost, we have fragments for other plays featuring
the story of Palamedes: Nauplius sails in and Nauplius the Fire-Kindler. The first described Nauplius arrival at Troy
upon hearing the news of his son; the second probably concerned Nauplius stratagem of the beacon.

% Apollodorus (Ep. 6.9-10). The father of Palamedes, after the failed plan to go to Troy and make justice over
his son’s death, decides to try and persuade the Greeks’ wives to leave their absent husbands and find
themselves a lover. He pays a visit to Clytemnestra and succeeds in convincing her to commit adultery.
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The same reason could apply to the ruling out of the inclusion of the episode of
Palamedes’ trial and execution at Aulis, preserved in the scholium to Euripides’ Orestes 432
unless the episode was recalled as a justification for Oeax’s present behaviour as a
companion of Aegisthus who claims revenge for the deceased Palamedes. This is the
hypothesis presented by Robert.**

Another possibility is that Palamedes is mentioned merely as the inventor of the
alphabet. If so it would be probable that the siblings exchanged letters during Orestes’ exile,
as Stephanopoulos and Neschke suggests.*” Sophocles and Euripides mention in passing
that Electra sent messages to Orestes in exile.*” The reference to Palamedes as the inventor
of writing encourages us to expect that the context of his reference was somehow related
to the skill. Moreover, the messages shared between siblings would illustrate their
complicity and provide an emotional link between the two that overcomes their absence
and solitude.

We have no means of determining the context in which Palamedes appeared in the
Oresteia. 1t seems, however, that the idea that the two siblings kept in contact during
Orestes’ exile would diminish the dramatic potential of their encounter which would have
had more impact if his return was clandestine. In turn, the possible revenge of Oeax would
provide a parallel instance of fraternal affection, something that would perhaps highlight
the role of Electra herself as the loyal and determined sister who did not succumb to
hopelessness but waited patiently for her brother to lead the revenge in which she would

perhaps have taken some part.

% Robert 1881: 184. The scholium says that Palamedes was responsible for a plan for distribution of food at
Aulis which involved him teaching the Greeks the Phoenician alphabet. Agamemnon, Odysseus, and Diomedes
were unhappy with the scheme and plot against Palamedes by forging a letter which denounced a supposed
plan between Priam and Palamedes. The Greek chiefs accuse Palamedes of treachery and condemn him to
death by stoning. The idea that Oeax attempts to take revenge on Orestes is preserved in Pausanias 1.22.6 (cf.
West 2013: 283). This suggestion may be seen in parallel with the reference to stones in fr. 176 F. The penalty
of stoning to death in not alien to Stesichorus (cf. fr. 106 F.) and it was Palamedes’ penalty for his crime,
orchestrated by Agamemnon Odysseus and Diomedes. Unfortunately, the reference to stones could refer to a
series of other relevant episodes in the Oresteia, for example, the tomb of Agamemnon (see Burkert 1983: 55,
133 for symbolic stoning in funerary rites), or to the penalty of Tantalus as in E. Or. (see O’Brien 1988). Another
possibility is the threat of public stoning of Orestes, as told in Euripides’ Orestes, but this seems even more
unlikely. On stoning as a penalty in general, see Pease 1907 and Finglass S. Aj. 254n for further bibliography.
% Stephanopoulos 1980: 137; Neschke 1986: 296.

%63, EL 168-70, on which see Finglass ad loc.; E. Or. 615-21.
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The bow of Apollo and the matricide (fr. 181. 14-24 F.)

We have no clear evidence on how Stesichorus treated Orestes’ exile. The only
episode providing some details on Orestes’ decision to return and avenge his father while
still in exile is preserved, again, in fr. 181 F. These lines may offer clues about the role of
Apollo in the Oresteia and Stesichorus’ treatment of the character of Orestes.
The commentator in fr. 181a F. and a scholium to Euripides’ Orestes 268 (fr. 181b F.)*”
ascribes to Stesichorus the precedence of the motif of the bow of Apollo in Euripides’
Orestes:
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... Euripides (says?) that the bow
15 Of Orestes was given
To him as a gift from
Apollo, for in this work
he says: “Give me the horned
bow, the gift of Loxias, with which
20 Apollo said I would ward off from
the goddesses.” And in Stesichorus:
“I will give you the bow

which excelled in the palms of my hands

%7 Tncixdpwt Endpevoc t6€a enciv avtov eidngévar mapd AnéAAwvoc: [Euripides] follows Stesichorus in
saying that the bow was given to Orestes by Apollo.
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...to shoot with mastery.”

The context of the quotation suggests that the bow would have had a similar purpose
in both accounts. It follows that Orestes was tormented by the Erinyes in our poet’s work
as well. Therefore, Stesichorus’ poem is our earliest source implying their appearance in
the context of the myth of Orestes, which is significant since it suggests that Stesichorus
explored the problem of guilt and the moral dilemma of the matricide in greater depth than
his predecessors.*® The threat of the intervention of the Erinyes on behalf of Clytemnestra
indicate that Stesichorus’ poem did not end with her death,* but rather went on to explore
the subsequent torment of Orestes. What is more, it puts it beyond reasonable doubt that
Clytemnestra was Orestes’ main target, which in turn confirms that the murderer of
Agamemnon was indeed Clytemnestra. On the other hand, the fact that Apollo loans his
weapon to Orestes suggests that the god is providing protection to Agamemnon’s son,*°
and acting as his guardian.®’' This implies that Apollo is somehow involved in Orestes’
decision to avenge his father, an aspect of the myth shared with tragic accounts.

In Aeschylus, the god demanded Orestes’ revenge on his father or else he should be
condemned with some gruesome penalties. If Orestes decides not to proceed with the
revenge, he will suffer Apollo’ wrath. Orestes eventually opts to face the Erinyes and obeys
Apollo. In the Choephori, the oracle of Apollo is revealed only gradually. We first learn of the
command of Apollo and of the risks of disobedience (Cho. 269-96). Only after the vengeance
is completed are we told that the oracle also promised protection (Cho. 1026-34).*
The protective role of Apollo is not evident until his appearance in the Eumenides where he
expels the Furies. Only when Apollo appears in person does Orestes have the protection
promised to him (Eu. 64-6).* Apollo presents himself as Orestes’ guardian to the end.

Significantly, it is also in this scene that Apollo uses his bow to threaten the Erinyes.

% Thus Ferrari 1938: 24; Davies and Finglass 2014: 491.

% Dyer 1967: 175 ignores Stesichorus’ contribution and argues that it was Aeschylus who first questioned the
glory of Orestes’ deed. M. 1. Davies 1969: 250 considers that Stesichorus’ Oresteia ended with Orestes’ revenge,
thus excluding the highly likely episode of Orestes’ persecution by the Erinyes which would have been a
fundamental part of the poem, as pointed out by Davies and Finglass 2014: 491.

*1 Apollo loans his bow to Heracles in [Hes.] fr. 33(a). 29 M-W.

! Thus Swift 2015: 130.

*? The bibliography on the subject is extensive. See Garvie 1986: xxxi, Xxxvii-Xxxix, 269-3051., 901-21., 948-
51n., 1030-9n. On the oracle and Apollo’s role in the trilogy, see Winnington-Ingram 1933; Roberts 1984;
Sommerstein 2010: 189-94.

¥ Taplin 1977: 363-365, 403-407.
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Swift has drawn a comparison between the Apollo of the Eumenides in this scene and
that of Stesichorus’ fr. 181 F.: while in Aeschylus the protection provided by the god against
the Erinyes is “merely rhetorical” and “diverted into the realm of metaphor”®* in
Stesichorus, it materializes into the weapon itself. In Aeschylus, Apollo can only instruct
Orestes in the course of action; in Stesichorus, the god provides Orestes with the means to
secure his own safety.

Despite pointing out the precedence of the Euripidean episode of the bow, the
testimony of the commentator of fr. 181 F. allows us to detect here, too, the differences
between the Euripidean version and Stesichorus’. First, the bow is, in Euripides, a mere
hallucination of an Orestes tormented and maddened by his mother’s Erinyes (Or. 269-276).
When Orestes regains lucidity, he blames Apollo for having persuaded him to commit the
murder granting him protection, but now failing to fulfil it (Or. 285-93). The bow as a
product of Orestes’ visions emphasises the vainness of Apollo’s promises,* which contrasts
with the Stesichorean version where the bow is a palpable “talisman of protection”.®'
In Euripides, Orestes, in his delusional state, says that the bow was given to him by Apollo.
However, only in the theophany is the protection of Apollo assured which occurs in line
1665, i.e. thirty lines from the end of the play. Apollo reveals by his appearance that he owes
Orestes protection because he ordered the matricide, something recalled throughout the
play.*”

Here too Orestes is faced with a difficult choice between committing the matricide or
face Apollo’s wrath. He opts for the former option, but is on the verge of regretting it thanks
to the torment caused by the Erinyes. Euripides thus distorts the symbolism of the bow as
a token of protection, leaving Orestes deprived of any defence. In Stesichorus, on the
contrary, Apollo addresses Orestes directly. This suggests that in our poet’s Oresteia, Orestes
encountered Apollo in person and received the weapon. He equips Orestes with his own
defence mechanism. By having Apollo lending him the bow, Stesichorus makes Orestes
capable of escaping the Erinyes.

Now, in Aeschylus as in Euripides, the bow appears, in distinct circumstances as we

have seen, but in approximately the same moment, which is when Orestes is being

4 swift 2015: 131.

81 papadimitropoulos 2011: 505 correctly points out that Apollo’s delay in showing his support and protection
to Orestes may be perceived as a test of the hero’s endurance.

*¢ Swift 2015: 131.

7 E. Or. 29-30, 269, 416.
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assaulted by the Erinyes. We are not told when Orestes is visited by Apollo in Stesichorus,
but the hallucination of Orestes in the Euripidean account may provide a clue. The
conditional clause of line 270 - f y’ ékpofoiev pavidciv Avccrjpacty -indicates that, in his
mania, Orestes imagines a scene where Apollo gives him the bow before the appearance of
the Erinyes.

The epiphany of Apollo to Orestes in Stesichorus may have also occurred when the
threat of the Erinyes was still imminent. Therefore, the speech of the god preserved in the
fragment may have taken placed before Orestes returned home; when he searched for
guidance and advice on how to proceed. In tragic accounts of the myth, Orestes visits the
oracle of Apollo before returning to avenge his father, so such a scene is not excluded a
priori. Furthermore, as in all the accounts, the role of Apollo in the determination of Orestes’
action is crucial and often recalled.’® However, communication between Orestes and
Apollo is operated by means of oracles, not by epiphanies.

Apollo’s direct speech in Stesichorus suggests a different scene where the contact
between god and mortal is direct, as is the form in which Apollo decides to show his
commitment to the protection of Orestes: by loaning him the bow. Apollo and Orestes
appear to have a closer relation in Stesichorus, one that would hardly be effected by means
of the oracle alone. The possession of the bow would have contributed to Orestes’
decisiveness in proceeding with the matricide. Whether it was demanded by Apollo, as in
Aeschylus and Euripides, or only supported by him we cannot tell with certainty. However,
the predisposition of Apollo to offer a defence weapon suggests that the god’s involvement
surpassed mere guidance and logistical support. Whether the episode was placed in its
chronological order or told in analepsis is not possible to determine, although I am inclined
to the former hypothesis because of the use of direct speech, indicating that the god
appeared to Orestes. If so, this would imply Stesichorus’ Oresteia included Orestes’ return to
Laconia. The other poem among our poet’s works that deal with a matricide may too have

dealt in detail with the return of the avenger of the father.

¥ The Sophoclean Apollo has a slightly different role. As pointed out by Fialho among others, the gods are
strikingly absent from the play. Orestes seemed determined to go and avenge his father before consulting
Apollo, although Electra and the Chorus see in his deed the manifestation of divine will (Fialho 2007: 49). He
consults the oracle for advice on how he should do it, which in fact is more in accordance to the practice (cf.
Fialho 2007: 36). Electra is somehow excluded from Orestes’ revenge plot.
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The episode preserved in the surviving lines from the Eriphyle (fr. 93 F.) allows only
speculation. However, in it, Alcmeon is about to depart from a feast. His uncle tries to hold

him back to enjoy the symposium:
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The hero Adrastus addressed
him in this way: “Alcmeon, to where do you
get up to go, leaving the men in the feast and our

5 noblest bard....?”
So he spoke and answering him
the son of Amphiaraus, dear to Ares said:

“My friend, you drink and with the feast
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Rejoice your heart. I ... thing
10 .

How, (yoking?) a mule-wagon
‘15’ the mother went to woo

a wife...

the son of Anaxander

to marry the offspring of the arrogant

Davies and Finglass pointed out that these lines may refer to Alcmeon’s departure
back home to avenge his father.*™ Alcmeon’s words denounce a certain urgency to leave.
The opposition cv pev ... avtap £ywv emphasise the contrast between the two characters
and their conflictions, but it would also create an interesting opposition between the happy
and celebratory ambiance of the scene from where Alcmeon departs and the deeds he is
about to commit against his mother.

The following lines refer to journeys, but we have no way to determine to what extent
is the journey of fr. 93 F. related to Alcmeon’s departure. Fr. 95 F. is severely fragmented
and the only surviving word is £€cOAd& (‘good things’, line 4). Lobel supplemented kak[oic,
which may lead to the meaning present in Hesiod Op. 197 of ‘good things mixed with bad’.**°
Fiihrer suggested that the fragment may describe the preparations for a departure.®”
The supplement he provides for line 14 kaprnaA[{uwc makes the scene approximate to that
of fr. 93 F. describing the yoking of the mule wagon. We have no certainty regarding the
place or context of these lines within the text, which makes any further assumption
entirely speculative. Nevertheless, in a poem dedicated to the story of Eriphyle, a tale which
deals with a wife of questionable conduct, who is behind the events leading to her
husband’s death, and eventually killed by her son in revenge for his father, in the sequence
of which he experiences the persecution of the Erinyes, in a story such as this it is not
surprising to find several episodes involving travels. A more extensive knowledge of

Stesichorus’ Eriphyle would allow an interesting comparison of the treatment of

* Davies and Finglass 2014: 346.
820 Lobel 1967: 33.
2! Fiihrer 1977: 24.
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treacherous wives and revengeful offspring in the works of Stesichorus. The example from
the Oresteia and the scraps from the Eriphyle show that the dramatic potential of these
characters was a major interest of our poet.

The persecutions by the Erinyes involve the purification of the assaulted; therefore,
Stesichorus would have dealt with Orestes’ wanderings after the matricide. Burnett points
out the relevance of Stesichorus’ Oresteia to the western legend of Orestes, according to
which he is purified by Artemis in the river Matauros.*”” However, this hypothesis is
impossible to prove, since in the remains of the poem the only role ascribed to Artemis is
the rescue of Iphigenia. Moreover, several cities claimed to be the purification site of
Orestes. In Aeschylus, Orestes is purified in Delphi. In Euripides, Iphigenia in Tauris, he needs
to go to Tauris and snatch away the image of Artemis. Arcadia was often associated with
the wanderings of Orestes since Pherecydes (fr. 135 EGM) and Herodotus (1.67-8), and
Asclepiades (FGrHist 13 F 25).%” Euripides maintains Arcadia as central to the process of
wandering and purification. In Orestes, Euripides places Orestes’ exile after the matricide in
the Parrhasion and before the trial (Or. 1644-60). Conversely, in Electra, Orestes should
return to Arcadia after the trial. Later developments of the myths associated Orestes with
colonial foundations.*”

A hero with such a remarkable history of travels and wandering is likely to be top
choice for a founding ancestor. His status of the purified protégé of the most respected
advisor in the colonial enterprises makes Orestes a good omen for the colonial adventure.
Stesichorus may have contributed significantly to the idea of Orestes as a wanderer in the
archaic period since earlier versions of the myth known to us do not refer the aftermath of
the killing of Clytemnestra. The extent to which this contribution influenced Orestes’
associations with colonial enterprises or foundations of rites and cults is, unfortunately,

impossible to secure. However, the impact of Stesichorus’ version may have influenced the

%22 Burnett 1988: 146-7. The story according to which Orestes accompanied by Pylades goes to Rhegium to be
purified by Artemis is preserved in Hyg. Fab. 261. See also, Cato Orig. fr. 71 Peter, and Pliny NH 3.73.

¥ On the Spartan claims over Tegea and Arcadian territory in the sixth century and the use of the myth, see
Boedeker 1993 and Malkin 1994: 26-33.

¥ On Orestes and the Aeolian migration, see Fowler 2013: 597-602. On the appropriation of myths involving
murder and purification as colonial foundation stories, see Dougherty 1998. She argues that “the myths and
legends of the archaic colonial movement reveal a strong ideological link between purification and
colonization” (p. 192). Particularly relevant for her argument is the differences of the story of Tlepolemus in
Homer (Il. 2.661-9) and in Pindar OL 7 (see pp.: 189-93). An important aspect of Dougherty’s argument is the
centrality of Apollo in both the purification episodes and the colonial enterprise.
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development of later western legends of Orestes in the same way as it did regarding the

various versions of the myth in Attic Drama.

2 THE THEBAIS?

The evidence for Stesichorus’ works shows his interest in Theban myth, to which he
dedicated part of at least three poems: Europa, Eriphyle, and the untitled poem preserved in
the Lille papyrus (fr. 97 F.), commonly known to modern scholarship as the Thebais.*”
Despite preserving only one episode of the Theban Saga, fr. 97 F. adds important aspects to
our knowledge of the Theban myth in the archaic times across epic and lyric and presents
innovative aspects. For reasons of conciseness I concentrate merely on versions useful to
our discussion of fr. 97 F.

The earliest reference to the Theban Saga appears in the Iliad which reports the
events at Thebes, that is, after the episode preserved in our fragment.*”® Despite the
reference to Polynices and Eteocles, no mention is made to their familiar ties in Homer.
This is not surprising given that the Iliad tends to avoid family strife and thus omits such
episodes.*” Furthermore, in the Iliad, Oedipus was understood to have kept ruling over
Thebes until his death and before the attack on the city, since Il. 23. 679 refers to the Funeral
Games of the Labdacid king. So too in the Odyssey, Oedipus remains king after becoming

aware of his crimes.

¥ Some scholars have suggested that the fragments preserved in the Lille papyrus are part of the Eriphyle,
despite the metrical problems. The epode of fr. 93 F., which content provides a stronger claim for belonging
to the Eriphyle, has an extra dactyl than the epodes of the Lille papyrus, making the two fragments
incompatible in metrical terms. Adrados (1978: 274-5) argues, however, that the Eriphyle was divided, like the
Helen and the Oresteia, in two books each with a different metre. However, it is unlikely that compositions
under the same title would have had different metres, even if divided in two parts (see above Chapter I nn.).
Moreover, the affinity in the theme and the mythical sequence covered by the theme of fr. 97 F. and fr. 93 F.
are insufficient to prove that they belong to the same poem. March (1987: 131-3) argues that the contents of
the Lille Papyrus would fit better in the Eriphyle than fr. 93 F., but this is highly unlikely, since we would have
an unplaced fragment that fits perfectly in a poem dedicated to the strife in the house of Amphiaraus. Second,
it would imply that the Eriphyle would begin by focusing quite extensively in the problems of the house of
Oedipus. Therefore, it is better to assume that there are some titles of Stesichorus’ poems unknown to us, and
that the Thebais and the Eriphyle were two separate compositions.

¥2¢ ]I, 4.370-410, 5.800-813, 6.222-23, 14.113-25,

%7 Cf. above, on the Iliad omission of the strife in Agamemnon’s house. For Oedipus’ story in Homer see
Mastronade 1994: 21.
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The episode of the Odyssey (11. 271-80) describes the major aspects of the myth: the
killing of Laius, the marriage to Epicaste, and the discovery of the crime. Homer tells us that
Epicaste, after learning the truth, hangs herself “overpower by her sufferings (dAysa)”
(11.280). The account implies that Oedipus is still to suffer punishment for his crime.
Despite the reference to future doom no mention is made to Oedipus’ exile nor to the strife
between his sons. This is because the children did not exist when Epicaste committed
suicide, in accordance to the earlier versions of the myth where Epicaste/Jocasta does not
bear incestuous children to Oedipus, a point to which we shall return.

The Oedipodeia concerns the events prior to the quarrel, but little survives of it.***
We are told that the son of Creon is killed by the Sphinx, and Pausanias informs us that in
the poem Oedipus had the four children (Eteocles, Polynices, Antigone and Ismene) with
Euryganeia.®” His argument illustrates this debate since the ancient commentators.
He argues that, if according to the Odyssey Epicaste hangs herself &gap, that is “right away”,
she could not have been the mother of Oedipus’ four children and in supporting his view
he mentions the Oedipodeia (fr. 1 GEF). We have no direct evidence for the identity of this
Euryganeia, but from Pausanias’ testimony it seems clear that Euryganeia and

Epicaste/Jocasta are not the same character.**®

88 The Peisander scholium (X E. Pho. 1760) should be treated with caution in the reconstruction of the
Oedipodeia. The majority of the scholars are inclined to doubt that the entire content of the scholium may date
back as far as the Oedipodeia, among them Schneidewin 1852: 159-60; Jacoby 1923: 493-4 and 1957: 544-5;
Wilamowitz 1925: 280-1; Keydell 1935: 301-2; Deubner 1942; Fraenkel 1963: 6-7; Mastronarde 1994: 31-8; Kock
1962: 5, 7-8, doubts its fidelity to the Oedipodeia; Bernabé 1996: 17 n.7 argues that the scholium contains
elements from other sources; West 1999: 41 is sceptical in accepting that the story of Chryssipus was part of
the Oedipodeia; Finglass 2014: 361 n. 20 is sceptical of considering the scholium a reliable source to reconstruct
the epic and Cingano 2015: 112 agrees that the scholium is a multi-layered account of the myth); Bethe 1891:
22, Gruppe 1906: 24, n. 3, Pearson 1909: xviii; Alves 1975: 31-2, and Lloyd-Jones 2002: 5-10 are inclined to accept
that the source of the scholium is mainly the Oedipodeia. Given the state of our knowledge of the earlier
versions of the myth this issue should remain open. Be that as it may, for the purpose of this study, the more
relevant information from the Oedipodeia is the identity of the mother of Eteocles and Polynices, information
not only present in the Peisander scholium but also attested by Pausanias (cf. Oedipodeia fr. 2 GEF).

8 Robert 1915: 110 implies that Euryganeia is yet another name for Jocasta, since it would be difficult to
imagine Oedipus remarrying again after the first marriage to his mother (on which see further Cingano 2015:
221-22). If this was the case, then the version of Pherecydes (fr. 95 EGM) is the first to clearly differentiate
Jocasta and Euryganeia and to go as far as to give Oedipus yet a third wife, Asteymedusa (D schol. 11.4.376; on
which see Fowler 2013: 406).

839 Cf. contra Davies 1989: 21.
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The earliest detailed version of the fratricidal quarrel occurs in the Epic Cycle’s
Thebais.**! This is also the first instance where Polynices and Eteocles are explicitly said to
be Oedipus’ sons, although we lack information regarding the identity of the mother.
The poem focused on the brother’s dispute and told about the attack of the Seven with
considerable detail (dispute between Adrastus and Amphiaraus and the arbitration of
Eriphyle fr. 7 GEF; descriptions of battle, fr. 9; the dead and funerals of the Seven, fr. 6).
According to this account, the enmity between Polynices and Eteocles and ultimately the
attack of the Seven result from a curse uttered by Oedipus. In Homer and Pindar, the future
misfortune of the house of Oedipus is caused by the Erinyes of Jocasta and Laius,
respectively. In Stesichorus, the curse is replaced by the prophecy of Tiresias. However, the
motif of the curse is recurrent in the surviving accounts of the myth by the tragedians.
Two reasons are presented for Oedipus to curse his sons, both related to the failure of the
brothers to care for their father. Oedipus complains for being treated disrespectfully on at
least two occasions.*’

First, Polynices serves his father in a silver table and the golden cup, items which
cause a clear discomfort to Oedipus, leading him to curse his sons praying that they ought
to enjoy the inheritance amidst war (fr. 2 GEF). Scholars agree that these objects are a
reminder of Oedipus’ parricide, or even a token of royal luxury recalling a glorious past that
is so sharply contrasted to the present misery.*” This episode informs us about Oedipus’
situation in Thebes. In the Thebaid, as in the Odyssey, he stays in Thebes after learning the
truth. However, unlike in the Odyssey where Oedipus remains in power, in the Thebaid he
seems deprived of access to his possessions and does not participate in the sacrifices, as is
implied from the occasion where he curses his sons. At a sacrifice, Oedipus is served the
haunch instead of the shoulder, a less honourable part of the meat. This attitude by his sons
angers him, leading to the utterance of a curse which anticipates future events: may they
kill each other.”* The utterance of the curse in such context highlights Oedipus’

helplessness and vulnerability.” Cingano, on the other hand, suggests that Oedipus is still

#! Howald 1939: 7 argues that the Oedipus story and the Seven against Thebes were originally independent
stories, which were later connected by means of the curse of Oedipus on his sons. See also, Davies 2015.

2 Fowler 2013: 408 argues that one of the curses may have belonged to another poem, such as the Oedipodea,
since they imply the same outcome.

* Welcker 1865: 334, Robert 1915: 175, Davies 2015.

4 Fr. 3 GEF. Cf. Torres-Guerra 2015: 230-31.

85 Thus Davies 2015; on the curse as a last resource, see Watson 1991: 38, 95.
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king of Thebes in the epic Thebaid, and that his sons want to undermine his ruling power,
which is plausible.”® Be that as it may, the humiliation caused by the disrespectful
behaviour of Polynices and Eteocles explains the anger of Oedipus towards his sons.

The three tragedians use the motif of the curse found in the Thebaid with slight
alterations. Aeschylus’ Septem 782-4 seems to indicate (the text is partially corrupt), that
the curse was uttered shortly after Oedipus’ learning of the truth about his deeds.*’
In Euripides’ Phoenissae, the curse comes after Oedipus’ detention by his sons. Here, Oedipus
remains in Thebes, imprisoned by his sons (lines 63-5). Their improper behaviour towards
their father, which appears in the Thebaid, seems here too the cause of Oedipus’ curse,
praying that they shall divide the wealth and the throne by military means (lines 67-8).
In Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus, the curse is recurrent, but not only directed at his sons.
He curses Creon for his opportunism in lines 893-906 and again at 988-993. The curses upon
Polynices and Eteocles are motivated by the passivity of his sons before his condemnation
to exile and their disregard for his situation (431-60, 788-9, 1370-9), which contrast sharply
with the dedication of Antigone and Ismene (lines 365-75), whose fate and situation Oedipus
laments. In the final curse (lines 1370-79), he predicts the end for the brothers. This curse,
Oedipus tells us, repeats another uttered long ago, presumably while he was still in Thebes,
which implies that the curse is of the same content and motivated by the same issues.

The Thebais fragment (fr. 97 F.) preserves the episode concerning the prediction of
future stasis among Oedipus’ sons, Polynices and Eteocles. Teiresias reveals a prophecy to
the Theban Queen that her sons will die at each other’s hands. In an attempt to negotiate
with the Fate and the Gods and to prevent the prophecy from being fulfilled while she is
alive, the Queen elaborates a plan of dividing the inheritance of Oedipus to placate a
possible dispute between her sons. They are to divide throne and possessions by casting
lots. Eteocles takes the throne, while Polynices is to leave Thebes with the movable goods.
Upon the result of the lottery, Teiresias advices Eteocles to accept the result and avoid
conflict, and prophesizes a successful arrival and a welcoming exile at Argos for Polynices.
The poem describes Polynices’ journey until Cleonae and breaks off at this point. Since the

poem dealt profusely with the episode of the reaction of the Queen to the prophecy and her

¥ Cingano 2004: 274-7.
87 Cf. West 1990: 116-18; Hutchinson 1985: xxv, argues that the curse is likely to have been uttered in the
Oedipus.
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attempts to assure that it goes unfulfilled, it is likely that the poem included the episode of
the conflict itself, otherwise the poem would end without the necessary sense of closure.*®

In Stesichorus there is no reference to any curse. The focus seems to be directed to
Teiresias’ prophecy.*” And that seems to be what triggers the plot, rather than a curse, as
in the majority of the accounts. Even if there was a curse, it does not have the same impact
to the narrative as the prophecy revealed by Teiresias, which is what causes the reaction of
the Theban Queen and all the subsequent events, since the prophecy seem to have been

revealed shortly after the beginning of the poem:
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% Thus Finglass 2015a: 89, contra Burnett 1988: 111 who argues that the poem ends with Polynices’ arrival to
Argos, which would mean that the poem would finish not far from where the papyrus breaks. To support this
view, Burnett suggests that a prayer for divine favour and the final remarks addressing the audience and the
occasion would follow and end the song. However, if we exclude, with Finglass 2017b, the problematic
attribution of Ibycus’ fr. S166 to Stesichorus suggested by West 2015: 70-76, no end of a poem by Stesichorus is
preserved, and to claim that his poems would end likewise is far too speculative. Moreover, as Finglass 2015a:
89 n. 24 points out, if the poem was to end with the arrival of Polynices to Argos, we would have a poem where
no significant action had happened, the prophecy would be left with no major relevance to the narrative, the
characters would have presented little development, let alone the fact that if the poem was to end shortly after
line 303, this poem would have been unusually short for Stesichorus.

9 Thus Parsons 1977: 20; Burnett 1988: 111; Finglass 2014: 367; Hutchinson 2001: 121, argues that the prophecy
has nothing to do with Laius’ oracle, since Stesichorus seems to focus the attention on the divinatory powers
of Tiresias. However, in Pindar OL 2 Laius is held responsible for the future doom of Eteocles and Polynices.
There may have been some hint at hereditary guilt in Stesichorus too. As we have seen, the motif of inherited
guilt appears in the works of our poet in the Helen and was considered in the discussion of the Oresteia above.
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..son
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185

... before

... great quarrel

190 ... into
... sons
]
]
195
... stiring
200

Do not add to my sufferings appalling worries,
nor for my future

reveal heavy hopes.

Not for all times alike
205 do the immortal gods set among mortals perpetual
strife across the holy earth,
nor friendship either; rather ...the mind of men...
the gods set.
Your prophecies, may Lord Apollo, who works from afar,

210 not accomplish them all.

If I should see my sons killed by each other
As it is fated and as what the Fates have spun
May the hateful end of death be mine at once.

Before I ever see these things,
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215 grievous, tearful...

My sons killed in the palace and the city captured.

But come children, ... my words, dear
This is how I reveal the resolution for you.
One of you should have the palace and dwell...
220 The other should depart
taking the cattle
and all the gold of his dear father,
he who in the shaking of the lots
is the first to obtain his allotment by the will of the Fates.

225 This, it seems to me,
may be your release from evil fate
(given?) the advice of the divine seer,
whether the Cronid ... the latest offspring and the city
of Lord Cadmus,
230 delaying the evils...
...is fated...”

Thus said the noble woman, speaking with gentle words,
...her children from their strife in the palace,

Tiresias [the seer] promptly reiterated, and they obeyed.

235
...] Thebes
...should take the precious gold
240
...splendid sheep were at pasture
... horses
245

... Junclear oracles

... in his breast...
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250

255

260

265

270

275

280

... and he himself jumped...

... uttered a speech...

... counsel

...obeying...

...many things...you

..many things...

The gods...

many things...

..setting ... great...

...(Argos?)

... twisted-horned cattle and the horses...

...(according to what is destined to happen)

..what is fated....
..Lord Adrastus

...give his beautiful daughter

...the people will give you

..Jlord

...straight ... Eteocles...
...in heart...

...have...Polynices’...
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285 ...to the whole city...

..always ... grief...

... most of all...
290
...Thus spoke the famous named Tiresias, and immediately
home...
he left...for dear Polynices...
Thebes...

295 ...walked through great wall...
...with him...
...(many)...(horses)...they came to the extremity...
(men)...
..arrived at Isthmus...

300 ...(sea)...

...beautiful cities of Corinth,

and swiftly reached well-built Cleonae.

According to Parsons’ edition, the papyrus begins at line 176, the result of the
arrangement of the fragments and the stichometric gamma indicating line 300 in P. Lille
111c. The remaining lines preserve one triad with minor lacunae, from which we can infer
that each triad had twenty-one lines. This implies that our fragment was preceded by eight
triads and the strophe of the ninth. One, or at least part of one of these triads was occupied
by the opening of the poem. The other instances where we have the openings of
Stesichorus’ poems, the Sack of Troy (fr. 100 F), and the Oresteia (frr. 172-174 F) both occupy
at least part of one triad of the composition. The same is likely to have happened in the
opening of the Thebais. The remaining seven triads would have introduced the theme
delineated the version which the poet would follow. These lines should have included some
important information regarding the situation in the house of Oedipus, namely the

whereabouts of the king Oedipus.

Oedipus in (or out of) the Thebais
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Oedipus is strikingly absent from the remaining lines of Stesichorus’ Thebais.
No reference is made to his name, crimes, punishment, or incest. What can this absence tell
us? Is Oedipus exiled? Locked away? Dead?

Of these three options, the first is the least likely. The versions according to which
Oedipus experienced exile appear for the first time in the fifth century in Sophocles’ Oedipus
at Colonus (although anticipated in Oedipus Rex) and in Euripides’ Phoenissae. In Sophocles,
Oedipus is sent to exile after learning the truth of his deeds. In Euripides, on the other hand,
Oedipus is sent into exile only after the death of Polynices and Eteocles (lines 1584-94) the
earliest account where Oedipus outlives his sons.

The majority of the versions of the myth suggest that Oedipus remained in Thebes
after discovering the parricide and the incestuous marriage to Epicaste/Jocasta.**
However, these versions present some important divergences. While in the Homeric
poems, Oedipus remains in power (0d. 11.275-6) presumably until his death, which is
celebrated in a sumptuous burial (Il. 23.678-80), in the Epic Cycle his condition is different.
In the Oedipodeia fr. 2 F. Oedipus remains king after the death of Jocasta/Epicaste and
remarries, indicating that he had some years of apparently peaceful government. This
scenario changes in the Thebaid, where he is depicted as a defenceless outcast, a neglected
elder, with an apparent diminished power, deprived of dignity, as seen above.*' In
Euripides’ Phoenissae Oedipus remains in Thebes but his sons locked him away (line 64), an
act that Tiresias condemns (lines 834). Since the king is imprisoned, Euripides needed to
feature Creon as the regent, as appears in the Sophoclean King Oedipus, Oedipus at Colonus,
and Antigone. In Stesichorus it is the Queen that seems to hold the regency of the throne.
The fact that the inheritance is to be divided among the sons suggests that Oedipus himself
held power until his death.

Moreover, if our poem began with a presentation of the affairs at the house of
Oedipus similar to that of the epic Thebaid, not only would we expect a reference to the
curse, but the prophecy would be expendable, and the Queen would have reacted

differently to it. It is therefore better to think of a beginning in slightly different terms, one

¥ 0d. 11. 275-6; I1. 23.678-80; X Il. 23.679; Hes. Fr. 192 MW; Oedipodeia fr. 2 GEF; Thebaid frr. 2-3 GEF; E. Pho. until
lines 1584. Cf. Gantz 1993: 505 “In all, our evidence suggests that for Archaic period, Oedipus’ old age at Thebes
and ill-treatment by his sons was an important part of his story, perhaps even as important as the catastrophe
of the earlier days”.

1 Cf. Cingano 2004 who argues that the sons’ attitude towards Oedipus reflect an urge to hold the throne,
implying that in the Thebaid Oedipus was still officially ruling Thebes.
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that begins with a scene where the presence of Tiresias would be required and which could
be related to the following scene. Since the Queen is still in charge and the inheritance
awaits division, it seems likely that the throne would have been recently vacated. Hence,
Oedipus’ death would have been a particularly good starting point for the plot of the
Thebais.**

The death of the ruler as the starting point of the narrative would be paralleled with
the opening of Stesichorus’ Oresteia, where the killing of Agamemnon, triggering the events
to come. The throne is usurped; a son is sent to exile and he returns to recover what he
considers to be his. Surely, there are significant differences in content and in the role of the
characters, Oedipus is not killed by his wife, the siblings in the Oresteia are allies, not
enemies, but such structure presents subtle parallels to what may be understood from the
remaining lines of the Thebais. The most evident parallel is the family strife, which gives
continuity to the chain of crimes and transgression of the lineage. *** Furthermore, in both
poems the mother is central to the events. While the Theban Queen is a dedicated and
protective mother who negotiates with destiny to avoid the destruction of her sons,
Clytemnestra is portrayed as the mariticide, the negligent mother and the cause of Orestes
and Electra’s misfortune. Although the Theban Queen tries to avoid conflict, she is the
architect of the plan that will be fateful for both Eteocles and Polynices. She is the trigger

of the narrative, as she too is responsible for her son’s exile.***

¥ Thus Meillier 1978: 13; Bremer 1987: 137; Wick 2003: 168-9; Finglass 2015a: 88, contra Bollack, La Combe,
Wissman 1977: 37 and 39, who considers that the death of Oedipus did not feature Stesichorus’ poem. Wick
2003: 168 argues that the poem, as an isolated Thebais is likelier to have begun in a scene who would not depend
entirely on previous events.

* For the parallel between the doom of Agamemnon and Laius relies in the idea of ancestral doom, on which
see Hecht and Bacon 1973: 5, where the doom of Agamemnon is associated with the banquet of Thyestes in the
same way as the doom of Laius and his lineage is linked to the rape of Chryssipus; see also Gagné 2013: 348-52.
¢ Peron 1979: 81-83 followed by Burnett 1988: 112 and Massimilla 1990 have suggested that Tiresias is
summoned to the palace to interpret a dream by the Queen. Peron supports his suggestion by drawing some
parallels with the dream in Aeschylus’ Septem, which present some problems, but his suggestion regarding the
tentative reconstruction of the dream convinced Massimilla who points that the reference to Zeus, the use of
dokéw in line 225, and the reluctance of the Queen in accepting the words of Tiresias resemble other episodes
of prophetic dreams, dreamt by mothers and Queens (pp. 192-193, as pointed out by Peron and Massimilla, the
dream is a recurrent motif in epic and tragedy e.g. Penelope in 0d. 19.535-69 and Clytemnestra’s in Stesichorus
fr.180F., in Aeschylus Choe.523-539, Sophocles’ El. 409-427 and Euripides Or. 618; the dream of Hecuba in Pindar
fr. 52i (A) S-M and in Euripides Hec. 68-97; and the dream of Atossa in A. Pers. 176-204). Burnett 1988: 112 and
Aluja 2014: 20 agree that the dream would solve some problems of the text, namely the “unusually closed to
the colloquial expression” (Hutchinson 2001: 131) Sokéw and would explain the agreement of Tiresias to the
Queen’s resolution. However, as Finglass 2015a: 91 n. 29 remarks this scenario presents some problems since
“[sJuch a dream would have allowed [the Queen] to counter Tiresias’ prophecy with greater confidence”.
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Given the structural similarities of both accounts in these general terms, it seems
reasonable to consider that the Thebais begun, like Stesichorus’ Oresteia, with the death of
the king. It is probable that Oedipus appeared either in his deathbed or already dead. The
scene would have concerned the death of Oedipus, a beginning which would “provide
impetus for the plot, immediately presenting the characters with an insoluble dilemma”®*:

who would succeed Oedipus? Tiresias is summoned to provide counsel on the issue,

whatever it may be, which he does in part of lines 176-201.

Tiresias’ Prophecy

The exact content of Tiresias’ prophecy is lost and thus can only be reconstructed
from the Queen’s reply (201-231). Lines 176-200 are severely damaged but some of the
remains can be ascribed either to the prophecy of Tiresias or to the narrator’s reaction to
it. For example, the references to Zeus (line 176) and to a great strife (line 188) indicate that
the prophecy of the seer dealt with the future doom of Eteocles or Polynices, and can thus
be part of Tiresias’ speech. On the other hand, the first preserved epode (lines 190-196) may
be the beginning of the speech of the Queen if we consider, with Hutchinson,** that the
glcw refers to the “mother summoning her sons inside”, the sons who are referred to in
line 192.

Given the preserved lines of her speech in 201, it is likely that her speech had begun
shortly before, since they show a negative “statement concerning an adverse situation”,
a common beginning to epic speeches where the speaker opposes the resolution or the
advice of the interlocutor.*” A similar pattern of a negative reaction, an opposition to the
course of events suggested to the speaker, is found in the speech of Geryon in fr. 15.5 F.**®
Geryon’s speech is introduced by the previous four lines, probably identifying his lineage

(line 3). He begins his speech (in the epode) with negative imperatives suggesting that he

Moreover, one would expect more references to the dream in her speech. In the absence of more evidence and
given the emphasis that the Queen puts in the deities more directly concerned with ideas of Fate and prophecy,
it is preferable to consider that Tiresias is summoned to the palace to interpret an omen or to reveal a
prophecy.

* Finglass 2015a: 88.

$° Hutchinson 2001: 123.

847

Cf. Maingon 1989: 49-51 for the epic speeches where the same structural pattern of the Lille Queen’s.
*% Thus Hutchinson 2001: 124. See Chapter 1 1.2.
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is rejecting the advice of his interlocutor. The fact that these negative imperatives open the
speech may indicate, as the epic examples cited by Maingon, that the Queen’s speech began
shortly before line 201, perhaps in line 198.** From what we can reconstruct from the
speech of the Queen, the prophecy predicted the mutual fratricide of Eteocles and Polynices
(lines 188, 211-12, 214, 227-228), but also implied the future of the polis (lines 217, 228). The
question is in what terms.

The debate concerns precisely the relation between the fate of the sons and the
future of the city, which derives from, among other things, the meaning of 1 in line 217.
The particle led scholars to question whether the prophecy was conditional and posed a
dilemma genos vs polis to the Queen, or whether the prophet predicted both the mutual
fratricide and the destruction of the city. Given the other accounts of the myth, it seems
preferable to consider that Tiresias’ prophecy did not impose a dilemma, but rather
predicted both events. The disjunctive expression in lines 216-17 does not refer to the form
of the prophecy per se, but to her wish of not seeing either of the events, since either one
or the other would cause her deep sorrow (line 216). Furthermore, none of the arguments
for the conditional prophecy in form of a dilemma is entirely satisfactory.

Bollack, La Combe, and Wissman, inspired by the earliest appearance of Tiresias in
Greek literature, drew a parallel between Stesichorus’ poem and Odyssey 11.100- 137, where
Tiresias reveals to Odysseus the perils he will face before he returns to Ithaca.* Everything
will go well if he proceeds in a certain manner; if not, disgrace shall descend upon the
companions and possibly even upon Odysseus (0d. 11. 105-115). In the same way, according
to Bollack, La Combe, and Wissman'’s view, in Stesichorus, Tiresias would have alerted the
Queen that if both of sons stay in Thebes and insist on the quarrel, they will suffer the
abhorrent fate of mutual fratricide or the city will be destroyed.*"

Along these lines, Bremer explored the hypothesis of the prophecy to present a

clearer dilemma to the Queen: the choice between her sons and the safety of the city.*’

# Thus Hutchinson 2001: 124. Unlike Pindar and Bacchylides, whose speeches openings and conclusion
coincide with the start and end of the stanzas (on which see Fiihrer 1967: 66-76), Stesichorus triadic structure
is less severe in this matters. For speeches beginning in mid-stanza, see frr. 18.6 F., 92.8 F.,170.3, 93.3 (beginning
not only in the mid-stanza but also in mid-line); and in our fragment cf. 97. 254.

80 Bollack, La Combe, Wissman 1977: 49.

! So too Bremer 1989: 149: “If [your sons] insist on [reigning over Thebes], the result is bound to be disastrous,
for either their present quarrel about the succession will become worse and end in fratricide, or if that is
avoided, enemies will come and take the city”. His suggestion implies that the prophecy imposed a dilemma.
2 Bremer 1987: 144,
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Bremer argument implies that Stesichorus would be the first to focus on the dilemma genos
vs polis. The dichotomy, however, is not clearly expressed in the speech of the Queen, nor
in the subsequent action, which weakens the hypothesis. Moreover, his suggestion is
contradictory on his own terms. If the prophecy was alternative, the Queen would be
presented with two possible outcomes. She chooses to avoid the mutual fratricide. This
would require that the city would be caught by enemies. However, this is not what happens
in the myth, where both the mutual fratricide and the capture of the city occur.*” One may
argue, that the in the likely scope of the poem, the attack on Thebes by the Seven was
ultimately unsuccessful and the city was saved. Hence, the Queen managed to save the city.
True, but this was not what she chose, since her attempts in the poem are focused on
avoiding the prophecies (plural) from being accomplished.

Ercoles and Fiorentini elaborate a similar case to Bremer’s, pointing out the recurrent
use of such prophecies in the episodes of the Theban saga in tragedy particularly in the
prophecy that Tiresias reveals to Creon in Euripides’ Phoenissae.”” Opposing Hutchinson’s
argument, according to which the dilemma in the prophecy would fit oddly in the rhesis
since the Queen refers to it only later in her speech, Ercoles and Fiorentini suggest that the
delay of reference to Thebes (lines 217, 228) may result from the Queen’s priorities. She first
emphasises her concern towards her sons and only later remembers that she is the regent;
hence, it is her duty to grant the safety of the city.***

It would have been interesting to have a Queen deciding whether to let her sons die
at each other’s hands or to save the city; the pathos of such scene would have emphasised
the inner conflict of a mother and a Queen presented with a choice between family and
city, a scene recurrent in Greek literature, and which the most striking example would be
the dilemma of Agamemnon at Aulis, and Creon in Euripides. Unfortunately, there is no
clear evidence that this is the case in Stesichorus’ Thebais. Quite the contrary, the emphasis

seems on the misfortune of having to witness both events. The structure of the Queen’s

%3 Maclnnes 2007: 97 draws attention to the poor sense of the second part of the prophecy as suggested by
Bremer. She argues that the city being taken by enemies makes no sense in the context of the myth, arguing,
quite rightly that “Thebes would be more likely to be sacked with both heirs dead than with both alive to
defend it”.

854 A, Th.745-49; E. Ph. 898-969, esp. 952.

% Ercoles and Fiorentini 2011: 27: “Per quel che concerne poi 'incongruenza tra I'esclusiva preoccupazione
della regina per i propri fi gli ai vv. 204-212 e la dicotomia tra il destino dei fi gli e quello della citta ai vv. 216s.,
si puo rilevare come I'accento cada piuttosto sul ruolo materno che su quello politico, tale da lasciare in
secondo piano il destino di Tebe fi no ai vv. 216s., quando ella torna ad essere donna di Stato”.
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rhesis points to determinism that the Queen tries to avoid, rather than to struggle to choose
one of the options, as in Creon’s dilemma. As Hutchinson points out “the prophecy made
the future certain and fixed” and “the bold wish that Apollo would not fulfil a prophecy or
a part of one would hardly be called for or make plausible sense if the prophecy were merely
conditional” **¢

The wish that Apollo does not fulfil all of what is predicted implies that the prophecy
included a series of dreadful events, rather than two alternative outcomes. Moreover, the
stanza 211-217 opens with a sense that the prophecy stated that she will witness the mutual
fratricide. The emphasis that the Queen puts on this outcome implies that the mutual
fratricide is bound to happen, rather than one of the options available. Therefore, the
disjunctive sense of lines 214-17 do not refer to the content of the prophecy itself, but to
the wish that the gods may spare her from seeing at least one of these most mournful,
tearful and painful events: the sons killed or the city captured.®”

If the prophecy imposed a dilemma it would stress her decision-making and focused
on the ethical implication of her final decision. By having the Queen reacting to a prophecy
revealing both events, the emphasis is drawn instead to her negotiation with Fate and the
gods in an attempt to save both offspring and city, an attempt made clear in the last lines
of her speech (228-31). Her desire not to witness one of the events highlight the cumulative
set of disasters that will unfold,**® should her attempts to prevent the abhorrent prediction

fail.®”

%% Hutchinson 2001: 128 draws attention to how the Queen’s reaction to the prophecy indicates that she is left
with no options, since her reaction, if the prophecy was conditional “would itself seem rather overblown if the
killing is merely a possible event which can be avoided. The abstract arguments addressed to Tiresias in 204-
08 would also seem somewhat out of place if the queen were merely contending that the condition he has
spoken of will not in fact be realized. And if she intended simply to act on his advice, why does she tell him not
to reveal grim expectations about the future? Certainly 209-10, and probably the whole preceding passage, do
not fit a mere conditional warning which can be readily heeded.”

%7 So rightly MacInnes 2007: 98, so too Finglass 2015:a 89 . 23.

%% Maclnnes 2007: 109. Vagnone 1982 compares the Homeric scenes of desiderium mortis with the scene of
Stesichorus, with particular attention to 0d. 20. 315-19

%° This wish may have been granted. Carlini 1977: 66 saw a parallel in these lines of the Queen and Euripides’
Jocasta (1282), who, he argues, threatens to commit suicide. Bremer 1987: 146-7 is reluctant to see any threat
in either instance, since in Euripides her speech at lines 435-637 does not mention the option and in 1282 it
would be too late to impact the action. The same applies to Stesichorus, since there is no hint that the Queen
needs to blackmail her sons with suicide to make them accept her solution. However, as Segal 1985: 199 points
out, this plea to the gods in sparing her the sight of both her sons killed and the city captured “may be a
foreshadowing of her suicide”, if indeed the mother of the sons does indeed die after seeing her sons killed, as
in Euripides’ Phoenissae.
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In the final stanza of her speech, the Queen hopes that the fulfilment of the
prophecies would be delayed until the next generation (lines 228-31), thus again
emphasising the unconditionality and assertiveness of the words uttered by Tiresias.
However, some scholars have seen problems in aligning this hypothesis with the references
to Tiresias’ advices in line 227 and with his intervention in lines 275-290. Bremer remarks
that if the prophecy of Tiresias was indeed ineluctable, it would be odd for the Queen to
hope to revert the fate by moving to a completely different path, and even more surprising
to have Tiresias obey her designs.**®

This remarks are valid if we insist in approaching the prophecy either as an
alternative conditional or as certain one that would only announce that the sons are to kill
each other and the city is to be destroyed. However, if we assume that the inheritance plays
a central role in the prophecy as the cause for the future doom, things get a little clearer.
Say, the prophecy ran along these lines: “The inheritance of Oedipus will cause great strife
between your sons, who are fated to fight and kill each other for it, bringing destruction to
Thebes”.

This hypothesis is, moreover, conveniently approximate to the terms in which
Oedipus utters his curse in the epic Thebaid (fr. 3 GEF), and thus more likely to have been
used as a replacement for it in Stesichorus’ poem. Furthermore, the idea that there is an
element that is causing trouble and that would eventually lead to a more serious problem
would not be a single case, not to Tiresias. The idea is present in Sophocles’ Antigone, where
Tiresias’ prophecy reveals that the unburied corpse of Polynices is causing the trouble and
advises Creon to bury him (lines 1025-32). Creon refuses to accept the prophet’s advice to
which Tiresias responds with the revelation of the future doom (1064-90). It seems that the
fate of Creon’s family could have been adverted, if he had wished to do so. There is an
element, that, if treated with the due caution, could have prevented the events. Now, if the
inheritance caused the strife among the brothers, as in other versions of the myth, the
Queen’s solution would be clever. It does not contradict the prophecy, it does not question
Tiresias” authority, and it explains why the prophet shows support for it in line 234 and
later his intervention later in lines 274-290, advising the brothers. Unlike Creon, the Queen
shows that she is learning from Tiresias’ prophecy, rather than dismissing it, unlike what

will happen with her sons. Faced with the threat that the inheritance poses, the Queen

80 Bremer 1987: 157.
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decides to divide it and cast the lots to attribute the two equal parts to each of the sons.
Providing her sons comply to the plan, the cause for the fight and the subsequent trouble
would be avoidable. Alas, Polynices and Eteocles will not be content for long.

When we see the prophecy in these terms, with the inheritance as the cause of the
strife, one more question arises. Is Tiresias convinced that the plan can work or is he simply
complying with it to spare the Queen the trouble of seeing her efforts rendered futile? In

861

tragedy, Tiresias shows reluctance in revealing the entirety of his predictions.* It may be
that Tiresias is here showing the same decorum, perhaps out of pity for the Queen. Or it
may be that Tiresias is materializing the conflict “between foreknowledge and human
action”,* revising his previous prediction and adapting it to the new conditions that the
Queen’s plan would have established.

The element of the inheritance and its division among the brothers are central to our
fragment, as to the myth in general. It would be only natural if it was the central element
of the prophecy of Tiresias, and the point which allows some modification, that allows some

inventive human intervention, without contradicting the other elements in our poem, as

we shall see in further detail.

The identity of the Queen

We have so far seen how the Queen reacts to the prophecies of Tiresias. It has been
suggested that this figure is clearly Jocasta. However, this matter is far from established
and the discussion deserves a closer look. Although consisting mainly of a speech by the
Queen, fr. 97 F. does not preserve her name. Most scholars assume that the Queen and
mother of Eteocles and Polynices is Jocasta.*® But such assumption is problematic for two
main reasons. First, the earlier accounts of the myth do not consider Jocasta to be the

mother of Polynices and Eteocles. Second, the main argument for Jocasta as the Lille Queen

%% e.g. S. Ant. 1060; OT 320-32; 344; 360; E. Phoen. 865-929.

%2 Hutchinson 2001: 132.

% Ancher, Boyaval, Meillier 1976: 327-328; Bollack, La Combe, Wissman 1977: 39-41; Carlini 1977: 63; Adrados
1978: 274; Carmignani 1981; Vagnone 1982; Burnett 1988: 120-125; Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 1989; Ugolini 1990: 61-
64; Martin 2007; MacInnes 2007: 95 (assuming that the mother is Jocasta based on the assumption that the
Thebaid presented a similar account, which is far from certain); Ercoles and Fiorentini 2011: 25-27; Noussia-
Fantuzzi 2015: 438 (similar case to that of MacInnes, assuming that Jocasta is the Queen based on the supposed
parallel with the Thebaid).
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derive from some loose similarities between the Lille Queen and Sophocles and Euripides’
Jocasta.®*

In the earlier versions of the Theban saga, Jocasta meets her death after discovering
the incest. In the Odyssey (11.271-80), Epicaste, kills herself after learning the identity of
Oedipus. Because no children are referred in the poem and her suicide seem to have
occurred soon after the marriage, it is generally considered that no offspring resulted from
the incestuous union. This idea is further supported by the Epic Cycle.*® In the Oedipodea,
the mother of Antigone, Ismene, Eteocles and Polynices is Euryganea (fr. 1 GEF), who is not
Oedipus’ mother but his second wife. The same account is preserved in Pherecydes (fr. 95
EGM), although the mythographer speaks of two children born to Oedipus, the obscure
Phrastor and Laolytus, by his mother. Pherecydes speaks of a third wife, Astymedusa, who
is the reason for Oedipus to utter the curses on his sons, since they are accused by their
stepmother to have attempted to rape her.**® Another mythographer, Epimenides, names
Oedipus’ mother Eurycleia (fr. 16 EGM).*’ In the same fragment an anonymous source
ascribes two wives to Laius, Eurycleia and Epicaste. Epicaste is Oedipus’ mother and
subsequently his wife, but Oedipus remarried a woman called Eurygane.

Despite the clear conflict between the various sources regarding the names of
Oedipus’ mother and wives, one thing is clear: nowhere in the remaining sources prior to
tragedy does the mother of Oedipus, whatever her name might be, gives birth to Polynices,
Eteocles, Antigone and Ismene. It seems that until the fifth century BC the incestuous

origin of the children of Oedipus was not explored by the poets.**® Tragedy, in particular

%4 The scholars questioning this assumption divide in two groups: those who discuss both options, but present
some scepticism towards the identification of the Queen with Jocasta (Parsons 1977: 20; Gostoli 1978: 23-5;
Haslam 1978; Lloyd-Jones 1980: 16; Bremer 1987: 166; Maingon 1989: 53; Mastronade 1994: 20-22; Cingano 2015:
223; Xanthou 2015: 45), and those who argue that the Lille Queen is more likely to be Euryganeia (Christyakova
1980: 45; Ryzhkina 1984: 115; March 1987: 128-130; Morenilla and Bafiuls 1991: 66 n. 9; Fowler 2013: ; Aluja 2014:
27-37; Finglass 2014: 366, 2015: 88; (forthcoming a).

% The date of the Theban Epics is uncertain, on which see Cingano 2015: 227-30.

$¢ " Hom. Il. 4.376.

%7 Finglass 2014: 361 n. 24 suggests that Eurycleia may be a variant for Euryganeia.

%% Mastronade 1994: 21 argues that the omission of the offspring resultant from the incest in these accounts
may be due to the fact that many families claimed descent from Thersandros (e.g. Pind. OL. 2).
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Sophocles and Euripides, emphasised precisely that aspect of the myth: the condemned
nature of the children.’® What is more, nowhere does Jocasta outlive Oedipus.®”

Burnett argues that Stesichorus’ version is not compatible with Homer’s nor the
Oedipodeia because of the detail presented in Hesiod fr. 192 MW according to which the
marriage of Polynices to Argeia occurred before the death of the king.*”* This is a dangerous
assumption. Burnett uses a Hesiodic fragment to argue that Stesichorus did not follow
Homer, and that Oedipus did not rule over Thebes until his death, but was cast away from
power, as in the epic Thebaid. However, if we turn to the fragments of the epic Thebaid, the
situation of Oedipus is by no means clear, with some scholars arguing against his
withdrawal from power. He may well have continued to be king.*”” Moreover, there is no
secure evidence whatsoever for the role of Oedipus’ wife in the Thebaid; we do not even
know her name. It follows that the justification for the identity of the queen cannot be
safely assumed from apparent parallels with the Thebaid.*”

Tsitsibakou-Vasalos, on the other hand, proposed a reading of 0d. 11.270-6
attempting to prove that the Homeric account does not imply that Jocasta became aware
of the incest right after it was consummated, and thus the revelation may have been
delayed long enough to produce offspring, in similar terms to the Sophoclean version.*”
Moreover, she argues that the figure of Euryganeia seems to have had significance only in
the Oedipodeia, which Tsitsibakou-Vasalos considers to have had little panhellenic influence
and thus less likely to have reached Stesichorus than the Homeric poems, which mention
only Jocasta and no other wives.*”” She does not explore how in the Odyssey, the latent idea
is that Oedipus was to endure “endless dAyea”, while holding the throne of Thebes (lines

275-6, 280-81), and one would have expected that a king is not to remain a widower for long.

* In Aeschylus (Th.926-32), Oedipus’ mother is given no name but she seems to have been the mother of
Polynices and Eteocles.

¥7° The Thebaid does not provide any reliable information on the mother of the children, whoever she may have
been.

1 Burnett 1988: 1988: 120-125, esp. 123; for the Funeral Games of Oedipus before the attack of the Seven, see
Davies 2015.

¥ Cingano 2004: 274-7.

¥ For example, Noussia-Fantuzzi 2015: 438, following Burnett, argues that “in making the Queen survive the
discovery of the incest and continue the reign at Thebes, Stesichorus is following the tradition of the Thebaid”,
as opposed to that of the Homer epics, where Epicaste commits suicide after knowing she had married her son.
However, we cannot prove that in the Thebaid Jocasta was alive, or even that the sons are a result of incest.

¥ Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 1989: 60-76.

¥ Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 1989: 86, argues that the figure of Euryganeia was “not firmly embedded in an epic
poem so influential as to resist effacement and oblivion”.
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Moreover, Tsitsibakou-Vasalos’s argument requires us to accept that both the Homeric and
the Lille poems presented Eteocles and Polynices as the offspring of an incestuous union.
Yet, Tsitsibakou gives little attention to this, as if it was a minor detail and would not
present a serious problem for her argument, particularly because she credits Stesichorus
with making Jocasta live after the revelation of the incest.”’® An argument of this sort, that
implies that the Lille Queen lives on after learning the truth, requires some explanation
regarding the fate of Oedipus, for it would be unlikely that both the incestuous parties
would live on peacefully and happily after such revelation. Tsitsibakou-Vasalos offers none.

It seems, therefore, that the identification of the Lille Queen with Jocasta on the
grounds of epic evidence seems unstable. This does not prove that Stesichorus did not
present Jocasta in his poem. But if he did, he was the first to have the Queen as the mother
of Eteocles and Polynices, and to have Jocasta outliving Oedipus, since as we have seen it is
likely that the poem began with the death of Oedipus. Since the arguments that draw on
previous versions to argue that Stesichorus portrayed Jocasta in his poem are rather
fallible, scholars have turned to later literature to support the claim that Stesichorus had
Jocasta outliving Oedipus, and the revelation of her crimes.

It has been recognised, that in Sophocles and Euripides, Jocasta is a respected
member of the state and pillar of the family with considerable moral authority, aspects that
to some degree match the characterization of the Lille Queen and may suggest an
equivalence between the Lille Queen and Jocasta.

Sophocles maintains the anonymity of the mother of Oedipus and his offspring in the
Antigone and in the Oedipus at Coloneus (Ant. 49-57, OC, passim). However, in the Oedipus Rex
Oedipus’ mother given the name of Jocasta and some scholars have drawn attention to the
similarities of both Queens. Ugolini compares the psychology of the Lille Queen and
Sophocles’ Jocasta in their scepticism towards the arts of divination, which he takes as
further argument for the consideration of the Lille Queen to be Jocasta.®”” Along the same
lines, Martin argues that the significance of Jocasta in the Oedipus King depends on the
audience’s previous knowledge of Stesichorus’ Queen.*”® By questioning the fidelity of the
prophecies and mediating between the quarrelling Creon and Oedipus, Sophocles’ Jocasta

allows the audience to anticipate the doom of the house of Oedipus, and to prepare for the

876 Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 1989: 88.
77 Ugolini 1990: 67-71.
88 Martin 2007: 322-27.

251



failure of her attempts and fragility of her beliefs. However, the scepticism of Jocasta in
Sophocles does not match her attitude in Stesichorus. As pointed out by Xanthou, the Lille
Queen “exhibits extreme politeness towards Tiresias” showing that she is “learning from,
and not defying, him”.*”

Moreover, one decisive aspect differentiates between the two characters.
The Sophoclean version does not contradict the tradition according to which Jocasta
commits suicide after learning the identity of Oedipus and realises that the oracles she so
vehemently doubted were in fact fulfilled. Conversely, Stesichorus’ Queen outlives Oedipus
and their sons. Moreover, Sophocles’ Jocasta kills herself immediately after she realises the
incest, and thus she has a distinct function from the Lille Queen, who makes no references
to the stain of incest.**

A Jocasta alive during the attack of the Seven on Thebes presents further difficulties,
since it would mean that she is aware of the incest but remains in Thebes as Queen, and
maintains the incestuous marriage. This version appears from the first time in Euripides’
Phoenissae and is likely to be an Euripidean innovation.* There have been attempts to draw
parallels between the Lille papyrus and Euripides’ Phoenissae, in order to justify the
identification of the Lille Queen to Jocasta.*®” The argument of Ercoles and Fiorentini relies
on one thematic similarity: Jocasta’s pleas to Zeus for peace among her sons, since it is
unfair for a mortal to be permanently affected by misfortune (lines 84-87). The scholars
argue that these lines correspond to lines 204-208 and 228-31 of fr. 97 F. However, this fails
to convince that Euripides is indeed taking the character of Jocasta, qua Jocasta from
Stesichorus.

Finglass shows that the parallels pointed by Ercoles and Fiorentini offer no solid

evidence for intertextuality, for they lack verbal equivalence.*® Furthermore, the

Euripidean account presents considerable differences. In Stesichorus, as we have seen,

879 Xanthou 2015: 48.

889 Ugolini 1990: 63 defends that the importance that references to genos assumes in the poem are indicative of
of the fact that the sons are a product of incest. However, the emphasis of genos within the context of the
fragment seems to point rather to the dreadful fact that the Queen will witness the end of her genos and with
it the end of the royal family of Thebes (cf. Aluja 2014: 33).

%! There are aspects of the Euripidean play that influenced the later accounts of the myth. In the play, her role
is confined to a presentation of the past misfortunes of the lineage of Oedipus (lines 12-63); her more
prominent action is to mediates between her sons (cf. also Sen. Phoen. 363-ff. and Stat. Theb. 7. 470) and she
witnessed the battle between them (cf. also Accio, Phoen.).

%2 Among them Tosi 1978; Ercoles e Fiorentini 2011: 25-27.

% Finglass (forthcoming a).
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Oedipus is likely to be dead, while in Euripides he is alive; in Stesichorus, the Queen
intervenes to settle the division of the inheritance, whereas in Euripides the brothers
themselves make an agreement in the hope of avoiding the fulfilment of Oedipus’ curses;
these curses are absent from Stesichorus’ account which instead focuses on the prophecy
of Tiresias as the trigger of the subsequent actions.**

Although the Euripidean Jocasta tries to prevent the fratricidal quarrel through
mediation, an apparent similar function to that of the Lille Queen, this episode is different
in timing, scope, and impact from the one preserved in our fragment, since the mediation
of Jocasta in Euripides happens when the fight is imminent (Polynices is already at the Gates
of Thebes with the Seven’s army) and it does not achieve its goal of preventing the mutual
killing, which is imminent in the play, unlike in Stesichorus, where the quarrel is delayed

%> Moreover, Euripides’ Jocasta does not have the same role in the Lille

for some time.
papyrus. In fr. 97 F. her role ultimately resumes with the elaboration of a plan to share the
inheritance, thus hoping to avoid the quarrel. In Euripides, she plays no part in this
whatsoever, since the brothers define the terms (lines 69-76).

Such differences allow us to wonder to what extent the Euripidean Queen was the
same that Stesichorus’.**® Moreover, the use made of the Theban myth by Euripides should
be taken into account when drawing these apparent parallels. Lamari notes that “[b]eing
all aware of the previous literary treatments of the Theban myth, Euripides is both
repetitive and innovative, endorsing or rejecting preceding variations. In this way, he
manages to create a narrative that informs those who are not familiar with all the details
of the story of the Theban royal family, while he can still keep the suspense for those who
are mythical experts”.**’

With this in mind, we may assume that Euripides makes use of some of the features
of the Stesichorean Queen to characterize his Jocasta, but this does not imply that the
character is the same. The use of elements that might have led some of the audience to

recognize Stesichorus’ work would function a lot better in terms of poetic innovation and

artistry if drawn from a blameless, honourable, and immaculate Queen, such as the Lille

884 Cf. Lamari 2010: 126; Aluja 2014: 31-33; Finglass (forthcoming a).

% Mueller-Goldingen 1985: 34-36; Ugolini 1990 and Ercoles and Fiorentini 2011: 25-26 argue that the
similarities between the two texts suggests Stesichorean precedence. However, many scholars have pointed
out the differences. Bremer 1987: 169-170 Maingon 1989: 51-3 Mastronade 1994: 20-22.

%6 Aluja 2014: 31-33.

%7 Lamari 2010; 17.
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mother. The comparison between the two characters would perhaps be more effective if
the audience was asked to compare the attitude and the outcome of the episode precisely
by emphasising the different impact of a Jocasta, who is still married to her son, albeit
knowing the truth, and a blameless Euryganeia. While Euryganeia has the authority and
respect to demand the obedience of her sons on the one hand, Jocasta simply has not.
Hence, her intervention does not bear the moral authority required to impose anything to
her quarrelling sons. The contrast would be tremendous for those who knew their
Stesichorus, perhaps recognisable also in the reference to the Spartoi (lines 5-6, 931-41), a
tale in Stesichorus’ Europeia (fr. 96 F).

To sum up, the identification of the Lille Queen with Jocasta raises more problems
than does the alternative, Euryganeia. Euryganeia is credited as the mother of Eteocles and
Polynices in every version where she is mentioned.*® But this in itself is not sufficient
reason to question Euryganeia’s identification with the Queen. What is significant is that
the presence of a Jocasta in fr. 97 F. would imply that both she and Oedipus maintain their
wedding even after knowing their family ties. That is, they would have lived as husband
and wife knowing that they were mother and son without suffering any punishment or
public disapproval; they would have held royal power despite their moral miasma; the
Queen would doubt divine power and the truth of Tiresias’ oracles even after having
experienced the most dreadful revelation. Would it not be more consistent with
Stesichorus’ interest in exploring the inexorability of human existence to make a blameless
Euryganeia see her sons killing each other?*® We have no means to provide a conclusive
answer to this problem. There are many possibilities for the identity of the Queen. If on the
one hand, we should not simply assume that she is Jocasta, this remains a possibility. What
we cannot do is merely assume her identity without a careful consideration of the

consequences of such assumption. Hence, we shall refer to the mother of the Eteocles and

% Pausanias (9.5.10) mentions a painting by Onasias where Euryganeia is depicted in grief from witnessing the
quarrel between her sons. The reference appears in a context where Pausanias is discussing precisely the issue
of the identity of the mother of the children, in support for the view that the mother of Eteocles and Polynices
in the Oedipodeia is Euryganeia and not Jocasta.

% Thus March 1987: 130 points out the unlikeliness of Stesichorus having portrayed the incestuous Jocasta
exercising moral authority; also, Aluja 2014: 36 who argues that the incest is punished in every account of the
myth, either by the suicide of Jocasta or by the imprisonment/exile of Oedipus. In Stesichorus, if we accept
that he continues to reign over Thebes, the incest goes unpunished for a long time (i.e. until the death of the
brothers witnessed by their mother); so too Finglass 2015a: 88: “It is improbable that an archaic poet could
have portrayed a woman who had committed incest (albeit unknowingly) exercising moral and/or political
authority within the state. This is Stesichorus, not Euripides”.
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Polynices as the “Queen”, although I believe that the Queen of fr. 97 F. is a figure equivalent
to Euryganeia (whether or not she actually had that name).

However, the tragedians use of Jocasta in their accounts, does not mean that they
ignored Stesichorus. On the contrary, there are many elements in the three tragedians may
traced back to Stesichorus, who would therefore have been influential in his shaping of the
myth. This is particularly relevant in the use made by the tragedians of three motives: the
scepticism of the Queen regarding the inexorability of prophecies, her role as a mediator,

and the imagery of the sortition by lots.

The Queen’s speech

The Queen’s reaction to Tiresias’ prophecy is surprisingly rational. She is no hopeless
mater dolorosa, like Calirrhoe in the Geryoneis. Rather, her speech shows an articulate
discourse that goes further beyond mere lamentation. She is determined to act and avoid
the predictions of the seer. Her words express scepticism at the prophet’s ability to
interpret the will of the gods correctly. This may be true when applied to the first lines of
the epode (204-208), but would hardly be applicable to the rest.

Her speech shows “the mental dynamism of a woman engaged in making a crucial
decision while under pressure of strongest emotion”.*® Naturally, we detect some
interference of her emotion as a mother trying to elaborate a plan that would avoid the
mutual killing of her sons. So much so, that her final words, which contain the plan of the
shared inheritance, do not exclude the gods, but rather put the final decision in their hands,
particularly those of the Moirai. The Queen’s speech moves from immediate denial to a very
well pondered, pious, and reasonable solution that attempts to prevent or at least delay the
prophet’s predictions. As in any negotiation, the Queen concedes some of her initial
demands.

The first three lines draw attention to the Queen’s present situation, showing a
mother in denial when confronted with the prediction of her children’s mutual slaughter.
In a sequence of negative imperatives, she urges the prophet not to add further worries to
her already existing GAyea (lines 201-203). What dAyea may have been haunting the Queen
before the revelation of Tiresias? To this question scholars have provided several

hypotheses.

80 Burnett 1988: 113.
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Some read in it an allusion to the discovery of the incest, and the subsequent shame
that the Queen and the King would have gone through in later years.* However, there is
no indication that the sorrows she refers to go long back in time. Moreover, as we have
seen, the Queen is probably not Oedipus’ mother. Hence, she should be referring to some
other cause for sorrow. Parsons also suggested that these sorrows were caused by the death
of Oedipus, a reasonable explanation for grief for his wife.*”> However, her speech seems to
emphasise that the cause of her sorrows go beyond mourning for Oedipus. Hutchinson
suggests that the Queen refers to the sorrow of witnessing her sons’ dispute over the
throne, something that she must resolve.*” Tiresias would have predicted that that the
dispute was not easily resolved, and Eteocles and Polynices were to kill each other as a
consequence of it. Thus, the “appalling worries” (yaAendc yepivuac) may be seen not only
as further concerns regarding her sons, but also a reference to the matters of State, which
too was part of Tiresias’ prophecy (lines 217, 228). The Queen distinguishes between the
present &GAyea, in the opening of the line and the future uepivuac, at the end, which, unlike
the present suffering, she hopes she can avert.**

On the other hand, the “heavy hopes” (éAridac Bapeiac), emphatically occupying the
end of the stanza, may instead stress the anticipation of a grim future of Eteocles and
Polynices, which contrasts with a mother’s hopes for the future of her sons.*” The sense is
rather uncommon in archaic poetry, for hope is almost always a positive element, and the
combination of éArtic and the epithet Papeiac is unique in archaic literature up until the
fifth century.®* The sense of this heavy hopes is all the more emphatic as it refers to the
future of the Queen and her sons. However, it is remarkable that she treats Tiresias’
prophecy as predicting expectations, possibilities as if they would not necessarily come
true. This principal shapes her speech and her place in the negotiation with the gods. This

is different from being absolutely sceptical. Nevertheless, in her following stanza she defies

1 parsons 1977: 21; Bremer 1987: 137, Burnett 1988: 113.

2 Parsons 1977: 21.

* Thus Hutchinson 2001: 124 suggesting that the &Ayect refers to the present quarrel.

%" Thus Finglass 2014a: 372.

% Thus Burnett 1988: 113.

%% For the significance of the combination, not found anywhere else in literature between the eighth and fifth
centuries, see Hutchinson 2001: 124; Maingon 1989: 43-4 argues that the resultant combination conveys an
unprecedented negative sense of éAnic which will only reappear in tragedy. Bremer 1987: 137 points some
instances in the Iliad where the verbal form é\nw has a negative sense of anticipating with fear, the more
convincing is Il. 16.281 but it does not correspond exactly to the Stesichorean expression. On Hope in archaic
and classical literature see Cairns 2016.
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the content of the prophecy, as she argues that these expectations (i.e. the fatal quarrel
between Eteocles and Polynices) sit on thin ice because they imply a certain stability in
human affairs, an assertion that, to the Queen’s eyes, is simply not accurate.

In the epode (lines 204-10), the Queen presents a metaphysical argument to support
her belief that the prophecies of Tiresias contradict observable laws.*” It seems likely that
Tiresias predicted permanent strife between Eteocles and Polynices. The Queen opposes
the idea that strife may be permanent, since human life is intrinsically changeable. The
structure of these lines merits further examination, since it provides a glimpse at
Stesichorus’ poetic technique.

Lines 205-08 begin and end with two similar expressions: 6got Oécav and Oeot T1beict,
which stress the dominance of the gods in the process, implying that the prophecy is
contrary to the practices of the gods regarding the affairs of the mortals. Tsitsibakou-
Vasalos draws attention to the meaning of the formula Oeoi 6écav in Homeric contexts. She
argues that it is used mainly in contexts adverse to mortals. One example is found
significantly in Od. 11. 274, in the context of the story of Oedipus, where the gods are said
to have revealed the truth. This revelation caused a sequence of dreadful events that caused
many sufferings to Oedipus. The formula is recurrent in other episodes “accompanied by a
description of the evils provoked” by the intervention of the gods.*”® The use of the formula
by Stesichorus plays with this notion of the will of the deities and renders their
intervention ambiguous, because the notion associated with the formula - that the gods’
intervention is a source of evil to the humans - is denied and the gods suddenly appear not
only as the agents of discord, but also as grantors of amicability among the mortals.

The chiasm of 8eoi Bécav ... fpotoict and ...&vpdv| Osoi Tbgict is, thus, elegantly

achieved.®” This structure is particularly revealing of the change operated by the Queen’s

%7 Universal law established by the gods can be seen in Hes. Op. 289, and Archil. fr. 13.5-7 W. The cosmogonic
view of the conflict and opposition of neikos and philotes is frequent in Empedocles (fr. 31 B 17, 26, 35 D-K); the
maxim uttered by Ajax in the Sophocles (lines 678-82), on the oscillation between friendship and enmity is
attributed to Bias of Priene one of the Seven Sages (cf. Hipponax fr. 123 IEG and Hdt. 1.170. Overall, this
traditional principle was widely accepted and can hardly be used to demonstrate intertextuality.

8% Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 1986: 171; the examples provided by the scholar are 0d. 11.555, 23.11; IL. 9. 637.

% The chiasm may extend to the relation between €unedov and the supplement by Parsons (owing to West) to
line 207 ayépa<t €>v. The supplement is preferable to the other presented hypothesis (cf. Bremer 1987: 141;
Neri 2008: 16-17). However, as pointed out by Finglass 2014a: 374 the supplement is not without some problems
since it requires us to accept scribal error, for the absence of the epsilon, and to leave the év without the
suitable dative. Be that as it may, the meaning of the line, when seen in the context of the chiasm is likely have
alluded to the ephemeral condition of human dispositions. Similar expressions are found in Hom. 0d. 18.136-
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speech and her convenient reading of the gods’ modus operandi. Neri draws attention to the
significant variation of the verbal tenses.”” The aorist Oécav conveys a sense of an action
that is finished and, thus, immutable, whereas the present ti0¢ict stresses the continuous
and possibly changeable decrees of the gods concerning human disposition. The first lines
respond and deny the meaning of the formula in the Homeric context, which we may
assume was the notion conveyed by the prophecy of Tiresias, whereas the latter lines
emphasise the ambiguity of their action. The ambiguity of the gods’ action is ultimately
what allows her intervention, the window of opportunity to the Queen’s hopes for a
brighter future.

This notion of changeability and ambiguity is precisely the opposite of that expressed
in the epic Thebaid (wc o0 ol matpdi’ évnéi év @iAdtntt ddccovt’, dugotéporct & del

néAepoi te pdyon te, fr. 2 GEF). In the curse of Oedipus, the idea is that the shall be in

permanent strife, expressed by dei moAepol te pdyar opposed to év @iAdtnti’® In
Stesichorus, the Queen is left with some hope, as she challenges the idea of the fixity of the
human affairs. However, it is precisely because human emotion is volatile that her efforts
are pointless in the long term, since the friendship that the Queen achieves is also subject
to such variation, vulnerable to same principle. 008¢ ya uav @iAdtat’ coordinates with olte
of line 204, drawing attention to the second limb,”* where the irony of the Queen’s
intervention lies.

The tragic irony of the Queen’s argument, absent from the epic Thebaid, was not
ignored by the tragedians. In Euripides’ Phoenissae, Jocasta pleads with Zeus to save Eteocles

and Polynices, since it is not fair, she says, that Zeus allows the same person to remain

7; S. Aj. 208; Archil. fr. 131.2 W.; Semon. fr. 1.3 W. vdov B¢eivon in a similar context of the gods establishing in
the mind of men a certain disposition is found in Hom. II. 13.732-35; In [Aesch]. Pr. 164 the expression is used
for the expression of the gods’ setting of their mind.

 Neri 2008: 20, “[l]a struttura chiastica sottolinea il concetto che come gli déi «posero» (aor.: una volta per
sempre) la legge della mutevolezza dei sentimenti umani, cosl essi «pongono» (pres.: azione che si ripete ogni
giorno) di giorno in giorno negli uomini le loro instabili inclinazioni.”

! Maingon 1989: 54-55, draws attention to certain similarities between the Lille papyrus and Hesiod, in a
significant passage that deals with strife within the oikos that eventually leads to strife within the polis (Op. 179,
188, 191). But Hesiod is pessimistic, whereas the Queen reveals obstinate in trying to achieve success in her
negotiation. It is true that the scholar compares the Queen’s speech to Hesiod in order to highlight the
innovative lines in which the former’s speech in conceived. However, Maingon stresses the positive approach
of the Queen opposed to Hesiod’ pessimism, but it seems that the point of the changeability is missing in
Maingon’s analysis.

*” Denniston 1954: 193.
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permanently wretched (lines 84-7).°” The use of such notion implies that Euripides’ Jocasta
too is hopeful that the strife may come to an end. Unlike Euripides’ Jocasta, however, the
Lille Queen succeeds in putting a (temporary) end to the strife. Another use of the Lille
Queen’s argument that human affairs are not permanent is found in Sophocles’ Oedipus at
Colonus where Oedipus reverses the Queen’s approach.”” Oedipus elaborates on the
constant mutability of human emotions emphasising the fragility not of strife, but of
friendship (lines 612-15):

Kol tvebua Tadtov oUmotT oUT év avdpdcty

@1loic PEPnkev oUte mpoc mOALY TOAEL.

Toic pev yap 1idn, toic & €v Octépwi xpovmt

T TEPTVA TKPA YiyveTa kavdic gila.

And the same spirit never holds steady
Among friends nor between one city and the other.
For some of us sooner, for others later,

Joyful things turn bitter, and then back again to being dear.

Theseus expresses scepticism towards Oedipus’ announcement that some war may
oppose Athens and Thebes. He cannot see how the two cities can ever engage in conflict.
Oedipus points out to Theseus the rapid changeability of the human affairs, which matches
their mutable and ephemeral condition. Nothing about human life is timeless, not even
friendship. It is on the Lille Queen’s interest to argue that strife is not perpetual, but as the
response of Oedipus in Sophocles shows, this applies equally to friendship. This principle
renders the Lille Queen’s attempts ineffective.

Although the Queen questions the applicability of Tiresias’ prophecy to the real
world, we can hardly argue that the Queen is not aware of the problem that her case creates,
since in lines 209-10 she addresses Apollo and pleads for the god not to fulfil all the
prophecies revealed by Tiresias. This could not have come from someone entirely sceptical

of the truth that the prophet’s words may bear.”” The Queen is, thus, aware that the

°? The parallel is drawn by Mueller-Goldingen 1985: 34; see too Ercoles and Fiorentini 2011: 26 and Swift 2015:
140. For the problems of the argument that the parallel shows Euripides’ debt to Stesichorus in the shaping of
his Jocasta, see Mastronade 1994: 26 n. 1 and Finglass forthcoming a.

** Bremer 1987: 143.

°% Cf. Finglass 2015a: 91.
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universal law of oscillating dispositions among men need the gods” approval. Hence, she
turns to Apollo seeking his support.

Given the grimness of the revelation, the Queen could have asked the gods to prevent
these events from happening, as does Sophocles’ Jocasta, who begs for the god to provide
an escape from the events predicted by his oracle. However, she does not do so. She merely
pleas for Apollo not to fulfil all of them. It is not the same attitude as that presented by
Jocasta in Sophocles. On the contrary, given that a plea for the god to avert all the
prophecies may have been rather bold, the Queen merely asks that at least some can be
avoided. Some have argued that this plea is a desperate solution, and to some extent it is.”*
However, it emphasises her reverence of the gods’ will; her belief (and fear) is that the
prophecies may be accomplished. This is in accordance, not in opposition as some have
argued, with the following stanza where the Queen pleas not to see the mutual killing or
the city captured. Burnett argued that the triad break in line 210 brings a change in the
psychology of the Queen, “for [her] regal assertiveness is now replaced by a histrionic
attitude of submission”. However, such significant change can only be sustained if we
consider, with Burnett that the Queen did “not humble herself before this god [sc.
Apollo]” >

However, there is no arrogance towards Apollo in the words of the Queen. She may
have cast doubts on the accuracy of the seer, but does not question the power of Apollo.
The reverence of the Queen for the god is evident if accept that the &va€ in line 209 is part
of the formula &vag ékaépyoc AndAAwv, rather than a vocative addressed to Tiresias.””
Tsitsibakou-Vasalos makes a suggestive point regarding the use of ékaépyoc, arguing that
in Homer the epithet is not a mere alternative for the more common Aioc vidc,”” but a

meaningful variation.”™ In the Homeric poems, ékaépyoc is used when Apollo acts on his

*% Thus Maclnnes 2007: 100; comparing with the scene in E. Phoen. 69-70.

*7 Burnett 1988: 114.

*® Thus Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 1986; Finglass 2014a: 374-375. Parsons 1977: 22 rejects this alternative, as he
prefers to see dva€ as a vocative, and, thus an address to Tiresias; Bremer 1987: 144; Burnett 1988: 109 n. 10;
follow this suggestion on the grounds that the Queen addresses Tiresias in the previous lines (Bremer),
(Burnett). The use of this would emphasise the prophet’s high status (cf. Calchas II. 11.107-8) (so too Maclnnes
2007: 100, who nevertheless recognizes that both options are valid). However, this hypothesis seems to ignore
that for the Queen’s purposes, it would be of more use to please Apollo than Tiresias.

* Parry 1987: 277-78.

°1° Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 1986: 173-84. For the controversy in the use of Homeric formulae and the contestation
of Parry’s approach see Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 1986: 173-5 nn. 1-5; more recent studies on the subject can be
found in Friedrich 2007: 87-90; Finkelberg 2012; Yamagata 2012.
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own will, as opposed to episodes where he intervenes on behalf of Zeus. By referring to the
god in this terms, the Queen stresses his independence, summoning him as protector,”!
and acknowledging his power of acting on his own will.

Therefore, far from incurring in a hybristic discourse, as some claim,”" the Queen
acknowledges the power of the god. This is clearly expressed not only in the chiasmus of
lines 204-8 that forms an elegant ring-composition, but by the emphatic un ndacoac teAéccat
ending the triad in line 210 which emphasises “the force of the Queen’s wish”.”" Such line
could hardly have come from someone who defies the power of the gods in determining
the fate of mortals. The unmistakable sense of finality of the clausula marks the end of her
denial, which has been at the centre of her speech so far. From now on she will propose
solutions.

The following stanza elaborates more profoundly on the Queen’s emotions. If in lines
204-10 she presents a more general and universal law, she now focuses on her own
suffering. The resulting speech is, thus, highly emotional, at times illogical (lines 213-15).
Once more, the Queen is far from defying the gods. She is aware that although the
mechanics of the world, to use an expression from Mueller-Goldingen,”™ show that a
quarrel cannot be permanent, it rests with the gods to intervene and change the
dispositions of humans. She knows that, for her plan to succeed, she needs more than a
clever observation or mere lamentation: she needs to gain the gods’ favour and as soon as
possible to establish the conditions for the quarrel to stop.

The next stanza begins with a conditional.”” The content of these lines (211-217) is
studied in detail in the section above, in an attempt to reconstruct the prophecy of Tiresias.
The references to the multiplicity of prophecies in line 210 suggest that Tiresias’ revelation
did not present alternative outcomes, but rather a myriad of grim events. Overall, the
Queen’s wish to die before witnessing these events is a further element contradicting the
view of her as sceptical towards the prophecies.”’® In line 212, her attention is focused no

longer on Apollo, but on the Moirai and on what they may have assigned to her and to her

°' Cf. the role of Apollo as a protector of the Trojans against Zeus’ commands in II. 17.545-96.

*'? Thus e.g. Maingon 1989: 52.

°" Haslam 1978: 37-38.

°* Mueller-Goldingen 1985: 34.

°'% Cf. Hom. Il. 12.232 where Hector expresses some reluctance in accepting the utterance of Polydamas.

°'% Vagnone 1982 provides Homeric parallels of the formulaic wish of death, concluding, however, that
Stesichorus expands the topos and makes it more dynamic and dramatic.

261



sons.””” The notion of the fixity of the fate contrasts with the idea of changeability
developed in the earlier stanza. The idea of inflexibility is stressed in line 212, popcipov
éctwy, énekAwcav 8¢ Moipa[t. The opening of the line is reinforced in the last word, which
personifies the determinism of destiny conveyed by popcipov.”

Again, line 212 shows that the Queen manifests, not her scepticism, but her fear that
some aspects of the prophecy are already established and cannot be averted. Her wish that
she may be a subject of divine pity and die before witnessing the events occupies line 213,
creating a clearer opposition between her wish and the inexorability of Fate. Her
desperation is made evident by the illogical terms in which her wish is expressed. The
repetition of verbs of sight in lines 211 and 213 makes the request of the Queen impossible
to fulfil, since if it is destined that she will see her sons die at each other’s hands, she cannot
ask to die before seeing it. The emphasis of the verbs of sight (lines 211, 214) require us to
read these lines either as a manifestation of the intense maternal pathos leading to a
diminished attention to matters of logic and consistency, or as a subtle plea for the event
not to happen at all. If it is destined that she sees the death of her sons, and she asks that
she may be spared from that sight, she is either begging the Fates to concede her the wish
and thus alter what they have determined, to eliminate her presence when that moment
transpires. Another possibility is that her wish refers to all the events that the prophecy

included, reiterating her plea to Apollo not to accomplish all of what was revealed. If it is

°" Hutchinson 2001: 127 prefers the reading according to which the Moirai are acting with reference to the
sons and not to the Queen. If so, it is interesting to see how the Queen includes herself and her suffering in the
equation beginning the first (211) and third line (213) with emphasis on her position.

°'® The plural Moipat appears in Homer only once (24.49) where the endurance of mourning of the heart that
the Moipat gave to mortals is praised. It is more common to find references to the singular Moira (cf. Il. 24. 209
and in A. Eum. 335). On Moipa(1) as personal deity(ies), see Dietrich 1965: 194-231 and for a different opinion,
Chantraine 1952: 71. Overall, in Homer the action of spinning fates is generally attributed to the gods (Il 24.
525;0d.1.17, 3.208, 8.579, 11.139, 16.64); thus the gods, and more precisely, Zeus determines fate. However, the
episode of Sarpedon (Il. 16.431-61) shows that Zeus is somehow constrained to go against what is destined,
since it would create a precedent for the other gods to act according to their own will (Il. 16.433); but it seems
that should Zeus want to, he could have altered what was fated. A similar situation can be found in IL. 22.179-
81, a scene to which Barrett 2007: 17 compared fr. 18 F. where Athena intervenes apparently to prevent Geryon
from being rescued. See further Sewel-Rutter 2007: 141-43. Hesiod (Th. 211-17) makes the Mo{pat daughters of
Night, but in Th. 901-06 they are daughters of Zeus and Themis, thus suggesting that they are his subordinates
(thus West 1966: comm. 37, cf. comm. 217, 904; Solmsen 1949: 36; Sewel-Rutter 2007: 143). This conflicting
origin and authority of the Moirai may be seen as a reflection of the human perception of Fate, at times
arbitrary and harsh, other times as part of a just world order of the Olympians (thus Solmsen 1949: 37). In the
Lille poem, both notions are implied, since when the Queen refers to the Moipai, she seems to imply that they
act on their own terms (thus MacInnes 2007: 101); but the pleas to the gods, Apollo and Zeus, in the hopes that
they may intervene in her favour, show that the gods can alter what the Moipat establish.
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indeed her fate to see her sons killed, may she be spared the other grim event predicted,
the destruction of the city. Seen in these terms, the wish of the Queen is less problematic,
but no less emotional.’”

This stanza shows a mother, who like Hecuba in I. 22. 82-89, expresses deep despair
towards the prospect of seeing her sons killed, but who does not limit her action to laments
and persuasion. &AN” &ye in line 218, marking a “change on the direction away from adverse
situation to a new proposal or solution”,”* shows that the Theban Queen is determined to
take action.

Maingon provides several Iliadic parallels for speeches where GAN" dye is used in
contexts of a shift in the attitude, when a speaker urges the interlocutor to leave behind
present concerns and adopt another posture.””! The speech of Diomedes to Capanaeus in IL.
4, 412-418 presents a different structure from that of the Lille Queen, but they share some
significant aspects. Diomedes begins by asking Capanaeus to obey his words (tétta, ciwnfjt
fco, éudt & émmnei®eo u¥Owi) and leave behind the worries to focus on battle (AN &ye &1
kol v pedwueda Bovpidoc dAkrc). Line 218 does not preserve the verb, but West
supplements m0écOe after Maltomini’s suggestion of tékva, thus giving dAN” dye maidec

guoic poboic, eila [tékva, mOécOe.”* Both scenes show concern for demonstrating respect

and affection to the addressee. The repetition of naidec and @ila [téxkva (if we accept the

*"® The lacuna in line 215 presents difficulties. No supplement (for which see Bremer 1987: 148-49; Neri 2008:
23), is entirely satisfactory. Problems begin with the dative &Aysc<c>1, which scarcely fits in the sense whether
the lacuna is supplemented by a noun (Meillier 1977: 65; Tosi 1979: 134-5; Massimilla 1988: 26-8) or with a
dative adjective as suggested by Barrett (ap. Meillier 1976: 298). Hutchinson approaches the question from
another perspective and posits corruption on dAyec<c>1, suggesting &Ayicta, but does supplement the lacuna.
Barrett’s supplement &[Aactoic is preferred by Morenilla and Bafiuls 199: 67 since it alters an Homeric formula
and creates a chiasmic structure which is quite abundant in the poem (apart from the chiasmus in lines 204-8,
and the idea of repetition in line 212, Xanthou 2015: 48 n. 1 notes in lines 216-217 the “reversely chiastic
metrical responsion of the two participial cola (nafdac —~ .. .Bavévtac ——v ndAiv —v &hoicav v——),
probably implying the disjunctive inevitability of fated evils.”). Also, Neri 2008: 24 accepts the supplement of
Barrett and that of Slings 1978: 432 n. 2, &[ysicav, although he does not rule out the possibility of [roA)oic,
given the common association of &Ayea and mtoAAG (13 times in Homer cf. Neri 2008: 24 n. 35). Be that as it
may, the central idea to all the supplements is that in this line the Queen elaborates on themes of suffering
and mourning, emotions that either of the events (mutual fratricide or the city’s destruction) would cause to
the Queen.

*** Maingon 1989: 50.

°2 Maingon 1989: 51-3, e.g. I 2. 433, 3. 441, 5. 249, 12. 195, 18. 249.

2 West ap Meillier 1976: 298; Maltomini ap Meillier 1976: 347, 1977: 71. The hypothesis of the two supplements
combined is preferable to the suggestion viv @povéorte by Barigazzi ap. Meillier 1976: 298, since although the
sense is acceptable, but it would require a dative of the person to whom the attitude is directed; thus Finglass
2014a: 377.
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supplement), emphasises the Queen’s affection for her children and the maternal bond and
thus is effective in persuading them to act according to her designs. The same strategy is
found in tragedy, where the mothers (or maternal figures) address their children in critical
moments to prevent them from doing something (A. Cho. 896), to advise them to listen to
them and act accordingly.”” After presenting her pleas to Apollo and after wishing to die
before witnessing the dreadful events predicted, she turns to her sons - the only addressees
whom the Queen can urge to obey - to fulfil her plan. This plan, she believes, will allow a
different outcome from the one presented by Tiresias.

Line 219 is particularly telling for the hopes of the Queen regarding her plan. Scholars
see in the Queen’s choice of words a bold and perhaps even hybristic attitude. taide yap
Oulv éywv téhoc mpogalivw implies that the Queen is attempting to take the place of
Tiresias in the utterances of prophecies to her children. tpogalivw recalls the earlier use
of this word, in line 203, where it was accompanied by the reference to “heavy hopes” for
the future.’” Burnett suggests that these hopes contrast with the expectations of a mother
to the future of her sons.”” In line 219, by using the vocabulary associated with the prophet,
the Queen affirms her authority. Moreover, téAoc has a strong meaning in the previous
stanzas, in line 203, in her appeal to Apollo to forestall the events prophesised by Tiresias,
and in line 213 as the concretization of her wish to die before these events take place.

téloc combined with mpogalivw anticipates the failure of her plan, conveying a
stronger sense of inexorability of fate to the episode and the poem in a whole.”” It is
therefore surprising that, instead of rejecting the Queen’s attempt, Tiresias shows support.
He does not feel attacked by her stand against his prophecies.”” Nor should he, since, as
the Queen puts it in line 227, her intervention and the plan are motivated by his prophecy.

She is thus acting according to, not against, the advice of the seer.”” Now, the question is

° A. Cho. 264-5, E. Hec. 172; S. Trach. 61; although here it is not the mother but the servants who address Orestes
and Electra in the affectionate term.

* Bremer 1987: 153 Hutchinson 2001: 130 “However, it would be unlikely that the queen, who will be supported
by Tiresias, is here emphatically overruling his pronouncement (Bremer 1987: 156. The connection is rather
an ironic one for the listener.

°% Burnett 1988: 113.

°2¢ Thus Hutchinson 2001: 130.

27 Thus Hutchinson 2001: 130 contra Meillier 1978: 36, 39; Bremer 1987: 156; for the notion that the Queen defies
the prophecies of Tiresias.

928 Xanthou 2015: 48.
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whether Tiresias is also convinced that this may indeed avert the destiny he predicted, or
if he is acting as he believes so in order to spare the Queen from suffering in anticipation?

The Queen’s plan, revealed in lines 220-224, shows a well pondered course of action,
which establishes an opposition with lines 211-217.°* While in line 211 &AAdAo1ct stresses
the reciprocity implied in the brothers’ fate, tov yév ... tov 8¢ of lines 220-21 dissolves the
reciprocity by establishing the separation of the brothers. The presentation of the portions
in these lines introduced by the coordinates clauses tov pév ... tov 8¢, shows again a chiastic
structure €xovta ... vaiewv ...amipev ... €xovta, which produces a rhetorically satisfactory
emphasis on the justice of the terms according to which the inheritance is to be divided.
Her plan is entirely focused on the separation of the brothers to avoid the quarrel. Since
that quarrel is likely to result from the conflict over the inheritance, the Queen, instead of
choosing one heir for the whole inheritance of Oedipus, search for a compromise solution,
which involves the division of the inheritance in two equal parts. Rather than having a
“winner takes all” solution, the Queen, aware of the possibility that such a solution can
cause the other brother to retaliate, establishes the principle that both brothers should
have access to part of the inheritance.

However, the attribution of the portions to each of the brothers is not made by the
Queen,” but through the casting of lots, which again puts the decision in the hands of the
Moirai. The hapax kAapomaAndov, an adverb combining kAfjpoc and ndAAw attested in epic

1 is thus central to the overall sense of the stanza, since it

and tragedy in such contexts,
implies that the Queen’s sphere of action is limited, leaving as she does the decision to the

Fates. She merely establishes the terms, acting as an arbiter.”

*? Thus Morenilla-Bafiuls 1991: 75.

% On the content of each portion, see Pindar P. 4. 145-155, where Jason returns to recover the throne of his
father and suggests Pelias a fair division of property: Jason is to keep the throne and Pelias the herds and some
land. Jason stresses the generosity of his offer, which is aimed at solving their issues peacefully.

! For further parallels, see Scarpanti 2003: 301-02; Neri 2008: 25 n. 41.

*? The casting of lots is a common method to divide inheritances. In the Iliad, it is once applied to the division
of the world between Zeus, Hades, and Poseidon. They have divided the earth in three equal portions (so
Poseidon insists) and casted the lots.” In the Odyssey (14. 208), Odysseus in disguise tells how the sons of the
king of Crete shared the inheritance between them by casting lots. In both examples the sharing is proposed
and conducted by the heirs themselves. It appears in other contexts of decision-making, e.g Il. 3.314-25, 23.861,
7.161-199; 0d. 10.205-07. See further Thalmann 1978 for a survey on the motif of the allotment and for its use
in sharing inheritances in 5™ and 4" century BC Athens.
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The closest approximation to this method is presented by Hellanicus with a slight but
significant variation.”” In his account, the division of the inheritance was settled by
Eteocles and Polynices themselves. Instead of using sortition, the brothers choose between
throne and wealth. Thalmann argues that in practical terms both methods were used in
fourth century BC Athens, and thus the variation of both accounts is a mere detail.”*
However, while the solutions may be practically equivalent, in dramatic and poetic terms
they are distinct; since in Stesichorus the sortition constitutes not only an unprecedented
role for the Queen, but also increases the irony of her attempt, anticipating as it does the
failure of the settlement, and providing further insight on the “broader theological and

17935

ethical questions” presented throughout her speech. The dramatic potential of the
arrangement in Stesichorus is appropriated by Aeschylus, who uses the imagery to describe
the fatal quarrel, the outcome that the allotment attempts to avert.

Aeschylus makes a particularly violent use of the imagery of inheritance division by
casting lots, using it as a metaphor for Eteocles and Polynices’ fate to kill each other. It
occurs in the beginning of the play when the Argive army is allotting the warriors to
specific gates (Sept. 375-6, 423, 458-9). The process is described by the messenger/ scout in
a particularly vivid manner that emphasises that the outcome is the product not of free
choice, but of fate (Sept. 816-18), thus preparing the audience for the inevitable mutual
fratricide (Sept. 727-733, 906-91, 941-46), which is described using precisely the motif of
allotment as a metaphor.”® The mutual fratricide is presented as the one true heritage that

Oedipus left his sons: violence, and death, which they will both receive in equal portions.”’

Ares, the arbiter figure, guarantees that both brothers will obtain their allotted portion, i.e.

* fr. 98 EGM. The details on the growing tension between Eteocles and Polynices are not preserved in the
Thebais. Distinct accounts of the sharing of the inheritance are found in Euripides Phoenissae where the
inheritance is not divided. Rather, each brother is to rule in alternate years, and enjoy the wealth of the palace
(E. Phoen. 69-76). The brothers solve the problem on their own, as in Hellanicus (fr. 98 EGM). The youngest
Polynices is to go to exile in the first year, while Eteocles, the oldest, is to rule over Thebes. Statius presents
the same solution of the ruling in alternate years. However, the decision as to who is to rule first is based not
on seniority, but on the casting of lots (Theb. 1.164). Gostoli 1978: 26-27 draws attention to Euripides’ Suppl. 14
where naykAnpia may refer to the yprjuata to which Polynices would be entitled to reclaim, should a division
of the wealth took place. Pherecydes (fr. 96 EGM) and Sophocles (0C 1295-8, 1330) present a more contentious
version, where Eteocles expels Polynices. In these versions, there was no attempt to reach an agreement of
any sort.

** Thalmann 1882: 387.

 Swift 2015: 136.

¢ Cf. Wick 2003: 171-72; Swift 2015: 137-38.

?7Cf. A. Th.727-33, see also Wick 2003: 172.
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that they both meet death in battle. The paradox of the metaphor lies in general terms in
the fact that the procedure is usually implemented to find a peaceful and amicable solution
for the division of the inheritance.

Although the case for any intertext between Aeschylus and Stesichorus lacks strong
evidence, Aeschylus reverses the use of the allotment in the Lille poem.”*® In Aeschylus and
in Stesichorus the imagery of the lot “symbolises the power of fate and the gods”,” but in
Stesichorus’ use of the lot comes as a glimpse of hope for the Queen, a desperate attempt
to condition the gods’ sphere of action, whose designs are, of course, irreversible, as it is
made clear by the emphatic position of €katt Moipav.

Lines 223-24 repeat the emphatic and severe sense of lines 209-10, where the Queen
implores Apollo not to fulfil all the prophecies revealed by Tiresias; and recall the central
role of the Moirai in defining human fate as presented in lines 212. The Queen summons
the same entities who designated the mutual killing of her sons to play a determining role
in a plan that attempts to avert their decision. She is seeking their support in turning her
hopes into destiny. Moreover, the Moirai in line 212 are again summoned in the antistrophe
as the agents of the sortition in line 224. The ring structure configured by both stanzas
emphasises the opposition between the fated prophesised by Tiresias and the Queen
attempted reversion of it.**

Hutchinson argues that the Queen is confident, since the first person dokéw in line

I However, the Queen is

225 conveys an idea of modest authority, rather than hesitancy.
aware of the fragility of her plan. Parenthetic Sokéw and optative yévorito stress not
confidence, but caution and her hope. This subtle, shy, but resilient hope lies beneath her
words; a hope that runs against, opposes, and ultimately eliminates the éAnidac Papeiac
announced by Tiresias in line 203. The three preserved stanzas all manifest this hope that
motivates the Queen to keep going, to find possible solutions. In the final stanza, the Queen
mentions again the prophecies of Tiresias directly, as she had in line 209. However, while
there the word referring to the prophecies is pavtocovac, here @padr} has the more

immediate sense “advice”, “counsel” (A. Cho. 941; E. Ph. 667), “recommendation” (A. Eu.

245). The sense of pavtioc @padaict Oiov is not clear, but most scholars take it as a dative

8 Wick 2003: 174; Swift 2015: 13
*? Swift 2015: 13.

° Morenilla-Bafiuls 1991: 75.

! Hutchinson 2001: 131.
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of cause,” conveying the idea that the Queen’s solution derives from the warnings or
advices of the prophet, and that she is not dismissing them, but rather building upon them
what she envisages as a possible path away from a grim future. The fact that the solution
presented by the Queen is caused by the advice of Tiresias, does not mean that he predicted
this exact procedure. Rather, the previous stanza seems to make clear that the casting of
lots was the Queen’s idea.

As argued above, Tiresias’ prophecy was more probably a prophecy of certain doom,
but a possible focus on the inheritance, opens the way to the Queen’ plan, without implying
her disregard for the prophet’s intervention. By proposing the division of the inheritance,
she eliminates the cause of the quarrel and establish a new scenario. With the inheritance
divided in equal shares, her sons have no reason to fight. This reading does not oppose the
hypothesis of a definite prophecy, as argued above, and allows a better understanding of
the role of Tiresias in the following lines.

In tragedy, Tiresias shows reluctance to reveal the grim future that awaits his
masters. In Sophocles’ Oedipus Ring and in Euripides’ Phoenissae, the prophet begs not to be
asked to speak. In the Antigone, Tiresias’ words to Creon in lines 1023-32, seem to imply that
something can still be done to avoid future doom, but he later reveals that disaster will
occur (1060), showing that he had the knowledge all along, but nevertheless tried a
different approach. This behaviour is found with other prophets. In the Septem 377-83, 568-
91, Amphiaraus attempts to detain the Argives, but according to the tradition was fully
aware of the future that awaited him. Thus the figures of seers are in a middle ground
between foreknowledge, that they usually try to veil, and human action. Therefore a
Tiresias hopeful that something may be achieved from this solution would not be
completely strange. However, Tiresias may be aware of the future failure of the agreement,

3 Moreover, his words to

but chooses not to reveal it, perhaps out of pity for the Queen.
Polynices predicting a happy and wealthy life in exile, and his advice to Eteocles (lines 281-
5) not to be too ambitious and to comply with the agreement, shows that Tiresias is not
entirely convinced that the plan would work. On the contrary, he seems aware of the risk

which it entails.

*? Parson 1977; Bremer 1987: 157; Finglass 2014a: 379.
** Thus Maingon 1989: 55: “the fact that Tiresias is singled out in line 232 suggests that for the moment he
chose not to contradict the proposal”.
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The Queen too is aware that she cannot guarantee the success of her plan without
the favour of the gods. In the previous epode (lines 204-10) she pleads with Apollo not to
fulfil all his prophecies. She now turns to Zeus, implying that he has the power to intervene
on behalf of the Queen’s sons and the city by delaying the doomed future (lines 228-231).
The lacunae present problems, and scholars have paid close attention to them.’** Parsons’s

%5 contradicts the traces

preferred solution, ai y’ étéov (owed to Lloyd-Jones and Barrett),
on the papyrus which read t rather than y. Moreover, such a sentence would imply that the
Queen assumes that that Zeus will save the city, which would be 0odd.”*® Assuming an even
wider corruption, Hutchinson suggested ai ye voeil with infinitive, which would better

7 If we are to maintain the transmitted t, aite is

account for the unusual position of véov.
more satisfactory. Bremer doubts the sense of the construction with aite, because, he
argues, a “whether...or” clause in the ending of the Queen’s speech would undermine the
optimism that inspires it.”*® However, if we accept the supplement provided by Gallavotti®*
to the lacuna in line 228 aite kal dAAw]c, providing the correspondent aite and the
conjecture of Barigazzi and Ancher yevé[c]0a1 for line 231,°° the sense seems rather
appropriate, and accounts for the probable final sigma at 230.

The Queen declares that she hopes that her plan will release them from grim destiny,
whether by the intervention of Zeus saving the city and the family by delaying fate or by
other means. Note the correspondence of Avtripiov ...kako0 tdtpov (226) in the opening of
the line and duparlwv kakétata ... énpwrat.. (line 228-9), the latter being a more
extended and detailed repetition of the former, thus establishing a cohesive structure of
the stanza. The speech concludes in the end of the triad - the same metre as line 210 -

17951

“highlighting for the listener the grimness of the real position”" and closing the emotional

** For a survey on the supplements, see Neri 2008: 35-41.

™ Parsons 1977: 24; Tsitsibakou-Vasalos 1988: 141-42 suggests af ye + relative clause + yevé[c]Oat,
acknowledging, nevertheless, the problems it causes in making the fated grim expected, which would
contradict not only the Queen’s words in the previous line, but the sense of the speech.

**¢ Thus Hutchinson 2001: 133; Neri 2008: 35-38; Finglass 2014a: 382.

* Hutchinson 2001: 133; Finglass 2014a: 382.

*** Bremer 1987: 159.

** Gallavotti 1977: 7.

*** There are other, equally possible supplements for the lacuna in line 231: yevé[6]Aa1, which would stress the
reference to yévoc in line 228 (thus Barigazzi, Barrett, and Lloyd-Jones ap. Meillier 1976: 299), and yevd[p]xot
to be related with the reference to Cadmus in line 229 (thus West ap. Parsons 1977: 25). yevé[c]Ba (Barigazzi
and Ancher ap. Meillier 1976: 299). See further Finglass 2014c: 380-2.

**! Hutchinson 2001: 134.
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crescendo obtained throughout the stanza with a tonality of hopeful expectations that will
later be crushed. This sense would be better achieved if the lacuna is to be supplemented
with yevé[c]Oa, thus recalling the un ndcac teAéccan of line 210, although in terms of sense,
metre, and syntax, the other suggestions are equally valid.

The narrator’s words suggest that by the end of her speech, the Queen succeeded in
persuading her sons and the prophet to comply with her plan and act accordingly.” From
now on, however, the Queen disappears. No trace of her is detectable from the casting of
lots or during Polynices” departure. A puzzling absence, indeed, given her dedication to
elaborate a plan that might avert or delay the fated doom. Not a word of comfort to the
exiled son, no advice to the ruling Eteocles. Such absence emphasises her impotence in
intervening from this moment on. This role is delegated to the prophet, who assists to the

casting of the lots and provides advice to each of the brothers after the allotment.

Casting lots and Tiresias’ advice

The Queen’s plan is put to practice in the next lines (239-52) where the components
of each portion are repeated (lines 221-23) and presented in more detail, emphasising the
fairness of the solution. Lines 234-37 seem to refer to the lot that includes the throne of
Thebes and the power over the territory, lines 239-41, which are slightly better preserved,
to the movable goods, the gold and herd. The addition of adjectives, perhaps also added to
the portion of the throne and territory in lines 234-37, stress value, thus making this
portion equal to the perhaps more disputed lot of the throne. While the Queen refers only
to gold and cattle, in these lines the gold is €pitipoc,” the sheep are kAvtd, here to be
understood in the sense of “splendid”, or “noble”, rather than “bleating”,”* and the horses
in line 243 are probably introduced by an epithet such as €0éB]epac or dyAaébeipac.”

These adjectives are not mere formulae included to add an epicizing flavour to the passage;

they inflate the value of a portion that may have been perceived as the less attractive.

*? The narrator stresses the rhetorical effectiveness of the Queen’s speech. Note the parallel, pointed out by
Tosi (ap. Bremer 1987: 162), with Pi. I. 8. 30-50, esp. 49, and Hutchinson 2001: 134-35, drawing attention to the
parallel with 0d. 15. 53.

* Cf. Hom. IL. 9. 126, where “precious gold” appears as one of many elements in the list of gift Agamemnon
offers Achilles to persuade him to return to battle.

' Finglass 2014a: 385 prefers bleating, but in the context of the scene it seems that the adjective would
highlight the value of the portion.

%% Conjectures by West ap. Meillier 1976: 303 and Finglass 2014a: 385, respectively.

270



Parsons considers that, similarly to other scenes of casting of lots, the first lot to jump is
usually the worse.”® In the passage, there is a clear effort to eliminate the difference. Thus
both portions were intended to be equal shares. However, the fact that the portions are
equal does not necessarily mean that the brothers would have been happy with any the
result; they may be equal in value, but are certainly not equal in prestige.

The decisive moment occurs in lines 246-52. It occupies the epode, which we have
seen to have a metre particularly appropriate to emphasise tension. This moment may have
conveyed an important emotional reaction from one of the brothers, precisely when the
lot leaps from the helmet. The sense of the passage is not unanimous among scholars.
Some consider that the &v & €0op’ avtdc refers to the leaping of the lot itself,”” but idea
that the lot jumps up is not entirely convincing. So the likeliest option is that a0téc refers
not to the lot but to the person to whom it was ascribed. The order of the lots was probably
defined in advance, as it is in the other episodes of allotment: the less favourable portion is
attributed to the one whose lot jumps first;*® avtdc should, therefore, refer to Polynices.*
Parsons suggested that the line implies either that Polynices jumped to his horse, or that
Tiresias jumped up in emotion. This is motivated by a supposed speech by Polynices or
Tiresias before line 251, perhaps a dispute over the authority of Tiresias’ oracles.”®

It seems, however, preferable to reconstruct these lines and the episode in a different
manner. Finglass argues that lines 232-253 “belong to the narrator, perhaps focalised
through (one of) the characters”, describing the scene of the allotment.**' These lines reveal
a particularly tense moment of the poem, as the brothers are about to know which part of
the inheritance is to be attributed to each of them.’* The agitation implied in line 249 £]vi
ctrifecct shows that, despite obeying their mother, the brothers are by no means

indifferent to the result of the allotment as they demonstrate anxiety towards the result.

Such a sense would stress the fragility of the agreement supposedly achieved by the

% Parsons 1977: 24; Finglass 2013a: 10. For scenes of sortition where the first portion may be perceived as the
worse, see Il 3.314-25; 0d. 10. 205-07. In Pindar, although there is no casting of lots, Jason’s offers Pelias the
portion of the movable goods, while he is to keep the sceptre. Pelias does not accept it, but his rejection does
not necessarily make the proposal unequal; it merely stresses Pelias’ immoderate ambition.

%7 Bakker 2012: 6.

*** Thus Parsons 1977: 24 with examples.

*° The supplements provided by West (ap. Finglass 2014a: 386) and Parsons (1977: 29)- éx &’ €Bopev kAdpoc
MoAvveik]eoc, &v & #00p” aUTéc - convey a satisfactory sense to the line.

*% Parsons 1977: 28.

*! Finglass 2014a: 386.

*? Thus Hutchinson 2001: 135.
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mother.”” This reading allows a different interpretation for line 251. It is not Tiresias who
jumps up in anger towards Polynices, as suggested by Parsons, nor is it Polynices that jumps
to his horse. Let us not forget line 190, which suggests that the action inside the palace, an
odd place to have a horse. Moreover, Tiresias will speak to Polynices later on. It would seem
awkward to have Polynices hearing the predictions of Tiresias while mounted. Therefore
dv &’ €0op” avtdc is likely to refer to Polynices’ reaction to the jumping of his lot. He jumps
in a sudden movement expressing disappointment at the result, since as Finglass suggests,
the “avtdéc transfers the idea from token to man”. *** Moreover, such a reaction from
Polynices justifies the thirty-seven line (254-90) intervention of Tiresias.’®

The prophet addresses each of the brothers with predictions of the future and advices
them to abide by the plan and by the outcome of the sortition. Before revealing his
prophecies, he seems to have reinforced the justice of the plan and its power to avoid doom,
perhaps referent to line 270° and in line 273 if we supplement xa]t’ aicav,” a probable
solution not only for its similar use elsewhere in Stesichorus (fr. 104. 10 F.), but because it
would again recall the final line of two other epodes (lines 210, 231). Repetition of ToAAdc
in lines 260, 266, 269 may again stress the value in each of the portions, in particular,

Polynices’, whose share is mentioned once more in line 272-73,°%

always highlighting its
advantages, which are complemented in the following lines, where Tiresias predicts the
wealth and prestige that awaits Polynices in Argos (lines 274-280). He is to be exiled, but
will be no miserable wanderer, as he seems to have been in Euripides’ Phoenissae (lines 389-
407). udpciudv €ctt introducing the revelation of the future awaiting Polynices in Argos in
line 274 conveys a sense of certain and fixed future, and emphasises the authority of the

prophet.”® Polynices will receive Adrastus’ daughter in marriage (lines 275-276), which

*® Thus Hutchinson 2001: 135; Finglass 2013a: 10, n. 9

*** Finglass 2013a, 2014a: 386.

°% Burnett 1988: 110 argues that the speech is delivered by one of the brothers. However, as shown by
Hutchinson 2001: 136 and Finglass 2014a: 387, the use Ouiv in line 260, the identification of the speaker in line
274-80, and the references to the gods in line 266, the naming of Adrastus (line 275), to Eteocles (line 281) and
to Polynices (line 283), together with the absence of any signs that the speaker have changed, favour the
consideration that these lines are part of a speech by Tiresias.

¢ Parsons 1977: 30 suggests &v]uctv 8évtec peydAaic énfi Almaic.

*” Thus, Haslam, Parsons, and West ap. Meillier 1976: 301.

*® Thus Hutchinson 2001: 136; Finglass 2014a: 388.

*® Hutchinson 2001: 137.
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would make him a son-in-law of the king of Argos: a promising position which would allow
him to gather an army and attack Thebes.””

In the next stanza, Tiresias may be addressing Eteocles, if we accept the supplement
’Eteo[k\.”" Parsons further suggests that Tiresias is either emphasising his address to
Eteocles, or urging him to be cautious.”” In either case, the next line can refer to the distress
of Tiresias, as he witnesses the discontent of Polynices and the probable failure of the
agreement, or it may refer to the Eteocles’ state of mind. In any case, the sense conveyed is
one of deep negative emotion, probably connected to line 283, where Polynices is
mentioned. Parsons suggests and rejects £0éA\]Jwv #xev MoAvveikeoc [aicav, which would
add a further concern to Tiresias, since it would mean that the risk to break the agreement
would not come exclusively from Polynices. According to Parsons, the fault is to be
expected from Polynices, not Eteocles.””” However, many accounts of the myth blame
Eteocles for misconduct, for either acting by force and expelling his brother,”” or for not
having abide by the plan (E. Pho. 69-76). The responsibility for the breaking of the
agreement in Stesichorus is thus better left open.

Tiresias’ next lines (285-7) read “whole city” (néAer te ndcai), “pain” (névOoc),
“ever”/"always” (&ei). If Eteocles is being urged to comply to his share of the inheritance,
the sense may be that Tiresias is explaining what will happen if he fails to do so: disaster
(will affect?) the whole city, and (cause?) pain (to their mother?). The closing lines are more
difficult. Parsons offers an exempli gratia reconstruction: tod[to pvoito kak]dv, Od[v dtic
gbvoloc A1 udAicta tdvrwy | to[ic 8ilupoic fpolroict.” This replicates, or paraphrases, the
final lines of the Queen’s speech. Such a reading, although far from certain, would stress
Tiresias’ sympathy for the Queen. But it would also indicate that Tiresias is aware of the
futility of the plan. In this context, it would be more likely that Tiresias provides advice in
roughly the same manner as he does in the Odyssey, aware though he may be of the

outcome.

Polynices’ journey

70 Cf. S. 0C 410-416.

*"! Barigazzi ap. Meillier 1976: 301.

72 ¢vém]w Sraumepéwc "Eteo[kAel or ueAét]w Sraunepéwe Eteo[kAel, respectively (Parsons 1977: 31).
°7 Parsons 1977: 32.

°7* Pher. fr. 96 EGM; S. OC 404-09, 1295-8, 1330.

7 Parsons 1977: 33, Ppo]toict is owed to Haslam and West ap. Meillier 1976: 301.
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Line 291 marks the end of Tiresias’ speech with, the formular &c @drto likely followed
by the name and certainly by the epithet of the seer. The lacunae in the lines prevent us
from knowing exactly to whom they refer. The subject of aijpa & ... 5éuw ... may also be
Tiresias, who after revealing his prophecies leaves the palace, in which case line 293 dixet[o
would refer to Polynices. Parsons draws the parallel with II. 1.387 where the subject of ai{a
is the person referred to in the previous clause. Moreover, such an attitude from Tiresias
would anticipate his behaviour in the tragic accounts where he leaves the scene
immediately after revealing his prophecies.””

However, the suggestion put forward by Page and supported by Parsons is perhaps
more satisfactory given the following lines. Page argued that the subject of aipa &' ... 8éuw
... is Polynices and the subject of Gixet[o are his companions, thus conveying the sense that
he departs accompanied by some men immediately after the speech of Tiresias.””” As
pointed out by Hutchinson, such a scene would emphasise the annoyance of Polynices with
the allotment, as he departs abruptly. Finglass suggests that the “swift acquiescence of the
brother in their mother’s proposal (...) may contrast with later recriminations and insults
during their conflict over the city”.””® Stesichorus’ choice to depict a certain passivity on
the part of the brothers would allow a more surprising development of the narrative upon
the return of Polynices with the Argive army. Moreover, as noted by Parsons, it makes sense
that the emphasis on departure is focused on Polynices and his entourage, rather than
Tiresias. The suggestion is further supported by the plural in lines 298 and 303, which
indicate that Polynices does not travel alone. It would make sense to make some reference
to his companions at this point of the narrative where Polynices departs.

We have seen that Polynices is not entirely satisfied with the result of the allotment.
Yet he departs without manifesting his emotions at the result. Conversely, the mapping of
his journey to Argos, which follows his rapid departure, occupies more than a stanza,
beginning in line 295 with Polynices and his partisans leaving Thebes as they cross over the
wall. Since the previous line is likely to refer to the departure of Polynices and his
companions from the palace, the wall in line 295 must refer to the Theban one, rather than

to any other city’s fortifications.” The line refers to Polynices crossing the wall alone; the

76 Cf. S. OT. 444, Ant. 1085-1090; E. Phoen. 953-959.

*”7 Page’s supplement ap. Parsons 1977: 33: &[owkoc | 8éuwy [8 ¥ fpwc] | diket[or cov & &p’ #molvto pilwv
MoAvveikei tlayoi] | @nfaiw[v &pictor

°”® Finglass 2015a: 92.

°”° Parsons 1977: 34-35; see also Finglass 2014a: 393.
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reference to his companions appears only in next line. Finglass points out the ironic flavour
of the passage: the wall which Polynices now crosses easily will be heavily blocked upon his
return; it will be the scene of his battle against Eteocles, the landmark of the fate he agreed
to escape from. It is then significant that the poet isolates Polynices’ crossing from that of
his companions. Moreover, the pattern of a reference primarily focused on Polynices and
only afterwards depicting the companions is applied to lines 293-294.

The journey from Boeotia to the Argolid occupies the last seven lines of the fragment,
but the first preserved city name occurs in line 298, Isthmus, with a reference to the sea
(line 300). Corinth and Cleonae are the other legible names of cities through which
Polynices passes. The journey from Corinth to Cleonae is emphatically rapid, as denoted by
piuea at the opening of line 303.

Despite the detailed description of the journey, providing information about the
cities that Polynices and his entourage pass by, the general sense of these lines is one of a
straightforward, direct, and rapid journey, with no delays, no unexpected sojourns; a rather
unheroic journey, which opposes to the more elaborated and colourful account we have for

).”* Moreover, in Statius, Polynices travels

Polynices’ journey in Statius’ Thebaid (1. 328-35
alone. In Stesichorus he is followed by his partisans, which may be significant to the
meaning of the poem and to the overall status of Polynices as a political exile.

Burnett pointed that the whole scene of the division of the inheritance by allotment
and the departure of Polynices is similar to some accounts of foundational tales involving
precisely the division of the paternal wealth and power, leading to the exile of one brother
who eventually founds a new city.”®' She argues that the dispute over the inheritance
“between Eteocles and Polynices was a subject that reflected both the facts and the fictions
of colonial life”, as it “proposes a mythic doublet for the colonists’ departure”, “a story of a

foundation tale gone wrong” due to Polynices incapability to let go of the throne of his

motherland.”” She concludes that this would have an impact on a colonial audience as a

* Thus Parsons 1977: 32-33; Finglass (forthcoming d).

*8! Burnett 1988: 148-150. For some examples of the Brother’s Quarrel motif in foundational narratives, see
Strab. 8.7.1, Deucalion’s grandsons divide the inheritance between them and the throne is ascribed to only one
of them; Hdt. 1.173, Sarpedon and Minos fight over the throne of Crete, Minos takes the throne and expels
Sarpedon, who in turn founds Lycia; Paus. 7.2.1 Neilus and Medon solve their dispute with the help of the
oracle of Delphi which ascribed the throne of Athens to Medon and predicts that Neilus shall depart and found
new cities in Asia Minor; Hdt. 5.42 on Dorieus’ attempt to found a city in Motya as a result of a dispute with his
elder brother.

** Burnett 1988: 150, 151.
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reversed or negative example of colonial enterprises and would have alerted the
community to the dangers of civil strife.”®

While the observation regarding the concerns of civil strife seem central to the poem,
the function of it as a distorted colonial narrative is perhaps farfetched. The fact that
Polynices departs from Thebes with a defined destination that involves no attempt at
finding a city seem to contradict Burnett’s claims. More than a negative example of what a
colonist should do, the poem is a warning about civil strife. The focus is on the disregard of
a resolution that attempted to prevent family/civil/political strife that endanger a given
city. This would be valid in mainland Greece and colonies alike. The tradition credits
Stesichorus with a concern to intervene in situations of imminent civil strife to restore
peace (Ta30 Ercoles). The account of Eteocles and Polynices, as well as Orestes’ claim for
revenge, would alert the community to the dangers of civil strife, of fraternal disputes, of

violence among peers with dire consequences; a reality which, alas, was common

throughout the Greek world.

°% Burnett 1988: 148, n. 149, for some problems in the sharing of inheritances in newly founded colonies.
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CONCLUSION

My purpose with this study was to analyse Stesichorus’ narrative technique and his
innovative treatment of myths, particularly in the characterization of his hero(in)es. I have
done so against the backdrop of four motifs connected with travel: the journeys which
imply an encounter with monstrous creatures; narratives of return and escape, which allow
reflections on the implications of war; abduction tales and their variations in three poems;
and exile. Journeys provide unity for my study and allow it to explore the different
treatments of one theme in various poems. I also mapped the journeys of Stesichorus’
heroes to understand the significance of mobility in our poet’s shaping of the theme and
the extent to which, if at all, these travels may have reflected the reality of sixth-century

Greece and Mediterranean.

Stesichorus had an interest in bringing some of his heroes to further western
locations. In the Sack of Troy, Aeneas escapes the city and embarks towards Hesperia (fr. 105
F.), presumably Italy or Sicily. In placing Aeneas in the west, Stesichorus includes his own
region in the most relevant cycle of Greek myth. In other cases, we see a different concern
in the mapping of the heroes’ routes across other important regions of the seventh and
sixth-century Mediterranean. Helen’s stay in Egypt and Demophon’s sojourn there (fr. 90
F.) allude to more approximate ties with the region. No longer a place of passage, Egypt
becomes a place of permanence. Phoenicia’s influence in the Mediterranean, and in the
Greek sphere in particular, is alluded to in the Europeia, where Europa is abducted by Zeus
and taken to Crete, whereas Cadmus leaves the same place in search for his sister and ends
up founding Thebes. Even the far west is mapped in Stesichorus’ poetry, where the
reference to the Tartessus in the Geryoneis (fr. 9 F.) shows knowledge of the topographic

attributes of the region.

Stesichorus’ mythical journeys were by no means confined to far off western
locations. In fact, the majority takes place in mainland Greece. The fragment ascribed to
the Nostoi, which told of the returns of the heroes presumably involving longer travels,
includes Telemachus’ journey to Sparta (fr. 170 F.). The Geryoneis told of Heracles’ encounter
with Pholus (fr. 21 F.) in Thessaly, thus suggesting that the poem covered the journey to
Erytheia and back again. In the Boarhunters, although travelling is not specified, we find a

catalogue of different ethné, some mentioned there for the first time, which suggests the
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encounter of several Greek people in Calydon. In the Funeral Games for Pelias (frr. 3-4 F.) and
in the episode of Helen’s wooing (fr. 87 F.) too we see a gathering of heroes from several
places in the Greek world in athletic competitions. These stories, together with the Labours

of Heracles, provide mythical parallels for the sports culture of archaic Greece.

The poems dealing with the themes of exile or abduction also shows some
geographical variations. Here the journey is a central aspect of the narrative. In the Oresteia,
Agamemnon’s palace is in Lacedaemon, not Mycenae nor Argos (fr. 177 F.). In the Helen, the
heroine is taken to Athens by Theseus, and on her way back to Sparta after being rescued
by her brothers, Helen makes a stop in Argos (here Agamemnon’s palace) to give birth to
Iphigenia whom she leaves with Clytemnestra (fr. 86 F.). In the Thebais, we accompany
Polynices on his journey from Thebes to Argos (fr. 97. 295-303). Polynices’ exile is
particularly illustrative of Stesichorus’ elaboration on the motif’s dramatic potential, by
featuring his mother as the deviser of the plan that would eventually lead to his exile and
consequently his offensive against Thebes. The return of Orestes, on the other hand, and
the recognition scene also allow our poet to present an emotional encounter of the siblings.
It is in the tales of exile, therefore, that we can better observe the pre-dramatic features of
Stesichorus’ poetry. But these tales also allow a glimpse of what may have been a genuine
concern about the affairs of the polis which deserves to be addressed and reflected upon by
the community. Hence, although confined to mainland Greece, exile narratives will be
applicable to the newly founded cities in the west, as a warning of the potentially

devastating consequences of political stasis.

However, and despite the recurrence of the theme in the poems, Stesichorus’ use of
travelling motifs is of little help in providing specific evidence for his target audience.
Although we can understand the relevance of these themes to the new cities in Magna
Graecia, the translation of concerns into mythical paradeigmata would have been
appreciated throughout the whole Greek world. On the other hand, the references to
Sparta, Athens, and Thebes do not imply that these poems were composed with the
audiences of these cities in mind. His inclusion of Theseus’ abduction of Helen (fr. 86 F.),
Demophon and Acamas in the Sack of Troy, the sojourn of the first in Egypt in the Palinode
may suggest an Athenian audience, although the focus of the poem is not on these
characters. The reference to Athenian mythology, as happens with Egypt, for example, may

merely suggest the increasing influence of Athens in the Greek world. Moreover, some of

280



the poems which show interest in Athenian characters (Helen and the Oresteia) have long
been used as prove for performance in Sparta. We see therefore that the attempt to find in
Stesichorus’ shaping of the myth references which tie his performance to a particular place
are problematic. Nevertheless, the silence regarding the specificities of the audience, on
the one hand, and the broader and panhellenic scope of his works, on the other, encourages
us to conclude that more than providing heroic narratives exclusively to a western
audience, Stesichorus created heroic narratives for his time which mapped the routes of

the heroes across the Mediterranean, from east to west.

Stesichorus’ poetry and his innovations, however, do not concern merely geography
and travelling. On the contrary, his narrative technique provides significant clues which
help us map his contribution to the sixth-century Greek literature. Stesichorus’ interaction
with Homer is particularly telling, since it points to a level of Homeric intertextuality that
goes beyond the mere use of Homeric diction and formulae, or the repetition of attributes
of the major characters. This is best observed in the Nostoi and in the Geryoneis. In the Nostoi
(fr. 170 F.), we are presented with a scene very similar to the Odyssey 15.170-185. The
characters are the same, and even some parts of the preserved speech resemble what we
find in Homer. However, in Stesichorus Helen has a more prominent role than her epic
counterpart, since she assumes the role of prophet, host, and demonstrates sympathy
towards Penelope. Menelaus is silent throughout the scene. This suggests that Stesichorus
and his audiences had knowledge of the Odyssey to the point of remembering speeches from
less central episodes. In the Geryoneis, on the other hand, our poet applies Homeric episodes
to a different context, involving characters from a completely different myth. The case
here, as we have seen, shows that our poet not only knew secondary episodes of the Iliad in
detail, but also expected his audience to react to the irony caused by the adaptation of
scenes involving Trojans to Geryon (e.g. fr. 19. F.) and to his mother (fr. 17 F.). The
reminiscence of Hecuba pleading with Hector not to go into battle here applied to Callirhoe
imploring to Geryon not to face Heracles emphasises the pathos of his death and the

heroism of his deed, while encouraging sympathy for him.

Stesichorus poses dilemmas and creates tense situations for his characters, which
allows him to elaborate on their psychology and on the drama of their situations. The
incidence of these episodes goes well beyond what we find in Homer. We have seen how

our poet dealt in detail with Geryon’s dilemma on whether or not to fight Heracles (fr. 15
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F.). But there are other instances throughout his poems where he invests a considerable
number of lines in describing such dilemmas and decision-making scenes. The Trojans’
debate over the Horse seems to have been an important and tense moment of the Sack of
Troy (fr. 103 F.). Orestes’ decision to avenge his father may have involved something of a
dilemma (fr. 181 F.). Althaea seems to have been confronted with the need of killing her
son; the Theban Queen, after learning the terrifying future that awaits her sons, attempted

to design a plan that would change or delay fate (fr. 97 F.).

In elaborating on the psyche of his characters, the inclusion of Clytemnestra’s dream
(fr. 180 F.) also deserves mention, since it provides a unique example of Stesichorus’
attention to the heroines’ psychology that anticipates the character of tragedy. In fact,
throughout the four chapters, female characters have a central role. The characterization
of Callirhoe as a mater dolorosa who witnesses the death of her son adds dramatic depth to
the poem. The scenes in the Sack of Troy, featuring Hecuba, Andromache, or Polyxena should
have enriched the drama of the story, as they do later in Euripides. Helen’s concern with
Penelope’s anxiety regarding the absence of her son implies that in the Nostoi Helen is more
considerate with the suffering of the Greek wives and mothers. In the Oresteia, the female
characters also play a central role. Clytemnestra represents the deviant mother and wife.
However, Stesichorus feels the need to adds to the story a maternal figure, the Nurse, who
by invocating Orestes’ childhood and her love for him would have created an interesting
contrast with the careless Clytemnestra. So too, the recognition by means of the lock of
hair, later adapted by the tragedians, again with all the reminiscences from the childhood
of the Electra and Orestes must have been a moving passage. And finally, one of the most
striking and enigmatic female characters of Stesichorus, the Theban Queen, who plays the
twin roles of mother and ruler, a pragmatic and yet emotional character. Although the
interest in maternal figures may indicate a genealogical interest of Stesichorus’ works, he
is not interested in them as an accessory in the lineage of his heroes. Our poet saw the
dramatic potential of these figures, of the impact of their emotive words, of their authority
towards their offspring, of their profound suffering for their children; in one word, of their
love. He saw too the force of a negligent mother in the figures of Clytemnestra in the
Oresteia and perhaps Helen (fr. 115 F.). Stesichorus’ female characters are a central aspect
of his poetry and encourage us to consider the pre-dramatic aspects of his oeuvre as

important sources of inspiration to the tragedians and even the comedians.
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We have seen how our poet reworks epic material and creates something new from
it. Stesichorus’ aestheticisation of maternal suffering, of human vulnerability to the actions
and caprices of the gods, owes much to epic material, but somehow transcends it. His
poetry is a symbiosis of the best of epic poetry and the first steps towards what would
become one of the major contributions of ancient Greece to world literature: Greek tragedy.
The works of this Himerian are perhaps the best example attesting the cultural maturity of
sixth century Magna Graecia so often ignored, denied, or diminished as an amalgam of
several different influences from mainland Greece with no significant artistic value per se.
Stesichorus’ works prove these assumptions wrong. And although Stesichorus’ revival from
the second half of the twentieth century onwards brought further knowledge of our poet,
we still possess a very small fraction of the monumental poems he composed. And yet, we
can perceive in these tiny examples, in these shy details, the colossal value of his works and
his fundamental contribution to Greek literature. The ancients recognized his value as a
peer to Homer and an innovator; it is time for the moderns to acknowledge this too, to

overcome the obstacles, as his heroes, and embark themselves on a Stesichorean journey.
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Nauplius: 120, n. 474;121; 184, n. 675; 219, n. 802

Nausicaa: 133; 159, n. 599; 206, n. 753

Neilus: 275, n. 981

Neleus: 158, n. 596

Neoptolemus: 43, n. 216; 72; 77; 88; 95; 96; 97; 100;
115; 119 n. 469; 121; 184

Nereids: 52; 65, n. 272

Nereus: 32

Nestor: 119, n. 469; 157, n. 592; 199, n. 734

Night: 262, n. 918

Nile: 176; 179

Ocean: 24; 28-41



Odysseus: 30; 55, n. 243; 56, n. 273; 77; 97; 99; 100,
n. 400; 106, n. 410; 109; 113; 115; 119, n. 469; 120,
nn. 469, 471; 121; 123; 124; 126, n. 491; 127; 145

182; 183; 206, 11. 753; 218; 219, n. 802; 220, n. 804

Oeax: 219, n. 802; 220, n. 804

Oedipus: 43,n. 216; 120, n. 471; 199, n. 734; 228-32

240-243; 244; 245, n. 932; 250; 251, 256; 257; 259;

265;
Oeneus: 149; 158
Olympia: 29

Olympus: 56; 57; 172, n. 638; 174

Orestes: 119; 120, n. 469; 123; 124; 141, 181-228;

193, n. 713; 242; 264, n. 923; 280; 282
Orthos: 41-42; 66
Palamedes: 219-220, n. 802, 803
Pallantium: 6; 9; 67

Panopaeus: 91, n. 374; 92, n. 374

Paris: 99; 102; 111; 123; 134, n. 524; 139; 143; 150;

151; 155; 156; 162; 163; 167, 168-170; 172; 174-

175; 203
Pasiphae: 139

Patroclus: 55, n. 244; 64; 79; 206, n. 753
Pegasus: 36, n. 185; 47

Peirithoo: 152; 156

Peisistratus: 126

Peitho: 101, n. 404

Peleus: 196

Pelias: 27; 158; 265, n. 930

Pelopia: 150; n. 577; 198, n. 730
Peloponnese: 7;156; 168; 183

Pelops: 150; 158, n. 595; 172, n. 638; 197

Peneleus: 65
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Penelope: 120, n. 470; 124; 126; 127; 158; 204-206;
217; 218; 281; 282

Peneus (river): 38

Pentheus: 137

Perieres: 142, n. 557

Pero: 158, n. 596

Persephone: 104; 135; 139

Perseus: 30; 142, n. 557

Phaedra: 8; 149; 177

Pharos: 175

Philoctetes: 43, n. 216

Phobos: 57; 66

Phocaeans: 37

Phocians: 116, n. 455; 186

Phocis: 184; 185

Phoenicia: 37; 134; 138

Phoenicians: 37; 133; 220, n. 804

Phoenix: 131, n. 507

Phoenix: 214, n. 785

Pholus: 27; 279

Phrastor: 299

Phrygians: 116, n. 455

Pleisthenes: 56; 145

Plouto: 196

Polydamas: 90

Polydorus: 109

Polymestor: 109

Polynices: 54;199; 228-276; 280

Polyphemus: 57; 145

Polypoetes: 178, n. 659

Polyxena: 72;73;74; 78; 79, n. 321; 97, 97-100; 110,

n. 422; 111; 282



Pontecagnano: 116

Pontus: 25

Poseidon: 47; 55, n. 244; 56, n. 244; 57; 63; 94; 145;
172, n. 638; 197; 265, n. 930.

Priam: 72; 73, n. 295; 95; 97; 99; 106, nn. 409, 412;
110, n. 422;121; 122;123; 127; 210, n. 774; 220, n.
804

Proitos: 158

Proteus: 163; 168-9; 173; 175; 179; 184

Pylades: 184, n. 164; 185; 193, n. 713

Rhegium: 3, n. 18; 18; 193, n. 713

Rome: 115, n. 449; 117

Sagra: 4, n. 22

Samians: 37; 38

Samos: 38

Samothrace: 79

Sarpedon: 47, n. 221; 48-49; 110; 126; 131, n. 509;
262, n. 918; 275, n. 981

Sarpedonia: 23, n. 129; 48

Satyrs: 108, n. 415

Scamander: 38; 79; 77, n. 312-313; 81; 82

Scamandrios: 96

Scepsis: 114

Scythia: 28

Sicanians: 116, n. 455

Sicily: 1; 4; 5; 11; 18; 27-28; 36, n. 187; 31, n. 190; 68;
69; 116, n. 455; 117; 119; 138; 190; 279

Sidon: 135

Sidonians: 123; 132

Simoeis: 38; 76; 77, n. 312-313; 81; 119

Sinon: 74; 82; 92

Sleep: 110
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Sparta: 7; 9; 10; 20; 99; 120; 123; 124; 128; 130; 152,
n. 582; 159; 160; 162; 167; 169-71; 175; 193; 279;
280; 281

Spartoi: 254

Strophius: 185; 214

Sun: 26-27; 30-31

Sycion: 17; 198, n. 730

Sysiphus: 78

Talthybius: 79; 95

Tantalus: 150, n. 576; 196-97; 220, n. 804

Tarentum 193

Tartessus: 28, n. 149; 35-36, n. 187; 37; 40; 76; 279

Taurians: 183

Tauris: 200

Tauros: 136

Tegea: 61, n. 251

Telegonus: 120, n. 470

Telemachus: 20; 71; 120, n. 470; 182; 183; 219, n. 802

Theban Queen: 48; 49; 51; 54; 162; 181; 231-73; 282

Thebes: 131, n. 507; 133; 134, n. 524; 138; 228; 230-
276

Themis: 262, n. 918

Theoclymenus: 178

Theonoe: 179

Theseus: 8; 131; 133; 139; 140; 141; 150, n. 578; 151;
152-56, nn. 582; 162; 123-128; 162; 167; 176; 177;
178; 184; 259; 279; 280

Thespiadae: 178, n. 658

Thespius: 178, n. 658

Thessaly: 59; 66; 201, n. 738; 279

Thestius, 178, n. 658

Thestor: 178, n. 658



Thestorids: 178; 179

Thetis: 52; 53; 65, n. 272; 196

Thrace: 38; 195; 100, n. 400; 115; 178

Thracis: 57

Thyestes: 150, nn. 576, 577; 196-98, n. 730; 242, n.
843

Timandra: 149

Tiresias: 43, n. 216; 48; 231-76

Troad: 116; 178

Troilus: 78

Trojans: 65; 68; 71-74; 83; 86; 88-90; 92-94; 97-99;
110; 111; 113-116, n. 455; 117; 119; 120-122; 176;
177; 206, n. 753; 281; 282

Troy: 49;71-120;123; 131, n. 512; 139; 140; 148; 152;
159; 152; 159; 162; 163; 167; 168; 169; 176; 178, n.
659; 182; 183; 203; 216, n. 802

Tyndareus: 43, n. 216; 139-152; 159; 162; 169; 170;
208

Tyre: 37; 136

Tyrrhenus: 116, n. 452
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Wandering Rocks: 120, n. 474

Xanthus (river): 36, n. 187; 37, n. 197

Zeus: 29; 36, n. 185; 56; 63, n. 259; 82; 88; 90; 127;
130-136; 145; 155; 196; 206, n. 753; 212; 242, n.

844; 243; 252; 258; 261; 262, n. 918; 265, n. 932



