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Abstract

Euripides' Trojan Women is often criticized for a

disjointed episodic structure whose unity depends entirely
on the existence of a connected trilogy. This thesis
rejects the possibility of a trilogic interpretation of the
play both on historical and thematic grounds and suggests

two unifying forces within the Trojan Women itself: the

. chorus and irony.

The first chapter discusses the history of the con-
nected trilogy in the fifth century and derives a definition
of trilogic unity from the evidence of Aeschylus, the
prokable inventor of the trilogy.

In the second chapter Euripides' Trojan tetralogy of

415 (Alexandros-Palamedes-Trojan Women-sisyphos) is

considered in terms of these Aeschylean trilogic character-
istics and trilogic unity of the group is shown to be

virtually impossible.

Rather, the Trojan Women must be interpreted as an

independent play and the third chapter suggests that the
play must be understood essentially as the tragedy of Troy,
as a dramatic presentation of the sufferings of a once-
mighty city. Within the episodic structure, Euripides

unites his play primarily through the chorus of Trojan



women. The tragedy of the Trojan nation is reflected in

the collective nature and themes of the chorus. The second
unifying force is the literary mode of irony, which pervades
every aspect of the play and which emphasizes the incon-
gruous plight of Troy.

The remaining chapters (4-9) present a scenic analysis
of the play in which particular attention is shown to the
integration of the choral parts, often wrongly labelled
detached, with the dramatic episodes. The analysis
demonstrates how the chorus and irony work to create a

single coherent tragedy about Troy.
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Chapter 1

The Connected Trilogy
in Fifth-century Athens

1



2

The Trojan Women is one of the few firmly datable

plays of Euripides. The following notice, obviously

didascalic in origin, appears in Aelian and is the sole

source for the date of the play:

Kotd, Thv npwrnv nol évovnnoornv "OAvuniLdda,
nad’ v éviuna EEaLverog 6 "Aupayativog
otddLov, dvinywvliocavio dAANAoLg EeVorATig Hal
Eupunuéng. ual mpdtbc ve Av Eevoulfic, doTLC
noTe oﬁrég éorbv, Ot8tmodL nal Avudovi xal
Bduxalc Hal ‘Adduavti Zatuptr@. ToUTOU
Sebtepoc EVpLrldnge v "AAeEdvépy ual
Haioaundelr ual Tpwol xal Liodey ZaTUPLKEP.

To these facts Aelian adds the indignant comment:

vyeAlotov 8¢ (o0 vdp:;) =evouléa nEv vuuav,
EdpLmednv 68 Httdodai, nal talto ToLouToLg
&pduact. THV 800 tolvuv T grepov. )

avénLOL ficav ol Tfic Vhoou uUpLOL ual duadetc
nal néppm nploEwg 608ﬁg, A &8endodnoav.

&tonov 6% &udtepov mal ‘Ad9nvafwv Hurota &ELov.l

Not only does Aelian disclose that Euripides produced

the Trojan Women in 415 and won only second prize to

Xenocles, but he also supplies the titles of the Trojan

Women's companion plays: the Alexandros and the Palamedes,

both from the Trojan cycle, and the satyr play Sisyphos.

While the Trojan Women survives as a part of the ancient

school selection of Euripides' plays, the other Euripidean
productions for that year did not fare as well. Of the
Sisyphos nothing is known except the title and one short
fragment addressed to Heracles.2 For the Palamedes only

a few scattered fragments culled from ancient sources are



extant.

Knowledge of the Alexandros has been vastly improved

in this century by the discovery of several lengthy papyrus
fragments.3 Scholars have added the new finds, often only
barely decipherable half-lines, to the fragments previously
attributed tq the play aﬁd to the evidence derivable from
the remains of Ennius' Alexander, and have made valiant
attempts at reconstruction. Snell was the first to incor—‘
porate the Strasbourg papyri into a reconstruction of the
play.4 Although revised, contradicted, and improved upon
by several scholars including Scheidweiler, Pertusi, and
Webster,? Snell's reconstruction remains the fundamemtal
work on the subiect. The sharp dichotomy of opinion which
has existed among these scholars concerning several crucial
aspects of the play reflects the tenuousness of its recon-
struction and the relative hopelessness, short of further
papyrus finds, of establishing any certainty about the

Alexandros beyond the general plot outlines for which

consensus has been possible.

A further new papyrus find, however, has in fact recently

been published and gives the bulk of an Alexandrian hypothesis

of the play.® This text provides important new evidence

for the Alexandros and resolves several troublesome uncer-

tainties, which will be discussed in the next chapter.



=
53
o=
5

‘ 4
The Alexandros, Palamedes, and Trojan Women follow

a broad chronological sequence based upon the Trojan war

cycle. The Alexandrosg takes place in Troy before the war

and depicts the recognition of Paris by Hecuba and Priam.

The next play turns to a myth that post-dates the Alexandros

by many years and occurs during the Trojan war; the plot

is the unjust condemnation of Palamedes by the Greeks for

treason. Between the Palamedes and the Trojan Women there

is another chronological lacuna and the Trojan Women is set

after the fall of the city. The basic mythological data
upon which Euripides built his plays do not suggest any
inherent association or unity between the plots of the three
plays outside their sequential place in the story of the
Trojan war. Rather, the three plays tell three separate
stories drawn from the Trojan epic cycle.

Nevertheless, many scholars have searched for thematic
and structural links between the three plays and have called
the dramatic sequence a connected trilogy. As early as the
turn of the century, Wilamowitz had spoken in terms of
"ein gewisser trilogischer Zusammenhang" in reference to the

Trojan Women and its companion plays and sought links between

the three tragedies.7 Murray, too, was an early trilogic

advocate and his statement in Greek Studies that "the ac-

cepted view" is that "the Troades stands alone in its tragic

message" actually reflects the state of scholarship before
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the publication of Snell's reconstruction.8 That such a
view was no longer accepted twenty years later suggests the
strength of Snell's and Murray's own pro-trilogic convictions
and the importance of their views on the question for subse-
quent scholarship.
Since Murray's brilliant analysis of the trilogy and

Snell's reconstruction of the Alexandros,scholarship has

been nearly unanimous in its acceptance of the connected
trilogy. The most adamant recent supportor of this view
has been Webster, who believes that Euripides "exploited
the possibilities of the connected story and the Trojan
Women gains considerably (and is perhaps in one place only
intelligible) if the two preceding plays have just been
seen."9

FOnly recently have voices been raised in opposition.
Hanson rightly questions the unity of the Trojan group,
but his rejection of the connected trilogy is merely stated

in arguing a point in the reconstruction of the Alexandros;

it is not based upon careful analysis of the entire tetra-
logy.l0 Koniaris has made a much more serious attack on
the unity of the Trojan group.ll 1In rigidly logical terms
he discusses the internal evidence of the plays, especially
their "intellectual atmosphere and purpose,"12 and utterly

devastates Murray's and Webster's arguments for unity.
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Since I am totally convinced that the Trojan group was

unconnected, I am in full agreement with Koniaris' essential
view. However, further historical perspective must be
added to Koniaris' arguments; which are based in the main
upon the play sequence itself. While he admits that "it is
time to make clear what 'connection' and 'connected' must
mean versus 'non-connection' and 'unconnected, '"13 Koniaris
himself unfortunately does notrprovide such a distinction
in fifth-century terms.

Therefore, in this chapter I propose to consider the
general evidence concerning fifth-century trilogies and to
analyse the unifying characteristics of such groups. 1In

the following chapter, the fragments of the Alexandros

and the Palamedes will be compared to the Trojan Women

in terms of these fifth-century unifying characteristics
in order to suggest that the idea of trilogic unity in the

Trojan Women and its companion plays is unsound on historical

as well as internal grounds. This approach will entail

considerable refinement of Koniaris' arguments and several

additional points of internal disjunction among the plays.
Firm evidence concerning the connected trilogy in the

fifth century is meager and much ‘of what has been said on

the subject is based upon inference and espé€rance. Didascalic

remains confirm the fact that the competitors at the Dionysia

always produced three tragedies and one satyr play, but it
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is often impossible to tell how or to what extent these
plays were connected. Scholars in the 19th and early 20th
centuries upheld the belief based upon the survival of one
complete connected trilogy, Aeschylus' Oresteia, that play
groups as a rule were connected somehow in plot or theme.
Girard represents this view most succinctly with the state-
ment that "la trilogie libre,--si 1l'on peut se permettre
cette alliance de mots,—-ou n'était point en usage, ou n‘a
jamais paru, au V€ sidcle, gu'a 1'&tat d*exception."l4
Girard's view is aptly expressed in an article hypothe-

sizing a unifying theme for the Iphigenia in Aulis and the

Bacchai. Insistence upon the universality of the connected
trilogy inevitably led to desperate attempts to discern
unifying principles where there were none. Murray's
attempted unification of the group that included Aeschylus'
Persai is another example of forced scholarship based on
trilogié bias.l5 Scholars have long ceased to find connec-

tion between the Phineus, Persai, Glaukos Potneios, and

the satyr play Prometheus, and now realize that the earliest

extant Greek tragedy, the Persai, must be interpreted as a
single historical play, without a trilogic link.

Thus it is today an undisputed fact, established by
careful study of the surviving didascalic notes, that

although Athenian dramatists presented four plays at a

N
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festival, these tetralogies were not necessarily con-
nected. In fact, as Pickard-Cambridge notes,16 the use
of either tTetTparoyla or tTpiLroyla as dramatic terminology
is an anachronism until the Alexandrian period. The origin
of tetpoloyla centers rather around rhetoric and perhaps
the Platonic dialogues and it was probably not until the
time of Aristarchus and Apollonius that this word and
tptioyla were applied to tragedy.

Such arguments ex silentio, however, are shaky ground

at best to divorce the meaning of these terms from fifth-
century usage. Several contemporary Athenian references

to dramatic productions employ title endings in -eLa in
apparently collective contexts, such as the Oresteia or
"the Orestes saga," and imply that a concept of the trilogy
or tetralegy was alive at that time, even if the technical
terms TPLAoyvla and tetpoloyla were not yet in use.l?
Whether -€La terminology consistently referred to connected
sequences or could also be applied to plays which were

produced at the same festival but were not connected is a

question which must be considered in the context of the

relevant dramatic groups.

The earliest datable plays for which a thematic con-
nection is probable are Aeschylus' productions for 467:

Laius, Oedipus, and the Septem, with the satyr play Sphinx.

The ravages of time have left only the Septem extant but
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even the titles of the other plays are sufficient to sug-
gest a construction similar to that of the Oresteia and
centered around the ill-fated house of Laius. Aeschylus'
Danaid trilogy, produced probably in 463 and composed of

the extant Suppliant Women and the lost Egyptians and

and Danaids, also reflects a similar connected sequence,

within a shorter time span; the accompanying satyr play,

Anymone, unlike the Oresteia's Proteus, could easily have
formed the fourth part of a connected tetralogy.

Combined with the extant Oresteia of 458, the Theban
and Danaid trilogies offer the best evidence for Aeschylus'’
trilogic characteristics. All three groups are clearly
linked by a single mythological topos and chronological
sequence. Both the Oresteian and Danaid trilogies, and
possibly the Theban one, exhibit plot lines which are
continuous; i.e., the situation of one play leads directly
to that of the next.

Other hypothetical Aeschylean trilogies are only
approximately datable and offer less firm evidence for

unity. We know from the scholiast to the Prometheus Bound

at 511 that this play was followed by a Prometheus Unbound.

The third play of the group, the date of the plays, and
even their Aeschylean authorship are still widely disputed

today,18 but the subject of the two known Prometheus plays
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as well as their probable sequential arrangement suggests
a connected theme.

Webster cites a vase in Vienna as evidence for the
unity of another group centered around Achilles: Muput6S6veg,
anef&eg, and ®pOyYec 1 "Eutopog Altpa.l? T s arrangement
of titles implies a thematic and chronological unity ,
but one which cannot be proven conclusively, since the
plays are grouped together from the extant catalogue of
Aeschylean works solely on the evidence of this vase; there
is no ofher basis for their association.

A final group, ‘Héwvol, Baocooplbair, Neavionor, and
AuvnoBpyog Zatupiuds is referred to as Aeschylus' Lycurgeia

at Aristophanes' Thesmophoriazusai 134-5 and its scholium.

The plots implied by the titles, however, seem less clearly
connected in form than the Aeschylean groups discussed
above. The best that can be said about this sequence is
that "Aeschylus may have given two chapters of the Lykourgos
story with the Orpheus story interposed between them. "20
Although Webster sees the unifying principle of the group
as "resistance to the Dionysios religion,"21 it must be
admitted that these plays do not appear to offer the same
type of connected plot line or mythological unity implied

by the other Aeschylian trilogies. The titles of the in-

dividual plays, supplied by the scholium, confirm the
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collective meaning of Aristophanes' use of the term
Aunolpyera, but the hypothesized plots of the individual
plays argue for arfree rather than connected trilogy or
tetralogy. A subtle thematic unity such as Webster's anti-
Dionysianism, of course, could have bound the plays, but
why then was the Orphic element ignored and the group called
the Lycurgeia? A feasible alternative is that the group
was named after one of its more distinctive components,
in this case the satyr play Lycurgos. Such use of the
-ELQ ending would cast doubt upon its usefulness as an
indication of a dramatically connected trilogy.

At any rate, the Lycurgeia does not offer sufficient
evidence to confirm the use of a unified Aeschylean trilogy
or tetralogy derived from two or more myths (i.e., Lycurgos
and Orpheus), or to suggest that Aeschylus' concept of
trilogic composition ever differed from that suggested by
his other groups. |

Only one contemporary non-~Aeschylean group is docu-
mented, the Lycurgeia of Polyphrasmon, which was produced,
according to the argument to Aeschylus' Septem, in the same
year as the Theban trilogy.22 The unity of this group is
based solely upon the collective - eiraending and scholi-
astic use of the word tetpaloyla; the titles of the indi-

vidual plays are unknown. Trilogic unity is therefore
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impossible to prove.

Thus the earliest surviving dramatic records suggest
no connected trilogies before 467 and the production of
Aeschylus' Septem. The Persai, produced five years earlier,
was certainly not connected to its companion plays. At
least five connected groups are attributable to Aeschylus;
evidence for contemporary imitation of the form, although
probable, is based on a single reference to a Lycurgeia
by Polyphrasmon. It is then a plausible theory, advocated
by Webster, that "the conﬁected trilogy was essentially
an Aeschylean form, well suited for his familial themes,
indeed that this dramatic technique was an invention of

Aeschylus.“23

Webster has further argued convincingly that the con-
nected trilogy lost favor soon after Aeschylus' death.24
The only possible trilogy in the following decade, indeed
the only one linked with the name of Sophocles, is the
Telepheia dated by Webster as certainly before 442 B.C.23
Otherwise, as will be seen, other fifth-century trilogic
candidates are dated in the last quarter of the century.

Webster believes that the disappearance of the con-
nected trilogy was perhaps the result of a change in the
method of actor selection; that is, he hypothesizes that

"the order of production was rearranged so that on each

day three tragedies by three poets were produced and were
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acted by the three leading actors allotted to the three
poets."26 The evidence for this change in the order of
production is an obscure notice in the Suda on Sophocles:
ual a0tdc fioEev Tol Spdna medc Spdua &ywvileodal dAAL uh
cetparoyiavi? Webster, arguing that "in ancient notices
such changes are always ascribed to the poets rather than
to- the archon,“28 interprets this phrase as a reference
to the institution of the new dramatic procedure in the
time of Sophocles. Pickard-Cambridge, however, sees this
notice as a reference to Sophocles' "development of the
independent single play."29 The contrast established in
the Suda phrase between 6&pQua PO Sp&uﬂ.and TeTparoylav
[poc Tetparoylovl does imply competition between indivi-
dual plays rather than groups of plays, but this does not
neccessarily also suggest a change in dramatic procedure.
If the Suda meant that Sophocles was the first to produce
his plays in three days rather than the traditional one,
that could have been less cryptically expressed. Pickard-
Cambridée's interpretation is a simpler and less compli-
cated reading of the text of the Suda.

How can such a reading of the Suda be reconciled with

" the history of the trilogy and its association with

Aeschylus as outlined above? This passage may have been

due to an inference, based on limited evidence, by the
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Suda writer or his source that since Aeschylus, the writer
of trilogies, was followed by Sophocles, who wrote only
individual plays, Sophocles must have been the inventor

of the unconnected sequence. Similar logic has been used
in modern times and is, in fact, the basis of Pickard-
Cambridge's interpretation of the Suda. Thus, Pickard-
Cambridge's reading of the Suda is correct but must be
suspect as historically inaccurate. At any rate, the cor-
rupt Suda reference is poor evidence upon which to base
Webster's provocative but otherwise undocumented revi-
sion of dramatic production.

Webster associates this change with a transition from
poets acting in their own plays to actors supplied by the
state. Such a rearrangement would adequately explain the
demise of the connected trilogy, since the sequential ef-
fect would certainly be lost if the plays were performed
over a span of three days with other plays intervening.
However, the institution of state actors, probably linked
to the introduction of a prize for acting at the Dionysia
of 449,30 could have been made without such a change in the
order of production. According to Webster,3l the tragic

program for 431 would have been:
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First day
1. Actor A in Euphorion's lst play
2. Actor B in Sophocles' lst play
3. Actor C in Euripides' Medea
Second day
1. Actor B in Sophocles' 2nd play
2. Actor C in Euripides' Philoctetes
3. Actor A in Euphorion's 2nd play
Third day
1. Actor C in Euripides' Diktys
2. Actor A in Euphorion's 3rd play
3. Actor B in Sophocles' 3rd play

This complicated procedure of production notably does not
~include the satyr plays that accompanied each group of
tragedies and their addition would make Webster's system
even more impractical.

For Webster a compelling argument in favor of his
hypothesis is "the increased burden on the leading actor
with the decrease of the choral part of tragedy"32 that
is evident in plays of the period. It would be very diffi-
cult, Webster reasons, for an actor to perform three
demanding protagonist roles in a single day. Yet this
argument is based solely on a subjective measurement of
a Greek actor's endurance and cannot be proven.

The institution of state actors could more simply

have been made under the following dramatic program, which
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assumes a bit more stamina among the actors than Webster

allows:

First day
Actor A
Euphorion's tetralogy

Second day
Actor B
Sophocles' tetralogy

Third day
Actor C
Euripides' tetralogy:
Medea, Philoctetes, Diktys, Theristai

The evidence is lacking for a definitive choice, but the
latter program is certainly less complicated and retains
the traditional assignment of one festival day to each
dramatic tetralogy. Under this system the connected trilogy
would still, of course, be dramatically feasible, and its
loss of favor must then be seen in its close affiliation
with the art of Aeschylus. Perhaps the technique was nei-
ther favored nor effective in the hands of Aeschylean
imitators. The dearth of known non-Aeschylean trilogies
even during Aeschylus' lifetime supports this argument.
Attribution of a connected trilogy to Sophocles rests
on a single inscription from Axione in which a certain
Epichares is said to have produced a Telepheia by Sopho-
cles.33 webster plausibly dates this production between

457 and 442.34 The inscription itself does not state

EELIE Ay . - .
BRI ETi  t prh  Te  , Teret
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the plays which composed the group, but three known Sopho-
clean titles possibly linked with the Telephos myth,

Aleadai, Mysians, and Assembly of Achaeans, have often

been proposed as tragic candidates, together with the.
Telephos, assigned by Hesychius (1 p53) to Sophocles, as
the Telepheia's satyr play.35

Pickard-Cambridge, however, is reluctant to attribute
a connected trilogy to Sophocles and suggests rather that
"there is at least a possibility that TnAdepera may have
been a single play.36 The Axione inscription unfortunately
does not use either of the collective terms "trilogy" or
"tetralogy"” in reference to the production, but two titles
of -eta formation mentioned by Aristophanes and confirmed

as referring to groups of plays by the relevant scholia37

make Pickard-Cambridge's alternative interpretation morpho-
logically doubtful.

Telepheia is almost certainly a collective title.
The question remains whether it refers to a connected
trilogy. As noted above, Aeschylus' Lycurgeia was composed
of three Lycurgan components, °‘H8wvo(l, Neov(owo., and
AvnoOpyoc cotupindg,with an Orphic play, Baooap{&aL , between
the two tragedies,38 and this tetralogy indicates that
not all plays in an -g.a group of necessity referred to

the mythological context of the collective title. Thus
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the series to which Telepheia refers could easily have

included play(s) from outside the Telephos myth.

The following didascalic notices

Hnl?]ég Togpourdouvg [ .
wlal "IBnpac nal catvlpindv?

IGUrbRomae 223

and'

]nal\'oauocé[a
gatulpiLuov ThAieol ov

IGUrbRomae 229

appear on inscriptions previously assigned to Rhodes and
now considered Roman and list reproductions of old dramas
at the Athenian Lenaia or possibly at Rhodes during the
fourth century B. C.39 wWhile Peleus? and lberes of IGUrb-
Rémae 223 were definitely written by a Sophocles, if not
the famous playwright himself,40 IGUrbRomae 229 has left
no indication ofrfhe authorship of Odysseus and Telephos.
However, three known Sophoclean tragedies contain Odysseus
in their titles4l and Heschyius' note that Sophocles wrote
a Telephos has already been mentioned. Since no other
ancient dramatist is known to have composed both a Telephos
and an Odysseus, Sophoclean association with the plays of

IGUrbRomae 229 is at least plausible.
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Despite apparent links such as oatul in 223 and jpuuov
in 229, the two fragmentary Roman inscriptions cannot be
joined directly for epigraphical reasons: most compelling
is the indication of a margin just to the left of IGUrb-
Romae 229.42 However, it remains a possibility, not dis-
counted by snell,43 that IGUrbRomae 223 and 229 refer to
the same tetralogy.

I suggest not only that the same dramatic group is
mentioned in the two Roman inscriptions, but also that
this sole ancient attribution of a group including a
Telephos to Sophocles is actually the Telepheia of the
Axione inscription.44 The play titles of Sophocles'
Telepheia are then determined from epigraphical evidence
rather than from the mere conjecture, based upon projected
trilogic unity, of the previous suggestions. Like Aes-
chylus' Lycurgeia, the title Telepheia was derived in
antiquity from one of the Sophoclean group's more popular
components} namely the satyr play Telephos.

If this anciently documentable group, Peleus?,

Odysseus, Iberes, and Telephos, was indeed Sophocles'

Telepheia, or even if only Telephos and Odysseus are re-
trievable parts of the group, then the productions must
certainly be removed from the list of possible fifth-century

connected trilogies and Pickard-Cambridge's effort to limit
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the corpus of Sophocles to non-trilogic compositions is
proven sound.

Dramatic evidence down to 440, therefore, indicates
our relative ignorance of the fifth-century attitude to-
ward trilogies and their composition, but particular,
perhaps unique, association of the form with the career
of Aeschylus is probable. This situation suggests that it
is best to limit the use of the term trilogy to groups of
plays linked in the apparent Aeschylean sense of clear
chronological sequence, continuous plot line, and the same
mythological topos. Aeschylus' Theban, Danaid, and Ores-
teian groups all fit this definition well, as do the hypo-
thetical Prometheus and Achilles trilogies. Hdwever, the |
Lycurgeia, with the intrusion of Orpheus into the Lycurgan
sequence, not only loses its chronological but its mytho-
logical unity as well. The possibility of thematic links
such as Webster has hypothesized for the Lycurgeia may
have existed between the plays, but the other known con-
nected Aeschylean groups suggest that such links do not
seem sufficient to prove that the playwright considered
such a group a unit. Indeed, the use of thematic argumen-
tation is often too vague to be sound when dealing with
lost plays. Under such circumstances, unity can be

projected where there was none, as Murray did for Aeschylus’
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Persai, and Girard's belief in the connectedness of all

Greek tragedies becomes plausible again.

The narrow definition of tpiLloyla suggested by the

extant Aeschylean corpus receives some support from Aris-
i tarchus and Apollonius and their critical terminology. A
scholion to Aristophanes' Frogs 1124 reads:
TeTPOroyLlov @EPOUCLY THV 'OpéoieLav al &it6oounailat
"Ayauéuvova Xoneodpouvg EVuevidag lpwté€a catuptudv.

'Apgorapxog nal ‘AnoAidvioc tptioylav Adyouot
XWpLe TAOV oaTtupdv.

Wiesman's explanation of this passage reveals a distinction
between tetralogy and trilogy which may underlie the

scholiastic comment:

Die vier Stucke gehdren durch die gemeinsame
Auffihrung durchaus zusammen, inhaltlich

aber sind nur die drei ersten Stiicke zu einer
innern Einheit verbunden, wahrend das Satyrspiel
flir sich steht, zeitlich eigentlich zwischen
Agamemnon und Choephoren zu stehen kdme.45

The Proteus' relationship to its companion tragedies is
not only out of dramatic chronology but its emphasis on
Menelaus is tangental to the main plot of the group, i.e.,
the murder of Agamemnon and its familial consequences.

The scholion suggesﬁs that the Alexandrian critics recog-

nized this break between the satyr play Proteus and the
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rest of the Oresteian group and called the three closely-
related tragedies a trilogy. |

Thus Aristarchus and Apollonius may have restricted
their interpretation of tetpaioyla to a collective term
for the four plays of a dramatist's annual production
without any unifying connotations, and used tpLioyla to
indicate plays connected by the same mfﬁhological topos
in continuous plot line and chronclogical sequence.

This possible Hellenistic distinction between a
tetralogical dramatic production and a unified (Aeschylean)
trilogy is one which no modern. scholar has accepted, 46
yet it is supported by the evidence: (1) I know of no
other ancient use of tpLAoylo as a reference to specific
dramatic groups. (2) Although the term tetpaloylo appears
in connection with Polyphrasmon's churgeia47 and Philokles'
Pandionis, 48 there is no other evidence for the unity of
these groups. (3) The Lycurgeia of Aeschylus49 is also
explicitly called TeTpaioyla in an ancient text but does
not offer a sequence which can with certainty be termed
unified in plot; rather, its title can be understood more
broadly as a dramatic production of four unconnected plays
including the satyr play Lxcurgos.50 (4) Nor is there
any extant use of the word tetralogy in connection with

groups in which the satyr play did seem to have some link
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with the tragedies, such as, Aeschylus' Theban and Danaid
productions.

The distinction between connected trilogy and not-
necessarily-unified tetralogy derived from the above scho-
lion shall therefore be accepted here for the sake of
convenience and clarity of terminology.

In an argument based upon Aristotle's Poetics, Koniaris
has stated that for the fifth-century Greeks "it is the
tragedy which mainly (or even exclusively) forms a logical
esthetic holon, a unity which has a beginning, a middle
and an end" and that "not only for Aristotle but, so far
as our evidence goes, also for the Greeks up to at least
Aristotle's death, interest in the second dramatic unity,
the tetralogical-trilogical, is minimal and at its best
a side issue in aesthetics."5l  Yet Gould>2 has shown
that Aristotle's discussion of tragedy was severely biased
toward a refutation of Plato's exclusion of the genre from
his Republic and a certain caution is therefore necessary
in dealing with Aristotle's tragic definitions and atti-
tudes. Furthermore, a survey of known fifth-century drama-
tic productions suggests that the reason why interest in
the trilogy was "minimal"” was precisely because of its
close Aeschylean associations. Koniaris' statement in

reference to Aeschylus' Oresteian, Thebkan, and Danaid groups
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that "the important unity in the mind of the poet is that

of the individual play even in case of an obviously "con-

nected" group, for ever here the independent play is written

in such a way that its independence in form and thought is
fully guaranteed" 53 does not do justice to the strong
historical (familial) connections that unite these plays.
These groups would not have shown such strong chronological,
mythological, and sequential unity if the trilogic content
was not important to the poet. The individual plays of
these trilogies can be performed as independent plays,

but their Aeschylean meaning, i.e., the meaning in the
context of the rest of the group is lost in the process.

Therefore it seems justified to accept the existence
of the trilogy in its peculiarly Aeschylean context and to
define trilogic unity in Aeschylean terms.

The Euripidean corpus has been a particulary popular
trilogic source book in the past. Otto Krausse in 1905
listed at least six groups of Euripides' plays which seemed
unified in some sense. He argued strongly in favor of the
Trojan trilogy as well as the unity of the group O{vducog.,
Xpdoinnog , ®olvicoalr and believed that "ceterae Euripidis
didascaliae, quae novimus, si non exhibuerunt continuum
argumentum, attamen materiae quadam similitudine, quae

per totam obtineret quaternionem, insignes fuisse
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videntur."%4 1In these terms Krausse mentioned Euripides'

productions of 438 (Cressas, Alcmaeon, Telephos, and

Alcestis), "in mulierum virtutibus vitiisque illus-

trandis,"55 of 431 (Media, Philoctetes, Diktys) "deque

peregrinorum condicione vel hospitii iure,"56 and of post-

405 (Iphigenia at Aulis, Alcameon, Bacchai) "in condicion-

ibus insolitis permirisque, quae intercederent inter

parentes liberosque."37 To these Krausse added Wilamowitz'

hypothesized trilogy, Aegius, Theseus, and Hippolytos I.58

such attempts at unification have generally been discarded
today and the only modern Euripidean trilogic candidates

have been the Trojan group of 415 and the Phoenissai and

its companion plays.>59

The Phoenissai was placed by one of its medieval

hypotheses in the same cycle as the Oinomaus and Chrysippus

and this trio was frequently considered a trilogy.60
Webster has proven conclusively through a study of iambic

resolution that the Phoenissai could not have been paired

with these plays and suggests the Antiope and Hypsipyle

as alternative companion plays.6l The trilogic label is
retained for this new group, however, on the argument that
all three plays are part of Theban history.62 Webster
links the Antiope and Hypsipyle together by Dionysian

references and considers the latter play "an ill-omened
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prelude" to the Phoenissai.®3 Yet, elsewhere he has ad-
mitted that "the incidents are very different in the three
plays and the themes are different."®4 There is no clear
chronological sequences or continuous plot line for these
plays, and the mythological topoi are certainly distinct
even if Euripides did incorporate allusions to the inevit-
able failure of the expedition of the Seven into the
Hypsipyle ( apparently to delineate better the character of
Amphiarus). The sequence certainly does not exhibit the
characteristics of the Aeschylean trilogy. The thematic
links that Webster suggests between the plays cannot be
discounted, but they are nevertheless not central to the

dramatic force of the individual plays. The Phoenissai,

for example, does not mention or even assume Hypsipyle

and her fate is understandable without its companion

plays. The group ought not to be considered a trilogy.
Thus, the number of modern candidates for possible

trilogies after the death of Aeschylus are reduced to four:

Sophocles' Telepheia, whose inclwsion in the list of

trilogies has already been questioned, Euripides' production

of 415, and two other groups, Philokles' Pandionis and

Meletos' Oidipodeia. Evidence for Pandionis' production

is the scholiast to Aristophanes' Birds 282: eln &v olv

oy &nomna Eouevonoinude T Mavdrovidl teTparoyla, fiv ual
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‘AproTotéAne év talc AlSaocnailag Gvaypdeel . And the
Aristophanic allusion definitely dates the group pre-415

B. C. Meletos' Qidipodeia, which Webster dates in the

last quarter of the fifth century,®3 has a similar scho-
liastic source, on Plato's Apology 18b: nal & Méantoc
ots8inoberav &9nuev, ®c ‘AntctoTéAng AirSaocuoAlaic . Both

tetralogies apparently appeared in Aristotle's Didascaliai,

which was the scholiasts' source, but individual play
titles are lacking. Nothing, therefore, can be said about
the actual trilogic composition, if any, of these groups.
Further, the use of the word teTpoAoyv{a by the scholiast

in reference to Philokles' group is not sufficient evidence
of trilogic unity.

Despite the uncertainties of these two productions,
Webster has used them, together with Euripides' Trojan
group, to make a case for the reappearance of the trilogy
about 415.66 fThis dramatic revival is linked by Webster
with a change, not documented before 341,67 in the arrange-
ment of the competition by which the three t:agedians
shared the three protagonists provided by the state. Since
Webster's hypothetical change in the order of plays c.449,
discussed above, rendered the trilogy dramatically impossi-
ble, the 415 revision would make a return to the traditional

(i.e., pre-449)allotment of one playwright to each festival
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day probable and necessary to restore the feasibility of
of trilogic construction. This complicated history is,
of course, simplified if the alternative distribution
suggested above for productions after 449 is accepted.
Then the allotment of one festival day for each dramatist
would never have been tampered with and there is no need
to rely upon imprecise dating for the sharing of the pro-
tagonists by the dramatists to restore the o0ld order.
Furthermcre, since Webster's only real evidence for
the dating of this procedural change is Euripides' pro-

ductions of 415 and 410 and the references to Philokles'

Pandionis and Meletos' Oidipodeia, about which we know
no play titles and certainly no principles of construction,
the bulk of the proof for trilogic composition after
Aeschylus' death rests upon Euripides. The Theban group
of 410 is of tenuous trilogic unity and the rest of the
Euripidean corpus offers groups of plays linked solely by
Webster's "principle of variation."68 oOnly the Trojan
group of 415 has been consistently suggested as trilogic
and it is therefore on this production that Webster's

] revival of the trilogy depends.

It is with this background to the Greek dramatic

trilogy that the Trojan Women and its companion plays

must be approached. There is no ancient reference to the
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sequence as a trilogy; there is no use of the terms

TpLAoyla or even Tetpaloyla in connection with Alexandros-

Palamedes-Trojan Women-Sisyphos nor any extant collective

title ending in -eiLa. Xenocles, against whom Euripides
competed unsuccessfully in 415, produced in that year a

non-trilogic group composed of an Oidipous, Lykaon, and

Bacchai. Advocacy of trilogic composition for Euripides'

Trojan group is entirely modern,®9 based in part upon the

Strasbourg papyri fragments of the Alexandros, and partly
upon a residual predilection toward trilogic composition.
These plays form the only post-Aeschylean group for which
sufficient evidence exists to consider the trilogy problem
and therefore offer the only solid evidence for or against
the trilogy after Aeschylus' death. A consideration of
the evidence in terms of the Aeschylean trilogic charact-

eristics follows in the next chapter.
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Snell's edition of the Alexandros lists sixty-one

fragménts of varying length which are certainly or probably
attributable to the play; to these are added seven more

whose association with the Alexandros is much less secure

(S. 62-68). For the Palamedes only eight possible fragments
survive in addition to Aristophanes' famous parody in the

Thesmophoriazusai (770ff.). Knowledge of both plays is

improved by the general mythological outlines which survive
in several ancient versions, such as Hyginus on both the
Alexander and Palamedes myths.l Occasional archaeological
evidence, especially painted pottery, is also useful.?2

By means of such collation something can be learned about
both of these Euripidean plays. This method of reconstruc-

tion is best illustrated, not only for the Alexandros and

the Palamedes, but for the whole Euripidean corpus, in

Webster's The Tragedies of Euripides.

A papyrus fragment recently published contains a

substantial part of an ancient hypothesis to the Alexandros

and is invaluable evidence for the composition of that

play.3 Coles has listed the elements of the Alexandros

which are confirmed by the fragmentary hypothesis, in the
light of which both Snell's and Webster's reconstructions
need to be revised.? Among these are included: the nature

of the subsidiary chorus which was usually thought to work,
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like its predecessor in the Hippolytos, sympathetically

with the‘protagonist, but which is proven by the papyrus
to have been hostile to Alexander;> knowledge that
Cassandra's scene of prophecy came just before the recog-
nition scene and not, as had sometimes been proposed, in
the prologue;6 Hecuba's personal attempt to kill Alexander,
which some scholars had tried to deny;7 addition of the

0l1d Man, Paris' foster-father, to the dramatis personae

and as the means of recognition. The papyrus also locates
accurately in the play several of the Strasbourg fragments
(S. 23 and 43) and adds a previously unknown gquotation

from the play to Snell's list of fragments, namely 23
HAELVOV ["I]Awov , which was the second half of the opening

line of the play. Thus a great amount of the uncertainity

and cohtroversy that has existed about the Alexandros is
now removed and the general outline of the plot is clear.
As Coles also notes,8 only a few-but important-questions
remain unresolved: the prologos, the composition of the
main chorus, and the end of the play. Since the hypothesis
unfortunately breaks off at the end, it is impossible to

determine whether Webster's hypothesized deus ex machina

actually occurred in the play.?

Because of the group's assumed trilogic composition,

the Trojan Women is often advanced as further evidence for




39
the plots of the two preceding plays.l0 scholars have noted
some possible unifying elements in these plays and on this
basis have felt permitted to reconstruct the lost plays

partly from internal evidence from the Trojan Women.

Several examples of this method appear in this chapter.
However, as a result of the survey of fifth-century trilogies
made in the preceding chapter, the very existence of a
Euripidean trilogy has become an historically precarious
hypothesis and the gquestion of the group's unity is itself

in need of extended investigation. A clear distinction

must therefore be made in fhis study between positive

remains of the Alexandros and the Palamedes and assumptions

about these plays which are derivable only from the Trojan

Women and its apparent position as the final play of a

trilogy.

Although these three plays are so unequally preserved,
I believe there is sufficient evidence to consider the
question of unity in terms of Aeschylean trilogic character-
istics. I propose to look at elements which are repeated
in two or all the plays and which have convinced scholars
of the unity of the trilogy and to determine whether these
elements parallel the trilogic features derived from the
known trilogies of Aeschylus. I shall further consider
whether the plays contain any dissonant or contradictory

passages or scenes which would argue against trilogic

composition.
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Webster has seen many points of similarity within this

group and especially between the Alexandros and the Trojan

Women. At the end of his analysis of the Alexandros,

Webster enumerates several impressions established in that

play which are echoed in the Trojan Women: "Hekabe in her

sorrow, her attempted murder, and her exultation,...the

generosity of Hektor, and ...Paris' youthful beauty.“ll

To these characterizations Webster could also have added

Deiphobos, who in the Alexandros plots with Hecuba for

Paris' death and who upholds the inferiority of slaves:

. dodlouc yvd&p ol
HaAov mendodatl upeloocovoac THV SeomoTdV

S. 28

Helen paints a similar dark picture of Deiphobos in the

Trojan Women:

Biq 65" & uoLvde 1’ odtoc dpmndooc ndoig
AniopoBog &roxov elyxev dudviov OpLYDV.

Tr 959-960

Priam, too, links both plays. His role in the Alexandros

is disputed, but he surely spoke the following lines:

xpdvoc 6¢ SelfFeL (o’), S Tenunplowt uoddv
% xenotdv &vta yvaocoual oé {y°) A uaudv.

S. 39
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He, of course, represents the fallen city to Hecabe in the

Trojan Women:

i, ‘
Ipidpe HpLdue, U uév BbAduevog atagog &pLAog
dtac éudg &ivotog el.

Tr 1312-1315

The prominence of Hecabe in the Trojan Women has been

noted frequently12 and evidence from the Alexandros suggests
that a similar spotlight was centered on the queen in that
play. Indeed, the recently published hypothesis of the
play has confirmed Hecabe's major role in the plot to kill
Alexander. Whether there is a trilogic link between the
plays or not, the contrast between the abortive assassin

Hecabe in the Alexandros and the pathetic ex-queen in the

Trojan Women is still a striking theatrical effect.

In both the Alexandros and the Trojan Women Cassandra

made prophetic statements that were unheeded. Unlike
Koniaris, I see no reason to refute Webster that "Cassandra
in the Troades is the same Cassandra as in the Alexander
and not merely the Cassandra who belongs in the Troades

by virtue of mythology.“13 It is true that her character
had already been somewhat established by the Aeschylean
Cassandra and the myth itself, but Euripides surely added

. 4
the Bacchic nature of her prophecy.1 As Mason notes at
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Tr 169, Euripides substituted "the new Dionysiac vocabulary
of possession...for the pdviiLc terminology of Aeschylus."15

Thus one of the Strasbourg fragments of the Alexandros

reads:

Ing finovo’ £nog
Blauxedetr opéval
Jout[
JAevul

S. 7

The same Bacchic terminolgy is used at Tr 342-343:

Bactkeua, Banyxedovoav o0 AfYn udpnv,
un uolpov alpn BAL’ &c ‘Apvelwv oTpatdv;

This innovation in the character of Cassandra is a

clear link between the Alexandros and the Trojan Women but

is not in itself proof of trilogic unity. Repetition of
character between two plays of a group does not make a
trilogy. Cassandra does not appear in the Palamedes.16
The similarity between the two Cassandras can also be
accounted for in the contemporary composition of the plays
and perhaps in Euripides' fondness for his hybrid creation.
A similar type of repetition is notable between the Hecuba

of the Alexandros and the Creusa of the Ion, produced only

three years after the Trojan group, where Euripides again

deals with motif of a mother unwittedly plotting the murder
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of her own son and recognizing her mistake only at the

last moment.

Although Hector and Paris, the other characters cited

by Webster, do not appear in the Trojan Women, nevertheless,

like Priam and Deiphobos, they are constant referents of
the distraught women. It is clear that Euripides has

retained in the Trojan Women the characters of both men

as they were developed in the Alexandros. The Strasbourg

papyri contain a vehement agon between Hector and Deiphobos
on the question of slaves and nobility, in which valiant
Hector is willing to accept the victory of the lowly
shepherd Alexander in the games:

Alav aduluete, AgtwoBe. T( ydp pe 8et
uLoetv viv; o y&o] naipde @6 e} ivery olpéviac.

S. 23, 11-12

In the Trojan Women this emphasis on the generosity of

Hector recurs:

A Tol natpdc &€& o’ edvevel’ AanodAecev,
N tofowv &Alorgc ylyvetar cwtnpld....

Tr 742-74317

The physical preeminence of Paris, around whom the

Alexandros is centered, is not overlooked in the Trojan

Women:
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fiv odudg YuLdec udiioc éunpendctoroc.. ..

Tr988

The Strasbourg papyri also stress the enticing beauty of

Alexander:

S &6° &6e uopofiL Sragepl
S. 18, 8

However, these qualities of Hector andrParis were not |
invented by Euripides but were developed in the Homeric
epic, where Hector is often portrayed as generous and noble
and Paris as beautiful. In her funeral eulogy for Hector
at the end of Bk.f Helen praises her brother-in-law for
the very same reluctance to criticize that he exhibits in

the Alexandros (S. 23):

dAA" o0 nw oel &uovoa uaudv &mnoc oNd’ &odyniov.
aAL” el Tilc pe mal &Aroc ¢vl uevdpororv évimtou
Sadpwv 1 yordwy N eivatépwy ednéniwv,

A euvph--Euvpdc 68 matne ¢ finitoc alel--

dAAd oL TédV Y éndecolL mapaL@AUEVOC HATEPUKES,

off T° dyavoppoodvn ual ocolc &yavolc éndecou.

Q7 =7

: And Andromache in her lament refers to her husband as the

protector of the city, just as she does in the Trojan

Women (742-743):
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‘TMPLV Yap médALc 18 waT’ &uengc

népoetatl. f vap Bilwiag énlouonoc, &c TE uLv adTNV
POCHEVL.. ..

0 728-730

Paris' beauty as well is part of his Homeric character,
for in his very first appearance'in the Iliad he is ..
addressed by Hector as elboc fpLote (I'39) and is rebuked

because:

N mov uayxaidwoti wéen uouéwvteg,v’AxaLoC
odvteg doLotfia npduov Eupevar, obyena ugkov )
elboc &n’, &AL" oOu &otL Bin wpeoliv oO8E TiLg AAuN.

I' 43-45
In his reply Paris himself argues:

urf poL &6p° épar& npdwspe xpuvofic "Appodiinc.
o0 ToL &ndéBAnT’® éoTl Be&y EoLULEEQ Sdpa,
$ood uev adtol &BoLv, &udv 6° odu &v TiLc EAoLTo.

I 64-66

The Homeric Paris is thus the same handsome youth who

appears in the Alexandros and is mentioned in the Trojan

Women. Webster's statement that "the generosity of Hektor

and of Paris' beauty" as it is depicted in the Alexandros

is "an impression strong enough to survive the next play"18
implies a missing link in the characters of Hector and

Paris as presented in the Trojan Women which only the

Alexandros can supply. Such a dependency upon a previous

play of a supposed trilogy is groundless when Euripides’



46

Hector and Paris are seen in their Homeric contexts. The
value of character repetition as proof of trilogic compo-
sition is consequently decreased.

Scholars have added several unifying themes to this
list of characters. 1In S. 10, from Ennius' Alexander,
Cassandra prohesies about the Trojan horse: "

nam maximo saltu supravit gravidus armatis equus,
qui suo partu ardua perdat Pergama.

Snell and others have noted the allusions to this prophecy

in the Trojan Women, where the horse is mentioned early

(9-14 )and becomes the central image of the first choral ode: 19

‘Apyetov 6x6 {1 fuav td-
Aarva SopLdiwtog,
6t° &Aiumov tmnov odpdvia
Boéuovta xpuoceopdiapov £vo-
niov év ndAaLc ‘Axaiotl. :

Tr 518-521

Of course, the horse is an appropriate theme for the Trojan
Women and its mention there is not dependent upon its

appearance in the Alexandros. Nor is a recurring image

necessarily a trilogically unifying one.
Menegazzi20 has noted another possible allusion in

the Trojan Women to Cassandra's prophecies in the Alexandros.

In the first play Cassandra had probably equated Paris

with the firebrand of Hecuba's dream, for in Ennius' later
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version of the play the prophetess warned:

adest adest fax obvoluta sanguine atque incendio
multos annos latuit, cives, ferte opem et

restinguite.
S- 10' 1—2

| Menegazzi parallels this prediction with Cassandra's

hymeneal torch in the Trojan Women:

Advexe mdpeXe.
odc wép’, &. oéBw Prdyw.
t6ol, (600.

Aaundor Té6° lepdv.

Tr 308-309

The recurring fire imagery is clear, but whether Euripides
imagined an association between the firebrand of Hecuba's
dream and Cassandra's marriage torch, and thus intended a

causal link between the events of the Alexandros and those

of the Trojan Women, depends upon actual trilogic unity,

Such an association cannot prove this unity, but would

result from it.

Similar bonds of character and theme have been noted

between the Palamedes and the Trojan Women. Scholars here
have projected the probably important and sinister role of
Odysseus in the Palamedes into the following play, where

Odysseus remains the same sort of disagreeable character. 21

Not only is he the subject of a tirade by Hecuba in the
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Trojan Women:

uLoaPd SoALle (TQ> AéAoyxa
owtt SouvAeverv,
ntoAeunle Slrag, moapoavdup Sduer....
Tr 282-284
but he is specifically blamed for the condemnation of

Astyanax:

VLA &6° ‘08uococeve é&v IavéAAnoLv AEYOV. ..

Tr 721

There are unfortunately no relevant fragments from the
Palamedes to provide even a cursory comparison of the
treatment of Odvsseus in the two plays, although it was
sﬁrely unfavorable in both.

Nor are there any fragments from the Palamedes that
indicate the play's development of the character of
Agamemnon. Nevertheless, Webster considers the Greek

commander a link between that play and the Trojan Women

and says that "the Palamedes fixes... Agamemnon as a general
who either cannot see through or fails to withstand the -
machinations of his subordinate."22 Webster's use of the
word "fixes" here unquestionably looks toward the Troj=an
Women, where this weakness in the character of Agamemnon
receives brief treatment in the critical words of

Talthybios:
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d Y&o néyiotoc THV navehkﬁvwv &vag
"Atpewg pliog mnatlce, rﬁcé Eowt’ éEalpetov
uauvd&og dndotn. ual névng pév eln’ &y,
&tdp Aéxoc ve Tfiod® &v odu &utnodunv.

Tr 412-416

However, Agamemnon is certainly not singled out for

stupidity and weakness in the Trojan Women. It is his

brother Menelaus who clearly earns that distinction
(Tr 860-1059; 1100-1117). At most, the hypothetical treat-
ment of Agamemnon in the Palamedes is subject to slight

echo in the Trojan Women and is paralleded more emphatically

by a similar treatment of Menelaus. The two plays treat
the Atreides in a strikingly uncomplementary manner, just
as there are many points of comparison between the Hecuba

of the Alexandros and the Creusa of the Ion, but similar

treatment of character makes a trilogy in neither case.
Duchemin has noted the popularity of the rhetorical
device of the &Y®V in the fifth-century drama,23 and all
three of Euripides' productions for 415 reveal a tendency
to satisfy the public taéte in this area. Thus, in the

‘Alexandros the Strasbourg papyri contain one short agon

between Hector and Deiphobos (S.23), and the literary
fragments (S. 27-39) establish a very formal debate between
the latter and Alexandros.24 The central scene of the
Palamedes must have been the trial in which a clash between

Odysseus and the defendant was inevitable; four fragments
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can'probably be attributed to this scene.25 Finally, the

Helen scene of the Trojan Women is a debate between the

true-speaking Hecuba and the seductive and sophistic Helen.
Some effcrt has been made here not to overlook possibie

links within Euripides' Trojan group of 415. Thematic and

character links similar to those which have been noted

within this tetralogy can also be seen in other Euripidean

(non-trilogic) groups, and indicate that Euripides did
exploit similarities between existing elements of a
tetralogy. For example, in the broadest possible terms,

Euripides' productions of 438, Cressas, Alcmaeon, Telephos,

and Alcestis, can be described, as Krausse does, as plays
"in mulierum virtutibus vitiisque illustrandis,"26 but no
one today would-consider this group connected. Trilogic
unity must be proven by more than character and thematic

repetition, and it must now be considered whether the

Alexandros, Palamedes, and Trojan Women are linked in an

Aeschylean manner and thus can be accurately termed a

trilogy.

The three plays do exhibit a broad chronological

; sequence within the Trojan epic cycle. The Alexandros

and the Trojan Women center around the Trojans before and

after the Trojan war and the intervening Palamedes takes

place in the Greek camp during the conflict. However, it
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certainly cannot be argued from this that the three plays

are based upon the same mythological topos. The Alexandros

is the story of the return of the shepherd Paris to Troy
and his recognition as a son of Priam. Jouan has shown
admirably the relationship between this play and the

Kénpua,27 and it is at least possible that the Alexandros

has some affinities with the romantic recognition play

Ion of c. 414-410.28 The Trojan Women, on the other hand,

is a lamentation for the sacked city of Troy, and Euripides'

source for this play was perhaps the Little Iliad of

Lesches.?2? Although these two plays differ in source and
probably mood, they do share some common characteristics

and at least center around Troy. Yet how does Euripides

join them dramatically? By the Palamedes, whose mythological
topos is certainly not Trojan but Greek. Euripides' sources
for the play probably included Sophocles'’ Palamedes30 and
perhaps Gorgias' Encomium.31 There is no traditional
association between the myths of Alexander and of Palamedes

or between Palamedes and the Trojan Women. The sequence is

more similar to Aeschylus' Lycurgeia than to his Theban or
Oresteian trilogies.
Consideration of the continuity of plot line makes

trilogic link even more doubtful. The end of the Alexandros

is disputed, but the play certainly ended before the

judgment of Paris and his departure for Greece
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(S. 10, 69-71). The Palamedes perhaps began with the
Greek sentries making the rounds of their camp during the
Trojan War (589 N2); at least this is the earliest placed of
the extant fragments. Webster, however, hypothesizes a
prologue before this scene.32 In either case, Palaﬁedes
certainly does not continue the plot established in the

Alexandros, as Aeschylus' Choephoroi follows the Agamemnon.

There is thus no proven plot link between the Alexandros

and. the Palamedes.

This lack of smooth transition is evident between the

Palamedes and the Trojan Women as well. From Aristophanes’

parody in the Thesmophoriazusai, it is probable that

Euripides' play depicted Palamedes' brother Oiax setting
adrift an oar inscribed with the news of Palamedes' unjust
execution. We know from the mythographers that this oar
eventually reached Palamedes' father Nauplios in Euboea,
although Webster stresses that this could not have been
part of the action of Euripides' play.33 It is also'in
the myth that Nauplios ultimately avenged his son's murder
by tampering with the beacons 1lit to guide the Greek fleet
home from Troy, thus destroying the fleet. Poseidon's

and Athena's decision in the prologue of the Trojan Women

to shipwreck the Greeks has made several scholars seek a
firm continuous plot link here.34 wWebster even hypothesizes

a deus ex machina at the end of the Palamedes which "may
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have foretold the arrival of the oars and Nauplios'
arrangements to wreck the Greek fleet."33 The only evidence
for this scene is two gnomic fragments on the just man
(584, 585 N2).

The extant Trojan Women provides more convincing

evidence than a hypothetical epilogue to the Palamedes.

Yet, there is no allusion at all in the later élay to Pala-
medes nor any suggested connection between the destruction of
the fleet predicted there and Palamedes' fate. If Euripides
had wanted to establish a link between the Palamedes and

the Trojan Women, as well as a continuous plot line for

his trilogy, he would certainly have placed such an

allusion in the Trojan Women. For example, Athena or

Poseidon could have said during the prologue that they

. would permit Oiax's oar to reach Nauplios so he could
sabotage the beacons. Instead, however, the Olympians

plan a storm to destroy the fleet, a storm created by their
own machinations. Poseidon's first person singular and
imperative verbs clearly emphasize this divine rather than

human causation:

... TapdEw méAiayoc Alyalac &LéC.
Tr 88

and
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GAL° Epm® "OAvunov nal uepavviove BOANC
AaBofoa natpdc €x XEPBV HOpPASSUEL. ...

Tr 92-93

If these statements are not explicitly contradictory of

Nauplios' revenge, they are certainly ignorant of it. Did
Euripides miss a perfect opportunity to establish a causal
sequence between his plays here or, as is more likely, does

 this dichotomy between Palamedes aad the Trojan Women

suggest that his group is not trilogic and that the
tetralogical members must be read independently? Koniaris
has suggested other logical inconsistencies regarding the

destruction of the Greek fleet in the Trojan Women and the

Palamedes which are certainly valid and underline the same
disjunction of plot lines suggested here.36 The Palamedes
is certainly a loose link in the possible chain of a

connected story.

Webster's hypothetical deus ex machina at the end of

the Palamedes is not the only instance of an attempt to
manufacture links within the group where there afe none.
Predilection téward trilogic interpretation has frequently
led critics to undocumentable associations between the plays.

For example, in the Trojan Women Cassandra makes

allusion to an Apollonian prophecy concerning her mother:
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...T0o0 6° ‘AndAAiwvoc Adyor,

ol gaolv adthv [elc &n° Hpunvevuévol
adtob Savelodai;:]...TéAra 6° oOU OHVELSLEG.

Tr 428-430

Snell has argued that this passage must refer back to the

prediction in the Alexandros that Hecuba would someday

be transformed into a bitch:

‘Endtn§ d#alua owocpdpov wOwv Eornt.
s. 1437

The trilogic bias of Snell's argument is evident in the

following statement:
Und um den Schluss der Troerinnen zu verstanden,
brauchen wir innerhalb der Trilogie einen
deutlichen Hinweis auf das Ende der Hekabe; in
den Troerinnen findet er sich nicht; im
Palamedes kann er nicht gestanden haben; also
muss er im Alexandros gegeben sein.38

Snell implies that the prohecy concerning Hecuba in S. 14

provides a trilogically unifying theme which is crucial to

the end of the Trojan Women.

Tr 428-430 and S. 14 are obviously connected

thematically, but the gist of the Trojan Women passage

points not to confirmation of the oracle made in the

Alexandros, but to Cassandra's scepticism in the face of

Talthybios' announcement that Hecuba had been alloted as
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a slave to Odysseus. There is no statement in the Trojan
Women confirming the truth of Cassandra's prophecy in the

Alexandros and at the end of his play Euripides marches

Hecuba off not to a dog's life but to a slave's. Whether
the myth in reality brought her to the house of Odysseus

is beyond the dramatic context of the Trojan Women.

Reference to Hecuba's future fate in the Trojan Women

contrasts with, rather than compliments, the fragment

from the Alexandros and underlines an inherent difference

between two supposedly connected plays. If such an element

were meant to unite these plays more than externally, the

validity of the prophecy first stated in the Alexandros

would have been reenforced rather that questioned in the

Trojan Women.

Koniaris' statement that "not a word in the Troades
refers to the prophecies of Caséandra in the Alexander,
or to anything whatever that Cassahdra did or said in the
Alexander,"39 is thus refuted by the common interest in the
fate of Hecuba exhibited in both plays. Euripides does
in fact allude at Tr 428-430 to a prophecy p;eviously made

by Cassandra (i.e., S. 14 of the Alexandros); however, he

uses the prophecy to different purposes in each play.

Tr 428-430 has come under textual attack by several

critics:
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A ...mob &° ‘Andriwvog Adyor,
ot paotv adthv [Elg &u’ Hpunvevuévor

abto0 davetodar]...TGAAa 6" oOu bdveLSLd.
gelg...9avetlodaL, which is the manuscript reading, was
originally deleted by Klinkenberg as an interpolation.
Although Murray retained the words in his text, Biehl
follows Klinkenberg and brackets the section as suspect.
Argument for deletion is based upon a scheoliastic comment:
€v vYap 9pdmun udwv vevouédvn anédavev and the traditional
myth offered in Hecuba 1265-1273 as well as in the

Alexandros fragment (S. 14). Yet the passage as it is

offered in the manuscripts does not contradict the dramatic

context of the scene in the Trojan Women where a despondent

Cassandra questions the validity of Apollo's prophecy.

Nor does it contradict the dramatic context of the play

itself, which ends with Hecuba being led off to slavery

but which would leave open the possibility of subsequent

confirmation of either version; i.e., Eecuba could die

on Trojan land or turn into a dog in Thrace. Hecuba's

fate is left unresolved in the play itself and I see no

compelling reason to delete these words as an interpolation.
Retention of the manuscript reading marks a further |

difference between the prophecy of Cassandra concerning

the fate of Hecuba as it is stated in the Alexandros and
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the prophecy in the Trojan Women and argues strongly against

trilogic unity. Arguments for deletion are obviously

oriented toward trilogic interpretation of the Trojan Women

and such basis for establishing the text of the play is

tenuous at best.
Snell also points to a fragment from Strabo as
argument for an epilogue spoken by Aphrodite in the

Alexandros as well as for trilogic interpretation:40

ZeVUC Yap Haudv pEv Tpwol, miua &° ‘EALESL
9¢Alwv vyevéodar Tolt® é&BovAceuvoev mathp.

S. 45

It is suggested that these lines foreshadow "das allgemeinere
Ungliick"4l of the rest of the trilogy; i.e., waudv utv

Towc{ refers to the Trojan Women and mnfina 6" "EAAASL to the

Palamedes and to the prediction of the destruction of the

Greek fleet in the Trojan Women. Yet these lines can also

be interpreted as a concise summary of the Alexandros and

as an allusion to the approaching Trojan war which will
result in xakdv for the Trojan, i.e., destruction of their
city, and nfiua for the Greeks, i.e., the hardships of ten
years fighting away from home, upon which Cassandra herself
elaborates (Tr 365-385). There is no need to read the

events of the Palamedes and the Trojan Women into these

lines as specific referents and to do so is to assume a
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link between the three plays which has not been documented
substantially. Such a reference to future woe is typical
of the general statements that end Greek plays42 and is

certainly sufficient climax to the Alexandros as a single

play. Further, Coles has noted the tenuousness of this
fragment's association with the play:43 Strabo identifies
the lines as Euripidean, but they could equally have been

written for Euripides'vPalamedes, Protesilaos, or

Philoctetes.44

The question of guilt is also important to those who
favor a trilogic interpretation of these plays and who

argue that in the Trojan Women the Trojans are paying for

the auoptla committed in the Alexandros, i.e., not destroying
the fire-brand Paris45 or perhaps trying to commit the

sacrilege of murdering him as a suppliant at Zeus' altar.46
In this context the following fragment attributed to the

Alexandros is cited; it was probably addressed by Priam

to Paris:

xpdvoc 6 SeiEer (o , Bt Tewumplot uaddy
A xpnotdv &vta yvdoonatl od <%:> ! wondv.

S. 39

Time's verdict is sought in the Helen scene of the Trojan

Women, in the accusation of Helen:
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NEHTOV UEV ApXAC &TEMEV HOE THV HOUBY,

NdpLv Tenoboa. O&eltepov &° AnMAECE

Toolov TE udu (&) npécBug o) utavdv Bpéwog,
50A00 TLKPOV ulunu’, °‘AAEEavSpdv, TOTE.

Tr 919-922

Thus, according to Helen, the ones responsible for the
Trojan war are Hecuba and Priam; above all, Helen is not
at fault! Scarcella suggests the trilogic implications

of these words:

Che poi i due sovrani fossero insieme vittime
della propria fraglllta e del destlno, & cosa
che non importa qui 1ndagare' certd & che,
attraverso quegli eventi, si era voluto colpire
equalmente Troiani e Greci. Ma questo era gi
esplicitamente detto nell'Alessandro , quale
che fossero il personaggio e l'occasione cul si
reportava la battuta [Fr. 45 Snell]. Perché
inversamente & probabile che nell'Alessandro
venissero anticipati sviluppi e conclusione cui
Euripide intendeva pervenire solo nelle Troiani.

Helen's charge, however, must be seen in the context of
the entire scene and of the drama itself. It is true that

Helen points a finger at Hecuba and Priam for deeds done

in the context of the Alexandros, but is Helen credible?

She is not a disinterested witness and the entire force of
her speech is to place the blame as far as possible from

her own name. She does not even hesitate to incriminate

Aphrodite as well:

47
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viug Kompige 9ede, nal toodvs’ couol yduot
dvnooav ‘EAALS....

Tr 932-933

Helen's charges are unquestionably refuted in Hecuba's
retort (969-1032), where the blame is placed where it
rightfully belocngs:

o . ...u0 &duadelc molel dedc
TO g0V Xoarov Hoocpnofica....

Tr 981-982

Helen is the true culprit, and her words cannot be accepted,
as Scarcella does, at face value. Helen is CopLoTfC in the
bad sense, and Euripides' sympathy is with Hecuba. These
lines certainly do not reveal a theme of Trojan guilt

carried over from the Alexandros to the Trojan Women and

do not support a trilogic interpretation.
Koniaris has elaborated as well on the guilt of Helen

in the Trojan Women and rightly contrasts the free will

inherent in Hecuba's condemnation with the predestination

that fills the Alexandros.48 The guestion remains, however,

why Euripides permits this felon to escape punishment, as
the mood of the subsequent choral ode ungquestionably
suggests(Tr 1060-1116). The problem is central not only

to an interpretation of the agon scene but to the Trojan
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Women as a whole, and discussion of this aspect of the
Helen scene will be deferred until it can be considered

in the light of a general view of the Trojan Women.

A word should also be said about the Sisyphos, the

satyr play produced together with the Alexandros, Palamedes,

and Trojan Women. Only one fragment is attributable to

the play and it strangely is addressed to Heraclesﬁ49

xolpw o€ t°, & BéAtioTtov “Alupivnc ténroc,
«..TOV TE uLapdv EEocAwAdTO.

673 N2

Working solely from this Heraclean greeting, Murray searched
for a link between the Sisyphos saga and Heracles and
suggested that the play centered around Sisyphos' theft

of Lycurgos' horses from Heracles. Such a plot would fit

in well with Murray's trilogic interpretation of the group,
i.e., "the doings of the arch-deceiver will illustrate

well the mocking injustice of the world.'f50 Webster makes

a more cautious link between the plays: "Even fhe satyr-
play was relevant since Sisyphos was a reputed father of
Odysseus who had a major part in the Palamedes and contrived

the death of Astyanax in the Trojan Women."5l Nothing of

certainity can really be said about the plot of the Sisyphos,
whose mythos is only tenuously related to the topoi of its

accompanying tragedies. Of course, an unconnected satyr
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play could have been produced together with a trilogy.
The Oresteia, with its loosely related satyr play Proteus,
foreshadowed only‘by a short passage in the Agamemnon
(615-680), is perhaps proof of that. However, inclusion
of the Sisyphos myth in Euripides' tetralogy of 415 is
certainly not positive evidence for the unity of the group.
Koniaris offers additional arguments against a link between
the Palamedes and the Sisyphos and against a connected
tetralogy,52 and thus further underscores the plays' lack
of a common mythological topos noted here.

It is evident, then, that the Aeschylean trilogic
features of continuity of plot and single mythogical topos
are not present in Euripides' productions of 415. The

Alexandros, Palamedes, and Trojan Women ought not be

considered a trilogy despite the particular elements which
recur in the plays. Rather, the group must be interpreted
individually, with due cohsideration of the contrasts and
comparisons which Euripides establishes among the three

plays. For example, the despair of the Trojan Women

becomes that much more profound and pathetic if the

Alexandros was really the romantic recognition play which

Hanson believes it was;53 and the Alexandros certainly

appears to have had a happy ending.

Webster has argued that at least one scene of the
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Trojan Women (probably a reference to the prologue) is

intelligible only in terms of a connected sequence.54
Koniaris regrettably ignores this point, although such
dramatic interdependence, when proven, would outweigh any
arguments against the existence of a trilogy. Therefore,

a detailed analysis of the Trojan Women is warranted and

necessary., I will attempt such an analysis in the following
chapters and maintain that there is no need to bring a
hypothetical connected trilogy into an interpretation of

the prologue and the play. The Trojan Women is episodi-

cally and as a whole understandable outside a trilogic
context. It is the tragedy of the Trojan nation, the
dramatic presentation of the suffering of a conguered city
reduced to ashes. Such an indepéndent and coherent
interpretation of the Trojan Women is the final and
definitive argument against the existence of a trilogy.

A non-trilogic approach to Euripides' Trojan group

and to the Trojan Women in particular is made probable

not only by the history of the trilogy in the fifth century
as discussed in the first chapter, but aiso by an analysis

of the fragments of the Alexandros and the Palamedes and

a comparison of these plays to relevant passages in the

Trojan Women. Although several inter-relating themes and

characters are notable among the plays, the features of

trilogic unity characteristic of the only known Greek
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trilogies, i.e., the trilogies of Aeschylus, are not evident

in the Alexandros-Palamedes-Trojan Women sequence. In fact,

the three plays reveal several serious points of contra-
diction which could not have existed in a trilogy.

Koniaris has discussed several of the inconsistencies
between the plays in even more depth than has been offered
here,55 and such contradictions between the plays as the
one relating to the destruction of the Greek fleet are
sufficient in themselves to make structural unity unlikely.
The addition of historical improbability makes trilogic
construction of Euripides' Trojan tetralogy of 415 virtually
impossible. It is time, then, for the remaining fetters
of trilogic bias in interpreting Greek plays after Aeschylus

to be broken and for the Trojan Women and its companion

plays to be disentangled structurally and thematically.
Like the other tetralogies written after the death of
Aeschylus, Euripides' productions for 415 were a group of

four independent plays.
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The Trojan Women was certainly popular in antiquity,
for it survived, apart from its companion plays of 415,
in the select school tradition of Euripidean plays. 1In
more recent times, however, interest has been focused on
this play much less than on some of Euripides' other plays,

such as Hippolytos or Bacchai. It is surely indicative of

the modern attitude toward the Trojan Women that there has

been no thorough commentative study or analysis of the
1

play comparable to Barrett's superb work on the Hippolytos
or Dodds on the Bacchai.2 Only recently has the play
received the textual and metrical attention it deserves in

Biehl's very learned studies. 3

The intense drama and force of the Trojan Women have

nevertheless been appreciated in the modern world. Indeed,
the emotional impact of Euripides' drama has been powerfully
captured in Cacoyannis' recent screenplay.4 Sartre's famous
translation of the play is typically more a class unto
itself, more Sartrian than Euripidean, but the French
existéntialist's allegiance to Euripides is undeniable.?

Hamilton and others have even referred to the Trojan Women

as "the greatest piece of anti-war literature there is."6
Some perhaps might consider that statement hyperbolic, but
Euripides' play must surely be listed among noteworthy

Greek contributions to pacifistic literature in the Western
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world.

Although the Trojan Women has been praised as a fierce

condemnation of war, it is often reduced in the next
critical breath to a disconnected series of scenes, a
group of pathetic scenarios. Such Janus-faced criticism
has been popular in several languages: Schlesinger
describes the play as "a series of chronologically related
tableaux with little action."’/ Manning calls the play
"merely a series of scenes,"8 and Lewin says "the whole
tragedy consists of a series of disasters for Hecuba, as
one by one all her remaining hopes are destroyed."9
Méredier states that "le drame se réduit 3 une succession
de tableaux pathétiques."lo He was possibly influenced

by his countryman Décharme who said of the play: "Les
diverses parties...se succédent au lieu de s'enchaliner."ll
Italians have been most critical: Albini describes the

Trojan Women as "una serie di scene staccate senza una

concatenazione effettiva che le unisca,l? and Perrotta
calls the play "tragedie senza unith."!3 Even Wilamowitz
must be added to this list of critics because of his
reference to the play as "eine Reihe von Szenen,"14
Scholars have thus been quick to note the play’'s
episodic construction and to emphasize its unaristotelian

lack of a single tragic hero and unity of action. Such
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criticism contains some truth; the play is certainly
episodic, for each scene concentrates on the fate of a
different individual. This type of composition obviously
precludes an individual tragic character upon whom the
action centers. Yet to write off the play for that reason
as merely a paratragic ""long lament"1l5 does an injustice
to Euripides' dramatic skills, the popularity of the play
especially in antiquity, and the underlying force of the
play which many readers and spectators have felt:
With all these riches, is the Troades still a
play which fails to combine its effects within
an organic dramatic structure? This seems impro-
bable when we notice that those who like the
play praise it for its final and total impact.
The power of this play increases steadily until
it is finished; the closing lines leave us with
a sense of completedness which no mere series of
episodes, however striking in themselves, could
possibly evoke.

The modern response has therefore been to turn to

the group with which the Trojan Women was produced in 415

and to interpret the play's unity in terms of trilogic
composition. Thus Albini warns that "ma non dimentichiamo
che le Troiane sono l'ultimo acto di una trilogia sulla
guerra" and interprets the trilogy in Greek terms: "La
loro vittoria, la vittoria piﬁ cara al popolo greco & vista
come l'opera insulsa e crudeli di genti sciocca, inelta,

malvagia.“17 Delcourt~Curvers saw the trilogy in simpler
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and less ethical terms as "l'erreur engendrant des maux;"18

the Alexandros and the Palamedes depict errors which lead

to the sorrows of the Trojan Women. Conacher interprets

the play as a "rhythm of hope and desolation" and explains
the play's loose dramatic structure as a trilogic feature
of the last play of a group, where "the total amount of
unrevealed material gradually decreases as the trilogy
proceeds, so that progressively less elaborate structures
are required."19 Such structural criticism of the Trojan
Women is tenuous even apart from its trilogic context,

for a play constructed episodically can be more complicated
than one based upon a unifying central character.

Lesky's statement about the supposed trilogy is much

more cautious:

Hier sehen wir flir die drei Tragddien eines
Spieltages eine Art von trilogischer Bindung,
aber was wir vom Inhalte der verlorenen Dramen
erschliessen kdénnen, ziegt uns, dass die
einzelnen Stucke ein viel starkeres Eigenleben
fiihrten, als in der aischleischen Trilogie.

Thus for Lesky the Trojan group lies in the ethereal realms
of a non-trilogic trilogy. Koniaris has provided an even
more thorough list of trilogic advocates. 21

Murray, of course, has been the most eloquent advocate

of a Trojan trilogy and has offered the most explicit
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analysis of trilogic composition. For him the key to the

group 1is Diogenes' numismatic metaphor paracharaxis, i.e.,

"showing how the things that are called good are those
that should be fled from, and all the superscriptions
false."22 Murray's anthropological approach to the trilogy

is evident in his discussion of the Alexandros in terms

of the Curse-child, an approach which ultimately leads to

an interpretation of the Trojan Women as the culmination

of errors committed by the Trojans in the Alexandros and

by the Greeks in the Palamedes.
The inadequacies of Murray's reading have been
sufficiently noted by Koniaris, who has analysed the

inherent philosophical differences between the Alexandros

and the Trojan Women and has effectively denied trilogic

composition of the group.23 Koniaris, however, fails to
follow up his argument with a coherent independent inter-

pretation of the Trojan Women, despite his own admission

that "the correct interpretation of the Troades can be...
achieved only by studying the Troades by itself, as a unity
independeht of the Alexénder, the Palamedes, and the
Siszghus.“24 The absence of such a reading of the Trojan
Women definitely weakens Koniaris' anti-trilogic reasoning.
In the preceding chapters I have argued that a trilogic

interpretation of the Trojan Women is historically
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precarious and have noted several elements within the
tetralogy which support this judgment. Yet Webster has
emphasized the difficulty of understanding the play outside
of a trilogic context,25 and it is true that, bereft of

its trilogic supports, the episodic Trojan Women appears

in need of some solid unifying elements. Therefore, my
basic purpose in this chapter is to suggest two possible

forces or elements in the Trojan Women which so pervade

the play as to unite an otherwise episodic structure.
The rest of the thesis will present a careful scenic
analysis of the play in light of these elements. Such a

reading of the Trojan Women will not only confirm the demise

of the trilogy in post-Aeschylean drama, but will also

underscore the unity inherent within an often structurally

underrated Euripidean play.

Criticism of the Trojan Women, under the influence

of Aristotle, has naturally emphasized the notion of the
tragic hero. Although the play certainly cannot be said
to have a central tragic individual like the Oedipous of

Sophocles' Oedipous Tyrannos around whom all the action

centers and upon whom the hand of fate falls unmercifully,
some scholars have tried to unite the play around Hecuba
and are quick to note that the queen is the only character

in the play who remains on stage through all the scenes
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and takes part in the sorrow in all its depths?6 As
gueen she is considered ideally suited to the role of
consoler to the other distraught women and her unbroken
presence on stage constitutes a source of continuity for
a play which otherwise lacks cohesion.

Hecuba's predominance in the play is a noteworthy and
valid observation, but is she the tragic heroine of the

Trojan Women? I think not. Hecuba is a tragic figure in

the play, but she is not the only tragic figure. Indeed,

the Trojan Women consists of, to use the typical critical

terminology, a series of figures who somehow can be called
tragic: Hecuba, the ex-~queen; Cassandra, the demented
prophetess; Andromache, the pathetic mother and widow;
Talthybios, the reluctant herald; even Helen, the vain
seductress; and Menelaus, the blind and weak commander.
Hecuba's constant presence does little in itself to unify
such a shambles of destruction and sorrow.

In the Trojan Women Euripides is presenting a

culmination of individual griefs and tragedies. The first
episode concentrates on the fates of Cassandra, and,
indirectly, of Polyxena; the second episode, that of
Andromache; the *+- 'd, that of Helen; the kommos and exodos
center around the battered body of Astyanax and the

crumbling walls of Troy. Woe upon woe relentlessly
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crushes these helpless creatures. Hecuba and the chorus
interact in all these scenes and refer constantly to their
own present sorrows, as well as previous Trojan woes, such
as the death of Hector (587-594), the sack of the city
(551-559), the slaughter of Priam (134-136), etc. None

of these tragedies is in itself central to the play; rather,
they all add'up to portray, in the most vivid sense possi-
ble, the collective tragedy of a nation, the Trojan nation.

The structure of the Trojan Women is episodic in that it

reflects a dramatic presentation of the sufferings of a
conquered city in all its grim aspects.

A national approach to the play is not entirely novel.
Kumaniecki merely hints at such an interpretation when
he says that in the three episodes of the play "miserae
Troiae depingerentur,"27 but Perrotta is more explicit:
"Euripide non vuole rappresentare la rovina d'una persona,
non quella di una famiglia, ma la rovina di un'intera
cittd."28 Of course the title of the play cannot be invoked,
as Rachet attempts, to support this interpretation since
there is no proof that the surviving Greek play titles were
attached by the playwright; they may perhaps even be

Alexandrian.29 Yet the list of dramatis personae and the

episodes of the play exhibit a constant Trojan emphasis

which is a much more valid argument for such a reading of




79

the Trojan Women and which I hope will be adequately

upheld by the analysis of the play which follows this
chapter.

Most scholars, influenced pérhaps by trilegic bias
and/or stressing the prologue, have seen the main thrust
of the play from a Greek rather than Trojan perspective.
Indeed, Rivier has gone as far as saying that "Troie nous
importe peu."30 Basing his interpretation upon the destru-
tion of the homeward-bound Greek fleet predicted in the |
prologue and on Cassandra's subsequent anti-Greek prophecies,
Grube has said that "any deep understanding of the Trojan
Women depends on seeing it in perspective against the later
sufferings of the Greeks."3l Thus a Trojan interpretation
of the play is rejected as superficial and the play is
understood instead in nihilistic terms as "ein Meer der
Vernichtung” which shows not only "Verzweiflung und Tod
der Besiegten" but more profoundly "Gewalttat und Tod der

Siege’r."32 As such the Trojan Women is a brutal commentary

on war and a warning that violence destroys not only the
conquered but also the conqueror. This approach to the
play, even when not explicitly incorporated into a trilogic
form,33 still is remarkably similar in its Greek orientation

to that of Murray's trilogic paracharaxis. Scholarship

has repeatedly tended to understand the Trojan Women from
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But the Greeks are not really the central dramatic
force of the play; It is true that the prologue and
Cassandra's prophecies do focus on the future woes of the
Greeks and that the victorious Greeks hover sinisterly in
the background of every action of the play. However,
besides the Greek herald Talthybios, whose sympathies are
frequently more Trojan than Greek, and the weak commander
Menelaus, who makes.a brief but memorable appearance, all

the dramatis personae are in some sense Trojan. Even Helen,

Greek-born and the erstwhile wife of a Greek, is counted
among the enemy captives in this play:

...00v adTalc 6° # Aduaivo Tuvsaplc
‘EAEVn, vouLoldeilo’ alxudiwtoc £€vSIinwc.

34-35

The drama is unquestionably centered around Trojans and
Troy, and the play culminates in the physical collapse of
the city itself (1295-1296). 1In the face of such a Trojan
emphasis, Greek references must be seen in Trojan contexts,

not vice versa. Any interpretation of the Trojan Women

which makes future Greek sufferings more important and
more profound than the immediate and dramatically depicted
woes of the Trojans misreads the emphasis of the tragedy

as a whole. The play must be understood, instead, in Trojan
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terms and the predicted woes of the Greeks must be seen
primarily as a commentary on what happens to the Trojans
and from a Trojan point of view. The over-all effect of
this approach will be discussed presently.

The Trojan Women, then, is essentially, a tragedy of
Troy, a dramatic depiction of the conquered city. As
Perrotta has said, "la vera protagonista non & Ecuba [or
any individual character of the playl, ma Troia."34 As
such, the tragedy of the play can be termed collective

and every Trojan character in the play, i.e., Hecuba,

Cassandra, and Andromache, makes contributions to the tragic

development. As Trojans, the woes of these characters are
the city's, and, by extension, the tragedy of Troy is a
composite of the sufferings of all its citizenry.

Such a collective tragedy was not new in 415 B.C.
Euripides had recently produced a similar type of play

in the Suppliants of c¢. 420, and the form unquestionably

dates back at least to Aeschylus' Suppliants. In both

plays it is the chorus which is the collective center of
the play. As Garvie notes, with the possible additions

of the Eumenides and Euripides' Suppliants, "in the whole

extant corpus of Greek tragedy, the Supplices is almost
unique in that the Chorus is the principal character of

the play."35 I submit, however, that the chorus of Trojan
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women, too, is the central character,of its play, and
indeed serves as a crucial unifying force.36 The chorus

is the only principal in the Trojan Women that can

adequately incorporate the entire city as Perrotta's "la
vera protagonista," although the term protagonist cannocu
technically be apblied to the chorus of a Greek play. The
individual characters are part of this collective tragedy,
but they are each only partial aspects of it. Only the
collectivity of the chorus can really reflect the tragedy
of the city of Troy. These poor women, physically only
twelve or fifteen in number, represent more than them-
selves; they are all that is left of the city's population.
Everyone else is dead, and, at the end of the play when
Troy itself goes up in flames, these women are the only
physical remains of the once high-walled city.

In his commendable discussion of the early Greek chorus,

Garvie describes its normal dramatic function in these

terms;.

A chorus may indeed perform mimetically in that
it accompanies its story of some hero with appro-
priate gestures and dance-steps and used direct
speech, but its story remains the story of
someone else's fortunes and not its own.37

As such, Garvie notes, an important aspect of the Greek

chorus is its anonymity, an aspect notably absent in
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Aeschylus' Suppliants and Eumenides and Euripides'

Suppliants, all plays in which Garvie recognizes the chorus

as principal character.
But anonymity is not an argument against a central

role for the chorus of the Trojan Women. These women,

admittedly nameless individually, still represent a specific
group, the few surviving Trojan citizens. Poseidon himself
defines the composition of the chorus in the prologue:

doaL &6° GuAnpor Tpepddwv, Und otédyarg

talob’ elol, tolg mpdtoLoLv EEnpnuévatl
otpatol....

32-34

Choral anonymity is further offset in the play by personal
revelations and experiences of the chorus which are
mentioned especially in the parodos and the choral odes.
Nearly the first words of the chorus in the drama, in fact,
are of a very personal orientation:

ol é#é, Tt 9élovs’; 1 mod n’ fé6n
vavodiwocovotr natppac €x Y&C;

161-162

Euripides is not portraying here a vague group of citizenry
who comment upon the sorrows of individual characters; this

chorus does not perform the standard choral role described



by Garvie. Rather, these are

experiences, woes, and fears,
to the audience. Further, in
are logical extentions of the
Cassandra, and Andromache are

of the choral per: :na.

84

real women with personal
which they express openly

the Trojan Women the actors

choral group; i.e., Hecuba,

almost individualizations

And the chorus is all too conscious

of its fatal bonds with the scorned Helen:

TdiaLva Tpoia, uupuoug dnwieoag

HLag ‘[U\)G.LHOQ H.G.L }\.éXOUQ otuyvol

xdpLv.

780-781

In the Persai, Garvie's example of choral anonymity, 38

a close association between actors and chorus is not

possible: Xerxes does not equal the King's Council which

the chorus there represents.

this equation is actually the

For the Trojan Women, however,

case. In no other tragedy

are the chief actors all so intricately associated by fate

and by disposition with the choral group.

Characters and

chorus coalesce in this play into a single collective

entity, the tragic city of Troy.

If it is necessary, then, to identify such a persona

in this play, I think that the label "tragic heroine" most

appropriately fits the chorus which incorporates the

sufferings of the individual characters into itself and
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by extension represents the sorrows of the entire Trojan
nation. As such, the chorus serves not only as a physical
unity in the play, but also as a thematic one, since, as

I will show in the scenic analysis, the choral lyrics of
the play, the primary emphasis of which is the fall of the
city, serve to underline and reenforce the tragic stress
on Troy.

Wilamowitz has noted at least one apparent inconsis-
tency in the choral character in the Trojan Women: "Der
Chor besteht aus Troerinnen, die bald als Frauen um Gatten
und Kinder klagen (1080-1091), bald erzihlen, dass die der
Artemis die Tdnze aufgefuhrt haben, zu denen sich nur
Jungfrauen schicken (551)."39 The passages in question
are both from choral odes. The first sings of Troy's last
night of joy, the night the acquisition of the infamous
Trojan horse was celebrated. The chorus describes its

role in the jubilation in these terms:

Eyl 66 T&V Opeoctépav

61" duol néradpa napdévov

ALog népav {"AptenLvy éueindpav
xopotlor....

551-555

Yet, in the later ode, the chorus has lost its maidenhood
and addresses dead husbands whom there was not time to

acquire between the choral dance of the virgins and the
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swift-following sack of the city:

i) wilog, & ndov uou,
oL pev wdiuevofiyc dralverc
&9antog Avudpoc,” &ut 6 mAVTLOV OHAPOC ...

1081-1085

These conflicting aspects of the chorus are not really the
poor characterization they appear to be; rather, these
passages underline the collectivity and universality of
the choral group. By depicting the chorus first as maidens
and then as matrons, Euripides subtly expands the chorus'

dramatic character; the chorus of the Trojan J/omen thus

represents women from all stages cf life, i.e., all Trojan
women. Through this contradictory depiction the choral
persona becomes representative of the entire Trojan nation.

The role cf the Trojan Women's chorus has frequently

been underestimated and considered of secondary importance
to the meaning of the play. Grube, who sees Hecuba as

the central character, says that "the chorus are other
Trojan women captives who reflect in their own persons the
sorrows of the Trojan queen.“40 This choral "reflection"
implies a distance between the chorus and the characters
of the play which does not appear to exist. Kitto, too,
assumes such a division between chorus and play when he

describes the chorus of captive women as "remaining aloof
P g
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from the actors and pursuing its own monotone of mourning
for Troy."41 Kranz places the chorus into the thematic
background: "Hier ist der Chor das grosse Instrument, dessen
Klang den Hintergrund schafft fur die Tragik der Handlung."42
Webster even contrasts "the beautiful mythological world
.of the choral odes...with the present misery of women in
war and in particular of these women, Hecuba, Kassandra,
and Andromache, the victims of unscrupulous, dishonest,
and inefficient conquerors."43 Yet, the theme of all the
choral odes is Troy, true the old Troy of a happier day, but
nevertheless the same city which unites all these wretched
women together under one péle of sorrow. These odes do not
contrast with the rest of the play but rather complement
and unify it.

Barlow, alone, in her excellent study of Euripidean
imagery, has recognizgd the importance of the chorus in the

Trojan Women and states that "descriptive imagery becomes

dramatic imagery also in the Troades, where the captured
city of Troy is the constant preoccupation of the chorus'
thoughts."44 I suggest that this preoccupation of the

chorus is even more central than Barlow implies and that

the chorus of the Trojan Women stands neither aloof from

nor in the background of the play. Nor are its odes

detached in thought and mood from the dramatic dialogue.
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Rather, as I will show in depth later, the chorus and its
odes are dramatically esseniial to the play and provide a
unifying focus for the episodic structure, a constant
emphasis upon the collective fall of Troy. The chorus of
Trojan women serves as the primary, the dramatically visible
unifying force of the play.

The second source of unity in the Trojan Women is a

much more subtle but all-pervading one: irony. Muecke, in
the best work on this literary mode that I have found, hask
noted "the chaos which the terminology of irony presents."45
This confusion is even more intense when considering the
presence of irony in classical texts, for although the term
is derived from the Greek word elpwv it originally lacked
its modern literary connotations and meant sly deceiver,
sly mocker, hypocritical rascal, and as such it was
especially used by Athenians in reference to their puzzling
contemporary Socrates. 46 Certainly none of the Greek
tragedians, including Euripides, would ever have used eiron
in our ironic sense; ner would they ever have called their
worké ironic. Yet use of and existence of what we call
irony is not precluded in classical drama, even if a word

for it was lacking. Indeed, the Sophoclean irony which is

associated especially with Oedipous Tyrannos has come to

epitomize the use of irony in drama. Muecke himself has
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noted the possible dichotomy between a writer's use of

irony and his awareness of the mode:
The fact that Tennyson would have been indignant
if he had been told that his poem was ironical
does not necessarily mean that he would have
denied that it had the qualities and character-
istics th35 led Cleanth Brooks to call it
ironical.

Muecke's caution is surely true for Euripides too. It is

therefore necessary to define here what I mean by irony

in general and in reference to the Trojan Women in parti-

cular, and to show how this literary mode is a source of
dramatic unity.

Irony, as Muecke states,48 is both verbal and
situational; it can be both a literary technique and a
reality of fate. Verbal ironyris an artistic means to
underline an actual state. These ironies of situation and
of words are both reduced by Muecke to three essential
and formal elements:49 First of all, irony is double-layered;
it is based upon two situations: appearance as it is
conceived by the victim of irony and the reality as it is
known to the observer. Then these two layers must be somehow
contradictory; some sort of opposition must exist between
the two levels. Reality must negate appearance. Finally,
the victim of irony must portray an element of innocence;

as Muecke defines this innocent perspective, "either a
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there being an upper level or point of view that invalidates
his own, or an ironist pretends not to be aware of ie."30
Ironic innocence implies acceptance of false appearance
as reality.

Such irony exists throughout the Trojan Women in both

verbal and situational forms. Hecuba's bird simile at the
end of her monody is a suitable example:
ndtnp &° Goel mravolc ykayy&v
8pvioLv bnwc LEAPEw ‘yw
uoAndv, o0 T&v adTaV .
olav moTe 6&n
oufintee IMpirduov SiLepeLSoudva

nodoc dpxexdpouv mAayalc dpuvylarg
eoudunore €Efipxov deodc.

146-152

These lines establish a clear contrast between Hecuba's
song now and her song then, between Hecuba the captive and
Hecukba the queen, between Troy in ruins and Troy exulting
in its former religious worship. Hecuba's words are part
of a dirge for Troy, but they also contain ironic elements,
for Priam's wife is entirely conscious of the change in her
own and her city's lot. Consequently she speaks in double-
layered terms of past and present and sets up verbal
opposition between the two by the use of such words as

ulayydv versus uoAndv and mnAayalg . There is also an
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implied contrast in owhdntpyp Nprduov SiepeiLdoudvo with
Hecuba's degraded position now; this verbal opposition

is thus only the expression-of a more kasic situational
contrast. Two of Muecke's criteria for irony are already
met.

The third element of irony, innocence, is much more
difficult to observe in these lines. Hecuba is anything
but unaware of the "upper level or point of view that
invalidates her own;" nor does she deliberately ignore it.
Rather Hecuba is very cognisant of her plight and takes
full verbal and dramatic advantage of it. She constantly
contrasts her own past with her present state and there-
fore cannot be said to speak her words in all innocence.

i Muecke himself has noted the difficulty of an innocent
perspective in this type of irony, called self-irony, and
has attempted to explain the situation in this manner:

In self-irony

the victim is also the ironical observer or the
ironist and strictly speaking cannot either be
or pretend to be 'innocent.' But self-irony
implies a 'splitting of the ego' and hence an
ability to see and to present oneself as an
'innocent. '

Muecke's solution is psychologically plausible, but I think
that the answer to the questicn of innocence, at least in

this passage of the Trojan Women, lies elsewhere, namely
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in temporal perspective. The innocence, the lack of
awareness, of Hecuba's self-irony does not exist on the
present-past level of the dramatic present, but rather on
a present-future one in the dramatic past, when Troy
rejoiced yet was about to perish. Hecuba's ironic perspec-
tive is a reflection on the past and on the innocence with
which she and her subjects once danced to their gods
nxaydEg @pv#iatg eﬁuéunocg, as yet unsuspecting of the
woeful fate and song which awaited them in the future,
i.e., the dramatic present. Such is the innocent irony of
Hecuba's words. |

Sedgewick, in his important study of irony in Greek
drama, admits a similar type of irony, but separates it
from strict dramatic irony: "By irony of reminiscence we
are made to recall previous words and acts, which are mocked
by words and acts of the present."32 Such a distinction
between dramatic irony and irony of reminiscence is not as
important as the inherent ironic perspective of both
situations and this is what I think Muecke is groping for
in his 'splitting of the ego:' an ability to see the irony
of one's former action or actions performed without the
knowledge of a future or even a present 'higher' level. As
in the case of Hecuba, the self-ironist can reflect on the

irony of past actions.
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Hecuba's image and her self-ironic contrast between
Troy past and Troy present offer a striking comparison to
the two cities on Achilles' shield in the Iliad. The

joyful song of Homer's city at peace
«..€v T uEV pa yduoi T; Eoav efdanivar Te,
viugag & €x SaAduwv Satbwv O Aouronevdwv
fiylveov dva &otu, moAugc &° duévatog dpwpet.

L 491-493

is similar to the boastful Phrygian strains of Troy in its
prosperous past, described by Hecuba at 149-152 in the

Trojan Women. The desperate fate of the other city depicted

by Hephaistos on Achilles' shield

™v &° &tépnv méALY dupl 6% otpatol etato Aadv
tgﬂxect AaunduevoLr. &lxa 68 ocprorv Hvdove BouAn,
AE SranpadéeLv 1 GvSLxa mdvia Sdoacdal,

wifioLv donv nroAledSpov é&nripatov &vidc Eepyev.

% 509-512

then corresponds to that of Troy in the dramatic present

of the Trojan Women, a Troy whose walls not only are

destroyed but whose riches are being divided before the
eyes’of the spectators. In Homer, of course, these two
cities have separate identities. The Homeric juxtaposition
is therefore not ironic. 1In Euripides, however, the contrast
is between different temporal stages of the same city and it

is this conscious emphasis on two contrasting situations
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in the history of one city that gives the Trojan Women its

terrible ironic potential. What is visual contrast on
Achilles' shield and verbal contrast in the Iliad becomes
ironic contrast, both verbal and situational, in the Trojan
Women.

Frye's essay on the theory of literary modes also has

some interesting applications for the Trojan Women. As

tragedy, the play belongs to Frye's high mimetic mecde,
which depicts the hero as a leader "superior in degree to
other men" and in isolation from his society.33 Yet, in

the Trojan Women there is no individual hero to be isolated

from his society; rather, the play depicts the fall, the
isolation of an entire society. Further, there is no
question of the hero's supericrity in a play where the hero

is a society and the whole society falls. The Trojan Women

represents a conquered society, a society in bondage and
inferior in power, indeed, a society as scapegoat or
pharmakos. These words, strangely, apply to Frye's defini-

tion of the ironic mode34 and make the Trojan Women a

blending of two literary modes. Euripides' play is high-
mimetic reduced to ironic. It is the irony of a queen,

Hecuba, who should be high mimetic, reduced to the ironic
mode of slave. It is senseless cosmic irony. The Trojan

Women is the tragic deterioration of a society rather than
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the isolation of individuals from society.

Further, this tension between high mimetic and ironic
modes in the play is itself a reflection of the double-
layered nature of irony noted by Muecke. From this per-
spective, Muecke's 'lower level' or the world of appearance
corresponds in this play to Frye's high mimetic mode. The
'higher level' , the world of reality, is then based upon
the ironic contrast, emphasized especially by the chorus
and its odes, between the desolated society depicted in thé

Trojan Women and the prosperous nation of the past. Even

on this critical level, the collectivity of the chorus and

irony work to create a unified play.
The word 'irony' has been used by critics in reference

to the Trojan Women from time to time, but never with any

consistency. Where irony is noted in the play, it is usually
seen in the isolation of a specific scene. If the irony
of a particular scene does appear to affect the rest of the
play, it is not because of an all-encompassing irony.in
every scene of the play, but only because of an umbrella
effect; i.e., the importance of a single scene extends its
ironic meaning over the other, non-ironic, parts of the
play.

Thus Dieckhoff sees an isolated self-irony in Cassandra's

marriage song based upon delusion (308ff,):
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Dieser Wahn spielt sich grausige Festlichkeit,
Heiterkeit, Helligkeit vor, der Zuschauer

sieht den Krieg noch greller im Lichte des
Gegensatzes. Das BErschreckende in dieser
Schizophrenie liegt darin, dass die Wirklichkeit
nicht ganz vergessen wird. Damit wird der Wahn
zur furchtbaren Selbstironie, die in eine
unfassliche Verbindung mit der Gottlichkeit
dieses Wahns tritt. Euripides wagt eine iiberaus
kiihne Komposition: 2Zu der ersten Spaltung )
zwischen dem Bewusstsein der Wirklichkeit und dem
Wahn tritt die zweite Spaltung zwischen
G6ttlig§keit und ironischer Verneinung des
Wahns.

Barlow has also noted scattered ironic statements and images
in the play:56 the past-present contrast established by
odtw in the first line of the third choral ode (1060);
repeated garland imagery (223, 401, 565, et al.); and even
ship imagery (686-696). The dramatic irony of Hecubé's
words of encouragement to Andromache, hopeful words which
are spoken just before Talthybios' announcement of
Astyanax' impending death:

u&y 8pdc 146, Ec Tb uQvav edppavetc @lAouc

nal mo.tdo tévﬁe ot 80¢ éudpedetag av
Tpolq néytotov opfAanu’ .. ..

701-703

has been suggested by Perrotta who says:

Ecuba non ha glnlto di perlare, che quella sua
speranza, cosli vaga, cosi fragile, & subito
troncata nel nascere: Euripide conosceva l'arte
dei contrasti determinati dalla tragica ironia
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della sorte, perché sapeva con quanta facilita
il destino recide alle radici le vane illusioni
degli uomini.
Situational irony in the Helen scene is discussed by Cook:
"And the woman guilty for it all, Helen, under the irony
of Menelaus' hypocritical shifts, is to be restored to the
wronged husband who cannot fully conceal his desire.">8
Cook also notes Euripides' tendency to use female characters
as "his chosen vehicles of pathos, raising to a pitch the

ironies of tuche."59 Yet he does not specifically include

the Trojan Women in his list of plays of female irony,

although the play is teeming with such pathetic and ironic
females.

Luschnig discusses a constant Trojan questioning of
the gods and divine worship which reaches its peak in
Hecuba's desperate words:

oOr fiv p* év deoloL mANV oduol mdévot

Tpola TE nOAewv SUHPLTOV utoovpévn,
pdtnv 6 éBoudutoluev....

1240-1242

and calls this attitude ironic, "for we know the plan of
the gods from the prologue."60 The emphasis on the pro-
logue and on the Greeks' fate which Luschnig exhibits is

also developed by other scholars. Imhof says of the
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prologue: "Durch das Vorspiel aber, mit seiner Verkiindingung
der Ereignisse nach der Tragodie, werden sie alle, wird die
ganze Tragodie in der Raum der Ironie gestellt."6l fhis
umbrella ironic effect of the prologue is also noted by
'Rheby':
The actors in this tragedy do not know--but we,
the spectators, do know--that the Greeks are but
plotting their own destruction. Therein lies
the terrible irony of the play. It binds the
play together as a unity and illumines every
dark corner of it. All the action takes its
meaning from this prologue.
Yet, if the Trojan chorus is the unifying element, as
suggested above, and if Troy is the major emphasis of the
play, then such a Greek-centered irony cannot be the play's
focal point. Irony exists in the prologue. Imhof and
t
Rheby are right. But even here the primary ironic emphasis
must be seen through Trojan eyes. How this Trojan-centered
irony works, both in the prologue and in the play as a
whole, will be discussed in detail as part of'the following
- analysis of the play.
Greek-centered irony is especially tenuous, I think,
when it seeks to diminish the intense pessimism of a play
that ends with the physical collapse of the city of Troy.

In such terms, the noble but conquered Trojans are seen

in a better position than the victorious Greeks. Thompson
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elaborates on this approach to the Trojan Women while

comparing the play to Aeschylus' Persai; his long statement

deserves quotation in full:

This much of resemblance exists between the plays
[i.e., the point of view of the vanquished]; to
which you may add...a certain Aeschylean
gorgeousness in certain portions of the Troades.
But the difference in spirit is extraordinary.
Aeschylus, whether he intended it or not, has
made the Greek victory more glorious by showing
of what fineness and energy the East was capable.
But Euripides has made the victory over Troy
appear a mean thing. He has done this by fixing
upon the point in which the conquered does so
often have the advantage over his conqueror--

the point of moral dignity...[The Trojan women]
are not contemptible like their tormentors.
Gradually it breaks upon the reader that even in
the matter of unhappiness the case of the slaves
may be preferred to that of the masters. Chance
cannot touch these women further; their fame will
be clear in men's memories. But the Greeks have
killed and ravaged only to discover, in a revulsion
of disappointment and self-scorn, that they have
got nothing for it but foul satisfaction and an
uneasy conscience. That is Euripides' opinion

of the ultimate value of the knock-out blow.
There is an Irony here the_modern world cannot
pretend to misunderstand.

The difficulty with such an interpretation is a dramatic
one: throughout the play the Greeks do not suffer, but
relish the fruits of their victory, and they do so, despite
Thompson, without "an uneasy conscience." They divide the
spoils among J hemselves. Agamemnon chooses Cassandra in
his lustful desire. The impotent Menelaus gets Helen back.

The Greeks of the Trojan Women have the vengeful pleasure
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of seeing the walls of Troy crumble before their eyes,
walls that withstood their onslaught for so long. They
rid themselves, brutally but permanently, of the probiem
of Astyanax, Hector's son and the only surviving male of
the House of Priam; the possibility of future Trojan
retribution is thus avoided. Finally, in the last scene
of the play, the Greeks depart for an imminent and long-
awaited homecoming. There is no sudden and righteous blow

of disaster for the Greeks in the Trojan Women; there is

no remorse, ho regret, and certainly no destruction. I
cannot read this play as a tragedy of the Greeks as victors
who destroy themselves in their victory; rather, the whole
dramatic force is directed toward the sufferings of Trojans,
and the entire play, including the prologue, must be
interpreted in this light.

Nor can I see the play in anything but a completely
depressing tone. I cannot accept the ironic shimmer of
light and hope which Murray shines on the destroyed Trojans
when he notes

the irony of a world in which those who triumph
and conquer and win their will are, if anything,
more profoundly discontented and miserable than
those whom they have defeated. So far, one might
say, all is vanity. But beyond that first stage
there is a glimpse of another scale of values, in

which there is something, call it glory, or
splendour, or, for lack of a better word, beauty--
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something at any rate which is the material for
eternal song.
This passage has been often guoted and accepted by scholars,
including Webster,®5 as the ultimate force of the play.
In view of the crumbling walls of Troy and Hecuba's attempted
suicide at the finale of the play, however, Conacher's

description of the Trojan Women as a "rhythm of hope and

and desolation" is accurate only when the final note is one
of desolation, not hope. Yet Conacher, too, unfortunatelyl
opts in the end for "something more than the mere desola-
tion,"66 for Murray's glimmer of Trojan nobility. Rather,
I think that Havelock's concluding nihilistic words about
the play are a much more sensitive reading of the end of the

Trojan Women and of the play as a whole, where "Hecuba

looks at last into the heart of things and announces to the
chorus that she has indeed looked there and found-—nothing."57
A play that concludes with these threnodic and resigned

words of the chorus:

‘té Tdiatva TéAtc. Suwc
8€ mpdpepe TOSa OOV ént nAdtoac ‘AxoLdv.

1331-1332

cannot be considered optimistic. The Trojan Women is a play

of suffering, not hope, a play of the collective and ironic

fate of the Trojan nation, which the final exclamation, an
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apostrophe to the destroyed city, appropriately underscores.
Ebener has noted a recurring motif of "Einst and

Jetzt" in the Trojan Women,68 but no scholar has emphasized

that this all pervasive past-present contrast between Troy
before and after the fall creates an irony which unites
every aspect of this play. The following scenic analysis

of the Trojan Women will show how this irony works together’

with choral features to create a coherent statement about

Troy and war.
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The prologue of the Trojan Women has received

particular séholarly attention not only because of the
general interest which Euripidean prologues have attracted
in this century,l but also because of the anti-Greek
predictions made there by Poseidon and Athena.2 The wide
implications which have been read into the play as a

result of the prologue have been discussed in the preceding
chapter. I believe that, in general, the importance of

this portion of the Trojan Women has been exaggerated in

interpretations of the play and that an overemphasis on
the future Greek disasters predicted in the prologue has
in fact led to a distorted Greek view of an otherwise

Trojan oriented play.

Every other section of the Trojan Women centers

around some aspect of the collective tragedy of the Trojan
nation, and Kitto has attempted to resolve the apparent
disjunction between the prologue and the rest of the play

by saying that in the Trojan Women "the Greeks are the

collective tragic hero or tragic agent, the Trojans the
collective victim."3 I suggest, however, that the prologue
must be read instead in the dramatic context of the overall
Trojan perspective of the play, and that a more valid and
dramatically unifying approach to this section of the Trojan

Women and its troublesome predictions lies in irony, an
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irony seen from a Trojan--not Greek--perspective which
unifies the whole play. Such irony is reenforced even in
the seemingly Greek-oriented prologue by explicit contrasts
between Troy's past and present fates. What will happen
to the Greeks once they sail from Troy must be seen primarily
in context of its meaning for the defeated Trojans.

The formal structure of a Greek tragic prologue
includes any portion of the play which precedes the entrance

of the chorus. In the Trojan Women the chorus' parodos

begins at ling 153 and the preceding 152 lines form a
tripartite prologue: Poseidon's monologue (1-47); a
dialogue between Athena and her sea-ruling uncle (48-97);
and a moncdy by Hecuba (98-~152). No other extant tragic
preclogue exactly parallels the monologue-dialogue-monody

composition found in the Trojan women.4 While Poseidon's

monologue serves the expository purpose especially asso-

ciated with Euripidean prologues (e.g., Ion, Hippolytos),

his subsequent dialogue with Athena makes predictions about
the Greeks which are not fulfilled in the play. Rather
than being expository, this section, as Stuart notes,? is
actually a false foreshadowing, the dramatic effect of
which warrants particular attention. The following monody
of Hecuba is a threnos which appropriately reflects the

lamentative tone of the entire play. This portion of the
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prologue is linked by its anapestic meter and its dramatic

structure more closely to the parodos than to the divine

prologue and therefore will be discussed together with the
_ parodos in the next chapter.

E ' The two divine prologue units, appréximately of equal
length, must now be examined individually in order to

discuss their relationship to rest of the Trojan Women.

Not only do the monologue and dialogue anticipate, even

before the chorus' entrance, the collective tragedy which

binds the play together and which is especially personified
by the chorus, but also the play's other unifying force,

irony, pervades the Trojan Women from its very outset.

The prologue, despite Webster,® is explainable outside of
a trilogic context and forms part of a single coherent

drama about Troy.

A. Poseidon's Monologue
(1-47)

The play opens with a farewell speech by Poseidon.
The monologue is typically Euripidean in its exposition;
it presents the audience with relevant dramatic data. The
god identifies himself (1-3) and establishes time and place
by saying that Troy is now smouldering ruins (8-9). Dramatic
time is later further defined by the information that the

Greeks are awaiting fair winds to sail from Troy (19-22).
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Poseidon then describes the characters of the play:
most of the survivors of the city are already allotted to
their new Greek masters and have departed (28-31). At
32-35 He refers to the few Trojan women who yet await their
fates in tents pointed out by Poseidon (tatocé’,33). These
women not only include the chorus: Laconian Heien is
specifically added to the group (34-35) and Hecuba later
reveals that Cassandra, too, is in the tents with the other
women (169-172). The close relationship between chorus and

characters in the Trojan Women, which has been discussed in

the third chapter as an indication of the chorus' role as
representative of the collective tragic theme, is thus
clearly established by Poseidon in his monologue.

Hecuba alone of the captives receives special dramatic
attention in the monologue. In lines which serve as a
preparation for the monody the queen is soon to sing and

for the important role she plays in the Trojan Women, the

god directs the audience's attention to the prostrate
figure of Hecuba lying before the doors of the tents and

weeping silently for her many woes:

v &8° &9 lav Tiv6° el tie eloopdv StAel,
ndpeotLv, ‘Exdpn uetuéyn nMuAdv mdpocg,
&dupva xéouvoa TMOAAL HAl TOAADY UmMEP.

36-38
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Euripides maintains this silent dramatic focus on the gqueen
throughout the divine prologue. Aeschylus' popular Niobe

had, as O'Neill notes,7 previously shown its central char-

acter thus weeping in silence from the inception of the
drama; the powerful effect of Niobe's words when she finally
did speak is a staging technique repeated successfully in

this play when Hecuba sings her monody. The silent

Clytemnestra, probably present throughout much of the
parodos of the Agamemnon, presents another analogy to the .

Hecuba of the Trojan Women.

Lines 39-44 specify the many sorrows for which Hecuba

weeps:

A matc pEv &uet pvijn’ ‘AxtAielov tdgou

- Ad9pa Tédvnue TAnudvwg MoAvEEvn.

2 opobSoc 68 Mplauoc nal Téuv’'. HAv 66 napdévov
- uediin” “AndAlwv Spoudda Kacdvépav &vag,

1 1ol 9c0l Te mapaiimwv 1O T° €00eBeEC

vyauet Bralwe oudtiov “Ayouéuveov Aéxog.

Polyxena and Priam are constant referents in the drama
(134-137, 260~268, et al.), and Cassandra is a character

whose fate is actually dramatized in the first episode

i (235-510). However, the prologos does not prepare the
audience for yet another woe soon to be inflicted upon
Hecuba and the other Trojan women: the death of the queen's

grandson, Astyanax. Poseidon's exposition is incomplete,
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for an important part of the plot of the play has been
ignored. This suspense-filled technique, similar to

Aphrodite's lapses of detail in the Hippolytos' prologue,

is one for which Euripides has often been praised.®$
The final lines of the monologue are the god's actual
farewell to Troy (45-47), after which he turns to leave.
Such is Poseidon's exposition. Time, setting, and
characters are given, even if mention of Astyanax's
impending death is omitted from the prologue as a powerful

coup de thé8tre. But Poseidon's words serve as more than

mere plot exposition; these lines establish the collective
and ironic Trojan perspective that encompasses the entire
play.

Poseidon's first words describe the beautiful and

peaceful ocean-world of the Nereids which the god has left

to come to Troy:
“Huw Ainwv Afyaitov d&inuvpov Bddoc

névtou IlooeLddv, &vda Nnphbwv xopol
wdAAirotov Cyxvoc &EeAlococouvoLv moddg.

1-3

He then refers to Troy in time past, to the city's firm
walls which he and Apollo once built, and to the esteem

in which he has always held the city:



115

£E o0 Yap auwu Tﬁvée Tpmuunv x9dva

PoiBdCc TE HAYD AaLvoug nvpyovg népLE
6pBoiloLv E€9cuev navdoLv, ofnot’ éu ppevdv
ebvoL’ &néotn THV Eudv dpLYHV TAAEL.

4-7

But now, in the dramatic present, Troy is a sacked and
smoking ruin:

) vOv xanvotitat ual mpdc ‘Apyefouv S0poc
OAWwAE mopIMdelo’ ...

8-9

Poseidon's thoughts shift from the eternal world of the
gods (1-3), to Troy past (4-7), to Troy present (8-9).

The movement is from divine eternity to dramatic reality
and these three different temporal contexts establish.

some important contrasts: the carefree Nereid world is in
stark opposition to the sorrow that Poseidon encounters at
Troy. So, too, does Troy past offset Troy present.

ratvoug (5), 6pSotoLv (6), and o¥not’ (6) all emphasize

the solidity and firmness of Troy's construction, as well
as its divine favor. Yet now Troy is gone (ranvodtaiL, 8,
and SAwAe, 9), despite its solid beams (épdotorv umavdorv,
6) . The Troy of éE o0 (4) is no longer; only the smoke of
Troy vOv (8) remains. A similar contrast between Troy past
and Troy present in Hecuba's monody was discussed in ironic

terms in the preceding chapter. The innocent perspective
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noted in Hecuba's song, however, is lacking in divine
Poseidon's words, which therefore cannot be termed ironic:
yet this temporal contrast is exactly that which becomes

ironic when spoken later in the Trojan Women by the

innocent victims of irony, i.e., by Hecuba, Cassandra,
and, especially, the chorus. 1In the first nine lines of
the play, Euripides has set the foundation for his ironic
theme: the fall of once-glorious Troy. He has juxtaposed
the true and eternal joy of the divine Nereids with the
ironically ephemeral joy of mortal Troy.

In his attempt to make the Euripidean Poseidon conform
to the Homeric divinity who fights for the Greeks in the
55232,9 Fontenrose has argued that the affection which the
god expresses for Troy in

.s.00MOT " én Ypevdv
ebvoL’ Aandorn THV &udv OpuyYdv TAAEL.

6-7

is directed only towards the physical city, towards the
walls he helped build, and not towards the people who
inhabit them.l0 He therefore takes v éudv (7) with
ppoevidv (6) and not with the closer and more gramatically
natural ¢puydv (7). Wilson in his contributions to thié
unfortunate and contentious exchange,ll has effectively

refuted Fontenrose's arguments. Any effort to delineate
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Poseidon's affections, however, must consider not only
the philological arguments of Fontenrose and Wilson, but
also the dramatic force of the entire monologue.

Fontenrose is right that the monologue abounds with
terms for the physical city: Tpwiunv x96va (4): nére. (7):
"IAtov (25); méAarv (26); mébArg (45). Only twice are nouns
used which designate Troy's citizenry: ®puvydv (7) and
®pdyac (24). Yet such constant verbal emphasis on Troy,
added to Poseidon's particular care to mention at length
and in detail the city's wretched population (16-17; 28-44),
suggests that the concepts of city and people cannot be
separated dramatically in this play. Fontenrose's subtle
distinction between city and citzenry is one which even a
Greek-speaking audience would not quickly grasp in Poseidon's
monotone of Trojan woe. No matter what Poseidon's position
in the Iliad, the god is depicted as pro-Trojan in the

Trojan Women; he feels for the Trojans as well as for their

city. Whether t@v ¢upv modifies gpeviy or ¢pvydv (I think
the latter), Poseidon's affection for Troy encompasses
both the city walls and the people within them.

The contrast between Troy past and Troy present of
lines 4-9 leads Poseidon to an explanation of the immediate

cause of the city's fall, the Trojan horse:
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.. .0 vyap Napvdorog
dwnede ‘Eneildg, unxavaiolr Haiidsdoc
Eynduov’ tnmov teuydwv Evvapudoag,
ndpywv Eneudpev &vtog SAESpLov Bpétag.

9~-12

This reference to the Greeks' successful stratagem is more
than mere dramatic preparation for the theme of the first
choral ode (511-567). The Trojan horse is important
because it is what made Troy past Troy pfesent, because

it is not just what it appeared to be, because its role is

ironic. From appearance the horse is a Greek votive

- offering to Trojan gods and an admission of defeat. In
reality its affinities are with a Greek goddess (unxavatot
MaAldSog, 10) and it is teeming with war, not peace
(&yndpov’...tevxédwv, 11). Situational irony is inherent
in the very nature of the Trojan horse. The double-layered
meaning of the horse and its bitter irony for the Trojans,
who did not realize harsh reality until too late, is under-
lined by verbal irony in the following much-maligned
etymology, which I would retain in the text:12

[39ev mpdg &vEpiv doTdpwv uemAdceTal,

AoVperogc “Immnog, upumtov duntoxwv &8pu.]

13-14

Euripides' pun specifically verbalizes the double-layers

of the horse: AoVpeirog (appearance) is actually 6dpu
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(reality); the apparently wooden horse is actually made

of spears. The etymology may contain elements which
distinguish it from other etymologies in Greek prologues,13
but it fits well the dramatic and ironic importance of the

horse in the Trojan Women. If it is an interpolation, it

is a very appropriate one.

Parmentier has been one of the few scholars to argue
for retention of lines 14-15.1%4 Hisg opinion is based upon
a belief that the passage is a contemporary reference to |
a bronze replica of the Trojan horse recently erected on
the Acropolis by Strongylion. For Parmentier "1'étymologie
d'Euripide barait bien répondre & quelque critique ou
plaisanterie faite a propos de la représentation en bronze
(xaAnolg) d'un cheval de bois (506peuog)."15 It is
impossible’to judge whether Euripides' etymology is actually
an oblique reference to Strongylion's horse, but it remains
an enticing possibility, for Euripides' comment on the
appropriateness of a bronze representation of a wooden
horse is then a further development of the ironic conflict
between appearance and reality upon which the horse is
built; i.e., Strongylion's replica represents the wooden
horse just as AolpeiLog (appearance) conforms to 6&pvu
(reality).

Orban develops "une remarquable symetrie" in Poseidon's
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monologue which is another apparent argument in favor of
retention of Euripides' etymol_ogy.l6 Orban contends that
this section of the prologue is divisible into two
nineteen-line sections on Troy (4-22 énd 26~-44), which are
encompassed by three three-lined medallions: an initial
medallion (1-3) on the world of the Nereids; a central
image (23-25) of Poseidon "qui esquisse un premier
mouvement de sortie et fait l'aveu de sa défaite;“ and a
final three lines (45-47) showing Poseidon "abandonnant...
la cité vaincue et retournant vers ses ravissantes
compagnes." Such symmetry, if valid, could serve as
additional proof of the authenticity of the etymology, for
Euripides was certainly‘conscious of symmetrical structure

elsewhere in the Trojan Women. 17

Orban includes lines 26-27 in the second section on

Troy:

épnuia Yap néArv &Stav Aden wann,
vooel TA THV YedV 006E TLudodar 9€AeL.

However, vdp(26) grammatically links this sentence with the
preceding central medallion and explains why Poseidon must

abandon Troy.
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Eyd Sé--vinduor vdp ‘Apyelac 9eod,
“Hpag, ‘A%dtvag 9°, al ocuveEeliov ®pdyac--
Aelnw td nAetvdv "IAiov Bwuoldg T’ €nodc.

23-25

He must leave Troy not only because Hera and Athena
destroyed the Trojans despite Poseidon's opposition (23-25),
but also because the divine (r& Tv Yedv, 27) can no longer
flourish in a deserted city (26-27).

If lines 26-27 properly belong with the central
medallion, then the 3:19:3:19:3 symmetry noted by Orban is
actually an asymmetrical 3:19:5:17:3,18 and structurally
no longer an arqument for retention of the Trojan horse
etymology. An opponent of lines 13-14 could counter that
deletion would restore the symmetrical arrangement of the
monologue: 3:17:5:17:3. However, I am hesitant to delete
the etymology even on such structural grounds. The manu-
script tradition is firm and the interpolation label is a
question of personal taste. Further, the etymology seems
too rich in ironic meaning for deletion. Retention of the
lines does result in an asymmetrical monologue, but it does
not destroy Orban's overall schema centered around Troy.
The length of the Trojan passages (4-22; 28-44) still
emphasizes the focus on Troy which the entire play exhibits

and the three medallions (1-3; 23-27; 45-47) all place the
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fall of Troy in its ironic eternal perspective.

After his description of the Trojan horse, Poseidon
turns to a more elaborate description of the desolation at
Troy. The groves and temples of the gods are deserted and
flowing with human blood (15-16). The god describes how
Priam died at the altar of Zeus Herkeios, of Zeus protector
of the hearth and household, of Zeus protector of Troy.
The place of worship and prayer, the pledge of Troy's
divine protection, becomes an abattoir for Troy's ruler
and symbol of unity.

At 18 Poseidon begins a movement away from Troy which
does not cease until the last line of the play when the
chorus finally leaves to meet its fate. The god first
tells the audience that all the Trojan gold and booty have
been carted off to the Greek ships:

TOALC 5¢ xpuébg opVyla te onvAeduota
npdg valc ‘Axaidv néunetol....

18-19

The victors, too, prepare to leave:

...uévouoL B8t
nPoUVNIeV olpov, Gc Senaondpy XPdve
ardxouvg Te nat téuv’ eloldwoLv &ouevol,
ot THvd® éneotpdtevoav “EAAnveg moALv.

19-22
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They await only a fair wind (olpov,20) which will take
them away from their ten-year exile, a fair wind which
will hold only slavery or death for the remaining Trojan
captives and unexpected divine retribution for the Greeks
themselves. The fair wind (appearance) is not so fair
(reality) for either the Trojans or the Greeks. The next
lines (23-27) describe how the gods, too, have abandoned
famed Troy; td xAeLvdv “IAiov (25) is an echo of the newly

recovered first line of the Alexandrosl? and an example of

an epithet fraught with ironic implications. At 28
Poseidon says that the surviving Trojans themselves have
started to leave their city: some have already left (28-31);
some still await the signal to depart (32-35). The direc-
tion of all the characters in the play is thus away from
Troy and toward the Greek ships (mpdc valc ‘Axaidv, 19).
Barlow has noted the dominance of ship imagery in the play;20
movement toward the ships and the sea is also a further
reflection of Euripides' theme, the dissolution of the
Trojan nation.
Orban's final medallion is Poseidon's farewell to the
city he loved:
AAL’, @ mot” edtuxoloa, xaipé uoL, mdALg
georév re\nﬁpvmu'. el oe un SidAreocev
MaAlag Arog nalg, oY’ &v &v Bddpoig E&tL.
45-47
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His words reflect the movement of the entire monologue.
ndiiLc (45) emphasizes the collective orientation of the
play; not’ (45) is a reflection on the past which contrasts
with the reality of viv (8); Eeotdv (46), too, is an implied
contrast, this time descriptive, between prosperous and
defeated Troy. Poseidon's monologue thus establishes
the collective and ironi¢ perspectives upon which the
entire tragedy is based.
B. Poseidon-Athena
Dialogue (48-97)

Athena enters suddenly, with no introduction beyond
an indirect reference just as Poseidon is leaving (47).
The goddess' unexpected arrival delays Poseidon's departure
and leads to a dialogue between the two divinities which
Imhof has described as "die formale Fuge"21 and whose
intricate symmetry Biehl has carefully analysed.22 Within
this rigid structure Athena and Poseidon plot the destruction
of the homeward-bound Greek fleet and make strong indict-
ments against the Greeks (esp. 70~71 and 95-97) which have
led scholars to consider the impending doom of the victorious
Greeks the central meaning of the play.23 Yet the drama
ends before the stormy predictions made in the dialogue
can be fulfilled. Such an exotragic forecast is unique to

the Trojan Women24 and has led Wilson to delete the entire
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dialogue as an interpolation,25 a desperate solution to

the problem of assimilating the Greek-centered dialogue
into a Trojan-oriented play. I reject Wilson's arguments
for interpolation in favor of an interpretation of the
dialogue based upon its relationship to the rest of the
play. For me the key to this scene lies in irony, an irony
of the fickleness of thé gods and the futility of justice,

the same irony which permeates the Trojan Women. How this

irony works in the Poseidon-Athena dialogue needs consider-
able explanation from the text.
Athena begins the dialogue by respectfully addressing
her uncle and cautiously asking leave to speak with him.
€EeoTt OV Yéver udv &yyxrotov mnatpdc,
uéyav Te Gatuov‘\év 9eolc te tluLov,
Adcacav €xd9pav Tnv ndpog, MPOOEVVEMELV;

48-50

Her language is polite and circumspect. The goddess is
aware that she has already crossed her powerful unclé
once (23-24) and clearly does not want to alienate him
further. Poseidon replies in a similar magnanimous tone.
£EeoTLv. al Yup ovyvyeveig duiAlalr,
&vacc’ °‘ASdva, @lAtpov o0 CULUPOV @EPEVHV.

51-52
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Athena then alludes to her purpose in speaking to Poseidon

in the vaguest possible terms.

énﬁvsc dpyac ﬁnuoug oépw 6% ool
notvoUe tuautfi T° é&c¢ nfoov Adyoug, GvaE.

53-54

It is a matter of interest to both of them.

When Poseidon asks whether Athena has been sent by

any of the other gods,

umv éu 8emv Tou naLvdv dyyeireic &nocg,
f 2nvdg M ual Sarpdvev TLvde ndpa;

55-56

Athena replies that she has come on behalf of the Trojans,

the same people whom she had labored so determinedly to

destroy.
oGu, dlla Toolag obvexr’, &vda Balvouev,
npog cnv dotynar &dvaurv, og MOLvhv AdBw.
57-58

Poseidon's response is one of sheer incredulity,

1 oY viv, E&xSpav Tnv oLV ¢npBaioboa, viv
éc olutov AA8ec mupl xaTnSaiwpévng;

59-60

and Athena evades this question with another question:
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éugtoe npdt’ AvelAde. youvéom Adyoug
nat ouvvoeAdoetg dv &ydh mpdEol 9éiw;

61-62

Impatiently Poseidon agrees to Athena's request for help,

but asks again for a more explicit assertion of her

sympathies.

udALoT . 4Ttap &N ual TS odv 9iw padelv.
ndtepov ‘Axal@dv fAdec odveu’ 1 PpLYGHV;

63-64

Athena then claims a desire to cheer the hearts of the
Trojans by giving the Greeks a bitter homecoming.

N \ \ ~ » -~
robg LEV TPLV EXSpouc Tpdag cdepdvaL 9éAw,
otpath &° ‘Axardv vdotov éuparelv miupdv.

65-66

But is concern for the Trojans really paramount in the
goddess' intentions? Why has Athena apparently forgotten

her long-standing feud with Troy? To Poseidon's rebuke of

fickleness

Tl &° ®de nnédgc &Arror’ elg dA&pug Tpdnovg.
proete te Afav wal ouietc 8v &v TOXRC:

67-68

Athena makes a reply that reveals her true colors

oiu olod’ URpLodetodv ue nat vaovg &uode;

69
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The goddess' egotistic motives finally surface and the

stichomythia becomes notably more heated as Athena starts
talking about Greek wrongs against her. Only Poseidon sees

the Greeks'hybris from a Trojan point of view

ol5’, Nviu’ Alagc eltAne KaocdvSpav Biq.

70

Both divinities, finally agreed on action against the Greeks
(71-76) , arrange the details of their plan (77-84). ¢
The insincerity behind Athena's Trojan sympathies,
suggested first by her reluctance to answer Poseidon directly

(61-62) and then by her egotistic perspective (79), is

confirmed in the goddess! final statement in the scene:

bc &v TO Aowmodv TE&u’ Gvéutop” eboeBelv
el&Dc’ ‘Axarol, deolc te ToLg &Aloug CEBeLv.

85-86

Henceforth the Greeks will know better than to insult
Athena or her fellow divinities. There is no mention of
Troy or the Trojans; the Greeks will be punished not for
crimes against the mortal Trojans, but for their irreverent
actions towards the gods.26

The dialogue closes with a gruesome description by
Poseidon of Greek corpses floating in the Aegean (87-91),
his exhortation to Athena to put the plan in motion (92-94),

and an ominous admonition to mortals against future
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sacrilege (95-97).

By the end of the dialogue it is clear that Athena
has only used Troy as an apparent motive in her effort
to obtain the co-operation of the pro-Phrygian Poseidon.
She is really looking out only for her own interests. The
revenge built up as Trojan is only appearance; in reality
it is divine. Once again the gods are playing with the
Trojan innocence that once made Troy's breached walls seem
so solid (4-6).

The scene thus places the human events of the play
in the divine context established by Poseidon at the
beginning of his monologue when he contrasted the happy
Nereid world with the sorrow at Troy (1-9). In his
discussion of the "mythological apparatus" of the proloqgue,
Conacher reveals a crucial disjunction within the play;
in the prologue, he suggests, "Greek successes and Trojan
reverses in the war are simply the result of Hera's and

Athena's prejudice," while the rest of the Trojan Women

shows "human sufferings...as the result of human cruelty.“27
On yet another level reality contradicts appearances and
Coracher's conflicting levels of divine and human causation

in the Trojan Women are a further example of the play's

irony: the Trojans appear to suffer at the hands of the

Greeks, but it is really the gods who are to blame; on the
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other hand, Athena claims in the dialogue that the Greek
fleet will be destroyed in the name of Troy, yet her true
personal motives cannot be mistaken. Both for Greeks and
Trojans apparent human causation is controlled by the
reality of the divine, but it is upon the Trojans that
irony falls most harshly within the dramatic context of
the play; the Greeks will realize their ironic situation
only exotragically. |

This denouement, however, is not known to be exotragié
at the end of the prologue, and, in fact, the Poseidon-

Athena dialogue projects the Trojan Women as a play

demonstating the fall of the hubristic victor:

udpog &8 dvntdv SoTig éupop&et nédreLg.
vaoidc TE 36uBoug 9°, lepa TV mexunudTwv,
é¢onulq Soblg adtdc OGAed’ Uotepov.

95-97

Euripides predicts the destruction of the Greek fleet and
places the victors uppermost in the minds of his audience,
as well as in the minds of modern critics. Both audience
and reader naturally expect the Greek perspective to
continue in the episodes of the play and interpretations

of the Trbjan Women have reflected this emphasis.

I£ is true thaﬁ the Greeks are mentioned and do

appear in the rest of the play, but nowhere else in the
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Trojan Women does their fate override the play's dramatic

and thematic emphasis on the fall of Troy. There is no

resolution of the predicted revenge in the Trojan Women;

there is only the hopelessness of the Trojan women who

are ironically unaware of their approaching vindication.
Knowledge of the gods' plans would certainly have assuaged
the women's sufferings; revenge would be sweet to the
Trojans, even if Athena's intentions are not as sympathetic

as they seem. But these women, unlike those in the

Hecuba, never savor revenge and the Trojan Women would be

a different play if they had. Instead, the dramatic

progression of the play shows only one Trojan hope shattered

after another, until there is nothing left but despair.
These divine forecasts, if placed in an epilogue,

could confirm the impending destruction of the Greeks and

its implications for a play that otherwise ends with the

physical destruction of the city and with the fate of the

Trojans uppermost in dramatic perspective. Euripides

himself resolved the Hippolytos with Artemis' appearance

and Sartre felt it necessary to add just such a prophetic

epilogue to his adaptation of the Trojan Women.28 As part

of the prologue of the Trojan Women, however, Poseidon's

and Athena's predictions are drowned in the sea of Trojan

woe depicted in the rest of the play. There is no hope,



132

not even of divine vindication, for the Trojans within
the drama itself.

Rather than broadening the audience's outlook by
showing "the suffering of the women in a larger perspective,
in which suffering of the victors is added to that of the

defeated,"29 the dialogue, when placed in conjunction with

what actually happens in the Trojan Women, limits expecta-
tions. Its predictions serve the same deceptive dramatic
function that Barrett attributes to Aphrodite's prologue

in the Hippolytos:

Aph. has told us what has happened already; now
she tells us what is going to happen. But what
she tells us does nothing to give away the plot
or destroy our interest: it serves if anything
to mislead and mystify, so that the way in which
the plot develops will come as a surprise....
None of this gives anything away....But more

than that: the lines serve actually to mislead.30

As a result of the prophetic dialogue of the prologue, the

audience of the Trojan Women expects the Greeks to be

destroyed by the end of the play. But the drama itself
~fulfills neither such suspense ("When will the Greeks get
it?"), nor moral assuagement ("The Greeks will get it in
the end").  Instead the audience sees only poor women
dragged off to slavery by a victorious army.

Both the audience and the Trojan women are thus
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pharmakoi or the victims of irony. The prosperity of Troy
led its citizens to expect happiness, yet the city was
destroyed; destruction of the Greeks is promised to the
audience in the dialogue, yet the Greeks are not destroyed
in the play but depart for home in victory. The audience,
thus united to the collective victim of Troy by similar
disappointments, can be compared to the choral persona
that represents Troy. The chorus acts as a bridge not
only between actors and theme but also between drama and
audience and joins all dramatic participants in the
collective and ironic fall of Troy. The implications of
this association of audience and chorus will be considered
again when the parodos is discussed.

The Poseidon-Athena dialogue, despite its apparent
Greek orientation, does fit in a tragedy centered around
Troy and offers an interpretative approach to the Trojan
Women filled with further ironic meaning for the collective
tragedy. Webster's most compelling argqument in favor of a
trilogic interpretation of Euripides' Trojan tetralogy, and

of reading the Alexandros and especially the Palamedes into

the Trojan Women, is thus disproven. The prologue of the

Trojan Women, with its exotragic predictions about the

Greeks, can be understood within the dramatic limits of a

play about the fall of Troy.
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Notes

See esp. H. von Arnim, De Prologorum Euripideorum arte
et interpolatione, diss. (Jena, 1882); I. Gollwitzer,
Die Prolog- und Expositionstechnik der Griechischen
Tragﬁdien (Gunzenhausen, 1937); Imhof, op. cit.;

and Lewin, op. cit.

See esp. Imhof, 35; 'Rheby', 19; and J. Wilson, "An
Interpolation in the Prologue of the Trojan Women,"
GRBS 8 (1967), 205-223.

Kitto, 221.

Pertusi, 255-256, compares the prologue to that of
Aeschylus' Prometheus Bound, but Kratos' initial
speech there is not a technical monologue but is
addressed to Hephaistos. '

D. C. Stuart, "Forecasting and Suspense in the Prologues
of Euripides," Studies in Philology, University of
North Carolina 15 (1918), 295-306, esp. 300.

Webster, For Services to Classical Studies, 208; quoted
in full chapter 1, note 9.

E. G. 0'Neill, Jr., "The Prologue of the Troades of
Euripides," TAPA 72 (1941), 308.

See: Lewin, 209; and Barrett, 165, note to line 42.
N 1-135;8 135-152; 351-401;Y 33-74. However, Wilson,

in the Troades: A Reply," Agon 2 (1968), 68-69, arques
that Homer depicts a more moderate Poseidon.

J.'Fontenrose, "Poseidon in the Troades," Agon 1 (1967),
135-141.

Wilson, Agon 2, 66-71.

Burges was the first to suspect the lines which Biehl
also athetizes, as does Murray in the OCT.

See Wilson, "The Etymology in Euripides' Troades,
13-14," AJP 89 (1968), 66-71, esp. 71.
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See L. Parmentier, ed., Euripides 1V (Paris, 1925),
and esp. his "Notes sur les Troyennes d'Euripide,"

Parmentier, REG 36, 47.

Marcel Orban, "Les Troyennes: Euripide a4 un tournant,"
Les Etudes Classiques 42 (1974), 23. Dietmar
Rorzeniewski, in "zZum Prolog der Stheneboia des
Euripides," Philologus 108 (1964), 55-56, has
suggested another symmetrical division of the
prologue: 1-22; 23-44. However, relegation of

45-47, which are not included in the symmetry, to
"einen iiberleitenden Abschnitt" suggests the
artificiality of his arrangement.

See Biehl's apparatus at lines 48-97.

Biehl suggests this asymmetrical arrangement in his
text.

See Chapter 2 and Coles, 14.

Barlow, 118-119.

Imhof, 80.

See Biehl's apparatus at lines 48-97.

Webster, For Services to Classical Studies, 208.

O'Neill, 289.
Wilson, GRBS 8, 205-223.

Conacher, 135, offers a similar interpretation of the
dialogue and Athena's motives.

‘Ibid., 137, where Conacher explains the implications

of this view for the gods of the Trocjan Women.
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Sartre's "Scéne derniére," spoken by Poseidon, is
totally improvised:

Malheureuse Hécube,
non!
Tu n'iras pas mourir chez tes ennemnis.
Tout 4 1'heure, quand on t'embarquera,
tu tomberas dans mon royaume,
la mer,
od je suis seul maftre,
et je te ferai rocher tout prés de ton sol.
Mes vagues se briseront contre toi
et rediront nuit et jour ton innombrable
plainte.
(I1 appelle:)
Pallas! Pallas Athfna! A 1l'oeuvre!
(Un &clair dans le ciel.)
. (Un temps.)
A present vous allez payer.

Faites la guerre, mortels imbéciles,
ravagez les champs et lies villes,
violez les temples, les tombes,
et torturez les vaincus.

Vous en creéverez.
Tous.

Lewin, 216.

Barrett, 164, notes to lines 41-50.



Chapter 5

Hecuba's Monody
and the Parodos
(98-229)
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A. Hecuba's Monody
(98-152)

Both divinities have left. The attention of the
audience is focused on the prostrate body of Hecuba, who
now, after her long speechless preseﬁce during the divine
prologue, sings a monody. The dramatic power of this
silence-shattering song has already been placed in its
Aeschylean tradition in the previous chapter.

In his metrical analysis, Biehl divides Hecuba's
monody into two sections: A (98-121), a system of 22
anapestic dimeters, and B (122-152), 27 anapestic dimeters
with five interspersed monometers.l Biehl subdivides
section A into the following metrical groupings: 98-104
(12/2 metra); 105-109 (8 metra); 110-114 (8 metra); and
115-121 (12/2 metra). Section B is subdivided in this way:
122-124 (6 metra); 125-129 (8/1 metra); 130-134 (8/1 metra):
135-137 (6 metra); 138-142 (8/1 metra); 143-144 (4/1 metra);
145-149 (8/1 metra); and 150-152 (6 metra). Anapestic
meter is not only suitable to the threnodic nature of
Hecuba's song, but it also forms a metrical bridge between
this section of the prologue and the subsequent parodos.
Monody and parodos, as will be seen, i 're linked by metrical

and thought patterns and form one ever-increasing lamentation

for Troy.
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The first words of Hecuba's monody demonstrate the
queen's remarkable endurance in the face of adversity:
&va, SbobaLuov, medddev nepariv,

éndeLpe S&pnv. oduétL Tpola
1dbe unatl BaouLAfic éoupev Tpolag.

98-100

Queen no longer, she still struggles to raise her head from
the dusp; Individual forbearance, represented by Hecuba's
self-imperatives &va (98) and &éndevpe (99), leads to a
collective reference to the fall of Troy: oOuéti. Tpola/Tdbe
(99-100) . Whether this stubborn endurance, which is an
important aspect of the character of Hecuba in the Trojan
Women, will withstand the onslaughts of the tragedy is a
critical issue, an answer to which lies even in the monody,
in a pattern to be repeated again throughout the play.

The fickle nature of human fate, which is'an under-
lying theme of Poseidon's juxtaposition of the etern;lly
happy Nereid world with the fall of once-proud Troy (1-7),

recurs in Hecuba's next self-exhortation:

petaBaiiopnévou Salpovog dvéxou.

101

Contrast between Troy past and Troy present is not yet

explicitly voiced by the queen, but her use of such words as
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uetapaiionévov here and oduéti (99) expresses the
potentially ironic "Einst und Jetzt" theme noted by

Ebener.2 Hecuba's self-exhortation is elaborated further

in the following lines:

nAEl notTo Tmopdudv, mAel Hatd Saluova,
unéé\npocicrw npdpav BLdToL
npoc wiupa mAdovoa TOXALOLV.

102-104

Ships, already established in the divine section of the

prologue (esp. 18-35; 76-86) as an important theme of the

Trojan Women, here become metaphors to express Hecuba's

forbearance. Barlow has noted some implications of this

imagery for the entire monody:

In this combination of figurative and literal
language restricted to the theme of ships...
Euripides shows Hecuba's highly-wrought emotional
state. The confines of her world have temporarily
shrunk to the size of her own fears and the
consistent ship imagery throughout her monody,

as well as providing aesthetic unity to the song,
defines the area of her fears in a way which is
developed later in the plag and borne out by

the closing action itself.

However, it is a crucial aspect of this nautical imagery,

that Hecuba's initial references to ships are not fear-

laden, as Barlow suggests, but confident expressions of her

exhortative mood. How this imagery later comes to express
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"the highly-wrought emotional state" and the fears noted
by Barlow is,central to the meaning of the monody.

In the second group of anapests of section A, Hecuba
turns from exhortation to rhetorical question and

exclamation:
ataL ataL
Tl Yap o0 mdpa uot ueiéq drevdyeuwv,
] natpug E€popet nal Téwva ual ndoic:
d moAbgc &ymoc ocuvoTteAAduevoc
npoydvev, Gc o0dev &p° foda...

105-109

The question (106-107) returns to the threnic theme of
oOuétL Tpola (99). Line 107 contains a clear association
of the fate of the city (natplc, 107) with that of its
inhabitants (téuva ual ndorg, 107), a bond which was
presented in the third chapter as central to the meaning
of the play. Especially in this tragedy, walls and people
cannot be distinquished, as Fontenrose does, in the use of
such collective words as néiev (7) and matplg (107); Troy's
fate is linked with that of its inhabitants and Hecuba's
rhetorical question underlines that fact.

In the exclamation (108-109) the queen returns to
Troy past and to the wealth of her ancestors. 8yuogc (108)

means more than wealth; it is a metaphor for pride. Double-

layered and conflicting temporal stages are implied in Troy
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with and without its moAdg¢ &yuoc. Hecuba's admission of

the futility of her ancestral wealth, expressed in g

obdtv &p° fioda (109), provides the self-ironist's awareness
ke of pést irony discussed in the third chapter and satisfies
Muecke's requirements for irony. The second anapestic

- group of the monody thus develops both the collective and

ironic aspects of the play.

In matpic (107) Hecuba uses an all-encompassing term

B for her Eity. Téuva (107) is a referent less universal

1 and more personal to the queen herself. mdoLg (107)

- represents a further narrowing of Hecuba's perspective to

a single individual, Priam. In 105-109 Hecuba is defining’
her own and her city's woes more and more specifically,

yet she remains altruistic. When she speaks of mnatpig,
Téxva, ndorg, and 8ynog, she is mentioning things of concern
to her, but she is not speaking of herself.

In the next anapestic group, however, Hecuba's

£ perspective narrows further and centers around the gqueen's

e own physical woes:

A ~ . Ny ~ ] b ~
Tl ue xpon oLydv; Tl 65 wn oivyav; [Tl 65 Spnviicoall
svotnvoc &ym tTfic Bapudalpovog
&p9pwv urlcewec d¢ SiLdueiruat,
vidt® év oteppolec Aéutpoiol taleto’.

110-114
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The altrujstic has yielded to the egotistic and the
transition from natplg(107) to &€vd (111) encompasses every
aspect of Hecuba's present woe.

The final anapestic group of section A returns to the
anatomical references Hecuba made at the beginning of her
monody, but with an important change. The expression of
stubborn forbearance made in Gva,. . te@aAfiv (98) and echoed
by nautical aphorisms for endurance (102-104) now yields
to physical lament:

ofuoL nepaifig, ofuor upordwmy
nAevpdv 9°, dc por mddog elALEaL
nwal &iadolvar vdtov &uavddv t°
elg duworépovg Tolxoug uelémv
énl tolg alel Saupliwv EAdyoug.
polica 62 xadin tolc Suothvorcg

dtag ueiadbetv ayxopevitoug.

115-121

Gva...uegariv (98) changes to oluot uéwalﬁg (115). The
weight of the sorrows upon which Hecuba reflected in the
intervening lines has indeed dented her endurance. Gone

are her exhortations of forbearance. Instead Hecuba turns
to song, to uoloa...xadrtn (120), the same Muse as of old
when she and her citizens were happy (i.e., not duvotivoLg
120), but now those joyful dances are replaced by the Muse's

song &tag...4&xopedtoug (121).%
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Section B of the monody is Hecuba's danceless lament.
Its first two anapestic groups (122-124; 125-129) return
to Barlow's nautical references and describe the Greek

ships sailing to Troy:

RD@DQL vamv onetat
"IALov Lepdv al udnaig
[5L ] &Aa nopwuposuééa nal Aiupévag
*EAAGSOC e0dppoue adAdv
naiLdvet otuyvd ocvplyywv T’
e0poYYLWV @wvd Palvouvoatl
nAEnTAv Alydntou mairdelav
¢Enptiocaod’....

Besides the adjective OTUYV) (126) these lines do not yet
reveal the general feaf of sea travel noted by Barlow.
Instead, the passage is dominated by ornamental epithets
such as auetat (122), noppupoetdbE€a(124), and €VEIRSYYWV (127).
Mention of the Greek ships, however, leads Eecuba,
in the next two anapestic groups in section B (130-134;

135-137), to a different theme, that of Helen:

atau, Tpolag &v udAnoLg
v Meveldou uetToavioduevar
otuvvav dloxov, Kdotopt A®Rav
™H T’ Eupqu SvouArelav,
& opdler utv
tdv meviiuovt’ &potfipa TEUVWV
ODplauov, &ué te {tdw uperéav ‘EundBav
¢c TvS’® EEdueLA” &tav.
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Here descriptive terms yield to personal vindictiveness:
otuyvdv &loxov (132), AdBav (132), and SuowAelav (133).
Hecuba's attitude toward her sometime daughter-in-law is
not disguised. Helen's responsibility for the fall of
Troy, explicitly stated in lines 134-137, parallels
Poseidon's judgement in the monologue (34-35) and is a
preparation for the bitter agon between Hecuba and Helen
in the third episode.

Hecuba's image &éEdueLA’ (137) is a vivid nautical one
and contrasts with her previous use of ship imagery. No
longer do her nautical references serve as exhortative
aphorisms (102-104) or as sheer description (125-129).
Rather, Hecuba's thought process in section B of her monody
has led from the Greek ships to Helen and the damage she
has done. Ships and Helen, who came to Troy by ship,
become confused in Hecuba's mind and this association
results in a verbal combination of the'two} Helen has run

Hecuba aground (£EdwetA’, 137) upon her present woe. It |

is here that the emotional force of the ship imagery noted

by Barlow is first expressed and is established as a
constant motif of the entire play.5 This change in the use
of nautical imagery, as well as the change in anatomical
references noted above, underline the transition from

endurance to desolation already noted in section A of the
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monody and begins "the rhythm of hope and desolation"
which Conacher has noted in the entire play.6

At 142-144 Hecuba calls upon the other Trojan women,
i.e., the chorus, to join her lament; however, her song
continues uninterrupted until the chorus actually enters
at line 153. These final anapestic groups of section B
(145-149; 150-152) have already been discussed in the third
chapter in terms of their ironic and collective implications.
Only one point need be added here.

Lee has argued against a literal reading of oufjutpg

Hpouduov Siepeirdouédva (150) as a reference to Priam's staff

i

and interprets the phrase figuratively as "relying on

Gl

el
R

e

Priam's royal office" or "exercising my prerogative as

consort."’ But why not read the phrase literally? The

3 specific reference to the physical (as well as symbolic)

e - support that Priam's staff once offered Hecuba is then a

fitting contrast with &va...uegaAfiv (98), where Hecuba
struggles to her feet unassisted. The monody begins in
Troy present and ends in Troy past; it begins with forbear-

- ance and ends in ironic lament.

B. The Parodos
(153-229)

Hecuba's request that the women inside the tents join
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her lamentation for smoking Troy (tdpetat “IAtov, aldlwuev,
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145) introduces the parodos which begins at line 153,
when some women appear in response to the queen's cries:8
4
‘EudpBn, Tl 9poelc; rt\aé SwbooeLc;
ot Adyoc fixer; 65L& yvdp mEAESPwV
&itov olutoug olc olutlln.

153-155

The manuscripts simply attribute this entrance to the chorus.
However, at 165-166 these women call to others to leave the
tents (€Ew moulocaocd” ofuwv, 166) and a scholion to 1line 166
reads: Aéyer mpoOc TAC AoLmic TRC fow, Lva TS AuitxdpLoy. A
second hemichorus enters at line 176. The first part of

the parodos is thus an amoibaion between Hecuba and

“hemichoria (153-196). This strophic dialogue is followed

by an anapestic passage recited by the chorus alone(197-229).
Kaimio denies any contact within the chorus while it

is divided into hemichoria and says that "the chorus

approach Hecuba in two groups, and the first pair of

strophes consists of an amoibaion between Hecuba and each

of the half-choruses."? For this reason Kaimio excludes

the parodos from extant examples of choral dialogoi.lO

Lines 153-196 are primarily a dialogue between Hecuba and

the chorus, but it is not true to say that there is no

communication between the hemi-choruses. The first hemi-

chorus' summons to the other women to share in the threnos,
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uédear udxSwv énarovoducvat

Topddeg, €Ew moploaod’ oluwv.
otéAlovo’ ‘ApyetoL vdotov.

' 165-166

establishes limited verbal contact within the chorus by

means of a vocative and an imperative. When the second

hemi-chorus does appear, it addresses Hecuba in the first

R S Y N e
S T T

person singular and apparently ignores the first hemi-

chorus:

ofluor. Tpouepd ounvic EAimnov
T4od’ ‘Ayapéuvovog énanovocounpéva
BaolAeia, oédev....

176-178

Even here, however, repetition of the same future purpose

participle by both hemi-choruses (émnawnouvcduevai., 165 and

€nanovooueva, 177) links the entrance of hemi-chorus B

B with the summons of hemi-chorus A. Hecuba is addressed

i in the singular (and not in a plural including the hemi-
%- chorus) by nature of her role as leader of the lamenf,

% and BaclAeia (178) indicates the inextricable bond between
the Trojan women and their queen, who here becomes almost

a choral member. uouloaod’ (166) together with Hecuba's

S b

aldlwuev (145), which includes the entire chorus, reveal

s

the close ties of sorrow that unite all these women. The

amoibaion is not just a dialogue between Hecuba and each

A b

T
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of the hemichoria; it is a communal lament by the survivors

of Troy.

Two complimentary themes unite this amoibaion with
the monody which precedes it. Not only does Hecuba use the

same verb in the amoibaion to lament the fall of Troy

Toola Tpola &Votav' , &ppeLcC....

that she had used in her monody

173

Tl vap ou ndpa uot HEAEQ OTEVAXELV,
# matple &pper nal téwva nal ndoig;

But both sections also reveal the dramatic movement towards

the Greek ships which reflects Troy's civic dissolution.

In the amoibaion the queen cries

& Téuv', ‘AxaLdv npdc vadc 6N
utvettar wonipng xelp.

while in her monody she says

106-107

159-160

5o0Aa &° &youar ypabc €E oluwv....

140
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Hecuba's anapestic monody in the prologue thus
actually blends together both structurally and thematically
with the choral parodos. Solo lament merges with choral
lament and the divided parodos, unique in extant Greek
tragedy,;l reveals Euripides' willingness to innovate for
dramatic purpose. The gradual entrance of the chorus into
the orchestra and into the lament provides the threnos
with a forceful crescendo: first Hecuba sings alone
(98-152); then one hemichorus joins in (153-175); then the‘
other accompanies the gqueen (176-196); finally the chorus
unites for a powerful climax to the lament (197-229) .

There is an emotional build-up of the threnos, an increase
both in intensity and in the mere number of voices singing.

The threnos begun in Hecuba's monody thus becomes a
song of mutual lamentation by queen and chorus and serves
to emphasize very dramatically and vividly for the audience
the common misfortune of the Trojan women. All the women

share the same plight. Both Hecuba and the chorus lament

their slavery: Hecuba says in her monody that-

Sobra &6° &youat ypalg €E ofuwv....

140

and hemichorus A later describes how
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vt 62 otépvev @dBoc dtooel
Topdoiv, al TdHVE’ ofuwv elow
SovAelav aidlouvoLv.

156~-158

Similar fears haunt the women too: Hecuba's series of

interrogatives

P 6° & TAduwV
nolG nd vyalag SoviAebow ypalg...;

190-191
repeats the chorus' pathetic query
tlg u° ‘Apvelwv ff ®2LwTdAV
# vnoalav u’ &Eeir xdpav
sdotavov ndpow Tpolag;
187-189

Thus the parados' amoibaion not only establishes, as Grube
notes, a bond of sympathy "in its original sense of suffer-
ings tpgether,“12 between Hecuba and the chorus, but_also
among the surviving Trojan women as a group. The creation
of such an emotional attachment between actor and chorus
emphasizes the adverse future faced by all the Trojan women
and makes the possibility of detached choral parts in the
play, so often advocated in the past,13 most difficult
dramatically. Euripides uses the structure of the parodos

to emphasize the collective bond among Hecuba, the chorus,
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and Troy.
When the chorus finally unites, its song presents.an
ironic image of former domestic bliss
obn ‘IdaloiLg ifotolg umepuida
Sivedous’ £EaAAdEw.
| 199-200

This theme, however, soon yields to the women's anxiety
concerning where the Greek ships will take them, an anxiety,

which dominates the rest of the parodos. The location of

their approaching slavery is foremost in the women's minds

and they express their attitude towards slavery in various

parts of the Greek world.

The chorus first voices its hostile feelings towards
servitude in Corinth, where the women would draw water from
B the holy font of Peirene
- fi Hevpfivag U&pevoudva
3 " mnpdomorog oluTEd CEUVEY DESTWV écouat.\,

205-207

Rather, the chorus would prefer to go to Athens, the

glorious land of Theseus

Tdv uAeLvav e’ gA9oLpuev
Onoéwg cbéaluova ywpav.

208-209
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Euripides thus idealizes his native city which only the
year before had perpetrated the Melian massacre and of

whose bellicosity the Trojan Women itself is in a sense

a criticism.l4 Sparta, the land of Menelaus, sacker of
Troy, and the home of hated Helen, is naturally a most

detested place of servitude

un ydp &Y% Sivav y' EdpdTa,
thv &x9lotav 9epdnvav ‘Erévacg,
Evd°® 4&vtdow MevéAiq SolAa,

T tTag Tpolag mopdINTd.

210-213

Thessaly, the holy land of Peneus, is favored second only

to Athens

Tav MnveLol ceuvav xdpav,

upnnisd” 0OAOunov unaiilotTav,

SAByw Bpl9eLv oduav fixouvo’
"e08arel T° eOuopnle)lq.

TdSe 8etepd noL petd TAV Lepdv

encéwg Tadéav EAdetv yopav.

214-219

The chorus' thoughts then wander to Sicily, the land of

Hephaistos' Aetna, and to the noble men of Italy

. LY
uat tav Attvalav ‘Hypalotou
doLvinragc aviipn xwpav,
ZLHEAGDV O6péwv patép’, drnodw
uapécoeo&at otepdvoig dpeTdc,
Tav t° ayyxiotebouvoav yav
‘Iovip valdTtg ndvTy,
dv dypalver uaiirotedwv
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& Eavddv xaltav mupoalvwv
Kpddig Cadéarg mnyalol tpéewv
eBavépdv t° O6ABICTwv Y&v.

220-229

Orban contends that the women do not express a
preference for these western lands, and that
a partir de v 220, il n'est plus question de
crainte ou de souhait. elles se contentent de
rapporter ce qu elles entendent dire de la Sicile:
et de la Grande Gréce. Il s'est produit une
sorte de gllssement di & une assoc1at10n d'images.
Le manque de v1gueur intellectuelle s accompagne
ici d'un golt bien femlnln du romanesque, qui
invite a transfigurer la réalité en une agréable
fiction.
Yet, a preference is made in these lines. Both Sicily and
Italy are described in most favorable and beautiful terms
that compare to the complimentary adjectives applied to
Athens and Thessaly. Sicily is wreathed in valor
(napbooeodaL otepdvorg dpetdg, 223), and Italy is
naAAirotebwv (226) just as Athens is e0&aluova xdpav (209)
and Thessaly oepvlwv xdpov (214). It is the very association
of images which Orban's bias restricts to feminine rather
than poetic taste that establishes the chorus' preferences
just as clearly as the explicit statements made about Athens

(206-207) and Thessaly (218-219).

Westlake finds the second half of the parodos
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dramatically unrealistic because "the members of the chorus
could not hope that their views would have any influence

in determining their place of exile."16 But the women
nowhere suppose that their preferences will be honored by
their Greek captors and their speculation is psychologically
understandable in individuals whose slavery is inevitable

but who are still ignorant of their masters and the place

9 of servitude. The chorus' reflection on impending slavery

“

is far from unrealistic and is very effective dramatically

in a play whose action is primarily concerned with the
departure of the Trojan women, one by one, off to slavery.

The women's adversion to Sparta as the home of Helen

and Menelaus is natural, but why does Athens receive such
high praise while Corinth is hated? To a survivor of Troy,
every Greek master ought to be considered a Menelaus and

“ servitude anywhere in Greece equally detestable. Westlake
1 is surely correct in interpreting the chorus' geographical
preferences as alluding anachronistically to contempory

events.l7 1In 415 B.C., when the Trojan Women was performed,

Athens had already endured ten years of the bitter
Peloponesian War and now was in a period of technical
% peace marred by sporadic hostilities. The second half of

3 the parodos offers natural parallels to Athenian sentiment

e

S

in 415: Corinth and Sparta are dreaded by the Trojan women;

e
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both states were bitter enemies of Athens. The chorus
desires to go to Athens most preferably; Athenian
patriotism was to help keep the conflict aflame for another
decade. As a second preference, the chorus lists Thessaly,
whase political relations with Athens in 415 were unclear;
as Westlake notes, however, Thessaly was nominally an
Athenian ally.18

Mention of Sicily and Italy is apt, too, as at the

time of the performance of the Trojan Women, the Athenians'

ill-fated Sicilian expedition was only three months from
departure, and the audience in the Theatre of Dionysos
could easily have climbed the Acropolis and looked down on
the harbor and the fleet in preparation. The chorus’
anachronistic knowledge of these western lands perhaps
reflects the preoccupation of Euripides' contemporaries
with this geographical area.

Westlake recognizes the parallel between the chorus'
preferences and Athenian affairs in 415, but he neglects
to consider the dramatic potential of such a comparison.
By instilling the chorus of Trojan women with attitudes
and feelings appropriate to his Athenian audience,
Euripides creates a sense of empathy between audience and
chorus. Such empathy is perhaps lost to the modern viewer

and reader of the Trojan Women lacking the necessary
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Athenian prejudices, but it was probably a subconscious
reaction for Euripides' Athenian contempbraries.

Thé parodos, then, not only creates a bond of sympathy
between Hecuba and the chorus, i.e., among the Trojan women,
but also emphasizes and personalizes the woes of Troy for
the Athenian audience. The chorus of Trojan womeﬁ is the
central link in the creation of this emotional bond between
actors and audience and in the creation of the collective
tragedy of Troy. It is the central persona of the play.

This empathic bond between chorus and audience serves
another dramatic function as well, for it also places the
Athenians in the role of the oppresséd rather than that of
the oppressor, in the position of the unfortunate Melians
rather than that of their arrogant executors. Athenian
sympathy for the Trojans becomes on another level criticism
of themselves. The subtle implications of the audience's

bond with the characters of this play create another

powerful irony in the Trojan Women.

Association of audience and Trojan women was also
developed as an ironic link in the divine dialogue of the
prologue. Thus both irony and the chorus are Euripides'

tools in the development of his theme of the fall of Troy.
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Notes

1. See Biehl's text, pp. 72-73.
2. Ebener, esp. 695.

3. Barlow, 52.

4. This danceless song is contrasted more explicitly with
past songs accompanied by dance in the last part of
of the monody (145-152). .

5. Barlow, 51-52, suggests that this association begins
with tolyxoug (118) as a side of a ship rather than
from side to side, and says "gradually as if by natural
association, she proceeds from this traditional
figurative language to the literal belief that she
is actually on a ship, rocking from side to side in
imaginary movement with its rolling motion...."
However, tolxouvc, followed immediately by ueAéwv (118),
primarily has an anatomical meaning and the
figurative~-literal association of ship imagery begins
for Hecuba only with é&EduecA’ (137). Ttolxoug has
Barlow's nautical implications only in retrospect.

6. Conacher, 139.

7. Kevin H. Lee, "Euripides, Troades 150," Eranos 65
(1967), 77.

8. Lines 32-33 suggest to me that the skene door represented
the captive huts in the Trojan Women. Since the
chorus enters from these tents (165), I cautiously
suggest that the women enter not from a parodos but
from the skene door. However, the feasibility of
such an unorthodox entrance warrants more attention
than is possible here. For a detailed study of the
staging of an Athenian drama, see William J. Ziobro,
in his The Staging of Sophoclean Tragedy, diss.
(Baltimore, 1969), esp. 8-19.

9. Maarit Kaimio, The Chorus of Greek Drama within the
light of the Person and Number used (Helsinki, 1970),
235-236. Italics added.
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10. Ibid., 121. Such choral dialogoi include: Aeschylus' .
Supplices, 1022ff.; Sophocles' Ajax, 866ff.; and
Euripides' Suppliants, 71ff., 598ff., and 1123ff.

ll. A divided choral entrance occurs in Sophocles' Ajax,
866ff. but this is not a parodos but the chorus'
re~entrance.

12. Grube, 109.
13. See Chapter 3, notes 40-43.

14. Commentators of the Trojan Women have often been aware
of the play's potential criticism of the Melian
affair, which Thucydides (V, 86-114) describes so
graphically. E. g., Lattimore, in an introduction
to his translation of the play, in David Grene and
Richmond Lattimire, ed., Greek Tragedies, Vol.2
(Chicago, 1960), 245, says: "There can be no doubt
that in this play Euripides used Heroic legend for
the expression of his feelings about the horrors of
aggressive war in his own time. In 416, Athens had
tried to force the neutral island state of Melos to
join the Athenian confederacy...."

15. Orban, 24.

16. H. D. Westlake, "Euripides, Troades, 205-229," Mnemosyne
6 (1953), 184.

17. 1Ibid., 181-191.

18. 1Ibid., 185-189.




Chapter 6
The First Episode
and Choral Ode
(230-567)

The Cassandra Scene
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A. The First Episode
(230-510)

Following the parodos, choral anapests (230-234)
announce the arrival of a Greek messenger and introduce
a dialogue between the herald Talthybios and Hecuba
(235-291). The conversation is a metrical melange of song
and recitation. %hile Talthybios speéks his lines in the
iambic trimeter normal for the episodic portions of Greek
tragedy, the queen sings in dochmiacs. The herald's
colloquial tone thus contrasts with Hecuba's passionate
replies which not only continue the threnic mood of Hecuba's

monody but also reflect the intense lyric nature of the

E entire plaY-1

Talthybios' appearance implies to the women that the

fear which has haunted them for so long,

i e L
SRR

tb6¢
t66e, o@llaL Tpeiddeg, & wdBoc Av mdAiat.

239

their impending allotment to Greek masters, has finally

been realized. Confirmation by the herald that the decision

TR

has indeed been made

Aén uexAfpwod’, el td6° #fiv Outv ¢dBoc.
240
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causes Hecuba to repeat the agonizing geographical reflec-

tions already voiced by herself (190-196) and by the chorus

(197-225) :

atat, tlv’ A .

§ ecooarlag méALY [A] @9iddoc elnac A
5 Kaduelag xdovég;

241-243

The women's obsession with the location of their future

servitude leads the herald to elaborate the Greeks' plans

and to detail, at Hecuba's prodding, the fates of Cassandra

Ao T

(247-259) , Polyxena (260-270), Andromache (271-273), and

- the aged queen herself (274-291).

% The movement of the dialogue reflects the same

i narrowing of Hecuba's perspective found in her monody

E (105-114) and the same emphasis on communal tragedy. At
first Hecuba's questions are plural and collective
(239-243) , but Talthybios insists repeatedly that Hecuba

ask him only about individuals:

Kat® &vbp® &udotn uodY Suob AeAdyxaTte.
: 244
A and

ol&’. &AL’ &uaota muvddvou, uh ndvd' duod.

246
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Hecuba then focuses her attention on her daughters
Cassandra and Polyxena and on her daughter-in-law
Andromache. The queen's initisl concern, as it was in the
monody (105-109), is about others. Finally, though, Hecuba
turns to her own fate and to a bitter outburst on her

future master Odysseus:

& &.
dpaooce updta woldpLuov,
EAn’ OvOxeooL S{mTuxov mapeLdv.
{d pol uou.
puoapd SoAle (rs) Aéloyya
@wTL SOUAEVELV,
norenly &luac, mnapavéup &duer,
8c ndvta téuetdev €v-
9456°, &viilnar’ alddrg éuetloe
SLntTOX® YAOOOQ
&oLia TA mpdtepa iAo TLdfuevog ndviwv.
yodod¢ n’, & Tpepddec.
BéBanr” olyouat
stonotuoc & tédAailva SUCTUXECTATY

npocénecov HANEQY.
279-291

Once again the dramatic movement is from the collective
tragedy of Troy (239-246) to Hecuba's altruistic concern for
other Trojans (247-273), to her own fate (274-278), and
finally to this lament (279-291), similar in its anatomical
references (e.g., 279-280) to the ofuoL xepaAfic section of
the monody (115-121).

Biehl has revealed the inner responsion that exists

within Hecuba's despondent outburst:
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Auffallend ist, dass die Form der Anakyklesis
gerade an der Stelle deutlich wird (fiir den
Betrachter, schwerlich fiir den Zuhdrer) an der
von der'Verdrehungskunst' des Odysseus die Rede
ist, d. h. es besteht anscheinend zwischen dem
gedenklichen Gehalt und dgr metrischen Form
der Stelle eine Analogie.

The passage, however, contains more than the parallel noted
by Biehl between circular metrical construction and

Odysseus' crafty talent to turn things around

SoLia Ta TPdTEPa @lAa TLdépevog mAviwv

288

There is in fact a relationship between the anakyklesis and
Hecuba's thought process. The metrical form uncovered by
Biehl's textual analysis is itself reflected in a circular
thought pattern more accessible to the audial limitations
of the audience.

Within the metrical anakyklesis, Hecuba's words move
from lamentation of her own fate (278-281), to her uncom-
plimentary description of her new master (282-287), and
back to herself again (.88-291). The two sections on Hecuba
are grammatically complementary: both contain verbs which
are in the imperative mood and which connote mourning
(&pacoce, 279, and &Au’, 280, versus yodode, 288), and both

end with expressions referring to Hecuba's allotment

(LéAoyxa, 282, and wpocénecov uAfipyp, 291). Further

Thuetdev &v/946° (285-286) not only divides the Odysseus
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_ passage and describes the Greek's sophistic tendencies,
é but these words also bisect the anakyklesis and graphically
% exhibit the passage's circular pattern. Thus not only
Hecuba's meaning but also her thought process are reflected
in the metrical sequence.

Such ring composition (Hecuba-Odysseus-Hecuba) is a
favorite Greek poetic structure and its ljterary uses are
varied.3 wWhat are the implications cf this thought pattern

in the Trojan Women? I suggest that these lines are a

structural comment on the queen's situation, as well as
q

the reflection on Odysseus' character suggested by Biehl.

Just as Odysseus makes Td npdtepa @lAa become &oLAa (287),

e

just as his tongue is 8&untdyy (287), literally "two-folded,"
indeed, just as the structure of the passage is two-folded

metrically as analysed by Biehl:4

; 2i 3i do hex 2i 2do 2i hex 2i 2do 2i do 3i 2i
§ ’ , l i ] i ] ] IJ

4 so, too, is Hecuba's song double-layered and her perception

ironic. Hecuba thinks that she will be Odysseus' slave,

4k

yet the myth never brings her to Greece.® The dramatic

RO LR RS

4 movement of the Trojan Women sends the queen off to Ithaca

just as it sends the Greeks off to a glorious homecoming.
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Once again this play exhibits thematically and structurally
a bitter disjunction between appearance and reality.
At the end of Hecuba's Odyssean tirade, the chorus

leader breaks into the dialogue and asks about the chorus'

own fate:

& udv odv oloda, ndtvia, TAC 8° &ndc toxac
tic &p° ‘Axaldv ? tlc ‘EAAfvev Exelr;

292-293

This question is ignored by the herald. The fates of the
choral members cannot be detailed in the drama, because
such individualization would destroy the choral group.
The chorus of a Greek play must maintain its collective
anonymity;6 this is especially true of the chorus of Trojan
women which represents, in its diversity discussed in
chapter three, the collective tragic character of Troy.

Instead of answering the chorus, Talthybios orders his
men to get Cassandra from the tents (294-297), where he
suddenly notices the glow of fire (298-305). In the midst
of the excitement raised by the false belief that the
desperate women are suicidally setting fire to their huts,
Cassandra appears, bearing a torch.

The following lines (308-340) are sung in mixed

meters by the demented princess as an epithalamium in
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honor of her impending union with Agamemnon. The change in
mood is sudden. ﬁiom the emotional dejection of Hecuba's
threnos, which laéts as late as line 291, Cassandra in her
frenzy sings a lyric of joy and happiness which ends with
an invitation to her mother and the chorus to join in her

hymeneal:

xdpeve, udtep, avayéiacov.
Eliooe TAS' éuetloe uet’ &uédev noddv
pépovoa @LATdtav B8doLv.
Bodoad’® ‘Yuévarov, &,
naxaptarg doivdatg
ta{upxale te vouopav.
tt’, & naril{nenioL dPpuvYHV
wdpai, péiner’ &udv yduwv
Tdv nenpwuévov ebvi
ndorv &uédev.

332-340

Not only do Cassandra's imperatives xdépeve (332),

dvayéiacov (332), €irooe (333), and Bodoad’ ‘Xuévanov (335)
contrast with the mournful ones of Hecuba in her anakyklesis,
i.e., &pacoe (279), &€xn’ (280) and yodode (288); but also
the epithet uxaAA{nenior (338) is most incongruously
addressed to the chorus of women captives. Cassandra
imagines the women as the brightly dressed members of her
marriage procession they might have been and not as the

slaves they now are. Mood, theme and imagery unite to

3 contrast the joy of Cassandra's song with the sorrow of the

rest of the play. The disjunction between Cassandra's
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demented vision ana reality is powerful.

Cassandra's Bacchic nature, a Euripidean innovation
thoroughly outlined by Mason,’ has already been discussed
in the second chapter. The marriage song particularly
dramatizes the dual character of the Euripidean Cassandra.
She is a prophetess of Apollo

dvye o, ®oiBe, viv.

notd oov év 8dovalg
avdutopov dunmoAd.

329-330
and sounds like a maenad
Bodoad’ ‘Yuévarov, O
uonaplarg &oivdalicg
La{u) xatc te vdupav.
335-337

Cassandra's prohecies were destined never to be believed

3 and Euripides' addition of Dicnysian qualities to her
character is an appropriate dramatizatioh of this unbelief.
The divinely inspired predictions (reality) are made

. suspicious by the Bacchic ecstasy (appearance) in which
they are presented. Indeed the chorus sees only a raving

E bacchanal in the possessed girl:

qutkeua, Baxxedouvoav od AnlUn udpnv,
un uobpov alpn Bfin' &g ‘Apvelwv otpatdv;

Rl A e I ST et s T

341-342
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That the princess' joy in the face of adversity is
seen as insanity is confirmed by Hecuba's reaction to the
marriage song and her pathetic address to the fire-god
Hephaistos as personified in Cassandra's torch:

“Hoaitote, S5@qbouxelc uneEv év yduovg Bpoidv,

&tdp Auvypdv ve TRV’ dvaLdlooeLc ordya

£Ew te uevdiwv éAnldwv. oluor, Téuvov,

g ody On’ alyxufic {o’) o06° On’ “Apyelou Sopdg
yduouvg vapetodar told’ ¢€68Ealdv mote.

343-347

Again Troy's present and past are contrasted and the
conflict between the two temporal stages inherent in €Ew...
ueydiwv €Anléwv  (345) underlines the irony of the city's
situation.

Cassandra then retreats from her frenzied lyric mood
and uses iambic trimeter to predict less ambiguously
Agamemnon's death (356-364) and to explain to her mother
and the chorus why she rejoices in her fate, why Troy is
more blessed than the Greeks:

néALv 8¢ SelEw TtHAVOE panaptLwTépav
f tobg ‘Axaroicg....

365-366

A In a remarkable bit of sophistry (353-405), Cassandra, as

. Havelock notes,8 turns heroic and epic martial values
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topsy-turvy and lists the advantages that the defeated
Trojans have had over the victorious Greeks: hot only have
the Trojans, unlike the Greeks, continued to enjoy the very
pleasures of home and family life which they were fighting
and dying to save (374-385); but, in the process, the
Trojans have earned a fame and nobility which was unattain-

able without the war:

el 6" é&c 166° ék@ou, otépavoc oOn aloxpdc mSAetL
KAADC OALo9aL, un naldc && Suoureég.

401-402

Victory is defeat and defeat victory; appearance is not
reality.

Cassandra's sophistry, criticized by Mason as "a flaw
in Euripides' artistic understanding,"9 serves an important
dramatic purpose: Like the Dionysian traits of the
epithalamium, such reasoning foils the princess' attempt
to speak clearly to the Trojan women and to console them.
Cassandra, even in iambics, lacks credibility, as the chorus'

response to her speech reveals:

oc Nééwge namotorv olunelorg vYeAdg,
uéaneire 9 & uéinouvs’ o capff elEerc lowg.

406-407
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The prophetess still is not ocaofi (407) and her sophistry
ironically reflects her incoherence. Cassandra fails in
her effort to console her mother and fellow citizens, and
her promise to avenge Troy (404-405), though actually a
true prophecy, is not believed by the other women. The
Trojans continue to accept appearance (Bacchic frenzy and
sophistry=insanity) instead of the truth underlying their
princess' words.

Talthybios reacts to Cassandra with undisguised criti—K
cism of Agamemnon's foolish love for such a demented |
créature (411-416), an order for Cassandra to depart (419-
420), and an allusion to Hecuba's allotment to Odysseus
(421-423). Cassandra responds to the herald with a iong
description of the impending wanderings of her mother's
new master. The passage begins in iambic trimeter (424-
443), but lapses into trochaic tetrameter (444-460)10 as
the princess departs. The ironic irresolution of Hecuba's

fate in the Trojan Women has already been discussed both in

this chapter and in chapter three. Cassandra's predictions
about Odysseus reflect the same disjunction between
appearance and reality that is maintained throughout the
play.

Cassandra has attempted to console. Yet the chorus'

words at her departure show that only an opposite effect is
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achieved:

‘EudBne vepairdc @oOAaneg, o0 Seddpuate
&éonoilvav ¢ Gvavdog £¢ médov miTveLr;
oOu dvtiafyeocd’; & uedMoet’, & uanal,
ypatav mecoboav; alpet’ elg 6p30v &éuac.

462-465

Instead of consolation, Hecuba gains only further dejection
from her "insane" daughter's speech and the woman whose
first lines in the drama were &va...mned86%ev uepainv (98)
now, after her daughter's departure, says only €4t€ u’.../
#etodaL necotoav (466-467). The weight of present sorrows
has broken the o0ld queen's endurance and at the end of the
Cassandra scene Hecuba has resumed for the moment the same
prostrate position she maintained during the divine prologue.

In the final lines of the scene (466-510) Hecuba
contrasts her past royal position in Troy (472-478) with
her present sorrows. The ironic and collective basis of
the queen's words is by now self-evident.

B. The First Choral Ode
(511-567)

The choral ode that follows the Cassandra scene sings
of the Trojan horse and the night of Troy's fall. Strophe
and antistrophe begin in dactylo-epitrites (511-518, 531-
538) and move to iambic systems (519-530; 539-550); the

epode (551-567) continues the iambic rhythms of the
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preceding lines.ll There is no direct link between the
theme of the stasimon and the action of the preceding
episode, i.e., Cassandra's departure for Agamemnon's bed.
Several scholars have noted the song's thematic and
structural parallels to the dithyrambic style of Bacchylides
and to the third stasimon of the Hecabe (905-952) .12
Analysis of the ode, however, reveals a close relationship

to the Cassandra scene and confirms the centrality of

choral parts to the meaning of the Trojan Women. The first
stasimon, is neither detached nor reflective, but an
important dramatic part of the play.

' The first words of the chorus' song are an invocation
to the Muse to sing a funeral dirge for Troy
*Auel uot "IAiLov, &

Moboa nairvdv Duvov,
GeiLoov &€v SauploiLg -

5&v Emnuundetov.

511-514

From the outset ( ‘Aung( po. “IAiovw 511) the collective

theme is prominent. The song is despondent and continues

the dejected mood in which the previous episode ended.
Then follows a narration of how Troy fell by the ruse

of the wooden horse
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6t &Aumov lmmov olpdvia
Bpéuovia ypuoeowdiapov £vo-
nAov &v ndiairc ‘Axatol.

519-521

The ode reemphasizes the contrast between the horse's

joyous appearance and its sinister reality, which Poseidon

had developed in the prologue (9-14). The Trojans, in the
rapture of apparent release from ten years of siege, filled

the air with happy song: .

rexapuévor 8° &ouLdatg

‘f
e
E
e
i
s

529

Yet the women are now aware of the irony of their past, for
the horse that brought the Trojans so much happiness is now
called their doom: 68Aiov...&tav (530). The chorus' mood
thus gives the Cassandra scene an added ironic twist: the

true-speaking prophetess' efforts to gladden the Trojan

women lead only to this mournful stasimon; the Trojan

horse, which was a legitimate cause for grief, deceptively

brought the Trojans intense joy.

The contrast between past joy and present sorrow
g explicitly voiced by Hecuba in the preceding episode
ne®dTtov uEv odv poL TAY4S® EEdcar ¢llov.
toig Y&p nanotor mielov’ olutov €uBaird.

472-473
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is reflected in the ode in the vividly descriptive compar-
ison between joyful Trojans dragging the horse into the
citadel (519-555) and the subsequent carnage when cries of

slaughter rang out in the city and children clung in terror

+o their mother's dresses:

...mouvta 5" &va
ntdALv Bod HatelXE Hep-
Ydumv E6pac. Bpeon 56 @iAL-
a nspL néniovg EBaAAe una-
Tpt xeilpag éntonuévag. ‘

555-559

As Alt has noted, "es geht nicht mehr um das Erleben
einselner, sondern um das Schicksal einer Stadt und eines

Volkes."13 The chorus sings the woes of all Troy.

p:
i

The stasimon thus accomplishes a dramatic effect

similar to that of the parodos: a movement from the indi-

b
3
b

o

vidual suffering of Hecuba to the common misfortune of all

i fd

Trojans. Just as the parodos created a crescendo of

s it o

lamentation, the first stasimon places the personal

A%

suffering of the queen (466-510) in its collective context

and suggests that if the poet has any central concern in

it T i

§ the play, it is not Hecuba, as Grube believes,14 nor the
4 Greeks, as Kitto interprets the play,l® but the whole city
E of Troy.

b The individual plights of the various characters, such
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as Cassandra and Andromache, specify the civic plight of
Troy which Hecuba as queen comes clbsest to personifying,
but the tragedy is Troy's not just Hecuba's. The choral

voice in the Trojan Women provides Euripides with the means

to develop the woes of individual characters into a theme
of the general misfortune of Troy. The first stasimon is
not a reflective entr'acte, but a central and unifying

dramatic force of the play.16
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Notes

Greek dramatists often offer dialogues in which one
participant speaks while the other sings; see
Aeschylus' Persai 249-289, Supplices 348-437, and
Agamemnon 1073-1113; Sophocles' Ajax 331-421;
Euripides' Alcestis 244-272; et al. Sometimes, as
in the Alcestis (273-279) the lyric is then taken
up by the iambic speaker.

Biehl, Hermes 98, 118.

For example, in the Agamemnon circular thought patterns
in choral passages are used to reflect the chorus'

confusion about dramatic events. .

See Biehl's text, p. 79; also his article in Hermes 98,
117-120.

See chapter 2.

A few possible exceptions, Aeschylus' Supplices and
Eumenides and Euripides' Supplices, have been sug-
gested by Garvie, 107.

Mason, 80-93.
Havelock, 121.

Mason, 91.

On the use of trochaic tetrameter here see: Werner
Krieg, "Der Trochaische Tetrameter bei Furipides,"
Philologus 9 (1936), 42-51; M. Imhof, "Tetra-
meterszenen in der Tragddie," MH 13 (1956), 123-143;
and Thomas Drew-Bear, "The Trochaic Tetrameter in
Greek Tragedy," AJP 89 (1968), 385-405.

On the meter of lines 511-567 see T. B. L. Webster,
The Greek Chorus (fondon, 1970), 162-163, and
especially Biehl's text, pp. 81-84.

See Hans H. Hofmann, {iber den Zusammenhang zwischen
Chorliedern und Handlung in der erhaltenen Dramen bei
Euripides, diss. (Leipzig, 1916), 76; Walther Kranz,
Stasimon (Berlin, 1933), 254-255; and Karen Alt,
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Untersuchungen zum Chor bei Euripides, unpub. diss.
(Frankfurt-am-Main, 1952), 34-41.

13. Alt, 36.
14. Grube, 114.
15. Kitto, 218-224.

l16. See chapter 3.




Chapter 7
The Second Episode
and Choral Ode
(567-859)

The Andromache Scene
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A. The Second Episode (568-798)

Recitative anapests (568-576) by the chorus mark the
approach of Andromache, who is borne, together with her
son Astyanax, on a cart laden with spoil from Troy, in

particular with her husband Hector's armor:

not mot’ 4anfvng vodtoLolL @&pn,
sbotave yoOvat,
népedpoc xairéorg “Entopog SmnAolg
ondloLg TE Opuydv SopiLdnpdroic, .
ofouLv ‘AxiLAréwg malg ®dLdTag
otéYeL vaobc &nd Tpolag:

572-576

The theatrical effect of Andromache's entrance has been

discussed by Arnott:

In Euripides' plays and those cf Aeschylus royal
personages frequently enter in chariots.... Here
Euripides gives the stock formula a savage twist.
Andromache, the princess, enters not in a royal
chariot but in the most humble and degrading
conveyvance. Her appearance, the complete
antithesis of the usual theatrical pomp and
splendour, epitomizes her Elight and underlines
the play's bitter message.

This staging technique also effectively underlines the
incongruity of the Trojan situation. Hector's bronze armor
had been the stalwart defense of Troy:; now it is a Greek

victor's war trophy. As for Hector's wife, she also has

become just another item of Greek booty.
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A lyric lament (577-607) follows Andromache's entrance.
Hecuba and Andromache begin the song with a rapid exchange
of brief phrases in which the two women are allotted
exactly the same number of syllables (577-586) .2 They
lament not only their personal sorrows (maitdv’ éudv, 578;

wed 6fit’ &udv/mondv, 584-585) but also their common civic

loss:
BéBau'ieﬁS 8ABoc B&Bame Tpota...
582
and
...otutpd fre} TOXa
néieoc, & nanvodTal
585-586

In the second strophic pair (587-594), however, the
widows emphasize only their personal woes and invoke their
dead husbands. Andromache shares her invocation to Hector
with Hecuba (587-590), but the queen probably sings her
apostrophe to Priam alone (591-594) .3

At 595 the chorus joins the amoibaion and collective
orientation is restored, as it is in the transition from
Hecuba's monody to parodos, by multiplication of voices.

olse néd9oL ueydror (595), despite Hecuba's intrusion of
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oxeTAlo, tdde mdoxouev &Ayn (595), must be understood
grammafically with olxouévac ndiewg (596). By returning
the lament to the communal perspective of the first
strophic pair, the chorus maintains its unifying role even
during the episodes of the play.

Biehl divides the amoibaion after the chorus' entrance
into an epode (595-602) sung by the two women plus the
chorus and an epilogue sung by Hecuba alone (603-607) .4
This epode-epilogue division, however, is somewhat arti-
ficial because of the metrical as well as thematic
continuity to be seen in 595-607. Not only are these lines
sung in the same dactylic meter, but the communal theme
reintroduced by the chorus in 595-596 is maintained in
Hecuba's "epilogue" by the adjective épnuétg}noALg(GOB)
and by the collective phrase AduetépoLot 66uouoipv1 (606).
Thus the term "epilogue" should not be applied to 603-607,
which form a structural and thematic whoie with the
amoibaion.

Hecuba and Andromache then abandon lyric for an iambic
dialogue (610-633) > which finally deciphers for the queen
the euphemistic allusions to Polyxena (8 uoL ndAai/TaAid8dBLog
afviyu’ o0 capdc efnev, 624-625) which had perplexed her in the
previous episode (256-270). Polyxena is dead, murdered at

the tomb of Achilles (622-623). A Trojan princess has



T R

183

become an expiatory offering for the dead. Hecuba is faced

with another woe:

alal udA’ addig, d¢ naude SLdirvoal.
629
and yet another incongruity is added to the tragedy of once
mighty Troy:

Opd TA THV Seﬁv,‘ag‘r& HEV nupyolo” &vw
& undtv &vta, TO 8¢ Somolvi’ AnwAecav.

612-613

Hecuba's grief for her dead daughter (628-629) rouses
from Andromache the pathetic retort that Polyxena's fate

is better than her own:

BAwAEV Oc OAwAev. &AL’ Suwc €uod
Thdong v° SAwiev ebTLXECTEPR TOTWY.

630-631

EV Better dead than wed to Achilles' son! The queen, in a
resurgence of the optimistic attitude of her monody (98-

104), rejects such a depressing view of life:

00 tadbtdy, & nal, TP BAéMELV o natdavelv.
o utv Ydp ovdév, T 6° E&velLoLv éAanldeg.

632-633
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Andromache then presents a long explication of her argument
(634-683) in which she attempts to solace her mother-in-law
and the Trojan women:

& ufiten, ® temolboa, udAAiotov Adyov
&uovoov, &Oc cot TépPLv &uBard @pevi.

634-635

Like Cassandra (350-351; 365-366), she tries to uncover
joy (tépyLv, 635) where there is only sorrow, but unlike
the "insane" prophetess' optimistic belief that Trojan
defeat is better than the Greek victory and that her
marriage to Agamemnon is a cause for rejoicing (353-405),
the despondent Andromache argues only that dying is better
than life without hope and that Hecuba should be relieved
that Polyxena is dead.

The dead rest in peace while Andromache must face
life with the.son of her husband's murderer and Andromache
blames her good reputation (tédvée uAndwv, 657) as the
cause of her downfall, for it made her a choice prize for
the Greeks. Once again reality is incongruous with past
Trojan appearances. Andromache never guessed that her
effort to be a model wife would lead her into the arms of

a Greek.

In her speech Andromache had set out to console the
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women, but her pessimistic words achieve only the opposite
effect on the chorus. The women's response to Andromache

éc tadTdV fivelLc ocvngopdc. dpnvoloa &e
& odv 6L8douele 1’ &viua mnudTwv UHLPE.

684-685

clearly places the individual sufferings of Hector's widow
in the context of the communal suffering of all Troy and
emphasizes the bond of woe (TadToOV...ovupopdc, 684) that
unites all these women.

Hecuba, unlike the chorus, is not affected by
Andromache's despondency and counters her attitude toward
life with nautical imagery reminiscent of her monody when
she said: mAel uatd Saluova (102). Here the gueen compares
herself to a ship which yields to the whims of a storm:

vattatre vap Av udv uétproc # xeLndv oépeuv,
npo?uutav gxovoL ocwdiivati gévmv,

8 uév nop’ ofax’, 8 &° ¢&nl Aaleeorv BeBag,
3 5: avtAov espywv vadg. ﬁv'é‘ OnepPAAn
noAdc tapaxdetc mdvtog, €vdovteg TUXN
napetoav abtole wuvudtwv Spourtnaciv.

obTtw 68 HAYD néAr’ Exouvoa mhuata
&pdoyyde elutr nat napeio’ €& otdua.

E 688-695

The complex psychological and dramatic implications of this

speech have been appreciated by Barlow:
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what follows is an imaginary attempt on the
Queen's part to work out what actually happens
on a ship at sea. It thus follows naturally
from the reference to the information she has
gleaned, and stresses the imaginative effort she
is making to come to grips with the unknown. On
the other hand it is also a straight simile
designed to illustrate her own condition in terms
familiar to the audience....At the same time the
simile is not merely a random one: the reference
to a storm also serves to remind the audience of
the real storm which will overtake the ships on
their voyage back to Greece. Therefore irony
is also at work here.
Most important, however, is the contrast between Hecuba's
use of ship imagery for exhortative purposes and the
unfamiliarity and fear which the sea holds for her and the
rest of the Trojan women elsewhere in the play (137; l1l61l-
162; et al.). That the queen can still talk about ships
in this positive way reveals her great strength of character,
which constantly struggles to rekindle a spark of hope in
the midst of general adversity.
Hecuba's advice to Andromache is to forget Hector,

submit to her new husband, and win him over by her feminine

ways:

ollov 6L6000a S&Aeap &vopl ofv TPdMWV.
700

In this way, argues the ever-hopeful queen, Andromache may

at least be permitted to raise her son Astyanax to manhood
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and perhaps someday his descendants may even resettle Troy:

u&v 6pqg Td8°, &c 1O HOLVOV suwpav5Lg @lAoug
rat natda T6V58 naL83¢ équéweLag dv

Tpolq uéyLotov GeeAnu’ ,—-Lv el note~--

é€u ool Y€V6u€VOL natéec "IAiLov ndALv
natowuloetav, ual ndArg vévort’ ETL.

701-705

The ironically fertile nmoté (703), which is so often used
in this play to look back on the happy past (e.g., 45, 149,
746, et al.), now projects an optimistic future. The
futile hopefulness of noté is intensified by its prominent
position at the end of a line. The continuity of Troy
rests solely on Hector's progeny.

Hecuba just barely expresses her vision of Troy
rejuvenated when Talthybios enters and in a stichomythic
exchange with Andromache (709-725) reluctantly announces
that the Greek army has been persuaded by Odysseus to hurl
Astyanax to his death from the walls of Troy. The dramatic
irony of this announcement following Hecuba's encouraging
speech to Andromache (686-708) has already been discussed
in the third chapter. Once again Conacher's "rhythm of hope
ahd-desblation" ends on a note of despair.7 Even in the
dramatic present Trojan hopes for the future>are dashed,
quite literally, by the harsh hand of reality.

Andromache is then warned by the Greek herald not to
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curse the decision of the Greeks or else her son will be
denied burial (726-739). The mother's pathetic farewell
to her son (740-779) therefore barely brushes that theme
(764-765) and emphasizes instead the incongruity of her

son's fate:

[ 4
ob[x] &c opdyiLov (OLdOW Aavaidairg TEEoucs” €udv,
&AL" @g tOpavvov “Acidbog noAvondpovu.

747-748

In reality Astyanax was raised as a sacrifical victim
(oydyLov, 747) and not as the mighty king (tOpavvov, 748}
his parents hoped he would be. Andromache was ironically
innocent of her son's future just as Hecuba was unaware of
what fate held in store for Cassandra (346-347).
Andromache cannot curse the Greeks, but she does

curse Helen as the source of Trojan woe:

& Tuvsdpetov &pvog, obnot’ el ALdg,

noAidv 58 natépwv onul o’ Euncepurévat,
‘AMdotopoc udv mpdrov, eita 6t ©dSvou,
dSdvou Te Bovdtouv & Boa te YA TPépeL umaud.
o0 vdp mot’ abxX® ZAvd v° éugooal o €vad,
noAlotot ufipa BapBdpotg “EAAnot Te.

&roLo. MaAAloTwv Y&p Supdtwv ano

aloxp®dc T& MAeLvd medl’ andAiecag SOLEHV.

766-773
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Her vicious tirade against Helen is not only superb
dramatic preparation for the agon between Helen and Hecuba
which follows in the next episode, kut it also suggests

an analogy between Helen and the irony of the Trojan horse.
The woman and the horse together destroyed Troy. Both are
not what they seem. The wooden horse {AoUpeLogc, 14) is
actually teeming with spears (&68pv, 14) and Helen, who is
daughter of Tyndarus (Tuv&dpetov &pvog, 766) and falsely
claims descent from Zeus (oOmot’ €l Avdg, 766) is in reality
the offspring of everything evil in the world (768-769).
Helen, whose eyes are the most beautiful in the world
(varlrloTwv...0updtwv, 772), is actually a bane (ufipa, 771)
to both Greeks and Trojens.

Andromache finishes her speech in a lingering and
desperate embrace of her son (npdontuyua uedefg, 782) and
covers herself up in the booty-laden cart (upbntet’ G9ALov
658uac, 777). The events of the second episode reduce
Andromache to a prostrate position similar to that of Hecuba
both during the divine prologue (36~-38) and after Cassandra's
departure (462-468). Andromache's prone position is
physical and dramatic refutation of the optimism displayed
in Hecuba's ship imagery (686-705).

The episode ends in recitative anapests by Talthybios

(782~789) and by Hecuba (790-798) which mark the exit of the
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herald and the cart with its sad cargo. The queen's laments

again link personal and civic tragedy

. ...ol &vd mdrewg,
ofuor. 6e oédev....

795-796

and her rhetorical questions ominously prepare for the blow

of the third episode:

S o A Y&p‘oﬂu ExOoUEV;
Tfvog évd&ouev un o navouvdiq
xwpelv 6Aédpou 6Ld mavtdc;

796-798

B. The Second Choral Ode {(799-859)
The beginning of the second stasimon is a strophe
rich in epithets and is in stark contrast with Hecuba's

pathetic rhetorical questions at the end of the Andromache

scene:

MeAioootpdpov Taiautl-
vog ® BactAel Telaudv,
vdoou mnepLrduovog ol-
wfiooc &6pav
Tdc énuuenAruévag dx-
Souvg tepotg, tv’ é&ralag
npodtov #6etEe uA&SOoV YAau-
uéc ’Aadva{gg,
oVpdviov oTépavov
Avnapatol (Té} wdouov ‘Adfvatg....

799-803
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The strophe is in the dactylo-epitrite meter used in the
first stasimon,8 but the threnic mood established early in
the first ode (especially by énituidetov, 514) is replaced
here by a long and favorable (neAircocotpdpou, 799) invocation
to the Salaminian hero Telamon and by praise of Athens even
more extended than in the parodos (208-209). The chorus

has leapt from the sorrows of the dramatic present to the

historic/mythic world of the past.
g The beauties of the past world are shattered in the
i following lines, however, when the women reveal that they
E have invoked Telamon as a companion of Heracles during the
§ first Greek expedition against Troy:
: EBag E£Bagc TP
E ToEopdpy ouvvapLoTeEL-
] ov &u° ‘AAuun-
vag YoOvp

"IALov "IAitov éunép-

owv ndAiLv ApETEPAV .
& ndporSev [8T° &Rac 4o’ “EAAdSog].

804-807

Verbal repetition (&Bag, &Bag, 804, and “IAtov “IALov, 806)
stresses the link between Telamon and Troy, a theme which
makes the chorus' invocation of Telamon and its praise of
Athens a deceptive beginning for an oae of woe. As in the

divine prologue, there is a conflict between apparent and

actual dramatic movement: the initial mood of this ode is
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a misrepresentation, just as the prologue's promise of
divine retribution upon the Greeks is never fulfilled in
the play. |

The first antistrophe (808-818) elaborates upon
Heracles' sack of Troy, a tale of communal woe which
parallels the present. The ships (810-813), the walls
(814), and the fire (815) are the same in both past and
present. Past history and present experience blend in thev
chorus' thoughts into one terrible nightmare:

8lc 68 6voilv mLTtdAoLY TEL-

Xn mept Aapdaviag
[poLvia]l umatéiuvoev {[aixud].

817-818

The stasimon is not "un itermezzo corale"9 despite
its dramatically unconnected and deceptive invocation to
Telamon. The chorus' recollection of past Trojan suffering
is an appropriate explication of Hecuba's &A&9pou 5Lh
navtdg (798) and most suitable to a play which depicts the
collective tragedy of a nation. The ode thus places the
sorrowful events of the preceding episode in their communal
and historical contexts. )

The second strophic pair retains the dactylo-epitrite
meter of the first half of the ode, but forsakes narration

of the first Trojan expadition for allusions to Trojans-
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made-immortal, Ganymede {819-839) and Tithonos (848-859).
Such thematic division of an ode is a favorite Euripidean

device, as Kranz notes:

Fliir die innere Form des &dlteren euripideischen
Liedes schien uns charakteristisch eine rationale
Zerteilung, oft auf zwei Strophenpaare, die
sogar wie zwel selbstandige Lieder nebeneinander
stehen konnen. Dieser Typus lebt fort, aber
sozusagen in erweichter geloster Form. Das
wichtigste neue stilistische Kriterium ist,

der grosseren Strophenldnge entsprechend, d1e
Verselbstandigung der Einzelstrophe und
-antistrophe bis zu dem Ergebnls1 dass sogar sie
ein Einzelgedicht werden k&nnen.

The chorus turns from the historical past to the eternal
world of the gods.
It had been a great but futile honor for a Trojan to
have been chosen as Zeus' cupbearer:
udtav &p’, & xpuoéailg év

olvoydarg &Bpa Balvwv,

Aaopeddvtie nat,

Znvoe &xetc wuiluwv mAR-

pwua, maiifoctav Aatpelav.

819-824

For, while Ganymede sits by Zeus' throne, his o0ld haunts

in Troy are no longer:

.\ N \
Ta 68 go SpocdevIa AOUTEA

yopvoolwv TE 5p6u0L
ReRdoL, oV 6& npdowna VEQ-
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pa xdpLOL Topa ALdc 9pdvorg
HaAALvydiava TPEQELG.

833-837
The chorus' theme is not only collective:
& 8¢ oe yeivvauéva i@pota&
nupt SaleTAl....
825-826

but ironic (udtav,.819). Yet another Trojan expectation
has been proven false; a Trojan at the side of Zeus smiles
ironically (mpéowna.../naiiirydAava, 835-837) while his city
burns.
The Ganymede and Tithonos sections are separated by
a passage on love:
*Epwc "Epwc, 8¢ Td Aapdd-
v{edia néradpd not’ fiASeg
oVpavidaLclL UEAwv, )
b TtédTE HEV peEYdAwg Tpol-
av éndpywoag, deoloiv
ufidogc &vayduevog.
& udv odv ALdg ol-
uét” SvelLdog €pd.

840-847

It was Eros that had made Zeus enamoured of Ganymede and
Dawn of Tithonos and that had made the gods build Troy up
so grandly (ueydiwg, 843). It was also love that brought
Helen to Troy (989-997). This theme is thus not only a

preparation for the next episode, but also further develops
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Troy's ironic fate. The apparent aid brought by love
(Tithonos and Ganymede) actually is the original cause of

the city's destruction (Helen).

The Tithonos section parallels the Ganymede passage

in its contrast between the eternal happiness of the gods

R

& s

s

SRR e S R

and the sorrow of Troy:

iz

0 Téobe Aeuvuontépou

, oliirov "Auépag Bpotolg

i oéyyoc 6rodv elbe valav,
elb6e mepyduwv 8Aiedpov,
TeuvonoLdv &yxovoa TAcSe

yic ndoiv &v Sardporg....

- 848-854

Troy perishes while Tithonos lies in the arms of Dawn,
: while Ganymede smiles (835-836) and while Poseidon's Nereids

dance (1-7). The divine world is oblivious to human sorrows.

Tithonos' elevation has roused a false hope among his
g countrymen that Troy would be divinely favored, but Ganymede

and Tithonos were Trojan love charms insufficient to save

g the city:

3 ...T& Sedv &8

% elAtpa @polba Tpolq.

: 857-859

i

3 The relationship of the Ganymede and TithonOs themes

to the preceding Andromache scene which blotted out the
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Trojan hope residing in Astyanax has been suggested by

Hofmann:

So wird auch dieses Lied aus seinem Akte geboren.
Aus der Situation heraus, von Zweifeln gequalt,

in seinem Hoffen getduscht, verleiht der Chor

noch einmal der Stimmung der Epeisodions erhabenen

Ausdruck.ll
‘Between the Andromache and Helen scenes the chorus thus
focuses again on the misfortune of Troy as a city rather
than as personal, individual suffering and discusses it in
the same ironic terms. Just as in the first stasimon,
where the horse which seemed salvation was actually Troy's
doom (519-530), so here the divine honors granted to two
Trojan citizens are shown to be useless. Another shattering
note has been sounded in Conacher's "rhythm of hope and
desolation"12 and the supposed detachment of the choral

partce in this play is once again disproven.
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Notes

Peter Arnott, Greek Scenic Conventions (Oxford, 1962),
1lle.

See John Jackson, Marginalia Scaenica (Oxford, 1955),
189.

Jackson, 189-190, however, would establish symmetrical
line division between each woman here as well.

See Biehl's text, pp. 84-85.

Biehl, in his text, p. 36 et al., has noted the
symmetry of lines 610-779 "si modo verba chori
excipiuntur."”

Barlow, 118-119.

Conacher, 145.

See Biehl's text, pp. 85-87, for a metrical analysis
of the stasimon.

Albini, 318.
Kranz, 249.
Hofmann, 78.

Conacher, 139.
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Chapter 8
The Third Episode
and Choral Ode
(860-1117)

The Helen Scene



199

A. The Third Episode
(860~1059)

The guilty form of Helen has hovered sinisterly in the

background of the entire play. In his monologue Poseidon

counts her among the Trojan captives (&v6{uwg, 35). Neither

Hecuba nor the chorus hide their disdain of t&v MeveAdov...

B
&
i
k2
o

otuyvav &roxov (131-132), a hatred which even includes Tav
¢x9iotav Sepdnvav ‘EAdvag (211), and Cassandra lays the

blame for the deaths of thousands squarely on Helen's

i AP, L VAT e Y

shoulders (368-369). In the second episode Andromache's

bitter curse against Helen (766-773) sums up the women's

G R N b

vindictive feelings towards the bane (®fipa, 771) for whom

the war was fought and their city lost. The theme of

T T e e

Helen's guilt, which Ebener has considered central to the
_entire play,l'becomes the focus of the third episode.

§ Menelaus enters suddenly after the second stasimon.
There is no anapestic introduction as there was for
Talthybios' first entrance (230-234) and for Andromache
(568-576). The Helen scene, in fact, spoken entirely in
iambic trimeter, is in striking contrast to the constant

5 lyric tone of the rest of the play. Menelaus greets the
light of the day on which he finally gets his hands on his

wife Helen
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& HaAALQEYYERC fAtov oérag Tébe,
év § 8duapta TNV Eunv XELPOOOUAL
‘EAEéVNV....

860-863

The sexual implications of xeipdoounar (862) are unavoidable.
The Greek commander then expresses the firm intention of

putting Helen to death in Greece,

tuol &° £60Ee TOV nEv év Tpolq udpov
‘EAévng édoal, vauvndpe &6° AyeLv mAGTYH
‘EAANVES® é&c yiiv Hdt® éuel Solvar utavelv,
notvag Socwv Tedvdoc® &v ‘IAaly ¢lroe.

876-879

and orders his soldiers to drag her out of the captives'
tents by her abominable hair
arr’ ela xweelt’ &c &&uoug, dndoveg,

woullet’ adTiv Tfic nLatgovwtding
néung &nLondoavteg.. ..

880-882

Many commentators have questioned Meneléus' sincerity
in this scene and have doubted his intentions actually to
kill his former wife. Grube commends Menelaus' “"nice bit
of acting,"2 Ebener talks about the Greek king's "Rolle,"3
and Wilamowitz says that "er nur Kom8die spielt, wenn er zu
Helene mit durren Worten sagt, ich kam dich zu t8ten."4

But why must Menelaus play such a role in the tragedy? He
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is a commander of the Greeks and his wife was allotted to
him by the army to do with as he wished:

&.nep Yop adThVv &Eeudyxdnoav &opl,

utaveiv &uol viv &8ocav, elTe ul wtavdv

9éroLn’ &yecdar ndiirv é¢ “Apyvyelav x96va.

873-875

If he does not want to kill Helen, he does not have to.
Menelaus' éxpressed intention, albeit unrealistic, to make
Helen pay for the sufferings she has caused, must be taken
dramatically at face valﬁe.

Hecuba responds to Menelaus' murderous intentions
with an invocation to Zeus whose unusual titles here have

been the subject of much scholarly attention:>

d YAg éxnua udnL viic &xwv éapav,

%otig not’ el ob, 6uorénactog el&éval,
Zebg, elt’ &vdyun muoeog elte volg Bpotdv,
npoonuEdunv oe. ndvia yap 6L durdpou
Balvwv reAeddov natd &iunv Ta dviit® Averg.

884-888

The philosophical and theological implications of Hecuba's
prayer, however, are not as important in a dramatic context
as the resurgence of optimism and faith in justice that
these words represent. Hecuba prays to Zeus to accomplish
justice, i.e., to lead Helen to her death. Her mood here

contrasts with the hopeless invocation to the gods that she
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made in the Cassandra scene

d 9ecol...nanodg pEv dvaraid todg ouvupdyxouvg....

469

and with her threnic mood at the end of the Andromache
scene (790-798). Rather, Menelaus' expressed animosity
toward Helen reawakens in the queen the forbearance with
which she began her monody (&va...wepaidv, 98). There is
again Trojan hope, this time in vengeance.®

The old queen is heartened by Menelaus' intentions,
but is still cautious. Menelaus, in his haste to bring
Helen to justice, is oblivious to the potential power of
her presence (880-883), and Hecuba therefore warns him of

Helen's luring feminine wiles and advises the Greek not to

set his eyes upon her:

alvd og, Mevéia’, et utevSLg Sduapta ofiv.
opwv &€ thvde @ebye, ul o &An modyp.
aitpel vap &vépdv Supat®, &Eaipel ndictg,
nlunpnotr &° otuoug 5" &xer unAfuata.
Eyd viv olba, nat od xol menovddrec.

890-894

Helen is a witch who dazzles men's eyes and destroys cities.

It is a stunning entrance which Helen makes at 895. A

reader of the Trojan Women is dependent upon Hecuba's

description of Helen at the end of the scene:
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...®&mlL Totode ooV &&uag

EERA9ec doutoaca raBAedac ndoet
ov adtdv aldép’, & matdnrtuvotov udpa.

1022-1024

for an awareness of the contrast between Helen's beautiful
fobes and the rags of the Trojan women, but this was
certainly a stage effect immediately visible to the Athenian
spectators. Barlow has shown particular awareness of the

dramatic effect of verbal description of appearance during

this scene:

Hecuba...draws attention to the discrepancy
between Helen's appearance and character by
alluding to her clothes...[and], perhaps, reveals
unacknowledged envy when she describes Helen's

beauty.7
The pride and power of Helen's character as well as her
vain and callous nature are evident even in her clothing,
which glitters extravagantly in the midst of tragedy.

Helen addresses Menelaus coolly, almost a bit

haughtily

Mevélae, gpoluLov uev &Etov odBou
186° &otlv. &v Ydp xepol mpoondiwv o€dev
Blq mpEd TAVEE Swudtwv Eéuméumnouat .

895-897

When Helen requests an opportunity to plead her case
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&EeotLv olv mpoc talbt’ dueldaocdar Adyy,
dg o0 Binalwg, fiv dvwe, Savolducda;

903-904

Menelaus refuses outright

oOn €c Adyoug EANALY’, AALL OE uTEVOV.
905

The Trojan queen, however, intervenes and asks the Greek

commander to let the culprit speak lest she die unheard

(un 9dvn ToG6° €vdenlg, 906) but also to give Hecuba the
opportunity for refutation and for vengeance
...nal 806¢ todg évavilous Adyoug
ﬁuty wat’ adtfic. TOV YdQ é¢v Tpolq HaUDV
o06ev ndtoLo8a. cuvtedele &6° & mdg Adyog

utevel viv obrwg dote undapod @uyeilv.

907-910

Menelaus yields to the queen (911-913) and acquiesces to
the bitter agon between Helen and Hecuba which consumes the
rest of the episode (914-1059).

Helen speaks first (914-965) and strives to put blame
for the Trojan war on anyone's shoulders but her own. She
blames Hecuba for giving birth to Paris (919~-920), Priam
for not killing his son (920-922), the goddesses involved
in the judgement of Paris (924-931), Menelaus for leaving

her alone with Paris (959-962), Deiphobos for retaining
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her unwillingly after Paris' death (959-962), and, above
all, Aphrodite, whose love force dominates all creatures
(948-950). In fact, Helen has the gall to argue sophisti-
cally that by running off with Paris she saved Greece from
barbarian domination and is therefore worthy of praise not
condemnation:?

viud Kémpig 9edc, umal toodvd’ obpol yduot

dvnoav “EAXGS’. o0 upatelod’ éu BapBdpwv,

th’ éc 66puv otaddvieg, oV rupavyt&u.

a 8" nitdynoev “EAAdc, OAdunv évyw

eduopplq npadetoa, udverdLTouar

EE &v éxpfiv ue otédpavov énit udpq AaBeiv.

932-937

The persuasiveness of Helen's argument is evident in
the desperate reaction of the chorus to her words:
Bact&eu‘, duvvov ootg TéuVOLG} nal nédteq
neLdw Srapdelpouoa thicd’, énel Aéyer

uaidc mawolpyoc oloa. SeLvov oldv TASE.

966-968

The chorus' statement is more than an interlude between the
two arguments. As Ebener notes, "die WSrte des Chores
(966ff.) heben die bevorstehende Entgegnung Hekabes in
ihrer allgemeinen Bedeutung."10 oolc TéuvoLoL ual MATEQ
(966) places the agon in its collective context. It is now
up to Hecuba to refute the fine words of the siren

(nanolpyog, 968) and to avenge the fatherland.
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- Hecuba's retort (969-1029) defends the goddesses whom
Helen so bitterly maligned (tatlg 9cator...obpuaxogc, 969)
and casts doubt upon the mythological causes of the war
(971-986). That Hera or Athene would betray their special
cities Argos or Athens is considered absurd by the queen
who is ironically ignorant of Athena's plans in the
prologue (48-97). Rather, Hecuba argues that it was Paris'
striking beauty, Trojan wealth, and Helen's own passion
that drew the Spartan queen from her homeland (987-997).
Helen was not forced to leave home (998-1001); she never
tried to escape from Troy, or even to commit suicide as any
noble woman would (1008-1014); she refused Hecuba's pleas
that she leave Troy (1015-1019). It is not the gods, but

Helen who is guilty:

. . .o UN Guadelc molet 9edg
16 odv uaudv umoocuoloa. ufy <o) mnelonc cowolc.

981-982

Hecuba makes every effort to uncover Helen's duplicity
to Menelaus. The queen tries to stir the Greek commander's
jealous rage and indignation by describing his wife's
hypocritical conduct during the war (1002-1007) as well
as her present effrontery and lack of contrition (1022-

1028). Hecuba's exordium (1029-1032) is a plea for justice
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(4Efwg, 1030) and law (véuov, 1031), a plea for Helen's
execution which the chorus echoes (1033-1035).

Menelaus then takes the part of the plaintiffll
(1036-1041) and professes himself convinced by Hecuba's
argument that Helen ran away willingly (&uouvolwg, 1037),
that Helen's accusation of Aphrodite is just a sham
{(néunov xdpiv, 1038), and that his former wife must die
because of the dishonor she has caused him (tv' €L&fic wn

nwatatoxbvelv &ué, 1041).

At this Helen finally assumes an attitude of suppli-
cation and beg;‘forgiveness'(1042—1043), but Menelaus
remains obdurate and has her led off to the ships (1046-
1048). Hecuba then advises the Greek commander not to make
the voyage on the same ship as Helen, for

oOn &ot’ épacthg dotie odu del oLAel.

Snwe &V &upfi OV &pwpévev & volc.

1051-1052

The episode ends with Menelaus' compliance and reiteration
of his intention to execute Helen (1053-1059).

Hecuba has apparently won the agon. Menelaus's resolve
has not been broken and Helen has been dragged off to
execution. Scarcella has taken the scene at face value and
argued that Helen does truly lose her case in the Trojan

Women:
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Euripide ha dunque esplicitamente voluto che
nelle sue Troadi Elena venisse presentata come

riservata a prossima e sicura rovina.... E nulla
importa che la tradizione omerica affermasse
altrimenti.

But has Hecuba really won? Throughout the scene (890-894;
1051; et al.) the queen has warned Menelaus of the danger
of Helen's charms. Yet Menelaus to the end does not take
the enchanting powers of his wife altogether seriously; for,
although he promises not to travel in the same ship as 3
Helen, his initial reaction to this request is the sarcastic

remark:

Tl &° &oti; neilov Bptdoc A ndpoc Y° EXEL;

1050

Instead of killing Helen on Trojan soil (874), Menelaus opts
to do so in Greece and thus gives wily Helen the time she
needs to make her charms work upon the unsuspecting Atreid.
Helen goes to her death in this play just as Hecuba goes

off to Ithacan slavery and just as the Greeks go off to a
happy homecoming. #&ll these departures are deeply ironic,
since none of them turn out as they are forecast. The
guilty Helen escapes while the innocent Astyanax suffers.13
Hecuba's apparent victory in the agon is actually a drama-
tization of Helen's charms and of the inevitable cuckolding

of Menelaus, who is an ironically stupid rather than comic
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character in this play. Despite Hecuba's prayer (884-887),

there is no justice in Zeus. There is no hope, not even of

vengeance, for Troy.

The episode ends without confirming this irony.14
Firmer proof of Helen's success and of further Trojan woe
must be sought, instead, in later dramatic events, namely
in the next choral ode.

B. The Third Choral Ode
(1060-1117)

In the previous scene, Trojan hopes has been roused
that Zeus would bring the guilty to justice (884—888) and
that Menelaus would execute Helen (890-894). At the end
of the scene Hecuba appears to have won and Helen has been
led off to death. Only in the third stasimon does Euripides
cast doubt upon the outcome of the previous agon and shatter
Trojan hope both in vengeance and in the gods.

The first strophic pair (1060-1080), in aeolo-choriambic

meter,l5 begins on a most despondent note.

obTw Gn ™V v "IAle
vady nal dudevto Bw-
ubv npou&mnag "Ayxatotg,
® Zeu, nal meidvev eAdya
cuupvng atﬁepﬁag TE KO-,
nvov nat Mépyapov Lepdv....

1060-1065
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Zeus has betrayed (mpo¥swuag, 1062) his temple and altar
in Troy. The first word of the ode, oltw (1060), grammati-
cally connects the song with what preéedes, namely the Helen
scene, and is enough to suggest Helen's ultimate victory.

Not only has Zeus sat back on his throne and watched the

city burn

uéier uéier uwotr tTd6° el gpovelg, Gvag,
obpdviov E&pavov énLBefinuioc
al9épa te {1dc) ndieog éroudvacg,

dv mupog aldouéva watéAuvcev dpud.

1077-1080

But he has also let Helen escape; thus (oltw) he has betrayed
Troy most deeply.

The city is no longer, but the first half of the
stasimon is a graphic description of Troy in its glory, of
sacrifices smoking with incense (oudpvng aldeplag te ua/nvdv,
1064-1065), of Ida's ivied glens (’I&ala utococoedpa vdénn,
1066), of nocturnal hymns and dances to the gods (Suocfai
yopdv T° /ebpnuor uérador mat’ 8p/pvav, 1071-1073) and of
Troy's gold inlayed images of worship (xpuoéwv te Eodvwv
tonot, 1074). Such glory is now gone (gpoGbai 1071), just
as Troy's love charms of the second stasimon are gone
(plAtpa @ool&a, 859). The irony of the chorus' past-present
contrast has also been noted by Barlow in her perceptive

study of descriptive imagery in this ode:
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This is how things were, but Zeus has betrayed

the city. The passage is also full of an irony
quite lacking in Aeschylus' treatment [i.e., in
Agamemnon 355ff] .16

As in the second stasimon, the theme changes in the
second half of the ode, which Wilamowitz therefore describes
as "aus zwei selbstandigen Strophenpaaren bestehend."17
The womén now turn from Troy past to their personal and
painfully present losses in the second strophic pair (1081-
1099), whose meter is predominately dactylo-epitrite. They
apostrophize their dead and unburied husbands

& wghog, & ndor uot,
ob uev ¢dtluevofi} ¢ dralverg
&9antog Gvubpog. - .
1081-1085

and lament their own lot of servitude

...eud 68 névriov oudeog
&looov ntepolot TopelOEL
tnnd8otov “Apyvog, telxe’ Lva
Aalva Kuxddni® obOpdvia véuovral.

1085-1088

as well as the loss of their children

téuvov 88 mAfidog év mdAarg
S&upuvoL natdopa otévetr Bod Bod.

1089-1090
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As in the parodos, the women's fears still center around

geography

u@tsp, duotr, udvav &) u° "Axar-
ol woulfouvot cédev &n’ Supdtov

-

wvavéav €nL vadv

q(t)vaACaLcL n%draLg

N Zaiautv’ Lepav

# &imopov HopPUPAV

*To9uLov, &via ndiag Neé-
Aomog &xouvoiv E€6patl.

1091-1099

Such a description of husband, wife, and child sums up the
familial and communal woes of all Troy.

If the audience has retained doubts about the outcome
of the agon between Hecuba and Helen, they are removed in
the second antistrophe; where the chorus curses Menelaus
and prays, ironically in the context of the divine prologue,
for a storm to strike his fleet

g9’ audtouv Mevéia

néoov néiayog (oloag
5tnaltov Lepdv avd péoov mAdtav méoot

Alyalou xepavvogatc TOP.. ..

1100-1104

The chorus' last words to the Greek commander in the third
episode had been cautiously laudatory (1033-1035). The
reason for the women's change in attitude in explained in

the lines following their curse
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‘Iréd9ev 8te ue moAuvddupulo) v
‘EAMGSL AdTpevpa yddev &Eopller,
yploea &6° &vontpa, napdévav
xdortac, &xovoa TuLYXdVeEL ALSg udpa.

1105~-1109

While the women must leave their homeland ( IAtd8ev, 1105;
y&9ev, 1106) for servitude in Greece (" EAA4SL Adtrpevua,
1107), the chorus imagines Helen holding a mirror in her
hand (xpboea &° €vomipa, 1107), an appropriate symbol of
the feminine charms about which Hecuba warned Menelaus so
futilely (890-894; 1049-1052). There is no question in the
women's minds that Helen has won and the ode ends in a

continuation of the chorus' curse against Menelaus:

unde médALv MNirdvag
XaAudmuAdy Te fedc §9dranovl
sboyauov aloxoc £AMLV
*EAMLSL TG neydrq
nal Ziuoevtidd) orv uéa

Aea nddea pofjoLv.

1110-1117

The Greek commander will take back Helen who is here
bitterly called an ill-married shame (&60oyauov aloxog, 1114)
and the cause of wretched sorrows (ué/Aea nddeq 1116-1117)
for both Greeks and Trojans.

The final stasimon of the play thus expresses the
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Trojan women's loss of faith in the gods and is the only
confirmation in the Trojan Women of Helen's thwarting of
justice and of the consequent irony of the third episode.
‘ The important dramatic role of the third stasimon
provides the final refutation of Webster's statement that
"in this play...the beautiful world of the choral odes
contrasts sharply with the present misery of women in war."18
The chorus' mytholozical allusions are bitterly relevant to

the rest of the drama. None of the choral parts of the

Trojan Women can be termed detached. The chorus of Trojan

women is neither reflective nor a contrast to the play as
a whole; rather, Euripides uses this Greek dramatic
convention to develop his central theme, the utter collective

and ironic sorrow of the Trojan nation.
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1954), 369-370.

This interpretation of Hecuba's prayer has much in
common with those of Ebener, 710, and of Schadewalot,
who says, l113: "Hier zweifelt Hekabe noch nicht daran,
dass Menelaos seinem Vorsatz zur Tat werden lassen
wird."

Barlow, 86-87.

On the structure of the agon, see: Ernst-Richard
Schwinge, Die Verwendung der Stichomythie in der
Dramen des Euripides (Heidelberg, 1968), 39-40 and
Falttafel; and Duchemin, 139.

On the parallels between Helen's defense and Gorgias'
Encomium, see Orsini, 82-88.

Ebener, 713.

See Duchemin, 139.

Scarcella, 64.

See Albini, 320.

Indeed, in Scéne XI of his adaptation of the play,

Sartre felt it necessary to resolve the ambiguity
by having Helen actually board Menelaus' ship.



15.

l6.
17.
18.

216

Sartre thus accepts the general view that the Greek

commander is deceptive in this scene.

On the meter of this ode, see Biehl's text,
and Webster, Greek Chorus, 163.

Barlow, 13.

Wilamowitz, Griechische Tragddien, 284.

Webster, Tragedies, 180.
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Chapter 9

The Fourth Episdde
and Exodus
(1118-1332)

The Astyanax Scene
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A. The Fourth Episode
(1118-1283)

The transition from the third stasimon to the
Astyanax scene is accomplished by the chorus' recitative

anapests which announce Talthybios' return with the corpse

of Hector's son:

to to.

ualv’ (&n) uaLvdv unetaBdAiovoat

x9ovl ocuvvtuxlair. Aedooete Tpdwv

Tév6”® ‘Acotudvaut’ &roxolL uéAeal

venpdv, v ndpywv Slounua mLupdv
Aavaol utelvaviec &xouoLv.

1118-1122

Emphasis on new sorrows (xalv’ €u waLv@dv, 1118) links this
passage with Hecuba's cries at the end of the second

episode

..l Ydp oOu &xouev;
tlvog tvbéouev u) od mavouvdiq
xwpelv 6A&8pou &ra navtdg;

796-798

and provides continuity between the two dramatic sections
about Astyanax. x9ov{ (1119) places the chorus' words in an
explicit collective context and, together with
uetaBdiiovoal/. .. ovvtuxtar (1119-1120), establishes an
ironic contrast between Troy past and Troy present which is

lacking in Hecuba's self-exhortative use of uetaBailougvou
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(101). Barlow has noted Euripides' skilled use of the

brief metaphor &lounua (1121);

Moments of horror may be captured in one striking
word....As it is hurled to its death from the
citadel summit, the light-weight body_ of a child..
is a 'quoit-throw' from the walls....l
This metaphor also implies Troy's happy past, when the only
quoits thrown were for amusement, and underlines the
incongruity of Troy's present situation.
Talthybios announces to Hecuba that circumstances
have caused Neoptolemos' immediate departure from Troy
(1123-1128) and that Andromache is gone with him (1129-
1133). The herald's compassionate nature is disclosed in

his description of Andromache's farewell to her homeland

and her husband's grave:

...ueT’ abtol &° ‘AvSpopdxn, TMOAADV éuol
sanpVwy &ywydc, hviu’ £Edpua xdovdg,
ndtoav T° &vactévouoa nal TtdOV “EntOopOog
TOuBOV MPOCEVVETIOUCA. .« . «

1130-1133

The hastily-departing mother's last request of Hecuba is to
bury Astyanax (1133-1144), for which purpose Andromache has

left Hector's shield to serve as a funeral bier:
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obBov r "AXQLEY, xahnévwrov donida

thvs’, Hv matnp tods’ &uel mAevp’ éRdAAreTo,
(T IRVIRY nopeﬁcam IinAédwc &9’ gotlav, -

uné’ é&c¢ tOv adtdv ddAaupov, od vuvupedoetal
widTne vsupou T0o06° ‘AvSpoudxn, Agnag opdv,
&AL° &vTlL Hebpou MEPLBSAWY TE Aalvwv

&v Tiide 9dYaL matda....

1136-1142

This association of Hector's shield and Hector's son is
the central focus of the final episode and is a brilliant
staging technique fraught with ironic implications. The
battered body is borne on stage in his father's bronze-
backed (yaiudvwtov, 1136) shield which Hector had once used
as protection in battle (1137) and which is the Trojan's
emblem in the Eliéﬁ°2 Astyanax was killed because he was
his father's son (742-743), and, as Havelock states, "“the
child's proud patrimony as Hector's son, his noble birth
and lineage and status now become the direct agents of an
ignoble and pitiable death."3 The father is in effect
murderer of his own son, and the shield which Hector once
used in defence of himself, his son, and his city becomes
Astyanax's coffin (&vtl ué&pou, 1141).

This dramatic use of Hector's shield makes even the
child's name ironic for at Iliad 7z, 402-403 the etymology

of ActudvaE is explicitly linked with Hector's defence of

the city:
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Tév P’ "Entwp uahéeque uapdvéprov, adtdp ol &Alor
*Actudvaut’. oloc vap épdeto "IALov “Entwp.

Now the son named "defender of the city" after his father is
buried in that which was his father's defence. Euripides
transforms Homer's word play into dramatic irony which is
emphasized verbally, especially by Hecuba, throughout the
scene (1194-1199; 1221-1225; et al.).

Having thus reported Andromache's message (1133-1144),
Talthybios advises Hecuba to perform her sad task as quickly
as possible (1145-1149) and again reveals a tenderness
which is very unGreek in this play and which many commen-
tators have commended: 4

gvde utv odv udxdouv o’ dnakkdgag Exo.
Tuaunavéplove yop tdobe Siamnepdv poag
glovoa venpdv uanéviva tpaduata.

1150-1152

The herald's departure to dig Astyanax's grave (1153-
1155) is followed by Hecuba's long lament in iambic trimeter
over the body of her grandson (1156-1206). The queen first
orders the pallbearers to put the shield down on the

ground:

SéOS: duoltopvov donis’ “Eutopog mnédyp,
Avnpov 9faua wol pliAov Aeldooelv &uol.

1156-1157
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Its burden has transformed the shield, once the terror of
the Greeks (péBov.T° ‘AxaiLdv, 1136) into Aunpodv ddapa and
o0 @lAov Aedooerv (1157) for Hecuba. The shield's funereal
role-has displaced its salutative and martial one. The
queen's initial reaction to the sight of the shield and
its contents is rage against the Greeks (1157-1166), in
which she elliptically refutes her own vision in the
Andromache scene (697-705) of Troy rejuvenated via Astyanax:

Tl tév6’, ‘Axarol, natéa &eloavteg @bvov

naltvdv Srelpydoacde; uf Tpolav mote

necoboav Sp3DCELEV. ..

1159-1161

\
What was once a viable hope is now only an illusion (KN
SLEEEASMYV AdYQ, 1166).

Everything is so inverted that not even Astyanax's
parents are on hand to mourn the child. A whole generation
has been obliterated and it is the grandmother who addresses
her dead grandson (1167-1193) and develops the incongruity
(duotuxic, 1167) of Astyanax's fate:

el uév yop E9aveg mpd mdrewe, HBng TUXOV

vduowv te xal tfic (codéou Tupavvibog,

wandproc Hod’ &v, el TL TOVSE nandprov.

viv {67 abt’ (6dv udv yyodg te off Yuxfi téxvov,
oOn olo9’, éxypflow &° o06ev év &duoig Exwv.

1168-1172
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Hector's son had been born to rule ({codéou Tupavvibdog,
1169), but he died before he could even appreciate his
privileged position. Alexiou's inclusion of this condi-
tional sentence in a discussion of the wish in the
traditional lament as expressing "the mourner's concern to
avert the wrath of the dead, should his“dgath have been
untimely or unfortunate"> does not appear justified in view
of the contrary-to-fact force of the past indicatives
€3aveg (1168) and fo8° (1170). Hecuba's condition is not
a wish, but an expression of the disparity between what
Astyanax might have expected from life and his premature
and bitter death.

Hecuba then mingles graphic description of the broken
body with visions of the happy past (1173-1184). She looks
at the crushed head and thinks of the pretty curls
" Andromache used to comb:
8dotnve, upatodc Oc o’ &uerpev adAlwg

Retxn natpdpa, AcElou mupyouata,
Ov AL éufinevo’ © tenoloa Bdotrpuxov

oLAuacly T° &Swuev. ...

1173-1176

The defensive purpose of the walls of Troy, once symbols
not only of civic protection (natpda, 1174) but also divine
favor (AoEflou, 1174), has been inverted, just as Hector's

shield has become a funeral bier. The grandmother looks at
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the now-silent lips and reflects on the innocent boasts

the child once made:

H moAAd udunovg éuBalbv olrov otdua,
Srwriac, é&gelow w’', &t° éonintwv Aéxog,

"® ufitep," nbdag, "A noAuv ocoL Bootpixwv
nléuauov nepobuatr, mpoc tdeov 9° bunktumv
uwdpove &ndEw, @lia SLéolg mpooedéyuata. "

1180-1184

boasts which contrast so pathetically and ironically with
reality:

ob 6° oOu &u’, 4AA &yd ot TOV vedTepov,

ypoOg &moAig &teunvog, GIALOV 9dntw verpdv.

1185-1186

The structure and word choice of these two verses are
remarkable. Chiasmus occurs in 1185 in an almoét unbroken
series of monosyllabic words; only the bitter vedtepov is
larger than two syllables. Alliteration, largely aqhieved
by repeated use of a-privative in &noiig and GTewvog,
dominates the second verse, which also establishes an
antithesis between ypalc at the beginning of the line and
veupdv at the end. The roles of young and old have been
reversed and Hecuba (ypalg, 1186) must bury Astyanax

(tdv vedtepov, 1185) despite his promises to the contrary.

Hecuba's thoughts turn at the end of her eulogy from
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the corpse to the shield-become-bier:

& uairlmnyvv "Eutopogc Bpaxlova

opfouvoc’, GpLotov gVian’ AnwAiecag oédev.
dc 1dLe év mdpnant odc reltar ToONMOG

Ctudec T° &v edtdpvoirol mepLbpduorg LEPMC,
8v é&u petdnouv moArdurc gévoug Exwv
gotalev “Entwp mpootLdeilg YEVeLASL.

1194-1199

As in 1173-1184, the present is described in terms of the
past and the queen notes the marks which Hector's combat
once made on the shield. Hecuba then returns to reality
with a command to attendants to gather funereal ornaments
for her grandson (1200-1202) and an axiomatic comment upon
the demented (&unAnutog, 1205) course of fate (1203-1206).

The chorus' announcement of the return of the
attendants (1207-1208) introduces the formal burial rites
of Astyanax (1206-1250). During these rites Hecuba's
spoken parts (1209-1215; 1218-1225; 1232-1234; 1240-1250)
are interspersed with lyric interjections sung by the
chorus in dochmiacs and iambs (1216-1217; 1226-1231; 1235-
1239).6 The alternation of spoken and lyric passages makes
this scene structurally similar to the dialogue between
Hecuba and Talthybios at the beginning of the Cassandra
scene (235-291).

The queen begins the adornment of the corpse with

another invocation of the dead:
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& téuvov, odx tnnoiLou VLuﬁoavtd o€

o0& HHALunag tdEoLOLV, oﬂg oplyvegc vduouvg
TLudorv, obun €g nAnouovac Snpduevot,

wjTne natpég co. mpootldac’ dydluata

T@v OBy mot’ Sviwv.,.vly 6¢ o' M Seooruyﬁg
doelAred’ Elévn, npoc 6t uatl Yuxnv oédev
ExteLve ual vt oluov EEandAecev.

1209-1215

The inconguity of the child's fate (o0x lmmnoLou virfoavtd
oe, 1209) is again placed in its ironic temporal context
(motT”’, 1213) and again hated Helen is blamed for Trojan
woe (1213-1215). 'Would Hecuba have revived this theme so
bitterly if she thought the culprit would be punished?
The guilty Helen has indeed escaped while the innocent
Astyanax was murdered. Astyanax is truly an ironic
pharmakon, or scape-goat.

The chorus echoes Hecuba's past temporal reference
(nmot’, 1213) in its first lyric interjection:

g &, Ppevdv

£91yec 89iyec. & uéyac éuol mot’ Qv
avdntwp néAeEwg.

1216-1217

The body is then wrapped by the child's grandmother
in robes which ought to have been worn on his wedding day:
& &6’ &v yduoic éxpfiv oe npoodiodar xpot

‘actat(dwv yhpavia ThHv Oneptdiny
PpbyrLa méniwv dydipat’ éEdnto xpodg.

1218-1220
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and Hector's shield, too, is garlanded

o t° & mot’ oboa maAilvike, uwvplwv
ufitep tponalwv, “Extopog @olAov oduog,
otepavol. davil yap ob--davoloa o0V VEKPQ.

1221-1223

For the third time since the funeral rites began, ot

(1221) appears in the ironic conﬁext first developed by

Poseidon in the prologue (45). |

| After the chorus' second lyric section (1226-1231),

in which Hecuba participates slightly (alal, 1229, and

oluot iuo% , 1230), the queen binds the fatal wounds:
TedaudoLy EAun T& WEV &yd o tdoouat,

T%ﬁumv Latpdc Svon’ E&xovoa, Tdeya 65" ol
T 8 &v veupoloL @povILEL maTne cédev.

1232-1234

The deathless bronze shield dies (1223) and Hecuba must
perform useless healing functions on a corpse. Reality
has been totally inverted.
The third lyric section begins in a threnic mood
&paoco’ &pacoe {xeuptﬁ upédta mMLTO-
Aovg &uboboa xeLpdc.
td pnol wou.
1235-1237

whose vocabulary parallels the beginning of Hecuba's
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anakyklesis in the second episode (279-280). The metaphor
et /Aovg (1235-1236) reflects the subjective landscape
centered around ship imagery which Barlow has noted
throughout the play7 and which Lattimore's translation
effectively underlines:8
Rip, tear your faces with hands
that beat like oars.

Hecuba interrupts this lament at 1238 with a reasser-
tion of her forbearing character (98-104; 686-705; et al.)
and with an optimistic vision of poetic immortality:

oOu fiv Gp° é&v deolor mARvV oduol ndvor

Tpoola te ndAewv EuupLTOVv uuoouuévn,

pdtnv &° &Rouvdutoluev. et 6{& un) [huacl 9edc
gotpede Tavw nepLBaA&v ndtw xSovdg,

d®QVELg &v évteg otn &v duvhidnuev &v

nodoatrg, dou&ag 5&vtec totépolLg BpoTdv.

1240~1245

In these lines Hecuba affirms a ray of hope for herself
(obuof, 1240) and for her city (Tpola, 1241) upon which
many commentators have laid immense dramatic stress.
Murray emphasizes this vision in his interpretation of the

Trojan Women as the paracharaxis of the victorious conquered:

The role of Troy and of the queen of Troy is to
be hated by God, to go through the very extreme
of affliction till all that was high in Troy is
made low; and through that role they have
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achieved a splendour which will be an inspiration

to poets for all ages to come.?
For Murray, the women's last but only solid hope is in
poetic immortality, in myth. Conacher, too, whose "rhythm
of hope and desolation" has thus far been shown to be an
accurate description of this extremely pessimistic play
that shatters hope after hope, makes Hecuba's vision the
final optimistic note of the play.10

This interpretation of Hecuba's prayer, however, is

contrary to the dramatic structure of both the fourth
episode and of the entire play. As the Trojan queen
finishes her vision of immortal Troy and the body of
Astyanax is carried off to burial, choral anapests (1251-
1259) introduce a final blow. Greek soldiers bearing

torches stand on the Trojan ramparts:
ga Ea.
Ttlvac {ytvagS‘IALdoLv Tatod’ £&v uopuvgalg
Aetoow Aloydac SaloloL xépag

Siepdoocovrag; uéiiet Tpotlq
HaLvdy TL Haudv mpooéocodal .

1256-1259

As in the Cassandra scene (298-305), the sudden and
unexplained glow of flames attracts the attention of both
dramatic company and audience.ll Talthybios appears at 1260

and orders his men to set the citadel aflame (1260-1264)
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and the women to depart when the signal is sounded (1265-
1271).
The sight of her city in flames has a profound effect
on Troy's one-time queen, who laments:
' yd tédraiva. tolto &1 TO Aolcdiov

nal Tépua ndviev TOV UV SN HAKGV.
gfeLul natplbog, mdAig Vedntetar nwupl.

1272-1274

Troy, both as citadel and nation, has reached the end
(tépua 1273) of its sorrows. The city burns (ndArg
bpdntetar nupl, 1274) and its citizenry departs in exile
(BEeruL matplbog, 1274). As she began her part in the play
with an anatomical reference (uegpariv, 98), the queen now
exhorts her aged feet to hasten so that she may eulogize
her perishing city:

&AL, & vepare moldc, énlomevoov udiig,

oc dondowual v taralnwpov méALV.

1275-1276

dondowuat (1275) perhaps suggests that she runs to the edge

of the acting area to look out over burning Troy and say:

® ueydka &1 mot’ &unvéouvo’ &v BapBdpoig
Toola, TO uketvov Bvou’ dpairprion tdyoa.
nuunpdol o', Nudg 5 égdyouo ﬁ5n xSovoc
ﬁoulag. Lo Seot xat tl TOLC 9eolc HAAD;
KAl TPLV Yap oOn fijnouvocav &vaxaiolducvor.

1277-1281
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Her eulogy not only again reflects on Troy's glorious past
(not’, 1277) but also rejects hope in the poetic future
(1278), There is no help in the gods and no apparent hope
even in the continuity of Troy's fame. In despair the old

queen tries to hurl herself into the flames:

eep’ &c mupdv Spduwuev. &g HEAAALOTE LOL
obv tfie matplsL matdavelv mupovpévn.

1283-1284

However, Hecuba's attempt to end her life together with
her city's (1284) is foiled by Talthybios and his soldiers
(1284~-1286). Just as reflection on the woes of Troy
turned‘Hecuba from optimistic self-exhortation to despair
during her monody (98-121), and just as her encouragement
of Andromache based upon nautical imagery was refuted by
Talthybios' subsequent announcement of Astyanax's death
warrant (686-725), so here Hecuba's vision of Troy
eternalized in poetry (doiL8dg &évteg VotépoiLg Bpotdv, 1245)
is shattered by the emotional sight of her city being
devoured by flames (t0 uAervov &vou’ doarpfion Tdxa, 1278).
The weight of sorrows leads Hecuba to the ultimate
expression of psychological despair: aktempted suicide.

Meade argues that Hecuba's poetic vision withstands
the horrid flames: "Troy falls amidst scenes of almost

apocalyptic terror in which the worst element is the
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sundering of human ties, but amid the universal ruin
Hecuba is greater than her fate."1l2 such an interpretation,

obviously indebted to Murray's influential study of the

trilogy, grasps futilely at straws of optimism just as
Hecuba in her sorrow grasps at a final straw of hope in

her poetic vision. Euripides swiftly and dramatically
consumes this final straw in the flames of Troy which snuff
out Hecuba's last flicker of hope. Even the queen's
stubborn character breaks in the end, and under the weight
of dramatic events mAel uatd nopdudv (102) becomes &g

muEdV SPALOLEV (1283).

Yet Euripides' play is itself confirmation that
Hecuba's hope of Trojan immortality through poetry is
actually valid, just as Cassandra's bacchic prophecies of
of Agamemnon's death are not mad ravings but true predic-
tions, and just as the Trojans (and the Greeks) are unaware
of what the gods have planned in the prologue. Once again
the dramatic movement of the play is ironic. Troy will
survive in poetry, but such poetic immortality (reality)
means nothing to the women in the face of their present

sorrow (appearance).

B. The Exodos (1287-1332)
The final lines of the play form an exodos in the

form of a kommos for Troy (1287-1332). The two strophic
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pairs, in a mixture of bacchic and iambic meters, are sung
partially by Hecuba and partially by the chorus,13 and form
a suitable ending for a highly lyric play.

In the first strophe Hecuba's invocation of Zeus:

&dttototototol
Kpbvie mpdtave ®pdyYLE tyevita ndrepf , GvdELa

tdg Aapddvou yovdg TéS W ol-
a ndoxouev 8&&opuag:

1287-1290

is answered despondently by the chorus:

&5&60puev, & 58 peyoAdmoAiig
GroALc Slorev o086’ &t° &otL Tpola.

1291-1292

As the women sang in the second and third stasimons, the
gods are aware of Troy's plight but are apathetic. The
peyaidnoiitc (1291) has become GmoAig (1292), a transition
which Euripides emphasizes by the striking juxtaposition of
these words across the verse boundary. Troy is no lbnger.
Queen and chorus then vividly describe the fire
blazing throughout their city in the first antistrophe:

6ttototototol. .
AéAaunev "Iliogc Hepyduwv TE TULPEL tuatatoetart
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tépapva tral mdALC dypa te teuxfwvl
,fualeg& uéAadoat nupl xatdspo-
ua Saltey te Adyxaq.
ntépuyL 68 manvog Hg TLE o0
pdvia mecoloa Sopl uataedlivet Y&.

1293-1300

The text is corrupt but the picture of Troy in flames still
flashes through the women's emotional words.
The second strophe (1302-1316) begins with an

apostrophe'of the Trojan soil as nourisher of the women's

dead children:

{® Y& tpdpLue TEV Eudv TéHvwv

& 2.

& téuva, uAbete, uddete patpdc abdddv.
taréup Todg Savdvtag anderc.

1302-1304

Then, in the same way that the events of the Cassandra
scene reduced Hecuba once more to the prostrate position
she had held during the divine prologue (36-38; 462-471)
the queen now again kneels on the ground and beats the
earth with her hands:

vepald v éc nébov tideloa uéire’ {eu)d
wat xepotl yatav wtuvnoloa Siocalg.

1305-1306

The women imitate the queen's position of lament and invoke
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their dead husbands:

651dboxd OOL‘YévU TlonuL valq
Tolc éuovc naroloa vép-
9ev &9Afoug dnoltacg.

1307-1309

At the end of the strophe, Hecuba, too, calls on her own

husband
Opfaue HOpofape, oL nev diduevog &tavog GpLAiog
&tagc éudc &votog el.

1312-1214

Queen and chorus are thus united not only by a mournful
theme of woe but also by a threnic gesture whose primitive

and ritualistic basis has been discussed by Moutsopoulos:

Le geste renforce le cri douloureux adressé au
mort....

and

L'origine musicale de ce rite devient évidente
du fait qu'il s'agit 1% d'une technique de
répétition a laquelle, d'ailleurs, le poéte
confére un sens collectif, sinon th&Atrical, en
laissant les captives troyennes donner la
réplique & leur reine.

In a pattern similar to that of the parodos (154-196),

choral involvement turns Hecuba's threnic position into a
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collective expression of civic sorrow.

In the final antistrophe (1317-1332) the city quakes
and finally crashes to the ground (1325-1326). At the end
of the tragedy both city and citizens are reduced to the
prostrate position of Hecuba during the divine prologue.
Twice within this stanza the chorus refutes Hecuba's poetic

vision of Trojan immortality:

tdx’ éc ¢liav ydv neoetcd’ &vdvuuor.

1319

and

Svoua 6t ydc doaveg elolv. EAAq &6°
dAro @ppolbov, o066’ &t £&-
otLv & TdAatva Tpola.

1322-1324

doavég (1322) specifically echoes and contradicts the
dpavelg (1244) of Hecuba's vision. The collapse of the
citadel is the final blow. Even Troy's identity is lost
(dvdvuvuor, 1319) and at 1327-1332 the women march off to
slavery. Their departure culminates the movement toward

the Greek ships begun in the prologue (18-19) and symbolizes
the dissolution of the Trojan state.

The communal and ironic tragedy of Troy is complete.
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Notes

Barlow, 105.

Prof. G. Nagy argues that the shield is Hector's emblem
in the Iliad much more than it is Achilles', who is
associated more with the spear. Such emblems are
appropriate to the offensive and defensive roles of
the two characters.

Havelock, 124.

See: Perrotta, 240-245; E. M. Blaiklock, The Male
Characters of Euripides (Wellington, 1952), 107;
Webster, Tragedies, 177; Kristine Gilmartin,
"Talthybios in the Trojan Women," AJP 91 (1970) , who
says, 221, that Talthybios' "humane character, in the
role of the herald, the established means of communi-
cation between victors and vangquished, argues
against Havelock's nihilistic interpretation." I
agree with Gilmartin's understanding of the character
of the herald, but do not think Talthybios is the
unifying and optimistic element she suggests.

Margaret Alexiou, The Ritual Lament in Greek Tradition
(Cambridge, 1974), 178.

For metrical analysis of these choral lyrics,'éee
Biehl's text, pp. 89-90.

See Barlow, 43-56.
See Lattimore's translation of the Trojan Women in

David Grene and Richmond Lattimore, ed., The Complete
Greek Tragedies (Chicago, 1958), ad loc.

Murray, Greek Studies, 146. See Chapter 3.

Conacher, 145.

On the staging of this scene, see Lesky, Griechische
Tragddien3, 213.

Louise M. Mead, "The Troades' of Euripides," Greece and
Reme 75 (1962), 403.
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13. See Biehl's text, pp. 91-92.

14. E. Moutsopoulos, "Euripide et la philosophie de la
musique," REG 75 (1962), 403. Italics added.
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