THE INFLUENCE OF RHETORIC
ON FOURTH-CENTURY TRAGEDY

The predominance of the rhetorical spirit in fourth-century tragedy has often been
remarked: Aristotle himself explicitly attests the rhetorical character of contem-
porary dramatic compositions when he says (Poet. 6, 1450b4—8) that the older
poets used to present the dramatis personae speaking like statesmen' whereas the
modern poets, oi Yoy, present them speaking like rhetoricians: 7070 [sc. Sudvoia]
5é éoTw 70 Néyew Svvaodar Ta évdvTa kal Ta ApuoTTOVTA, OTEP €Ml TV AbywV
TS MONTIKTIS KAl PNTOPIKTS €YoV 0TV Ol UEV YAP APXAIOL TONLTIK (OS
émolovy \éyovtas, oi 6€ VOV PNTOPLK LS.

The antithesis between oi apxaiot who present their characters talking
TOMTIK ¢ and of vov who present them talking pmTopw < points to a funda-
mental change that actually took place in drama from the last decades of the
fifth century onwards: the trend to substitute 8tdvowa,> namely rationalistic
arguments, the intellectual characteristics of the tragic hero, all that can
appropriately be said in a given situation (ra évévra kai 7d apudrrovra), for
7%00c, character-sketching. Whereas the ‘old’ drama of Aeschylus and Sophocles®
revealed primarily f6o¢, Euripides and the fourth-century dramatists, Aristotle
says, aimed not so much at full character-drawing as at the expression of Stdvoa.
Euripides seems to be included in the viv: though he had died half a century
before the composition of the Poetics, the rhetorical features of his drama and
its further affinities with fourth-century plays may have rendered him a ‘modern’*
in the eyes of Aristotle. The distinction, however, between 7fos and §uvowa must
not be taken in an absolute way: the two can coexist and reveal different parts of
the tragic hero’s personality, namely his moral and intellectual virtues. It cannot

therefore be admitted that the Euripidean drama, merely because it excels in

! The statement cannot be taken strictly,
since it is unthinkable that Sophocles, for
instance, represented his characters talking
like statesmen. IToAtrikcos probably implies,
as G. F. Else, Aristotle’s Poetics: The Argu-

ment (Leiden, 1957), pp. 265 f., suggests, the

combined arts of Ethics and Politics; cf.
Lucas’s note on 14506,

2 Aubvoia, thought, is defined in Poet. 6,
1450%6 f. and 1450P11 f. as demonstration
with arguments, and dealing with generaliz-
ations, yv(uat, on practical questions of
ordinary life: cf. the notes by Else (pp.273
£.) and Lucas ad loc. (1450P12); in the fuller
exposition, 19, 1456234 b8, the stirring of
emotions is added as a third category of
Sudvowa. For hBoc and Sdvoca in the Poetics,
A. M. Dale, Collected Papers, (Cambridge,
1969), pp.139—55. Aéyew we ano Swavolas
applies to ol viw and is contrasted with
Aéyew Coc &md mpoarpéaews (i.e. of moral

purpose) in Rbet. 3.16, 1417224 f. On
Siudvowa’s functions in the Rbetoric as com-
pared with those in the Poetics see Dale,
op. cit., p.150.

3 For Sophocles’ steady development
of character-portrayal note the Anon.

V. Soph. 21 olbe 6€ kaipov cuppeTpHOAL
kal mpdyuara, COoT’ ék uikpod HuioTixlov
B Aétews uac 8rov hbomotely mpdowmov.

4 Euripides is often classed among the
‘moderns’ in the Poetics: apart from the
present case (1450b8, cf. Bywater and
Lucas ad loc., J. W. H. Atkins, Literary
Criticism in Antiquity (Cambridge, 1934),
1.114), note also 1450225 (with Bywater’s
note ad loc.); but in 13, 1453218 ff. Else,
op. cit., p.390, seems to be right to include
Sophocles in ot vov; and in 14, 1453b28
Euripides appears to be included in ot
maAawl: cf. J. D. Denniston, CR 43 (1929),
60, Else, op. cit., p.418 n.29.
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the display of &idvowa, offers no cases of masterly character-portrayal;' or that
fourth-century tragedy excluded the delineation of #foc.?

But what is the reason for this radical change in dramatic poetry? The
education of some of the most distinguished fourth-century playwrights,
Astydamas,3 Aphareus,4 and especially, Theodectes,’ in rhetorical schools can
partly explain such a shift. Undoubtedly, the high development of the rhetorical
art in this age could not but affect tragedy, but the principles of the sophistic-
rhetorical movement, as embodied already in the drama of Euripides, seem to
have intensified the rhetorical propensities of fourth-century dramatists.

Among the Sophists, Gorgias, the foremost stylist and one keenly interested
in tragic drama,® has a special interest for the student of fourth-century
rhetorical development: his highly artificial prose with its far-fetched stylistic
effects was transformed by Isocrates, his most distinguished pupil,7 into what
the latter called a style mow Q\ov, TotnTK v, €bpvluor kai uovoov.® Isocrates,
as the master of Astydamas and Theodectes,® the main representatives of
rhetoric in the tragedy of the age, seems to provide a link between rhetorical
development and fourth-century dramatic poetry: his pursuit of a refined,
elaborate style with carefully chosen words and well-constructed sentences
seems to accord with that of contemporary playwrights.'

Though the meagre fragmentary preservation of fourth-century tragedy can
hardly illustrate the influence of rhetoric in all its extent, some indications of
such an influence are given by the fragments themselves or attested by various

testimonia.

Despite the shortage of evidence, dramatic debates, aywves Adywv, either
in their ordinary form between two tragic characters or formulated in a dramatic
scene of legal procedure, are implied in several fourth-century fragments. The
scenes of debate and argument in Euripidean drama, with their sophistic and
rhetorical overtones, must have provided an ideal model for this dramatic
practice. J. Duchemin surveying the debates in minor plays, notes:'! Chaeremon’s

! Especially in early plays, like the Medea,
Alcestis, Hippolytus. Nevertheless, the
rhetorical features of Euripidean tragedy are
recognized by ancient authorities: Ar. Pax
534, Quintil. 10.1.68, Dio Chrys. or. 18.

2 'Anfewc used (Poet. 6, 1450225) for
character-portrayal in fourth-century tragedy
seems unlikely to mean ‘completely charac-
terless’. It most likely implies the indisputable
decline in full delineation of character which
started from the later plays of Euripides; cf.
Lucas on 1450224,

3 Sud. s.v. a4265 (Hsch.) . ..
akpoaoauevos Av "lookpdrovs kai éTpdmn
émi Tpayywdlav.

% Sud.s.v. a4556 (Hsch.); [Plut.] vit. X
orat. 4.16.838 B, 839 C: A. wrote rhetorical
speeches and won an avrisoocs (change of
fortune) procedure.

5 Sud. s.v. 0138 (Hsch.) . .. pATwp,
Tpamels 8¢ émi Tpaywdias, padnTie
[MAdrwvos kal 'look pdrovs kali
'ApioToTéNovs. Steph. Byz. s.v. daonAls;
[Plut.] op. cit. 837 C; Phot. bibl. 260

p.486 b 40.

¢ Cf. R. Pfeiffer, History of Classical
Scholarship (Oxford, 1968), pp.46 f.

7 Cf. Aristotle in Quintil. 3.1.13, Cic.
Or. 176.

8 Cf.5.27,13.16, 15.47: Isocrates on
his own style. For his adaptation and
developmeat of the structure and style of
Gorgias’ speeches see Webster, Art and
Literature in Fourth Century Athens,
pp.12 £.; for his corrections of Gorgias’
views, intended as an answer to Plato’s
criticism against rhetoric, see recently
J. Romilly, Magic and Rbetoric in Ancient
Greece (Harvard, 1975), pp.52 ff.

% See above, notes 3, 5.

19 Cf. Chaeremon’s fragments and some
other pleasantly written ones, like Theodect.
6, 8, Astyd. 5, 8, Moschion 4, 6, 7, 9, Carc.
5N2. See recently G. Xanthakis-Karamanos,
‘Studies in Fourth Century Tragedy (Ph.D.
Thesis, U.C.L., 1976), Chs. V, VL

' L 'Aydov dans la tragedie grecque®,
pp.105 f.
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Achilles Thersitoctonus, Carcinus’ Medea, Theodectes’ Helen, the Thyestes of
Diogenes of Sinope, and Moschion’s Pbheraioi. Some further instances, especially
from Theodectes, are to be added here: the Ajax, Alcmeon, Orestes, the Lynceus,
and the unnamed fr. 10. These are not only instances of debates in the strict
sense but also speeches of self-justification and dialogues involving no opponents.

Another expression of the influence of prose on dramatic poetry concerns
the language of tragedy itself. Divested of the poetical ornament of Aeschylus
and Sophocles, tragic wording became prosaic, resembling ordinary diction, as
used in the Assembly or the lawcourts. Moschion’s attempt to recall, to some
extent, the impetuous grandeur of Aeschylean verse, and Chaeremon’s flowery
and elaborate style! seem to have been exceptional. This lowering of the
language of tragedy to the level of prosaic speeches is explicitly attested by
Aristotle? while the fourth-century tragedian Cleophon is said to have used a
low (ramewn) diction, made up of common words (kUpta évduara).® Aristotle
also informs us that the simple, natural language which approaches that of
prose and common conversation and was first introduced by Euripides—in his
later plays in particular—exerted a wide influence.* The specimens of New
Comedy clearly show it as well as the most complete importation of colloquial
language.

The desire to stir the audience’s emotions seems to have been a common aim
of rhetoric and tragedy. Aristotle includes among the categories of dudvowa (Poet.
19, 1456234—-b8) the producing of emotions such as pity, fear, anger, and the
like. The arousing of emotions appears to have been a prime aim both of fifth-
century tragedy and of plays contemporary with Aristotle. As regards the
function of dtavowa in rhetoric and tragedy, Aristotle’s important distinction
(Poet. 19, 1456P5—8), that dramatic characters convey the tragic emotions to
the audience not like orators by dtdackalia, conscious art, but unconsciously,
without explanation, dvev 8tbaok aliag, may imply an attack against the
tendency of modern playwrights, and, at the same time, practising rhetoricians
to apply to tragedy the arousing of emotions in the manner in which these are
produced by an orator.®

It may be relevant to the application of this rhetorical principle in fourth-
century tragedy that Theodectes was concerned to define the effect which each
part of a rhetorical speech should have on the audience: good will in the
prooemium, trust in the narration, conviction in the proof, and either recapitu-
lation for recalling to memory or the emotions of rage or pity in the epilogue.®

! On the style of Moschion and
Chaeremon see G. Xanthakis-Karamanos,
op. cit., in the commentaries on the frag-
ments from their plays. For an earlier dis-
cussion on Chaeremon cf. C. Collard, JHS
90 (1970), 22—34.

2 Rbet. 3.1, 1404228 ff. kai TCw
dvopdTwy dpelkaow [sc. ol Tas Tpaywsias

moodvTes] Soa mapa 7Y StdAekTéy oTw . . .

3 Poet. 22, 1458218 ff.; ibid. 2,
1448211 f. We are told that Cleophon’s
characters were on the level of everyday
people, his work being put under the head
of Y \ouetpla, verse without music, a kind
approaching prose writing (cf. 1, 1447229
Adyou yidol). In Rbet. 3.7, 1408214 f., his

compositions, lacking the adaptation of
language to subject, are said to have had the
appearance of mere comedy.

4 Rbet. 3.2, 1404b24 f. Cf. also the
author of the On the Sublime, 40.2, who
remarked that Euripides only by the com-
position of words, using common language,
achieves dignity, distinction, and an effect
of grandeur. However, Euripides’ smooth
style is considered to be difficult to imitate:
A.P. vii 50.1—4. On this drastic change in
tragic diction cf. also Ar. Ran. 939—41, 959.

s Cf. Else, op. cit., p.566.

6 Arist. fr. 133 R? (Teubner, Stuttgart,
1966) = Anon. proleg. rhetor. VI. 19W,
VIIL. 33W.
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It seems therefore plausible to suggest with T.B.L. Webster! that any dramatist
of the age with a rhetorical training could regard tragedy as a kind of rhetoric,
an organic composition aimed at arousing the appropriate emotions in the
audience at every stage.

Theodectes is not a unique case. The origin of the practice of stirring the
emotions goes back to fifth-century developments, and for this very reason
Euripides is called Tpayikdraros v momrv (Poet. 13, 1453230).2 Gorgias
(Hel. 9) remarks that poetry is close to speech and describes the extremely
powerful emotions which the former arouses in the listeners;® Thrasymachus of
Chalcedon (fl. 430—400 B.C.), said by Plato (Phdr. 267 c—d; cf. Hermias ad loc.
= 85B6 (II 325, 18 ff.) DK) to be the master in arousing pity in the audience,
had written the Eleoi (Arist. Rbet. 3.1, 1404215), a special treatise on arousing
the passions of the listeners. Similarly, the greatest thinkers of the fourth
century, Plato (in the Phaedrus)® and Aristotle (in the Rbetoric)® regard the
knowledge of the audience’s psychology and the stirring of the appropriate
emotions as a prerequisite of the function of the orator and his success in
each particular case. Accordingly, Theodectes, Plato, and Aristotle, must have
been well aware of previous views of the power of speech, and distinctly
represents the orientation of tragedy towards rhetoric.

Theodectes, a professional orator himself,® is the main representative of
the rhetorical trends in fourth-century tragedy. Aristotle’s frequent quotations
from his plays, especially in the Rbetoric, all illustrating methods of argument,
point to the prominently rhetorical character of his drama. Though, as so often
in fourth-century tragedy, we have here less evidence than we should like,
various traits of rhetoric are conspicuous in almost every preserved fragment of
his plays. For this very reason, much of what remains of Theodectes’ drama is
divided here according to its possession of different rhetorical features: legal
distinctions, uttered by dramatis personae, which differentiate the nature of the
deed and the personality of the doer, dramatic debates, and, more specifically,
scenes of dramatic trial provide the criteria for such a division.

Besides the fragments from the plays of Theodectes, rhetorical features are
involved in other excerpts from fourth-century tragedy, which will also be
discussed here.

! Hermes 82 (1954), 308; cf. Art and

Literature in Fourth Century Athens®, pp.67 f.

2 Cf. also Quintil. 10.1.68, Dio Chrys.
or. 18.

3 On the systematic study of emotions
by Gorgias and other masters of rhetoric as
well as on the assimilation of rhetoric to
poetry and their reciprocal influence see
Romilly, op. cit., pp.5 ff.

4 260 a, 260 c; yvxaywyla in 261 a and
271 c denotes the method of influencing
mens minds. On this term and its application
in magic, tragedy, and rhetoric see Romilly,
op. cit., pp.15, 74.

5In2.1,1377P23 £, the phrase ral

abTov Moy Twa Kal TOV KPITTHY KaTaoKevatew
means ‘to establish (i.e. the orator) a certain
character in and by the speech, and a certain
feeling in the minds of the judges’ (Cope ad
loc.). The various emotional situations (7d6n)
created in the souls of the listeners are
analysed (1—11); among them, fear (2.5,
1382221 ff.) and pity (2.8, 1385P 13 ff.,
138625 ff.). In the third book (13—19)
there are enumerated the basic feelings
which each part of 4 rhetorical speech
should arouse.

6 Cicero (Or. 172) praises Theodectes as
an orator.
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A. LEGAL DISTINCTIONS

The Alcmeon and Orestes of Theodectes

In the Rbetoric (2.23, 1397Y ff.; cf. Comm. in Aristot. Gr. XXI1 2,134,17 ff.),
in discussing the argument drawn from mutual relations of notions, ék TV
Tpos AAAnAa, Aristotle uses some lines of stichomythia from Theodectes’
Alcmeon to illustrate the distinction required between the act and the identity
of the actor. The speakers are Alcmeon and his wife Alphesiboea (fr. 2N%Sn).

AAD.
AAK.
AAD.
AAK.

untépa &€ Ty anw oUTis éoTiyeL BpoTwv;
x—u dA\a SadafovTa xp1) okomew.

mos . . . 5

Y pev favely ékpwav, €ul 6€ un KTaveiv.

Aristotle in the statement which he has made earlier, namely that if the
sufferer’s misfortune is admitted to be fair and just, the doer’s act must
accordingly have been fair and just (1397227 ff.), identifies a fallacy: such
general considerations omit a separate investigation of the particular circum-
stances, not only whether the sufferer deserves to suffer but also whether the
doer has the right (4£t0¢) to commit the act. In Alemeon’s case the close blood-
ties which bind the sufferer and the doer deny the latter the right to inflict the
deserved punishment. Thus, to Alphesiboea’s attempt to justify the crime on
the grounds that Eriphyle was probably a hateful person, Alcmeon reacts by
expressing the discrimination required: one must first distinguish (Stahafovra)
and then consider the case.

Such a distinction between the nature of the deed and the character of the
doer, appropriate rather to a forensic statement’ than to dramatic language, is
also well illustrated by an instance drawn from the Orestes. The act of matricide
in both stories was appropriate for such differentiations. The short specimen
from this play illustrates a fallacy of division (Rbet. 2.24, 1401235 ff.): 7 70 év
76 'Opéotn T¢ Oe0dékTov - €K Saipéoews ydp éoTw-

Sikawdv éotw, HTis &w kTelvy méow (fr. SN%/Sn.),

anofvnoKew TavTny, Kai TG TaTpl Ye TYIWPEW TOV vidr.2 oDKoDY Kal
Tabra & mémpakTar: ovvTebévTa yap ows odkéTL Sikawov. €in & v kai mapad Y
ENNew - aparpeiral yap 10 vmo Tivos.

A stronger case of the same argument, in very similar language, is uttered by
Hecuba in E. Tr. 1031 f.: v6uov 8¢ T0vSe . . . 6és/yovarl Ovmok ew Hris Qv mpod
méow. The general sentiment in both passages distinctly points to the concept of
male supremacy.?

In our fragment, as Aristotle remarks, if the two statements (Sikawv . . .
TQUTNY, KAl 7¢O TATPL . . . TOV VIOY) are combined, the syllogism is no longer right:
Orestes, as the son of his father’s murderess, was no longer the right person to

! E. M. Cope, n. ad loc.

2 Snell, TGF, quoting the fragment
(p.232), has assumed from the context as a
second line <7adTny favelw, vidv Te TLLWPEW
marpl(>.

® The concept is archaic tracing its origin
from Athena’s birth from Zeus (A. Eum.

664 ff., 736 ff.); it provides a common
dramatic motif (note esp. the justification
of Orestes’ act in A. Eum. 625 ff., 602,

606, 658 ff., E. Or. 552—4, 562—3), and is
also reflected in fourth-century rhetorical
texts (Is. iii.64, x.19; Dem. Neair. (Ixi) 122).
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avenge the murder. Apart from division, the fallacious argument here is also due
to omission since the doer, 70 Um0 T(vos, is omitted. Highly significant for the
dramatic situation involved in this fragment is the clever—indeed sophistic—
argument, probably propounded by Orestes himself in his defence, when on
trial for his mother’s murder. Similar differentiations between the act, i.e. the
infliction of the punishment, and the actor, namely the son who inflicts it to
his own mother, seem to appeal to Euripides: in the Electra Castor addressing
Orestes admits Clytemestra’s homicide but denies her son’s claim to avenge it
(1244): Slkawa pév vov H8° €xet, oV 8" 0UxL 6p@s [sc. Slkawal. In the Orestes also,
the rightness of the deed and the wrongness of the doer are given emphasis.
Tyndareus, though acknowledging that his daughter deserved death, remarks
that it was not right that she should have been put to death by her son (538—9).
The parallel phraseology in these plays of the late fifth and fourth centuries
seems to point to a kind of moral sensitivity which must have started in the
late fifth century.! The distinction between the particular act and the particular
actor, besides its legal character, conveys a moral regard for each separate case,
while the indiscriminate acceptance of a simple reciprocity between right
suffering and right acting, apart from the logical mistakes it involves, would be
in conflict with morality and justice.

B. DRAMATIC DEBATES

The Alcmeon and Ajax of Theodectes; the Pheraioi of Moschion

The fragment from the Alcmeon, discussed above, seems to come from a debate
in stichomythia® between Alcmeon and Alphesiboea. We have to remember here
that a rhetorical conflict in tragedy is not necessarily imposed by feelings of
hostile opposition.?

Alphesiboea’s presence in this passage provides a certain clue for the action:
having slain his mother Eriphyle, and being driven mad by the Erinyes,
Alcmeon flees Argos and comes at last to Psophis in Arcadia where he is
purified by King Phegeus—the distinction involved in the last phrase of the
fragment suggests a sane person—and marries the king’s daughter Alphesiboea or
Arsinoe. This stage of the story was the theme of E. Alcmeon through Psopbhis,
S. Alcmeon, the original of Accius Alcimeo,* and the Alpbesiboea plays of
Achaeus, Chaeremon, Timotheus,’ and Accius (71—82R?).

We know enough about the Ajax to say that Theodectes liked rhetorical
debates in which the characters could show, like sophists at school, how very
clever they were. The rhetorical overtones of this play are illustrated by two
explicit quotations again in the Rbetoric, and probably by another implicit in
the same work. In the first (2.23, 139929 ff.), cases from this Ajax and
Antiphon’s Meleager are used as examples of the different interpretation of a

! The same sensitivity seems to be C. Collard, GR 22 (1975), 69. On the
reflected also in other fourth-century plays question in general see also Dale, op. cit.,
which involve remarkable deviations from p.151.
fifth-century dramatic treatments: see * E.Alcmeon according to F. Leo,
below p.74 and n.4. Gesch. rom. Lit. (1967), p.396.

% On this form of debate, which is 5 Snell, TGF, pp.119, 216 (on the
frequent in Sophocles and Euripides, see plays by Achaeus and Chaeremon),
Duchemin, op. cit., pp.217 ff. A. W. Pickard-Cambridge, New Chapters

* Note the &ywv in E. Hel. 865—1029: IIL.75 (on Timotheus’ Alphesiboea).
Duchemin, op. cit., p.75 and n.2,
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fact according to the interests of two opposite sides: kat 70 ék 700 AlavTos To0
OeodékTov, 611 0 Awoundns mpoeihero 'Obvagéa ob Twwv, AN’ va ATTwr ) 0
axkohovfcov- évdéxerar yap TovTov éveka moroat . . . (cf. Anon. ad Comm. in
Aristot. Gr. XXI1 2, 141, 27 ff.). The passage expresses the core of the opposite
arguments of the two competitors, Ajax and Odysseus. These two attribute to
the fact 6 Awoundns mpoeihero 'Obvoaéa entirely opposite intentions: Odysseus
must have referred to the high esteem (7(wwv) implied by Diomedes when he
chose him from all the Greeks to be his companion in the hazardous expedition
to Troy by night (Hom. Il. 10.242 ff., Ov. Met. 13.241). Ajax seems to have
retorted that the real motive for Diomedes’ choice was a desire that his
attendant might be inferior to himself.

The second passage (1400227 ff.) seems to be part of Odysseus’ argument:
kai olov év T Alavtt T BeodékTov "Odvooevs Néyel mpos Tov Aiavta StdTt
avbpeidrepos v 700 Aiavtos ob doket. The topic concerns the explanation of
the cause of a mistaken notion. Odysseus states to Ajax the reason why, though
braver than Ajax, he is not thought to be so. Unfortunately, the actual cause of
the mistaken opinion (the paradox) is not mentioned.

The same dramatic incident is probably implied later on in the Rbetoric (3.15,
141612 ff.), though this time Theodectes’ play is not named: oiov 67t
Awoundns 76 'O8vooéa mpoelheto, TG Uy bTL Sd TO GpLoTov vmolaufavew Tov
'O8vooéa, T 8 811 0D, AANA SLd TO UOVOY Un AUTAYWIIOTEW WS pavdAov. As in
the first quotation from the Rberoric discussed above, two quite opposite
explanations are applied to the motive behind Diomedes’ choosing Odysseus.
MpoelheTo—referring to this fact—significantly occurs in both passages;
Odysseus’ argument is again based on his superior merit among the Greeks,
&puotos—cf. Tucor in 1399P30. For Ajax, however, the choice was due to
Odysseus’ worthlessness, since he was the only one of the heroes whose rivalry
Diomedes did not fear: padlos here is much stronger than #77wv in 1399030,

On the basis of this evidence it seems safe to suggest that this play contained
an &ywv between Odysseus and Ajax for the arms of Achilles, the traditional
dmhwv kplow.! The theme, derived from the Mk pa ‘T\ids (cf. Poet. 23,
1459b5), was first treated by Aeschylus (frr. 174—78N?, Mette, pp.102 ff.),
and in the fourth century, possibly also by Carcinus (fr. 1a Snell, TGF, p.211):
the dialogue-form of the preserved fragment, naming Odysseus and Ajax,
supports this suggestion.

What is known from Moschion’s Pheraioi is as follows: one fragment (3N%/Sn.
ap. Stob. 4.57.3), explicitly said to belong to Moschion’s historical play,

Kkevov HavévTos avdpos aik (Cew oKkav -
¢ovTas koha$ew, ov Bavdvras evoefés

the following unnamed passage (fr. 7N%*/Sn. ap. Stob. 4.57.14)

T{ K€PS0S VK ET’ BYTaS aiK($EW VEK POUG;
7{ TV dvavdov yaiav Vpifew mAéov;
énay yap M kpovoa kal Ondiova
kal Tavapa ¢povdos aiodnows dpbapn,
TO OWMA KWPOU TAEW €IANPEY TETPOV
! For the competition between these Antisthenes the Sophist in Art. Script. B

heroes in a purely rhetorical form cf. the XIX I1.12 Raderm.; see Pfeiffer, op. cit.,
fictitious orations Alac and "O8vooevs by p.37 and n.2.
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and the long account of human progress (fr. 6N2/Sn. ap. Stob. 1.8.38), especially
its last four verses (30—3)

KK TODSE TOUS BavovTas cOpLoey VOuoS
TOMBOIS KaNUTTeEw K amyropalal K Gvw
vekpois afamrows, und’ év opaiuois éav
ThS mpdabde Hoivng pvnuovevua dvaoefois.

The last two passages develop the same idea of the respect for the dead as the
certain fragment from the Pheraioi, and are with strong probability assigned to
this play.! As regards especially the third excerpt, so well defined a theme at
the end of a rationalistic account of cultural advance points to a dramatic
situation concerned with a vigorous opposition to a refusal of obsequies. These
fragments, as they stand, seem to be parts of a dialogue in the form of an ayww
Aoywv: the first of the interlocutors must have refused someone obsequies and
the second one in his reply, to which these fragments seem to belong, stressed
the impiety and vanity involved in such a decision. The theme, however, of the
play is not certainly known. It has been assumed either that Alexander, the
tyrant of Pherae, refused the obsequies of Polyphron,> whom he had slain and
succeeded to the throne (X. H.G. 6.4.34.5) or—this is the assumption of the
majority of scholars—that the successor of Alexander denied the dead tyrant
his due honour.?

C. SCENES OF DRAMATIC TRIAL

The Orestes, Lynceus, and Helen of Theodectes; the Medea of Carcinus

The fragments of Theodectes seem to contain a further form of rhetorical
contest in which forensic display is expressed in a type of lawcourt procedure.
In general, the dramatic conflict between two characters in a play is very
strongly outlined in a dialectical controversy between the dramatic prosecutor
and the dramatic defendant usually pleading before a third person who judges
them. Litigiousness was one of the most prominent traits of the Greek, and
especially the Athenian, character, and the Athenians found in such dramatic
situations a reflection of their everyday practice.

Orestes, as has been suggested above,* may have advanced the argument
quoted in the Rbetoric in his attempt to justify his matricide during the trial
for his impious act. Orestes’ trial may have been dramatized by Carcinus also:
from the sole evidence (fr. 1g Sn., TGF, p.213 = Paus. att. k 15 Erbse) for his
Orestes we are told that the hero was compelled to admit his crime.

The Lynceus of Theodectes seems to have dealt with the anger of Danaus at
his daughter’s disobedience. Hypermestra was the only one of the king’s
daughters who saved her husband Lynceus, son of Aegyptus, despite her father’s
order to kill him (Hyg. fab. 168). What is known of the play from the Poetics

! On the attribution esp. of fr. 7 to the p-106.

Pheraioi cf. Duchemin, op. cit., p.106, and ® Ribbeck, op. cit., pp.155 ff.;
for the ascription of also the passage on F. Schramm, Tragicorum graecorum
progress to this play cf. O. Ribbeck, RhM bellenisticae quae dicitur aetatis fragmenta
30 (1875), 159, O. Ravenna, RSA 7 (1903), (Diss. Munster, 1929), p.68; C. Del Grande,
762 ff. TPATQIAIA?, pp.188 ff.

* Thus A. Meineke, Monatsber. Berl. 4 p.71.

Akad. Sitzung der phil. bistor. Klasse (1855),
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suggests that it contained a semblance of a legal procedure. In Poet. 11,
1452327 ff., where this tragedy is mentioned with Sophocles’ O.T. as an
instance of mepumérew, 7 €ic 70 évavtiov TV mpaTTouévwy weTafoln, it is said
that the hero Lynceus ‘is being led off to die while Danaus [his father-in-law]

is following to put him to death; but in consequence of wholly unknown events,
the former is saved and the latter killed.” From Poet. 18, 1455229 ff., where the
Lynceus is mentioned as an example of §€ais, complication, and Avotg,
resolution, of the plot, we know that in this play the 8¢0ts consists of the
previous events, while the AUac begins with the accusation of murder, and lasts
to the end of the tragedy. On the basis of this evidence the trial scene is clearly
shaped: Lynceus must be the defendant since it was he who was being led away
to execution when the mepimérela occurred; Danaus was most probably the
accuser because it was he who persecuted Lynceus' intending to secure his
execution and was finally slain® in Lynceus’ stead in the course of the

TEQITETELA.

In Aristotle’s Rbetoric (2.23, 1400P9 ff.) Carcinus’ Medea is mentioned to
exemplify mistakes which can be made both in accusation and defence: ‘Medea
is accused of killing her children since they cannot be found anywhere; because
she made the mistake of sending them away. In her self-defence she replies that
it was not her children, but Jason, that she would have killed; for she would
have made a mistake in failing to kill Jason, if she had killed the children.” A trial
scene is most likely to have taken place. Creon and Jason may have been the
prosecutors while Medea was the defendant, as Aristotle clearly attests: oi uév

karnpyopovaw . . .1 & amohoyelTat.

Carcinus’ deviation from Euripides implies a direct criticism of the Medea-
story as handled by the most tragic of the poets. This early fourth-century poet
seems to have smoothed away what was felt to be shocking in the Euripidean
version and made his heroine less hateful and more humane and sensitive.
Aristotle’s criticism of the wapdv involved in Euripides’ Medea® may reveal a
coincidence of views with Carcinus as regards the fifth-century depiction of
this tragic deed. The same sentiment of humanity and moral sensitivity
mentioned above® probably induced Carcinus to depict Medea as not only
incapable of a deliberate murder of close kin but also concealing her children
possibly in order to protect them from murder threatened by other people.®

! On the other hand, Pausanias, 2.19.6,
quotes a version in which Hypermestra, and
not Lynceus, was brought to justice by
Danaus because of her disobedience.

2 A picture on a Lucanian vase of the
second quarter of the fourth century B.C.
(A. D. Trendall and T. B. L. Webster,
Hllustrations of Greek Drama (London,
1971), iii.6.3), which shows at the foot of
an lonic column a bearded man in stage
costume (Danaus?) about to be slain by a
negroid-looking youth with a sword
(Lynceus?) while a woman and a boy
(Hypermestra, Abas?—the son of the couple)
carry off pieces of a throne, may illustrate
the dethronement and murder of Danaus.
For Danaus’ throne in the temple of Apollo
Lycius see Paus. 2.19.5, and for his column
ibid. 2.19.7.

® Cf. the associated passage in Poet. 14,
1453b27-39.

* p.71. Further similar deviations in
fourth-century tragedy point to this mild
sentimentality. In Astydamas’ Alcmeon the
hero killed his mother not consciously, as in
fifth-century treatments of the story, butin
ignorance of her identity, and recognized
the relationship afterwards (Poet. 14,
1453b29-34). In Carcinus’ Alope
Cercyon, Alope’s father, instead of killing
his daughter for having been seduced, as in
Euripides’ play, committed suicide (E.N.
7.8, 1150b6 ff., with the scholiasts’ notes
ad loc.). See also G. Xanthakis-Karamanos,
op. cit., Ch. II.

* According to various traditions Medea’s
children were killed by the Corinthians who
either were impatient of obeying a foreign
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As regards Theodectes’ Helen, the form of the short fragment preserved
(3N?%/Sn.) seems again to imply a dramatic self-defence. Aristotle in the Politics
uses the following example from the Helen (1.6, 1255237 ff.), when he admits
that, despite the divergence between natural slavery which is recognized by
common sense and slavery by right of war, conventional slavery, which is
denied by many people, there is a general consensus that superiority in virtue
justifies the owning and controlling of slaves.

Oelwv §' an’ aupov ékyovov Pi§wudrwy
7(s Qv mpogeumely AEwaELEy NATPW;

Adtpw, ‘slave’, (cf. E. Tr. 1106) referring to Helen, as her divine origin
suggests, points to the moment when Helen, like the Trojan women, was cap-
tured by the Greeks after the fall of Troy. The heroine seems to reject the
charge of slavery made against her by invoking her divine descent.! This directly
points to the Troades when Helen, a prisoner of the Greeks, having heard
Menelaus speaking of his right to kill her (901—2), slips in an apology in which
she shifts all the responsibility for the war onto the gods (914—65). Sophistic
rationalism, replacing the motives known from the myth, is reflected in Helen’s
arguments, which are to be rebutted immediately afterwards by Hecuba (969—
1032). Similarly, in Theodectes’ play Helen is pleading her own cause after the
accusations made against her, possibly by Menelaus.? As to the presence of a
third person in the debate, nothing is verifiable from this passage. Another frag-
ment, however, of Theodectes (10N%/Sn. ap. Stob. 3.10.8) seems to be of some
help.

"Q kaA\peyyn Aaundd’ eilloawy $proyos
“H\e, mobewov maow avbpwmois oélag,
€idéc Tw' &X\hov momor’ €ls obTw uéyav
ENOOVT’ drywova Kk al SUTEK PEVK TOV K plow;
OmoV KT YOpPEL UEV €V NOYOLOL LoV

yorn, mpos Ov 8’ eipnKe, TUyXdveL OO,
Kparovot 8’ oimep Kal Karnyopobal uov.

Forensic competition is alluded to by such technical terms as aywva, kpiow,
KaTnyopet, Karnyopobal uov, év A\dyowot (probably meaning ‘through speaking
debate’), which are remarkably frequent in so few lines. Moreover, the threefold
rhetorical contest is distinctly implied by the speaker’s naming the two pros-
ecutors: a woman and a man (5—6).

From all the known plays of Theodectes this unnamed passage more likely
belongs to the Helen.? The threefold dyww of the Troades, which may find an
echo in the Helen-fragment, appears to be clearly shaped here: Helen, the

sorceress or wished to avenge the murder of % Snell (TGF, p.235 n.10) assumed the
Creon and Glauke: T E. Med. 9, 264; Paus. Alcmeon, and C. Del Grande (Dioniso
2.3.6; Apollod. 1.9.28. Cf. D. L. Page, (1934), pp.200, 209) the Orestes. But neither
Euripides Medea (Oxford, 1961), pp.xxiii— the mythological sources nor the dramatic
XXv. treatments of the stories of Alcmeon and

! Cf. Duchemin, op. cit., p.106; Snell, Orestes allude to a debate involving three
TGF, ad loc., p.231: ‘Helena captiva loqui persons and in such a relation as that which
videtur’. is explicitly referred to in our fragment.

2 Cf. Duchemin, loc. cit.
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defendant, is complaining about the accusations made against her by her own
husband, Tuyxdvet néaic! (6), and a woman, possibly Hecuba, who must have
previously accused her to Menelaus, as the eipnke implies.

Athens GEORGIA XANTHAKIS-KARAMANOS
! The pronoun uov may have been tragedy, mdots occurs without wov—or any
omitted either for metrical reasons or for other pronoun—whenever the meaning allows

euphony, since it occurs both in the previous it; cf. E. Alc. 36, 233, 464, Andr. 89, 33,
and the next verse. Moreover, often in 205, 456, Tr. 730, El. 61.
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