
THUCYDIDES 3. 52-68 AND EURIPIDES' HECUBA 

JAMES C. HOGAN 

U NTIL RECENTLY INTERPRETATIONS of the Hecuba were reasonably 
similar in their assessment of the affective powers of the play. Most 
commentators have felt that Hecuba's suffering is treated sympathetic- 
ally in the first half of the play, but that her character suffers grotesque 
distortion during the revenge scenes; Odysseus has usually been described 
as cynical and brutal, Polyxena is the selfless martyr, Agamemnon a 
pusillanimous, intimidated King, while Polymestor appears to be a 
surprising variation on the role established by Hecuba.' But accepted 
opinion, ably represented and culminated by Conacher, has been contest- 
ed by A. W. H. Adkins in "Basic Greek Values in Euripides' Hecuba and 
Hercules Furens."2 Adkins' arguments on Greek values and the "com- 
petitive" and "co-operative" excellences are now well known. Believing 
that traditional competitive values continued to hold the field in the 
twenties and that their use in the Hecuba would have significantly con- 
ditioned audience reaction, Adkins has directly and indirectly assailed 
several commonplaces of recent criticism. Among other positions which 
fall if Adkins' argument is valid are those which suppose that Odysseus' 
private debt to Hecuba would be considered by the audience more com- 
pelling (obligatory) than the public debt to Achilles: in Adkins's view 
Odysseus can reasonably demand the life of the slave Polyxena, and the 
Greek audience wasted no great sympathy on her, at any rate not so 
much as to affect its judgment. Throughout the play we are urged to see 
the claims of arete and philia, in the traditional sense, taking precedence 
over claims and persuasive definition pertaining to dike and charis. More 
fundamentally, what Adkins has taken from the play is the sense of 
conflict. Though the debate may be lively, Hecuba not only has no chance 

'The most recent full study of the play will be found in D. J. Conacher's Euripidean 
Drama (Toronto 1967) 146-165, which appeared too soon to consider the article by 
A. W. H. Adkins cited below. Among those who praise the play E. L. Abrahamson 
("Euripides' Tragedy of Hecuba," TAPA 83 [1952] 120-129) is typical, though perhaps 
more enthusiastic ("this great and powerful tragedy") than most. Many critical treat- 
ments have been concerned with the structure of the play; among the most influential 
of these, both of which attempt to demonstrate the unifying effects, are Max Pohlenz, 
Die Griechische Tragodie2 (G6ttingen 1954) 277-284, and G. M. Kirkwood, "Hecuba and 
Nomos," TAPA 78 (1947) 61-68. In the subsequent pages these works and Adkins' 
article will be cited by the author's name. 

2C? n.s. 16 (1966) 193-219. The impulse for the first half of the article, which studies 
the Hecuba, came from the remarks of Lionel Pearson in Popular Ethics in Ancient 
Greece (Stanford 1962). 
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of persuading Odysseus but, more significant for criticism, the audience 
has prejudged the issues in favour of the advocate of traditional arete. 
Since students have generally held that Hecuba and Polyxena do win a 
sympathetic hearing and that this sympathy lends credit to their argu- 
ments, it seems worthwhile to consider Adkins' analysis carefully in 
order to determine whether the traditional view has indeed been struck 
down.3 

The basic question is quite simple: what arguments and what actions 
have the most validity? Will Hecuba's misery, Odysseus' debt, and Poly- 
xena's sacrifice win the audience more than the propriety of Achilles' 
demand and the social and political good urged by Odysseus? Hecuba 
argues the "justice" of two actions (262 if.; 799 ff.). How will the audience 
respond to these claims made in the name of dike? No one will suppose 
that answers to such questions, i.e., those requiring information con- 
cerning Greek response, will be ready at hand. The kinds of conflict and 
transition in social values Adkins discusses in Merit and Responsibility do 
not occur easily or at once.4 Adkins argues that the side which the play- 
wright intended us to sympathize with will have the stronger arguments; 
in the light of the traditional arete standard Odysseus clearly has the 
stronger case; therefore the audience was not, nor did Euripides intend 
them to be, so moved by Polyxena's sacrifice that they might "abandon 
the base on which their [values] rested, and had rested since Homer" 
(200). Two assumptions give his analysis a circular appearance: that the 
Homeric world-view and its competitive excellences retains its hold on late 
fifth century Athenians; and that Euripides does not argue against such a 
view but expresses it. Both assumptions seem to me dubious. Euripidean 
drama offers abundant evidence for a spiritual and intellectual crisis in the 
late fifth century, and few would argue that Euripides is simply a man 
of his time, reflecting the values and beliefs of the average theatre-goer.5 

Yet counter-assertions do not make an argument. What is wanted is, 
in the first place, external evidence to corroborate the intuition that 
Odysseus' arguments do not necessarily reflect the dominant thought 
and reaction of his audience; and secondly, the play itself ought to provide 
evidence against Adkins' interpretation, if indeed he is mistaken. Both 
are, I believe, available. 

Thucydides 3.52-68 offers a number of parallels to situation and argu- 
3Lesky has briefly noted the importance of Adkins' approach, while questioning the 

dogmatism of his judgments, in AAHG 21 (1968) 12. 
4Oxford 1960. 
O5n this subject see Karl Reinhardt, "Die Sinneskrise bei Euripides," reprinted in 

Euripides: Wege der Forschung 129 (Darmstadt 1968) 507-541. Though "der Macht- 
bereich des G6ttlich-Damonischen" is not present in the Hecuba, here too "tritt ein 
neues weites Feld, einladend zu Entdeckungen: das Feld der Kimpfe, Irrungen, Tius- 
chungsman6ver und Paradoxien der Psyche" (517). 
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ment in the Hecuba.6 The occasion for this set of speeches by the Plataeans 
and Thebans is the conditional surrender of Plataea. When the judges 
arrive from Lacedaemonia no accusation is brought against either in- 
dividuals or the group, but rather a question is put to the Plataeans: 
"What good have you done in this war for the Lacedaemonians and their 
allies?" Well aware that the question belies the stipulation that "no one 
will be punished contrary to justice," the Plataeans request an oppor- 
tunity to speak; subsequently the Thebans wish to reply. Numerous 
parallels to the Hecuba occur in this passage. In both cases the prisoners 
of war helplessly anticipate a fate worse than they had expected. &pOtsoL 
Kat arTLpuCpr7TO (57.4), the Plataeans may yet suffer the death penalty for 
not being "useful." The Troj an women, already condemned to slavery, find 
the royal princess demanded as a sacrifice. Both parties possess a kind 
of grim utility for their masters; though both are allowed to appeal, 
neither has much chance of success. Their cases are prejudged (firl 
tyoEyfCo-TfLV7P Kpltav 53.4; ~fii6v Tr rTv KpavOeLoav 219) from political expedi- 

ence (r6 c'?OXLtiov 56.4, 68.5 passim; 306 ff.). As the Plataeans observe in 
their preface (53.4), the facts are known; while the audience may be 
surprised by Odysseus' "debt" to Hecuba (239 ff.), he is not. Despite the 
apparent hopelessness of their causes both parties argue for mercy. How 
effective are these pleas? Adkins has argued that the Greek audience 
would be unaffected by the efforts of Hecuba and Polyxena to influence 
value judgments by "persuasive definitions" and appeals to quiet and 
co-operative excellences. Yet the Plataeans adopt many of the same 
topics and rhetorical devices, and if the Theban response is a fair testa- 
ment, this line of argument must be considered so persuasive that it 
requires refutation on its own terms, not merely from assertion of the 
self-evident claims of traditional competitive values. If Thucydides had 
more than a rhetorical exercise in mind, the Thebans must be assumed 
to have a reason for "fearing that the Lacedaemonians might be moved 
to give in somewhat by their speech" (60.1). A closer look at the argu- 
ments will show why the Thebans feel a refutation is necessary and what 
arguments they think most effective against the Plataean appeal. A 
comparison with similar motifs in the Hecuba will help to clarify likely 
responses by the Greek audience.7 

OAfter noting a number of parallels between the situation and language of play and 
history I read John H. Finley's "Euripides and Thucydides," HSCP 49 (1938) 23-68. I 
have reversed Finley's approach, not to demonstrate a date but to highlight the topics 
in the Hecuba. 

7There is little reason to suppose Thucydides had a detailed report of these speeches 
(Gomme, Commentary on Thucydides 2 [London 1956] 354). I would not claim that the 
Plataeans actually moved the Spartans to a change of sentence before the Theban 
speech, only that Thucydides assumes that the topics raised have some cogency, enough 
to warrant careful refutation. Finally "advantage" prevails, but not before the claims 
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We must first see what particulars are shared by the Trojan and 
Plataean speeches. All speakers, with the exception of Odysseus, consider 
pity an emotion likely to influence decisions significantly. Concluding 
their refutation the Thebans urge the judges not to be softened by pity 
(l,j ... e7rtKX\aaOirTE.. . .rt 6Xoc0vpjca Kal OlKTr? ceXelio'Ow 67.2), which is a 
direct response to the 7rlKXao?i-vaL Tr 7y'^Vjn OUKTr adc4povL Xa36vras in the 
Plataean summation (59.1). The Thebans are not contemptuous of this 
appeal; in fact they recognize its validity if the party pitied suffers airpeires rL 
and can rightly find 6SIK on their side (67.4). The plain implication of this 
last passage, OlKTOV TE acLrcTpot TvYXac'vev OF arperes rL raaxovres rTwv davOpwTrov, 
ol 6 SLKalw s, &ba p ol6, r& evavrlat erlXaproL Etvac, is that mercy should be 
extended to those who suffer unjustly. We shall return to arguments on 
6rKl later; here it is sufficient to note the Theban concern and the parallels 
in the Hecuba. There, as in the Plataean speech, the cry for pity is tied 
not only to arguments for justice but also to respect for the suppliant's 
role. Hecuba reminds Odysseus that he was once at her feet: 

EK. TCow 8 yovatOrwv rTov 4,Co Ta7retLv6s jv; 

05. carT' E&vavelv 7ye aool TrTrXoao- XE^p' k&vy. [245 f.] 

but her own request (276 ff.) falls on callous ears. Later she tells Polyxena 
to try to rouse some pity in this man who is also a parent: 

irpoiTrLTcre 61 OlKTpAS ro' 'OS6voUae's 'Yvv 
Kat 7retl- eXes 6 7rpocoac'v ear7T yap rtKva 

Kal re-ri)v aV V WTar' rTOLKT7pal TVXtV. [339 ff.] 

Just as the Thebans see that LKTraL who call upon 0eovs rovs ctAoIolwtovs 

Kai KOLvoVS rTv 'EXXovv (59.2), who claim to be XELpas TpoLaxo 0evovs 

(b 6 vbpSos ?ros XEXXrto-t Pti KTtVELV Toivrovs) (58.3), may sway the judges, so 
in the play we see the efficacy of the women's appeal in Talthybius' pity 
(518 f.) and later in Agamemnon's patient attention and reluctant 
acquiescence (850 ff.).8 Even Odysseus is moved, though not enough to 
spare Polyxena (342-344). Agamemnon's reaction parallels the dilemma 
of the Lacedaemonians; moved to pity he may act contrary to his own 
self-interest. But Agamemnon is not touched by supplication alone; 
other arguments and claims increase the affective power of both speeches. 

The Plataeans, fully aware of their danger, speak of themselves as 
aXXots xipLv ekpovresT (53.4). The theme of xapts, gratitude and recompense, 
runs through both works. The Plataeans rehearse their aperat in resisting 
the Persians, helping the Spartans during the helot revolt, and loyally 
following Athens while resisting Theban coercion. This record shows 

of dike and charis are laid to rest. Cf. Jacqueline de Romilly, Thucydides and Athenian 
Imperialism (New York 1963) 40. 

8Hans Strohm, Euripides, Interpretationen zur dramatischen Form (Munich 1957) 
71-72, calls attention to Agamemnon's sympathy prior to Hecuba's request. 
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them to have been truly WcoCiXLtLOL (56.4), for they evinced the greater 
7rpoOvpila (56.5) in a crisis which threatened all Hellas. The death sentence 
which hangs over them will result from a XapLS owed the Thebans; they 
urge the judges to show auo6pova avrl aiaxpas a.ptv (58.1). Conacher has 
rightly emphasized the importance of this theme in the Hecuba. Odysseus 
owes the queen his life and cannot deny it, but he will not grant 
her request for the life of Polyxena. Consequently she condemns him as 
KaKOS (251, 253), adxapirov crkeppa (254), a man who would say anything 
rotatL roXXoZs rTp6s XapLv (257). Likewise the Plataeans assert that the 
Lacedaemonians run the risk of KaKia and ao-KXeLa if they act to please 
others (58.2). Though both cases are decided on the basis of ro ?rapavrtKa 

ceXtALiov, we can see from the Theban reply that even claims as remote as 
those of the Plataeans are compelling. They do not deny a xapLs due the 
defenders of Hellas against Persia, but they do insist that their medizing 
is excusable and that they have resisted Plataean and Athenian aggression 
against Hellas (62). The burden they accept is not so much direct refuta- 
tion of Plataean claims concerning their services in the Persian wars as 
an assertion that their own claims are larger, and that whatever services 
to the Greeks the captives may have rendered are more than offset by 
their crimes. Whereas Odysseus finds it sufficient to adduce the honour 
(309, 316, 320) owed Achilles, the Thebans feel they must refute the 
Plataeans' assertions that they have been evepyeTra (58.4; 59.1), 6LiXraTro 
to Lacedaemonians of the previous generations (cf. (K 4LXias Xwcpas [58.4] 
and 'v y7 Tre cLXIt [58.5]), and 7rpoOvAboraroL for all Hellas (59.4). We might 
suppose the fact that these Plataeans are clearly kx6poi would be decisive, 
but the Thebans apparently do not think this fact speaks loudly enough. 

The parallels between the two situations must remain inexact: Hecuba 
can only tacitly claim to be a friend of Odysseus (4tXovs 256), but on the 
other hand her service to him is hardly so remote as that of the Plataeans 
to the Lacedaemonians. Consequently her arguments for justice have a 
more immediate and personal cogency than those of the Plataeans. Yet 
we shall now see that the Thebans devote much energy to refuting the 
justice of their opponents' actions. A consideration of these arguments 
offers good evidence for the conclusion that appeals Kara btKnl^ are forceful 
and especially persuasive when tied to the kind of debt associated with 
xapis. 

We need only recall 2. 74 and Archidamos' invocation of the gods to 
see that the Spartans are sensitive to the charge of attacking an old ally. 
Perhaps for this reason the terms they offer happen to be particularly 
vulnerable to "persuasive definition." 3. 52.2 echoes 2. 74.3: 

Ivyyw'yv,Os Ve ao T're rTjs Aiv a&L,Klas KoXacEaecOat rols TvrtapXovUrt rporipots, rTj 6S 

rlAwcoptas rvyUX&vev rots ?rLcpova vopAlUlws (2.74.3) 

roVs Te a6LKOvs KoXaeLt, irapa 6tKvyv 6i oOieYa (3.52.2) 

245 



Most relevant is the rare absolute sense of 6LK- ("justice" rather than the 
usual "penalty", "satisfaction," "trial") in the second passage and the 
thematic contrast which follows when the question, el rT AaKeSa,uovIovs Kal 

TOVS vp/.aLX ovUS e w Tv roXejuo rc KaOeaoTTTL ayaO6v [rL] elpyaaoievoL elalv is posed.9 
Obviously, reply the Plataeans, such a question is not addressed to us as 
TroXtCLOL but as 4lXoL (54.2). And this is the point they attempt to establish. 
Their argument may be summarized: the justice of our cause (54.1) 
ought to be judged from our services to you and all Hellas; our irpoOv.tla 
(56.5; 59.4) and 0tXla are demonstrated by deeds for which xapLs is due 
those who rendered the greater service (56.4). This last point is pressed 
vigorously, and it is rejected with equal zeal by the Thebans. We may 
compare Hecuba's argument, which follows Odysseus' admission that she 
saved him: 

OVKOVV KaKVVP7 TOlaTfE TOlS fOVXE?VJLtCaVL 

O6s 'E /iolv ylV `EraOes oia 5p's lraOEZv 
p/s 5' oLvsev rj/llas Ev, KCLKWS 8 6oSov hv)V; 

aXaPLaTov 7 V/.v arepup', L ro0l al7l'r)ybpovs 

'77Xo0Vr rtjLias' ,Ur ylyvcoa)-Ko0aOe /1ot, 

ol TOVS 4LXOVS 3XaTrrovreTS Ov0 4lpOVT'lETr, 

Xv Trotl T7roXXoZs Trpos xaplt X'yrE7 fTL. [251-257] 

Though the lines lead to a general and topical reflection, the initial inter- 
play of first and second person and the violence of this inversion of values 
(KaKVrVn, &aapLaTov [cf. 138], 'JXoVTE rL/ads) assure the dramatic point of the 
entire passage. Certainly there is an implicit redefinition of terms such as 
KaKOS and 4iXos. Odysseus' reply weaves together traditional and contem- 

porary values, the honour owed the dead hero and an ethic with a radically 
political base. Would Homer have thought that Achilles died on behalf 
of Hellas (310)? One wonders if the anachronism of this speech would not 
have been more evident than Adkins appears to think. Odysseus virtually 
ignores his personal debt to speculate on the fate of cities and expeditions 
if the ayaoo6s is not honoured. Consequently there is something abstract, 
remote, about his reply, especially if we notice how he ignores Polyxena 
altogether.10 His argument may be powerful, but many will feel it is much 
more an attitude than a counter-argument. The metaphor of distance may 

'The most recent discussion of justice is that of Pierre Huart, Le vocabulaire de l'analyse 
psychologique dans l'oeuvre de Thucydide (Paris 1968) 475 ff. Two of the four absolute 
uses of 6iKqf cited (476) occur in our passage. After the two speeches Thucydides 
reaffirms the Spartan concern for (at least) the appearance of justice: '7'Yo1'LeOL t T 
EavrTWv 6,Kalt pOV\ta0ELt l EKarovIoL M6l vr' aVTr&'V KaKwS T7rerovOevaL (68.1). See Gomme 

(2. 355 f.) for a discussion of emendations here; his own understanding of the passage 
seems to me the clearest, and most consistent with the theme. 

O1Cf. Hecuba's frequent use of the demonstrative (259, 263, 264, 279, 280) with 
Odysseus' single reference to "your daughter" (305). 
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also be applied to the Plataean argument which depends on ancient arete, 
whereas the Thebans, like Hecuba, can point to more recent, present, 
claims. Odysseus' principles are removed from the dramatic scene; the 
Plataean alliance with Athenian aggrandizement, much stressed by the 
Thebans (e.g., at 64.4), remains more vivid to the Spartans than their 
fathers' virtue. 

Twice in the play Hecuba invokes justice in an absolute sense; both 
speeches also include appeals to v6p,os. In the first passage (263-271) she 
argues that Helen was actually responsible for Achilles' death, and is the 
more fitting sacrifice if one is necessary." The argument is neatly ordered 
(&v6SiKU 263, rc jiv &6Kati 271) and followed by a complementary claim of 

personal debt.12 But since Helen has no part in this play the motif is less 
compelling than the condemnation of Polymestor, hypocrite and mur- 
derer, /tvos avoaLwraros (790). A different kind of v6P,os from that of 
291-292 is associated here with the gods and human justice: 

aXX' ol 0Ool aOevovLI XXC KEIVoy KpaTwv 

No6uos' vo6Poi -yap rovs Oeov s r?yov,ieOa 
KatL t'iV,lEP &Ka Ka Kl &cKa' CppLoaLivoL' [799-801]13 

Despite its ambiguities the passage, and the lines following it, make 
powerful demands upon Agamemnon's dispensation: his reply indicates 
that it is not altogether Kaaoavpas xappi (855) that he bends to her 
supplication. 

Kal 3oVXo/alou Oev . 0' O.V?K1 aVl6oOv iVov 

Kal TOV tlKalov T7vYe aoo 5ovvyaL iKrvY [852 f.] 

In passing judgment after Hecuba's revenge he again uses her language 
(1249; 1254).14 This topic will receive fuller treatment below, but for the 

"For the Helen motif and its dramatic integration see Wolf Steidle, "Zur Hekabe des 
Euripides," WS 79 (1966) 133-142, esp. 135-136. 

"'Adkins (196) says: "the claim of aLKaLoorv)f is opposed to the claim for a Xapts which 
follows." But the izev ... . ... construction need not mark opposing rather than con- 
trasting arguments. Paley translates: "Against his [Achilles'] claims on the score of 
justice I press this (the above) argument; and now hear what I demand from you on the 
law of requital." As Hecuba sees it, justice and equity both support her claim. So Arrow- 
smith in his translation. 

13Payos seems to be another intentionally ambiguous term; see F. Heinimann, 
Nomos und Physis (Basel 1945) 121-122, whose reading has been accepted recently by 
Martin Ostwald, Nomos and the Beginnings of Athenian Democracy (Oxford 1969) 38. 
I have not seen Lanza's "No6ios e 'icov in Euripide," RFIC 41 (1963) 416-439, reviewed 
by Lesky, AAHG 21 (1968) 12. Pohlenz (282 f.) has amplified the thematic significance 
of vo,6os considerably; he sees it as a purely subjective notion in this play, and has 
probably over-extended its actual dramatic value. Abrahamson (n. 10, 123 f.) discusses 
earlier views which make Nomos the central idea of the play (Matthaei, Pohlenz, 
Kirkwood). 

141254 is given to Hecuba by P,fortasse recte (Murray). 
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moment it will suffice to notice that just as the King utilizes Hecuba's 
language to condemn Polymestor, so too the Thebans feel obliged to 
respond in kind to the Plataean speech. When the Spartans use 6LKf in an 
absolute sense (52.2) and the Plataeans attempt to create an antithesis 
between true justice and craven expediency (e.g., at 62.3), the Thebans 
think a refutation necessary, nor do they simply urge "advantage." In 
fact they want to turn the Plataean language and argument against them 
to show that they are not victims but aggressors who have wronged 
Hellas more than the Thebans ever did (63.1). Unless the plea for mercy 
from justice is effective, why would they adopt language so similar? 
Kal Xy?ereT CS alacxp6ov iv 1rpo0ovvat ro70 eVepyTras' iroXv s e Ct acXLOV KaCt aKUr TEpov 
roVs arvras "EXXlrvas KaTrarpoSovvaL (63.3). Nor is it an arnv xaplv (63.4) 
which the Plataeans returned to the Athenians, but rather it was shame- 
ful. The last sentence of 63 argues that xapLs can be returned honourably 
only when it does not lead es a&SKLav.l5 This kind of language continues to 
dominate the Theban speech: rives &v OVi v,u'v StKaLoepov .. Ito. . p ro 

(64.4); the Plataeans followed 6iLKov 606v (64.5), though they claim 
a&SKrfOjvaL and to have been attacked 7rapavo'cos (65.1); jiSLK7oTCaAEV ov eva 

(66.1). All these passages impugn the justice of the Plataean cause; we 
are not required to think that the Thebans really cared for a just verdict 
to see that the peroration reflects the tenor of the entire speech and their 
effort to assuage any Spartan doubts: "you can now see that you will 
condemn them LCKatcs, while we will be righteously avenged (oawLrepov 
TeTiEU&p7ievot)" (67.1-2). While Thucydides' Thebans answer in kind to 

arguments which are essentially "persuasive," der kalte Politiker Odysseus 
simply ignores the claims of equity and pity.16 If Spartans and Thebans 
can be credibly represented as sensitive to such arguments, would the 
Athenian audience have been more brutal? A comparison of the Theban 
speech demonstrates how limited a position Euripides has actually given 
his skilled rhetorician. Unlike Odysseus they attempt to prove not only 
that they are worthy of a xapts for their irpoOv.laa but also that this debt 
is congruent with v6p.os and SiKt : Vritiv aivoja TraOovav aLvraTor6ore xapv &tKatav 

Ov Trpo6vuo& yeyevr'eO~a (67.6). 

"See Gomme, loc. cit. (2. 349). All comment I have seen on the passage explains it 
thus, but no one thinks the sentence perfectly clear. Bloomfield (The History of Thucy- 
dides [London 1829]), with more candour than most, observes: "The manifest sense of 
the words is so contrary to what the course of the reasoning would seem to require, that 
the ancient, and some modern commentators supply a negative, ov or pi,U" (2. 114-115). 
If the sentence could be cast as a question it would yield the required sense. 

"'"Persuasive definition": Adkins (Merit and Responsibility [Oxford 1960] 38 ff.) has 
borrowed this phrase from C. L. Stevenson to denote those uses of language which 
attempt to alter normal usage, especially those cases where the new "definition" suggests 
a "quieter" or "co-operative" sense of value opposed to traditional ("competitive") 
usage. 
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As noted above, the situations are not exactly parallel. When the 
Lacedaemonians say they will punish no one contrary to justice they con- 
cede ground never granted Hecuba. Yet the conditional surrender of the 
Plataeans has made their position more precarious. If they could truly 
claim, as the women can (288 ff.), that they were suppliants on the field 
of battle, their position would be stronger, or at least so we would gather 
from the Thebans: 

7rape6vourjaav re ov 7rpo1raOovres vr ' r^ v, filaeo 6 ?rXMov i1 S&TK7 KpLvavrTE Kal OVK 

avTrarobovTes vvv r7rv larlv Tuowplavc evvotua 'yap 7re'taovrac Kal oVxL EK uaXXs XElpas 
7rpoia'X61oevot, wjorep ao-lv, aXX' a7r&6 uvulao es ls IKcrV aCas abrobs 7rapabovres 

(67.5). 17 

Hecuba invokes the vo'uos accorded suppliant captives, and Odysseus 
cannot say that Polyxena will suffer ewvvoua. The theatre audience must 
judge which plea is more effective, and, as the Theban topics suggest, 
they might be expected to weigh seriously the claims of 58IK, the rights of 

suppliants, and the pity naturally accorded those helpless and threatened. 
Perhaps Hecuba's greatest rhetorical advantage derives from the dis- 
interested character of her audience. Unlike the Lacedaemonians, but 
like Adkins' Agamemnon, the theatre audience represents an impartial 
arbitrator. 

That the Plataeans do not convince the judges to change the original 
question does not imply that their arguments are weak or invalid but 
only that the Lacedaemonians were more influenced by political expe- 
diency (68.4-5). That self-interest may be set aside is shown by Cleon's 
admonition to the Athenians not to be moved rptoli rots vApopwTrairoLs 
T aPXn, OIKTC Kal j ovp Xbyov Kal cTeILKCel (3.40.2). And as Gomme points 
out, pity and humanity seem to have been the primary factors in the 
remission of the sentence.18 

II 

Should we not doubt that the audience will identify so readily and 
completely with Odysseus' arguments? Though Adkins grants that 
Polyxena's case is pitiable, he does not think this emotion would affect 
the audience's judgment. His reading seems to me not only too ration- 
alistic and literal but also clearly incomplete. Ignoring the fears of Cleon 
and the Thebans we must assume that the Athenians maintained values 

17Gomme remarks of this argument that "though hateful and sophistic, (it) is not 
entirely empty: it was wrong to kill an enemy in battle who offered to surrender; but if 
he surrendered unconditionally, he could, legally, be executed-like the Mytileneans 
as well as the Plataeans" (354). 

'See his note ad 3. 40.2, where he refers to 36.4 and the reason for the Athenian 
4erTavota (ava Xoywia'6s c.Lovp TO f36v\Xevtua KaL I,uCya eyvc3aOaL); Diodotus realizes that 
OtKTOS and irtelKEta favour his argument but cleverly urges expediency (47.5 and 48.1). 
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little different from those of the Iliad, that they were rigorously com- 
petitive even at the play, that their emotions did not sway their judg- 
ment, and, finally, that they ignored Euripides' own questioning voice, 
which is evident in crucial passages.19 The play is argumentative, but to be 
dramatically effective the various arguments must have at least a degree 
of cogency. Adkins' reading frees both character and audience from the 
kind of tension engendered by such conflicting divisions. In the following 
notes I wish to point out those passages which have a special bearing on 
dramatic complexity and tension, and to suggest that certain unresolved 
conflicts make the Hecuba more than a study in motivation. 

In at least two respects the prologue may mislead us. The prominence 
of the evlia motif is not fulfilled until the second half of the play; though 
Polydorus may introduce a significant theme, the mere planting of the 
idea, or word, does not make the two episodes dramatically cohesive. 
Secondly, the prologue, especially 37 ff., implies that the context and 
action will be Homeric. The daemonic spirit of Achilles restrains the 
army (38), demands a sacrifice which is termed a 'y4pas (41), and we are 
told that Polyxena is fated to die this day (43-44). The ghost should be 
an authority and know "necessity" when he speaks of it; the request for a 
-ypas entails, as Adkins says, a recognition of his &per7 and, in short, a 
Homeric system of values. Yet neither "necessity" nor "Homeric context" 
is maintained. The first crucial passage ignored by Adkins is the Chorus' 
report of the Greek debate (116 ff.). Plainly the Greeks rebel at the pros- 
pect of the sacrifice; the division of the assembly (117) and Agamemnon's 
opposition indicate that half of those present (131) do not feel compelled, 
despite the appearance of Achilles above the tomb, to offer the girl as 
sacrifice.2 Whatever Agamemnon's motive (impugned by the sons of 

"Ig must add here that even so far as the earlier tradition, exemplified for Adkins by 
the Iliad, is concerned, I have more than a few reservations on the degree of dominance 
of competitive virtues urged in Merit and Responsibility. Apollo's powerful condemnation 
of Achilles' (11. 24. 44 ff.: as 'AXLXeVs eXEov Apv AdrdowXevE . . .) and the hero's own 
reaction (516 ff.) point to an affective power more prominent in the epic than his study 
suggests (for his comment on Apollo's speech see page 38). 

20How, then, can we be so confident as Adkins ("her death has been represented as 
essential to the security of the Greek army" [200])? For avayKrl as a false clue see 
Pohlenz, 281. (Yet Adkins, in a more recent study, From the Many to the One [Ithaca 
1970], uses Achilles in the Hecuba as an example of "superabundant power for good or 
evil" ascribed to the dead [70].) The blatant anachronism of the assembly's debate and 
the romantic motive attributed to Agamemnon immediately call into question what- 
ever elements are "traditional" by their incongruence with them. So too the division 
between the sone of Theseus (123 ff.; cf. the Scholiast's long note [Schwarz, Scholia 
in Euripidem 1 (Berlin 1887) 24-25]) and the story of Odysseus' visit (239 ff.; o"vx 
'O/rfptKOV, schol. ad 241). We are not told why the assembly is divided. Grube (The 
Drama of Euripides [London 1941]) assumes that the army considers Polyxena a 
suppliant, which would anticipate Hecuba's argument of 288 ff. (83). The obscurity is 
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Theseus, 127-129), he evidently does not feel caught in the kind of 
dilemma so easily imagined here, and perhaps given him by Sophocles.21 
Some may feel these doubts are later borne out by the failure of the wind 
to rise immediately after the sacrifice. In any case the illusion of a 
Homeric context is also violated by the vehement debate and deciding 
speech of 6 T7rotKX6pOPV/K67rLs 6vX6'yos 6rl.LoxapLtarTs/AaEpTta7Lfs (131-133). 

Euripides has bypassed one type of dramatic dilemma, in which char- 
acters are compelled to choose between equally unattractive alternatives, 
in order to depict one altogether more problematic. Eloquence, not divine 
necessity, moves the army to acquiesce in Achilles' demand. Significantly, 
Odysseus never says the army has no choice but to sacrifice the girl. The 
values he advocates are to be judged solely in terms of what they offer 
and what they require; apparently many in the assembly did not find 
them prima facie so desirable. This impression is reinforced by the 
behaviour of the Greeks at the sacrifice. 

Adkins grants that Polyxena is pitiable, but not that this would 
markedly affect the judgment of the audience.22 Though this opinion 
seems suspect per se, we need not argue on a purely theoretical level.23 
Her behaviour, as reported by Talthybios (see esp. 548-552), is proof in 
action of the dignity of the speech to Odysseus. There she scorned 

compounded if Paley, following the Scholiast, is correct in saying of tooaCyv .bOuov (124): 
"The meaning is that they both voted that a sacrifice should be offered but one then 
was in favour of slaying Polyxena, the other a different captive." Did Achilles actually 
specify Polyxena? So Polydorus says (40), but W. H. Friedrich (Euripides und Diphilos 
[Munich 1953]) does not think so: the shade demanded a noble Trojan girl, and this 
prompts both Polydorus and Hecuba to think of Polyxena (32). This is similar to the 
view of Henri Weil (Sept Trag6dies d'Euripide [Paris 19131), and may ease apparent 
inconsistencies, if only at the price of the obvious sense of lines 38-44. 

2"W. M. Calder III ("A Reconstruction of Sophocles' Polyxena," GRBS 7 [1967] 31-56) 
argues (following W. H. Friedrich; see 34-35 of Euripides und Diphilos) that Achilles' 
ghost demanded Polyxena in the prologue of Sophocles' play. Conacher is skeptical of 
this interpretation and appears to prefer Weil's view that the ghost appeared only after 
the sacrifice (148 f.). Calder's interpretation seems more attractive from a dramatic 
point of view, but the inference (based on imitations of Sophoclesfr. 523 P in the pro- 
logues of the Hecuba and Seneca's Agamemnon) is hardly compelling. 

2Typically, Adkins is satisfied to note that neither the characters "nor those Greeks 
who were opposed to the sacrifice, have used any word to censure it morally" (196; my 
italics), but he does not consider in his paper Talthybius' report. Cf. the implicit assess- 
ment of that report evident in the Schmid-Stahlin (Geschichte der Griechischen Literatur 
1.3 [Munich 1940] 466) comment on Hecuba's reaction: "Ihrer Tochter gegeniiber 
empfindet Hekabe vollkommen griechisch, wenn sie in dem Hochsinn und edlen Anstand, 
mit dem Polyxene ihr Schicksal erleidet, einen Trostgrund findet (591 ff.)." 

23Aristotle (Poet. 13) clearly connects pity and fear with the audience's sense of the 
propriety of the suffering (eXeos /evy 7rEpt rb'v ava~tov). See Else, Aristotle's Poetics: The 
Argument (Cambridge, Mass. 1957) 370-371. Many studies, e.g., Abrahamson's, assume 
that the connection between feeling and judgment is a valid basis for interpretation. 
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(0ap a, 345) an appeal which she knew would be fruitless. The biased 
reaction of the Chorus, 

8ELvos XapaKTr) Ka7rlia-rfos ev 3poroiS 

eaOXcOv yeveaOat, KLa7rl p.Eov epXETraC 

trjls ev yevIas ovoIua rotrav aiots [379-381] 

anticipates the reaction of the assembled Greeks to her dying: 

"EorrnKas, C KcaKTre, rf veEavLt 
ov 7rTrXov obv K60-1OV eV XEpolV fxcoV; 
OVK Ec 7nT &cTCWV T7 7rEpla'( EvKap86l 

^Uvx 'v r apiarTl; [577-580] 

From viewing her as KaK' they now curse themselves; having offered her 
as a gift to the dead they now bring gifts to her pyre; Achilles, &plarov 
Aavawav TravrTv (134), has been eclipsed by one ^vx'v r'apiarp. Talthybius 
has been sympathetic from the first; looking at the prostrate queen he 
echoes, and thus approves, the sentiment of Polyxena that death is 
preferable to such shame (374; 497-498). Neither he nor Neoptolemus 
are so unaffected as Odysseus (321 ff.) by the claims of pity. The mes- 
senger weeps when reporting her death, just as he did when she died 
(518-520). The son of Achilles seems to hesitate for a moment out of pity: 

O 6 o' OE6Xwv TE Kal OEXXw O'LKTO KOpr7 [566] 

The shade and the purpose of the sacrifice seem completely forgotten in 
the second half of the report, and meeting the demands of the warrior 
becomes incidental to honouring the princess. Agamemnon's ambiguous 
appraisal, 

raKelOev yap eiv 

7re7rpay/,ev' earl-el TeL Tr rOv' eaTrl KaX&\s [731-732] 

hardly commends either the advantage or morality of the sacrifice.24 
Eventually the winds are favourable, ironically so for the Greek king 

(1289-1292), but it cannot be said that Euripides has in any way stressed 
the efficacy of the sacrifice. Odysseus' arguments are basically political, 
not religious or moral; had the daemonic influence been more thoroughly 
carried through, the Greeks might have claimed that the barbarity of 
human sacrifice was not altogether their responsibility. Of course they do 
not overtly repent. Yet it does not seem too far from the mark to suspect 

24Consequently we must reject opinions such as that of Webster (The Tragedies of 
Euripides [London 1967] 279), who considers the scene merely one of five in Euripidean 
drama "where this theatrical scene may almost be termed a standard interlude."While 
the scene is more integrated into the play's argument than Webster's remark suggests, 
we need not concede that it is as dramatically unifying as others, like Conacher, would 
have it. 
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that Neoptolemus hesitates because the sacrifice itself is polluting, and 
dangerously reminiscent of a scene at Aulis. 

A third problem, which unlike the preceding two Professor Adkins 
treats extensively, concerns the position of Agamemnon in the last scene. 
The king uses Hecuba's language to condemn the murder of Polydorus, 
which prompts Adkins to ask: "Is Euripides, through the mouth of 
Agamemnon, rejecting the earlier view, by which the sacrifice of Poly- 
xena was justified?" (205). If so, says the critic, the dramatist is "cheating 
flagrantly." What worries Adkins here is the fact that Agamemnon 
apparently ignores, or sets aside, the bonds of 4nXia uniting the army, and 
so himself, to Polymestor. To do so, of course, is to validate the persuasive 
claims of Hecuba against the traditional claims of aper7. The crucial 
passage is Agamemnon's own assertion, never qualified, that 

Tov avopa TOvTrovy lALov 7yeLTrai arparos, 
rTO KarTavovra 6' ExOpbO' ep 6E5 o-ol LAXos 

06' cTrl, Xopls TOVTO K KOLVO orV arpa. [858-860] 

If this is the case, how do Polymestor's claims on the Greeks differ from 
those of Achilles, and why is he sacrificed to the revenge of a slave and 
enemy? Adkins rallies two arguments to counter the apparent facts. 
First, Agamemnon does not say that he is 0lXos to the Thracian king. 
Secondly, Adkins accepts Hecuba's argument (!) that, because the 
barbarian could not be a friend to the Greeks and because his motive was 
not a xapls for them (1200 ff; p. 203 ff.), "Polymestor (unlike Achilles) is 
not /iXos to the Greeks" (205). It is tempting to dismiss these points as 
rather obvious a priori argumentation. Agamemnon is a member of the 
group constituted by the army; if he can dissociate himself from it, even 
covertly, then Odysseus' arguments for group loyalty and the claims of 
aperTl are surely weakened. The army, moreover, still considers Poly- 
mestor ciXos, whatever Hecuba may say of his motives, and it remains 
difficult to see why they, or their representative Agamemnon, should care 
about motives at all, if only competitive excellences and the murder of 
an enemy (Polydorus) are involved. However vile his betrayal of tevia, 
Polymestor has in fact benefited the group which considers him a friend. 
Despite Hecuba's cries of avo6aov, little in our play suggests the gods will 
punish either the malefactor or his group. Consequently we have no 
reason to believe that Odysseus, who does subscribe to the harsher old 
way, would not havejudged the murder, if we may assume for the moment 
that he would even have permitted Hecuba's revenge, quite differently 
from the way Agamemnon does. 

After all, Agamemnon has stood apart from the group throughout the 
play. He opposed the sacrifice, apparently for romantic reasons, and 
listens sympathetically (e.g., at 785) to her story. But he is not a bold or 
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commanding figure, to say the least, and Hecuba must mix the strongest 
moral argument with a reminder of Cassandra's favours to obtain even 
passive aid. Not the slightest irony of the play derives from the use of 
this pusillanimous hero as judge. If he is an "impartial arbitrator," he is 
also furtive and reluctant (898-899). 

III 

In some respects the king typifies Euripides' treatment of plot in the 
Hecuba.25 Both are weak, slightly unpredictable, more interesting for the 
problems faced than attractive in their solutions. However imposing the 
queen's presence may be, the play remains bipartite. Her "inner ex- 
perience," emphasized by Pohlenz and others, neither dominates and 
shapes the play nor finds a firm correlative in the rhythm of the action. 
On the other hand the thematic lines hardly seem so neatly woven and 
clear as some studies suggest. The tevia theme, for example, appears 
emphatically in Polydorus' prologue but has no vehicle in the first half 
of the play, and in the second half is grotesquely illuminated by Hecuba's 
hospitality to Polymestor and his children. While it is obvious from verbal 
repetitions that Euripides wants to explore certain ethical problems, the 
argument often seems overwhelmed by theatrical devices or submerged 
in the episodic plot. 

The charis theme is a good example. Euripides uses this theme to 
juxtapose a personal view of ethical responsibility and a public view. The 
most explicit statement of this division appears in the interview between 
Odysseus and Hecuba: she confronts him with a personal debt and he 
replies that the public debt takes precedence. By bringing Polyxena onto 
the stage early (175) Euripides dramatizes, in a way Homer never does 
with Briseis, the fact that this is a human being who is to die for a dubious 

2'Abrahamson offers a sound analysis of Agamemnon's character and role, though he 
is more certain than seems to me possible of the king's reasons for adopting Hecuba's 
language (op. cit. [above, n. 1] 125-127). Kirkwood, too, sees no moral principle in Aga- 
memnon (67, and n. 14). The king has, however, no particular reason to use her language 
(surely he does not expect to impress her); if we recall his sympathetic dialogue with 
her (736 ff.) and the apparent risk he runs in betraying the army's friend, his moral 
vacillation may appear only the natural expression of a weak character, and not the 
result of gross indifference to principle. We are reminded of the vagaries of perception 
and criticism by Grube's comments: "Commentators have emphasized that his motive 
is unworthy, but this is only partly true. If the king has committed sacrilege in forcing 
to bed the priestess of Apollo, he is surely the less a scoundrel in that he feels a genuine 
affection and kindliness for her kindred.... Agamemnon in this play is delightfully 
human" (222). Perhaps the most sympathetic view of Agamemnon in the play is Strohm's 
(op. cit. [above, n. 8] 71-72). It is well to remember that Agamemnon's "love" is based on 
a choral report of an accusation and his own expressed desire not to seem to act for the 
sake of Cassandra; this is rather thin evidence for the dogmatism of some views (cf. 
Schmid-Stahlin 1. 3.466 f.). 
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public advantage. If the playwright had not presented a divided assembly, 
if he had given the prologue to Achilles' shade, thereby stressing the 
necessity of the sacrifice, there would be far less irony in Polyxena's 

c,s eColUati y Trod r' avyKaltov XaptV [346]26 

Her role as xapLS thus has more significance for the theme than for the 
plot; the first half of the play (1-628) is about her, but she has no effect 
on the action. In the second half of the play both personal and public 
charis is abused. Hecuba's degeneration is usually marked from her argu- 
ment that Agamemnon owes her a favour in return for Cassandra's 
favours (828 f.).27 Is this serviceable prostitution effective? We do not 
know. On the one hand Agamemnon uses Hecuba's "persuasive" language 
(852 f.), but on the other he fears that the army may think him guilty 
of planning the murder Kaa'avpas XapLv (855). A further irony finds him 
granting the favour only because the winds have not changed (898-902). 
Odysseus at least has his reasons; Agamemnon only fears for an already 
tarnished reputation. Polymestor completes the trio. His bonds with the 
family make it natural for Hecuba to appeal to him for a favour: 

IIX. er' ovv rL /ovUxn TOrv 'KEZ opat?ELv k0ol; 
EK. acoalt oe Xp7,gaO' ots avvwe^XOov 0 )Xw. [1011-1012] 

Adkins is surely wrong to see no appeal for a xapts here. The word is 
absent, but Hecuba leads Polymestor into her tent by playing on the 
appearance of personal ties and obligation which in his greed he pretends 
to honour.28 Having seen how little intrinsic power the claim on personal 
gratitude has, she offers it as a fair pretext to the hypocritical king. The 
charis theme consequently finds its most effective dramatic employment 
when it is most specious. 

One can speak here of an abuse of Peitho, but the confusion and 
inversion of values would probably contribute more to dramatic rhythm.29 
This confusion appears in certain arbitrary turns, such as the use of 
Agamemnon as judge in the final scene. As I argued above, Polymestor's 
claim (1175-1176) would probably be acceptable to a real Politiker like 

26The lines of argument in the play are more varied than the scope of the present paper 
will suggest. Conacher examines the charis theme in greater detail. An example of one of 
the subtle ways Polyxena's speech continues the debate between Hecuba and Odysseus 
through a modified "understanding" of his language will be found in Strohm's pages 
(op. cit. [above, n. 8] 56-57). 

27This is the subject of Kirkwood's paper. 
"2The most serious fault in Adkins' method can be seen in his comment on these lines: 

"In fact, she appeals to his greed (1002 ff.): no word for 'favour' occurs in the Greek. 
This point requires no discussion here" (194). 

"gConacher (163) speaks of "her power of rhetoric which becomes ... the more 
effective the more unscrupulously she employs it." 
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Odysseus, who would be less interested in motives than facts. When 
Hecuba asks how there could be any friendship between Greek and 
barbarian (1199 ff.), the question may have some point-until we recall 
that the Greeks do consider him a friend (858). No doubt he did not 
intend a charis to the Greeks, but since an enemy is dead and no harm has 
come to their own group, are we really to be persuaded the army offstage 
and its representative Odysseus would condemn a philos, especially in the 
terms Agamemnon uses: 

Tax oVv 7rap' vt4Lv pa6tov evoKroveiv' 

77ilV as y' alo-Xpov -rolra "EXXlrLy r66e. 
irws oVv ae Kplvas iar) a&StKel'v q'oyW G670ov; 

OVK av 6vva,iurIv. [1247 ff.] 

OVKOvv 6LKaicos, d'7rp Elpyaaxc KcaKca; [1254] 

Euripides is "cheating flagrantly": characters are not types nor 
representative of systems; the facts do not add up to a neat sum with no 
exceptions or contradictions. Earlier commentators have noticed this 
situation when they considered how our early sympathy and pity for the 
Trojan women is transferred to Polymestor. What makes the play so 
problematic emotionally is the manner in which it shifts the audience's 
sympathy. From first pitying those who, aval4otL ovre, suffer terribly, 
perhaps even unnecessarily, we are finally constrained to loathe their 
revenge. The king who has acted monstrously reacts nobly. Our pity 
seems to have been spent in vain: Hecuba no longer merits it, for she has 
acted pitilessly in murdering the children. Except for Polyxena, every 
character in the play seems designed to bring any moral order into ques- 
tion; in word and deed they betray themselves, and the final prophecy 
(1259 ff.) becomes a fit judgment on the survivors. 

The common fault in analyses such as those by Adkins and Conacher 
derives from the implicit insistence on unity, in theme or argument. Such 
unity is then taken to imply a dramatic unity, which many have felt the 
Hecuba lacks. Conacher's analysis accurately traces the thematic lines of 
xapLs and iretO, but these themes make their dramatic appearance in 
terms of "contrast" (154 f.), which seems to ignore the fact that the 
contrasts are not synthesized, that later actions and decisions repudiate 
earlier positions but offer no solutions.30 We note thematic development 

30Similarly Abrahamson speaks of the two sides of Hecuba's 6voTrvXia which together 
form a dramatic unity (128). Summarizing earlier criticism Kirkwood says: "the play 
has often been severely criticized for a want of causal connection between its two 
incidents, and for a lack of consistency in the character of Hecuba" (62). Despite his 
persuasive argument for "a logical unification" I think that a dramatic unification is 
wanting, and that this is a function of an incompleteness and incoherence in plot, 
characterization, and argument. 
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defeated by dramatic quirkiness; the lack of resolution is patent in both 
the final prophecy and the characters' inability to understand it. So it is 
difficult to believe that the Hecuba would appear as coherent on the stage 
as these analyses suggest. More than a tale of horror, it still plays havoc 
with every affective tone established, because of the constant under- 
cutting of secured sympathies. Though Polyxena has much more to do 
with the argument of the first half of the play than Adkins admits, she 
is nevertheless forgotten in the rapid action, pathos, and debate of the 
following scenes. At least Hecuba's frenzied desire for revenge ignores the 
example she lately found in her daughter's conduct (591 ff.). There is 
something arbitrary in her sudden fury, as in Agamemnon's feeble 
support, that denies theme a firm correlative in plot. Both Adkins and 
Conacher bring the play into focus at the expense of significant yet 
ruptured components of the whole play. 

Even the gods are swayed by pity.31 No wonder the Thebans fear that 
the Spartans may be moved by the Plataean plea to relent. For the 
Hecuba to have any meaningful dramatic tension it is necessary that 
Hecuba and Polyxena, and we might add Polymestor, not only be pitiable, 
but that the audience's sympathy for them be seen as a mode of dramatic 
argument against those traditional and contemporary values (denoted for 
Adkins and Conacher by aper4 and 7rEct) which are utilized to defend and 
justify human suffering and duplicity. The Hecuba fails to sustain a 
tragic tone because its uses of feeling are attenuated by characterization 
(e.g., Agamemnon's vacillating position) or contradicted by violent re- 
versals. Hecuba's disregard for personal integrity and her brutal revenge 
revoke earlier pity, while Polymestor's paternal suffering and ultimate 
dignity secure for him our reluctant commiseration.32 The final irony of 
tone stems from the distrust of any feeling. But if we distrust our own 
feelings we are not condemned to acquiescence in Odysseus' pragmatism 
or Agamemnon's moral ambiguity. Finally, the moral disorder so 
effectively embodied in the character of Agamemnon mirrors the play. 
The play repudiates humane feeling as an adequate touchstone of 
experience. By engaging pity only to disarm it Euripides has produced a 
treacherous melodrama, but hardly a tragedy. 

ALLEGHENY COLLEGE, 

MEADVILLE, PENNSYLVANIA 

31 OlKTw yap rlP irl0ovos 'ApreIs ayva ... [Ag. 135] 
32Cf. Abrahamson on Hecuba's moral tragedy (128), when he refers to her transforma- 

tion into "a ferocious animal." Kirkwood sees a "moral peripeteia" and concludes: 
"the appalling result to her personality is the tragedy of Hecuba" (67 and 68). 
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