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Abstract

David Christian Anderson Wiltshire: The Semantics of Xo1] in Aeschylus
(Under the direction of Peter M. Smith)

In this thesis I examine all uses of the word xor) in the six certainly genuine plays
of Aeschylus as well as in the Prometheus Bound. I argue that they fall naturally into two
distinct groups: Type I, whose examples exhibit timelessly true proprieties and
obligations, commonly known, and affecting all mortals equally; and Type II, which
include specific truths about the future, affecting a particular, named person and known
only to those with the relevant prophetic knowledge; these instances also assume a
conception of the gods acting independently of (if not in fact at odds with) the source of
necessity involved in the xor}-statement. Examples of Type I can be found in all seven of

these plays, but Type II uses are found almost solely in the Prometheus Bound.
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omnibus qui me suis exemplis sapientiam clementiamque docuerunt atque docent
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Introduction: Necessity in Aeschylus

The semantics of necessity in Greek literature is not a path well-trodden thus far
in classical scholarship; a few publications exist, scattered here and there, which either
make generalizing statements about the entire corpus of Greek literature’ or focus
specifically on one author without attempting to draw distinctions between the Greek
vocabulary used,? and so I find myself, as I set out to investigate the semantic meaning
and use of xor] in Aeschylus, largely without support to which I could refer my findings.
Thus I have turned to the text in order to extrapolate for myself from the instances of
each word a coherent understanding of the meaning and use of each; my primary tool in
this study has been the texts themselves,® although I am much indebted to and reliant
upon the commentators.

Ancient Greek writers use a number of different expressions to communicate
necessity or propriety: xon, 0¢t, and avaykn, in addition to the periphrastic —téog

construction, eikwg, mEémnel, etc.; as all language is ultimately flexible and its users

! The best of these are Goodell (1914) and Benardete (1965). I am grateful to have the work of
Redard (1953) as a reference, but his interpretation of xorj and its relatives rests primarily on the
evidence from Homer, and he uses these categories as prescriptive toward the instances of later
authors, often without explanation; he also seems to feel pressure to read xo1 in a manner
complementary to his reading of xofoBat (and other words; he explores the whole range of
cognates). As Goodell notes, study of the etymologically related words is useful toward
understanding the meaning of xorj only in the instances concerning oracular response; outside
this context, the comparison is not helpful (94).

2 For example, that of Rosaria Munson, “Ananke in Herodotus,” JHS 2001, 30-50.

31 cite the text of Aeschylus from Page’s 1972 OCT.



responsive and adaptive, and as all these words share the semantic field for necessity,
the precise use of any given one of these words (and thus the relationship between any
given two) is a consideration of the genre, time period, and author in which the word
occurs. This is especially true of the relationship between det and o1, as from Homer
on these two have very marked and measurable interactions with one another.
Therefore, in my examination of the meaning and use of o1} in Aeschylus I must
consider the interaction of xor) with the rest, specifically d¢t (and to a lesser extent,
avdyxn),* so as to locate xor] within the range of semantic use by distinguishing it from
the others.

First, let us discuss the frequency of the use of these words in the seven plays.>

4 Goodell 91: “The words xor1] and d¢t, with their inflectional and dialectic variations, are less
definite and stable in their semantic range than the other Greek expressions for the general ideas
of necessity, obligation, or propriety. Their semantic boundaries varied with the dialect, province
of literature, and period.” I will briefly discuss avayxn for the elucidation of xor on account of
the similar grammatical constructions and their character as substantives with a copulative often
understood; they share the consideration of what the substantive is meant to signify.

5 I have compiled this table from the instances given in Italie; however, I do not consider all of
them genuine. I will discuss Septem 1005, Agamemnon 573 and 1226, and Prometheus 606 and 970
in my appendix concerning the interpolated instances.



Table 1 Persae | Supplices | Agamemnon Choephoroi | Eumenides | Septem Prometheus®
AVAYKN 254 440 218 1071 75 426 16 290
293 478 726 239 550 72 514
569 1031 902 754 105 515
587 1042 108 1052
Oel 390 343 548 94 829 203 9
407 567 582 264 86
417 598 668 519 870
450 848 672 591 875
765 879 826
xXon 153 176 166 928 203 708 1 3 [606] 772
219 502 342 [1226] 297 1003 10 100 630 930
(including 527 519 [573] 1368 907 617 103 640 [970]
X0ewWV) 801 724 580 1419 930 (2) 713 183 659 996
820 763 821 1429 717 183 703 1067
938 879 1556 [1005] | 213 715
971 917 1658 295 721
980 922 485 730

What strikes an observer perhaps most readily is the relative frequency of each word —

relative, that is, both to that of the other words given and in each of the works, especially

considering the length of each; the nine instances total in the 1077-line Persae pale

6] will refer to the play commonly known as the Prometheus Vinctus or IToopun0evg Asopctng

simply as the Prometheus; I make no reference to the fragments of any other play which might

have followed that play in the trilogy or which includes Prometheus and may have an

Aeschylean authorship.

7 In the seven works taken together, there are eight total instances of xoewv: Supplices 502,

Supplices 980, Persae 153, Agamemnon 922, Choephoroi 930, Prometheus 772, Prometheus 970, and
Prometheus 996. Xpewv is in some sources listed separately from xo1, but as the former is a
participial form of the latter, and as no semantic difference between the two has been proven (or

suggested, to my knowledge), I will consider forms of xpecv to reflect the semantic meaning of

xo1n, and vice-versa.




against the twenty-four in the 1673-line Agamemnon and thirty-three in the 1093-line
Prometheus. The historical implications of relative frequency I will discuss below, as I
discuss the relationship between det and xor); it will suffice here to let the evidence
suggest the difficulties in establishing as clear a standard of semantic meaning for
avdyxn and det as we can for xom, as each occurs only twenty-five times in the seven
works. Indeed I chose xor for my discussion on account of the relative wealth of

examples from which to identify Aeschylus’ use of the word.

I will briefly discuss Aeschylus” use of &vdykn here, with the intention only of
illustrating the wide range of use of the word and the difficulties in coming to terms
with the sum of the instances as a coherent whole. I will argue that the general source of
necessity coming from uses of det is human-made law, and of xor), cosmic or divine law,
but that the source of the necessity behind a use of avdyxn is physical compulsion, the
threat of physical compulsion, or, explicitly, the fear of potential physical compulsion,
and it is typically spoken of as a force working against the will of the speaker, with a
tone of fear or regret (the other two are used with equanimity on the speaker’s part).?
Indeed in the plural, and sometimes in the singular, d&vdyxn means “chains” or

“instruments of torture or bondage.””

8 For unhappiness on account of what is &vaykr), see especially the instances at Supplices 478,
Persae 254 and 569, and Agamemnon 902.

9 E.g. Supplices 1031, Persae 587, Agamemnon 218, 726, and 1071, Eumenides 426 and 550, and
Prometheus 108, 514, and 1052.



A study of the use of del is more instructive for our purposes than a study of the
use of avdyxkn), as det and xor) share between them a more closely related sphere of
usage. We may observe the evolution of the relationship between them: d¢t, which is
nearly absent in Homer, eventually takes on virtually all of the semantic range of xor),
such that in Demosthenes it is used nearly five times as often as xo1}, and Aristotle uses
the two interchangeably, although xo1 in Aristotle has a somewhat archaic flavor; by
this time xor) had acquired a poetic charge, and its use was understood as reference to
poetic themes and genres.’® One may infer from such evolution that making semantic
distinctions between xo1] and de¢l is necessarily contingent upon considerations of time
and genre; therefore I will describe my findings on the use of d¢t in Aeschylus.

Aeschylus’ choice of det over xo1] at a given instance seems to be reliant upon
either a strong context of human-made law (contrasted with divine law, as we shall see
in my discussion of xor)) or the desire to use a grammatical construction appropriate to
det but not xor). The uses of del seem to fall naturally into discrete categories based on
grammatical structure and meaning; the greatest distinction in grammatical structure
lies between those uses with a complementary infinitive and corresponding subject
accusative, etc. and those that take a genitive —not a genitive of quantity, as in ToAAov
det oUtwe €xewv (Smyth § 1399) but what I will refer to as a genitive of lack (Smyth §
1400).

There are six such usages of det with a genitive in the seven plays: Agamemnon

848, Choephoroi 879, Eumenides 829, and Prometheus 86, 870, and 875 (recall that det occurs

10 See Goodell’s article, especially 100-102.



only four times in the Prometheus). As to the nature of the necessity connoted by detin
these instances— these six represent the range of meaning from simply stating “X is
lacking toward the the doing of Y” toward “Xis lacking toward the doing of Y, and
both are desirable” to “X is lacking toward the doing of Y, and both are very desirable,”
i.e. to the point of being, in the perspective of the speaker, necessary. That is to say, the
use of det plus the genitive does not seem to commit the speaker to a certain way of
feeling about the presence of X; it may be only an acknowledgment of the connection
between the presence of X and its requirement toward the accomplishment of Y. On
occasion this same idea is conveyed by using the accusative rather than the genitive,
with the same idea of lack."

There are other instances of det which do not incorporate this “genitive of lack”
but do associate the necessity as the requirement of the presence or occurrence of X in
order for Y to occur. Oftentimes there is no emotion shown on the part of the speaker
concerning this necessity; del merely communicates the logical connection between X
and Y. Consider the instance at Agamemnon 343 (Clytemnestra to Chorus, in reference to
the Greeks’” return home):

deL YXQ TOG 0lKKOLG VOOTiHOL owTtnelag,
K& ot dlavAov BdteQov kwAOV TTaALY. (343-344)

Likewise, that at Supplices 765 (Danatis to Chorus):
OUTOL TAX ELX VAVTIKOD OTQATOV OTOAT)

0VY” OQHOG, OV dEL MELTUATWY TWTIOLX 765
€ YNV éveykely, ovd’ €v aykvpovyxialg

11 Smyth §1400 / 1562; this construction is rather rare. As an example, consider that at Choephoroi
668 (Clytemnestra to Orestes and Pylades, in greeting): £évot, Aéyolrt” av el T det-



Bapoovot vawv Tolpéveg apavtika. (764-767)

Aet here merely expresses part of what is required in the process of putting a ship safely
at anchor in a harbor; Iimagine that if this were part of a technical handbook on
managing a ship, det would be just as appropriately used.

The second most obvious category for uses of delis the rhetorical question
including the word; this use is based upon the one use of d¢t in the Iliad.’> It is implied
that such a question does not have a proper answer. The four instances of this type of
Oel are at Agamemnon 567 and 598, and Eumenides 94, and 826. At Agamemnon 567, the
Herald is describing to the Chorus the sufferings the Greeks experienced at Troy, when
he says, “t{ tavtax mevOetv del; magoixetatl movos” He then encourages the Chorus to
take heart in the fact that ultimately the Greeks prevailed. At Agamemnon 598, after
Clytemnestra’s entrance into the scene, she says to the Herald, in order to preempt his
going on at length, “kail vOv T pacow pev i det o€ pot Aéyev; [ &vaktog avTov
miavta evoopat Aoyov.” At Eumenides 94, Clytemnestra’s ghost chides the sleeping
Furies with the sarcastic, “e0doit” dv, wr), kal kaBevdovowv i det;” as in their sleep
they are useless to her; at Eumenides 826, Athena states the obvious to the Furies when
she says, “kdyw mémolOa Znvi, kat ti det Aéyerv;”

My next consideration for uses of d¢t concerns the context of words and ideas in

which the word for necessity occurs; this distinction of context is the most useful of the

12 Benardete 286: “The single instance of detl in Homer serves to isolate a use of det that xor
hardly ever usurps. Achilles says, ti 0¢ del moAeplépevar Towweoow Agyetovg (I337). The
implicit answer is that there is no need or necessity for the Greeks to fight the Trojans. det,
accordingly, can only be used in direct questions with tt or Ttag if the question expects a negative
answer. One cannot say tt det Aéyewv; and imply that the one addressed should tell one what to
say, but it can only mean that there is no more to say.”



aspects of d¢l for a full understanding of its distinction from o) in Aeschylus. The
necessity implied in d¢t lies in the requirements and codes of conduct that humans set
up for themselves, i.e. the necessity is no more profound than that in the laws and
statutes present in human society (I don’t mean to imply that these need to be codified
as such). Very often explicit reference will be made to dikn or vopot as the source of this
necessity. Anexample of this is at Supplices 390 (det tol oe PpevyeLv Kot VOLOULS TOUG
oiko0ev); others are at Choephoroi 672, Supplices 407 and 417, and Eumenides 519 and 591.
This connection of det with vouot is felt rather strongly in Herodotus."

Aclis also used for the drawing of analogical conclusions; consider the following
example, which also includes legal language, at Choephoroi 548, in which Orestes and the
Chorus discuss Clytemnestra’s dream, as the Chorus explains the purpose behind the
libations sent. Orestes then says:

KQlvw 0¢ Tol Vv @WoTte OLYKOAAWG ExeLv:

ELYOQ TOV AUTOV XWEOV EKALTIQWV €HoL

oUPLg temaoa omagyavnmAeiletot

Kal HaoTtov dudéxaock’ épuov Ogemtiolov, 545

Oo0uPw 0" Euel&ev alpatog pidov YaAa,

N audt tapPet T Emuwev tabet,

det ol viv, e €0pePev EkmayAov téoag,

Oavelv Plualwe: éxdoarkovtwdels & éyw
KTEVW VIV, ¢ TOVVEIQOV EVVETEeL TODE. (542-550) 550

13 Aet as used to indicate the expectations of custom is apparent in 1.199.01 and 1.199.03, in which
Herodotus discusses sacred prostitution among the Babylonians; concerning what it is expected
of each woman to do, he writes, “6 6¢ d1) alox10T0G TV VoUWV €07l Tolot BaBuAwviolot 6de: del
oAy yovaika Enxwinyv ilopévny €c ipov Adoditng anal év i) Con uxOnvat avdol
Eetv,” and of the man approaching her, “ZupaAdvia d¢ det eimely ToodVOE® «EMIKAAEW TOL TNV
Beov MUAtta.»” The word is also used of the requirements of the Spartan cursus honorum at
1.067.05 and the propriety of seeing others naked in a given culture at 1.011.02-3.



Point by point Orestes lays out his interpretation of the dream to the Chorus, starting
with koivw (542), followed by a series of i statements leading up to the conclusion
which begins with det. One might argue that Orestes is using ¢l to express the firmness
of his resolve, but in this passage he is expressing the necessity of the occurrence of
future events, justified only by his interpretation of the dream. (This context of det
contrasts sharply with the use of xor), regarding the same events, at Choephoroi 930.)

Before I considering semantic categories for xor) in Aeschylus, I will briefly
discuss its etymology and function. As Frisk wrote it best, concerning xor: “alle
Etymologien ganz hypothetisch sind”;'* numerous relatives of the word exist in Greek,
but little light can be shed as to its source.’> Xor originally was a simple noun, generally
considered neuter although left undeclined,'® occurring often with a form of the
copulative, until for the present indicative éoti was omitted, and outside the present
indicative the two melded together in form, producing forms such as xonv (xor +1v)
for the imperfect, the infinitive xonvat (xor + eivat), and the indeclinable participle

Xx0ewv (xon + ov) (Smyth § 793). It typically employs a complementary infinitive.

141119.
15 “Xr) restant isolé comme nom-racine... Malgré les difficultés, le *gher- de lat. hortor, ombr.
heriest « il voudra », et finalement xaiow, etc., reste la moins mauvaise étymologie.” Chantraine

1274-1275.

16 See among others Chantraine, 1272.



Chapter I: Type I Xon in the Supplices, Persae, Septem, Agamemnon, Choephoroi,
and Eumenides

The primary objective of this thesis is the description of the word xom as it is
used in the works of Aeschylus; I have interpreted its meaning through studies of every
individual instance of the word, and therefore my description will manifest itself as a
case by case study of the semantic meaning using the context of each to tease out the
various understandings of the word and its meanings which inform them. I have
grouped the instances into two basic categories: the instances in which xor) reflects a
system of what I will call cosmic law (which I will refer to as Type I), and the instances
which exhibit what I will call the Promethean use (Type II); as the majority of the
instances fall into the former category, in the interests of space, I will pay particular
attention to the aspect of Type I xon} which each best illustrates. When I discuss the
Promethean use, I will explain my interpretation of its relationship to the cosmic law use
before dealing with the instances in that category.

I have collected certain instances into the Type I category based on common
features from which I have hypothesized a reference to this cosmic law (which I will
describe below): a) a conception of the statement as eternally true and valid (i.e. its
validity is not contingent upon a specific time frame); b) a conception of the statement
as true of all individuals (in some cases, all who occupy certain roles; application is not

restricted to one specific individual); c) a general linking of the Olympian gods with



what is xo1), whether as agents or generally as representatives thereof; and d) the status
of the content as common knowledge (not limited to the speaker who informs his
audience).

Because Type I xor)-statements are timeless, applicable to a great number of
people (dependent only upon the role or intersection of roles of the subject), consonant
with the position of the gods in terms of world view, and commonly known, I have
extrapolated my conception of what is described as xor in these instances to be cosmic
law, the universal order which reinforces the continued stability of the universe. I
conceive of these “laws” as a dense spider’s web, each thread constituting a rule by
which an individual must live, the sum of the threads constituting the framework, the
order, by which the universe continues to function and remain secure. The individuals
within it cannot behave outside what is appropriate for them without transgressing one
of these rules, and the propriety to which I refer is a moral and spiritual propriety (in
contrast with det laws, which are set down by man). These xo1)-statements are often
repeated by other Greek authors and reflect the values of the culture; however,
Aeschylus, as we will see, uses differing conceptions of what is xor| as a means of
distinguishing characters, both between cultures (e.g. Persian vs. Greek) and between
positions within Greek culture (e.g. Orestes and Clytemnestra).

To explain some terms I will use: the clause, whether declarative or
interrogative, independent or dependent, which contains the word xo1] and fulfills the
expected grammatical usage (e.g. complementary infinitive, etc.) I will refer to as a “xo1)-

statement.” The xor)-statement, for the cosmic law instances, expresses one thread of

11



“what is xor)” —“what is xor|” is a broad category, circumscribed by the acts described
using the word, which, taken collectively, establish the boundaries of the word’s general
semantic meaning. As I examine each instance of the word, I will refer both to how it
helps shape my understanding of what is xor) and to how it functions dramatically as a
performative speech act; this aspect, including the speaker’s intention as well as the
effect it has on the addressee, I will refer to as a “xorj-act.” 7

First, I will discuss the breadth of application of a xor|-statement. All the Type I
instances of xo1) communicate codes of behavior which apply generally and are not
limited to a given individual in a unique situation; some Type I xo1)-statements apply
equally to all, and some express obligations which are relevant only to those in a certain
position or certain role. The statements which express the semantic meaning of xor)
most generally (those which apply to all individuals equally, which I will refer to as
“universal”) exist in pure form; as they have meaning independent of context, they are
self-evident and self-contained. They provide the broadest base upon which to
understand the more specific usages and set the standard from which the context of the

“applied” instances are derivative.

17 I will largely refrain from translating the word xor] (and xor}-statements) because I believe that
restricting the meaning of the word to that which can be expressed concisely in English
undermines my goal and presents unnecessary difficulties in explanation. When I will translate
the word, however, I will not translate it “it is necessary that” or “one must” or “one ought,” etc.,
as these English phrases do not address the source of such necessity. Rather, I will most often
translate xom as “it is appropriate that.” Ibelieve that what is xor) is the sum of appropriate
behavior relative to one’s role in the universe and society (cosmic law), and such behavior
supports the continued stability of the universe and society.

12



The following instance, at Agamemnon 928, expresses one of the most widely-

quoted tenets of Greek life, from Aeschylus’ time:
KAl TO 1) Kakws Govetv

Oeov péylotov dweov. 0ABioat dE xor)

Blov teAevtoavt’ év eveotol GiA).

el mAvTa O’ wg mpdooo’ v, vOaEoTg Eyw. (927-930)
This sentiment, that one must not judge a man fortunate until he has continued in such
fortune until his death, in its universally applicable and widely-agreed upon status, sets
a strong precedent for xor) communicating that which is universal in Greek thought—
the presence of this idea in numerous places elsewhere in Greek literature speaks to
Aeschylus’ and his culture’s acceptance of it as universal and timeless.'® Clytemnestra
has just referred to the Greeks, “with deliberate malice,” as “blessed” (Thomson 32);
with these lines Agamemnon rejects the epithet. This instance and the next are based
upon the traditional view that the gods are jealous of any mortal who claims or seems to
achieve more than what is appropriate; thus xor here is virtually defined as humility for
mortals before God, and the absence of subject for the infinitive underlines the lack of

specification. The word is used here to express the position of mortal men vis-a-vis the

gods; for more explicit examples of this, see the section below (page 44).

18 For a selection of these instances, see Radermacher, Gnomon XIV 1938, 296. The most
memorable instance of this idea is, of course, at Herodotus 1.32.7: ei de moog tovtoLot €Tt
teAevTioeL TOV Blov €V, 00TOG EkelVOg TOV 0L (NTéels, 6 OAPLOG kekANoOaL A&Log 0Tl TELv O
av TEAELTNOT, EMIOXELY UNOE KaAéely kw OAPLOV AAA” evTuxXéa; Radermacher emphasizes the
difference between “rich” (evdaipwv) and “blessed” (6ABLog). Fraenkel gives another instance in
which both o1 and 0ABioat appear: a fragment of Sophocles (588 N. = 646 P.), “ov xor] mot’ €v
TIEATOTOVTOG OAPLoaL TUXAC AVOQOS, TMOLV AVTWL TAVTEAW®S 10N Blog diekTeQaBNL kal
teAevtiont Biov.” (Radt conjectures d0gopov as the final word in this sentence.)

13



Another example of the use of universal xon-statements instructing humility on
the part of men occurs at Persae 820:

TO00G YaQ é0tat TéAAvVog atpatooPpayns

niog Y HAatawwv Awotdog Adyxng Uo:

Otveg vekQwV 0¢ KAl TOLITOOTIOQW YOVT)

apwva ONUAVOLOLY OUUAOLY BROTWV

WG oV UTtépdev OvnTov Ovta XOn Ppooverv: 820

PO Yoo €£avOOUG’ EKAQTIWOEV OTAY LV

atng, 60ev maykAavtov eEapa Oépoc. (816-822)
In this instance, the appropriate behavior for mortals relative to the universe is
characterized as the opposite of behavior which leads to chaos, dtn, OBoLg, etc. Again
the subject of the infinitive is left unstated, as this statement applies to all mortals
equally.” According to Darius in this passage, man’s humility is a primary aspect of his
relationship to the universe; as a transgression of what is xor1] involves some upsetting of
the order of the universe, it will have repercussions, and Darius precedes his xo1)-
statement with a gruesome description of the devastation caused by his son’s refusal to
abide by this knowledge. The effects of the transgression he takes to be a reminder to
future generations: thus he characterizes the law broken as timeless, universally
applicable and unchanging over the passage of time.

The previous examples provide an understanding of cosmic law xor) as
signifying universal order and xor}-statements as communicating how best all mortals

may behave in accordance with it; now I will move on to discuss other aspects, all of

which inform each instance individually, some more obviously than others. In the

19 We see this statement again, with xor), at the end of Sophocles” Tereus (Ovntrv d¢ pvov xon
Ovnrta gpoovetv, Fr. 531 Nauck / 590 Radt).

14



following sections I will discuss a) the universal sentiment expressed with xor as
applied to individuals in specific situations, b) the relevance of the xon-act to an
understanding of the semantic meaning of the word, especially as it informs and
describes the relationship between the speaker and addressee, and c) the function of the
gods as agents or representatives of what is x01).2° A discussion of the following
instance, at Supplices 724, provides an excellent introduction to these questions, as it is an
example of universally applicable xor), the use of xor] as an imperative speech act
relating Danatis to his daughters, as he is in a position of authority giving advice, and
the close relationship between the reverence of the gods and what is xo1.

AAA” 1)oVXWS X0 Kal 0e0WPQOVIOUEVWS

TEOG TMEAY L 00WOAS TWVOE UT) AdpeAety Oev:

Eyw 0 &pwyoLg Euvdiovg B NEw AaPawv. (724-726)
The idea that one must take thought and not neglect the gods is a part of the universal
order; however, the circumstances prompting the xor)-statement show up within the
statement itself (tp0g mEayw 0pwoag) and remind the audience of the immediate
circumstances, thus rendering the context of this statement not precisely the same as that
of those discussed above. In these lines there is no tension between the characterization
of the gods and what is xo1; the one reinforces the other.

Danaiis instructs his daughters as a xo1-act on how best to behave according to

their role vis-a-vis the universe, in order to achieve the best outcome. Danaiis adopts the

stance of one who, being older and more experienced, can give such advice to others;

20 The nature of my topic and method contributes, I think, to some measure of unnecessary or
unwanted repetition as I reiterate my findings. In the sections that follow, I discuss together the
instances which illustrate each of these aspects best so as to limit repetition as much as possible.
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although there is no second-person subject expressed for the infinitive, the emphatic “I”
at the beginning of the next line implies a contrast; Danatis is distinguishing himself
from his daughters” ignorance. Most Type I xo1}-statements are directed by the speaker
to one of a lower status than himself —this is to be expected, in that the laws which
constitute Type I xor] are self-evident, and giving voice to them, informing another of
them, requires the presumption on the part of the speaker that his audience is less
knowledgeable than he. (Xor) is by nature appropriate behavior, so using the word in
giving advice regarding correct behavior is apt, and such an example as this can perhaps
be thought to set the rule.) I will later compare this power dynamic between speaker
and addressee to that at Persae 219 and 527 in which Atossa and the Chorus give each
other similar advice. The difference between this instance in the Supplices and those in
the Persae is that the qualifications by which Atossa and the Chorus give each other
advice are political position and status as counsel, respectively; here a father counsels his
daughters, and if he is somewhat patronizing, we are scarcely surprised.?’ The advice is
impersonal; it is not meant to comfort.??

This instance illustrates another of the major features of the Type I, cosmic law
xon-statement: its function of describing, expressing, or affecting the relationship

between the speaker and addressee. The use of xon by the speaker is very rarely merely

2 For an instance of xo1) which occurs in a maxim, yet is between two individuals of the same
status (in which the absent subject of the infinitive is surely “we”), see that at Agamemnon 1368
(oad’ elddtac xom twvde pvbeiobat mégt, / TO Yoo tomalety tob oad’ eidéva dixa. 1368-1369);
that Thomson quotes a very similar line from Demosthenes using de1 (50.48: d¢ei ydo o¢
drovoavta 000ws BovAevoacOau). I take as evidence of the influence of epic (on epic
vocabulary here, see Fraenkel 641) or the influence of the maxim quality of the xo1)-statement.

22 Johansen and Whittle, 83.

16



descriptive of the world around him, but rather it is more often than not an imperative
speech act directed at the addressee. Since what xor| represents is timeless, universal,
and considered self-evident, xor] statements, while instructive, do not communicate new
knowledge. As this is the case, it is all the more important to ask oneself when
investigating instances of the word why a character should choose to make such a
statement, what the character seeks to effect by its use, and what sort of commentary the
existence of a xor)-statement in an exchange provides regarding the relationship of the
speaker and addressee. For what is necessary and sufficiently agreed-upon as such
among parties will not be stated; the statement (the act thereof) of what is “necessary”
calls into question such necessity or indicates a difference in perspective and values
between speaker and addressee.?®

In Aeschylus, a character does not use xorj to strengthen a declarative statement
into a first-person imperative concerning what he or she feels to be important behavior
for him / herself;* the word is used with imperative force only to refer to the action of
another character which the speaker feels to be necessary. When a character uses xor in
the first person, he or she already acquiesces enough in the validity of the force of xon to
be in the process of carrying out the action described as xo1 (cf. the instance at Septem 1).
In xon-statements in which xor) is instructive, the reader is given a glimpse of the power

dynamic between the speaker and addressee, information not to be ignored in the

2 Cf. Lyons (809): “The very fact of introducing ‘must’, ‘necessarily’, ‘certainly’, etc., into the
utterance has the effect of making our commitment to the factuality of the proposition explicitly
dependent upon our perhaps limited knowledge. There is no epistemically stronger statement
than a categorical assertion.”

24 The one exception might be Eumenides 1003; see discussion on that instance below (page 50).
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interpretation of a given passage. However, although the power dynamic remains clear
and stable, the word is not used only by a character with authority over another; on
occasion the word is used in indirect question from a person of lower status to the
higher, as a request for advice as to what is appropriate behavior; also xon is used in
statements in which a person of equal status gives strong (although polite) advice to
another of equal status. However, the use of a xor}-statement necessarily brings tension /
attention to the power dynamic between them, as the characters themselves are
acknowledging it by their speech. The most basic form of the xon-act manifests itself as
one character politely or impolitely instructing another from a position of authority.

To begin our investigation of the function of xon-statements as speech acts, we
will examine the instance at Supplices 176, in which Danatis comforts his daughters by
advising proper behavior.

TIAOEG, PQOVELV 01" ELV PEOVOLVTL Y TjiKeTe

TUOTQ YEQOVTL TQOE VAUKAT|OW TtaTol.

Kal TATL X€0oov VOV Tteopun0iav Aafwv

atvw puAalattap’ émn deAtovpévac. (176-179)

We can compare this instance to that at Supplices 724, discussed above, as the speaker

and addressees are the same.”> As a xorj-act line 176 functions as an imperative, and at

the same time Danaiis is using xo1 here to describe exactly what it is he is already doing

% Again, these means of intepreting each instance are not confined to any subset of the whole; if
we reconsider the two instances discussed above, Agamemnon 928 and Persae 820, we see that in
the former, Agamemnon is chiding Clytemnestra for her inappropriate comments, and as he is
her king and husband in a society in which this relationship makes him a figure of authority, this
is a typical use; in the latter, Darius is advising the Chorus, commenting on the human
relationship to the divine as he has been summoned to do—appropriate not only because he has
a knowledge of it unique among the characters present, but also because he is the deceased king,
and this relationship of power that he has with his advisors is that which he had while alive, and
it has endured past his death.
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(doovovuvti): he sets himself as an example of doing what is xor] as not only their father
but an older, wiser figure, someone who by experience has a better knowledge of what
is xon.?¢ Ultimately he means, “it is appropriate to ¢poovetv: for you as well, by my
example.” (That reference to himself, with the participle, might also be a form of self-
flattery.) He goes on to give instructions on how to receive the people of Argos meekly
and appropriately.

On ¢ovelv: Pope argues that in the later 5% century this word used absolutely
could imply being wise, but the question which concerns us is how Aeschylus used the
word absolutely; it occurs 28 times in Aeschylus, usually with a qualifying word (such
as an adverb), to mean “to be disposed or minded in a certain way,” the “way” given by
the qualifying word. In nine passages, however, it is used absolutely.?” “The concept
which would seem to explain all these occurrences is that of using one’s faculties as a

grown-up human being,” he writes, and thus the word means “exercising one’s full

2% Ryzman, in fact, makes the compelling argument that not only are the Danaids completely
dependent upon their father for counsel, but he has raised them as such. She points out
numerous instances in which the daughters defer to their father’s judgment (even above
Pelasgus’!), and one of these is at Supplices 971, in which the girls say that they will trust only
their father’s advice on where it is 1] that they live, even after Pelasgus has offered safe haven
(and he is confused by their response). Although she does not refer to the use or importance of
xo1] here, her statement, “[the Danaids’] inability to detach themselves and become individuals
who can make their own decisions has most disturbing implications and consequences,” is well
illustrated by the respective uses of xor] within this tragedy. (3-4) This is relevant to my
argument in that this characterization of the Danaids is consistently borne out by the uses of xom
in this play; even with their own remarks, the Danaids position themselves on the lower end of
the power differential implied with the use of a xor)-statement.

27 At Septem 807, it is used to mean “being rational and avoiding panic;” Pope (108) thinks this is
also the force of the word in two of its occurrences at the beginning of the Supplices (176, 204). At
Eumenides 115, it means “to wake up and be alert.” At Choephoroi 517, it is “a synonym for being

alive.” At Fr. 677 (Mette) and Agamemnon 176, he says, it is “used for what men do or may do.”
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adult faculties.” (108-109) He presents Choephoroi 753 to support his argument that these
are adult faculties (i.e. infants do not have them).?

Pope’s article is on the interpretation of Agamemnon 176, and ultimately his
argument is that since ¢poovetv is not used absolutely in Aeschylus to mean “to be wise,”
it does not do so in that instance. For my purposes, then, it follows that it also does not
mean “to be wise” at Supplices 176. At any rate, xo1 here functions as advice with the
force of an imperative, and it is nonsensical for one to command another to “be wise.”
The reference of ¢poovetv to adult human faculties supports the tone and use at Supplices
176 in that the Danaids’ father is exhorting them to do what he does, as an older member
of society, and in the same passage he refers to himself with the participle of the verb.
What is xo1] in the Type I use is expected, appropriate behavior; when an individual
uses it in giving advice, he does not ask more of the addressee than what is obviously
possible in present time.

Before I discuss the use of o in direct questions, I must address the
relationship between its use and that of det in Homer, which exerts pressure upon later
authors’ use of the word in questions to such an extent that thereafter the use of det
renders a question rhetorical. Conversely, then, a question using xor) should not be a

rhetorical question (although they do exist, they are very rare), and when the use of xo1

2 He cites Sophocles” Ajax 554-555 and likens it to Prometheus 443-444 and 447-450 in order to
show that the word does not simply mean a capacity for reasoning but also that for appreciating
sorrow and joy, but neither of these, he neglects to note, has any bearing on the meaning in
Aeschylus.
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appears to be rhetorical, we would do well to inquire as to why the author chose xor
over d¢L.

ti oot Aéyerv xor) Tovvo’; €v xpovw pabwv

elom oV v avTog xot Evvéumogol oébev.

TavTag O €ékovoag HeEV KAt edvolav Goevav

ayols av, eimep evoefr)c mibot Adyog. (938- 941)

Consideration of the xon-act’s exposure of the relationship between speaker and
addressee is again useful for the interpretation of the xor)-statement at Supplices 938.
This passage is part of a verbal sparring match between the king of Argos and the herald
of the Egyptians, who has come in order to bring back the daughters of Danaiis. The
tone of this question is most telling: the herald in this exchange is proud, and he refuses
to pay due respect to the ruler of the land into which he has come; the king of Argos is
understandably indignant, and he reprimands the herald for the violence in his words
and his lack of decorum (lines 912-915; 917). The herald displays a lack of concern
toward the gods of Hellas, and the customs respected by the gods (line 917); he threatens
to tear the Danaids away from the gods’” sanctuary, and for this also the king rebukes
him (line 927). In short, the herald shows himself before the king of Argos to be
someone who renders himself by his actions worthy of no respect. In the speech leading
up to this reply on the part of the king, the herald asked for the king’s identity,
ostensibly so that he might have better information for his own leaders; he phrases this
request in terms of his duty and position (kat yop moémet krjouk” amaryyéAAery toowg /
éxaota, lines 931-932), but then threatens the king with retribution in the form of war.

Therefore it is quite appropriate for the king to reply with tt cot Aéyewv xor) Ttovvou’;—
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the herald has justified his question (and his reasons for expecting an answer) in terms
of what is appropriate for him, the herald, in his position, but he follows that by making
an absurdly inappropriate (to his station) threat of war, to close an exchange in which he
himself has behaved quite inappropriately, not only in terms of social graces, but also in
terms of the humility appropriate before the divine. The king then replies here with,
“How is it xon, again, that I tell you my name?” i.e. “How am I obliged in order to treat
you in the way that I should according to cosmic law, to tell you my name [considering
the way you have acted toward me, and have not yourself done what was xon]?” The
force of context adequately explains the nature of xo1 here as consonant with the others
of Type L.

Next we shall examine a few xor1)-statements whose speaker and addressee are of
the same social status, beginning with that at Persae 219:

oL o€ BovAouecOa, punteg, ovT ayav pofelv Aoyolg 215

oUte Oapovvely: Oeolg d¢ TEOOTEOTIALS IKVOULUEVT),

el TL PAavEOV €10EG, ALTOL TWVO ATIOTQOTINV TEAELY,

T O’ Aya0’ éxteAn yevéoOaw ool te kat tékvew 0éOev

Kal OAeL PLAOLS Te TAOL DeVTEQOV D& XOT) XOOGS

Y1) te kat pOrolc xéaobat mEevuevws O altov Thde, 220

ooV OOV Aapelov, 6vteQ Prig eV kat evPEOVNV,

€004 ool téumely TEKVW TE YNG évepDev ¢ Ppaog,

TAUTIAALY D& TWVDE yalat KAToXa pavgovofat okotw. (215-223)
In these lines, the Chorus of Persian elders advise Atossa on what she personally ought
to do next as both parties wait for news. That this xor)-statement has imperative force is
evident from the imperatives which surround it in this speech, although this instance,

along with the one given below, occurs in an exchange between two parties who

conceive of each other, during this exchange, as equals. This is an example of a character
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in Aeschylus adopting the stance typical to the Type I xor) usages, i.e. of one of greater
authority or experience, even when it does not reflect the power dynamic between them,
in order to communicate the gravity of the advice given (it is otherwise meant politely;
they show their respect with such terms as pnrteg, at line 215). We know this using the
other instances of xomn as points of reference, and we know also, having considered the
references to divinity at other instances, that the addition of xor) to the phrase is natural,
since in these lines Atossa receives advice on how she might best comport herself so as
to “win” the favor of the cosmos (and here, the gods are represented as agents
controlling the cosmos, as she is instructed to supplicate (line 216) and ask favor from
them). The language itself, too, is that of religious supplication (tikvovpévn 216). The
parallel structure and continuous context put the xorn-statement on the same level with
the imperative statements around it, and the appearance of the word xor] boosts the tone
of humility, reference to Atossa’s relationship to the gods; here the yon-statement has
the same force as aitov.

The next example occurs not in Atossa’s direct response but several hundred
lines later:

Opws O, Emeldn) TN’ €KVEWOEV PATIS

vp@v, Beolc pev mpwtov eVEa0aL OéAw,

Emerta y1) te kol PpOLTols dwonpata

Néw AaPovoa méAavov €€ olkwv epwV,

EmioTapat pév we €’ EEelpyaopévolg, 525

AAA" &g TO Aowmtov el L dr) Apov mEAOL.

VHAc O¢ XOT) 'l TOlodE TOIC TETEAYHEVOLS
ToToloL ot Evudégery PovAevpata. (521-528)

23



Atossa rephrases the Chorus” advice to her from lines 215-221 (ev&aoOat O¢olg, I'f) te
kat pOtrolg, etc.) using the first person, thereby showing that she acquiesces in the
validity of their request; she adds a xo1-statement and imperatives (mapnyopeite,
niportéumet’ 530) of her own to indicate that which she believes it is best that the Chorus
do. Itis this couching of the xor|-statement among imperatives on both sides that
demonstrates that Atossa and the Chorus consider themselves to be on equal terms. In
this speech, Atossa agrees to follow the Chorus” advice from lines 215-221; she does so
when she raises the ghost of Darius (619-622). Atossa charges the Chorus to escort
Xerxes at 530, and finally, at line 1076, their words indicate that that they had planned to
acquiesce. Not only does one party act with authority to advise the other but the
addressee acquiesces by agreeing to do (and by doing) what is desired.

A figure in authority uses a xon-statement to refer to advice also at Supplices 519,
where Pelasgus speaks to the Chorus of Danaids regarding their father:

€yw d¢ AaoLg OLYKAAQYV €y XwElovg

oTelXw, TO KOOV WG AV EVUEVES TIOQ:

Kal 0oV 0w Tatépa ol ot Aéyetv.

TEOG TAVTA ipve kat Beolg €y xwolovg 520

ALTalG TaEALToL TV 0” €pwg éxet tuxetv. (517-521)
This is an excellent example of one character in a position of authority informing another
of what is xor] based on a supposed greater knowledge thereof. The object of d1d&Ew

(519) is Danaiis, and it is surrounded by imperatives to the daughters; thus Pelasgus

affirms that both the father and daughters are under his influence. They have come
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seeking help from the people in Argos, and it is the right and position of Pelasgus, as the
Argive king, to address his supplicants from a position of authority.?

This instance also illustrates a conception of the gods as representing what is
xom); there is a parallel here between Pelasgus’ advice for Danaiis (albeit reported
indirectly) and that for the Danaids (and consider that they occupy the same space vis-a-
vis Pelasgus and the Argives): one xor|-statement followed by imperatives urging the

daughters to supplicate the gods. I take this emphasis on the gods to inform the use of

xom here.

otelxet aldolol YEQoVTeG TOOS OOV, TEMOWMEVOLS [ToVoDE]

molv maOetv el€avTeg WEA: XONV TAd W €mMpAEapeV.

€L € oL pOXOwv Yévorto Twvd' aAlg, dexolued’ av,

dapovog xnA1 Pagela dvotuxws TemAnypévol.3 (1657- 1660)
At Agamemnon 1658 Clytemnestra breaks into the circular argument between the Chorus
and Aegisthus at the end of the Agamemnon. The brevity and final position of the xon-
statement in this instance serve to strengthen its function as a xorj-act; Clytemnestra
means to end the quarrel (and she does, with her next utterance, at lines 1672-1673; she

also ends the play). The meaning behind the statement is straightforward: she and

Aegisthus did what they had to do. However, Clytemnestra uses the overtones of

2 What does Pelasgus consider the content of 7ol xo1) Aéyewv to be (as he evidently has
something concrete in mind)? Danaiis would not present his case in toto to the citizens; it is more
likely that the king of Argos would do most of the talking, with Danaiis presenting a pitiful
figure, supplicating not only their king but the Argive citizens as well. Therefore the primary
relationship Danaiis and his daughters have to the people in this place is one of humility and
supplication.

3 This passage has been reconstructed and construed from a damaged manuscript tradition. For
a description of the manuscript difficulties, see Fraenkel 794.
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cosmic importance and her new position as queen now without a king (by far the most
powerful individual in the scene) to end the discussion. The xon-act here functions as
part of her taking control of the situation, even if the content of the statement on its
surface is descriptive.

What is xo1) here is what is appropriate for a given person given his or her
location within society, especially within the family. Clytemnestra’s primary motivation
in the murder of her husband was retribution for his murder of their daughter Iphigenia;
therefore, when she refers to what is xo1 for herself, she refers to that which is
appropriate action for the mother of a murdered daughter. One might argue that
Clytemnestra’s murder of Agamemnon is directly opposed to the idea that what is xon
serves to uphold universal order, but from her perspective this act brings the sequence of
events full circle to a restoration of balance ! As is evident elsewhere, Clytemnestra’s
idea of what is xon differs a great deal from what another character might regard as
what is xo1] (see especially Choephoroi 930); this difference, and Clytemnestra’s prior
adopting of “standard” ideas of what is x0r] as she dissembles earlier in the play, is
evidence of Aeschylus” masterful characterization of her through his manipulation of the

use of the word.32

31 And Clytemnestra certainly feels that what was xo1] for her to do can be reconciled with a
greater order; see her speech at 1566-1576.

3% One may choose to translate this instance as “we did what was fated” rather than “we did what
was necessary”; then, however, one must answer why a given series of events was fated, what
events in past time naturally forced these actions in present time. Such questions get at the
source of the necessity, which is still the cosmic order of things.
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Regarding this type of xor|-statement, an individual is only individual in
Aeschylus insofar as he exists at the intersection of a number of discrete identities, and
any given individual with the same roles and responsibilities would be subject to the
same “rules.” So for example when at Choephoroi 907 Orestes says to Clytemnestra,
“Sleep with [Aegisthus] in death, since you love him; but you hate the one it was xor for
you to love,” he refers to her transgression only in the context of a wife toward a
husband; loving Agamemnon was x01) for her because she was his wife, and the

necessity behind xo1] applies to all wives equally.

The majority of Type I instances demonstrate the application of the universal sort
of cosmic law to a given individual in a given situation; the basic meaning is not distinct
from that in the universal category, but the context is more particular. These “applied”
xon-statements refer to the same set of laws concerning universal order; however, what
is expected of an individual in order to conform with what is xor in these instances is a
reflection of that person’s own place in the world at the intersection of various identities.
Each individual within a society has a different set of responsibilities and is subject to
different expectations depending upon his or her class, history, profession, and position
within the family unit; therefore some rules pertain to some individuals which have no
bearing on others. Although a certain individual’s set of roles and responsibilities is not
often repeated in a population, it is certainly not unique; as what is xor for a person

arises out of these roles, there is no personal, non-transferable xor|. I will begin this
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discussion with Eteocles” speech at the beginning of the Septem in which he describes the
behavior appropriate to various members of his community, depending on their role:

Kdadpov moAitay, xor Aéyev ta kalowx

00TIc PLAGOOTEL TTEOAYOG €V TTEUUVT) TTOAEWG

olaka VWUV, PAEPaQa Ut KOLHwV DTTVe.

el pev yap €0 mpaatpev, altia Oeov:

eLd’ avl’, 6 un yévorto, cvudoa TUXOL, 5
EteokAénc av eig moAvg katx mToALy

vuvold’ O’ otV Ppotuiols ToAveEddoLg
olpwypaotv 0°, v Zevg aAeEntriolog

Emvupog Yévorto Kaduelwv moAeL.

VUAG O XOT) VOV, Katl Tov éAAelmovT’ €Tt 10
1PNc dxpatag kat Tov €EnBov Xeovw,

PAAOTNUOV AADAVOVTA CWOUATOS TTOADY,

woav T €xovO’ EKaOTOV WOTE CLUTQETIEG,

TOAEL T aQNyewy kat Oewv eyxwolwv

Pwpolol, Tipag un 'EaAeipOnval mote: 15
tekvolg g, I'n te pntol, prAtatn toodpw. (1-16)

Eteocles gives in the first xor}-statement what is appropriate for him, as ruler, to do in
such a situation; in the xon-statement in line 10, he describes what is appropriate for the
citizens surrounding him, thus foreshadowing the contrast he will make throughout the
play of his own allegiance to what he considers possible by human means and the
Chorus’ blind insistence on seeking recourse and protection from the divine. Eteocles
does not outright disparage the capability of the divine element to protect his city, but
he “generally adopts an attitude like “‘Heaven helps those who help themselves!” ”
(Dawson 29-30). Thus he does not say anything that indicates that he thinks the Chorus’
supplication will bring material or measurable aid on the war front (note how, at lines

5ff., Eteocles states that he alone will be blamed should things not turn out well).* The

3 Cf. Podlecki (1964), especially 287-292.
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xom at line 10 is a statement of what he feels is appropriate for the Chorus: it is respectful
of the situation that those unable to fight supplicate the gods,* even if he himself does
not believe such action will effect anything material to his benefit (since lines 5-6 refer to
the assigning of blame after the fact, I interpret line 4 as assigning praise in like manner).
The two uses of xor) here—“in this situation, it is my duty to do x, and yours to do y” —
are instructive for the characterization of Eteocles and indicate priorities which he will
restate throughout the play. In describing those priorities, as Dawson notes (32), the
order of moAet and Bwpiotot (lines 14-15) is important.

Thus these two instances are uses of xor) which describe what is appropriate for
individuals based on their positions within society.®> Of course, this passage also reflects
other aspects of Type I uses of the word: Eteocles” advice to his citizens is a speech act
from his position of authority, and that advice represents human supplication to the
gods as xom.

Action appropriate on account of relative position appears again at Persae 153:

AAN” 1jde Oev loov opOaApolc 150

ddog odppatal prne PacAéws,

PBaotAew & eur) mEooTTVQW:

Kal TEooPOOYyoLg d¢ XQewVv avTV
niavtag pobotot mpooavdav.  (150-154)

34 See Rose (162-163) on the the constituency of Eteocles” audience: he conceives that, based on
the way Eteocles addresses those listening to his speech, these citizens represent three groups—
the young, the old, and those of military age, but we must assume that this last group is
participating in battle. Cf. the priest’s speech at the beginning of Sophocles” OT.

3 Cf. Lupag-Petre (7): “Le premier discours d’Etéocle définit d’emblée le rdle qui revient au roi
dans la défense de la cité.”
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We have seen the Chorus and Atossa negotiating the power dynamic of their
relationship in previous examples; the elders here, at Persae 153, although they show a
great deal of reverence at the queen’s entrance, do not relate themselves specifically to
her in terms of power with this yon-statement (debase themselves); they state what is
expected of all (mavtag 154): it is xor), they say, that she be welcomed according to her
status, and this is xo1 because all are subject to her, in accordance with their position in
society. This instance may even be interpreted as a third-person imperative to those
present.

In order to appreciate Aeschylus” mastery of characterization not only of
individuals but of whole cultures, it is important to note that the Chorus’ language
openly reveals their association of her with divinity (not only in this passage, but
following: the wife and mother of gods, line 157); Aeschylus is depicting a culture whose
members believed Darius had experienced apotheosis at death (and consistent with his
portrayal in the conjuring of his divinity, and the prayers offered to him). In this
passage, the Chorus treats Atossa (and to all appearances, they genuinely feel it) as
though she were herself divine. Such usage is exactly parallel to the usages I will
discuss in the next section, those instances of Type I xon} which situate the gods as
“placeholders” or representatives of what is xor). Compare the instances of Type I xon
in which Clytemnestra is the speaker: in these xo1] represents not merely cosmic law, but
necessity according to the perspective of the one making the statement. We can read the
values of the speaker through what he or she calls xor).

An analogy of humans to gods with a use of xor) occurs at Supplices 980:
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@ Taeg, Agyelooy evxeoOat xoewv,

Ovewv te AelPewv 0, wg Oeolg OAvumiolg,

OTOVOAGS, éTel OwTNES OV dix0eEoOTIwe. (980-982)

Danaiis speaks to the Chorus of his daughters, after the king of Argos has promised his
protection of them; he compares the status of the Argives as “saviors” to that of the
gods, and thus by analogy his xor)-statement (which usually concerns behavior toward a
divinity) indicates an appropriate course of action toward the Argives (it is not only the
appearance of xoewv which has a sort of jarring effect, when used of action toward
humans; the actions are named: offering prayers, sacrificing, offering libations). It is an
analogy especially complimentary of the Argives, but more revealing of Aeschylus’
characterization of Egyptian culture.

At various points throughout the corpus we see xor1)-statements in which the
sense of xo1 is tailored to the social position or occupation of the person indicated. An
example of this occurs at Septem 1005, in which the herald claims that it is xor] for him to
announce information; however, as that instance is likely interpolated, we may turn to
that at Septem 717, in which Eteocles argues with the Chorus, giving the priorities of a

soldier:

Chorus: VIKNV ye pévtoL Kal kaknv Tipua 0edc.
Eteocles: OVK &vOQ  OTIALTNV TOUTO XO1) O0TéQYeLv émog. (716-717)

“It is not appropriate for a soldier-hero (in such capacity) to esteem that sentiment.”
Here Eteocles expresses that which is xor) for a rather narrowly defined group of people,
fully aware that it contradicts the Chorus’ opinion. We have seen characters create

tension between outlooks using xor-statements before; Eteocles in this passage has
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already displayed his disdain for the Chorus members, who would rather he not go to
battle; he attempts to counter them with misogyny and condescension. Of course
Aeschylus is aware that cosmic law is not always self-evident to various characters with
differing goals and histories—that it is open to interpretation, depending on one’s values
(the values of a culture are not monolithic, and only have such status as culture-values
because they are to various high degrees agreed upon by the members of a culture). In
this example the reader is presented with a conflict between two opinions of what is
necessary —the Chorus expresses their opinion using the singular, undefined, and
unspecified “god” as the arbiter of this, but their conception of the source of this
necessity is the same as that of Eteocles in his response with xor). (That he responds on
their terms, with a differing opinion of the same type of sentiment, and uses the word
xom, is evidence of this.)?

With this in mind, we may refer back to the characterization of Clytemnestra
using her xo1)-statements. The individual whose views of what is xor] differ most
radically, and most provocatively, from the consensus of the others” views is
Clytemnestra in the Agamemnon; not only does she express views of what is xor) which
are sometimes in direct conflict with others” views, but she also herself makes xo1-
statements whose values are mutually contradictory. She does this in the process of

manipulating her addressee and concealing her real motives (Agamemnon 879, below;

3% ] do not mean to dwell at length on this, but it is not without merit to recognize that those
individuals in this culture who make statements based on their view of cosmic law which are at
odds with others’ views tend to be female, and their views tend to be ignored (by a society that
does not privilege their opinion). It is also worthwhile to remember that the codes of behavior
which support the stability of the universe are subjective, and they vary most obviously from
culture to culture—but also, from subculture to subculture, individual to individual.
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342); she is not incapable of catering to someone else’s perspective on what is xor). She
is also not incapable of sarcasm with a genuine use of xo1] (1556, below), a statement
which shows her own self-awareness when it comes to use of the word and a high
sensitivity to the values which underlie typical xor}-statements. Once she has killed
Agamemnon and has no further use for dissembling, she reveals her own perspective on
what is cosmically appropriate (1419, below; 1658).

As an example of Clytemnestra’s awareness of the priorities and views of xor) of
those around her, consider her use at line 879:

TOLWVO ' EKATL KANDOVWV TAALYKOTWYV

TIOAAGG dvwOev agTavag eung d€eng 875

EAvoav aAAoL TEOG Blav AeAnupévng.

€K TVOE ToL Tl €vOAd’ 0L apaoTATEL,

€UV TE Kal 0wV KUQLOG TUOTWHATWY,

ws xonv, Ogéotng: undé Bavpaonc tode. (874-879)
Clytemnestra uses x0r1) here because she is aware that Orestes” presence at the
homecoming of his father would be very much xor) in Agamemnon’s opinion. That she
fills this speech with deceit needs no further proof here; her voicing of the word xor
only adds to the evidence, in that by its use she pretends to share Agamemnon’s values.
She has already done this at line 342, when speaking to the Chorus; see below on page
4957

The construction here, “as was appropriate,” is further proof of Type I xor as

predictable and transferable: the phrase implies that there is a broad base of reference as

% Whether the action described as xor] was actually undertaken has no bearing on its propriety;
Orestes was not there, but his presence was nevertheless appropriate. The necessity behind xor
is valid whether individuals observe it or not. Cf. Smyth § 1777: “The Greek usage simply states
the obligation (propriety, possibility) as a fact which existed in the past (and may continue to
exist in the present.”
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to what is xo1) on which she makes this statement. (It is no coincidence that
Clytemnestra is the only character in Aeschylus to use xor) falsely AND to use a
construction which implies that what is xon is only a matter of general consensus; she
has a heightened awareness that this is the case.) She will use the construction again at
line 1556:

Kkal kataBdpopev,

oVLX VO KAavOU@V TV €€ olkwy,

SAA " Thryévelk viv aomaoiog 1555
Buyamg, we xon,

TATEQ AVTIAOATA TIQOG WKVTTIOQOV

oEOpELU’ &XéwV

TeQl Xelpe Parovoa pAnoet. (1553-1559)
Here Clytemnestra uses xor1] with sarcasm; she makes a xor|-statement which both she
and, she expects, her audience feel to be a total perversion of what is xor). That her tone
is sarcastic here is obvious both from content, i.e. the reversal of roles, that a daughter
should be welcomed by her father (Fraenkel 735-736), and her wording: Ouvydtno at the
beginning of 1556, and matéQ’ at the beginning of 1557 is meant to be jarring. I include
the instances at line 879 and line 1556 in the section on the expectations of a person in a
given station or familial position, since the previous instance concerned father and son,
and this one father and daughter; here xor is meant to refer to appropriate behavior in
familial relationships.

After Clytemnestra has murdered Agamemnon, she has no further need to
conceal her true feelings as to what constitutes appropriate behavior in fear of giving

herself away. At Agamemnon 1419, she chastises the Chorus for not doing what was

appropriate, to her mind (and values):
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0G OV TIROTIH@YV, WOTEQEL FOTOV HOQOV, 1415

HNA@V PAEOVTWV EVTIOKOLS VOULEVUAOLY,

£€0voev avTOL A, PLATATNV €uol

wdV’, Emdov Opnkiwv dnudTwv.

OV TOUTOV €K YNG TNOode XONV ¢ AvOonAately,

Houdtwv amow’;  (1415-1420)

Here Clytemnestra refers to that which is xor] according to her own world view: since
Agamemnon slaughtered his own daughter, he should have been driven out of the land.
The two instances in which we see Clytemnestra’s perspective through xon-statements
are here and at Agamemnon 1658 (above).

This statement also makes reference to the relationship between the speaker and
the addressee; by the use of xon with such a tone Clytemnestra takes the position of one
of greater authority (as she is queen) informing those below her of what is xor. The
Chorus here is of advisers, but she exerts her authority over them (1420-1425). Fraenkel
presents examples of Aéyw d¢ oot and variants in which the speaker intends these words
to sound harsh and to have a profound effect on the addressee and audience; the words
also introduce statements in which the speaker appropriates power to himself. 3

Contrast this exchange (in tone, especially) with that between another queen and
group of advisors, Atossa and the Chorus in the Persag; here, the two parties not only
disagree as to what is xor] on account of the differences in loyalty and values between
them, but they also merely bicker, pushing back and forth the blame for the act.

Agamemnon predictably shares the Chorus” opinion as to what is xor), and he takes

exception to Clytemnestra’s actions at line 917:

% 677. For mageokevaopévng, “prepared for battle,” as indicating a threat, see Fraenkel 670.
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ANdac yéveOAov, dwpdtwv Euwv GpuAag,

amovoiaq pev elnag elkoOTtwg eun)

Hakoav ya éEétetvac: A’ evatoipwg

atvely, map’ daAAwv xorn T0d’ épxeoBat yéoas. (914-917)

In this instance Agamemnon informs Clytemnestra that her speech is inappropriate,
given her position in his household, as she has been unnecessarily obsequious.* In
addition, with this response to her Agamemnon is distancing himself from barbarian
practice (and thus xor) at this instance, to his mind, contrasts his own culture with that
of others, to privilege his own), and he does so with an idea which is universally known
to those around him.* He speaks in maxims here (cf. Fraenkel 416), sustaining the
august appearance which he presents (also at lines 928-929, that man must not be judged
happy until dead, using xor)). There is condescension in his tone here, not only in his
refusal to be grouped with her but also in his associating her behavior with the more

eastern practices which he himself disdains; at any rate we know from his reminding her

of what is xor that he is speaking from his position of authority, and as king, this

% Fraenkel (416) explains: “Clytemnestra is a member of his household, and it is not right for her,
being in this position, to praise a master of the house.”(The emphasis is mine; this is a paraphrase
of the scholiast’s explanation.) Fraenkel is not commenting on the use of xo1] here relative to
other uses; rather he is speaking only from a knowledge of Greek culture, but he hits the nail on
the head when it comes to the sense behind the usage. He distinguishes between universal
necessity, i.e. the things which it is imperative that all individuals do, and the type of necessity
that is dependent upon a person’s place in society, and he gives a Pindar quotation (Fr. 181): 6
Yo €€ olkov mMOTL HWHOV ETALVOS Kigvatal.

40 On these actions being better suited to eastern societies, see Fraenkel at lines 918-921. On
uaxkoav here: Fraenkel (414-415) says it is a phrase from everyday language and gives quotations
from other authors with pakodv and tetvw; there is no noun to be supplied: to speak at length
was an lonian thing, and Argives spoke tersely.
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statement is a xor]-act in that he expects it will be followed.*! (Compare Septem 713, in
which a king speaks to his subjects in very much the same tone.)

At the same time Agamemnon reveals that this speech is motivated by desire to
respect the gods as best he may; his motivation for refusing Clytemnestra’s advances is
that in those eastern societies such obeisance was shown to monarchs on account of their
association with divinity, and he flatly rejects that such an association would be
appropriate on his part (cf. at 925: Aéyw kat” avdoa, pr) 0eov, oéPerv éué). This whole
speech is speculation on Agamemnon'’s part on how best to respect and stand in
relationship to the gods. Very shortly thereafter, at line 922, Agamemnon uses another
xon-statement with the same motivation:

KAl TAAAQ Y1) YOVALKOG €V TQOTIOLS €pE

&Povve, unde BagPdoov Gwtog diknv

XAUALTTETEG PO TIOOOXAVNG EHOL, 920

und’ elpaot otpwoao’ emipOovov ooV

tiOer Oeovg toL TOlOdE TIHAAPELY XQEWV"

&v mowctAolg 0¢ Ovnrov Ovta k&dAAeoy

Patvewv éuot pév ovdapwe avev popPov.  (918-924)

This statement is another general maxim and thus a good example of the universal
context of some Type I xor)-statements: it makes no particular reference to the

individuals involved, or even the situation at hand; it states a natural boundary of

human action relative to divinity.*

4 Again, situated among imperatives: &ovve (919), ur moooxavng, etc. He is taking the
position of authority over her, informing her of what is o1} (and when she talks back to him, he
grows annoyed). Fraenkel (417): “The triple ‘do not’ expresses strongly his reluctance.”

# Fraenkel (417) writes that tiuaAdetv probably comes from the language of religious
ceremonies.
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Another example of a character disagreeing with Clytemnestra’s opinions on
what constitutes correct behavior while using a xor)-statement occurs at Choephoroi 907,
where Orestes cites his mother’s failure to behave appropriately as a wife:

Kat COvta Y& viv kQelooov’ 1)y1ow mateog:

toLTE Bavovoa Evykabevd’, emel PLAelg

TOV &vOQa TOLTOV, OV O’ €xonV GAely otuyeis. (905-907)
The sequence of logic is important: “In death, sleep with [Aegisthus], since you love this
man but you despise the one it was xor for you to love.” Orestes is punishing
Clytemnestra for transgressing what he feels to be one of the laws which constitute what
is xomn, and he conceives of what is xor] in terms of human relationships—in this
instance, that of a wife’s duty toward her husband. (It is tempting to read this instance
of xor as a reference to the same supernatural force to which Clytemnestra refers at line
910, with potpa;* however, Orestes” own justification for his decision undermines
this*). It was xom, he says, that she love Agamemnon, since she was married to him; the
fact that she did not treat him with the appropriate respect does not detract from the
necessity of doing so.

At this instance of xor) Orestes clearly conceives of the gods as representing (if

not dispensing instructions as to) what is xor); in the few lines directly before 907,

4 When Clytemnestra at 910 says 1) Moioa tovtwv, @ tékvov, magattia, she counters his
argument from propriety according to position by claiming that her own personal circumstances
(in particular, the death of Iphigenia) exculpate her. Therefore, poipa is quite another matter
from xom in the minds of Orestes and Clytemnestra; Orestes responds to line 910 (kat tovde
tolvuv Molg’ émogouvvev pogov, 911) by conceding the point, as what is ploipa for a given
individual has no bearing on what is xo).

# Garvie (295) remarks on the sexual implications behind Evvia0evd” in line 906; the sexual
reference is surely indicative of Orestes’ condescending and spiteful tone in this speech.
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Orestes asks Pylades for advice, and the latter reminds him of the oracles of Apollo and
Orestes” own pledges to the god. Orestes quickly and wholeheartedly accepts this
reminder of where his priorities should lie, and then he cites the behavior required by
what is xo1 to his mother, as an explanation of his actions; the two (god and xo1)) are
inextricably combined in Orestes’ mind. Thomson (176) cites Miiller as calling Pylades a
“monitor from Apollo.”4

Twenty lines after this instance, at Choephoroi 930, Orestes accuses his mother in
similar words:

N KAQTA HAVTIS OUE OVELRdTWV POPOC.
EKOVEG OV OV XOMNV, K&l TO 1) xoewv 1dBe. (929-930)

Orestes here refers again to Clytemnestra’s transgression of the codes of behavior for a
wife towards her husband. Since she has flouted what is xo1] in committing her act, he
considers the only fit retribution to be retribution in kind (cf. the law of reciprocity: “the
doer must suffer”). Of course, he admits with this statement that his own act is )

xoewv—and he hesitates (434-438; 297; 899) in fear over the correct course of behavior.*

4 Cf. Verrall (132), “He has come by divine command to see that vengeance is done.”

46 Orestes acknowledges correct behavior toward his mother by his hesitation, but the Danaids in
the Supplices (as we have seen in the instance at line 176) treat their father with the utmost
deference. Cf. the instance at line 971:

méppov d¢ mEOdPowV deDE’ 1UéTEQOV

natéQ’ evOaoT Aavadv, TEGVOOV

Kat BoVAQQXOV. TOL YaQ TTQOTEQN 970
HNTLS, 61ov Xon dwpata vatety

kat tomog evdpowv. (968-972)

Here the use of xo1] by the Chorus is part of their characterization by the poet: the consideration
of the proper respect due from a child to a parent is emphasized, although certainly in this play
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There is a significant difference in the levels of awareness between Clytemnestra
and Orestes: she uses xor] to describe her own actions, even when by her previous use
she has acknowledged that other conceptions of what is xon exist; Orestes when he
prepares to kill Clytemnestra neither conceives of what he is about to do as xor nor
attempts to justify the act with such an assertion. That he here acknowledges that what
he is about to do is against xor) might be taken as problematic toward my understanding
of the word —but the fact that one knows that one’s actions are against the natural order
and will have repercussions does not always prevent him from following a chosen
course of action. However, Orestes here experiences conflicting demands upon his
behavior concerning what is xo1) (he recognizes this before the audience at 899); he is
forced to decide between his role as the son of his father and agent of Apollo and his
position as his mother’s son. Either choice in such a situation would result in a
performance and failure of what is xon.¥ Such a choice to make is representative of the
major questions of the trilogy, only to be resolved in the final play. What is o0 xon,
according to Orestes, is Clytemnestra’s slaughter of Agamemnon, as he finds it more

heinous that a woman should murder her husband than that a son should murder his

their obsequiousness is not intended to represent the norm. The content of the statement itself
implies greater dependence on Danaiis than is natural (cf. Ryzman'’s article), since the Danaids do
not simply ask for the information they seek from Pelasgus, to whom they are presently
speaking, information which he presumably would have.

47 As far as I can tell, he has from the beginning shown an awareness that this course of action
presents its own problems, but from such a matter-of-fact statement one cannot read his
emotions. Garvie’s statement, “Orestes is not really expressing doubts about the rightness of the
matricide,” (302) seems predicated on the idea that if he were, he would choose a different course
of action.
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mother —nevertheless, this statement reinforces that he finds both repugnant,* and his
tone is regretful (and is strengthened by his hesitation in other scenes). The complicity
of the supernatural in this scheme of what is xo1 is indicated here (as often): the use
follows hard on Orestes’ interpretation of Clytemnestra’s dream.

The instance at Agamemnon 1429 gives another example of a party using xon to
describe what Clytemnestra should suffer on account of her actions against her
husband.* The Septem provides another set of mutually contradictory ideas of what
constitutes xor), those of Eteocles and the Chorus, whose differing outlooks also come
from diverse priorities and values; at line 713 we observe the use of xor] in such a
argument:

Chorus: mOov yuvall, kalmeQ oL oTEQYwWV OHWG.
Eteocles: Aéyolt’ &v wv a&vn Tig' ovde Xor) pakoav. (712-713)

“Don’t speak at length,” Eteocles says, using xor] to communicate the source of the
necessity behind their silence, privileging his own interests; here the Chorus fears the
stain of a brother’s death on their king’s hands, whereas Eteocles considers it is his duty
to stand at the seventh gate and defend the city. However, if either side has any

objective awareness of differing fundamental values (and what would cause these) as

4] consider the variatio in the form of o1} simply a matter of style, cf. Smyth §2714 on the fact
that xo1 can be negated by either ov or pr), meaning “must not.”

4 Chorus to Clytemnestra:

HeYaAOUNTIS el, tegiPoova O EAaicec.

@oTteQ o0V GoVoALBeL TUXa YTV ETtpaiveTal,
ALTOG €70 OHHATWV aliatog e TEETEL:
atletov €tL o€ XM oteQopévav Gidwv

TOppa TOoppatL Tetoat. (Agamemnon 1426-1430)
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the source of their quarrel, they do not show it. Eteocles acts and speaks according to
what is xor from his perspective, that of an adult male with responsibilities, a warrior-
hero. The speech of the Chorus, then, directly detracts from the time he will have to
support his side of the conflict, what it is xo1] for him to do; therefore, he imagines that
what it is xor] for them to do not only conforms to his idea of their duty in society, but
also allows for him to do that which is xomn for him (he does not consider that their stake
in the matter might demand otherwise). This instance of xor) is a xon-act of the
imperative sort; it reinforces the power dynamic between king and subjects, and since
Eteocles is in a position to make policy, this use of xo1] is a command. Hutchinson notes
that these lines closely resemble those at 216f. and that the Chorus obeyed his order
there; Eteocles, of course, does not heed the Chorus’ request (159-160).

The source of obligation in many of the instances of “applied” xor] is not one’s
familial relationships but rather one’s position within society. At Eumenides 708 a god is
portrayed as representative of the universal order, creating policy thereafter to be
regarded as xon:

TaVTNV pev EEETELV EUOIG Taalveaty

&otolowy elg T0 Aowmov: 0pBovobat de xon

kat Yndpov alpetv kat dixyvwvat diknv

atdovuévoug Tov 6pKov. elpntat Adyos. (707-710)

Athena here decrees before the Chorus what will be appropriate behavior for those
thereafter who find themselves in this station. Previously in this speech, she had said,
“KAvolt” &v 1d1 Oeopov, Attikog Aews, /| mowtag dikag kotvovteg alpatog xvtov. /

£otat 0¢ Kat 10 Aowmov Alyéwe oteate / alel dikaoT@wv tovTto BovAevtrioov” (681-684;
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she establishes the tribunal at 704-706). In the speech itself she counsels the citizens to
remain in awe and fear of the majesty of the gods; she considers the court and form of
government to be a set of strictures imposed upon mortals by the divine— artificial in
appearance, but whose function is to uphold righteousness and natural order (0¢pag,
690, will prevent aducetv, 691, and 'mixpatvovtwv vopouvg, 693, alike).®® Athena uses the
xomj-statement at this instance to relate this jury’s particular duty to the greater scheme
in which they are functioning (and by both her action here and characterization of
human duty, she links the gods with what is xor]). Although she does not continue to
use xon (indeed, this play has by far the fewest instances among all the works
considered here), when she resumes her address of the Chorus and Apollo, Athena
continues to refer to participants in the scene according to their duty within it: her own,
at 734; the jurors whose duty it is to empty the urns, at 743; her exchange with the
Chorus that follows is her attempt to convince them that it is right, as being Zeus” will
and in the best interests of all, that they receive reverence in return for bestowing natural
blessings (906-912, 938-948) and those of social accord (976-987). As for this xo1-

statement itself, she uses the present participle aidovuévouvg with “take” and “decide” to

% As for why this is not an occurrence of det: the characters are setting the precedent for human
law, not following it; del is what is set down by man, and Athena is the agent here. Consider also
the strong supernatural references, and the whole characterization of human society here: the
gods are intervening because at this point in human history mortals have no means themselves of
dealing with this.
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make it known that the one action requires the context of the other.>! The traditional

epithet of the Court of the Areopagus was oepvov.>

Thus far we have seen both examples of xon-statements occurring in maxims,
whose content applies to all equally, and examples of xor|-statements whose application
is limited by one’s position, usually with reference to familial obligation, but is not
unique to a given individual. Now I will discuss the relationship of that cosmic law, as
expressed by Type I instances of xo1), to the gods, in the perspective of the speakers
using the yon-statement. One of the first attributes uniting instances of xo1 is its
tendency to describe the relationship of humans to the gods (as in Persae 820: ovx
vrtépdev OvnTov dvta xon Ppoovetv): the word is very often used to indicate that
appropriate human action involves showing reverence of or supplication to the gods, or
more simply, divinity, in some way. One often finds the formula “it is xor] for [a mortal]
to do [X regarding the gods].” This initially led me to believe that the primary function
of xor is describing appropriate human action toward the gods. This aspect of Type I
xon most clearly distinguishes it from the use of detin Aeschylus, as what is det

nowhere instructs proper humility and action on the part of mortals relative to the gods.

51 And aidéopat has primarily a religious connotation (i.e. reference to the gods, and not a
general “respect”), in Aeschylus, at any rate: v. its appearance at Supplices 478, Eumenides 680,
Agamemnon 362, Choephoroi 106, Eumenides 483, Supplices 641

52 Thomson (vol. 2, 219), he quotes Demosthenes, 23.65: moAAx pev dn ma’ MUy €0t tolavd’ o’

oV)X €T€QwOL, €V O’ OV DIWTATOV MAVIWY KAl CEUVOTATOV, TO €V AQelw TaYw dkaoTroLov,
Suidas, Aeschines, and Isocrates.
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The conception of the relationship between mortals and the gods is not
straightforward; in some Type I instances in Aeschylus the gods are meant as
representing this cosmic law. On occasion they are even depicted as enforcers or agents
of what is xor); in others, they are players who abide by it, as what is xor is outside or
above their authority. When the placeholder or agent relationship between the gods and
what is xo1 is explicitly expressed, the Olympians are rarely named; more often, we see
“the gods” or “God” or simply “divinity” rather than named deities.®® The synthesis (or
implication thereof) of the Olympian gods, who have agency and consciousness, with
what is xo1] is not as simple as it may seem; it elevates them to something beyond
themselves, as what is o1 includes standards of behavior for the (personalized) gods as
well as humans.> I will contrast this with the relationship of the gods to what is xon in
the “Promethean” use (Type II), in which Zeus and what is xor] are at odds with one
another.

I will begin by discussing instances in which the gods are invoked with the xon-

statement, in which xor) is used to describe the relationship between mortals and the

5 Cf. Lloyd-Jones’ article, “Zeus in Aeschylus”; he gives an excellent discussion of the history of
the subject in scholarship. However, as his argument tends toward the question of the
authenticity of the Prometheus based on the characterization of Zeus, I will discuss the article
more fully when I shall come to the instances of the Prometheus themselves.

54 Griffith, who is, of course, writing from a focus on the Prometheus, discusses the trend of the
relationship between “fate” and the gods from Homer on; he writes that in Homer the
relationship between the gods and the Furies (whom he sees as carrying out the will of necessity)
is left unspecified, but that thereafter there is a trend toward Zeus being subject to some sort of
external law in Herodotus and Pindar; he uses Supplices 100-104 to contrast with them, as he
translates, “everything of the gods is effortless; from where he (i.e. Zeus) sits, he carries out his
will...” (1983: 17-18, footnote 49)
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divine by describing the acts necessary for mortals to receive divine favor. I will then
proceed to give examples in which this association between what is xor] and the
Olympian gods is less apparent because it is less overtly stated. I will begin with the
instance at Supplices 502:

otelxolt” av, &vdpeg eV Yo 0 E€vog Aéyel

NyeloOe Pwpovg aotikovg, Oewv €doag:

Kkat EvUPoAOLOLY 0L TOAVOTOUELY XQEWV

vavtnv ayovtag tovd’ épéotiov Oewv.  (500-503)
“Go forth, men,” Pelasgus orders, “and lead [Danaiis] to the altars and sanctuaries of the
gods; it is o1 that you not speak long with those you meet in the road as you bring this
traveler to be a suppliant of the gods.” This is ultimately a command from a king to his
subjects, but it is also a reference to the necessity that they supplicate divinity: Danaiis
displays his piety by approaching the altars as a suppliant, and it is xo1) that Pelasgus’
own guards go assist him in this purpose. One might argue that the force of the xo1-
statement has to do with the speed with which they do this rather than the fact that they
do this; indeed, Pelasgus has mentioned the necessity of this speed before in his speech
from 468-489 (ai’” 481) —speed necessary to quell the ire of the citizens—but he will
calm the citizens’ indignation using the same argument with which he had convinced
himself: the necessity for fear and respect of the wrath of Zeus who protects suppliants.
Pelasgus believes that when the citizens see the Danaids” garlands brought in
supplication to the altars of their own gods, they will recognize that Zeus must be

respected, even if it should mean war. Therefore, the speed which is xor] here is speed

by which Danaiis himself might more easily supplicate the gods, and Pelasgus and all
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the citizens likewise through this act. Acknowledgment of the gods’ power is also xom
for humans at Agamemnon 821:

KATIVQ O’ AAovOoa VUV €T’ eDOonUOG TOALS.

atng OveAdat Cwor ovvOvrjokovoa d&

O0T0d0G TROTIEUTIEL THOVAS TTAOVTOL TIVOAG. 820

ToLTWV Oeolot X1 TOAVUVTOTOV XAQLV

tivewy, €melmeQ kal mdyag VTTEQKOTOVG

époalapeofa kal yvvatkog obveka

TOALY dinuabvvev Agyelov ddkog,

{mmov veoooog, aoTidNPOQOS Aewg, 825

O’ 0govoag audi IMAewkdwv dvov. (818-826)
“For these successes it is xor] that we show gratitude to the gods.” In this passage
Agamemnon credits the gods with the Argive success in the Trojan War, and he uses
xom to describe the obligation of gratitude on the part of men. He has already
mentioned the part they played at 811-812, and he refers back at 829 to his choice to
acknowledge the gods first in this speech before addressing other matters (830-850); he
will close this speech by declaring his intention to proceed immediately to the hearth to
pay his respects (851-853). He clearly believes that the gods are responsible for the
Greek victory; the reason the word xor1] occurs only once in this passage is that only at
821 does he describe the relationship of men to gods rather than actions the gods have
already taken. That Agamemnon conceives of the gods as dispensers of justice here who

took counsel and decided upon the fall of Troy on account of Trojan indiscretion is

evident from lines 813-816 (and his reference to dikn) at 810, 811, 812); he views the gods,
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then, as not only deciding (Y1 povg £0evto 816) but enforcing what is “right,” and he
describes the mortal role in turn to be that of humility and gratitude.

The gods are not named; they are referred to simply as Ocoiot (821); in the
following instance, at line 580, the identity of the force responsible is equally vague
(Oeoic 578, but the singular Atog occurs at 582; the difference in number underlines the
lack of specificity intended):

“Toolav éAdvteg o1 ot AQyelwv 0TOAOG

Oeoic Aadvoa tavta toic kad' EAA&da

dOHOLS EMaTTdAevoav AQXALOV Y&voc.”

TolavTa XOT) KAVOVTAG eVAOYELY TTOALY

KAl TOUG OTEATITYOUGS KAl XAQLS TLUT|OETAL

Alog T0d’ ekmpdlaoa. avt’ Exelg Aoyov. (577-582)

Here the herald claims that the praise of the city itself and her generals will be the
manifestation of gratitude to the gods which is necessary,* as though the city is
somehow an extension of them. It is also important to note that the yor-statement
follows an exhortation to dedicate spoils to the gods, in thanks. The herald is primarily
concerned by the victory; he feels that whatever sorrows and pains have been suffered,
victory more than makes up for them, and this is all by the grace of Zeus. At any rate,
the insistence here on praise, glory (ya&vog 579), and positive gratitude, informs this

entire speech. Perhaps Aeschylus wrote another xor) at line 573 (see discussion of that

line in Appendix A), in this speech but preceding this instance, in which the herald

5 Cf. Thomson on lines 819-820: “Troy with all her insolent wealth —the cause of her
damnation—is conceived as a burnt sacrifice to Atn.” The picture of the Trojans as receiving
punishment for a moral flaw is also flattering to the Greeks.

5% Cf. Fraenkel (583): “and the favour (or grace) of Zeus which has brought this to pass will be
appreciated as it should be;” Smith (29) also refers to it as a “favor from Zeus.”
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genuinely asks whether it is xor that they not feel sorrow at misfortunes past; such a use
of xor) would be consonant with that at line 580, as here he is framing his report, finally,
with reference to Zeus, and therefore he feels it is inappropriate to grieve and
appropriate only to feel gratitude. I do not include that instance here because I am
convinced by Fraenkel’s arguments (287) concerning the interpolation of these lines; I
will discuss that instance in Appendix A.

The xon-statement recommends appropriate behavior toward the gods again at
line 342:

eLd’ €v 0€BovoL TOLG MOALCCOVXOLG Oeovg

ToUG NG dAovomg YN¢ Oewv O ovpata,

oV tav EAOVTEC a0OIC avOaAolev av. 340

£0WG D& U] TIG TTIOOTEQOV EUTILTITI) OTOATQ

ToEOELV & 1) XOT), KEQOETLV VikwHEVOLGS. (338-342)
Here Clytemnestra again conceals her opinion of what is xo1 so as not to rouse the
suspicion of the Chorus. Here she uses xor] in a manner consistent with the use of others
in the play; she characterizes disrespecting and destroying the gods’ shrines as ) xon.
Clytemnestra describes respecting the gods (¢ 0éBovot) and preserving their holy
places, appropriate behavior toward for mortals, as o1, and she associates all kinds of
negative fallout with lack of observance of what is xo1] (she cannot know, at this point,
that the Greeks have already committed such behavior).

Impiety as “not xor)” appears also at Supplices 763, where the Danaids explain to

their father their repugnance toward their would-be Egyptian captors:

57 TTogBOetv & pr) xon) will lead to avBaAoiev, which, as Thomson (33) writes, is an expression
proverbial for turning the tables, and the “note of warning is like the qualifications frequent in
oracles and prophecies.”
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WS Kat pataiwv avooiwv te KVwdIAwV
EXovtag 0Qydag, xon PpvAacoecOat taxoc. (762-763)

The key word here is dvoolwv: it is xor] that they guard against these people because
they have no regard for behaving respectfully and will not therefore treat the speakers
appropriately (unprovoked violence, especially not in the context of war, is certainly not
xon)). The context is a discussion between the Chorus and Danaiis concerning the
daughters’ fear of what might happen to them should the Egyptians kidnap them; one of
the primary marks against the Egyptians, according to the Danaids, is that they do not
respect altars any more than do birds (k6paxec wote, Pw- / pwv dAéyovteg ovdév 751-
752), do not respect the gods any more than “bold dogs, maddened with unholy rage”
(mepipooveg d'ayav aviéow pével! pepagywpévol kuvoOoaoeis, Oewv/ ovdEV
énaiiovteg 757-759) and they continue this analogy of Egyptians to animals without the
civilized sense of humility up into these present lines. Although pvAadcoecOar without
context may lead one to believe that the Danaids are primarily focused on their physical
well-being and are afraid at the thought of the potential damage to their persons, their
insistence on the “unholiness” of the Egyptians’ demeanor and actions reveals that their
concern rests therein. Also, Danaiis replies to 762-763 not by insisting that the Argives
are formidable in battle (he has already mentioned this, at 746-747, and the Danaids
have rejected the sentiment as unhelpful), but by advising his daughters not to neglect
the gods, to seek both solace and refuge with them. After Danaiis” exit, they pray.

The basic function of a Type I xonj-statement, expressing appropriate behavior

for an individual vis-a-vis the cosmos, typically relates mortals to the divine. A xon)-
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statement directs appropriate behavior for a divinity at Eumenides 1003, where Athena
states that she will close the events of the day by starting off the procession to lead the
Eumenides to their new place of residence in Athens:

XalQeTe XUUELS TTQOTEQAV O Ele XON)

otelxerv OaAdpovg amnodelEovoav

TEOG PG LeEOV TWVdE TpoTtouTv. (1003-1005)

This instance on its surface appears to be a special case for Type I, as here what is xor is
not only describing the action of a goddess, but is also being used by that goddess to
describe her own action; it is not being used by a mortal to instruct appropriate
(humble) action toward the gods for the benefit of another, and it is used with an
expressed subject for the infinitive, in the first person. In Type Il instances of xor),
however, the gods are characterized as struggling against what is xo1), and Athena here
clearly intends to show herself as doing the opposite. In fact, she is here using xon to
express her humility and deference toward the other goddesses.

This is the only instance in Aeschylus of xo1 used as a first-person imperative;
however, although Athena expresses ¢ué as the subject of the infinitive with xor), she
does not refer to herself alone. Rather she refers to the whole of the holy procession
which is hers to lead, since she will show the location of their future abode (she knows
the way, and she is able, as a representative of Zeus and what is xor), a divinity on par
with their divinity, to do so), but with 1005 she acknowledges those with her: in a note

to his Loeb, Smyth (367) lists those in the procession as Athena, the Chorus, the

Areopagites, torch-bearers, etc.
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Ultimately this instance is typical of Type I in that it relates the gods to enacting,
representing, and obeying the cosmic order expressed by xo1. The religious context
continues after these lines: U1t0 oepvav odpayiwv (1006); Sommerstein (274) conjectures
that this is probably a black cow, and notes that finally, after “corrupted sacrifices”

throughout the trilogy, the work ends on a pure one.
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Chapter II: Problematic Type I Instances in Aeschylus

I have explained the most basic aspects of Type I xo1] and the xor}-statements
which exhibit them best; I will now explore the instances of the word which do not
demonstrate the characteristic aspects of Type I xor) as clearly as the preceding
examples. Xor] in Aeschylus occurs within a condition four times (three times in the
protasis; once in the apodosis). Such usage on its surface does not appear to have much
in common with the Type I usages elsewhere in Aeschylus, in which xor) appears to be
universal, timeless, and self-evident, since use in the protasis of a condition implies that
the speaker does not know whether something is xor), and use in the apodosis might
seem to imply that whether something is xor is contingent upon something else. This is
problematic because by my understanding a character should not be doubting whether
something is xom, as these statements are well known to be valid, and the doubt comes
across as indecision about the future. However, in this section I will show how these
apparently troublesome instances exhibit the same features as of other Type I xo1)-
statements; I will then explore how to reconcile them with what I consider to be the
primary force of xor) in the other Aeschylean instances.

The following instances of xor] are intermediate between Type I and Type II,
although I categorize them as part of Type I; the reference to the future which lends
itself to the translation of “it is fated” for these instances is characteristic of the Type II

instances, even though its presence in a condition satisfies expectations of Type I (in the



lack of certainty concerning the future). These intermediate instances also have reference
to more specific situations and individuals than other Type I instances in which
universal cosmic law is applied. After I have discussed these, I will give my
interpretation of the Type I instances in the Prometheus before discussing the Type II
category.

In two of these instances (Persae 801, Agamemnon 166), xor occurs in the protasis
of the condition (“if it is xor] that X occur”), producing statements that appear to express
uncertainty about what is xor); in these two no sense of “personal fate” is intended. The
oracles, being oracles, necessarily have reference to events which have not yet taken
place; however, that prediction of future events based on oracles, when used in
conjunction with xom, only occurs in a condition in Type I instances. The force of the
uncertainty in these instances rests on whether it is xo1 that the oracles be trusted, i.e.
whether the oracles have divine provenance. The first is that at Persae 801:

Chorus: mwg eimag; oL yaQ mav otpdtevUa BagBiowv
ntepa Tov "‘EAANG mopOuov Evpwning amno;

Darius: mavgot ye MoAA@Y, el Tt iiotevoal Oewv 800
xom Oeopatoloty, € T VOV ey éva
PAEYavTa cvuPatvel Yo oL T pév, T d ov.
Kelmep Tdd’ éoti, mAN00G EKKQLTOV OTOATOV
AelmeL kevalo EATiOW emelopévos. (798-804)
This passage follows that in which Darius has generally related the near-annihilation
suffered by the Persians at the Greeks’ hands; the statement made by him here founds

the certainty of his prediction of future events on the validity of the assertion that it is

xom to put faith in the oracles of the gods. What is xor] in Type I instances is often linked
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to the gods, whether it is represented through them or enacted by them; here Darius is
conceived as questioning neither the authority of the gods nor their affiliation with what
is xor)—rather, he asks here whether the oracles of the gods genuinely represent the
gods’ opinions or will, and therefore whether the content of the oracles may be taken to
be as self-evidently valid as what mortals know otherwise to be xon.

Why might Darius ask this? It is not necessarily self-contradictory for it not to be
xom to trust in the oracles of the gods—not everything an individual says is absolutely
representative of the way he or she thinks; in this instance Darius is affected by his vast
disappointment in the turn of events. He has already expressed his disappointment
with the sort of fulfillment which (likely) these same oracles have had, at lines 739-742,
and by this point he is genuinely uncertain whether oracles can be trusted. In addition,
his phrasing indicates that he believes that what is xor] is absolute, not that it is fallible:
ovpPatvel ya ov ta pév, ta O ov. He means to put the “if” force of the condition on
his own imperfect knowledge, given that they have failed him in the past, not the
potential fallibility of what is xo1: he is expressing the situation from his own
perspective as a mortal with imperfect knowledge.

Therefore, in this instance, as at Choephoroi 297 and Septem 617, the question is not
whether the gods themselves can be associated with what is xor] but rather whether the
oracles are reliable indications of the gods” will, which is xor]. In the former, Orestes
asks himself the direct question whether it is xo1] to trust in these oracles.

TOLOLODE XONOUOLS & XO1 Ttemotbévar;
kel pn émotBa, tovEyov 0T’ éoyaoTéov. (297-298)
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Garvie (119) writes that here &oa is equivalent to &’ oV, anticipating a “yes” response.>
I believe this appeal for confirmation is rhetorical —not “rhetorical” in the sense of a
rhetorical det, in which there is no appropriate or “correct” answer, and the intended
effect is silence, but “rhetorical” in that Orestes considers that the answer to be so
obvious that it need not even be spoken. He has already stated very passionately that he
believes the oracle (and Apollo) will not desert him and will not fail in its intended
course, punishing himself, Orestes, in the stead of those it commands him to take
vengeance on, should he himself not do the job. With these two lines he closes
discussion of one set of persuasive motivations and begins discussion of another, and so
line 298 and those following form something of an anticlimax: after describing the
consequences of disobeying Apollo in gruesome detail, he then goes on to add that he
would feel grief, too, for his father, and that he would rather not be poor. At any rate
here Orestes uses an interrogative rather than declarative yor-statement to underscore
what he believes to be the self-evident nature of its content: “don’t these oracles tell me
to do what is xor) anyway?” Orestes must behave according to his role as son to a
murdered father.

That Orestes doubts the validity of the oracles because of their status as oracles

rather than reliably the will of God is apparent in his request for Zeus’ help in the speech

% He quotes Denniston (GP 46f.) as saying, “aoa ostensibly leaves the issue open to the person
addressed, and the appeal for confirmation is the more confident because less obviously
stressed.”
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immediately prior; he knows the content of the oracles and nevertheless asks for Zeus’
aid.”

The question of whether the oracles have authority arises also at Septem 617,
where Eteocles marvels at Amphiaraus” decision to fight:

dOoK@ eV o0V oPe unde meooPaety mOAALG 615

oVX WG ABLUOG 0VdE ATUATOS KAKT),

AAA’ 0ldev g ode xoT) TeAevTnoat X,

el kaQmog €ota Oeopartolot Ao&lov:

PAeL d¢ oryav 1) Aéyewv ta kalox. (615-619)
The weight of Oeopartoiot (618) bears heavily on the sense of xor] here; LSJ give the
primary meaning of OeodpartiCw as “prophesy,” and, with popoc, “it is decreed that”;
Oéodarta occurs nearly 40 times in Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides, and the
majority of uses has to do with oracles predicting the death of an individual (see esp.
Soph. OT 1175). Only a few coincide with a use of xo1),*° and when a divinity is named
in these authors, the divinity from whom the oracle comes, it is always Apollo. The
oracles are characterized as having the power to compel actions, not merely predict
them: in Euripides’ IA, they are given as the source of the necessity for Iphigenia’s death
(529, 1268, 1468; also 498); the oracles also compel behavior on the part of mortals at Eur.
IT 937 (®oifov keAevobeic Oeopdtols adpucounv), IA 879, Phoenissae 999, and notably,

the passage surrounding Eumenides 594. The reference to future time and individual

“fate,” even if xon} would not be used here by the author if he felt the sense to demand

% QOrestes does indeed believe in these oracles; the oracles to which he is referring are those
coming from Apollo, that should Orestes not take his revenge upon his mother, he would suffer
terribly. But, as he then says to himself, even if he does not believe in these oracles, he would still
commit the deed on account of grief for his father and anger over his poverty.

60 LS] also list S. OC 1472 and 969, Od. 4.561, Pindar P.4.71, and Aristoph. Pax 1073.
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something improper of the word, is palpable on account of the force imposed on the
sentence by the use of Oeopdatolot. We have seen that the mutually affirming
relationship between what is xor and the Olympian gods is one of the salient
characteristics of Type I instances of xom; perhaps the author felt its use appropriate here
on account of Apollo’s involvement. Although this usage is complicated, and drawing
apart the sources of various parts of the semantic meaning is difficult, one is able to see
features in common with Type I and hints of an evolution toward Type II.

DeVito writes that Eteocles and Amphiaraus share the belief that necessity is
inescapable, but that despite this both are able to decide how to face what this necessity
has dealt them; a submission to fate—especially relative to the pleas for escape, both
literal and figurative (in prayers to the gods, for help)—is one of the most important
motifs in the play characterizing Eteocles. Since Eteocles, however, is not the only one
submitting to fate (cf. the Chorus” acceptance at line 263), the xor) at line 617 may be read
as referring to more than simply Amphiaraus. This is certainly a Type I instance in that
what is xo1] is conceived of as coming from Apollo; Eteocles (and the Chorus, even
before they submit, as shown by their attempt to change fate) conceives of it as “god-
given fate” (cf. line 719). Another prime means of characterization—and, as DeVito
notes, long argued (see esp. page 170)— is the tension between free will and “fate”
causing action within the play; what is contained behind this xor) reflects this tension, in
that Eteocles is not only remarking upon Amphiaraus’ decision to pursue a course
which will result in his death, but he is also likely aware that the future holds the same

for him (at least, the parallels foreshadow it).
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The meaning of xon behind the instance at Agamemnon 166, in the “Hymn to
Zeus,” is more complicated than the question over the oracles’ validity, but the context is
that of strong deference to Zeus.

ZeVg, 60TIC TTOT €0TlV, €L TOD  av- 160

T PAOV KeEkANUEVQ,

TOUTO VIV TIQOOEVVETW.

OVK £Xw TQOOEKATAL

TAVT €ToTAOUUEVOS

TIAT)V ALOg, €L TO patav ato poovTidog axbog 165

xon PaAetv étntopws. (160-166)
Although here the Chorus appears to be uncertain and to separate the assigning of cause
(to Zeus) and the need to do so (being xor)), Zeus here is not represented as distinct from
what is xo1); as a speech act this xor)-statement is an appeal, directed to Zeus himself. In
the hymn they conceive of him as listening, and they are asking him this very question
(whether it is xor) to throw the burden from their hearts by attributing Iphigenia’s death
to Zeus) by their hesitation—if it is indeed xor to do so, then he will not be offended at
their assigning the cause / blame to him; if it is not xo1, then they assign nothing.®* The
Chorus of the Agamemnon as much as states that Zeus is the source of what they
conceive to be cosmic law by enumerating some of its aspects which they associate with
him: he is the leader in 10 ¢poovetv (176), and he has established the law of tdOeL paOog
(177-178). The context of such deference as this, together with an appeal to the gods in

the form of a xon-statement, occurs also at Choephoroi 203, in Electra’s speech to the

Chorus:

61 Cf. Smith 15: “They shelter from impiety by not explicitly drawing this conclusion [that Zeus is
responsible for Iphigenia’s death], although it is the only one they have left themselves, and
further by implying that they would draw it only under compulsion.”
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AAA” eldOTag pHev Ttoug Oeovg kaAdovueda,

ololow €V XeMWOoL VavTtiAwv diknv

0TEOBOoVHED " £l D& XOT) TLXELV CWTNOIAG,

OMIKQOU YévoLT av ottéouatog péyag mvOunv. (201-204)
This instance of x0r), as xon-act, functions as an appeal to the gods, those whom Electra
conceives of as capable of effecting her desire. This xor) seems to be used, like that at
Prometheus 485, as an auxiliary verb indicating the future tense with the implication of
supernatural agency. The function of this speech act as an appeal and prayer
foregrounds xor) with a context of divine concern and intervention, and it is assumed

that the gods are the agents behind the “finding” of ocwtnoiag, although the subject of

the infinitive is not altogether clear.®

62 So Garvie (95); on otgoPovpeba, he writes, “[it is] either a poetic plural (cf. 201), or the subject
is Electra and those who are on her side.” All but two of the xon}-statements which I consider to
be Type Il have an expressed subject for the infinitive; I think the expression of the subject lends
emphasis only. Nowhere in the Supplices or the Choephoroi is the subject expressed, and it is
expressed in around half of the instances in the Persae, Agamemnon, and Eumenides; in the Septem,
it tends toward expression, in that it is expressed every time Eteocles speaks. Smyth does not
mention any trend or importance concerning the expression of the subject of the infinitive.
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Chapter III: Type I Xor] in the Prometheus

At this point I have discussed the features which unite Type I instances of xo1 in
the Supplices, Septem, Persae, Agamemnon, Choephoroi, and Eumenides and how the salient
characteristics of any given use help to inform our interpretation of the others. Now I
will move on to the Type I instances of xon] in the Prometheus.

As I began my study of each of the more than fifty instances of xor) in Aeschylus,
I more and more noticed an issue fundamental to the explication of what is xor): the
conception of the status of the gods differs between the Prometheus and the other six
plays, notably (and most importantly for our purposes here) in respect to the
relationship between the characterizations and actions of divinities, specifically Zeus,
and what is xor). In the Prometheus the gods are often portrayed as subject to and
struggling against what is xor (i.e. they are not the representatives for cosmic law). This
opposition requires that the two entities be distinct from one another, but it also
diminishes the majesty and influence of the gods by implying some greater order, one
they do not have the natural wisdom to obey (by contrast, consider Athena in the
Eumenides). Perhaps the tendency of Type II instances to fall in the Prometheus rather
than in the other six plays is contingent upon, or at least corresponds to, this view of the
gods. The plot of the Prometheus is dependent upon the idea of an external order
creating and enforcing change: Prometheus” main source of comfort is the knowledge

that his present predicament cannot last forever, and the plot itself rests upon the



(potential) overthrow of Zeus.®® Zeus cannot, therefore, per se¢ represent what is xorn, and
the relationship that the gods in general have to what is xo1] in the other six plays, i.e.
effecting or representing what is xo1, is untenable here.®* Although this difference in
representation is more evident in the Type II instances of xon in this work, it also
informs the Type I instances which I will discuss here. One of these is the first instance
of xor] in the work, at line 3.

X0ovog pev £g tnAovEov fjkopev médov,

LkvOnv & otpov, aBatov eig éonuiav.

‘Hpatote, oot d¢ xon HéAeLy €MOTOANXG

&G ool AT £PELTOo, TOVOE TIEOC TIETOALS

VUMAOKONUVOLS TOV AewQYOV OXHdoaL 5
AdapAVTIVWV dETUWV €V AQETKTOLS TTEdALS. (1-6)

6 Inoue and Cohen, 26, on the closeness of characterization of Zeus and Prometheus in this play:
“Their closeness arises out of the juxtaposition of their relationship to one another with their
mutual relation to a cosmic order larger than both of them.” The question the authors discuss is
that of whether Zeus in the Prometheus is the same as cosmic law; the article uses similarities of
terminology characterizing each to posit a similar characterization (and a certain tension between
the two, on account of this closeness); the authors consider xor] in the same category as dvdyxn,
poloa, puépoov, and émowtat as denoting an “external standard” (28); they write (29), “Words
denoting the necessity of Zeus are in reference to either his concrete tools or punishment (108,
1052) or to his commands (3, 16, 671). Prometheus, however, always attributes necessity to a
force, external both to himself and to Zeus (except in reference to the latter’s concrete tools), and
although he acknowledges a necessity to which he and Zeus are subject, controversy has arisen
over Zeus' relation to fate... The limited and narrow application of words of necessity to Zeus
and Prometheus in contrast with the overwhelming repetition of words denoting a necessity
outside both of them supports the interpretation that Zeus as well as Prometheus is subject to a
larger cosmic order (whether or not this order is called fate).” The authors also discuss the
sympathy of the other gods for Prometheus as further isolating Zeus: “The harmony of
Prometheus with these forces and inhabitants of the cosmos underlines the fact that Zeus’
agpovia (551), like his laws and justice, is self-contained and out of step with a larger appovia to
which it must be reconciled.”

64 Certainly the characterization of Zeus in the Prometheus outside what can be supposed from the

uses of xor) is a necessary consideration, but an extensive discussion of his characterization is
outside the scope of this thesis.
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“It is xor) that you obey the commands given by Zeus” is a typical Type I xon-statement,
when taken out of context. Kratos in this passage attempts to nerve, or shame,
Hephaistos into doing what he had been brought to do, to clamp Prometheus to the
rock. It is necessary to obey the commands of Zeus, he says, although the things which
Zeus commands here are less lofty than what upholds universal order elsewhere: here,
one individual must chain another to a rock. (Elsewhere, although individuals like
Orestes respond to others’” infractions of the cosmic law with punishment, the necessity
behind those actions arises from the punisher’s own place within the universal order.
Orestes did not act only to punish Clytemnestra, but rather, he considered his own
position as the son to a murdered father to compel him; here neither Kratos nor
Hephaistos has a stake in seeing the punishment done and they act only from fear of
punishment for disobeying Zeus’ self-serving orders.) Hephaistos, in his reply, corrects
Kratos” use and makes clear what sort of necessity enjoins him:

TIAVTWES O’ AvAyKn TWVOE poL TOApay oxeOetv:
eEwolalety yap mateog Adyoug Papv. (16-17)

Recall that avaykn often refers to physical compulsion; Hephaistos is compelled by the
threat of physical retribution should he reject the commands of Zeus (who even in these
lines is personified, distanced from an abstract order: he is self-aware and capable of
Adyouvg).

The opposition of xor) and avaykn), in which the former is characterized as lofty

and the latter as associated with Zeus, continues with the use at 103:

TNV TTETMEWHEVT)V O XON)
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aloav Gépev we QaoTa, Yyvwokovl’ ott
TO TNG Avaykng €0t adrjottov cOévog. (103-105)

This instance, in which Prometheus philosophizes to himself, resembles the universal
Type I xon in that it states, without subject for the infinitive, a code of behavior which is
applicable to all. That it instructs correct behavior for individuals relative to aioa
(which itself is one aspect of the universal order) is given by the indirect discourse
clause: xomn here describes appropriate action in the face of events beyond one’s

control —therefore, as with numerous other instances of xor), it relates the relationship of
the speaker to the cosmos. However, note that the cosmic order, neither in its
expression with xor nor relationship to aioa or avdyxn here, is identified with Zeus,
and that whereas Type I universal statements express the proper action of all mortals,
Prometheus is not mortal. If there were a subject for the infinitive here, we might expect
that it would be the first person pronoun, and singular; it is unusual for a character in a
Type I xon-statement to use the word xor in order to comfort himself or direct his own
action.

Outside the Prometheus, proper respect towards the gods is a huge part of what is
xom for mortals; in this instance, however, Prometheus does not relate his acceptance of
his “fate” with proper reverence of Zeus. I will discuss further the relationship between
the gods and what is xor) in the Prometheus below (page 75).

A similar Type I instance of xor) in the Prometheus occurs at line 659, as Io
describes to Prometheus what she and her father have already endured:

TOL0L0dE TTAOAG £VPEOVAS OVelQaTL 655

OLVELXOUNV dVOTNVOG, £0TE OT) MATEL
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ETANV yeywvelv vuktiport’ ovelpata.

00’ & te ITuOw KAT AwdVNG TTLKVOUG

Oeompomovug laAAev, wg nabot Tt xon

dowvt’ 1) Aéyovta datpootv mpaooey Gida. (655-660)
“That one might learn what [it is necessary] to do or say to please the gods,” with its
characterization of certain actions as both xor) and the will of divinity, reflects Type I
instances in the other plays. It appears here that Io’s father consulted the oracles as to
what is xo1), but characters are not portrayed as asking oracles for knowledge as to what
is xon in Type I instances in the other six plays; there, what is xo is self-evident, and
recall that the asking of what is xor), as a xon-act, is a means of characterization of the
relationship between speaker and addressee. This resembles especially the interactions
between the Chorus of Danaids and their father in the Supplices, in which Danatis firmly
establishes himself as the party more knowledgeable, more capable of telling what is
xomn on account of his age and experience. Likewise, in the instance on its surface closest
to this one in the Prometheus, at Supplices 519, the king of Argos asserts his authority and
greater knowledge of his own culture when he says that he will instruct Danaiis as to
what it is xo1] for him to say in order to be best received by the Argive council. Thus one
of the salient uses of xor] in Type I instances in the other six plays is establishing the
authority of speaker and addressee relative to one another, and xo1} is not used there
toward the acquisition of information from the gods themselves.

Here, ultimately, the report of what is xor] is that Io must leave so that Zeus

might sleep with her. Perhaps the most stunning feature of this instance of xon is that

what is xo1), the report that Io must leave, against her will, and to her own misery, is a
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single command handed down which creates disorder. In the other six plays, what is xor)
is not handed down as an imperative from a divinity only to serve his own purposes;
here what is xo1} undermines all normalcy in Io and her father’s life. The cosmic law
which xon represents in the other six plays, it is true, serves primarily to describe the
relationship between mortals and gods, but that is from the perspective of and for the
continued stability of the human culture, and its primary tenet is humility, knowing

one’s place. Here it is xor that Io allow Zeus to rape her.
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Chapter IV: Type II Xorj in the Prometheus

Now I will discuss the Type II uses, to which, as they occur primarily in the
Prometheus alone, I will refer also as the “Promethean” uses. This Promethean usage of
XoM), in contrast to the cosmic law xor), is characterized by its reference to a) future time,
especially as distinguished from the present, b) a specific, named individual, c) a
conception of the gods as acting independently of, if not at odds with, the source of
necessity communicated by the yon-statement, and d) specific knowledge known or
predictable only to one individual (i.e. the one making the xo1)-statement) within the
scene.®® On account of the differences in context and meaning of xor] between the
cosmic law and Promethean uses of x0r), the speech act function of xor)-statements also
varies; the vast majority of Type I uses have imperative force and give specific
information about the power dynamic and relationship between the speaker and
addressee, but as I shall demonstrate, the same does not hold true concerning those of
Type II.

A typical Type Il usage occurs at line 703:

Vv Tty ye xoelav NvvoacO’ éuov maga 700

KOUDWS paBety yap tnode mowt’ €xonlete

TOV AuP’ Eavtnc dBAov éEnyovuévng:

T Aotmax VoV dkovoaO’, ola xom maon
tAnvat meog "Hoag mvde v veavida. (700-704)

65 Cf. Griffith 1983 (225) on his discussion of line 772.



In this instance, Prometheus states that he is about to gratify the Chorus” desire by
foretelling for them the trials Io will suffer. His very meaning requires that xor here
refer to future events,® but the author’s wording also brings attention to the contrast
between present (vov) and future (ta Aot —the implication is there, even if “future” is
not its immediate meaning here),*” and past (Io’s recently finished speech on the
sufferings she has already endured) and future (what she will endure, which
Prometheus is about to tell) as well. These sufferings will apply only to one, identified,
individual; what is described as xor1) here is not applicable to anyone else, as these are
discrete acts (just as the discrete pieces of information desired in the indirect questions
above) performed by one individual (Io) with no reference to universal order (and no
application outside the immediate future of Io herself). Xo1 in the other six plays has no
explicit creator — no conscious mind which decides what is xor)— and in the Prometheus
elsewhere it is ambiguous; but in this instance the agent of Io’s sufferings is named: it is

Hera.%® It is rare enough indeed for a divinity to be named as enacting what is xor), but

6 The phrase t0 péAAov has a contextualizing force at Prometheus 213:
gpot d¢ pnne ovx ana povov OFEpg

kat I'aia, mToAA@OV ovopatwv poodn pia,

TO HéAAOV KQalvolto mpovteDeoTikel,

WG OV KT oYUV 0UdE TIROG TO KAXQTEQOV

X0¢in, d0Aw d¢& Tovg vTtegoxOVTAC KQaTeLv. (209-213)

Prometheus, in this speech to the Chorus, does not imply any sort of moral superiority, and so all
he means by his use of xo1] is that “it would come to pass that,” in the future; the distinction is
one of time.

¢ The tension is even more palpable when we consider that at this instance, Prometheus is

foretelling Io’s struggles yet to come—both of them are in the middle of their agony, but the end
is foreseeable for one but yet not for the other, the one doing the telling. (Long 248)

68



the context of this instance renders it more unusual; elsewhere, if a specific deity is
intended as the agent, it is Zeus, but here, not only is it not Zeus, but it is Hera, acting
against Zeus” wishes. There is no greater context or explanation for the source of or
reasoning behind these sufferings for Io; they do not form any part of a higher order.
Prometheus states explicitly that her experiences will be unpleasant (dBAov, TAnvat); in
Type I instances, when a character suffers punishment described as xorj (e.g. Choephoroi
930) it is in retribution for having committed something which is contrary to “cosmic
law,” but here Io has committed no such offense.

As a speech act, this use is purely descriptive; it is not at all a xor)-act as in the
Type I statements in that it is not an imperative of any kind. Io is the passive recipient
here of what is xo1. On account of Prometheus’ ability to foretell the future, the other
characters in the play show general deference to him; however, the clear reference to the
authority of the speaker in Type I instances stems from the obvious nature of the content
of the xon-statement. In this instance, this knowledge belongs to Prometheus alone, and
he is not reminding his audience of what is xor), but rather, informing them.

Of course, this difference in use has not been appreciated by me alone; these
instances of xo1] (and others) have been translated as “it is fated that” for centuries; I am
merely explicating the subconscious thought processes behind such a translation.®” By

using the phrase “it is fated that,” I believe, an English speaker refers to a) a specific

6 Of course, Zeus’ lust caused all of this, but the divinity immediately responsible for this is
Hera. Griffith (215) hesitates between the two in assigning agency.

0 Cf. Griffith’s identifications (1983, 225), or Italie’s Latin translations (329).
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event, necessarily in the future, for comparison with the present, and b) a certain
individual or group of individuals, and c) supernatural agency. Translators have very
often consciously or subconsciously perceived the difference between the cosmic law
uses and the “Promethean” use and demonstrated this awareness through their
translation.

Xon in Type I instances usually describes a type of action, not a specific action; it
has to do with a manner of comportment rather than discrete actions. In the following
example, at Prometheus 100, the indirect question asks for a specific piece of information
regarding the future of one individual alone.

dépx N0’ olaic aikelatoty

JLAKVALOEVOG TOV HUQLETT

X00vov aBAevowr

TOLOVO' 0 VEOG YOS HAKAQWV

€ENUE’ €T €HOL DETHOV AELKT. 95

Pev Pev TO MAQOV TO T ETEQXOUEVOV

T OTEVAXW, TN TtoTe POXOwv

xon téopata twvd’ émtelAat. (93-100)

This instance readily brings to mind the instance at Supplices 971 (the Chorus of Danaids:
“we’ll ask our father regarding where it is xor) that we live”), but there are several
distinctions we must keep in mind: Prometheus here is very much concerned by time
(TO MoV TO T émegxopevov)—and he contrasts the present with hopeful change to
come in the future (cf. Griffith 1983 104); the translation “it is fated” in English is the best
expression of the tension between the two (as Harry translates it), whereas the Danaids

do not consider time to be to be their adversary. Type I xor1] statements are a means of

characterizing the power dynamic between two individuals, and, as Ryzman argues,
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this deference on the part of the Danaids is a primary feature of their characterization.
In this instance in the Prometheus, Prometheus is speaking alone on stage to himself, and
he does not expect the knowledge of what is xo1] to come from an authority figure. The
instance at line 183, where the Chorus expresses their fear concerning Prometheus’ fate,
also recalls the Supplices 971:

guag d¢ Ppoévag €0€0oe diktopog oo,

dEd O appl oalg TVXALG,

TIX TIOTE TWVOE TTOVWV

xoM o€ Téopa kKéAoavt Eoetv' akixnta yao Nlea xkat kéaQ

anapapvdov éxet Koovov maic. (181-185)
This instance brings such great attention to the contrast of present versus future action
that “when?” is the main force of the indirect question, a question directed internally
(0édw), as Type II xon-statements do not expect a response (note that, in interrogative
Type I xon-statements, the speaker considers it important, if not crucial, that he or she
learn the answer, and correct behavior) and therefore do not position the speaker
relative to another character in the play. Zeus’ actions are in the present time (¢xet 185);
in Prometheus’ response, in which he claims that Zeus will one day be mollified, he uses
€otat (192). The Chorus conceives of the agent behind Prometheus’ misery as Zeus
directly (lines 160-167); the xon-statement here refers to the time when Zeus’ control will
fail (as Prometheus has hinted to the Chorus at lines 171-172).

The tension between present and future is also clear in the xor)-statement at line
485, also between Prometheus and the Chorus:

TEOTOVG Te TTOAAOVG HAVTIKNG E0TOlX 100

KAKQLVA TIOWTOG €€ OVELQATWV (& XON 485
Umag yevéoDat, kAndovag te dvokEiTovg
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£YVWOLO’ avTolg €vodilovg te cuuPoAovg:

YopupwvOxwv Te TTNOoLV Olwvwv okedwg

duwoLo’, oltvég te delol ooy

ELWVVHOULG TE, Kat diattav fjviva 490

£€xovo’ €kaoTtol, Kol mEog AAATIA0LG Tiveg

&x0Ooat te kat otéeynOoa katl ovvedgiat. (484-492)

Griffith translates 485-486 as, “I was the first to interpret from dreams what must
happen during waking hours.”” Whether or not we take the antecedent of & to be
“dreams,” clearly the relative clause implies things that occur after the dreams
themselves (and after the reading of them). I read “Omtx@” here as adverbial and
indicating reality, and therefore: “I was the first to discern what of their dreams would
become real while awake.” The whole passage concerns the tension between the present
and the future, since it details means of divination: the interpretation of dreams, how to
read omens and signs, augury and the habits of birds, reading entrails, sacrifice, reading
signs from flames. It must be in the context of futurity.

It is interesting that here in only one part of his speech does Prometheus mention
the relationship to the gods of his teachings to men; as he describes sacrifices, he refers
to the color that the bile must have in order to be pleasing to the gods, but he refers to
performing a successful sacrifice as a “dvotékpagtov téxvnv” (497), and not with any
greater relationship to the cosmos.

The following three instances of xor), at 715, 721, and 730, are from that same

speech of Prometheus as 703, directed to the Chorus and Io, advising Io on how her

course will lead and how best to avoid unnecessary dangers.

7 Griffith (1983) 174.
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Zk00ag d" adplén vopadag, ol TAEKTAG OTEYAG

eddOloL vaiovg' €1’ eVKUKAOLG OXOLG, 710
éxnpPoAolc tofolov EEnotvpévor

olc un meAdlewv, AAA" dAotdvolg odag

xolpmrovoa axlaowv ékmepav x0ova.

Aolag O& X€LQOG OL OLONQOTEKTOVES

otkovot XaAvBeg, obg puAalaocOat oe xor). 715
AVrHeQOL YQ ovde ROoTTAATOL EEVOLC.

NEeg O YPRoLoTV MOTAUOV 0V PeVLOWVUHOV”

OV U1 TteEQAOTG, OV YoQ eVPATOC TTEQAY,

TElv av 1Eog avtov Kavkaoov poAng, opwv

OPotov, évOa motapog ekpuoa pévog 720
KQOTAPWV AT aVT@V. ACTEOYEITOVAG O XOT)

KOQUPAC UTteQBAAAOVOAV €G peanuPoLvnv

pPvatkéAevBov. (709-723)

OOUOV O €Tt avTAlS 0TEVOTIOQOLS ALV TTOAALG

Kuypeoueov 11€etg, 6v OpaovomAayxvws oe Xon 730

Atmovoav avAwv’ ekmepav Mawwtikov. (729-731)
These three instances are not descriptive like that at line 703; they are imperatives
coming from one who rightfully adopts the tone of one more knowledgeable of such
things. However, as at line 703, they refer to the actions of one individual in unique
circumstances (of which only one other individual has knowledge). They are used not
in addition to other imperatives but rather, it seems, in place thereof (the only
morphological imperatives in this whole speech are at 707 and 718), and their reference
to the future is clear by the future tense of the finite verbs around them (&¢pi&n 709,
Néewc 717 and 724, etc.). Whereas in Type I instances, typically the xor]-statement is
made spontaneously, as one character’s corrective to or advice concerning the behavior

of another (and barring that, the individual seeking advice conceives of it as positively

affecting his or her situation) these three are requested, and only with hesitation.
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Perhaps the main difference well illustrated by these between the “Promethean”
use and the others in Aeschylus is that Io does not yet know the information being
passed on to her. Neither does the Chorus, and if the audience has ever heard this
information before, it is much too arcane to be readily accessible (contrast Agamemnon’s
reminder to Clytemnestra that a man must not be judged fortunate until after death). In
other instances in which one character is “informing” another, any person of authority
could and likely would give the same advice; here, it is the especial province of
Prometheus. Strangely enough, when Prometheus begins recounting his mother’s oracle
of what remains to happen to Io, after her wanderings have come to an end, at lines
846ff., he does not use xor) at all.

The comparandum for a character using xor) to describe what must be done in
order to keep safe physically is at Supplices 763 (762-763: wg kai patailwv dvooiwv te
KVwOAAwV / €xovtag 0gyag, xor ¢pvAdooeobar taxog; cf. Prometheus 715-716 otikovot
XaAvBeg, obg puAdEaoOat oe xor). / dvrjpegoL yap ovde mpoomAatol E£VOLS);
however, at that instance the Egyptians are more intimidating on account of their lack of
piety than their brute strength. Prometheus provides no justification for Io avoiding the
Chalybes; in fact, he provides no explanation at all as to why Io must undergo these
trials, except that Zeus ordained it, and Zeus is Bilatog (737). In the other plays, the gods
represent that “north” to which the compass of xor) will always point; although
Prometheus can never be accused of being unbiased, what Zeus asks of individuals in
the Prometheus is always self-serving and usually creates disorder.

Prometheus dispenses information again, to Hermes, at line 966:
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Yvapper yap ovdev twvdé P wote kal poioat
TEOG OV XQEWV VLIV EKTIETELV TVEAVVIDOG. (995-996)

Not only is Prometheus here the sole possessor of the knowledge of what is xor] (and his
words apply to one individual alone), but what is xor here is so far removed from
cosmic, timeless law, that what it indicates for the future does not, in the end, occur.
Although they are all divinities, nevertheless the individuals involved (Zeus, and that
unspecified o) have concrete identities in Prometheus’ mind, in a situation to which no
universal truth is applicable.

At line 297, Oceanus requests a discrete piece of information from Prometheus,
regarding his own situation:

YV@oT) d¢ T&d’ g éTu’, OVDE pATNV 295

XAOLTOYAWOOELY EVe pot PEQe Yoo

onfpatwy’ 6 TL XoN 00l CVUTIEATTELY"

0V Y& moT’ €pels ws Qkeavov

PtAog ol BePatdtepds oot (295-299)
In the other instances in which xon is used in an indirect question of one requesting
knowledge of what is xor] from another in a position of greater knowledge or authority,
that asking, as a xorj-act, intentionally situates the speaker as of a lower status.”” If that
were the case here, Oceanus would be deferring with genuine respect to Prometheus.
However, the fact that Oceanus is a god, and free, and that Prometheus is also a divinity,

but captive (even more galling because of his status), not to mention Prometheus’

response, indicate to us that if that deference were even implied (i.e. if this were a Type I

71 Cf. Supplices 519 and 971.
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statement), Prometheus would not perceive it as genuine.” The first lines of
Prometheus’ response indicate his surprise: €a ti xonua Aevoow; kat ov d1) TOVWV
Euwv / Mkelg emtonng; ete. (300-301)7

As for reference to the future —yvawor) (295) and €peig (298) are both future, and
the statement at 298-299 puts emphasis on the change of status between them to happen.
This entire speech, after all, is an attempt at persuasion of Prometheus to regard
Oceanus as a friend, even though this hasn’t been the case in the past. What’s more, in
the end, Oceanus never truly holds up; his daughters do, however, and faithfully prove
their friendship, at lines 1063ff. (Long 250)

The relationship between the Olympian gods and what is xor) differs greatly
between the Type I and Type Il instances; in the Prometheus, the gods, especially Zeus,
are characterized as a power separate from what is xor}, and they represent and
reinforce a sort of cosmic might which not only does not serve to uphold the stability of
the universe, but seeks to undermine the cosmic necessity which is portrayed as
ultimately governing them as well. In the following instance at line 930 we have a clear

example of Zeus’ characterization as separate from and struggling against what is xor).”*

72 Griffith (1983, 142-143): “P. speaks as if he has not heard Ocean’s address to him; and he takes
no notice of the inquiry of 294-5.”

73 Oceanus will promise his friendship but ultimately does nothing; cf. Thomson 1979, 150:
“Prometheus... has only to hint that Oceanus is endangering his own safety to send him home
again.”

74 Almost certainly the source here with the most useful insights concerning the use of xo1 in the
Prometheus is Griffith, in his 1983 commentary on that work. Although he does not address the
meaning or use of xon] in the other six works (as he is writing from the perspective that the
Prometheus was not written by Aeschylus), he considers xon in the Prometheus to refer to the same
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Chorus: oV Onv & xonlets, tavt’ EmryAwooa Awdg.

Prometheus: &mep teAettan, mEOg O™ & PovAopat Aéyw.

Chorus: Kal TEoodokav Xor) deomooety Znvog tva;

Prometheus: wxal twvdé y' é€et dvoAodpwTtépovg movous. (928-931)

In this passage Prometheus acknowledges the power Zeus holds over him but states
explicitly that Zeus” power is potentially transient and susceptible to overthrow (926-
927). Zeus cannot represent what transcends time and upholds the stability of the
universe if his reign itself is unstable; what is xor), then, in this passage, supercedes what
Zeus represents.

Any contrast in a statement between the future and the present implies the
prediction or expectation of change —hence the tension between a use of xor referring to
future time and the idea that what xor) represents is timeless. Prometheus’ speech at
908- 927 is full of future tense verbs. The Chorus in this passage counters what
Prometheus says by insisting upon the impropriety of such statements and attempting
to find a reason for which he would make such remarks; at line 928 they insist that it is
only Prometheus” unhappiness at his present situation that causes him to harbor such
negativity toward Zeus. He replies that yes, it is his desire that Zeus be brought down,
but that he speaks “the things which will be accomplished.” The future tense (teAettau)

within that statement provokes the Chorus’ reply: “is it xor) that we look out for one to

put Zeus aside?” Indeed, Prometheus responds to them with £€€et (931).75

force as do poiga and 1o mempwpévov and that these words collectively identify an order greater
than Zeus (see especially Griffith 1983, 17-18; also, Long’s commentary at line 211). Griffith sees
“external order” to be represented in this work by the personification of the Moirai and the
Erinyes. (See also 180 and 225.)

7> For another instance displaying these issues, see that at Prometheus 772:
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At 1067 the Chorus refutes Hermes, who has asked them to step down, by
affirming their friendship to Prometheus:

WG He KEAEVELS KAKOTNT AOKELV;

HeT TOLD O TL XOT) TAOXELY €0EAW"

TOUG TEODOTAG YAQ Hioetv Epadov,

KOUK €07TL VOOOG

™mod’ fjvrv’ anéntvoa paAdov. (1066-1070)
Here the Chorus contrasts, by placement of the words and lines especially, what is xon
with kaxotnt” aoxetv (1066) and tovg mpoddtag (1068), thus characterizing what is xon)
as noble, worthy, and one may interpret it as “whatever it is right to suffer,” i.e.
“whatever it is appropriate that I suffer”; that they contrast “what is right” with betrayal
indicates their feelings on the importance of their relationship with Prometheus, a
relationship which is certainly predicated on their agreement with his politics. If this is
the correct interpretation, it is further evidence that the gods in the Prometheus do not
serve as representatives of cosmic law: the Chorus feel that Prometheus’ is the righteous
path, and with him they contrast the actions and intentions of Zeus and Zeus’ minion
Hermes himself (1064-1065; he is the “traitor” at 1068 and the “pest” at 1069). Xor here
signifies something not only more powerful but higher than Zeus himself. Plus, this
response on the part of the Chorus was provoked by Hermes’ threat against them (Long
274); as Hermes is Zeus’ minion in this play, their refusal to do what he asks and instead

do what is xo1] marks a huge distinction between them in the Chorus” perception.

Hermes’ response, at any rate, at lines 1071-1079, is a response not to “I am willing to

To: Tl 00V O AVOWV €0tV dkovTtoc ALOg;
Prometheus:  T@V 0@V TV’ aVTOV €y YOVWV elvat XQEWV.
To: TG elmac; 1 ‘Hog mails o’ dnaAddéet kaxwv; (771-773)
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suffer with [Prometheus] whatever will come,” (i.e. a simple reference to the future) but,
rather, to “I am willing to suffer with him whatever is right”; his reply is that their self-
righteousness and smugness will not serve as a shield to protect them from pain.

The commentary on interpersonal relationships which Type I uses give is helpful
in evaluating other Type Il instances as well; as an example, take that at line 630, in

which Prometheus acquiesces in Io’s request:

Io: un ot pe kevYng Tovl’, 6meE PéAAW aOelv.
Prometheus: &AA’ oU peyalow TOVOE TOL dWETIUATOG.

Io: T ONTa PEAAELS Un) OV YeYwVIOKELY TO TIAY;
Prometheus: ¢$O6vog pev ovdels, oog d' oxkvw Bedal Ppévac.
Io: U] LoV TIOKNOOL HACOOV @V EUOL YAUKD.

Prometheus: émel mpoOvur), xor) Aéyetv: dkove dr). (625-630)
Iinclude this instance here in order to discuss the speech act function of the xo1-
statement as commentary to the relationship between the speaker and addressee,
Prometheus and Io; not only is the flow of respect going in the opposite direction as
might be supposed from the xor)-statement, but as discussed at line 640, in Type I xon-
statements the authority which is the source of the necessity comes from neither the
speaker nor the addressee. It is true that what is xor] in a Type I xor)-statement often
stems from the interpersonal relationships which demand certain behavior of those
involved in them, and deference could be imagined as part of such behavior.”
However, the relationship between Io and Prometheus is entirely unlike anything we
have seen to cause this elsewhere; the “cosmic” expectation for deference is simply not

there.

76 Cf. Eteocles’ command to the Chorus at Septem 713, or Agamemnon’s gentle reproach of
Clytemnestra at Agamemnon 917.
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It is appropriate to relate this instance back to those Type I instances somewhat
intermediate between the two types, since what is xon here is apparently dependent on
the truth of the subordinate clause. In Type I instances, it is not typically used of such a
narrowly defined situation, and it is not used as a first-person singular imperative; at the
end of the Eumenides Athena intends a first person plural sense.”

Io’s relationship to Prometheus is brought to bear again at line 640, where she
responds to his exhortations of her to follow the Chorus’ requests for further
information:

0VK 010" 6Tt VULV aTiotnoal pe xom, 640

cadel d¢ pvBw mav dTeQ mEooxenlete

nievoece’ kaltol kat Aéyouvg aloxvvouat

OeooovTov Xepwva kal duxdpOogav

poodnc, 60ev pot oxetAla mpooéntato. (640-644)

I take Io to mean that considering her position vis-a-vis the Oceanids it would not be
appropriate for her to refuse their request to hear the sufferings she has already
endured. What has prompted this feeling on her part appears to be Prometheus’
reminder that the Oceanids are the siblings of her father, and according to familial
affection and respect, she ought to gratify their desire. Their desire, however, is a
perverse one: they take pleasure (631) in her agony, and it is agony, as she states that
she would rather not tell her tale on account of her shame over her current appearance.
Therefore, although what is xor| here is framed in terms of familial obligation, the

characterization of the source of that obligation is not noble, much less positive, and not

helpful toward preserving any sort of “cosmic” stability. In Type I instances, a xo1)-act

77 Cf. Agamemnon 1226 in the appendix of interpolations.
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serves to characterize two parties in relationship to one another in terms of experience,
knowledge, and power, and it is rather inconceivable that the Oceanids, who are not
portrayed as having any sort of special status here, are meant to be characterized as a
source of this relative to Io.” At any rate, xor] is not used in Type I instances to gratify
another individual (or set of individuals) without reference to some larger context of
propriety; when a xonj-act is an imperative, the speaker does not imply that his authority
over the addressee is itself xor) and may be used toward any end he desires. The
opposite is true: when a figure of authority invokes what is o1 in order to convince
another to do something, he is implying that the source of the imperative comes from
something much, much larger than the both of them.”

Thus we have seen that xo1] is used in these seven plays in two basic contexts: in
the first, the necessity communicated by the word implies some concept of external,
universal order, and what is “necessary” primarily deals with the behavior by which
individuals conform to or uphold this order, often associated with “divinity” or the
Olympian gods. In the second, the word describes events yet to come, and if it does
communicate some external order, this order is characterized as conflicting with the
wishes of the Olympians, particularly Zeus. I have not sought thus far to attempt to
explain the source of this discrepancy or locate it within research on Aeschylus, but I

believe that the starkness of contrast between the two types, combined with the fact that

78 The Chorus of the Prometheus does not use the word as instructive, ever; they use it only twice,
once in a direct question, at line 930, and once in an indirect question, at line 183.

7 Cf. perhaps the Type I xo1)-statements made by those whose authority is highest: Darius, at
Persae 820, or Agamemnon, at Agamemnon 821 or 917.
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the overwhelming majority of Type Il instances are found in the Prometheus, lends itself
to explanation by way of the discussion on the authorship of the Prometheus and whether
it is genuinely Aeschylean. If I should consider my findings alone, I would hesitate to
believe that a single author would use one rather standard type of context for a word
connoting necessity predominantly in six works but use in great number an entirely
different context and meaning in another. As several of the Type I instances appear to
display a sort of xor) intermediate between the two, it seems most likely to me that Type
I and Type II are two ends of a short spectrum of context and meaning for xon; if any
given author felt that both ends were within his typical usage, we as readers would
expect that the two (even with a dearth of intermediate uses) would be distributed
evenly among the works. As the Type Il instances fall almost solely in the Prometheus,
however, I believe my findings are merely the newest addition to the growing evidence
against an Aeschylean authorship for that work, as they indicate a use of the word
which must have evolved over time from “intermediate” uses like the ones in the other
six works. I favor a late date® for the writing of the Prometheus, as I believe that the
evolution of thought and development of philosophical inquiry over the course of the
fifth century B.C. must at least partially explain such a marked change for a word
indicating necessity.®! I must admit, however, that I find the evidence presented over

the past forty years or so against an Aeschylean authorship to be irresistibly compelling.

8 For learned conjectures upon the date, see esp. Griffith 1977 (9-13), in which he concludes that
the play was written between 479 and 415 B.C., and his conclusion at 252-254.

81 On sophistic and other influences upon the author of the Prometheus, see also Griffith 1977
207tf., esp. 217ff. On Zeus in the Prometheus vs. in Aeschylus, see Lloyd-Jones’ article (56), and
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Two appendices follow. The first is a description of the five instances of xor) not
mentioned here on account of credible evidence (and eminent scholars’ beliefs) that they
have been interpolated. The second is an effort to contextualize the findings given here
by describing, in a rather less detailed manner, the usage of xo1) in Pindar; if the
differences between Type I and Type II xor) arise from temporal distance, there should
be a strong correlation between the usage of xo1 in Pindar and the Type I usage here,
since Pindar was a close contemporary of Aeschylus. Ibelieve the correlation exists, in
fact, and in my appendix on the uses of xor] in Pindar I will show that these uses
conform rather uniformly to the Type I use in Aeschylus, with no indication that Pindar

conceives of xo1 as referring to future time or individual knowledge.

especially his quotation of Schmid on 57: “He held that the presentation of Zeus in the other
plays of Aeschylus was one so elevated, so advanced, and so profound that its author could not
possibly have written the Prometheus Vinctus, with its very different picture.” Lloyd-Jones returns
to the question again on 65.

83



Appendix A: The Interpolated Instances

In the manuscript tradition of the seven plays considered here, there are five
additional instances of xo1); I have omitted them from discussion thus far either because
I am convinced that they are not the production of the original author or because I think
that the strength of the arguments against their authenticity would detract from their
use in the main body of my thesis. In this appendix I will for each instance briefly
discuss the force of xon as it would relate, if it should be genuine, to my findings, and
direct my reader to the principal evidence against its authenticity.

First I will discuss the instance at Septem 1005:

dokovvta Kat dOEavT Aoy yEAAey e XON)

dnMpuov mpoPovAoig ode Kadpeing moAews:

EreokAéa pév tovd’ ém’ evvoia xOovog

Oamrev £€do&e yng PlAaig kataokadaic. (1005-1008)
“It is xor) that I announce”... In this instance, the herald introduces himself by stating
his purpose and task: he has come in order to announce Eteocles’ death and the events
which have just taken place; he cites the source of his obligation in doing so as what is
xon), meaning that this tast is how what is xor] devolves upon him, in his position as
messenger. This is the applied use of xon; just as at the beginning of this play, Eteocles
describes the acts expected of him in his capacity as ruler as xor), so here the messenger
refers to the cosmic law which devolves onto one type of individual within one

occupation or position.’? The herald accordingly makes a parallel between his duty and

that of the tpoPBovAoy; it is his to announce (amayyéAAewv) where it is theirs to decide

82 Also of this type are the instances at Eumenides 708 and Persae 527.



upon policy (doxovvta kat d6Eavta).® The entire speech as well is a judgment on
which actions are correct: Eteocles is considered honorable for his blamelessness
towards the gods, whereas Polynices is to receive no burial on account of his guilt
towards his ancestral gods (1024). Lest we forget the messenger’s place in this speech,
he reminds us at line 1018; lest we forget the Chorus’, he reminds us at line 1031.

Very important, however, is the interaction between social custom or human
decree and the reliance of such obligation on what is perceived to be divine mandate;
such interaction produces what is xor), as it is framed in terms of the divine. Hence
comes the explanation of Eteocles” virtues and Polynices’ faults, and hence the quarrel
between Antigone and the Chorus which follows this passage; she refuses to reconcile
the two and ignores the Chorus’ protestations of the superior power of the state.

The arguments on the authenticity of the end of the Septem are extensive and
convincing to me; see especially Lloyd-Jones,? Lupas and Petre (281), Dawson (22-25),
and Dawe.®

At Agamemnon 1226 Cassandra describes for the Chorus her own position in the
new world in which she finds herself:

&K TwVvdEe mowvag Gt BovAevery Tiva

Aéovt’ avaAkty &v AéxeL oTOWPWHEVOV
0LKOLEOV, OIOL, TQW HOAOVTL de0TIOTH) 1225

8 Lloyd-Jones takes on the question of whether this is intended as a reference to the group in
Athens in the late fifth century; Lupas and Petre (282) write, on the interment of Polynices, “cet
arrét surprenant émane d’une autorité qui n’était pas mentionnée auparavant.”

8 Lloyd-Jones, Hugh. 1959. “The end of the Seven against Thebes.” CQ N.S. 9: 80-115.

8 CQ N.S. 17: 16-28, for the first edition; for the second, see the Studies Presented to Denys Page,
1978, 87-103.
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U@ Ppéetv ya Xor) to dovALov Cuyov.

vewVv T amapxogs TAtov T avaotatng

OVK 010€V ol YAWOooQ ULOT TG KLVOG

Aetéaoa kakTelvaoa Gatdeov ovg, diknv

A1nc AaBpalov, TevEetat kakn) Toxn. (1223-1230)
This instance is also a classic Type I use in that what is xor] for Cassandra here is what is
xom for someone in her position, i.e. a female member of a city which has been sacked.
Xon here cannot have reference to future time, as she herself knows (and says) that she
will not be enduring slavery for much longer. She is not prophesying the immediate
future at this point in her conversation with the Chorus, as she portrays Agamemnon as
a living being with some manner of comprehension or agency. In her speech beginning
at 1256, she begins to consider both herself and Agamemnon as those who are directly
about to fall (as at 1313-1314), who may as well already be dead; only there does she
begin to talk about what will happen in the future (even if the direct future). From 1223-
1230, she speaks of the present. If we should try to reconcile this instance with the
prophecies of Prometheus, since both are capable of telling the future, we would have to
account for the fact that whereas Prometheus uses xon often, Cassandra uses it only
here.

Fraenkel is convinced that line 1226 is interpolated, and he cites Campbell, A.

Ludwig, and Herwerden as agreeing with him; the arguments against the authenticity of

8 Cf. Fraenkel (563): “To tolerate 1226 is to assume that the prophetess, who in this whole section
serves merely as the instrument for communicating a tremendous decree of destiny, could for a
short moment forget the noble austerity of her bearing to cast a side-glance at her own affairs
and, sighing like a sentimental girl, complain of her sad fate in terms of a commonplace maxim.”
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this line generally revolve around the type of sentiment expressed here and its
relationship to the rest of Cassandra’s speech but include discussions of diction.®”

The next instance occurs in the midst of the herald’s strong unwillingness (and
half-praeteritio) in telling the misfortunes which the Argives have suffered both at and

in returning from Troy, at Agamemnon 571:

MUV 0¢ ol Aotmotoy AQyelwVv 0TEATOV [573]
VIKQ TO K€QOOG, TNHUA O OVK AVTIQQETEL [574]
Tt Tovg avaAwBévtag v ymow Aéyery, [570]
oV CovTa O’ aAyetv Xor) TUXNG TAALYKOTOL; [671]
Kal TOAAX xatgey Evpdooag kataéw, [572]

WG KOUTIAOAL TQWO  €lKOC NALOL PAel
e OaAdoong kat xovog motwuévols. (572-578)

If this instance of xon here is genuine, its use is appropriate for the same reasons it is
eight lines later; the herald here, in his speech to the Chorus, reconciles the pain the
army has experienced with the joy of safe return by choosing to focus on the latter. One
might expect that the gravity of what he tells—death and war—would render a d¢tin
the place of this xor cavalier and likely too unconcerned.®® The herald makes a number
of references to various forms of propriety in this passage; the differing words might
imply distinction or might be variatio (det 567, xor) 571 and 580, ¢ikog 575); see the
discussion below.

In my discussion of the instance at 580, I came to the conclusion that the use of

xon is typical of Type I usage there on account of the herald’s feelings about man’s

87 Campbell, A.Y. 1935. “Aeschylus” Agamemnon 1223-1238 and Treacherous Monsters.” CQ 29:
25-36. Among other things, Campbell (27) calls this line “unnecessary, vapid, and intrusive to the
subject matter of this context.”

8 Thomson (51) notes that there is a repetition of contrast between the dead and the living in
these lines and the lines preceding them.
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relationship to the gods in general, and Zeus in particular; he argues that joy and
gratitude are the appropriate response in the wake of what has befallen the army.
Concerning this speech of the herald and Agamemnon’s opening speech, Fraenkel
writes, “The first speech of the Herald is a foil as well as a supplement to the great
oration which Agamemnon delivers on entering the stage. The two opening prayers are
parallel; so is the almost harsh use of juridical technicalities: the Herald employing terms
of criminal law (534-538) and the king describing the high court of divine justice with
details borrowed from Attic procedure (813 ff.). By this parallelism the profound
contrast in temper and manners, in education and discretion is made the more striking.
The Herald is jubilant with wild joy; the king is a model of perfect restraint.” (294) Itis
important to note not only that both the herald and Agamemnon use xo1 in these
speeches (and the word does not occur in the intervening lines), but also that their use of
the word is the same, with the emphasis on gratitude.

In any discussion of this instance of o1, however, one must reconcile its
appearance here with the use of det at line 567, earlier in the herald’s speech (tt tavta
riévOewv de; magotxetat movos'), which is a typical use of the “rhetorical” det,
borrowed, as we have seen, from the one instance of det in Homer. The instance of xor)
at 571 appears to rephrase this very question, and although xor| rhetorical questions are
not entirely absent from Greek, they are very rare. Certainly there is enough context of
man’s relationship to the divine to justify Aeschylus’ use of xo1 at 571, but its
appearance so close to a d¢i rhetorical question, with the same content, lends its

explanation to arguments of variatio.
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Fraenkel discusses the arguments concerning 570-572, in debates which have
been going on for centuries, on pages 286-287. To paraphrase him: certain scholars feel
that they belong where they are (Bamberger, Ahrens); some delete them (Négelsbach,
Blaydes), and Wilamowitz himself deleted them before recanting in defense, in a 1927
article. Fraenkel himself believes that the insertion of these lines, with xor), may have
been caused by the appearance of d¢t and the parallel meaning and structure.

There are two perhaps interpolated instances of xor) in the Prometheus, and most
editors are so certain that the one at line 606 is not genuine that they do not include it in
the body of the text. Page’s text at these lines reads:

AGAAG poL TORWG TEKUNEOV O TL Y eMAppEVEL

naOetv: Tt unxao, 1 Tl Paopakov vooov;

detéov elmep oloba. (605-607)

Io begs Prometheus to tell her what she will suffer, a context which would set up a Type
II xon-statement, if this were one, as it includes future time, a reference to an individual
and a particular situation, and an individual dispensing discrete information to another.
Smyth translates these lines as, “Oh make plain to me what misery it is my fate yet to
suffer, what remedy there is, or what cure, of my affliction. Reveal it, if thou hast the
knowledge.” (269) Mnxao, then, here, is “remedy;”® the alternative, which comes from
the M manuscript, is “tl pr| xon,” which would read, “what misery it is my fate yet to
suffer, and what misery not to suffer.”

The other possible interpolation from the Prometheus, and the last which I shall

discuss, appears at line 970. All those discussed previously might be considered Type I

8 Mrnxao was introduced by Elmsley.
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instances, if they should prove to be genuine, but I believe that the following instance

bears a greater resemblance to the other Type II instances in that work.

Hermes: KQELOOOV YAQ olpat TNde AatQevely METOA
N maTEl puval Znvi ToTov yyeAov.
Prometheus: toUtwg VPEICerv Tovg VPEIlovTag xeewv.t
Hermes: XAV €01KAG TOIS TTAEOLOL TEAYHaoLy.  (968-971)

The xon-statement at line 970 is general enough to have universal significance, but there
is no humility in this statement, no awe of the supernatural. Indeed, Prometheus here is
not suggesting human action toward the gods, but a god’s action regarding himself, also
a divine being, or, taken the other way (as there are differing opinions as to the
grammatical function tovg VBpilovtag serves), his own action toward a god. The
statement seems to express the necessity of escalating disorder; if OpoiCovtac is the
subject, the statement is entirely redundant; if it is the object, its tone is sarcastic and
insulting, a justification of Prometheus” own bitter words, and such a tone is not typical
of Type I uses of xon. From the Chorus” words alone, it would be rather simple for the
reader to imagine them as exhibiting some sort of deference to Prometheus’ greater
knowledge, but Prometheus himself does not play the part of the typical character in
that role.

This passage is the subject of much debate among scholars, regarding the
transmission of the text (see Griffith on line 970) and even the syntax expected.
However, whether OpoiCovtacg is the subject (Harry, Wilamowitz, Mazon, etc.), or object
(Griffith) of UBotlewv, such a statement does not have the gravity typical of the other

instances of xor) outside the Prometheus.
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Appendix B: Xor) in Pindar

In this appendix I will describe the usage of xor] in Pindar and demonstrate the
close relationship it bears to that of the Type I xor] in Aeschylus. Aet occurs only once in
Pindar, at Olympian 6.28 (tooc ITitavav d¢ map” Evpwta mogov det oapegov eABetv &v
woa). To explain the type of necessity indicated there, Goodell writes, “To indicate the
subject of his song the poet adopts the figure of having a journey to make. The
suggestion of moral obligation has no place in [de] till far later.” (94) The necessity
behind this d¢t is explained as having a source very different from the necessity of the
xom in the previous line: the xorj-statement (xor) Tolvuv mOAag Ouvwv dvarTvdpev
avtaic. 28) is explained by the previous line and a half (otepavouvg ev OAvumia émet
déEavto); it is xor) that one praise the family indicated, since they have won victories at
Olympia.”® The dei-statement, however, explains the necessity behind the imperative at
the beginning of the second strophe, in which the poet asks a Phintis to yoke some
mules. The detis associated, then, with the mechanical act and refers to the objective
behind that act; the source of necessity behind the xo1)-statement is more remote.
Although Pindar immediately thereafter launches into an excursus on various divine
figures, he never returns to explain how this divinity relates to the obligation to go to

Pitana on that day.

% For more on this, see fn. 97, below.



Forms of xon (including xoewv) occur 31 times in what survives of Pindar’s
works.” A great number of these occur in the form of “universal xon” statements,
notions echoed elsewhere in Greek literature, just as in Aeschylus.”? Pindar often
expresses strong religious feeling through these statements; they typically exhort men
towards a certain type of behavior, usually humility vis-a-vis the gods or vis-a-vis other
men in order to preserve “cosmic” harmony. Consider the instance at Pythian 2.34,
regarding Ixion and the warning against OBoLc:

atdvo O aumAakiat 30
depémovol teAé0ovTr TO pev fjowg Ot

EUPVALOV alpa TEWTLOTOG OVK dteQ TéXvag émépetée Ovatolg,

OtL te peyadokevBéeoov v mote BaAapolg
ALOG AKOLTLV ETELQATO. XOT) O€ KAT' aVTOV alel TavTog 0pav pétoov. (30-34)%

The poet uses Ixion here as an example of behavior which mortals must not copy; the
xon-statement is directed to all, equally, and it is represented as an injunction from the
gods (21-24). The specific action to which this xor|-statement refers is given by the
previous lines: not only had Ixion murdered his father-in-law, but he had attempted to
sleep with Hera—both actions constitute egregiously inappropriate behavior, not least

because he had been indebted to the Olympians and thus the order which they

91 For the list I have consulted Slater: Olympian 1.103, 6.4, 6.27, 8.74, 13.94; Pythian 2.34, 2.52, 2.88,
3.2,3.59,3.103, 4.1, 4.141, 4.271, 9.50; Nemean 1.25, 5.49, 7.44, 11.17, 11.47; Isthmian 1.43, 3.7, 3.8,
4.48, 8.15a, 8.16; and of the fragments, Hymn 42.4, Paian 6.96 and 52b.57, Parth. 94b.37 (=2.37),
Incert. 234.3. This last I omit in my discussion because I feel there is not enough context to make
an accurate assessment of Pindar’s use.

%2 For example, that at 1.4.48, xor) 0¢ Tarv €gdovt’ dpavowaoal tov éx0oov, or P. 4.271, xon)
HaAarav x€oa MQOOPAAAOVTA TEWHAY EAKEOS AUPLTOAELY.

% The text of Pindar from which I quote is that of Race’s Loebs (1997).
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represent. In Pindar the gods do not struggle against an order or power higher than
themselves, as they do in the Prometheus; even in Pythian 2 we see evidence of their
omnipotence —phrased without specifying a particular god, but with merely a reference
to divinity, at line 49 (Oeoc anav mi eAntidecot TékpaQ avoetar).

Humility as contentment with one’s own lot and the propriety of not hoping for
that which is beyond one’s own station is expressed through universal xon-statements at
P.3.59 and P. 3.103.

£TOATIEV KAL KELVOV &YAVOQL MoO@ xouoog v Xepolv pavelg

avdQ’ éx Bavatov kopioat

non adwkodtar xepot &'doa Kooviwv otaig dU dudotv apumvoav otépvwv kabeAev

wKéwe, alBwv de KEQAVVOG EVETKLUPEV LLOQOV.

XOT T& €0KOTA TAXQ DALUOVWYV paoTevépev Ovatals poaaotv

YVOVTO TO TIXQ TOdOG, olag elpev atoac. 60

un, ¢pida Ypuxd, plov abavatov
omevde, Tav O Eumpaktov &vtAet paxavav. (P.3.59: 55-62)

Here Pindar describes the fall of Asklepios, who had been accustomed to heal men’s
wounds, but, as this passage relates, eventually became fond of the payment he was
receiving for such services.”> He performed a healing act (bringing back one from the
dead) which was beyond his rights, thereby transgressing the gods’ (specifically, here,

Zeus’) will.* Therefore Zeus punished him, and Pindar extracts from this anecdote a

% A similar maxim occurs at line 88: xom 0¢ mEog Beov ovk €pilewv, in which line the “god” is
characterized as that which must not be transgressed through deceit.

% On the propriety of not seeking deceitful gain, as at P.2.88, is at P.4.141. That one must do what
is appropriate for his or her nature is at N.1.25., and similarly, that one must not seek gain

beyond what is appropriate for himself is at N.11.47.

% This context of the indiscretion against the gods is necessary to understand the first use of xon
in this poem, at line 2, in which Pindar asks whether it is proper for him to wish that Cheiron
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maxim concerning the need for a mortal to know his place, especially considering the
vast gulf between the status of men and that of the gods. I believe that with olag eipév
aloag (60) Pindar does not mean to refer to any individual’s own future, but rather, the
type of future which is possible for a mortal, given the relatively limited power at his
disposal. This type of future possible is one in which a man cannot know what will
befall him, and therefore he must regard the gods with appropriate awe, as expressed by
the xor)-statement at line 103: et ¢ vow Tic €xet Ovatwv dAabeiag 6dGV, X1 TEOS
HakAQwV / Tuyxavovt’ €0 maoxépev. aAdote " dAAotlat tvoat / Dpirtetay dvépwv.
(103-105)

The source of propriety in still other xor|-statements is characterized as taking its
force from its divine sanction / suggestion, but instead of indicating proper humility for
mortals vis-a-vis the gods, these statements advise the appropriate behavior of men in
their relationships with other men, especially in the giving of praise where praise is due,
as the poet characterizes what is worthy of praise as individual excellence, though
manifest in different ways. Pindar words these statements without specifying to whom

they apply, but in them there is close connection with the xor]-statements in which

were still alive, a wish which he refers to as a prayer (e0EaoBat 2). The same type of disclaimer
comes at P. 9.50, in which Cheiron himself asks whether it is appropriate to instruct Apollo as to
the future, considering Apollo is the god of prophecy. The xon occurs in the question of
propriety as to telling the future, regarding Cheiron’s own relationship with an Olympian god;
he does not use xo1) when indicating the future he foretells.
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Pindar describes what is xon for himself, as a praise poet, as glorifying the subjects of his
poetry.”

The necessity of showing due appreciation for the achievements of other men
appears at Isthmian 1.43:

ELY AQETA KATAKELTAL TTATAV OQYAYV,

AUPOTEQOV DATIAVALS TE KAl TTOVOLG,
XOM ViV eDEOVTECTLV AyAVOQX KOUTIOV

un pOovepatol Ppégety

Yvopals: émel kovda 000LG avdol coPpy 45

avti poxOwv mavrodanwyv €mog elmovt ayabov Euvov 0pOwoat kaAodv. (41-46)
In this instance the context indicates that Pindar is referring to himself, giving a maxim
by way of explaining why it is appropriate that he himself should be praising Herodotus
in such a way as he does.”® He refers to this praise as képdog Urotov at line 51. Indeed,
with this maxim Pindar justifies his own praise as appropriate by indicating that all

should be doing the same, especially as such praise benefits more than just the victor

(Evvov 46). At lines 52-57 and 60-63 the poet cites the gods” help in Herodotus’ victories;

97 And not only to the addressees of the poems themselves; Pindar often refers his dedication to
the excellence of an entire family to which he is indebted; cf the instance at Parth. 94b.37:
“Neither for man nor woman, to whose offspring I am devoted, must I forget a fitting song.”
(Race) The connection of birth within a family or group to one’s “destiny” or future excellence is
often invoked by Pindar; I take this to be the primary force behind the sense at N. 5.49 (“it is xom
that a trainer of athletes come from Athens”), as throughout that poem Pindar cites birthplace
and family as the source of and common thread behind a number of forms of excellence (see
IToTpog 8¢ kotvel ovyyevng éoywv mépL/ Tavtwv 40-41).

% This is Bundy’s xoéog-motive, the idea that the victor’s excellence requires praise (and that
praise seeks out deeds worthy of song). On these lines, Bundy writes that this instance of xo1 is
part of a series of pairs marking the xpéoc-motive, but that “the entire structure depends on xor)
(line 43), which issues a very much stronger imperative than do the other forms in which the
X0éog motive is cast. The conditional clause of lines 39f. sets up the imperative xo1 ¢péoetv, and
the explanatory clause that follows justifies it in terms that repeat both the condition and the
imperative.” (57)
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in Pindar victory and excellence come deo volente, and thus praise of the man is in part
praise of the gods” works. As much is said at Isthmian 3.4-5:

Zev, peydAal d'apetal Ovartolg émovtat
&k 0é0ev:

Therefore we will not be surprised that xon occurs several lines below, in the same
poem:

Cwel d¢ paoowv 0ABog dmillopévwy, mAaylals d¢ Gpoéveaary
0VX OHWGS TTAVTA XQOVOV OAAAWV OpAEL.

VKAV O’ €Q0YwV dmova Q1) eV DUVT|oaL TOV E0A0V,
xon 0¢ kwpalovt dyavaig xaplteoow Baotdoat. (5-8)

Two of the hallmarks of these universal instances are concision and self-
containment; only a few lines of context are necessary to receive the effect.” 1.3 is a
poem of only twenty lines; this idea, that victory and moments of excellence come from
the gods (notice here that it is Zeus who is named), and that therefore men should praise
other men, is the main thrust of the poem. Although the context indicates that Pindar
refers to himself and the speech act which is praise poetry, nevertheless the lack of
expressed subject extends the necessity to all who hear these words. The poet invokes

the audience explicitly at line 15 (iote).1

% Bundy (56) writes that the repetition here of xom is part of the dramatic effect: “The gnomic
thought [that such great deeds must be praised] is subsequently brought closer to Melissos in the
anaphoric xom of lines 7f., and in line 9 he is introduced by name.” On the function of the xpéog
motive here, the obligation which “determines the relationship between song and merit,” see
page 63.

100 This same sort of injunction is given at N. 11.17, with the givers of the praise clearly expressed
(&ot@v 17). On the necessity of praising one’s ancestors on account of their hard work and
perseverence (by which the gods were impressed), see Paian 52b.57. An instance of this type
perhaps not as self-explanatory is that at Pythian 2.52:
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Such examples illustrate the poet’s exhortation to all citizens to join in praise of
the victor, but rather more often he uses the xo1n-statement to justify or explain the
existence of the praise poem in which it occurs. Pindar often makes reference to himself
in his poetry, regarding not only his relationship to the addressee of a given poem but
also his function as praise poet, and a number of his xo1]-statements in reference to
himself concern that which is appropriate for one in this position rather than himself as
an individual (as in, the necessity to which he refers has to do with function as poet and
not with his personal life; it is transferable). As this use bears upon his status and role, I
view them as similar to the “applied” xor] of Type I in Aeschylus in which the speaker
considers something “necessary” on account of his or her position in society (cf. Septem
1), although I believe that here the poet means to imply that the source of the necessity
for himself is the same as the source of the necessity for all to praise a given victor.

A typical example of this occurs at Olympian 1.103:

Bedc anav émi EAmideooL Tékpag avietat,

Bedc, 6 katl mtedevt’ aleTov kixe, kat OaAao-
oalov magapelBetoal

deAdiva, kat pupeovwy TV’ Ekappe Pooty,

étépolot O¢ KDOOG dryroaov MaQédwK’. €ué de XQeEWV

devyev dAKOG ADLVOV KaKoyoQLAV:

€00V YO EKAG EV T TOAA” €V apaxavia

Poyepov Apxiroxov PaguAdyols éxOeoty

riovopevov (49-56)

However, notice that again, as in the previous instances, Pindar states himself as the subject of
the infinitive, in the context of the (unspecified) god’s omnipotence, particularly with reference to
the giving of glory to men. In conjunction with other typical xor|-statements, as a corollary to the
necessity of praise, Pindar has often remarked on the implied propriety of keeping one’s mouth
shut when one does not have something constructive to say. Here the order of weight between
the statements is reversed: one must not blame; therefore, it is understood, one ought to praise.
This is also the force behind the instance of xor at Fr. 42.4.
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gue de otehavwoatl

KELWVOV LTTtlQ VoUW

AloAnidtL poAmta

xon mémoda d¢ Eévov

un v’ apdotega kKaAv te e tapa katl dVVA LY KLQLWTEQOV

TV Y€ VOV KAVTALOL dadaAwoé ey ODpuvwv rruxais.  (100-105)

Pindar goes on to say that “a god” (simply, Oeog 106) is responsible for Hieron’s
success, and he situates his own responsibility as poet as having part in the divine (109-
112); indeed, the last two lines give Pindar’s aspirations for himself as poet. Another
aspect of his responsibilities as praise poet is instructing others by his example; see that
at Olympian 6.4:

Xovoéag vmootaoavteg evTeLyet TEoOvEwW BaAduov

klovag wg 6te Oantov péyaoov

TIAEOUEV" AQXOMEVOL O €QYOVL TTEOCWTIOV

xon Oéuev mAavyéc. (1-4)

The “golden columns” to which he refers are metaphor for the poetic embellishment
which will bring his own poetry attention, and thus, his subject renown; here it is xor)
that Pindar do all he can to ensure that the victor will receive his due share of praise.
That he expects others to follow his lead is evident from dotwv (7).1%!

As in Aeschylus, so in Pindar sometimes the use of xor is suitable on account of
a more general context of divinity, as at Isthmian 8.16, where it is appropriate that one

living in Thebes offer the “flower” of the Graces to Aegina (xo1) 0" év émtamvAoLot

Onpaic toadévta / Atyiva Xapitwv dwtov povépetv) or Nemean 7.44 (¢éxonv o€ tv’

101 Cf. Bundy: “Here the focus widens from a concrete simile defining the laudator’s attitude
toward his subject to a gnomic generalization of that attitude... in xo1] we observe the xoéog
motive: the laudator owes something to his subject.” (55) This type is represented faithfully
enough at O. 6.27, O. 8.74, and O. 13.94.
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Evdov aAoel madatatw / Alakdav keedvtwy O Aotmov éupevat / Oeov mag’
evTeLyéa DOHOV, Neotals 0 MoUTAlS / OeLIOKOTIOV OlKELY €0vTa ToALOVTOLC. 44-47). 1
suspect that the propriety of the latter stems from, as the poem emphasizes, the close
relationship between Neoptolemus and Apollo. At Pythian 4.1 the poet exhorts the
Muse to “stand next to” the victor, so that she may increase his fame (Z&pepov pev xor
o€ R’ Avool Gpidw / otapev... 0poa... avéng ovgov Vuvwy 1-3).

There is one instance, in Paian 6, which Goodell, 192 at least, considers of a
different type of xon (and indeed, somewhat closer to Type Il in Aeschylus); I will
explain my interpretation of this instance as a use of o1} consonant with the others we
have seen in Pindar.

vépeooLd’ év xovoéolc OAvumoL-

o kat kopupa[iot]v (Cwv

HOQo” &va[A]vev Zebg 6 Oev okOTOG OV TOA-

pa mepl O Vkopw [‘EJAéva

xonv aoa ITépyapov evU[V] a-

otwoat océAag atbopévou

oG (92-98)
Although a good amount of this paean has been lost, I believe we may understand the
context of this line well enough to compare this use of xor) to the others. What is “fated”
in the statement prior to the xo1-statement is a reference to the lines prior, i.e. that Zeus

could have saved Achilles a great amount of pain (movwv 91) had he interfered with

Apollo’s protection of Troy, but Zeus would not give Achilles an easier task than had

102 Goodell (94) says on this one, “In the new Paian 6.96... we meet xonv with the force of it was
fated.” I assume that he thinks this on account of the content of the sentence prior to the xo1-
statement.
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been appointed to him. Any given historical event tempts with the translation “it is
fated,” but here the statement that Troy would fall in flames is qualified by meot &’
VPO [E]JAéva (95), which Race translates as “on account of” Helen; I see this as a
reference to the breach of xenia on Paris’ part. If this was the poet’s intention, he writes
that Troy fell on account of a breach of appropriate behavior, as a “cosmic” consequence.
This use of xo1 is not unlike that which occurs at Nemean 7.44, and although both have
reference to “future” events, what is o, and the sort of penalty which will follow a
breach of that which is xor), is timeless even here. Notice that the poet employs the
imperfect tense in both instances; at N. 7.44 it was piety, and in this paean lack of regard
for “cosmic law,” which in past time set off a predictable sequence of events. Recall that
the Type II instances in the Prometheus, although they also refer to future time, refer to
individual acts and events not predictable and not applicable to any other individual or

situation.
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