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ABSTRACT

In the last eighty years a great deal has been written
about the character and symbolic significance of Klytemnestra in
Aeschylus' trilogy, the Oresteia. These studies have contributed
much that is useful to the understanding of Klytemnestra's char-
acter and her role in the trilogy. However, by concentrating on
her position in the Oresteia, some aspects of her role in the
first play (the Agamemnon), of which she is the protagonist, have
been neglected because they are not absolutely relevant to the
themes of the whole trilogy. Equally, the significance of some
aspects of her character and role in the Agamemnon have frequent-
ly been blown out of proportion in that play simply because they

become important later in the trilogy.

This thesis attempts, by careful consideration of the text
of the Agamemnon alone, to arrive at a balanced view of Klytem-
nestra's character and role in that play. Her personal charac-
teristics, and her relationship with the themes developed and
images used in the Agamemnon, are discussed in the order in which

they are revealed in the text.

Appendix A traces the development of the Oresteia myth in
literature and art before Aeschylus, and discusses the changes he

made in the story as he received it.

Appendix B analyses the arguments surrounding Klytemnes-
tra's stage movements in the Agamemnon, and suggests a sequence

of entrances and exits which satisfies most of the points raised.
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INTRODUCTION

To interpret properly Klytemnestra's role in the Agamemncon
one should keep two principles in mind. First, she is a person!,
not merely an expression of a political or social theme. Second,
she is not the point of the play. Neither of these principles
has been a matter of common agreement among critics; in fact, one
or the other is usually ignored, by omission or deliberate neg-

lect. For this reason, I would like to discuss my reasons for

holding them before going on.

In the QOresteia, Aeschylus attempts to resolve abstract
questions of justice and divine will, which he explores through
the conflict of male versus female, 0ikos versus society, and
parent versus child. These issues are expressed one way Or an-
other in all three plays, but they become clearest in the Eumen-
ides, where they are isolated from human activities and judged
rather than enacted. (The fact that many characters in the Eumen-
ides are divine is indeed a sign that the issues in that play
have become more abstract than they were in the first two plays
of the trilogy.) In the Agamemnon, however, the characters are
human, and the issues are not as well-defined or as abstract as

they later become. It is a mistake to treat them as if they are.

It is equally a mistake to treat the issues developed and
resolved in the Eumenides as the only questions of any importance
in the Agamemnon. The conflict and trial in the Eumenides stands

on a basis of personal, human, concrete actions and events which



was established in the Agamemnon. The events of the first play
are not simply examples of the work of forces revealed and issues
addressed in the third. Rather, the events of the Agamemnon are
the reality from which the Eumenides' abstract, intellectual
principles are derived. The personal and the concrete form the
core of the Agamemnon. In the Eumenides the personal and con-
crete aspects have been partly stripped away; but to ignore them
in the Agamemnon for that reason, or to dismiss them as unimpor-

tant, is to miss a large part of the thrust of the first play.

Thus, the characters found in the Agamemnon are not merely
the vehicles of a theme, however much the trial in the Eumenides
might tempt dne to think they are. They cannot be lined up as
neatly as one might wish to do on one side or another of the
conflicts defined in the Eumenides. They aré not simply devices
to move the plot, or the elaboration of the confiict, forward.
The lines

You make trial of me as if I were a silly woman;

but ... whether you praise or blame me, it's the

same. This is Agamemnon, my husband, and a corpse;

the work of this right hand, a just craftsman. So
things stand.

(Ag. 1401-1406)2

are not delivered by an abstract symbol of matriarchy, a passive
vehicle of the workings of justice, or an example of early femin-
ist thought. They are spoken by a specific, powerful, self-
aware, blood-spattered woman standing over a bleeding corpse.

They were spoken, moreover, before an audience which had not the



advantage later critics did of knowing what was going to happen

in the Eumenides later on and interpreting accordingly.

This is not to say that the plays of the Oresteia are not
connected. Of course they are; and of course the issues resolved
in the Eumenides are first raised in the action and discussion of
the Agamemnon, in which they are indeed important, if not as
clear-cut as in the later play. But not all of the information

given or questions asked in the first play are treated in the

third; and those which do have been reduced and simplified.

It is necessary to say this because it has so often been
forgotten. Winnington-Ingram's article (1948: passim), in which
he proposes..that Klytemnestra be seen as a rebellious feminist
who resents male power, fits her porfrait in the Eumenides in
some ways, but suits the Klytemnestra of the Agamemnon hardly at
all. Zeitlin's theory (1978: passim) that the Orestéia is one of
a capacious genre of myths concerning the overturn of matriarchal
rule again suits only the third play of the trilogy. Her theory
arises from themes strongly stressed in the Eumenides, Winning-
ton-Ingram's from more minor pointers in the text; but neither
theory can be read back into the Agamemnon and held to "fully
explain” Klytemnesg}a, or the action of the first play. As Aya
- Betensky (1978:11) points out, to make of Aeschylus no more than
a feminist, an economist or a housekeeper trivializes the plays.
One must ignore a good deal of the text of the Agamemnon in order

to make the Klytemnestra of that play no more than a symbol of

something else. She is perhaps "depersonalized" (Betensky, 1978:



12), and certainly one-dimensional, in the third play of the
trilogy, but not in the first. 1In the Agamemnon, Klytemnestra is
the character through whom various themes and forces are foc-
ussed; she is not herself 6nly an expression of one (or more) of

those themes.

The other principle, equally important, is rather the
reverse of the first. Klytemnestra is so striking and dominant a
character in the Agamemnon that one is sometimes tempted to £ind
the rest of the play no more than a reflection of, or a reaction
to, her. As Gould (1978: 59) expresses this view, "the structure
of the play is such that its other figﬁres are seen in the half-
shadow of her aura". Her portrayal is so vivid, in fact, that it
can lead the unwary to think that Aeschylus' primary purpose, in
the Agamemnon at least, was to build up a strong human character
and allow the plot and action to develop more or less as a con-
sequencé of her nature; but the subjects of the choral odes - the
gods, the past, justice, and hubris, and only occasionally the
Queen - should tell us otherwise. Certainly the character of
Klytemnestra dominates and carries the burden of the action in
the first play; and, equally certainly, the play is not about
her, nor is her psychology the focus of Aeschylus' attention.
Klytemnestra's personal character, or "psychology", helps to
humanize and make particular the general issues Aeschylus treats
in the Agamemnon. Equally, the focussing of the themes and for-
ces in the play through her character and actions helps to make

that character stronger and more vivid. The reader should not



dismiss either of these factors as trivial. Her personal charac-
ter does exist, and is to some extent independent of the action:
one can imagine a less complex and colourful creature performing
the same acts and acting as an exemplum of the same issues as
Klytemnestra does. But the forces revealed later in the play
which only indirectly concern Klytemnestra and which do not de-
pend entirely on her character for their expression demonstrate
Reschylus' concern with issues other than his protagonist's psy-
chology. Aeschylus did not invent the plot or the themes he ad-
dresses in the Agamemnon in order to illuminate different facets
of her psychology. Klytemnestra is a vivid.and unique indivi-

dual, but her character is subordinate to the theme of the play.

In this discussion of Klytemnestra in the Agamemnon, an
attempt will therefore be made to keep to the middle ground.
This can be done by sticking closely to the text of the play,
asking those questions which the text prompts us to ask and
avoiding the invention of thoughts, past events, or doings behind
the scenes to which the text never alludes. By examining her
speeches and actions, the way other characters see and react to
her and the imagery associated with her, step by step from be-
ginning to end of the play in the order in which the lines were
originally presented, I will attempt to present a balanced and

comprehensive view of Klytemnestra and her role in the

Ag amemnon.

The text of the Agamemnon is itself notoriously difficult

and in some places hopelessly corrupt. Great efforts have been



made in this century to reconstruct it in its entirety, for in-
stance by Fraenkel (1950) and by Denniston and Page (1957). The
products of such attempts, however careful and scholarly, are of
course always slightly suspect, as they must to some extent de-
pend on what the editor feels that Aeschylus is likely to have
written. In both the above-mentioned editions, however, the
editors have made every effort to keep the influence of their own
prejudices to a minimum in their decisions on the text of the
play, and the results of their efforts are as trustworthy as such
things can possibly be. In this thesis I have relied without
comment on the edition of the Agamemnon published in 1957 by John
Denniston and Denys Page. Any deviations from their text will be

noted.



KLYTEMNESTRA IN THE AGAMEMNON

Aeschylus drastically changed the earlier versions of the
myth of the Oresteia in his telling of the story of the death of
Agamemnon3. Before Aeschylus, Klytemnestra was seen as a sha-
dowy, secondary character who stood in the background of the
hereditary feud between the king and -his cousin Aegisthus. The
reader is early warned that she will not occupy the same position
in this play. In lines 10-11, the watchman explains that he 1is
on the roof watching for the beacon-fire from Troy because "thus
rules(KPanf )/ the man-counselling ( &JSféFouXmD) expectant heart
of a woman". "KPKWé\" is thus the first action associated with
Klytemnestra. “&J§F6Fodw3", a rare word probably coined by Aes-
chylus for this line (Fraenkel 1950: n. ad loc.) has several
possible connotations, but must convey at least the idea of mas-—
culine intelligence or planning. The position of this word be-
side XU\)"*W‘OIS ("XU\)G‘\U“55 3"‘)5(*‘0;500)\0‘) ") casts immediately into
relief one of the prihcipal themes of the play, the opposition of

male and female, as well as the principal oddity of Klytemnes-

tra's own character - that she is a woman, but has qualities of

mind which properly belong to a man. It is not necessary to
» Ve

translate "2Xm509" (11) as "ambitious", as Winnington-Ingram

(1948: 130) does, to understand that an unusual woman rules the
household to which the watchman belongs. Winnington-Ingram
(1948: 130) goes too far in seeing a clear reference to Aegisthus

in line 18. The watchman is unhappy with his position, fearful,



and mourns the misfortune of a house which is not as well cared-
for as it was (15-19); but no more can be understood from his
words at this time 'than that all is not well under the roof this

woman rules.

The watchman now hails the beacon. The strange woman, who
‘is now (26) identified as the wife of Agamemnon, is bidden to
raise a "woman's cry of joy" (6AoA%nubo, 28), because Troy has‘
been taken - if, the watchman adds, the beacon is correct. His
speech concludes in fear, doubt and silence. He hopes he may see
his master again, but does not trust that he will (34); and he
will say nothing more of what is wrong with the household. Some
know already and understand his hints; to others, he refuses to

clarify the matter. (37-39).

Of course the watchman hints here at the presence of
Aegisthus as his mistress' lover, as the reader later - much
later - discovers; but in the course of the play many problems of
this house will be disclosed, and the watchman's vague fears hint
at all of them. "All that has been revealed at this point in the
play is that a woman commands in the household and that someﬁhing
is badly wrong, so wrong that even the good news from Troy, if it

is true, is not sufficient to dispel the gloom.

The chorus enter at line 40. They speak of the departure
of the Argive fleet for Troy, ten years ago. Agamemnon and Mene-
laus are described as the "strong yoke of the Atreidae" (&vpéo

;SOXOS A’YP&SQ) ,44) and treated as a unit, with common concerns.



They are dgscribed as vultures mourning the loss of their young
(49-54), whose cries are heard by a god who pities them and sends
the'"late—avenging Erinys" (0€HP5NWJOJ cen EPMNO »59-60) on the
transgressor. In the same way Zeus Xenios sends the Atreidae, as
Erinyes, against Alexander, the transgressor, over a "many-
manned" or "much-married" (HOXUJJOPAS , 62) woman who will be the
cause of many deaths. The woman is of course Helen, the daughter
of Leda and Tyndareus, though she is not yet named. Thus the
first image used in the ode concerns an'Erinys who avenges,
though late, the loss of children; and while it is used only of
the - Atreidae here it should be remembered. Metaphors in Aes-
chylus should never be assumed in advance.to hold a single or a

simple meaning.

They now (83-103) turn towards the palace and apostrophiée
its inhabitant, who is not yet on stage®?. The first reference to
Klytemnestra was as the wife of one of the Atreidae. Now the
chorus' address "daughter ofvandareus" (73054Pao 6%%“77f , 83-84)
links her with the other Tyndarid, her sister Helen, wife of the
other Atreid and just now described as faithless and the cause of'

S

war. The address is formal and respectful, calling her by pat-

ronymic, name and rank as Queen.

The chorus ask here by what message she has been persuaded
(Tios é(n;_}\[,(s Teteo, o+ 86-87) to order sacrifices throughout the
city. The altars of all the gdds are ablaze with offerings (88-
90); torch-flames everywhere rise up to heaven, "medicined" or

"anointed" (¢§@kﬂ%9Méb, 94) with "soft, non-deceptive
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persuasions"” (/M,\dm??j ETIVIPY: 77;{/7/(}0:2«5 , 95) of holy ointment
from the inner store of the palace (94—96). These lines are
significant. Their primary meaning is clearly that sacrifices
are being performed everywhere, which consume very valuable off-
erings (i.e., the precious ointment kept in the inmost store of
the palace for use on special occasions). Some special event
must have occurred, some news have been received, to prompt such
extravagance; at least, so the chorus infer (85-87). But ¢§7«d -
&@ﬂé@ means also "adulterated" or "poisoned"; and as Goldhill
(1984: 17) shows, "/MAMUZS", with its connotation of womanish or
Oriental luxury, stands almost in contradiction to "Riﬁouz ",
"§5X% " is commonly associated with feminine or barbarian charac-
teristics. Persuasion, T&e< , is important throughout the play,
usually associated with Klytemnestra. Already Klytemnestra, hav-
ing been "persuaded" by a message, is shown as adulterating with
perhaps deceptive "persuasions" the blazing torches whose kind-
ling she commanded and which the chorus have seen as symbols of
hope (99-103). This renders ambiguous the significance of these
triumphantly blazing torches. The ambiguity is stressed by the
chorus' own doubt of the torches' meaning; they end their address
on a note of uncertainty, unsure that they should trust the sac-
-rificial fire as the watchman was unsure.of the beacon, both in

existence by command of Klytemnestra.

It should be noted (Zeitlin, 1965: 463) that Klytemnestra

has been shown as a sacrificer in this scene, in that she ar-
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ranged the sacrifices throughout the city. The mqtif of sacri-

fice will appear throughout the play.

The chorus now turn from their apostrophe to the palace
and break into strophic song. The first strophe (104-121) speaks
of the omen of the two eagles which attack and eat the pregnant
hare. The antistrophe (123—129) gives Calchas' interpretation of
this event. The Atreidae are the eagles; the hare is Troy; the
omen thus predicts that the Greeks will capture Troy. But Arte-
mis pities the hare with her young and may hold up the campaign.
The epode (140-159) elaborates the prophecy: Artemis is kind to
the young of all creatures - lions are specifically mentioned.
Calchas prays that she may not keep the Danaans in port with an
adverse wind, in anger at the eagle's feast and eager for an-
other sacrifice, a lawless one (adqu&), 150), "inborn worker of
feuds that does not fear a husband (or "a man")“ (Qauéwo 71&ﬁv&a
66#WMW),OD Sudéd@ax , 151-2);for their abides a fterrible, ever-
recurring, deceitful housekeeper, unforgiving child-avenging (or
child-avenged) Wrath" (¢0/9/)?x Ndk/«)ofn—os OZKDl)O}KOS éokz;,/a/a}’uwo)

N?)Jcs Teulomoulos | 152-155).

There follows (160-183) the puzzling hymn to Zeus. For
our purposes it need only be mentioned that he is described as
the ultimate victor in any contest (no matter what human seems to
win), as those with understanding know. Zeus is also associated
here with %p??, intellectual understanding, and cognate words
(fpolrisos | 165: goedd) , 175; T doolel) . 176; swhoolsl) . 181.)

He has already been allied with the Atreid kings in their quest
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for vengeance for a woman. Vy?a " generally seems to be a char-

acteristic associated with males in this play.

At 184 the chorus return to the narrative. Gales sent by
Artemis hold the ships in port, as Calchas had feared. The
storm, which wears away the "flower of the Argives” (2/&% 7%75f-
wJ, 297-98), can be halted by a more grievous remedy (than the
disease?) - the sacrifice of Agamemnon's daughter, §§uw> %}d%w(,
at her father's hands. After_deliberation, Agamemnon decides to
commit the act. At the moment of his decision, the wind of his
@ﬁ& veers and blows ill, like the gales from the Strymon; his
thinking (M g}ao/d) ) becomes Wdl")’()”fm\/'tm) . He sacrifices his
daughter in aid of a "woman-avenging" or "woman-avenged" ()ku -
Kowoid wi ; 226) war. Thus comes about the second sacrifice narr-

ated in this play.

Calchas' prophecy has so far, then, been fulfilled. What
of the rest of it - the child-avenging, housekeeping Wrath which
does not fear a husband? Will the war be avenged by a woman?
The powerful man-minded woman whom the watchman spoke of comes to
mind; she is the mother of the sacrificed girl, and has so far
kept to the house in the play. The chorus warn "Tép&t S¢ kéﬁuJ-

Yos ook %@vaoL "(249), and show a general fear of the future

(251-253).

Klytemnestra now appears in the doorway of the house. The

chorus refer to her respectfully as the v«w@¢M%mJ é}uos " (257)
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of the land and assure us (or themselves) that her wishes for the

outcome of these things are benign (255).°

It is significant that the chorus specifically state that
they revere her Kpéﬁvf, which derives, they explain, from the fact
that she is the wife of an absent male ruler (258-260). The word
used for "male" here (%fqu) is the medical, biological and gram-
matical term meaning "male principle" (Goldhill, 1984: 34). They
acknowledge her authority only because it derives from male
power, which shows again the opposition between male and female
which has already been seen in the play. They express no loyalty
to her personally; in fact, their Eare in explaining that what
they respect they show for her is based only on her position is
so pointed as to appear almost rude. As Denniston, Page (1957:
n. ad loc.) point out, "... it is not thus that the senators
address Atossa in the Persians" (at Pers. 150-158). That greet-
ing could be explained away as Oriental‘extravagance; but the
Argive elders themselves greet Agamemnon quite differently, when
he arrives, assuring him of their heartfelt friendship and good
will (805-806). That greeting shows that they are capable of
displaying affection towards a ruler; but here, they are polite,
if that, and no more. They repeat their questions about the
sacrifices,.asking if Klytemnestra has heard good news, or sacri-
fices in hope of it. They add a polite formula to the effect
that she need not answer if she does not wish to. Their tone is

formal, very respectful, and holds no warmth towards her.
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Klytemnestra's first two lines cite a proverb which in-
volves a maternal figure; she hopes that morning, "from (or "tak-
ing after") its mother night" (Mop‘os 513;15/0'0//75 ’/)'oZ,/Jo( p 265)_ may
bring good tidings. Several critics have commented with percep-
tion on this line: Goheen (1955: 133) that it shows Klytemnes-—
tra, from the beginning, as thinking of everything in terms of
motherhood and generation; Betensky (1978: 13) that the Erinyes,
already mentioned, are later revealed to be the daughters of
Mother Night - the morning is thus allied to the Avenging Ones;
Peradotto (1964: 388) that in saying that this day "takes after"
(or is born from) the night, Klytemnestra could well mean that it
will be dark, no real day at all. Conventional imagery makes
light a symbol of hope and life: the watchman, however, was
doubtful of the significance of the beacon-light which Klytemnes-
tra commanded; the chorus have doubted the sacrificial torches
which she commanded and also adulterated; énd now she herself
perverts the hopeful dawn light's significance in saying that it
is from a dgrk mother. One need not accept all of these inter-
pretations to understand that her opening lines, however looked
at, are ominous. She then tells the chorus that the Argives have

taken Troy.

Goldhill (1984: 36 and ch. 1, passim) has developed an
interesting and useful interpretation of the ensuing scene and
some others in the play, which involves the relationship between

symbol and meaning, speaker and listener and verbs of "“seeing"
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(or "seeming") and "saying". These distinctions are particu-

larly relevant to a discussion of Klytemnestra in these scenes.

Klytemnestra in this play is frequently shown as an adroit
manipulator of symbols, both words and others. This is shown
partly by the fact that she defines the significance of symbols.
For instance, she defines the symbol of the beacon light as hav-
ing the meaning (or "significance") that Troy has been destroyed.
The beacon, like any other symbol, could potentially have any
meaning at all. The chorus recognize the ambiguity of meaning
inherent in any symbol and accordingly doubt that the meaning
Klytemnestra has defined for the beacon is its true significance
- there is for them a gap between symbol and meaning. Klytemnes-
tra, who invented the symbol to begin with (she ordered the chain
of beacons) and defined its significance, sees no gap between the
symbol and its significance; there is no ambiguity, no potential

other meaning, inherent in the beacon as far as she is concerned.

The distinction between verbs of seeing and saying 1is
parallel to that between symbols and meaning. A symbol "is" what
one sees, but "means" what it says. For instance, the beacon
"is" a large fire on a mountain, which one sees in the night; it
"says" that Troy has been captured - or so Klytemnestra tells us.
For the chorus, then, true knowledge comes of accurate interpret-
ation of what a symbol "truly" (or "clearly") says. But a sym-
bol, by its nature, can have any significance - can "say" any-
thing; and what it "truly says" need have no connection with what

it "seems" to be. The chorus, therefore, cannot know the truth,
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unless they find an interpreter of symbols whom they can trust

neither to make mistakes in interpretation nor to lie.’

Klytem-
nestra, as will appear throughout the play, attaches meaning more
or less arbitrarily to symbols, with more regard for what will
suit her purposes - for "fair seeming" - than for their true
significance, that 1is, for what they "truly say". The chorus

sense this aspect of her character, and accordingly do not trust

her interpretations without question.

Because what a symbol "says" (= "means") is the only truth
there is to find, however inaccessible it may be, verbs of "say-
ing" are associated with true understanding, @97,') . ¢/a7,¢) is a
masculine characteristic, as noted earlier; knowledge acquired

through "seeing" or "seeming" is considered feminine in this

play.

When meaning and symbol are thus divided there will also
exist a gap between listener and speaker. The listener cannot
trust the WOrds of the speaker to hold true meaning; words are
also symbols and so can be arbitrarily defined. This gap is
closed by means of " e v, "fétew " is defined by Goldhill
(1984: 36) as that quality of the speaker or of the "éros " of the
speaker which engenders "yres " and understanding in the list-
ener. Thus, there is a strong relationship between T¢6W and
Teve s . Klytemnestra, through her skill at manipulating symbols
- or possibly simply as an innate characteristic - is portrayed

as the possessor of a great deal of Welbw ,
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The chorus' first reactidn to Klytemnestra's statement 1is
(268) "How do you say? Your word (?%os) has escaped me on ac-
count of my XA " They have not found either in Klytemnestra
or her words any Tétow which would render her statement trust-
worthy; consequently her message has "escaped" their understand-
ing. Klytemnestra repeats her statement that Troy is in the
hands of the Greeks - "do I speak clearly (%?&S Aéu),)?" (269).
The chorus this time accept her words for the moment; Klytem-
nestra (who can read meaning in appearance) comments (271) that
their loyalty is indicated (Wﬁqlqnf - spoken, told of) by
their eyes (which have filled with tears). The chorus think
better of their initial belief and ask (272) if she has some
trusty proof, or token menv ...QTEuﬁ> )y of what she says. Has
she perhaps trusted to a persuasive vision (¢myu¢'...£dﬂﬂ9§ ) of
a dream (274)? That is, has she been convinced merely by "see-
ing" and being too easily persuaded (both feminine characterist-
ics)? Klytemnestra rejects this; she would never accept the
opinion of a slumbering g@jV(275). She implies that she pos-
sesses the quality of an alert %@W , a masculine characteristic.
The chorus persist in their misjudgement of her; their néxt line
(276), however it should be interpreted, is clearly no compli-
ment?8. They ask if she has fattened herself (§m§%n) ) on an
“Qwvﬁoos " (i.e. unconvincing? unfledged?) report. Klytemnestra
responds as if offended, saying that they fault hér as if she had
the gbe of a young child (278). Clearly, Klytemnestra is reject-

ing proof by appearance (¢@W¢ ) in favour of that acceptable to

the (Goldhill, 1984: 37).
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The chorus back away at her evident annoyance and seem to
accept her statement with their next question, "since when was
the city destroyed?" (278) Klytemnestra's answer once again uses
maternal imagery - "since the night which just now gives birth to
this light" (s Vo) Teupdsns s 105’  sifpd/ns , 279). The cho-
rus ask what messenger (in&kas, 280) could arrive so quickly.
"Q”%AM " and "gné)w " both imply speech; and Klytemnestra answers
"Hephaistos" - a god who could, in person, speak - "who sends
bright light from Ida" (28l1). The chorus, expecting a spoken

message, have been disappointed.

In the beacon speech which follows (281-316), Klytemnestra
traces for the chorus the journey of the beacon-light from Troy
to Argos, as the‘“%uﬁo they have asked that Troy has in fact
been captured. She uses words of showing and saying interchange-
ably —myﬂydkwd(to pass the news, give the password), 289;&0%A-
ov, 294;qyuﬁki + 293; etc. - because for her, who defined the
‘meaning of the beacon, there is no difference. The beacon it-
self, a light-signal, is essentially something which cannot
speak; it can only be seen. To Klytemnestra, however, it speaks
as well as shines. She ends her description of its journey say-
ing that "this is the proof and token (5@76abd ), I tell you, my
husband sent as a password (or "passed on as news" —ﬁﬁﬂﬂjyd} -
A/vws, 316) from Troy to me (315-316). To her, the unbroken pass-
age of the light is prbof; she is certain of its meaning. The

chorus are not so sure.
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A few other points in this speech should be noted before
continuing. Its tone throughout is of knowledge énd power. As
Betensky (1978: 14) points out, it shows Klytemnestra in full
command of resources and information - of details of geography
which she is able to use to her own ends, of fires "like the sun"
(288) or the "bright moon" (298) which leap vigorously from moun-
tain to mountain, shoot over the sea, kindle with unceasing
strength (305) and bring the news at last to Argos - all appar-
ently at her command, by her arrangement, and under her control.
Even Hephaistos has done her biddipg. The confidence of the
Queen is shown in her description of the brightness and strength
of the beacons. It is not necessary to see in this speech super-
natural or prophetic powers; only a Queen in control of every
aspect of her world, who knows, therefore, what is happening in
it. Her powers of visualization and her eloquence are great; but

one need not for this reason make a seer of her.

Here as well she uses images of fertility in her descrip-
tion; the light which alights on the roof of the Atreidae is "not
parentless" (ouk ’fwxrwed , 311) - its parent is the beacon on Ida.
If children take after their parents (as the chorus will later
explain they do), one might be concerned to know what sort of
light, born in the destructive fires of a burning city, has ar-
rived. The symbolic connotations of her use of light have now
increased. We had heard beacons kindled and watched for at her
command and of torches blazing in presumably Jjoyful sacrifice,

adulterated by her "persuasions"; we have now heard in Klytemnes-
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tra's own words of day born from night and light from destruc-

tion.?

This speech seems to portray Klytemnestra in full control
of her world. But it has connotations of which even Klytemnestra
is unaware at this point in the play. The passage of light from
beacon to beacon, remaining strong as ‘it advances (60ébU6x N
0V w /udU[JO/ufvr] r 296; Aoy /uf'JE( , 305) and occasionally burn-
ing even more fiercely than ordered (TAfo) Walovsa Yo Ef/)l)/ti"\)w\) ,
301) can be seen as. an allegory of the seemingly unbreakable and
uncontrollable chain of vengeance and murder which, the reader
will discover, 1is the history of the house of Atreus, in which
each crime is kindled by the one before and itself kindles new
slaughter. (Gantz, 1977: 31). The beacon speech is the first
hint of this motif in the play. ‘But Klytemnestra will show no
awareness of such a chain of crime for much of the play; she will
see her acts as simple retribution for the only crime the reader
has so far been informed of, the sacrifice of her daughter, and
not as part of an uncontrollable and unending sequence. In Kly-
temnestra's own speech, then, is the first sign that there are
forces opérating in the play of which she is not aware. At this

point, however, she appears to be in perfect control of events.

The chorus doubt that the passage of the beacon, which she
has traced for them, really signifies the destruction of Troy.
They say that they will later pray to the gods (in thanksgiving?)
but first, would she repeat her astonishing story from the begin-

ning? They address her, moreover, as X&ML (317); previously
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they have called her only "Queen" or by her name. This is surely
a reaction to her trust in what they consider a mere visible
symbol, a ¢X§«d, rather than a spoken message; this gullibility
they see as a feminine characteristic. Once more, in short, they

misjudge her.

Klytemnestra's second speech in effect "decodes" the bea-
con and gives a vivid picture of the "true meaning" behind it,
which they will find more krustworthy. She repeats, again, her
statement that Troy has fallen to the Greeks, and goes on to des-
cribe the scene in the conquered city. It is again unnecessary
to ascribe supernatural powers to her in order to understand her
speech. She begins "d%uc'ﬂ surely a clue that this is a poss-
ible version of events at Troy, not a true vision (Kassandra does
not begin this way). Her description is in fact a general one,
which would suit events likely to follow the capture of any city.
She extrapolates from the knowledge she has, that Troy has
fallen, to an image of the logical consequences, which she visu-
alizes vividly and in detail. The powers involved here are only
those of imagination and eloquence, not second sight. The chorus
do not possess a like ability to visualize and are overwhelmed;
they believe_her decoding of the beacon and accept her descrip-
tion, for the time being, as the true meaning of the symbol. Her
Métew — in this case based on her eloquence (that is, her manipul-
ation of words) and imagination - has conquered. The connection
between symbol and meaning remains tenuous, as is shown by the

fact that in truth, she cannot and does not know exactly what 1is
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happening at Troy; but her T¢tew has bridged the gap and erased

doubt from the chorus' minds.

Lines 340 ff. of her speech raise further questions. It
has been noted that Klytemnestra manipulates and arbitrarily
defines the meaning of symbols, as she does with the beacon.
When one "attaches arbitrary meaning" to words, it is commonly
called lying.b (In fact,'Umberto Eco (1979) defines a symbol
simply as anything that can be used to lie.‘m) It is tempting to
interpret lines 340 ff. as hypocrisy, or 1lying, particularly as
lying would be easier for someone with the abilities Klytemnestra
has already shown in the manipulétion of symbols. Throughout the
play, in fact, it is hard to tell if she means, or how she means,
what she says. Here, in a speech which raises again the idea of
reciprocal action and reversal which first appeared in the paro-
dosl!, Klytemnestra piously expresses the hope that the army has
not "ravaged what they should not" (ﬂgaed) < /ﬁ Xfé , 342) - the
Trojan shrines - and thus offended the gods, for fear of a disas-
ter befalling them on the homeward journey. It is odd that she
brings up the possibility of disaster following on impiety here,
when she is describing the overwhelming and long-awaited victory
of the Argives; it closes her'description on a note of fear and
possible doom rather than triumph, although she is describing a
presumably joyful event - the victory of her husband and King
after many years of war. She adds (345-346) that if the army has
not offended the gods, the suffering —naﬂg - of the (plural) dead

may be aroused (E)quopés , Denniston Page 1957: n. ad loc.) even
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if no sudden disaster should befall. She is speaking ostensibly
of offenses against the gods and sufferings of those killed at
Troy. The audience, however, would remember the only impiety and
only death they have as yet been told of - the sacrifice of Iphi-
genia. Klytemnestra's use of maternal imagery earlier, and her
description of Trojans mourning dead family members in this
speech (327-329)!%2, would contribute to remind the audience that

the sacrificial victim was her child as well as Agamemnon's.

The pattern of hope that something may not happen, which
immediately does happen, has already been seen in Calchas'
prayer, and memory of this would lead-the audience to feér the
same here. They would be further unsettled by her forebodings of
disaster in a speech describing victory, and by the alldﬁions in
her mention of impiety, and of the sufferings of the dead, to an
act in which she might be expected to feel a strong personal
interest. All of this in the context of a speech which also
raised the idea of reciprocal action could only be disturbing.
It would lead, altogether, not only to a fear that her unexpress-

ed hope of avoiding disaster was likely to go unfulfilled, but

also to a strong suspicion that it was not sincere.

On this doubtful and foreboding note she ends her descrip-
tion, saying "such things you hear from me, a woman" (7207«
Mot )muwﬁs ff #wa KN&LS , 348) - answering both their address
of )ﬁht (317) and the disbelief it implied. Her last two lines
(349-350) mirror the last two lines of the watchman's and chorus'

speeches in their rather formulaic hopes for good. They sound
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conventionally apotropaic and designed to reduce the impact of”
her previous ten lines. However, they are ambiguous in Klytem-
nestra's mouth. She says that she hopes everything will prevail
well (5‘6 MIOM'oL’? , 349) and be seen clearly (/w‘) §¢Toﬂo&ﬁw5 552’&) ’
349), for she prefers the enjoyment of many good things (WAXGJ
...%66XQJ , 350). What should prevail, and what the alternative
is to which she prefers good things, is left unexplained. The
obvious inference which the chorus is intended to draw is that
she prefers good to the evils she has just described and that she
hopes the victory at Troy will prevail (i.e. that the good for-
tune of the Argive army will last) and become visible at Argos.
Klytemnestra has not, however, said either of these things and

does not necessarily mean them.

They answer her "woman, you speak like a wise and temper-
ate man" (Kk?’;w%ax GWéme £U@po/ws , 351). Both n gdfon)r n ang
"gigoo/ws " are related to g%ﬁ7; thus they react to her decoding
of the beacon and her image of the "truth" behind it by giving
her credit for the masculine intellect they did not previously
seem to think she had. They have been convinced by her speech,
saying that they have the trustworthy (%1&7§ , 352) proofs they
wanted and will now address the gods in prayer, which they had

delayed before.

Their acquiescence to her second speech, when they were
not convinced by her first, is at first puzzling; there is no-
thing intrinsically more trustworthy about her description of

Troy than there was about her description of the transmission of
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the beacons. But the beacon speech only described the visual
symbol, which the (male) chorus found insufficient proof; the
Troy speech, because it tells (or purports to tell) what the
beacon "says", 1is the sort'of proof they will accept. In fact,
they have only Klytemnestra's word that her description of Troy
is what the beacon "truly says"; but her ﬂﬂ@asr stemming from her
vivid and colourful use of ianguage, has caused them to forget
this and trust her. The chorus has thus, after accusing her of
gullibility, themselves accepted a proof which is by their own
standards insufficient - showing that they themselves are gull-
ible. In this first interchange between male chorus and female
ruler, the female has demonstrated possession of @mﬁ) and the
males have shown evidence of an easily-persuaded (i.e., feminine)
nature. Throughout the play, Klytemnestra.will consistently
prove to be more masculine than the males with whom she is asso-

ciated.

So far Klytemnestra has been shown, through the watchman's
speech, as a woman of masculine intellect, who wields power and
whose household is unhappy under her rule. The watchman is a
member of the household and perhaps knows her better than the
male chorus, which acknowledge her power but is inclined to dis-
miss her as a silly woman. Their reason for both is sexual; they
acknowledge her power because it derives from a male and dismiss
her intellect because she is a woman, and %@V is a masculine
characteristic which woman don't have. They also think of her as

too easily persuaded by things only seen, symbols; gullibility
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and trust in signs without verbal meaning are feminine character-
istics. Klytemnestra herself, on the contrary, is shown in her
own speeches as persuasive, not persuaded, a manipulator of vis-—
ual symbols rather than manipulated by them and skillful with
words as well. She claims;ﬁjﬂ for herself, and by the end of her
first appearance the chorus have agreed that she possesses it.
The opposition of male and female has been seen aiso in the war
undertaken by men to avenge a woman and perhaps in the sacrifice
of a young woman by her father. The notion of action fepaying

action has already been raised in the discussion of the war.

Klytemnestra uses images‘of motherhood and fertility in
her speeches. She has been shown as controlling outright, or
adulterating, light, the principal image so far in the play; she
has also been associated with sacrifice, the principal event as
yet narrated. She is thus strongly connected with some of the

major images and themes so far developed.

What natural imagery has been used so far has all been
negative, and has sometimes been inverted and "uinatural". The
“"flower" of the Argives was worn down; a storm wéakened the
fleet; light, usually hopeful, has had ambiguous meaning; ferti-
lity has come from dark and destructive sources. The movement in
every speech including Klytemnestra's has been from hope and joy

to doubt and foreboding.

In the context of the play, then, Klytemnestra has so far

been shown as a' female with authority and intelligence in a world



27

in which both are masculine traits and in which there is signi-
ficant opposition of the sexes. She is unnatural, and appears to
control many aspects of a dark, unhappy and fearful world which
is also in some respects unnatural.Personally, she has been shown
in her speeches as forceful, imaginative and confident in her
powers. The other characters have shown fear and respect for

her, but no liking or personal loyalty.

The chorus begin the first stasimon singing to Zeus and
Night, which have thrown over Troy the great net (&k%m& , 358;
Yéﬂﬁ““)' 361) of "all—capturing’ﬂ?q" (361). The ensuing ode
speaks of the evil consequences to the oikos of hubris, infatu-
ation (ATq) and war.The first strophe (367-384) speaks of the
dangers of excessive wealth in a household, which results in
"more than just" (/aa“;m) 7” Swnacws , 376) pride. There is no
shelter for a man (ﬁﬁyz , 382) who from excess of wealth "kicks
the great altar of Justice into obscurity" (s éqﬁﬂkldd ,383-384).
The antistrophe (385-402) describes W¥wﬁ'directly. She is "wret-
ched" (7w , 385) énd the "child of intolerable forward-plan-
ning Folly "(ﬁpo/amﬂou Tl Z(CdWof Arzs 386); moreoverl, she
uses force (/kﬁ%ﬂ ).13 There is no remedy against V?M”;(386).
The harm she does is impossible to hide. An example of such harm
is the theft of a woman from the Atreid household (Sémn),ﬂﬁpﬂgoﬁ,
399). "}whu&& " (402) is in a prominent position at the end of
the strophe, emphasizing the specifically sexual role involved;

the individual, Helen, is unimportant. The coupling of the
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Atreidae in one household links their concerns and fortunes, as
we saw in the parodos. It also gives Agamemnon reason to be

offended at the theft of Menelaus' wife.!?

The second strophe (404-419) speaks of the damage done by
the seduction (or persuasion) of the unnamed woman. n S \ara
~Mé2 " (408), as Agamemnon was “Wdhﬁm&“m} “(221), she left her
household, leaving war to her countrymen and bringing destruction
as dowry to Troy. In her abandoned household there is silence,
misery and dishonour. Through longing for her, a ¢%&u (415)
seems to rule the house - an image;gaﬂu (421) or 3%5 (425) which
appears only in dreams and vanishes. Such vain dream-images have
been mentioned before and will be again. Her daring has brought
grievous suffering and death to other Greek households as well as
her own (429-436). Throughout these verses the woman is never
named; only her female role in the oikos and the misery caused by
her transgression of it are considered here. (Goldhill 1984:

45).

Turning from this woman, the chorus next sing of the
deaths at Troy, the ashes sent home "in exchange for men" (443)
and "for the sake of another man's wife" (448). The opposition
of the sexes is again apparent here. The final strophe passes
(456-474) to the possible anger of the gods at the
Todwursdw) (461), and the slow (%@V?, 464) vengeance of the
Erinyes against one without Justice, whom they will wear away by

reversal of fortune (ﬁ?&Vfwyff ;s 465) to dimness @%}«a¢wJ, 465)
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and eventually invisibility (. '¢7pcs . 467) - that is, death. It

is dangerous, they add, to be praised excessively.

The last stanza of the chorus' song applies so unmistak-
ably to Agamemnon, if he has indeed been successful at Troy, that
the chorus grow frightened. 1If such dangers await the successful
warrior - the WWMM7$0w) - it would almost be better if the news
were false, and Troy were not taken after all. But the news can
only be false if Klytemnestra has, in fact, interpreted the sym-
bol (i.e., the beacon) incorrectly; and they turn (in relief?) to
grounds for believing that she may well have done so - that she
is, after all, a woman, and therefore likely to be gullible. (It
is characteristic of Klytemnestra's 7&eéw that is seems to be most
effective when she is present; in her absence, distrust of her
words can return.) On those grounds, they retreat to their
original disbelief in the beacon and diémissal of her intelli-
gence. (Thus, once again, the movement in a speech or song has
been from certainty and joy to doubt and fear.) Who, they ask,
is so childish (%4 5/os . 479) or so struck out of their ¢473(479)
as to be inflamed at heart by a fire ('/‘nfawaefubm /(a}oSzSu/ , 481) and
then distressed by a change of message (or an exchange [of flame]
for words - kk)érg Aégm/ ,480-482)? They once again feel that a
visual message is not sufficient to the ¢%ﬁﬂ; words are necess-—
ary. They imply also that Klytemnestra, whose heart is inflamed
by the beacon, is childish and without é@ﬁ - exactly what she
earlier accused them of thinking. They continue, making the

sexual opposition implied in these lines perfectly clear - "it is
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fitting to the rule of a woman to agree to give thanks because of
(qu, 484) appearance; for the definition (akas) (i.e. of the
meaning of a symbol) established by a woman, fast-travelling and
too persuasive, spreads out (transgresses its bounds)." In other
words, "The limit set by a woman on the meaning of a visual sym-
bol is too loose and quickly expands to include other persuasive
meanings beyond its original definition" - as one saw in the
difference between Klytemnestra's first and second speeches.?!?

They end, "but stories spread by women perish fast-dying" (486-

487} .

The last fire of the sequence of beacons, we have now been
informed, is that kindled in Klytemnestra's heart by the "passed-
along message of flame" Qﬁ)@és 23477§&udaJ, 480). If the
chain of beacons represents the unending chain of murder and
vengeance in the house of Atreus, as Gantz (1977: 31) suggests,
then the flame in Klytemnestra's heart may well represent the
murder presently being contemplated by her, which - unbeknownst
to her - is not only a unique act of vengeance depending on her
will, but also the latest in a long string of connected crimes.
This again indicates that forces outside Klytemnestra may well be
influencing her, at least in the opinion of the hcorus; Klytem-
nestra herself has shown no sign that she is aware of them.

(Gantz, 1977: 32.)

The herald now arrives and the chorus say!'® "soon we'll
know if these light-bearing torches were true, or whether the

pleasant light like a dream beguiled the ¢bﬁ&g ." They are will-
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ing to trust the messenger precisely because he is not
%MU&W (496); he does not "signal" (d@umk? ;, 497) with smoke from
a fire, but instead will declare the news in speech (Aémﬂ , 498).
"Their distrust of mere visual knowledge and its opposition to
@ﬁv and spoken messages, is once again fully éxpressed; their
renewed distrust of Klytemnestra is implied. Their discussion in
the first stasimon of women who transgress their household role
and the general themelof payment for past crimes (which by the
final antistrophe is applied specifically to Agamemnon) may con-
tribute to this distrust. Certainly they are uneasy about the
future and hesitant about trusting the Queen. However, they
continue to underestimate her abilities and there is no sign that
they have thought of combining in one object their fear and their

distrust.

The herald's first speech (503-537) describes Agamemnon as
bringing light in the night-time (¢Zk £ a@yﬁ%(, 522) to those
at Argos, just as the beacon did earlier. The message, then,
will probably be the same. And it is: Troy has fallen, but the
image used is odd. Agamemnon has "dug over" Troy with the mat-
tock of "Zeus justice-bringer" (528) and thoroughly worked the
ground; but this procedufe, which would at any ordinary time
increase the fertility of the ground, has "destroyed the seed of
the whole land”" (528). By the action of this inversion of na-
ture, the herald continues, Paris and the whole house of Priam

have paid twice over for his crime.
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The herald and chorus now converse in stichomythia. The
chorus, it appears, desired the presence of the army - and the
king - greatly; they have been unhappy out of fear of someone

(%V&; , Plural; 549); but in the absence of the rulers (the At-
reidae), they have not dared to speak. Even now, their fear
exists (550). The herald seems to misunderstand this, or take
their fear to be for Agamemnon's safety at Troy rather than the
result of any condition at Argos, for he assures them that every-
thing has turned out well (551) and goes on to tell them of the
hardships at Troy. Nature was against them, as always in this
play”: the constant wet brought lice; the winter snows even
killed birds and the summer was intolerably hot and breezeless.
But there is no need to remember these things now-- it is no
longer a concern to the dead to rise again, and why should one
reckon up the number of the dead, or grieve the living with re-
curring evil fortune (?5%7; WxAywﬁhzd, 571)? These lines recall
both the chorus' fears of reversals of fortune for the unjust but
successful (465) and Klytemnestra's remarks about the awakening
sufferings of the dead (346-347). Like Klytemnestra's and the
chorus' comments, the herald's lines here are ominous in them-
selves and the more disturbing in their immediate context: past
sufferings and future dangers are odd subjects to raise in a
speech on the joyful occasion of a great victory. He ends "you

have the whole story" (T é%zu' Aékgz, 582).

The chorus respond, "I am conquered by your words" ()5—

pqu , 583); they accept his message, as it is verbal. They then
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direct him to "the house and Klytemnestra" (585), to whom these

matters are of concern.

Klytemnestra enters by the skene door and intercepts the
messenger before he enters the palace. Ewans (1982: 7-8) sees
this as an example of the disruptions of the usual homeéoming
rituals which Klytemnestra creates throughout the play - the
herald would expect to go indoors with his news. Certainly her
unannounced appearance is startling; we have not been prepared
for it by anything in the text. One feels that she has suddenly
intruded on the scene. Her first lines (586-593) point out that
she was right to trust the beacon (which she calls ¢ ?r/)ﬁros Q}Je)c—
os w7%é , 588) and the chorus wrong to reproach her for "being
persuaded by beacons to lift up her heart, just like a woman"
(ecocc6a 591;%;0%1 ’)f/o\as /(//xwo} , 592). "This talk made me
appear wandering (i.e. in her wits)", she continues.!® Neverthe-
less, she - and the other women - sacrificed "in woman's fashion"
throughout the city. The division between male and female is
again apparent. The chorus blamed Klytemnestra's belief on her
feminine gullibility; and the distinction is made more universal
by the fact that all of the women sacrificed, not only Klytemnes-

tra.

The tone of Klytemnestra's words here is very much one of
stung pride. We have seen her before take offense at the chorus'
refusal to recognize her intelligence; certainly she is pleased

to be able to point out their mistake now and rub it in, as well.
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She turns (598) to the matter at hand. Having blocked the
exit of the herald into the palace, she now refuses even to let
him give his message. What need has she of a further tale from
him? She will learn thé whole story from the lord himself. Now
she must prepare to receive her "revered husband" («fS5oéo/ Wé“J '
600); for "what light is sweeter for a wife/woman (/whuu’ , 602)
to behold than this, to open the gates to a husband/lover (%V%%l,
602) saved by god from the field? Take that message to my hus-
band." She has referred to him by his political, household and
personal roles in quick succession - Zdaf : 599; Trosis ’ 600;;%@f,
603. The most personal statement in her speech (translated above)
is put in the most general language. Any woman, any manAwill fit;
it need not even be a husband and wife - her words could refer
equally to a lover (ﬁ%p has a sexual éonnotation which‘%ka
does not). She then sends a message, via the herald, to her
husband. This is a reversal of expectation: she has not only
blocked his entrancé and refused his message, but now uses him
instead to send one back. Her control of events and communi-

cation in this scene seems absolute.

The message she sends (like her previous statementf is
full of innuendo and ambiguous phrasing. She calls him "the
darling of the city" - accurately encugh, as one has seen from
the watchman's and the chorus' affection for him - but expresses
no fondness herself. The optative "Qch " (606) only offers a
hope for the future, not a guarantee of it - one 1is reminded of

Calchas' unfulfilled hopes, or Klytemnestra's earlier hope that
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the army would not despoil the Trojan temples, as we have just
now (527) discovered they did. "May he find a wife as faithful
(trustworthy -m1779 , 606) as the one he left" is ambiguous; its
meaning depends entirely on her original condition, which we do
not know. For that matter, loyal to whom - or to what? Her next
lines, (May he find her a) "(watch-)dog of the house, noble/loyal
to that man, hostile to enemies" (607-608), can‘also be variously
interpreted. “g“ﬂv? " need not refer to Agamemnon. Klytemnestra
has so far been seen in close association with the house - the
watchman refers to the sorrows of the house under her rule (18);
the chorus refer the herald's news to "the house and Klytemnes-
tra" in one breath (585); while the watchman speaks of the joy
the beacon brings to Argos (24) and the herald of the light
brought to all by Agamemnon (522), Klytemnestra describes the
beacon as alighting on "the roof of the Atreid house" (310) after
its long journey, as if its news were solely a household concern.
Now she speaks of herself as "watchdog of the house", demonstrat-
ing her association with it once again. But the "§b3époa) "
(608) could as easily be enemies of the house itself as of the
king. Among these "enemies of the house" Agamemnbn himself, as
killer of the "5@u&0 ﬁvéyd" (208) might well be nﬁmbered, in
Klytemnestra's eyes. Finally, "2 ", used to describe a human,
has a complimentary meaning in only one other place in Greek
literature, as listed by LSJ. That is in iine 896 of this play,
where, in fact, it is again ambiguous (Klytemnestra uses it to

describe Agamemnon). Elsewhere, when used of a woman, it usually
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means "wanton" or "brazen hussy" (Goldhill 1984: 56). There is a

hint here, then, of her infidelity.!?

Her next two lines (609-610) likewise affirm her fidelity,
but the length of time she has been faithful - and thus, whose

seal it is which she has not broken - is again not specified.

Lines 611-612 ("I do not know pleasure, or scandalous
conversation, from another man, any more than I know the dip-
ping/tempering of bronze") are again not an absolute statement
and imply that it is possible that she does know these things.
The phrase "3&XW@ /ggybk" (612) has been variously interpreted.
Clearly, it refers to the use of bronze as a weapon, as one usu-
ally only tempers blades. Bronze, however, is not tempered. The
primary meaning, that "I know no more of (infidelity) than of the
tempering of bronze", might be a deliberate inaccuracy, intended
to show that she knows so little of weapons that she does not
even know bronze loses its edge in cold water. '7%¢J " has an-
other meaning, of dipping, or dyeing and later used by Klytem-
nestra of dyeing clothes (séaéwJ/@gLG , 960) in the rusty, pur-
ple-red colour (ﬁqqﬂésos ) of the tapestries, which Goheen (1955:
115-117) has shown to be apprqximately the colour of dried blood.
This line may then be interpreted as the even more violent "the
dyeing/dipping of bronze (in blood)", with which we later dis-
cover Klytemnestra to be well acquainted. Now, we can only won-

der and feel uneasy at her choice of such a violent metaphor.20
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Her claim that her words are "stuffed full of truth", tﬁf
&)q@ués }éuwo ,613), as Goldhill (1984: 56) points out, raises
immediately to mind the possibility that they are not; if it
could be simply assumed that what she says is true, she would not

need to so assure us.

As with 613, so with the whole message to her husband.
Her insistence on her fidelity - which is the face value of her
speech - implies that it could not in fact be assumed and raises
the possibility that she is not faithful. Her exit line, "It is
not shameful for a noble lady to proclaim this" (0w dﬁﬁm& ws
yodau yd&u% Aakeld 614), is an attempt to compensate for
this effect. She is aware that her speech, a public avowal of
fidelity, may sound odd to the herald. This line indicates that
it seems strange because it is public (which is allowable for a
high-born lady), not because it is a lie. It draws attention
away from the odd content of her speech to the unusual circum-

stances in which it is delivered.

Having frustrated the herald's entrance and given a mes-
sage rather than accepting one, Klytemnestra exits as suddenly as
she appeared. She has appeared to have perfect command of her

-words and of the situation on stage throughout the scene.

The chorus' comment on her speech (615-616), however it be
interpreted (see Denniston, Page 1957: n. ad loc.), certainly
shows that they realize there is more to her words than appears

on the surface. "Through clear interpreters her speech (is)
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fair-seeming" (%%MZMD %@hwkﬂ&J a%rswés Aé@) , 616) indicates
a need for interpreters and may well imply that her words only
seem fair. However, they turn away from further discussion of
the Queen at this point: their doubts of her honesty, whatever
they are, are not so strong as to absorb their entire attention

l’lOW.21

They now ask for news of the other Atreid, Menelaus. The
herald's answer "I can't say good things of (from) lies" (7«
Wy$ #di ,620), and the chorus' response "How then can you say
good things and true (K£9/d 4”&X995)? For if these (the good and
the true) are divided, it is not easily hidden" (622 - 623), can
be seen as a contrast to Klytemnestra and her speech - she has
had no difficulty in saying good things which are not true and so
far this has remained reasonébly well hidden. The herald is then
induced to tell the tale of the great storm which laid waste to
the‘Greek fleet. The disaster Klytemnestra said she feared did

befall the fleet on the dangerous homeward journey.

The herald starts by saying that if his story were one of
unmixed woe, of the loss of the army by the "double lash of Ares,
the double-speared doom" (Smr)‘ﬁ /uﬁrnlc S(Xox-;“o\) ’o’!’\’q\) , 642-
643), it would be suitable to give this Mid/d to the Erinyes
(645); but in this situation, when the army was victorious, how
can he mix good with evil news and tell of a storm "not lacking
anger by the gods of the Achaeans"? (';A\Xaa@) OulA Q(Iu?)\}uroJ G<ols .
649). The text of this 1line is uncertain (see Denniston, Page

1957: n. ad loc.) but some divine anger at the Achaeans, result-
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ing in a storm, is obviously meant. Thus Klytemnestra's exp-
ressed fear of divine anger against the impious seems to have
been justified and even prophetic. The storm itself was an
overturning of nature and a mixture (alliance - "fuﬂ%«mao ]QF '
650) of things usually apart, fire and water (651), in which
stormwinds (654) and perhaps even dry land (666) participated;
and even the sun, "nurturer of all things on earth" (%0 ﬁpf%oJ -
o5  “H\ou {9%%?,633)L rose only to reveal the extent of the car-
ﬁage, the sea blooming (BJ&&J , 659) with Achaian corpses and
wreéked ships. Menelaus and his ship have vanished and only
Helios can say if he is alive. Agamemnon's ship was only saved
by chance and the gods (663-664); even in the bright day after
the storm they did not trust their good fortune (668), but could -
think only of the wrecked and beaten fleet (670). He hopes it
will turn out well and advises the chorus to think of Menelaus as
safe and on the way home (675). If he is alive, there is some
hope that Zeus, "not yet (¢dww, 678) willing to destroy the
race", may let him come home again. The herald assures the
chorus that what they have heard - disaster, uncertainty as to
the future, distrust of good fortune and total dependence on
perhaps angry gods - is the truth (680). This perhaps stands,
again, in contrast to Klytemnestra's "€5%”Wﬁ A@wa ". The her-
ald's speeches also, then, have started in joy and triumph and

ended in doubt and fear.

The Atreidae and their fortunes have been treated as a

closely coupled pair throughout the play. It is natural for the


file:///oy-o*

40

chorus, having been told only of Agamemnon's arrival, to immedi-
ately inquire after Menelaus; and it is natural also, having
heard of his disappearance and possible death in the storm Kly-
temnestra foreéast, to feel that this disaster bodes ill for the
other half of the Atreid pair, when their fortunes until now have
been so closely linked. The "doubling" images at the beginning
of this speech (642-643), some perhaps referring directly to the

Atreidae, emphasize their bond.

Immediately on the exit of the herald, the chorus turn in
the second stasimon to a discussion of Menelaus' wife, Klytem-
nestra's sister. As Menelaus is linked with Agamemnon, a song of
Menelaus' wife raises thoughts of Agamemnon's; and in fact, much
of what the chorus say in these lines can be applied to both

sisters.

Helen is portrayed in the first strophe (684-698) as an
entirely destructive force, to ships, males and cities. In the
antistrophe (700-716), the "will-fulfilling" Wrath (’?’ikf“c’dfwt)
/a@kg, 701) which formed a "woe/marriage-bond" (kﬁSOS, 699) for
Troy, thus "exacting for herself"” (?aanvufﬁx , 705) payment in
later time (&¢7¢W) %&Uq, 703) for the dishonouring of hospital-
ity, brings several echoes to mind. The "late—avenging Erinys
sent by Zeus against Paris (58) is recalled here. A@W& ’
"Wrath", last spoken of by Calchas as a "remembering, recurring"
avenger of children, who stayed at home and feared no man, is
also brought to mind. Klytemnestra was and is at this point in-

the play the only person one could identify with these words.
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"Remembering" 9“/4““J’ 155) implies a lapse of time, echoed here
by "in later time": "avenging" (7¢uJo fouJos , 155)is echoed by
"exacting for herself". ©Even in this passage, the "woeful mar-
riage-bond" applies not only to Helen and Paris, but also Helen
and Menelaus. The parallels between the Wrath that waits at home
and the one which arranged Helen's marriage make the reader asso-
ciate Mﬁsos with a third couple as well, Klytemnestra and Agamem-
non. One set of marriage-hymns has changed already to mourning

(705-711); what of the marriage at present before us?

The second strophe (718-726) begins the metaphor of the
lioncub in the house. As Knox (1952: passim) has shown, this
image, associated by the chorus in this stasimon with Helen,
describes also every other major character in the trilogy. In
the beginning of (married) 1life (¢ (Be6ro0 ﬁ/aoﬂ,)ﬂ’ocs , 720) it
was tame (720-721) and " sjgAcwec52 " (721). In time, however, it
showed the temper of its parents (728-729). It repaid the care
it received with an unbidden slaughter (%77 , ruin, 730) of
sheep, befouling the house with blood, an invincible woe to the
domestic servants, a manj—slaying harm (/kgu silos ﬁbhm¢%JoJ '
734); and this priest/sacrificer (Zyu@: , 735) tofATO was brought
up in the house by the will of god (¢u Qg0 » 735). "ﬁ/)é?gk{f—
os " refers to preliminary sacrifices, particularly before mar-
riage; it was used of Iphigenia's sacrifice Ukwnﬂeca JJ&Q ’
227). It thus brings Iphigenia to mind, as well as the early
days of Helen‘s (or Klytemnestra's) marriage. "£5ﬁ)&mﬂgg"

brings Klytemnestra to mind, even at this point in the play, more
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than it does any other character - certainly it doesn't suit
Agamemnon or Helen; but the /@VB of Calchas 1is 7ﬂw67vw%f .(154-
155). The lioncub shows its parents' ways and the chorus ident-
ify it as Helen (739-749); but Klytemnestra and Helen have the
same parents (officially, at least). The rest of this antis-
trophe, as far as the audience yet knows, does not apply to Kly-
temnestra; but the parallels in the first half of the antist-
rophe, discussed above, make the doom and slaughter of the last

half sound like ominous predictions.

In the third strophe (739—749) Helen is described as a
"59{[9(//«0:) é’pw'ro; Aops " (743), who brings a bitter end to a
marriage, by the will of Zeus Xenios; she is a bride-mourned
Erinys (749). Thus she is both the cause of Zeus Xenios' anger

and his agent in avenging it.

The chorus then turn to a discussioh of heredity. 1In the
next antistrophe and strophe (750-62, 764-771), they speak of the
proverbial prosperity from which grows woe to a race.A The chorus
disagree with this proverb; it is the impious deed which gives
birth to offspring which are alike, but more in number (NWAfioVa
TV, SPeripy 5 flubra 3/5,0/1)43 , 759-760); the fate of a just
(éﬁeu&&wd + 761) household is always a beautiful child (i.e. of
the previous good deeds of the house) (762). 01ld hubris, how-
ever, gives birth amid mortal sorrows to young hubris on the
appointed day (763-767). This hubris seems to acquire quasi-
divine powers, as an unconquerable, irresistible 5@%w3(768), an

unholy daring of black doom for the household, appearing like its
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hubristic parents (770-771). They conclude in the final anti-
strophe (773-781) that Justice shines in the houses of the poor
and honours the righteous (773-775); but she leaves wealthy
houses with filthy (i.e. sinful) hands and does not respect the
power of wealth "counterfeited/falsely stamped with praise" (" -
ﬂ%ﬂﬂa) J@@, 780). She (Justice) guides everything to its goal

OQJ S%w?wﬁwuﬁfg,781). On this line, the theme of the trilogy,

Agamemnon enters the stage.

It will be useful to recapitulate here before continuing.
The chorus' concerns in the last section of the play have been
the workings of justice and the avenging of crimes. Evil deeds
breed further evil, in another example of fertility from destruc-
tive sources. There are divine and quasi-divine - daemonic-
forces at work as well as human actions. Zeus and Dike govern
all; evil deeds acquire a daemonic life of their own and perpetu-
ate themselves. There 1s a persistent feeling of despair and
fear in the words of the chorus. They are worried about the fate
of their king, whose destiny is linked to the now lost Menelaus.
Nature has turned entirely against the Argives: the entire natu-
ral world united against them during the storm; fertility images
are used of death (the sea abloom with corpses) and harm (Helen,
a "heart-stinging" - harmful - "flower", who brought destruc-
tion); the sun - true knowledge - discloses a scene of carnage
and devastation. The lioncub metaphor applies to others as well

as Helen, and he (or she) is spoken of as a sacrificer tcfﬂfq.
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They are less obviously concerned with Klytemnestra in
this section, though her connection with Helen - whom they speak
of as a destructive force ~ should be remembered. The opposition
of the sexes has been strengthened: the reasons the chorus give
for disbelieving Klytemnestra are specifically sexual; other
Argive women also sacrificed in thanksgiving at the beacon; Helen
is “?kdd%pas" (690). Klytemnestra's infidelity has been hinted
at by the chorus and more strongly suggested by Klytemnestra
herself. She is shown obstructing an expected procedure associ-
ated with homecoming and apparently controls all events on stage
when she is there. She does not cause the storm, but she came
close to predicting it. Her skill at manipulating words is
great. Her speech shows her personal character as proud and
powerful.‘ The chorus fear and distrust her and fear for the
safety of the king and of his household. At this juncture, Aga-

memnon enters.

The chorus address Agamemnon as he progresses irn a char-
iot with Kassandra across the stage (783-809). They warn him

against those who value mere appearance, "seeming to be" Wb
g P

- N . .
Jousl)  fWar 788) more (i.e. more than true being). As has been
shown above, Klytemnestra is certainly one of these. The chorus

add that such people overvalue appearance "after they have trans-
gressed justice". These people will feign sympathy while feeling
none in their hearts; but a good judge of character will be able
to discern false loyalty. The fear and distrust the chorus have

shown for Klytemnestra earlier would make the audience think
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immediately of her as the person the chorus are warning Agamemﬁon

against.

The chorus add that, while disapproving of the original
mission, their feelings have altered now that Agamemnon has re-
turned victorious and they greet him in loyalty "odx un’ Zwu;
ﬁaﬂb3 " (805). In time, they are sure, he will distinguish be-
tween those who.stayed (oﬁwqodea , kept to the house, 809) at
Argos justly and who untimely Qhu?au, 808). This will turn out
to be partly a reference to Aegisthus, who stayed at home, as
Kassandra and the chorus will later accuse (1258-1259, 1625-
1626), though a male of military age; but it also - and as far
as the reader now knows, it only - echoes the housekeeping Wrath
- Calchas spoke of, which, as we have seen, was associated with

Klytemnestra.

Agamemnon (810-853) thanks Ehe gods, first, for assistance
in his victory. His description of the utter destruction of the
city, in which only the "storms of " (819) are still alive, all
)w&u¢: ooeua  (823), is vivid and disturbing, carrying a hint of
the hubris the chorus sang of not long ago. The Argive army he
calls a ravening lion, which leapt the wall and drank its fill of
the blood of tyrants (827-828). Turning to the chorus (829), he
answers their address, butventirely misses their point. He is
acquainted with false friends, he says; only Odysseus was loyal
to him, of all the men at Troy (841-842). This mention of Odys-
seus, a 1oyal man returning home to .his loyal wife, calls Klytem-

nestra to mind in contrast.?? As for the rest, he will set the
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state in order and cure what is wrong with it. It does not occur
to him that the "false friends" may be in his home, not his city;
his words ‘and concerns are only those of a king, not a house-
holder. He then announces his intention of going into his house
and “"saluting first the gods" (@eolsc MpRTs S¢fiuisomar , 852) at
his hearth. He does not, even now, mention the people in his
household, but only the gods. Of coufse this is a public occa-
sion, and Agamemnon the king need not be expected to speak of
private matters while standing in the street: but the reader has
seen and heard a good deal of Klytemnestra in this play, and his
complete omission of her from this speech is therefore notice-
able. He ends with the hope that the victory which has followed
him until now will remain secure (854). This speech is the first
wholly triumphant one ih the play; he acknowledges the problems
he may encounter in his kingdom, but speaks confidently of solu-
tions. The foreboding and fear of earlier speeches do not appear
in Agamemnon's words. He is sure his actions were justified and

that the gods approved and assisted him.

" At this 1line Klytemnestra steps out of the house and
blocks his entrance. As Winnington-Ingram (1948: 132) points
out, it is precisely when he prays for a secure victory that
Agamemnon loses; for Klytemnestra controls the scene from that

point until they both exit at 974.

This speech is Klytemnestra's longest and the longest in
the play. It is addressed ostensibly to the chorus, but is in-

tended for Agamemnon's ears. The speech has many functions.
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First and foremost, in the action of the play, it is the opéning
move in her effort to persuade him to Qélk the tapestries. Seve-
ral techniques towards this end are combined in her words.
First, as Simpson (1971: 97—98)"’33 peints out, she presents her-
self as precisely the sort of gullible, over-emotional believer
in dreams and rumours for which the chorus have (to her annoy-
ance) earlier mistaken her. This persona allays the suspicions
Agamemnon might otherwise feel about her motives in suggesting
the impious and hubristic act of walking on the tapestries. The
exaggeratedly dependent, emotional and credulous person her
speech presents might suggest this act out of an overzealous
desire to honour him (coupled perhaps with a little stupidity),
but it is hard to suspect her of malice. .Second, her speech is
both socially inappropriate - as an intensely personal speech
delivered in public - and also genuinely dangerous, as it over-
praises Agamemnon. (Michelini, 1974: 527.) The chorus have spent
much of the last stasimon commenting on the dangers of too-great
praise and have just now warned Agamemnon of the danger of wealth
"false-stamped with praise". If Agamemnon can be brought to
accept her speech as no more than socially inappropriate, it will
be easier to move him to consider treading the tapestries, also
both socially unacceptable and actually dangerous, as a merely
social impropriety. Third, her description of her sufferings is
designed, among other things, to give him a sense of obligation
to her, so that no reasonable request will be refused. (Simpson,

1971: 99.) The implication is, "out of my great devotion, I



48

suffered all these torments for your sake; surely you can in

return do this one thing for me".

The speech taken by itself seems intended to assure Aga-
memnon of her emotional dependence on him in his absence and thus
allay any suspicions he might have about her loyalty. As he has
not in fact expressed any suspicion of her (or, in fact) shown
the slightest interest in her), her words defending a love and
(by implication) fidelity which has never been questioned seem
odd. They are, at the least, overblown for the occasion; more-
over, defense against a charge which has not been levelled will
often raise more doubts than it stills. Klytemnestra's protest-
ations might therefore have the effect of raising questions in
Agamemnon's mind. Her exaggerated expressions are, however,
necessary to the image of hersélf as over-emotional and dependent
which she wishes him to accept. Again, the solution to this
dilemma is to persuade Agamemnon to accept the uneasiness such a

speech creates in him as due merely to its social impropriety.

In strong contrast to Agamemnon's speech, which is solely
political and "kingly", Klytemnestra speaks Qf him exclusively in
his domestic role as her husband and the head of the household.
This reinforces her identification with the oikos rather than-
or even as opposed to - the outside world. Her language through-
out is vivid and eloquent; the images she uses in 890 ff. are
particularly striking, but the whole speech shows her gift for

moving and colourful description.
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Klytemnestra's first lines after her gréeting to the cho-
rus are (856-858) "I am not ashamed (mh &kth@udc ;, 856) to
speak to you of my husband-loving ways (@MJWVM; gpéwmw , 856);
in time shyness fades away for humans.” As Michelini (1974: 527)
points out, those who say they "aren't ashamed to say" something
usually intend,to say something embarrassing or awkward. In this
case, what Klytemnestra will say is not only embarrassing - that
is, socially inappropriate - but also dangerous and untrue,- as
discussed above; these lines have the effect of directing Agamem-
non's attention away from the content of the words and towards
the circumstances in which they are said. 1In this respect, they
echo the exit line in her speech to the messenger (614). 'W&Aﬁﬂ
goas 71oémus " recalls her sister's " o"re/’;oc ¢¢,\.§¢/o/:s " (411). For
both sisters, then, it is an ambiguous description; which gVW> is
meant? For Helen at 411, Menelaus is the man principally re-
ferred to; but she left him. Klytemnestra's "man-loving ways",
even if they did originally attach themselves to Agamemnon, could

by analogy with Helen have changed to another object.

Klytemnestra's entire description of her sufferings in
Agamemnon's absence (858-894) is in the past tense. The reader
has no way of knowing that this description is untrue; at some
time in the past she may have felt this way about her husband.
(Betensky, 1978: 15.) If so, she has used her past experience
to make the speech more convincing now. However, any character
with the powers Klytemnestra has already shown us need not be

assumed to be describing her personal experiences here; she has
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earlier shown herself capable of describing vividly what she has

never seen.

She passes immediately from the statement that she knows
from her own experience the miseries she speaks of (858-860) to
the general comment "it is a terrible hardship (s’imr,,z)Ao\) #auoy ’
862) for a woman to sit at home alone without a man" (861-862).
This may generally speaking be true, but Klytemnestra has not had
to do it herself, as the chorus have hinted in their interchange
with the herald (546-550). In any event, while "sitting alone"
Klytemnestra was disturbed by reports of worse and worse evil,
she continues. Had all of the rumours been true, Agamemnon "had
more holes than a net" (75VW¢JL Swtoow Mhiw 868) and died
three times over (869-871). Her description of these rumours is
disturbingly violenf and sounds (particularly in the light of
later events) more like a statement of intent tﬁan old fear.?
She so despairéd at these tales that she frequently attempted
suicide (874-876), she adds. This characteristic of believing
unsubstantiated rumours is one which the chorus expected her, a
woman, to have. She véhemently rejected their assumption of her
gullibility, but is willing (or even eager) that Agamemnon should

believe it of her now.

She uses this as an explanation of Orestes' absence: she
has sent him to an ally's house so that, if she committed suicide
and/or- Agamemnon was killed at Troy - either of which could lead

to revolution at Argos - he would still be safe. Lines 877-879
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do not only refer to Orestes, however; translated in the order of
the Greek, these lines are: |

And for these reasons, indeed, the child does not

stand here beside us,

of me and of you a warrant of (our) pledges,

as 1is proper, :

(that is) Orestes.

Until she says Orestes' name, the only missing child we
have heard of is the one Agamemnon killed, Iphigenia; "7ais (877)"
can refer to either sex, "K%nas " (adjectival) has two endings in
its alternate form, and no article is given to tell us which
gender is meant. The killing of Iphigenia is the only event
which could come to mind for the audience. Iphigenia is, in
Klytemnestra's thought here, the possessor or guarantor of the
pledges between herself and her husband; without her, such pled-
ges do not necessarily hold. As Simpson (1971: 97) points out,
884-885 are in agreement with Agamemnon's and the chorus' worries
about false (political) friends - certainly Agamemnon has thought
only of political treachery. Thus she has provided a reason for
Orestes' absence with which Agamemnon has already agreed and

cannot now deny.

She continues, "Such an excuse, indeed, can carry no de-
ceit" (o) Sohov ¢¢wz , 886), sure that Agamemnon will agree with
her political reasoning and therefore detect no deceit. But as,
in fact, that is not why she sent Orestes away (though this is
not yet absolutely clear), and as she was not referring only to

Orestes - as the audience is well aware - it takes daring to make
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this statement. Again, referring to the possibility of deceit
raises questions in the minds of the hearers; the truth of her
statements cannot simply be assumed, or she would not think it

necessary to reassure us.25

!

The "gushing springs of her tears" (mmwa¢w0 £nddgurot
ﬁq,& , 887-888) which have run dry are clearly a negative fertil-
ity image. She does not say precisely what she was weeping for;
by implication it is Agamemnon's peril, but Iphigenia was recent-
ly recalled to the audiénce's mind as well.?® she has also been
deeply troubled by her dreams (894-895) - this, from the woman
who "would not accept the fancy of a sleeping intellect" (275).

Again, she is portraying herself as a weak and gullible female.

Now, having endured all of these things (Wia #)Xia ., 895,
which sets up disturbing echoes of Agamemnon's frame of mind at
the sacrifice (221), or Helen's when she deserted her husband
(408)), she speaks of "this man" (unnamed) in a series of seven
hyperbolic metaphors. The first three, "watchdog of the house"
(896) (the ambiguity of which has already been noted), "forestay
of the ship" and "firm pillar of a lofty roof" (896-897), all
refer to physical protection and sﬁability; the last three, land
appearing to sailors beyond hope (899) (as Penelope perceives
Odysseus, 23:233-40), a fair day appearing from a stdrm and a
flowing spring to a thirsty traveller (901), all present an image
of unhoped-for relief from natural phenomena. The "KaN\&roV
6fuf" appearing from the storm recalls the beacon, bright as day

in the night (22), or the morning which appeared "from" mother
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morning which appeared "from" mother night (265);‘the image, of
light springing from darkness and destruction, has desﬁructive
connotations once again. The "flowing spring" refers back to her
own tears, dry for some time but now restored by Agamemnoh's
stream. The "land appearing to hopeless sailors" metaphor would
call Penelope to the minds of an audience who knew their Homer
and remind them that it is not Penelope who now speaks these

words.

The central metaphor of the seven, "only child to a fa-
ther" (898), stands out because it alone is human and because it
is very ambiguous. Agamemnon and Menelaus have been too closely
paired throughout ‘the play to properly call eithér an "only
child" now; but (as Betensky 1978: 17 points out?’), it refers
quite well to Odysseus, who has been mentioned earlier and whom
these lines ?ecall.- Aegisthus is the sole surviving child of his
father; Iphigenia seems to be the only child her mother consi-
ders. The audience would not yet think of Aegisthus (thouéh they
would remember the reference once he appears): but the recollec-
tion of Odysseus contrasts the homecomings of the two heroes; and
whether or not Iphigenia came immediately to mind, it is always

disturbing to hear Klytemnestra speak of children.

She refers to the gb&kw he will fear, and which too-great

praise might induce, only to dismiss it - "let ¢@&br be absent;
for we have endured many evils" (904-905) - that is, their previ-
ous sufferings justify her great praise now. This frustrated

prayer is another in the series which began with Calchas; Kly-
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temnestra knows that what she is saying and about to do will
invoke ged/os and that it will not be absent from future events.
At this point in the play, the very mention of goolos  — particu-
larly after the second stasimon's conclusion - is ominous; the
possibility that it may indeed be present is raised by her prayer

to the contrary.

Having delivered this masterfully multi-levelled and de-
ceptive speech, she says "Now, my dear, step down from the car"
(905-906) - as he had intended to do, 61 lines earlier. It is as
if she had said "I have finished what I had to say; now I will
permit you to step down". From her entrance she has already
controlled events and frustrated Agamemnon's plans. He may en-
ter, but only when she allows it and - it soon appears - only on
her terms: for she calls to the maids to lay down the purple
(my¢¢uus ) tapestries.v She concludes (910-913) with the ominous
lines:

... let there be a purple-strewn path (stream), so

that (ws) Justice may lead (him) into an unhoped-

for home. :

As for the rest, thought not overcome by sleep

will arrange the destined things justly,

with the gods' assistance.

As Goheen (1955: 121) points out, "W@@x " (910) can mean
"stream" as well as "path". The fact that his wife thought a
blood-red stream was necessary, so that Justice could lead him to
an unexpected home, should perhaps have given even Agamemnon
pause.28 The Dike which will lead him is obviously Klytemnestra,

who identifies herself with Justice here (Podlecki 1966:67).
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This identification is foreshadowed in her speech about Troy and
stated almost directly here; for as she speaks of "Justice lead-
'ing him" inside, the tapestries.are being laid down on her order;
and she has already ensured that he cannot get inside without her
lead, that is, her permission and guidance. As for the "other
things", destined "with the will of the gods" - what are they?
But Agamemnon does not think of this. The thought (%?m%yf - of
the same root as gqﬁ)) not overcome by sleep is Klytemnestra's
and recalls particularly line 275, as well as 15 and 290-91: what
she is about to arrange will be no idle dream. This is a hint
that she has not, even in this speech, cast aside the masculine
intellect (4@0 ) she claimed earlier (for instance at 275); but
Agamemnon does not notice this either, encouraged as he is to
think of her as an emotional, gullible woman throughout this

speech.

Klytemnestra speaks only of Agamemnon's return to the
household and to her; she does not mention his political role.
This focus is in sharp contrast to Agamemnon's speech, wﬁich, as
we have seen, was exclusively political, referring to his hearth
and household gods once and his family not at all. His over-—
valuing of political at the expense of domestic ties was shown
clearly by his sacrifice of Iphigenia; the same misjudgement
causes his half-blindness now. When the chorus warned him .
against false friends and false praise, he thought only of public
enemies and for this reason is caught off guard by an attack from

the household. Klytemnestra's speech is intended, by misleading
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him as to her character and attitude, to blind him even farther
to the possibility of attack from fhat quarter. His answer to
her makes it obvious that she has succeeded. While her speech
has made him uneasy, he accepts the impression she has tried to
give that it is based on feminine foolishness and overemotional

tendencies, not in deliberate, harmful intent.

It will be useful to mention here the significance of
"treading on the tapestries", about which there has been some
dispute”. I take the significance to be somewhere between the
meaningless "walking on a rather expensive piece of material"
(Dawe,‘1963: 48 n.2), which Aeschylus uses as an excuse for a
conflict between husband and wife and the sine qua non on which
hangs Klytemnestra's decision to kill her husband. Klytemnes-
tra's purpose is clearly to persuade her husband willingly to
commit an impious act on his homecoming. Ewans (1982: 12) points
out that this impious act occurs directly before Agamemnon sacri-
fices, thus rendering him uhfit to do so; Lanahan (1974: 25)
suggests that Agamemnon's "not setting foot on the ground" sym-
bolically meant, also, that he had not yet reclaimed his king-
dom, 30 Burkert (1966: 108-109) shows that in Greek sacrificial
ritual it was considered a better omen if the victim approached
- the altar willingly and wefe guilty of some minor sin which made
it responsible for its own death. (For instance, goats would be
teased into eating ivy leaves sacred to Dionysus and then sacri-
ficed for doing so.) This ritual fits events here perfectly and

accounts for the feeling (however impossible to prove) of some
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readers that Klytemnestra would not have killed him if he had not
walkedAon the tapestries. In fact, what she "would have done"
cannot be known, as it does not happen; but Agamemnon certainly
makes himself a more perfect victim by walking willingly on the
tapestries. There are several layers of significance here and
the feeling that something of importance occurs is fully justi-

fied. The degree and quality of impiety or hubris involved can-

not be absolutely determined: it is not zero, or the scene
would be pointless; it is not absolute - an impious and grossly
hubristic act under any possible circumstances - or Klytemnes-—

tra's arguments would not take the form they do of raising ques-
tions about situations in which the act might be permissible.
(Were it an absolutely impious act, she would not be able to
suggest that there could be any circumstances in which it was

proper.)

Many critics have commented on this scene. Goheen's dis-
cussion (1955: 115-120) of the colour and its connection with the
blood spilled on the ground again and again in the course of the
trilogy is well taken, as 1is Jones' (1962: 86-87) point that the
economic value of the tapéstry is a largé ingredient in its sig-
nificance, particularly after the chorus' comments on the dangers
of excessive wealth. The economic value of the tapestries 1is
emphasized by Klytemnestra's final speech in this scene. The
hubris involved in conspicuous consumption is, of course, one of
the kinds shown in this scene, but it is only one aspect of the

general hubris of getting above one's station, which is like~
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ly to attract ﬁaﬁk& (both human and divine). Jones 1is quite
right in pointing out that Agamemnon wounds the oikos (economic-
ally) by his very entrance; but the economic aspect is only one

part of his hubris here.

The treading of the tapestries is also the greatest of the
symbols created by Klytemnestra's powers of symbolic manipula-
tion. She has here invented an act which is surely hubristic
(though the degree of hubris involved is not certain) and then
succeeded in representing it as only very little more than what
is due the conqueror of Troy. (That is, she creates a symbol
which clearly has one significance and then persuades her hearer
that it has quite another.) This is a feat which only a charac-
ter of Klytemnestra's powers of definition and persuasion could
accomplish. Finally, this scene is the prime example of Klytem-

nestra's Vned.

Agamemnon addresses her as "offspring of Leda" Uﬁ@v
)ékghﬁ +914), recalling to one's mind immediately that other
daughter of Leda, the destructive force described in the second
stasimon. "Guardian of my house" recalls Klytemnestra's "dog of
the house"” (607),Awith the difference that Klytemnestra does not
use the possessive pronoun. Neither does Bhe ever call it "my
husband's house"; it is simply the house, the only important one.
Michelini (1974: 527-530) argues persuasively that the phrase
'yuwyﬁ/ }ép %&?ﬂ@?f " (916) 1is, in the interchange between the
two characters, not an insult, but rather a mild witticism de-

signed to take away the sting of the reproof which follows, and
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in the formal structure of the play, a marker to show a break
from the rhesis-form of Klytemnestra's speech and a return to the

action.3!

Agamemnon's objection to her speech, her tapestries
and perhaps her posture, 1if "?&maﬁfTé;" (920) ("grovelling")
refers to her position and not her style of speech”, shows
clearly that he has accepted the image she presented of herself
as an excitable female. She should not treat him delicately,
"like a woman" (/u7' /w/afwbs £) 7Fo”/‘7065 §/4£' ‘af//om/s , 919), 'he says
(either "as if he were a woman" - i.e. over-luxuriously - or "as
women do treat people" - i.e. with exaggerated emotion), nor
grovel "like a barbarian" 8ﬂ7?a&xw e 5&7) , 919), nor lay down
a ¢%ﬁés—liable path of tapestries. He sees her action, then, as
womanish and over-emotional, like a barbarian's; and he assumes
that he must explain to her that her tapestries might caﬁse ¢é5-
Wﬂ921). Clearly, he entertains no suspicion of her motives,
which he assumes are friendly; he simply doubts her intelligence.
His next lines confirm this impression: he explains carefully, as
if he assumes that she will have trouble understanding him, that
it is only proper to honour the gods this way (922); that for a
mortal to walk on these tapestries is "o&%y«ﬁ; dvev Pogoo " (924);
and that therefore she should honour him as a man, not a god.
His fame cries aloud without "footwipes" and embroideries (925-
926, following Denniston, Page 1957: ﬁ. ad loc.). He continues
with some platitudes which have greater personal significance

33 His tone is not "cold and hostile", as Den-

than he realizes.
niston, Page believe (1957: n. at 915); rather, it is gentle, 1if

anything, but extremely condescending, as if he addresses the
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young girl whom, Greek marriage customs being what they were, he
may very well have left behind him ten years before. The object-

ions he raises to the act itself are all conventional.

The speed of Agamemnon's capitulation, which takes place
only fourteen lines after his refusal in this speech, has puzzled
many. However, by the end of his speech (930) most of the work
of persuading him to take this course of action has already been
accomplished. He does not suspect danger from his oikos and
thanks to Klytemnestra's speech, he does not think her intelli-
gent or "masculine" enough to suspect her motives. He is al-
ready, consequently, very much off guard and off balance; it will
not take much more to lead him onto the tapestries. Klytemnes-
tra's sudden attack catches him unawares. The versatility and
range of her arguments, the speed with which she leaves one ap-
proach as soon as she has gained her point there and attacks
again from another angle, her use of sophistry where necessary
(especially in equating "envy" and "admiration" (939), and her
use of a personal appeal at the perfect tactical moment leave him
no chance at all to defend himself. Her skill in argument and
her intellectual superiority over her husband are brilliantly

demonstrated in this scene.

Klytemnestra responds to Agamemnon's conventional objec-
tions (931) "Tell me this, not against your opinion" - i.e. "tell
me what you really think", implying that he does not really be-
lieve the objections he just raised. He answers "Be sure my

opinion will not be corrupted" (932). It is difficult not to
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hear a note of indignation in this; he is a little off-balance,
caught unawares by her unflattering question after a too-flatter-
ing speech. She asks (933) "Would you have vowed to the gods to
act thus QﬁSg) in a time of fear (dgsas)?" If this act is in
the class of things he could offer to the gods, she implies, it
cannot itself be prima facie an impious act. He answers (934)
"yes, if someone who knew clearly (i.e. a seer) proclaimed this
duty". One is reminded of the last time he accepted the word of
a seer; the result was a monstrously impious act. One might
wonder why he does not add "but there is no seer here; the con-
dition has not been fulfilled". The answer is that Klytemnestra
wanted to elicit from him the theoretical admission that there
might be some circumstances under which ﬁhis act might be com-
mitted without divine disapproval; this accomplished, she cuts
him off before he can raise a strong objection to the particular
circumstances of this act.¥ There are some circumstances, then,
under which he would do it, which would not incur divine ¢9dk5.
Her next question (935) is "What do you think Priam (would do) if
he had achieved your deeds?" Certainly Priam would walk on the
tapestries, answers Agamemnon (936). Again, he does not add "but
he's an Oriental tyrant; it would not be suitable for a Greek
king" - something he certainly knows, for he has earlier rep-
roached Klytemnestra for behaving too flatteringly,‘"like a bar-
barian" - because Klytemnestra cuts him off. So there are some
circumstances under which Agamemnon would do this and there are
some people who would think this act appropriate, not impious, in

his present circumstances. Divine ¢@dbs , then is not a sure
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consequence of the act. Turning from this point, she attacks the
other potential source of ¢aﬁbs, human opinion, saying (937)
"Don't feel ashamed then at (merely) human censure." If the gods
do not disapprove, what do humans matter? But he demurs, éaying
(938) "But the voice, at least, of the people is very strong".
She answers with a touch of the praise of her first speech-
probably welcome to him now, after this sudden cross—examination
- and skilfully using a sophistical reinterpretation of ";b&k&":
ﬁThe unenvied (¥¢éd&0v5 ) man is not admired." (939) Her impli-
cation is that any admirable man is envied. Throughout, Klytem-
nestra has made only negative arguments (the gods wouldn't nece-
ssarily be angry; some people would do this; the people wouldn't
envy a man they didn't admire), which do not prove the positive
corollaries she implies (the gods won't be angry; you should do
this; if the people envy you, it is because they admire you).
Her arguments thus do not give an actual, positive basis for the
action she suggests. Agamemnon, however, has accepted at least
the possibilities she has introduced - as Goldhill puts it, he
has accepted the idea that an act which he thought had only one
'significance has, in fact, several different possible signifi-
cances (1984: 77) - and is now in poéition to be toppled by the
third level of argqument, the personal, based on sexual differ-
ences which he himself introduces. He says (about her willing-
ness to quarrel with the people) "It is not the part of a woman
to desire battle". Klytemnestra deliberately misunderstands him
to mean battle with himself and answers (941) "For the fortunaté

(i.e. Agamemnon), it is fitting even to be conquered (i.e. in
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this battle with hér)." When Agamemnon answers "Does it really
mean that much to you?" (942), he is doomed; his question makes
it clear that he has given up his certainty that the gods or men
would object and his only remaining ground for refusal is an
uneasy reluctance. While he has no longer a good reason to re-
fuse, this does not give him good reason to agree. Klytemnes-
tra's desire that he tread the tapestries is the only factor
motivating him to do so, if he does; so he asks how important it
is to her. This is where the groundwork of Klytemnestra's first
speech proves decisive. First, her motives seem to be innocent
and do not, if the action itself is (as it now seems) fairly
harmless, in themselves give him anything to fear. There is no
harm in giving in. Second, he is under obligation to her because
of the suffering she described there and so should grant her a

favour if she strongly desires it.

When she answers "be persuaded; you rule indeed in sub-
mitting willingly to me" (Tceod - upan'eis /«éh'az ;y,z/pgis (y’) g yon
%ﬂo[ , 943)%, showing that it is important to her, he has no

choice left but to yield.

Throughout, Agamemnon has been given no good reason to
act; KLytemnestra's argquments have been sufficient to remove his
objections, but no more. This negative approach is not in itself
sufficient to produce action; and Klytemnestra's "Too0 " is
significant. Argument could bring him to the point of uncer-

tainty, but no farther; it -is her powers of persuasion which



64

actually bring him to the point of action - precisely that force-

ful persuasion of which the chorus sang so fearfully (386-395).

Agamemnon then has his shoes removed, so as to damage the
fabric less and minimize the ¢sdbs perhaps incurred. His prin-
cipal objections now (948-949) are economic - wasting the sub-
stance of the house - and it is on this account that he is afraid
of divine envy, which he prays may not strike him as he walks
(much as he prayed that the results of Iphigenia's sacrifice
might be good). He then speaks of Kassandra, whom he describes
flatteringly as a "flower chosen for me from among much wealth"
Hnﬂ)ﬁd‘ﬁwfdﬁwa ?i«%{?m) “Weos ,954-955) - that is, the pick of
the rich booty at Troy - and commends her to his wife's kindness
for an escort#inside, This is proof, were any needed at this
point, that he does not understand his wife. Bringing home a
concubine was no way to ingratiate yourself with your long-aban-
doned spouse, even in Greece, whose customs, we are assured, were
different (but see Gomme, 1925: 1-25). Even Laertes never slept
with Eurycleia, for fear of his wife's anger - and his wife was

‘no Klytemnestra. And indeed, Klytemnestra does not answer this

part of his speech.

Agamemnon walks into the house on the tapestries, speaking
of himself as having been "subdued" (kwhéyayyuac , 956) by Kly-
temnestra in this matter. There is no doubt that this is a vic-
tory for Klytemnestra; Agamemnon has entered the stage a con-

queror and left it conquered by his own wife. This spiritual
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victory is the symbol and precursor of the physical victory Kly-

temnestra will win inside.

Klytemnestra follows, making another vivid, eloquent and
double-edged speech. (She is thus the last of the two to speak,

which reinforces her dominance over her husband.)

She speaks of the sea as unendingly fertile, nourishing
(ﬁpéﬁm&d , 959) an ever-renewed (Wﬂdﬁl&fﬁvo , 960) flow of purple
dye M@W¢¢b49, 859) for dipping (f@ﬁ?g, 960) garments. This sea,
however, was last spoken of using another fertility image - as
"blooming with shipwrecks and Argive corpses" (659-660); and the
"W@@¢¢u5 " she speaks of is the same dried-blood colour which has
been mentioned before. /%WQS was last used of dipping bronze;
now it is used of dipping clothes in this ominously-coloured dye.
The image of the destructively fertile sea producing blood-col-
oured 1liquid (u@u§g ,'960) is quite disturbing. She continues,
saying "Our house has a sufficient supply of these things (?@Jﬁg,
961), by the gods' will; the house does not know how to be poor"
(961-962). This statement is also menacing, partly because of
the chorus' warnings in the last stasimon of the dangers arising
from too-great wealth (772-78l1) and partly because one wonders

what, exactly, the house has a sufficiency of, given the ominous

tone of her previocus lines. The obvious referent 1is "féwﬁwD
/ﬁaﬁé" (960)or “ﬁ@p¢¢ms "; either one has frightening connota-
tions of violence and bloodshed. Her claim (963-965) that she

would have vowed the trampling of many such garments, at an ora-

cle's guidance, to save this man's life, shows the same extrava-
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gance as her previous comments and offers a justification for the
actibn which Agamemnon does not have - no oracle has commanded
him. This seems intended to point'out his guilt to the chorus,
while it ostensibly reassures him. Furthermore, it is probably a

lie.30

The ostensible subject of her next two statements (966-
969) is Agamemnon; he is the root which remains to spread foliage
over the house and protect it against the "scorching dog(star)",
i.e. the summer heat; it is he, returning to his hearth, that
brings warmth in winter. She later speaks of Aegisthus in pre-
cisely the terms of the second image (968-969). Now, however,
the reader has been given no hint that he should think of anyone
but Agamemnon. The fulsome language of the next seven lines
(966-972), expressing the highest degree of joy at her husband;s
homecoming, is puzzling. It is even more emotional than her
first speech in Agamemnon's presence. But that first speech was
fulsome by necessity, in order to delude Agamemnon: these lines
do not seem to have a similar purpose. Agamemnon has already
given in, and is walking on the tapestries even as she speaks;
she does not need to ﬁersuade him further. One could argue that
she needed to keep up the illusion of welcome until he was actu-
ally in the door, lest he begin to suspect the truth and take
fright while escape is still possible. This explanation does not
however account for the sheer intensity of emotion present in
these lines. Perhaps Klytemnestra here should be seen as ex-

pressing her real joy (at the fact that Agamemnon has been suc-
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cessfully deceived) in the only way she can in public circum-
stances: she shows her joy, but ascribes it to the acceptable

cause that she is pleased to see Agamemnon enter the house again.

These lines are in themselves also decidedly double-edged.
The "returning foliage (y%)hﬁ', 966)" is clearly the symbol of
her retUrning fertility, which she lost when Agamemnon left and
receives on his return, she implies - or, as she has implied
earlier, which she lost when he killed Iphigenia and will recover
when she kills him. Agamemnon has earlier been called the "4uwh
6719«2‘4)" (896), so the "0’!70/00 au/os "(967), which withers the
fertility of the house, refers to him as well. The subject of
the third statement is Zeus, with whose will Dike has previously
been identified. When Zeus makes wine from bitter (unripe)
grapes (§k¢)uos Wuyﬁs , 970), she says, then indeed there is cool
in the house, when the "man in full authority", "man who accom-
plishes things" (2%%55 vedsdov , 972) occupies the house. Zeus
"making wine from unripe grapes " could refer to an untimely
death willed by Zeus/Dike - that is, Agamemnon's death; the wine
would then symbolize blood. Wine, the sea and the dye then have
all been converted to negative, fatal images.37 If the "&/%&x
'ﬁ)azu " is Agamemnon, which is the immediate interpretation, one
should remember that the adjective 7T¢lelos " was used of perfect
sacrificial victims. The fate Agamemnon is about to face is thus

foreshadowed by this epithet.

When Agamemnon has entered the palace (at about 972: see

Appendix B, I46 ) Klytemnestra concludes with a prayer to Zeus
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Accomplisher (973-974) to fulfil her prayers and consider what he
is about to fulfil. What has gone before is a strong hint that

the object of her prayers is something harmful to Agamemnon.

In these fifteen lines (958-974), Klytemnestra uses the
words "okos " or "5@M05" seven times. It is never "Agamemnon's
house"; it is just the house, with whose good she is concerned

and with which she has been closely associated throughout the

play.

This speech (958-974) unites many of the techniques and
themes found earlier: Klytemnestra's connection with sacrificial
rites, her use of fertility imagery, negative nature images in-
cluding light (the 6%@&0 Ku/os ), the household and Klytem-
nestra's identification with it, the will of Zeus ahd the ex—v
tremely ambiguous use of metaphor and speech by Klytemnestra .
In the entire scene, Klytemnestra has shown the full range of
her powers of eloquence, manipulation, intelligence and persua-
sion; and at the last ‘it is her power, not his, against the back-
ground of conflict between house and society, female and male,
which overcomes. The motives she might have for hostility to-
wards her husband - Iphigenia, Aegisthus and Kassandra - have all
been more or less obliquely presented in this scene. Agamemnon's
complete inability to control his wife has also been shown - she
seems to have controlled events from first to last, as she did

‘with the messenger.
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It is no wonder that ﬁhe chorus on her exit begin (975-
977)

"Why does this fear, hovering constantly,

flit about my prophetic heart?"
Although they have seen the return of the fleet (or part of it),
they continue, they still feel no hope; their spirits sing "the
lyreless dirge of the Erinyes" (%0 oXvew &%us e Gaple) Eped -
vos , 990-991) and their hearts "whirl in eddies bringing fulfill-
ment towards minds conscious of justice" (#/9ckoes , 996-997).
That is, they still fear some disaster which, however, they would
recognize as just (1001-1016). They continue in the second
strophe with a discussion of the danger of too—-great fortune; it
is best to throw some part of wealth overboard, so that the whole
house is not destroyed. This is clearly a reference to the re-
cent speech of Klytemnestra , emphasizing the potentially in-
finite wealth of the house; it is also a reference té Agamemnon's
great good fortune in conquering Troy. They feel that such good
fortune is perilous and suggest a remedy against it; but (they
continue in the final antistrophe, 1018-1033) once a man's blood
has fallen to earth, who can céll it up again? There is no re-
medy for death. This is the closest they come to speaking of

what they truly fear, the death of their master.

Klytemnestra re-enters at 1035 to fetch Kassandra inside;
she retires at 1068, defeated in her object. Her defeat is as-
tonishing; she has overcome the elements, the chorus and the

king, but cannot budge a foreign slave-girl. There have been
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many discussions of this scene and reasons suggested for her loss

of control here.38

The first explanation, suggested by Klytem-
nestra, is that she does not understand Greek (1060-1061); but
after Klytemnestra's departure Kassandra proves this explanation
wrong by speaking fluent Greek. The easiest explanation is that
Kassandra, as a seer, knows what lies in wait for her and is
reluctant to face it. In the end, however, she does enter, of

her own free will (that is, in willing obedience to Apollo). 1If

she is willing to enter at all, why not when she is asked?

I believe the answer is that she is a seer and knows the
truth; knowing everything, as Apollo reveals it to her, she
knows also Klytemnestra's plans and what her words conceal. For
that reason, Klytemnestra's Tétow , which is based on deception
and obscuring of meaning, has no effect on her. Other people can
"be talked into accepting Klytemnestra's terms and plans; Kass-

39

andra does not respond at all, or even answer, Before a true

Vsee;, Klytemnestra's powers of imagination fail; before one who
knows what symbols really mean, Klytemnestra's attempts to mani-
pulate them are useless. The fact that Klytemnestra's speech is
at least in part a calculated insult may reinforce Kassandra's

refusal to give in to it.

Klytemﬁestra's speech to Kassandra is dbuble—edged, as
always, and thick with condescending kindness quite possibly
offensive to a princess. She intends to put her in her place as
a slave quickly and begins by addressing her only as Kassandra,

without patronymic (1035). Zeus has set Kassandra in the house,
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she continues, to share the sacrificial water, standing among the
many slaves at the household altar (1036-1038). Klytemnestra of
course means Kassandra to stand at the altar as a victim; the
chorus do not realize this. But even in its surface meahing, it
is an insult; Kassandra is not to think of herself even as an
unusual slave - she will be treated as another domestic and no
more. This is clearly not what Agamemnon meant for her, as his
description of her and directions for her care reveal (950-955);
she is a unique creature in his eyes, and no common domestic
servant. "Get down from the chariot and don't be arrogant"
(1039), Klytemnestra now adds; Kassandra has not yet responded to
her original order. She attempts flattery at this juncture,
saying that even Hercules was once a_slave (1040-1041). There is
no response. If one must be a slave, Klytemnestra then adds, it
is better in a house with 0ld money than in the house of a nou-
veau riche, who is apt to treat his slaves harshly. (1042-1043).
This is small comfort at best, and sounds more as if  Klytemnestra

wishes to praise her own household than reassure her captive.

Kassandra remains silent. Command, flattery and dubious
reassurance have had no effect; the chorus advise her to "obey",
or "be persuaded" (#elooc’ W0 , & weivod (1049)), but she does

not. Klytemnestra's persuasive tactics have failed.

Klytemnestra wonders next if perhaps Kassandra speaks
another language; if not, then she will persuade her with words
(1050-1053). The chorus again suggest that Kassandra obey the

Queen. Still there is no response. Klytemnestra becomes impa-
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tient now (105541061) - she has no leisure to waste outside; the
sheep stand.ready at the altar for sacrifice, for her who never
hoped for such a pleasure (ws ooy EAmisdse ik ?;f;u/ ’/)'d/)c/ ,
1058)5 Her ostensible meaning is the pleasure of a sacrifice in
honour of her husband's homecoming. 1In fact, Agamemnon_is one of
the "flock" (/ﬁb&, 1057) at the altar; the sacrifice of sheep
recalls the lioncub's sacrifice as a priest of %?7(730—731). The
unexpected pleasure, we will soon discover, is that of killing
Kassandra, whose presence Klytemnestra had not planned for, as
well as the king. If Kassandra means to come inside, the Queen
continues, she should do so now; if she doesn't "receive (Klytem-
nestra's) speech" (5%0 AéﬁJ , 1060), she should signal with her
hand in place of a voice. This is a retreat to the next level of
communication, the visual; but Kassandra does not in fact "re-
ceive" - that is, accept - Klytemnestra's speech and so ignores

the compromise Klytemnestra offers.

Klytemnestra, thoroughly incensed by now, says that Kass-
andra is mad and "listens to an evil.ggﬁ " (1064), not knowing
how to bear the bridle (ath&) , 1066) (i.e. of slavery). She
concludes "I will not be dishonoured by saying any more" (00/u79
FAew /‘c//do” »Z?'ry,‘-za/&o/ud( ,1068) and departs, leaving Kassandra in
possession of the stage. Klytemnestra obviously feels that this
scene with Kassandra has been a humiliating defeat, and refuses
to make it any worse by continuing her attempt. She does not, in
fact, show as much subtlety and skill in persuasion in this scene

as she had with the chorus, the herald or Agamemnon, all of whom



73

she could control. One has the impression that she began by
underestimating her victim and could not correct the error. Even
so, such power and persuasion as she did use should have been
sufficient with any other slave, even a new and high-born one.
Klytemnestra's weew is simply not effective around the seer, who

knows what Klytemnestra is.

Kassandra's prophecy and scene with the chorus (1072-1330)
links together the parts of the Oresteia; she prophesies the
events of the next play as well as describing all of the past
events and supernatural causes which have affected, or will af-
fect, the cycle of ruin she sees. She sets the events of the
Agamemnon in a larger context which has only been hinted at pre-
viously in this play. She is only partly concerned with Kly-
temnestra. What Kassandra does say about the Queen carries some
weight, for she sees the truth, from a particular, cosmic per-
spective; she sees the final values actions will have, not their
shifting, temporary justifications. For instance, in this play
the audience sees - or will see - a Klytemnestra who is perhéps
unlikeable and fear-inspiring, but not entirely a villain; she is
given an excellent motive for her actions and may even, for all
the chorus know, have been nearly justified. By the Eumenides,
Klytemnestra 1is almost entirely a monster, whose motives are
nearly forgotten. Kassandra's prophecy here does not mention the
motivations of action already discussed in the'play, but rather
adds others to them. However, to her, motivations excuse no-

thing. There is no sense in her words that the guilt of a crime
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is lessened or,incréased depending on the reasons fdr it. And to
her, Klytemnestra is only an ﬁﬁnatural; destructive, lying, adul-
terous and evil creature. No excuses are offered for her. Abso-
lute insight seems to allow no half-measures; evil acts, seen
clearly, are simply evil and have no justification. In this
play, Kassandra prdvides a useful insight into Klytemnestra's
"essential nature" as it will eventually appear in the trilogy.
>However, it should be remembered that in this play, Kassandra's

is not the only viewpoint we are given.

Kassandra first asks Apollo (1085 ff.) to what sort of
house he has brought her. She sees it as a god-hating gﬂza5@{od,
1090; see Fraenkel 1950: n. ad loc.) abode, which has seen many
evil kindred-slayings and flesh-cuttings, man-slayings and ground
sprinkled (with blobd). Iphigenia, then, has not been the only
victim. Kassandra next proclaims that (other) children weep over
their roasted flesh, eaten by their father (1095-98). Next, she
foresees a "great evil" (/uég Kawo) ,1102) being now plotted in
the house, an evil which is beyond cure. The chorus do not un-
derstand and she continues, addressing Klytemnestra (offstage):

Wretch! Will you accomplish this? Having washed

your husband and bed-partner in the baths - how

will I tell the end? For quickly, it will be; hand

after hand stretches out, reaching (towards it).

(1107-1110)
The chorus do not know whom she is addressing and still fail to

understand. She continues (1114 ff£.), seeing a "net of Hades"

which is the bed-sharing snare (%%uus, 1116), the person co-re-
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sponsible for the murder. Klytemnestra is‘the "net of Hades"
here, the snare in the bed. "fuéwvié " (1116) is the first indi-
cation that anyone or anything other than Klytemnestra takes part
in the murder. The reader had not before been told directly that
there would be a murder, but the chorus' fears of any person have
been confined (except for a hint at 549-550) to Klytemnestra.
Now she is éalled a "co-agent". Nets have been spoken of before:
Zeus flung over Troy a "net of all-catching %Zy" (361). Now the
net of destruction seems set to catch the conqueror. Kassandra
calls on "Discord" (§»i¢cs , 1119), whom the chorus identify with
the Erinys (1121), to raise a cry of triumph to the race over the
sacrifice. The chorus at last (1121-1124) begin to be frigh-

tened.

Kassandra continues (1125-1129) "Keep the bull from the
cow!" (%791 s /%&: 7o) ow@mJ , 1125-26.) A female has caught a

male in a garment, she continues, and strikes with a "blackhorned

contrivance" Vayhzuébf .../ayameym+r< , 1126). She then speaks
of a "basin which murders by treachery". ( Sodogolou J§67vos ,
1129).

It is difficult to say which is the bull and which the cow
here; as the bull is attacking the cow, one might think that the
sexes have been reversed and Klytemnestra is the bull, Agamemnon
the cow. This implication is strengthened by Klytemnestra's
frequently stressed masculine characteristics (Qdéoéeoquo (11),
etc.) and (Podlecki 1983: 34-35), by the hints of Agamemnon's ef-

feminacy (for instance, he enters the stage in a chariot; he
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refuses to be pampered "like a woman", but in the end capitulates

to it; he is defeated by a woman.

There is another implication; ordinarily one would keep a
bull from a cow only to keep her from being bred.% Kassandra is
the first person to speak of the marriage of Klytemnestra as a
sexual bond (éﬂ05§mhm) , 1108; ;&kuJos , 1116; and this line).
In fact, she is the first to speak of Klytemnestra in erotic

terms at all, however vague (or bestial).

The chorus have gathered the impression by this time (1130
££.) that this oracle foretells no good thing. Kassandra next
predicts her own death, mourns the wedding of Paris and returns
to the subject of her death (which the chorus this time under-
stand) and mourns her city. The chorus still do not understand

all and she promises to speak clearly (1178-1183).

Kassandra now speaks (1186-1193) of the choir of Erinyes
born with the race (5@75Jw9 r 1190) which will not leave the
house, drinkers of human blood, which sings of the first, begin-
ning %%}, the trampling of a brother's bed (swas 9§d¢m/7?
Naroolre 1193). She pauses for verification of this deed and
the chorus agree that such a crime (Thyestes' adultery with At-

reus' wife) was committed.

ﬂ77 has been spoken of before: it is the forward-planning
mother of Persuasion. It induced Helen and Paris to act as they
did (399-408). The lioncub, when grown, sacrifices to 5477 (735~

736); and hubris, giving rise to worse hubris, eventually becomes
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a "black qu" for the house, an avenging daemon who resembles the
acts she sprang from (763-771). Now it appears that there has
been an earlier 579 in this house than had been spoken of before;

the cycle has gone on for a long time.

Erinys or Erinyes have also been mentioned before. Zeus
sends a "1ate—avenging Erinys" on transgressors (59); the dark
Erinyes in time wear away the life of a prosperous man without
Justice (463-466); Helen was sent to Troy by Zeus as an Erinys
who brings tears to brides (749); the chorus' spirit sings the
lament of the Erinys when Agamemnon enters the house (990-991).
Now Kassandra sees, or hears, a whole choir of Erinyes, evéry one
that has ever haunted the house, singing together. None of the
past crimes or past vengeances of the house have left it; they

all remain, growing stronger.

Kassandra's vision continues (1215-1225) with the image of
the children killed by relatives and eaten; and she sees ven-
geance being plotted against Agamemnon by a "strengthless lion"
()éwh) Zﬂdku/A , 1224) who lies in bed and stays at home (1224-
1225). This 1s the first clear reference to Aegisthus in the

play.

Now (1226 - 1241) she turns to Klytemnestra. Agamemnon
does not know what work she will do, with evil fortune, like a
secret TAV7 {1230), after the "hateful bitch" (uWVJ% , 1228) - as

noted before, this word has connotations of unchastity as well)
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spoke so long and so amicably (ﬁbu%mﬂ%u; , 1229; actually "with

cheerful disposition"). She continues

Tock 95 ’}'(;/\/uz’ 9;’\"5 foaf/os ¢at/£'u§

(1230). Some degree of "daring" has been seen in the commission
of each shocking crime so far narrated. The most shocking aspect
of the coming murder, to Kassandra, is that a female kills a
male. Kassandra continues, searching for a description for Kly-
temnestra - "What sort of hateful noxious beast shall I call
her?" (# v/ wuidobsa Susgcdés Sauos Yopou' 4V ;, 1232-33). Kass-
andra suggests a list of powerful and unnatural female monsters-'
an amphisbaena, a Skylla who destroys sailors, a raging mother
from Hell (hellish —-%z5ou, 1235) who "breathes war without truce
against her nearest kin" (1235-1236). That Klytemnestra is a
female makes her crime particularly horrible and makes Klytemnes-
tra herself unnatural, a monster;.for a woman to kill a man over-

sets the natural order.

Klytemnestra cried out in triumph (Zrwledife+o , 1236) at
the beacon "as if at the turn of battle" (1237), Kassandra con-
tinues. A woman's éXaN%ﬁof of course should not be heard at a
battle; a desire for battle is not suitable‘for women, as Agamem-—
non has said (940). She is "ﬁﬂ%%3v»uos " (1237), like her hus-
band; and she was only pretending to rejoice at her husband's

homecoming. (1238)

The chorus have understood nothing after Kassandra's men-

tion of the feast of Thyestes (1242-1245). Even after under-
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standing that Agamemnon may be murdered, they ask what man (wibs

Wﬁs ﬁﬁ%ﬁf , 1251)will commit the crime. The visions seize Kass-
andra again (1256 f£f.) and she sees Klytemnestra as a "9 imous

Maed ", thus linking her unmistakably to the lioncub metaphor.
This lioness lies with the wolf (qu%pgﬁédq Au&%> ,1258-1259-
that is, Aegisthus) in the well-born lion's absence, which sounds
not only adulterous but deviant. She is planning to kill Kass-
andra as well (1260) and will boast as she "whets the sword
against the man" (1262) that she "exacts a penalty of death"
(z(Jn'rft;fo’e.n ¢o’1/o¢] , 1263) because Kassandra was brought‘ there
(1262-1263). The meaning of these lines is ambiguous: either
Klytemnestra, while herself committing adultery, will use her
husband's infidelity as an excuse for his murder- or, alterna-
tively, she will use Kassandra's presence as a reason to kill
Kassandra herself. The former seems the obvious interpretation at
this point in the play, but the latter is what will actually

happen later on. Both are implied here.

After prophesying the vengeance to come in the next play
(1279-91), Kassandra enters the house to face her death, which
she first (1277-1278) describes as a sacrifice, but later (1309)

sees as murder.

To the knowledge already given of Klyﬁemnestra has beeﬁ
added now the certainty that she has a lover, Thyestes' son, and
that she means to kill her husband, by deceit, in a bathtub.
Erotic overtones have entered the description of Klytemnestra for

the first time in Kassandra's words; but they are deviant or even
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bestial. She has been connected with the image of the destruc-
b

tive net over Troy and with the lioncub, priest of A*v. She 1is

all-daring, as Agamemnon was at Aulis. We knew that she was

unnaturally intelligent and powerful, for a woman. Through Kass-
andra's eyes we see her as simply unnatural: evil, monstrous and
pérverted. The coming murders have been described in sacrificial
terms, though Kassandra in the end rejects this image; and there
has been a disturbing vision of a choir of Erinyes who will not

leave the house.

Agamemnon is stabbed inside the house, cries out twice and
is silent. (1343-1345). The chorus mill about, trying to decide
what to do. They seem to assume that Klytemnestra had accom-
plices, as 1is shown by the plufél verb forms at 1354-1355 and
1362-1363 (if these are not simply generalizing plurals); perhaps
Aegisthus' role, if any, is hinted here. They expect tyranny to

follow the act (1355-1365). In the end, they decide to do no-

thing until they know more.

Klytemnestra now appears - probably on the ekkyklema-

standing over the bodies of Agamemnon and Kassandra.

This scene and the next have provoked a good deal of argu-
ment over the "change" in Klytemnestra's character. The kommos
between Klytemnestra and the chorus is opened by Klytemnestra
with}a speech in which she claims full, final and absolute re-
sponsibility for Agamemnon's death; only 100 lines later, she

blames the murder on the #L&?Hp, the avenging spirit. By the
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end of the scene, she is willing to compromise with the daemon-
Klytemnestra, who has never compromised before. This change
surely argues, at the least, a change of attitude. Gilbert
Murray goes the whole way, arguing that until about half-way
through the kommos Klytemnestra is genuinely possessed by the
daemon; after the murder, the daemon releases the body to its
original inhabitant, who is left to cope as best she may.41
Other interpretations have relied on "inconsistency of character"
(Dawe, 1963: 51) - the theory that one should not expect Klytem-
nestra to act like "the same person", because Aeschylus did not
write the scene, or the play, with her character as his primary
concern. Therefore, as this theory explains, we are mistaken in
expecting a consistency of character in this scene, or anywhere
in the play, as it would never have crossed the piaywright's mind
that such a quality was necessary to the drama. This theory,
however, 1is unconvincing when one considers the obvious consis-
tency of Klytemnestra's character in all the rest of the'play—
if consistency of character did not concern Aeschylus at any
time, it is hard to imagine why her character should only become

"inconsistent" here, after 1300 lines.

Those interpretations which do allow Klytemnestra's char-
acter to retain its integrity explain her change in various ways.
Podlecki (1983: 33), for instance, explains that she is seeking
refuge from her guilt in uncharacteristic submissiveness (in this
play and the next), hqping thus to appease the world. He adds

that this could easily be an elaborate charade on the part of a
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notoriously deceitful woman. I agree that she is reacting to
"guilt", 1f this means "responsibility for a crime and realiza-
tion that it may have'consequences" and not (following the mod-
ern usage) "a feeling that she had done something wrong". Kly-
temnestra never shows any remorse over Agamemnon's death, only
unhappiness at its consequences. But in the Agamémnon, at least,
there is not so much "feminine submissiveness" as adaptation to
new circumstances. The real change is in the fact that, before
the murder, Klytemnestra has never seemed to adapt; she has ap-
parently controlled all circumstances herself and forced others-
with one exception - to adapt to her. 1In fact, as will appear,
she did not entirely control her world; the forces which combined
to produce the death of Agamemnon coincidentally agreedeith her
own wishes[ and thus seemed to be under her control. She 1is,
before the murder, perfectly adapted to a world in which all
events fall out as she has planned them, and which thus appears
to be completely in her power. After the murder she must adapt
to a world which is revealed to be only partially amenable to her

will.

Michelini explains the "change" in Klytemnestra's charac-
ter as born of her new social circumstances: she is now not the
rebel, but the maintainer of a new status quo; her active role in
the cycle has gone by and it will next be her turn to suffer
(1979: 55). Betensky (1978: 12) explains the change as one not
so much in Klytemnestra as in the way she is viewed by those

around her. This last interpretation explains a good deal of the
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progression of the trilogy, but is not as useful in the first
play, when a change in thérway Klytemnestra handles the world is

evident as well as in the way it sees her.

More than anything, Klytemnestra seems to me to act like a
person who has not thought past a certain point, or whose expect-
ations past that point have not been fulfilled. All events and
elements of her world have united, apparently (to the reader and
to Klytemnestra) under her control, in order to bring about the
death of her husband. After that event she (unlike Aegisthus)
had no clear plans, no great goal towards which to steer events.
Her immense talents for manipulating people and things are no use
when she has no reason to manipulate them. Moreover, the world
after the murder is not what she expected, in as much as she
expected anything - she hoped, as she says herself, that the
murder of Agamemnon would end the bloodshed in the house. The
chorus convince her that this will not necessarily be the result
of her crime; that there may be consequences she did not desire
or foresee: that her control, in fact, may have been illusory.
Her goal is gone and the world she controlled turns out, in one
respect, to have been uncontrollable, at least by her. It is no
wonder that adapting to these facts causes her to act a little

differently.

Klytemnestra's "character change", whatever its cause and
nature, has in any case been exaggerated by some commentators.
For instance, it is true that at 1372-1398 she claims responsi-

bility for Agamemnon's death and at 1496-1504 says that it was
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entirely the &thQP's crime; but by 1552-1553 she once again
claims at least partial responsibility, this time using a (per-
haps poetic) plural: "By our (hands) he fell, he died; and we
will bury him." (?I/Jbs 6,«&3\) Kinnese udreave uac W’I’d@d/{w/‘st} ,
1552—15535. It is fair, then, to treat her as the same character

we met before the murder and to interpret accordingly.

Most of the important issues and images brought out eaf—
lier in the play come together in the kommos, centering around
Klytemnestra . 1In discussing the death with the chorus, Klytem-
nestra slowly realizes that there were motives and forces, inde-

pendent of her, which also led to the death of her husband.*?

This discussion makes her willing to compromise at the end of the

scene.®
Klytemnestra begins by admitting that she has said much
"as suited the moment" (4#pws , 1372) in the past; she is not

ashamed now to do the opposite - that is, to tell the truth. How
else could one planning hostilities towards "enemies who seem to
be ﬂbbs " (friends or relatives, 1374) hope to "fence the nets of
harm" (ﬂvr)/uo\)rjs &Puu’s'rwr’ P ¢g’p{szs¢) ) higher than can be leapt
over? (1374-1375) The phrase "an enemy who seemed friendly"
would until now have been thought to describe Klytemnestra's role
towards Agamemnon; Klytemnestra reverses 1it. This reversal,
showing the equality of their separate crimes, echoes the recip-
rocal-action motif which has beén brought up in several places
earlier in the play and which is emphasized frequently by Klytem-

nestra in this scene; she is trying to show that her act only
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reciprocated his. The inescapable net of destruction which she
speaks of.was once draped over Troy by Zeus, and became Klytem-
nestra herself in Kassandra's vision; now Klytemnestra speaks of
it as a trap which she constructed: she sees the net as being in

her power.

She has thought of this struggle for a long time, she
continues (1377-1378); it finally ("with time" (6w 7povw , 1378)
- reminiscent of the Erinyes, who act late and %wﬂg , 463) ar-
rived. She is insistent on her personal responsibility:

I stand where I struck, upon the completed deeds.

Thus I did, and I will not deny these things.

(1379-1380)

She used deceit to kill him. The figurative inescapable
net has suddenly become real, for she threw an endless net, like
a fishnet, around him, "lodr/ a‘//d'ros waws/ " (1383). This
phrase vividly recalls the tapestries, which were called "Eé@a?&"
(921) and which were an "evil wealth", as the choral cdes before
and after that scene implied. She struck twice - we heard him
cry out at these blows (1343, 1345) - and after he "let his limbs
relax" (i.e. after his death - 1385) she Struck a third time.
She has switched to present tense now (1386) to bring the scene
she describes more vividly to her hearers. The third stroke was
added as an offering to "Zeus Saviour" (A.ds ...cwfapos , 1387)-

but the "below-ground" (wari qeoJ&s ) Zeus, Saviour "of the dead"
(JEMFQQ). This act is guite possible sacrilegious. Zeitlin

(1965: 473) points out that one ordinarily poured three liba-
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corpse (1395), her deeds would be just, in fact, "&ﬁ?oﬁ%wS"
(1396); Agamemnon filled a bowl of evils in the house which he

himself drank down on his return. (1396-97).

The bowl from which Klytemnestra would be fittingly pour-
ing libations is presumably the one Agamemnon filled and drank;
her libatidné Qould then be "uaud/ Qm&w)" (1396-1397). This
image thus continues the perversion of sacrificial imagery; one
does not properly pour out curses as libations to a god. Her
description of her deeds as "&mP§&4ws " is perfectly accurate, and
damning. Justice, the theme of the play, is a matter of balance;

one cannot be "more than just" without becoming unjust.

In these 26 lines Klytemnestra has asserted responsibility

for the murder ten times, in the most forceful language possible.

The chorus' first reaction is in fact to her language:
they are surprised at her boldness of speech (mewa@uof, 1399)
and that she boasts in this way over her man (éV%w', 1400).

Their surprise is not at what she has done, but at her violation

of the feminine role to do it - not "How could you kill our
king!" but "How could a properly-bred woman use such immodest
language!" Their use of "gd%ﬁ " emphasizes this implication by

giving Agamemnon a sexual role (opposed to Klytemnestra's)

Klytemnestra shows the same reaction she has had in the
past when slighted and dismissed on sexual grounds; her answer
shows a touch of offended pride. "You try me as if I were a

foolish woman" (IWWMh Los %#ﬁgw%{ ,1401) she says; but it
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doesn't matter, her deed still stands. Agamemnon, her husband
(Wﬁle , 1405, giving only his social role) lies dead, the work of
her hand, a just craftsman ( eudids r €uroo s , 1406). This phrase
recalls the "crafter (7€kﬁo04 , 151) of feuds that does not fear a
man, ... child-avenging “ﬁﬁd" (151-155), with which the reader
has always suspect that Klytemnestra was identified. That ident-
ification is now verified: Klytemnestra and the A@/u Calchas
spoke of are one. The phrase also shows that Klytemnestra ident-
ifies her act and herself with justice and wants it to be seen
that way, unbiased by considerations of the sexes of the killer

and victim.

o , :
The chorus ask "w )MDL " (1407) what she has eaten which
made her take on this "sacrifice" (évos, 1408), "casting off"
(#méStues , 1410) - i.e., not concerned with - the curses of the

people (1407-1410). Their implication is that as she is female,
her act cannot have been the product of a rational decision; she
must have simply gone mad. They warn her that she will be exiled

from the city (X#wdmoi¢s , 1410).

Klytemnestra points out (1412-1421) that they sentence her
to exile and hatred of the people, but did not do the same when
Agamemnon sacrificed his own daughter - her "dearest birthpang"
(1418) - 1like a beast (1415). Why did they not banish him? The
crimes were equal, in short, a sacrifice for a sacrifice; why do
they judge her alone so harshly? But if they threaten her, she
continues (1421-1425), it is on the following equal terms (éx ~iv

éﬂﬂbd , 1423): if they win (the argument), they will rule; if the



89

god grants the opposite, then "having been taught, you will
learn, though late, to be wise (7o 6Q¢mkﬂ, 1425)". The strict
reciprocity and equality of judgement Klytemnestra desires is
stressed in this speech and once again, she seems to desire
strife and victory, as she did in the tapestry scene and as women
should not do. 1425 is reminiscent of the Zeus hymn, where
wisdom comes even to the unwilling, through suffering. She 1is

then promising them suffering here.

The chorus respond (1426-1430) by reiterating their belief
that she is insane: she is overweeningly proud Qﬂ@d)éu7ﬁ7 '
1426), they say, and her words haughty because her g%?d is mad-
dened with the blood-dripping crime (g%kd%%? ¥oyz , 1427). How-
ever, they accept the idea of action paying for action and pro-
mise that in requital (/%7 , 1429) for her crime she will yet

pay blow for blow, bereft of friends.

Klytemnestra responds to the suggestion that she will be
5?99$M4749 g&)&v (1429) by enumerating her supernatural and human
allies (1431-1437). She has not invoked an Olympian in the play,
except Zeus Telclos at the end of the tapestry scene (973-974)
("Zeus of the underworld".is hardly Olympian); now she mentions
Dike Tehelod (1432), who is éssociated with Zeus Tehelos , but is
female. Klytemnestra swears "by Justice accomplished for my
child, by Aw and Erinys, to whom I slew this man" (1432-1433).
These are all female deities and have all been important in the
play; Dike, for dishonouring whom the Erinyes will destroy a man;

)
Erinys, who brings punishment for crimes, though late; Avq,
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"Doom" and "Folly"” both, mother of the Persuasion that blinds men
and induces them to commit acts leading to ?m (doom) .
Klytemnestra thus claims to be priestess/ sacrificer to three of
the most powerful forces in the play. As the lioncub grew up to
sacrifice to %%7, fhis image links Klytemnestra the more strongly
to that metaphor. She continues and swears "(By these three
goddesses), Expectation does not set foot in the house of Fear
for me, as long as Aegisthus lights the fire on my hearth" (1434-
1436), Aegisthus who is loyal as he was before and a shield for
her confidence (1436-1437). The first time Aegisthus is named,
then, is by Klytemnestra herself; she speaks of him as an ally,
in a military metaphor (X¥6#¢s , 1437) and as a key member of her
household as well, in an image she formerly used of Agamemnon
(601-602) and which surely has erotic connotations. His role in
her life has been the same for some time (1436); that is, their
affair is a long-standing arrangement, something else which has
only been hinted at before. So, while Klytemnestra still claims
personal'responsibility for the act, her mention of the three
poWers for whom she sacrificed and the one on whom she relies for
human aid brings other elements involved in the murder under

consideration for the first time in the kommos.

Having admittéd her own infidelity, the weak point of her
position, she feels compelled to justify it and uses the same
method of reciprocity of action. She therefore speaks of Agamem-
non's adultery (1438-1443). She has killed the "darling of all

the golden girls (Chryseises) at Ilium" (Xpmw[ng/udAL%Aa,
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1439) and lover of this "captive, seer and bedfellow" h&%ué)w -
Yos ...ogpa6ud%os ...hquAe«ﬁﬂof , 1440-1441 - Kassandra) as
well, the "prophesying bedfellow of this man, trusty consort,
wearer-down of the sailor's benches" (1441-1443). The pair has
not suffered unjustly, she adds: he is dead, and Kassandra, the
lover of Him, lies here also, bringing "an added relish to the

pleasures of my bed (? text uncertain)" (1445).

There is more anger and bitterness in her words here than
can be explained without assuming jealousy on Klytemnestra's
part. Jealouéy need not be based on any sort of affection, how-
ever and certainly it is not here. It is not surprising that a
woman who has so far shown a desire - and an apparent ability-
to control almost all elements of her world would now show evi-
dence of violent possessive feelings towards her husband - that
is, of desire to control, or to have controlled, all his actions
as well. Such a desire can centre on hated objects as well as

loved ones.®

However, if Agamemnon's death repays Iphigenia's and his
infidelity balances Klytemnestra's, then what will repay the
death of Kassandra? Aegisthus' death? Klytemnestra's own? By
Klytemnestra's own rules, if one infidelity 1is punished, the
other must be also; as, in fact, it will be later on. In fact,
Kassandra has not suffered justly; even Klytemnestra tacitly
admits this by giving such a frivolous reason for killing her

(because it gave her additional pleasure). This, like her ex-
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cessive language earlier, shows that Klytemnestra's action was in

fact 0‘790542(015 .

The chorus are now brought, perhaps by the thought of
adultery, to think of Helen. Helen and Klytemnestra, always
parallel, are finally linked as closely together in this passage
as the Atreidae were at the beginning of the play. The chorus
mourn their king, who has "suffered many things on account of a
woman/ and by a woman lost his life" ()mAM«&s Send [ moos Joddck =
¢5,1452-1453). The chorus' tendency to speak of women as opposed
to men, rather than naming specific individuéls, has been consis-
tent throughout the play, particularly when they speak of Helen.
In the chorus' eyes, - that is, in the eyes of the male Argive
citizenry whom they represent - a woman's sex, and transgression
of her sexual role, is more important than her personal charac-
teristics. To the chorus, an act cannot be discussed or judged
in isolation; they must consider also (or even primarily) whether
this act was committed by a woman, and if so, whether it sults a
woman's proper role. So, they first establish Helen's sex; they
then address her specifically. They call her insane (wy&Uous '
1455) and sole destroyer of the many lives at Troy, she who has
now added Agamemnon's blood as a final garland for herself.
(tnnlolsw d@u’, 1460, following Fraenkel's text (1950: n. ad loc.)
(1455-1461). There was certainly an Eris, woe of males (k/&d:
otfvs , 1461) in the house, they continue. The Eris (Strife) they
mean is Helen, but Klytemnestga, still standing over her hus-

band's corpse, is the woe to men who comes immediately to mind.
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The "garland of blood" (1459-1460) - last in the series of fatal
flowers in this play - is another perverted fertility image which
for that reason reminds one of Klytemnestra while ostensibly
referring to Helen. The final link between the sisters, of

course, is that they attribute Agamemnon's death to Helen.

Klytemnestra (1462-1467) does not deny Helen's role in
Agamemnon's murder. This non-denial is the sign of the turning-
point in her attitude towards her crime; she has not given an
inch until now. She objects, instead, to their calling Helen a
‘"man-destroyer" (40%po)5¢?7o’, 1465) and saying that she alone
destroyed (méx ... 0A726°, 1465-1466) the lives of many Greek
men. She implieg in these lines that Agamemnon and Menelaus were
also guilty (as the chorus itself said in the first stasimon).
The chorus agree that Helen was not solely responsible, but gives
her a different assistant; they begin to sing (1468-1473) of the
"&%ﬂaJ" who falls on the house and on the double-natured Tantalid
women;" you (§g7u80 ) wield a like-minded power from women ... he
(the daemon) exults, singing a tuneless song (éw&§uas ...@M/i) .
1473—1474), éettled on the body like a crow ...". The "tuneless
song" reminds one of the "lyreless dirge" of the Erinyes (990-
991); daemon and ErinYes are thus associated. "Double-natured"
(&ﬁw%aﬂ , 1469) means either "of different natures" or "each
one of a double nature" (i.e. two-faced). Given what we have
already heard of the two sisters - the daemon wields a "like-
souled" power from the women; they are both a bane (ofpﬁ , 1461)

to their men; they are both adulterous and destructive; in short,
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they are shown as very much alike - the second meaning seems more
applicable. The natures of the two sisters are not different.
This daemon has now settled on Agamemnon's body (1472-1473), thus
showing pleasure and part—responsibility for the death. This
daemon, finally, fell first on the (Atreid) house, then on the
women (§éﬂ€5¢ KAl e TalA Sacse , 1467-1468). Kassandra has
already shown that the disasters of the house antedate Klytemnes-
tra, which indicates that Klytemnestra's association with the
house, with which she so strongly identifies herself, in fact
came after the daemon settled in it. Klytemnestra's link with
the house is then not as absolute as she has thought; the daemon
infested it earlier and far from relinquishing control of it to

her, has - in the chorus' eyes at least - fallen on her as well.

Klytemnestra has already admitted the authority of some
supernatural powers. She is happy to accept the daemo, now
(1475) as a force in the crime (it is preferable to implicating
her sister, at least - 1475). They are right to speak of the
thrice-gorged (ﬁpvﬁijdﬁvJ , 1476) daemon, she says, for he nour-
ishes (ix %0 . ... Pégérdc , 1478-1479) the craving (£pws , 1478)
for blood, new ichor (pus - fréz, 1479) before the old has ceased
(1479-1480). That is: one crime follows another before the
wounds of the 0ld one are forgotten; and while the action is
still the responsibility of the doer, the desire to act is promp-
ted by the daemon. Klytemnestra's description of him as "thrice-
gorged" shows that she is now willing to accept the idea that her

action was part of a series of actions, not necessarily beginning



95

with Iphigenia. The "three" the daemon has fed on could by Iphi-
genia, Agamemnon aqd Kassandra, but Kassandra wasn't really of
the "race" (}éhhs , 1477); keeping to the family, thrice-gorged
must imply Agamemnon, Iphigenia and Thyestes' children. Before,
she has claimed that Agamemnon's death was a simply blow-for-blow
payment for the death of her daughter, whose death had no his-
tory; she is now beginning to acknowledge that another context
for her crime exists, one which did not concern her directly and

which she did not control.

The chorus lament the "great and harmfully wrathfui Sgymﬁ

/ﬁp&/, 1482) daemon" she praises and move unhappily (/dw 2, 1485)

to considering Zeus " Walavriouv w;Jq7{¢d " (1486) - "what is ac-
complished (or "ends" - redelrac ) for men without Zeus?" (1487)
Even this crime - and even the daemon - must be god-ordained

(Gea@pmh%d + 1488). They have come to this ultimate level of
causation before, in the parodos, in a last-ditch attempt to

understand why events fall out as they do; and so here.

The causes of Agamemnon's death have moved back from Kly-
temnestra, to Helen, to a daemon of the Tyndarids, to a daemon of
the (Atreid) house, to Zeus. However, when they return (1489-
1496) to lamenting their beloved king ("Oh king, how shall I weep
for you? From a loving mind what shall I say?" (1489-1491) they
return also to the present and to the direct cause of his impious
death, the double-edged weapon wielded by a wife's hand (1495-

1496).
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Klytemnestra, however, has listened to and accepted the
past history and supernatural causes she and the chorus have
brought up between them. She answers them with an assertion as
strong as that 100 lines ago, but apparently opposite in meaning:

You are sure the deed is mine and that ... I am

Agamemnon's wife. But appearing in the likeness

(Bav/ v foeeVos , 1500) of the wife of this corpse,

the ancient bitter spirit (X\4¢7wpe ) avenging Atreus

the cruel feaster, having sacrificed this full-

grown man, repaid him (as payment) for the young

(i.e. Thyestes' children).

(1498-1504)

This is the ultimate expression of supernatural causes
governing human actions; it comes at the end of a series of such
expressions. It is surprising because it is in the first person
and because it is said by Klytemnestra, who earlier claimed full
personal responsibility. But within a theistic (or polytheistic)
world-view, such as the one found in this play, over-determina-
tion of actions (that is, the coincidence of divine and human
forces in the same action) is perfectly plausible. It is idle to
ask whether either force by itself would have been sufficient to
produce the action; as it happens, both forces were present.
Klytemnestra expressed the human causation first, based on the
sacrifice of her daughter, without any supernatural element.
Taught by the chorus, to whom she is willing to listen after they
first threaten her with repayment for her own crime - something
her own code teaches her to fear - she realizes that there were

other motives and forces contributing to the crime, which have

acted through her. Her lines here express the strictly daemonic
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causation, based on the Thyestean feast. In fact, both motives
and forces exist now and did before; she expressed them separ-
ately because she did not originally acknowledge (or perhaps
realize) the supernatural forces operating outside her control.

Now she does acknowledge these forces.

She thus acknowledges and fully identifies herself and her
actions with the :zk.e’sfrw/a/éaéum)/ljad/ax /e /Z/-WS which has been
connected with the house and the family since lines 154-155. This
identification is the logical conclusion of the intermediate
stage she passed through, in which she suggested that (while the
action was still hers) the desire to commit the action came from

daemonic powers.

The chorus object to this conclusion (1505-1512). Who
could say she was entirely guiltless? An #Aékﬂ%p might have been
a nAAﬁm%,‘a sharer in the crime; but she still has some responsi-
bility. They return to the present and again lament their king
(151341520). Klytemnestra, also attending to the present (as
both sides do for the remainder of the kommos) defends herself
once again by pointing out her immediate justification, that the
king killed Iphigenia and has suffered worthily for what he did-

" O Yelsds i("?ff/o... E;afﬂ/ " (1529).

The chorus fear the destruction of the house by a "house-
ruining bloody rain" (577»u w¥arel Sopocgady o) déuJ?Zp&) , 1532-
1533) crashing against it; the drizzle Klytemnestra spoke of

(1390) is ceasing. Nature has not returned to normal, then, as
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Klytemnestra hoped it would; her bloody dew may only be a preludé
to a bloody storm. The chorus also fear that Justice - with whom
Klytemnestra used to identify herself - is being "whetted on
"other whetstones" by fate (H“P*)r for new harm (1535-1536).
Justice and nature have both passed out of Klytemnestra's
control; Perhaps they, like the daemon and perhaps Aegisthus,
were the co-workers the chorus and Kassandra spocke of, and were

never under her control at all, despite appearances.

They wonder next (1541-1550) who will bury the king and
sing a dirge for him? It is Klytemnestra's duty, but how can she
when she killed him? Even if she did bury him, how could she
speak a eulogy and mourn at his grgveside sincerely (QMWaB

$oe/@) , 1550)2

"That is no concern of yours" (of s 47wejb;c 5 /uékwu
QA%HJ 200rs, s 1551-1552), answers the Queen. She (or "they"-
plural, 1552) killed him and will bury him (1552-1553); the
household will not mourn (1554), but his murdered daughter will
greet him "as is proper" (ésqu , 1556) at the river of woe (the
Styx), with a kiss. This passage makes it clear that Klytemnes-
tra may acknowledge now that other forces and motives were opera-
ting, but in her eyes, they in no way diminish her own involve-
ment; she accepts responsibility for her act and she has not lost

her pride (or her vivid use of language).

The chorus cannot answer the argument of the death of

Iphigenia. They admit that the case is hard to judge (1560).
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They add that it is the will of Zeus that the doer shall suffer

P . 174 .
(Taest) "o Epfzﬁﬂ , 1564). They see (therefore) no end to the
sufferings of the house - "Kfudﬂq*JCJQJos ﬂpbs drae v (1566).

This pessimistic view of the house's condition and prob-
able future accords with Klytemnestra's original eye-for-an-eye
view of justice; she cannot disagree with it. Her new knowledge
of the daemonic forces of the world prompt her to try to find
another solution, one very close to a compromise. She answers
the chorus "you enter into this oracle with truth" (1567) and
says that she is willing to swear a compaét (0puovs 99«&b , 1570)
with the daemon, whereby it ceases to torment the house of Pleis-
thenes and "wears out another family with kindred-murders" (1571-
1573); in return, she will give up all but a small part of her
possessions and be content, if only the mutual bloodshed is taken

from the house (1574-1576).

This offer surprising from the woman who was earlier so
extravagant with tapestries and other resources (the sea, the
beacon-lights, etc.). The house "does not know how to be poor"
(962), she said once, in obvious pride; but this scene with the
chorus has had such an effect on her that she is willing to let
the house learn poverty, in order to escape worse dangers which
she did not before foresee. Klytemnestra's 7:¢téw has worked on
the chorus in this scene: they no longer condemn her utterly to
exile and their final word is that it is difficult to judge.
However, they have had an effect on her as well: she now recog-

nizes the forces which were beyond her control all the time and
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which in fact assisted (and perhaps even influenced) her own
actions, when she thought herself and the world entirely at only
her command. Because of these forces, she also realizes, this
may not be the end; she may be the victim of the daemon in her
turn. She does not regret her crime, but understands its context

and consequences better than she had before.

The opposition between male and female (and their uses of
language), the link between the Tyndarids, the roles of the
chthonic, daemonic and Olympian powers, and the sacrificial and
natural imagery of the play all combine and culminate in this
scene. A resolution of the various opposing elements appears to
be close at hand; this kommos seems to be the end of the play.

But there is one loose end, who suddenly enters at this juncture

(1577) with a bodyguard.

Aegisthus' scene functions principally as a lead-in to the

Choephoroe; without his entrance to destroy the rapprochement

developing between Klytemnestra and the chorus, the rest of the
~trilogy would be unnecessary. His existence (and thus adulterous
love as a motive for the death of Agamemnon), is very important
in the Choephoroe, and it is principally for this reason that he
is introduced here. He also makes visible something about Kly-
temnestra which has only been spoken of before: that she is an
adulteress, that she does not live alone; that perhaps she did
not act alone. The last of the other forces operating in the

play is thus presented here.
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Klytemnestra is nearly entirely silent in this scene.
BAegisthus gives his version of £he death of Agamemnon after his
entrance. To him there was only one motive for it - the feast of
Thyestes, which was the result of a dynastic struggle (1585). He
aoes not mention the cause Kassandra does (1193 - Thyestes' adul-
tery with his brother's wife), as it weakens his case. Aegisthus
claims that after Justice led him home from exile, he devised the
whole plan for the murder (1609) and thus killed Agamemnon,
though he was absent at the time. BRegisthus, then, also sees
himself as an agent of Dike and sees Klytemnestra as only a tool

in his plot.

The chorus' hostility, subdued by Klytemnestravin the
previous scene, is fully reawakened by Aegisthus' speech. They
threaten him with stoning and curses (1616); Aegisthus responds
with threats of prison and enforced hunger (1620-1621). The
chorus call him "%Wdc " (1625), who stayed home from battle,
defiling the bed of this man (QV%mf , 1626) while planning this
fate for "a man, a general" (W, §7P27Tnye , 1627). They add
that he didn't have the courage to kill Agamemnon himself. (1635).
Aegisthus, who shares the assumptions about women which the other
males in the play have shown, explains that "7% SoAlg2¢ " (1636)
was clearly the woman's part; Agamemnon would have recognized his
old enemy. Where Klytemnestra was willing to give away most of
the wealth, Aegisthus now announces his intention of using Aga-
memnon's wealth to rule the people (1638-1640). The chorus'

early fears of tyrannical intent on the part of the killers are
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partly justified, it seems: Aegisthus has such ambitions, al-
though Klytemnestra, who actually performed the murder, never

mentions a desire to rule at any time.%

The chorus repeat their accusation of cowardice in allow-
ing a woman to kill the king (1643-1646). They now pray for the

return of Orestes (1646-1648).

Aegisthus responds to this threat by calling up his guards
(1650); the chorus square off for a fight; and only now does
Klytemnestra speak, to avert bloodshed. She asks the "dearest of
men® (2 giNyar? RJ%@J , 1654) that they work no further evils;
already there are enough. She wishes to avoid bloodshed (1656).
She advises the chorus to depart "before doing makes you suffer"”

(@d) wﬂ&ﬁJ ﬁpﬁahfs , 1658); certainly she has taken that lesson

to heart. She speaks of herself and Aegisthus - and the chorus
also, perhaps - as "unfortunately struck by the daemon's hoof"
(1660) and fears further sorrows. She ends her short speech

"Thus you have the speech of a woman (X@ms )w&hubs Yy, if any

think it worth knowing" (1661).

The distaste fbr further bloodshed does not show a major
change in character, as some (eg. Michelini, 1979: 156) have
thought. It was only Agamemnon's blood she wanted and she thought
the bloodshed would stop there. She would still prefer this to
be so, but now that she understands the daemonic aspect of the
world, she is afraid that it will not end here, afraid that her

shedding of blood will lead to more - as, of course, it will,
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She treats Aegisthus with respect and affection, as a wife would,
and does not challenge his misconceptions about her as she did
those of the chorus (for instance at 277, 348 or 1401). The
combination of conventional wifeliness and fear of the daemon,
both changes, both appearing in the same speech, might be signi-
ficant, indicating that she wishes to appease the daemon by no
longer being "unnatural" and beginning instead to lead an ordi-
nary feminine life. Or, it may be that towards Aegisthus, with
whom she lives as a wife, and against whom she has no grudge, she

is prepared to behave in a "normal" wifely manner.

Her last line (1661), however, which certainly sounds
submissive, is so reminiscent of line 348 ("7%o2vra Owt.zmbawés
5{ éwa “)&3 ") - which was mock-humble and, in fact, an answer
to the chorus' previous doubts about women - that we should pause
here. In fact, Aegisthus does listen to the "A@@S )vﬁﬂ“”} "
imminent bloodshed is averted by her intervention. Her powers of
persuasion are still intact, whatever else may have changed. 1In
fact, the audience would wonder if, even here, she has simply
manipulated both sides to avert the threat of violence by acting
fearful and feminine, as she manipulated Agamemnon into treading
the tapestries; and here, as in the tapestry scene, succeeded in
her intent. The exact proportions of truth and persuasion in
this spéech, as in her other speeches, cannot be precisely deter-
mined. Her fear of the future is probably real, as it was devel-
oped in the previous scene. However, her use of that fear here

and her show of affection for Aegisthus, seem to me to be proof
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only that her ability to say the right thing at the right time is

undiminished.

Aegisthus grumbles and a few more insults are traded; but
Klytemnestra persuades him, in the end, to pay no attention to
the "vain yappings" (ﬁkdbuérwo , 1672) of the chorus. She speaks
of the two of them as equal masters of the household (she does
not, even now, speak of ruling the city) and ends the play hope-
fully, "6ﬁn¢qJ .. KANGS " (1673). They then enter the house.
The last line of the scene and of the play is hers, as the domi-
nant character; and even in this last scene, after all that has
happened, control of events has ultimately passed to Klyteﬁnes—

tra.

The central question Aeschylus asks in this play is "Why
did Agamemnon die?" The answer is revealed to be complex, to the
surprise of some of the characters and particularly to Klytem-
nestra, who thought she was the answer. But the play is not
about her c¢rime, but Agamemhon's death; she was the protagonist,

not the purpose, of the drama.

She is by far the most vivid and interesting character in
the play. This vividness is the result of several combinéd fac-
tors. In the action of the play, she is the major actor: she
seems to herself and to the reader to control the entire world of
ﬁhe play until the end of the tapestry scene, and is throughout
vthe play the major human (and only visible) force affecting the

action. The issues raised in the play all involve her, as a
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principal figure or major anomaly: in the opposition of male and
female, she is more masculine - that is, intelligent (possessing
%@V), decisive, aggressive and powerful - than any man she en-
counters; in the opposition of oikos and society, she represents
the oikos even to the extent of killing the head of the society
for undervaluing household bonds; in the oppositioﬁ of truth and
illusion, of visual and verbal meaning (verbal skills being ap-
propriate to males), she has both the ability to manipulate vis-
ual symbols and the persuasion attendant on her formidable verbal
skills - she is both more visually imaginative and more verbally
eloquent than any other single character (except perhaps Kass-
andra, who lacks, however, the ability to convince); she identi-
fies with Justice and in fact acts as an agent not only of Jus-
tice, but also of Erinys and the daemon. The supernatural forces

which unite to kill Agamemnon unite through her act.

The vivid imagery of the play likewise comes to center in
her, or is used primarily by her from the beginning. She sees
the world in terms of frustrated or negated fertility, as a frus-
trated mother herself; and negative fertility images, or negative
natural images, pervade the play. She is the chief sacrificer in
a play thick with sacrifices. She is the lion who turns into a
priestess of %W7, the net which Zeus threw over Troy and which
she used to kill her husband. She arranged the beacons and the
sacrificial fires, thus making even light the negative image it
becomes in the play. She is closely linked to the other destruc-

tive force of the play, her sister Helen. Her unnatural male/
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female character is the concrete, human manifestation of the
unnatural world of the play. Every image and every theme in the
play, in short, at one time or anothér is reflected in Klytem-
nestra or seems to be in her power. If the play were not as
vivid, complex, and interesting as it 1is, neither would Klytem-

nestra be.

But this interpretation treats Klytemnestra only as a
representative of "forces" and "images", a walking bundle of
themes and motivations, symbolizing everything, nothing in her-
self.  Klytemnestra's personality - her unique personal character
- is more than the sum of all of the forces and images in the
play. This personality is evident in all her speeches and is

illuminated also by the reaction of the other characters to her.

In her own speeches she is shown as proud, confident,
eloquent, persuasive, and gifted with a vivid imagination. She
-dominates every scene she is in except her contest with Kassandra
(even Klytemnestra could not compete successfully with Apollo),
but whenever she confronts simple human forces she triumphs.
Even in the last scene of the play, in which she hardly speaks at
all, she ultimately gets her own way. Whatever the chorus may
say, her power does not come solely from her position as Queen;
it springs from the ability to wield authority thch is evident
in everything she does. She shows at least one strong emotion,
her hatred of her husband. She is also capable of anger and

perhaps, in the end, fear.
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The other characters have different reactions to her,
depending on their positions and their knowledge; thus they show
different facets of her person to us. The watchman is_afraid of
her and unhappy in her house. The chorus can be persuaded by
her, but remember their fear and distrust of her whenever she is
not bn stage. Kassandra, whom Klytemnestra will kill, hates her,
will not submit to her and sees her as a monster, a noxious freak
of nature. Agamemnon treats her like a foolish woman, which
error leads to his death. Aegisthus also underestimates her
intelligence, but seems willing to accept her lead. And though
the other characters are capable of displaying affection for each
other (as the watchman and the chorus do for Agamemnon, the cho¥
rus does for Kassandra, Agamemnon for the chorus and Kassandra,
and Klytemnestra for Aegisthds), no.character, not even BAegis-
thus, shows the slightest sign of personal liking or loyalty for

Klytemnestra.

Klytemnestra is the vehicle of Justice in this play and
the expression of many other facets of the‘Agamemnon. Her func-
tion as a vehicle of the themes of the play is an intrinsic part
of her role and, no reader can - or should - ignore it. But
within that context, the Klytemnestra who enthralls the chorus
with her descriptions of Troy, who is irritated when the chorus
underestimate her and enraged when Kassandra ignores her, who
kills her husband and rejoices outrageously in the deed - and

only later begins to consider what the consequences might be-
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leaves most strongly, at the end of the play, the impression of

an intense and vivid personality.
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NOTES

IThere has been so much argument over the presentation of
character in Greek tragedy in recent years that I had better
discuss it before I go farther. By "person" I do not of course
‘mean "living, breathing human being who has an entire life, mere
glimpses of which can be seen on stage and the rest of which may
be reconstructed, or assumed to exist, exactly as the private
lives of those humans we meet every day can be assumed or recon-
structed." Leaving aside the point that, even with a human
being, attempts to reconstruct the parts of a life which are
unknown to us on the basis of those which are known are almost
always futile, I agree that the text of Greek tragedy does not in
fact suggest that the reader ever make such attempts. The reader
is never led to believe, for instance, that Aeschylus wanted the
audience to invent an errand to take Klytemnestra offstage every
time she exits, unless an offstage activity is actually mentioned
by someone on stage. As Gould (1978: 44) points out, when con-
sidering a dramatic character, what there is on stage is not
merely all we can see; it is all there is. For that reason, the
reader cannot invent what he has not been told; to do so is not
to explain the story at hand, but to tell a different one. At the
same time, an approach which interprets the lines attributed to
Klytemnestra, or any other character, as only lines of poetry
suitable to that scene in the play, delivered by one. character
rather than another according to principles of "dramatic effect-
iveness", convenience, and only the broadest criteria of suita-
bility to the specific character (in whom one need see little or
no consistency) misses a great deal of the obvious consistency
and personality which characters in Aeschylus - particularly
Klytemnestra - certainly do have. Perhaps it is wrong to try to
deduce Klytemnestra's inner soul from the lines she speaks.
However, it is certainly wrong to ignore the consistency in those
lines and thus deny the personal character who speaks them. Dawe
(1963: 21) was right to question the premise that characteri-
zation in Aeschylus is consistent, as had hitherto simply been
assumed. However, his conclusion - that it is not consistent-
is mistaken. Far more of Aeschylus can be explained without
straining if one assumes consistency of character than if one
ignores and explains away the consistency which actually exists,
as Dawe was in places forced to do. 1In saying that Klytemnestra
is a "person”" I simply mean, first, that her characterization in
the play is consistent, and second, that many of her lines just
do not fit an interpretation of her character as nothing more
than a vehicle for a theme, a "dramatic effect" an ideology or a
supernatural force. The easiest way to explain these lines is to
accept them as expressions of a personal character beyond those
themes and conflicts which she certainly also represents.

2pranslations are my own. The Greek text used, except
where noted, is that of Denniston, Page (1957).

3see Appendix A.
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isee Appendix B.

SMichelini (1974: 525 n.2) points out that the chorus'
address - and Agamemnon's later "daughter of Leda" - should be
taken as innocently said, for "with two such family histories,
allusions to ancestry can hardly be without irony, to the audi-
ence at least". Thus, the chorus can be assumed to have intended
no double meaning, but the audience can be expected to have un-
derstood one.

6It has been suggested by Denniston, Page (1957: n. ad
loc.) and the scholiast on this line that by "sole-guarding bul-
wark" the chorus mean themselves, not Klytemnestra , on the
grounds that they fear and mistrust Klytemnestra and would nei-
ther refer to her as a defence nor hope that all would happen as
she desires. This is reasonable, except that it is a typical
introductory comment on the entrance of a major character and
that the fears and doubts of the chorus before this comment and
after it are not nearly so specific as this: they do not refer
directly to Klytemnestra as the danger they fear elsewhere in
this passage and it would be odd if they did so here and then
forgot it in favour of dismissing her as a fanciful, gullible
woman later on (eg. 482ff.). I am inclined to think therefore
that they speak, with formal respect, of Klytemnestra. Their
immediate address to her, essentially as the sole keeper of the
throne in the absence of its owner (who is the proper "bulwark of
the land") would seem to confirm this reading.

'"Por a fascinating discussion of the chorus' search for
truth throughout the Agamemnon see Goldhill (1984: ch. 1).

8In line 1669 the chorus, angry at Aegisthus, tell him to
"fatten himself" (wV/o® ) on (presumably vain) hopes. If the
implications of ™« are the same in both lines, it must imply
here that she has been convinced by evidence she should not have
trusted. The choice of word may in addition be deliberately
offensive.

°I would therefore like to add my voice to the chorus of
disagreement at Dawe's comment (1963: 50) that Klytemnestra is in
the beacon speech "little more than a mouthpiece for Aeschylean
iambics", through which Aeschylus indulges his passion for geo-
graphy. Were this so it would hardly fit the play and Klytemnes-
tra, as well as it does. Perhaps, as he says, the lines do not
fit a "wronged mother or a faithless wife"; but they suit a pow-
erful Queen.

10 wgemiotics is concerned with everything that can be
taken as a sign ... Thus semiotics is in principle the discipline
studying everything which can be used in order to lie." (Eco,
1979: 7.)
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this shows up especially in the image of "doubling the
post of a double course" (udmuyac Scaddov , 344) on the homeward
journey, or "may the capturers not in turn be captured!" Goldhill
discusses this at greater length (1984: 42).

12ghe omits the mourning of parents for children, but that
- of children for parents (%itéss yepsvrwd , 328) would perhaps
suggest it. (See Gantz 1977: 31 n. 32.)

13G014hill (1984: 44) thinks that only corrupt 7#®< uses
force - eg. Aegisthus and Paris. He also speaks of false wied ,
which Klytemnestra uses, to "falsify the relationship between
speaker and listener"; and impotent 7«s«s , like Kassandra's. The
chorus at this Jjuncture, however, clearly think of all nee« as
forceful and born of evil.

4Jones (1962: 84) points this out and adds that the con-
nection between the two brothers keeps the action to the one
oikos Aeschylus is interested in. Certainly it simplifies the
matter. He is correct in thinking that the household, not the
polis, is the focus of attention in this play and that the char-
acters are all shown in their relationship to the oikos and their
effect on it. He is wrong, however, in thinking that the charac-
ters are only units of the oikos, with no concept of individual
will or personal guilt (1962: 93-94). Were that so, the long and
‘extensive discussions of possible motives for their actions would
never arise. Goldhill (1984: 46) also goes a little too far in
saying that the characters are not individuals, but parts of the
oikos. If this were true we would be unable to understand them
and be uninterested in them. Furthermore, if they had no wills
of their own, surely they would act only in harmony with the good
of the oikos . The bonds of the oikos are certainly stronger in
this play than they are in most North American households now,
but they are not the only factor which affects the action. It is
the conflict between the individual wills of the characters and
the good of the oikos which produces the action of this play.
Without individual wills there would be no play. In this stasi-
mon, however, it is true that the principal concern of the chorus
is the oikos and that their interest in individuals is limited to
their effect on the oikos.

15601dhil1 (1984: 41) developed this interpretation. 1It's
not entirely convincing, but has the merit of explaining a line
which has been wholly inexplicable by anyone else.

16489-500 are certainly spoken by the chorus, despite the
manuscript attribution of these lines to Klytemnestra. (See
Appendix B, ).

l7peradotto (1964: passim). I am indebted to this article
for nearly every comment I make on any nature imagery in the

play.
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18These lines appear to refer to the chorus' comments at
475 f£f., but she could not have been on stage then (App. B,XXX
XXX). One could explain her words as referring in fact to a
combination of the chorus' questions at 268-280 and their disbe-
lief at 317-319, plus their obvious misogyny, to which Klytemnes-
tra has applied her talent for extrapolation. This 1is unsatis-
factory, however; "how like a woman to be persuaded and rejoice
at a beacon" is too close to the chorus' comments at 479-482 for
her to be referring to anything else. To grant her seer's powers
for such a trivial matter now, when we have denied them for her
major speeches, is absurd. Perhaps extrapolation is the correct
answer; or perhaps the rules about how much of the play occurring
onstage an offstage character was allowed to "know" were looser
for Aeschylus than Noel Coward (which strikes me as more likely).
Perhaps she was Jjust inside the door. I have not been able to
think of a watertight explanation for this, but I think it is
impossible, nevertheless, for her to have been onstage.

91t is not necessary to see "the language escaping even
({Klytemnestra's ) ... control" here, as Goldhill (1984: 56-57)
does. Why should she be unconscious of, or not intend, the con-
notation has that she is unfaithful? Given the course of
the rest of the play, it seems more likely that, here as else-
where, she fully intends any double meaning she utters and that
it is her interlocutors who miss them.

20ne should not choose one meaning of " A% " over the
other as the "correct" interpretation; if a word has two connota-
tions (or more), each should be remembered. This is probably the
moment to say that I agree wholeheartedly with Aya Betensky's
approach to Klytemnestra's speeches. As Betensky (1978: 13)
points out, it is not sensible to accept the multiple meanings,
involving past, present and future, of the choral odes, as mean-
ingful, only to dismiss Klytemnestra's equally multi-levelled
speeches as merely "hypocritical" or "fulsome". Such descrip-
tions tells us little about the speeches and prejudice one's
reading of Klytemnestra's character.

21Go1dhill (1984: 57) thinks the use of "¢ween) " (616)
refers to the visual rather than verbal modes of proof and that
the chorus use it to show that Klytemnestra's speech is mislead-
ing, as visual knowledge tends in their opinion to be. This is
sensible enough, but the chorus do not attach so much importance
to their statement as to allow us to make much of it ourselves.
This is no more than a passing reference to their doubt of Kly-
temnestra.

220ne cannot be certain that, as Goldhill (1984: 68) sug-
gests, the audience would here remember Odysseus' reputation as a
devious liar, or recall that it was Odysseus who suggested the
ruse of a marriage to Achilles to draw Iphigenia to Aulis. If
this aspect of Odysseus reputation did come to mind, Goldhill
believes that it would have the effect of casting doubt on Aga-
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memnon's ability to judge character - the only man he considers a
loyal friend is the most deceptive and treacherous of all the
warriors at Troy. However, an audience which remembered its
Homer would recall that Odysseus did indeed always act in Agamem-
non's best interests at Troy, and in the end was the author of
the ruse which won the war for him; so Agamemnon's judgement of
his loyalty is not unreasonable. Moreover, while Odysseus' abil-
ities at deception and story-telling were noted from earliest
times, they were not generally condemned or thought dishonour-
able, in extant literature at least, until the Athenian orators
of the later Peloponnesian war undertook to blacken his reputa-
tion, some thirty years after the Oresteia was produced. Pindar
does condemn him in Nemean 7 and 8; but there is no evidence that
this judgement of Odysseus as not only inventive, but treacherous
as well, was an opinion generally held in 458. Sophocles por-
trays Odysseus sympathetically in the Ajax; it is not until the
Philoctetes, produced much later, that Odysseus is shown as a
callous and self-serving liar. The audience of 458 may then very
well have agreed with Agamemnon's judgement of Odysseus' charac-—
ter; at least, we cannot say that they did not. (Interested
readers should see Stanford 1963: 8-24 and 81-117, who- treats
this subject in greater detail.)

231 am greatly indebted to this article for much of my
analysis of this scene.

241 am not absolutely sure what effect these lines would
have on a first-time audience. To anyone who knows the story, of
course they sound like wishes; but they may have sounded like
perfectly ordinary wartime rumours to an audience accustomed t
war. _

25Go1dhill (1984: 56) has some interesting comments on
this point. He recognizes that it is usually Klytemnestra who
makes this sort of statement and thinks it is because she, un-
like the rest, does not assume that words must be true, because
she is accustomed to arbitrary definitions of them. < think he
may take this argument too far, but it is an interesting app-
roach.

%630me critics (especially Betensky 1978: 16) have seen
here an expression of frustrated maternity. The killing of her
daughter has "dried up” the fertility of which this daughter was
the only proof Klytemnestra accepted. (There are other children,
but they don't seem to matter to Klytemnestra; Orestes is only
spoken of to explain his absence and Electra is not even men-
tioned in this play.) .

271 am indebted to Betensky (1978: 16-19) for her dis-
cussion of this passage, although I do not see all of the fertil-
ity imagery she does here.
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Z8yhallon (1980: 66-72) has argqued that the tapestries may
not necessarily be blood coloured, or even reminiscent of blood.
First, the decorations, whether woven or embroidered, would be
either geometric or partly geometric in shape; in either case
they would be too regular to call to mind the irregular shape of
bloodstains. Second, the term "79%#/réos " yas used to describe a
wide range of colours, from violet-black to vermilion; it need
not refer to blood-colour. Third, "meegv=fos " may have been used
by Homer to mean not "purple", from the noun " 792#y2¢ " (shell-
fish), but "throbbing", from the verb "woegsw " (to throb).
Later authors, he suggests, used the adjective not because it
described the colour of blood, which it did not, but because it
was the word Homer used to describe blood, and had become the
traditional epithet. However, the audience will not have been so
close to the stage as to be able to distinguish perfectly between
a regular and an irregular blotch of colour: nor should one as-
sume that absolute naturalistic realism in such a matter would
have been thought necessary by either the playwright or the audi-
ence. Perhaps a real bloodstain would be irregular in shape; a
symbolic representation of one need not be. Any blood-coloured
spot could call to mind a bloodstain. As for the colour, Goheen
(1955: 115-117) has shown that while mpegieses referred to many
different colours, the most highly-valued one seems to have been
the colour of dried blood. Furthermore, following the recipe
given for Tyrian purple (the most expensive dye) produced exactly
that colour. 7oegdecos may have been the traditional Homeric
description of blood, but seems thus to have been a fairly accu-
rate description of its colour as well. The high economic value
of these tapestries is emphasized by both Klytemnestra and Aga-
memnon, and it makes sense to think that their (also emphasized)
colour is an aspect of that economic value - that the dye used
was the most expensive one available, that is, the colour of
dried blood. I believe, therefore, that the decoration an colour
of the tapestries can be assumed to have reminded the audience
very strongly of bloodstains.

Byhat exactly were these "7TE7T26mdaTs v (909)? They were
probably garments of some sort (e*4sc¢ , 921), and bore either
embroidered or woven decorations (TowAwy |, 926). Whallon (1980:
64-66) argues persuasively that they were probably either nénloc
or d¢4eé4 , both of which were blanket-shaped and could be spread
out, were often described as embroidered, and (particularly
d42f< ) were appropriate attire for high-ranking nobles. I am
less convinced by his argument that Klytemnestra's use of the
plural to describe them (eg. ei«d»«J |, 960) is an exaggeration,
and only one s7des  or gdeos is in fact spread out. The text
itself does not make clear what the spread-out cloths were: they
are described variously as coverlets (909), garments (921), and
footwipes (926). I think Whallon is right in describing them as
garments, which the audience will remember when the murder-robe
is described by Klytemnestra (1382-83) or displayed by Orestes in
the next play. However, to preserve the ambiguity of the origi-
nal text, and because no one word in English conveys all of these
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meanings, I shall refer to them as "tapestries"”. This word at
least has the necessary connotations of decoration and great
expense.

3071 am not certain that this was the Greek view of the
event. The idea that the king must physically set foot on the
ground to claim it sounds more medieval to me; furthermore, I see
no hint of it in the text here. However, it's an interesting
thought.

31ghe is right also in pointing out that saying "your
speech was long" was not necessarily the insult to an ancient
Greek that it would be to us now. We think of a long speech as a
dull one; there is no reason to believe that the Greeks did the
same. (Considering their admiration for oratory, in fact, there
is every reason to believe they did not.)

32phis position is found elsewhere in Aeschylus and is
always shown as appropriate for women and barbarians, usually in
the worship of gods. (Couch, 1930: 316-318).

3vNot thinking evilly is the greatest gift of the gods",
from a man whose mind was seized by reckless daring and impiety
at Aulis; "only call blessed those who end their lives in pros-
perity", from a man in his position; and finally, "if I should
act (or "should have acted") this way in all things, I would be
full of confidence", from a man who has not acted thus in the
past and who is about to make the same mistake again.

347hese lines are an excellent example of the use of
stichomythia to further the action. Throughout, Agamemnon is
consistently cut off before he can muster a strong argument
against Klytemnestra's position. (See Gould, 1978: 55).

351 have here accepted the emendations of this 1line sug-

gested by Weill (upar<is ), Bothe (74e¢<s ) and Wecklein (del. z
rather than the difficult manuscript reading ("7eed *w
Vol ndpes y guid  Epmol "). PFraenkel (1950: n. ad loc.) accepts
these emendations in his text, and Denniston, Page (1957: n. ad
loc.) speak favourably of them, but retain the manuscript text
and obelize "pdvos ...y’ ". Even omitting the portion obelized
by Denniston, Page, the general sense "be persuaded ... willingly
by me" remains, and the presence of some form of the word " -
" at least indicates that power, or the loss of it, is at
issue. Presumably, Klytemnestra would wish to reassure Agamemnon
at this point that there was no loss of power (or face) involved
in giving in to her willingly; it is difficult to think of ano-
ther reason for her to mention updves, The suggested emendations
do produce such a reassurance. However, even without the emend-
ations, the sense of a request for willing obedience in response
to Agamemnon's last question ("does it really mean so much to
you?", 942) is preserved. This request is itself sufficient to
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support the interpretation of the scene which I have presented
here.

%1 think that Betensky (1978: 15) overemphasizes these
lines when she says that Klytemnestra eagerly desired her husband
to come home safely so that she could kill him herself. Perhaps
some of the eagerness she shows is sincere and exists for the
reason Betensky suggests; perhaps it is wholly simulated; there
is no way of knowing. It is my feeling that Klytemnestra would
not have lifted a finger to save her husband's life and than any
pleasure she expresses in his safe arrival is wholly hypocrit-
ical; but that is perhaps going too far in the opposite direc-
tion. This is not one of the questions to which Aeschylus sup-
plied an answer.

371 am indebted to Betensky (1978: 19) for her analysis of
negative fertility imagery in this passage.

38Winnington—Ingram's explanation - that the daughter of
Priam does not feel she need give way to the wife of a half-civi-
lized Greek prince (1948: 134) - is an interesting explanation.
He over-emphasizes it, but some shade of this interpretation is
true: Kassandra has a great deal of pride, as Klytemnestra re-
cognizes and - whether because of her ancestry, or for some other
reason - she does not tolerate being treated as a slave, except
by Apcllo.

3Go1dhill's discussion of this scene (1984: 81-88) deals
with the exchange of language throughout very thoroughly.

401 asked a friend who grew up on a beef farm about this
(by way of verification) and 1t was the first 1nterpretatlon he
thought of when the line was quoted to him.

l1ps cited in Anderson (1929: 136-138).

%2g5ee Dodds (196C: 30) for a much more detailed analysis
of the learning Klytemnestra does, here and later, about the true
nature of the world she inhabits.

$Interested readers should see Conacher (1974: 324-329)
and Dodds (1960: 29-31) for useful analyses of this scene. I am
indebted also to Goldhill (1984: 89-98) in my discussion of the
kommos, though more for the method of attack than the conclusions
reached.

1 do not agree with Winnington-Ingram (1948: 135) that
Klytemnestra is jealous not of the other women's sexual relation-
ship with Agamemnon, but rather of their sharing his military
life - Chryseis at Troy, Kassandra on the ship - while she, with
a temperament more active and military even than Agamemnon's, was
forgotten at home. Klytemnestra's aggressive nature makes this
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an attractive hypothesis, but I see no sign of this reason for
jealousy in the text.

I think this must stand as an answer to Winnington-Ing-
ram's thesis (1948: passim), at least as far as the Agamemnon is
concerned. Like Zeitlin's article, Winnington-Ingram's explains
some elements of the Eumenides well; but they are both wrong in
reading into this play (or the next) any political ambition in
Klytemnestra - at least, I can find none.
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APPENDIX A

THE ORESTEIA TRADITION AND AESCHYLUS' INNOVATIONS

Aeschylus' version of the death of Agamemnon, in manner
and motive, was strikingly different from the version of the myth
which prevailed in his era or in the preceding tradition. When a
playwright goes against his audience's expectations of a story in
such important ways, one can assume that it was intended to be
noticed and that the changes are important to the interpretation

of the play.

This Appendix will show that Aeschylus did make important
changes in his version of the myth, by discussing what evidence
exists for other versions. This argument cannot be conclusive,
as a great deal of information has been lost and much of the
argument is consequently from silence. However, assumptions have
been made about precursors to the Oresteia which are not justi-
fied by the available evidence and which either invent unverifi-
able theories or ignore some of the little that is known. I will

try to avoid both of these errors.

The story of the fatal homecoming of the conqueror of Troy
had existed at least since the time of Homer and in the minor
details there were many variations. The place varied from one
author to the next - Homer put it in Aegisthus' house outside
Mycenae (Od. 3.304, 4.517-518), Stesichorus and Simonides in
Spartal, Pindar at Amyclae (Pyth. XI.32) and Aeschylus at Argos.

Some of these changes of city were undoubtedly made by the poet
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for political reasons (see Costa, 1962; 23-28), but they did not
otherwise affect the stor?. The avenging son, who had a memor-
able role, is Orestes in all sources, but the names of the daugh-
ters varied. In Homer, there are three daughters, Iphianassa,
Laodike and Chrysothemis (Il. 9.145)2. In a recently published
Hesiodic fragment3 there are two daughters, Electra and Iphimede
(Sa, 1.4-5). iphimede caﬂ be identified with Iphigenia, because
in the fragment Iphimede is sacrificed to Artemis, as Iphigenia
is in the play; Laodike and Electra are equated by a seventh-
century western poet, Xanthos, who explains that this daughter
was named Laodike, but acquired the nickname Electra ("Unchosen")
because she could not marry.? 1In Aeschylus the children are
Iphigenia, Electra and Orestes; Chrysothemis reappears in Sophoc-
les. These changes are for the most part unimportants; but even
the motive and identity of the murderer varied in different ver-

sions and were greatly altered in Aeschylus' hands.

From the earliest times the record of art shows evidence
of two different versions of the story. In the earliest surviv-
ing depiction of the death of Agamemnon, a terracotta pinax found
at Gortyn, Crete, Klytemnestra is the killer. (Davies, 1969: 229-
230.) In this relief, dated to the second quarter of the seventh
century, Agamemnon is shown enthroned and holding his spear dia-
gonally before him, in the style of a warrior-king. Klytemnes-
tra, on the right, wearing a long Cretan gown, is about to stab
him with a dagger she holds in her right hand. Aegisthus ap-

proaches from behind Agamemnon and has grasped Agamemnon's spear
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tip with his left hand over Agamemnon's shoulder, while with his
right he holds, or drops, some sort of fabric (a net?) over Aga-
memnon's head. On a steatite disk seal from central Crete, dated
to the same period or a little earlier, Klytemnestra is again
shown stabbing a seated Agamemnon; Aegisthus does not appear at
all. (Davies 1969: 224-228). Finally, on two early sixth cen-
tury bronze reliefs from shield straps, one found at Olympia and
one at Aigina, Aegisthus is shown pinning Agamemnon while Kly-
temnestra stabs him in the back. (Vermeule 1966: 13). The fact
that the earliest representétions are Cretan in origin and style
might lead one to suspect that there existed an early Cretan

version of the myth in which the Queen was the protagonistf.

In the other tradition, seen more in Attic vase—painting,
Begisthus is the killer. In fact there is only one surviving
painting of the death of Agamemnon before the fifth century, the
proto-Attic vase of the Ram Jug Painter, dated to the second
quarter of the seventh century. (Davies 1969: 252-256).’ 1In
this painting one man, sword in hand, stands behind another man
and with his free hand pulls a net over the head of the man be-
fore him. A woman stands in frbnt of the pair, facing away from
them and tearing her cheeks in despair. The armed man is com-

monly identified as Aegisthus and his victim as Agamemnon.

Aside from this painting, no other depictions of the death
of Agamemnon are found until the fifth century; the scene from
the Oresteia most often painted was the death of Aegisthus. This

scene suddenly became very popular after 500 B.C. (Vermeule 1966:
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14). This would indicate that Aegisthus was seen as a prime
agent of Agamemnon's death and thus the principal object of Ores-

tes' revenge.8

The earliest surviving painting of the death of Agamemnon
in Attic art is‘the Boston Krater by the Dokimasia painter, which
was painted very close to the time of Aeschylus' play.? Agamem-
non is shown draped in a gauzy material (a net?) and otherwise
naked; Aegisthus has just stabbed him with a swofd. The net and
Agamemnon's nakedness (as if he had just stepped from the bath)
might have been influenced by Aeschylus' play, if it was péinfed
after the production; but whenever the vase was painted, the
tradition that BAegisthus was the murderer must have been too

prevalent for the painter to ignore.

In fact, even after Aeschylus, the murderer of Agamemnon
is shown as Aegisthus in Attic vase-painting until the end of the
fifth century. (Vermeule, 1966: 14). So while two versions of
the story were available for Aeschylus to draw upon, the version
most common in his own time - if the surviving art is anything to
judge by - made Aegisthus the killer and thus the primary victim

of Orestes' revenge.

The literary tradition varies as well. The longest sur-
viving account of the Oresteia before Aeschylus is found in
Homer. Homer seems to have known two versions of the myth and
used each one according to the needs of his own story. The first

four books of the Odyssey are concerned with Telemachus' growth
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to manhood and acceptance of his adult responsibilities, i.e. the
defence oflhis household. Most of the references to the Oresteia
myth in these four books are intended (sometimes explicitly) to
spur him towards that end!!; all but one are said directly to
Telemachus!?; and all, without exception, name Aegisthus as the
plotter and killer!3, with Klytemnestra, if she is mentioned at

all, playing a clearly secondary role.!

Agamemnon, who speaks of his death every time we meet him,
tells another version of the story. When explaining his presence
in the Underworld to Odysseus (0QOd. 11.409—453), he at first
agrees substantially with the 0ld Man of the Sea's accéﬁnt of his
death, adding only his baneful wife's assistance (11.409-410) to
Aegisthus' plotting and executing of the deed. Twelve lines
later he says that Klytemnestra killed Kassandra "over me"
(11.422-423), which gives Klytemnestra a more active and violent
role in proceedings than we had heard of before, and adds ﬁhat
she abandoned him as he lay dying, without even closing his mouth
and eyes (11.425-426), which places Klytemnestra in the immediate
vicinity right after Agamemnon was stabbed - again new informa-
tion. A little later, he says that it is Klytemnestra who plotted
the deed and devised her husband's death (11.429-430); it is her
"ruinous thoughts" which shame all women; and by the end of his
account (11.452-453), Aegisthus has been forgotten and Agamemnon
says that his wife killed him. Klytemnestra's role thus moves in
the space of 43 lines from passive accomplice, through active

plotter, to actual murderer. In book 24 Agamemnon again refers
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to his death, first as at the hands of Aegisthus and his wife
(24.97) and later as being plotted and executed by his wife alone

(24.199-200).

The discrepancy between the accounts of Agamemnon's death

given in various places in the Odyssey can easily be explained in

several ways.15

But whatever explanation one accepts, it 1is
clear that Homer had two stories in mind, both of which he felt

free to use at need.

Klytemnestra's motive for betraying her husband, insofar
as Homer gives her one at all, is Aegisthus' seduction of her

(Od. 3.262-264); the sacrifice of Iphigenia is not mentioned.

Between Homer and Aeschylus only fragmentary references to
the myth of the Oresteia survive. There are three Hesiodic re-
ferences. Pausanias tells us that according to Hesiod's Catalogue
of Women, Iphigenia was not killed, but became Hecate "by the

will of Artemis"!6,

According to a scholiast, Hesiod said that
Aphrodite was jealous of the daughters of Tyndareus and so caused
them all to be unfaithful to their husbands.! Finally, .in a
recently published Hesiodic fragment concerning the daughters of
Leda, we are told that the Greeks sacrificed "Iphimede", the
daughter of Klytemnestra and Agamemnon, to Artemis, but that
Artemis saved (or healed) her and made her immortal; and that she

nl8

is now called "wayside Artemis In this fragment Orestes grew

up and "repaid his (male) father killer and killed his mother"19,
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To this poet, then, Aegisthus was the murderer, but Klytemnestra

was not innocent.

The seventh-century author of the Cypria tells the story
of the attempted sacrifice of Iphigenia, saying that Artemis
rescued her, replacing her with a stag, transported her to Tauris
and made her immortal.?l Bgias of Troezen says that Agameﬁnon
was killed by Aegisthus and Klytemnestra.’l. Xanthos, a seventh-
century western poet, is reputed to have influenced Stesichorus'

work with his treatment of the Oresteia myth, but nothing of his

work survives. (Vermeule 1966: 11).

Stesichorus, in the sixth century, wrote an Oresteia which
is nearly entirely lost. The absence of most of his work has
inspired various critics to attribute to it themes and actions
seen elsewhere, for which they would like to find a source.
Wilamowitz, for example, thought that Stesichorus introduced the

22 While were

death of Iphigenia as a motive for Klytemnestra.
are told that Stesichorus closely followed Hesiod in saying that
Iphigenia became Hecate??, as Diiring (1943: 107) points out,

there is no mention of sacrifice, or of a reaction by Klytemnes-
tra, in this fragment. 1In fact, in another of the few surviving
fragments of Stesichorus' work, Stesichorus is reported to have
said that Aphrodite, angry that Tyndareus fbrgot her at a sacri-
fice to all the gods, made all of his daughters faithless
("twice-wed and thrice-wed and husband—leaving“).24 This would

indicate that Stesichorus gave Klytemnestra's motive as love for

Aegisthus, if he considered her motive at all.
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Several scholars (DUring 1943: 106, Vermeule 1966: 12,
Davies 1969: 249) agree that Stesichorus' poem probably stimula-
ted production of the death-of-Aegisthus vase paintings, like the
Boston Krater, which suddenly became popular around 500 B.C.; but
. the conclusions they base on this differ greatly. Diring be-
lieves that Stesichorus probably made Klytemnestra the murderer,
using an axe; Davies thinks that Stesichorus had Aegisthus stab
Agamemnon with a sword and Klytemnestra finish him off with the
axe; and Vermeule, the most moderate, says only that Stesichorus
probably introduced the axe and Klytemnestra's skill with it.?®
All three agree that Stesichorus' Oresteia probably emphasized
the death of Aegisthus rather than Agamemnon (the title alone
strongly implies this) and thét Stesichorus is unlikely to have
dwelt on the original murder. I think this last, and perhaps
Klytemnestra's motivation by Aphrodite rather than Iphigenia, are
really the only conclusions that can safely be drawn from what

few fragments of Stesichorus survive.

The last poet certain to have treated any part of the myth
before Aeschylus is Simonides. A fragment of a commentary on his
poem (or part of it) has recently been published.?® The poem

7

under discussion in this papyrus is probably by Simonides?’ and

speaks of the mourning at Mycenae over the sacrifice of a human
female (unnamed). The grief of the mother cannot be overcome and
the killing is in honour of a god. The only known myth consis-
‘tent with these details is that of the sacrifice of Iphigenia. If

that is the subject of the poem, it contains the first surviv-
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ing reference to Klytemnestra's grief at her daughter's death.
However, there is no indication that Klytemnestra takes the step

from grief to vengeance in this poem.

Pindar's eleventh Pythian ode was written to commemorate
the victory at Delphi of a Theban runner, Thrasydaios. (Hering-
ton, 1984: 143). In it, Pindar refers to Klytemnestra as the
sole murderer of Agamemnon and speculates on her motive - was it
the killing of Iphigenia, or habitual infidelity with Aegisthus,
which prompted her act? (Pyth. XI, 23-28). There were two Pyth-
ian victories by so-named Theban runners, in 474 and 454. It has
generally been assumed that Pythian XI was written to commemorate

the Thrasydaios of 474, and that Pindar's magnification of Kly-
ltemnestra's role and his speculation on her motives influenced
Aeschylus. However, as Farnell?8, During (1943: 108-114) and
Herington (1984: 140-146) argue, from different angleszg, it is
far more likely that Pindar's ode was written to commemorate the

second Thrasydaios and was inspired by AReschylus' play.

It would of course be unwise to state categorically that a
poet "must have been" inspired by one thing, or "cannot have
been" inspired by another. But Pindar in Pythian XI does give
the impression that he is referring briefly to a myth which was
already fully developed elsewhere, in the form in which he pre-
sents it. He can assume that his audience thought of Klytemnes-
tra as the murderer and of the sacrifice of Iphigenia as a poss-
ible motive; he did not need to explain or elaborate on these

points himself. There is only one author who is certainly known
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to have presented the myth»in precisely the form in which Pindar
uses it, and that is Aeschylus. BAeschylus alone of the ancient
authors presents Kiytemnestra as the sole killer; the death of
Iphigenia is the principal motive for her crime in the first play
and love for Aegisthus is given as her motive in the second. 30

If we need assume a definite inspiration for Pindar's question in
Pythian XI, Aeschylus' trilogy obviously supplies one and nothing
else surviving does. Thus I am inclined to agree with Diring

and Herington that Pythian XI should be dated to 454 rather than

474.

In the record of art there are two traditions before Aes-
chylus' time and he seems, on the evidence available, to have
defiéd the one prevailing in his own era and region in making
Klytemnestra the murderer. 1In the literary tradition there again
seem to have been two traditions, but after Homer the one giving -
Klytemnestra the role of sole killer seems to have fallen en-
tirely out of fashion - even in Homer she is rarely, and never
unguestionably, given that role - and she.is regarded as, at
most, a co-conspirator in Aegisthus' crime. There are references
to the sacrifice of Iphigenia before Aeschylus, but before Simon-
ides they seem to have dwelt chiefly (or entirely) on her trans-
figuration to the immortal Hecate; and nowhere, including Simon-
ides, is there any evidence that the sacrifice of Iphigenia was
considered a motive for Klytemnestra's part (however small) in
the murder. On the contrary, Homer, the Hesiodic poet and'Stes—'

ichorus all explain Klytemnestra's disloyalty to her husband as
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due to love: Hesiod and Stesichorus ascribe it to Aphrodite and

Homer to the persuasion of ARegisthus.

Aeschylus thus seems to have altered the story his audi-
ence expected in two major ways, first in making Klytemnestra the
only murderer and second in making the death of Iphigenia her
primary motivation in the first play of the trilogy. Both of
these changes have the effect of almost completely suppressing
the role of BAegisthus; and the story is entirely changed in em-
phasis from the love-triangle murder (or political assassination)
found in Homer. These changes form the basis for the Agamemnon
and for the portrayal of Klytemnestra in that play. The audience
cannot help but wonder if Klytemnestra was justified in her ac-
tions; her guilt was never in question, before Aeschylus. This
violent and perhaps righteous Klytemnestra thus poses her audi-
ence difficult questions of guilt, innocence, and the workings of
justice, which are the theme of the whole trilogy and which are
not resolved until thevlast play. The changes introduced inﬁo
Klytemnestra's role thus draw the audience's attention to the

central theme to be worked out in the trilogy.
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NOTES TO APPENDIX A

Ip.L. Page, Poetae Melici Graeci (Oxford: 1962); p. 287,

fr. 44.

?Iphianassa is usually identified with Aeschylus' Iphi-
genia. If this is correct, Homer must not have known the story of
her sacrifice, or have ignored it at this point in the poem; for
Agamemnon at Troy speaks of her as alive.

3oxyrhynchus Papyri 28 (1962), ed. E. Lobel; 2481, fr. Sa,
col. 1 (pages 8-11).

icited in Vermeule (1966: 12).

SHowever, the change of venue of the murder itself, from
Aegisthus' house to Agamemnon's own, is not insignificant. This
move considerably increases the element of domestic treachery,
while decreasing the importance of the political or dynastic
motives involved. Aeschylus' treatment, which concentrates al-
most exclusively on the domestic aspect of the crime, demonst-
rates this.

bpavies (1969: 236-238) discusses this more fully.

'Vermeule (1966: 13) believes that this is a death of
Aegisthus and that the weeping woman standing in front of the two
males is Klytemnestra. But that does not explain the net which
the murderer is clearly pulling over the victim's head and which
elsewhere is associated exclusively with the death of Agamemnon.
The weeping woman, whose expression and pose are certainly too
striking to be likely to denote a simple serving-woman, could
surely be Kassandra.

8There is a bronze Cretan mitra of the 7th cent. which
shows Orestes killing an enthroned Klytemnestra (Davies 1969:
237). In the Cretan version of the myth, Klytemnestra seems to
have been seen as the killer and Orestes' vengeance is accord-
ingly directed towards her.

_ SVermeule (1966: 19) argues that it was painted after 458
and inspired by the play itself; Davies (1969: 258) sets it in
the 470's, where stylistically it belongs.

Wyermeule argues that the painter used a male rather than
a female murderer because he was borrowing from the iconography

of the death of Aegisthus, as the death of Agamemnon had no tra-
ditional iconography of its own. I find this unconvincing. Even
assuming - as Vermeule has convinced me one should - that the
positioning of the figures in the death of Agamemnon was borrowed
from the traditional poses of the death of Aegisthus, a painter
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who could change the traditional victim from a seated, clothed
lyre-player to a standing, naked man in a net could surely also
alter the killer from a male to a female.

Npor instance, Athena (0d. 1.298-300) mentions the renown
Orestes won in killing Aegisthus, his father's murderer; and Nes-
tor (Od. 3.199-200) advises Telemachus to be brave as Orestes
was, who took vengeance on his father's killer.

} 12phe exception is the gods on Olympus (O0d. 1.29-43). One

might expect the gods to know "what really happened" and there-
" fore think that Aegisthus was "really", in Homer's eyes, solely
responsible for Agamemnon's death. But the gods in Homer are
part of the story, like everything else, and tend to say what
suits the needs of the story at that point. There is no reason
to expect them to reflect the opinion of the poet.

_ B3rhe gods say so (0d. 1.36); Athena says this (1.299-300
and 3.235); Nestor does (3.194 and 3.255-310, especially at
3.305); Menelaus says this (4.91-92); and the 014 Man of the Sea,
as Menelaus quotes him (4.514-537, especially at 4.537).

Ypthena (0d. 3.235) says that Agamemnon was killed by the
deceit of Aegisthus and his wife; Nestor (3.255-310) says that
Klytemnestra, being formerly "@eesc ... &yasejsc "(either "with
honest heart" or simply "intelligent"(3.266), was seduced by
Aegisthus; Menelaus (4.91-92) says that "another" (male - #Alos )
killed Agamemnon "by surprise unlooked-for and by his baneful
wife's treachery". 1In none of these is Klytemnestra more than an
accessory to Aegisthus' plot.

5ror instance, a psychological explanation could say that
while the version given in the Telemachy, with Aegisthus as
killer and Klytemnestra as passive accomplice, is "correct", and
Agamemnon knows this, he is so shocked at the fact that his wife
had any hand in it at all that he cannot help dwelling on her
role and consequently eventually exaggerating it in his own mind.
The more common literary explanation (found, for instance, in
D'Armes 1946: 211-212) points out that Klytemnestra's role is
emphasized whenever a contrast to Penelope's conduct is desired
and tells us more about Penelope than about Klytemnestra - just
as Aegisthus' role is emphasized. whenever it is needed as a spur
to Telemachus.

, l6pausanias i.43.1, i.116 Sp. (quoted in Page, Poetae
Melici Graeci p. 115, n.1l).

V5chol. on Eur. Orestes 249.

18p, oOxy. 28 (1962), 2481 fr. S5a col. 1, ed. E. Lobel,
1.8-11 and I§-18. It may be this passage to which Pausanias

referred.
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191hid., 21-25.

20gtasinus (?), Cypria, in Hesiod, Homeric¢c Hymns and. Ho-
merica (Heinemann, London), 292-294,

21Nostoi, as summarized by Proclus, Chrestomathy.

22ps cited by Diiring (1943: 107).

23 . . .
Philodem., de piet., p. 24 Gomperz (quoted in Page, op.
cit., p. 115, fr. 2I%).

24gchol. on Eur. Orestes 249.

25 A1l agree that Stesichorus must have introduced the axe
which Klytemnestra holds in most paintings, as they can find no
other source for it. I would like to speculate that the axe - a
labris, found frequently in Cretan art - was associated with the
apparently Cretan source of the female-protagonist version of the
myth and thus account for its appearance in the paintings, but I
have not as yet found supporting evidence for this notion. One
should add that Vermeule (1966: 6) states that Ag. 1127 and 1262
refer to an axe, but I don't think that this is justified by the
text.

26p. Oxy. 25 (1959) 2434 Fr. la (5).
?’pns Lobel reconstructs line 2.

281,, R. Parnell, The Works of Pindar (London: 1932), 223-

224.

Prarnell believes that Pindar must have composed under
the strong impression left on him by Aeschylus' Agamemnon. Dir-
ing's argument is principally based on parallels in words used to
describe the act and its motives and in the general line of
thought. The strongest part of Herington's argument 1is that
Pythian XI 22-25, the alternative questions as to the motive of
the act, are unique in Pindar and in fact in all of non-dramatic
Greek poetry - especially in that they are left unanswered. He
suggests that the Agamemnon, which offers both motives in the
order found in Pindar's poem and does not decide between them,
would inspire precisely that unanswered question in Pindar's
mind.

301n Herington's opinion (1948: 142), both motives are
given, in that order, in the Agamemnon itself; the death of Iphi-
genia is stressed until Kassandra's vision and love for Aegis-
thus thereafter.
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APPENDIX B

KLYTEMNESTRA'S ENTRANCES AND EXITS

In analysing a character's role in a play it is useful to
know when he was on the stage, and what lines he spoke. In the
last fifty years[ however, there has been some controversy in

both areas, concerning Klytemnestra.

Klytemnestra's entrances and exits are not clearly signal-
led in this play. Taplin (1972: 89)! thinks that the central
skene door had been invented only a few years prior to the pro-
duction of the Oresteia, and that Aeschylus did not feel it as
necessary to announce entrances and exits through the new centrail
door as he did movement from the wings. In fact, the abruptness
of a sudden, untelegraphed entrance through the central door.and
directly into (or out of) the action could be used to good effect
by an innovative playwright; and was so used in the portrayal of
Klytemnestra. The lack of indication of her appearances or exits
has led, however, to a good deal of confusion and disagreement
among later critics. At the farthest extreme are Denniston, Page
(1957: 76) who say that it is "possible, and perhaps preferable"
to believe that Klytemnestra enters at line 40 (or at latest 83)
and does not exit again until 1068, after her scene with Kass-
andra.? They add that "the tension and power of the scenes,
503-37 and 615-80, are greatly enhanced by her presence, and

particularly by her silence, throughout."
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I cannot agree with this view. First, in all of the time
she is assumed to be speechlessly on stage, the chorus and other
actors do not notice her or interact with her in any way (except
at 83-103, of which more shortly). As Taplin (1972: S58ff.)
points out, if a character's silent presence is intended to be
noticed, the chorus and actors will refer to him, wonder. why he
has not spoken, and otherwise draw attention to his existence. If
his presence is not significant (as, for instance, Danaus' is not
during the first choral song of the Suppliants), the other char-
acters will ignore it. By this standard, if Klytemnestra is to
be assumed to be on stage for most of the play, her presence
cannot be thought significant. It seems to have no dramatic
function; it is unnoticed, it has no effect on any other charac-
ter's actions or speeches, and it does not even appear to affect
Klytemnestra's. Denniston, Page's sinister figure lurking in the
background adding an aura of impending doom to proceedings (Denn-
iston, Page 1957: 76) does not exist; even if Klytemnestra were
on stage, there is no reason to believe that she would be per-
ceived as sinister by an audience whose attention is ne&er drawn
to her. As Taplin (1972: 90, 97) says, a figure can be mutely
significant in the foreground, like Niobe, or mutely insignifi-
cant in the background, like Danaus; but "what is meant to be

significant is there is the words in the foreground".

But if her presence is not significant, why is she on
stage at all? Electra in the Choephoroe, or Danaus in the Supp-

liants, must enter with the chorus, and have thus a good tech-
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nical reason to be on stage, in the background, when they are not

part of the action; but Klytemnestra has not even technical rea-
sons to be present. Finally, there are speeches (for instance,
the Herald's at 503-537 or again at 551-582, or Agamemnon's, in
particulér, at 810-854) in which it is hard to understand why she
is not addressed, if she is present; and others (for example the
Chorus' song at 975-1033) in which her presence might be expected
to suppress the expression of the sentiments found there. Alto-
gether, it is far easier to assume that a character who has no
reason to be on stage, and whose presence there would frequently
be inconvenient, is not on stage except when her presence is
obviously actively required (as, for instance, when she is speak-
ing). It seems best at this point to go through the play and
discuss Klytemnestra'é entrances and exits each in turn. (These

are the movements assumed in the paper.)

Klytemnestra first enters at line 258. There is no rea-
son for her to enter with the chorus at line 40, or to be present

throughout the parodos; and she is not.

Debate has been hot on this point, centering around Kly-
temnestra's presence (or absence) during lines 83-103, which the
chorus address directly to her, asking for information about the

sacrifices they have seen being performed around the city.

Those who believe that she is on stage at 83-103 fall into
two groups. First, there are those, like Denniston, Page (1957:

76) and Gilbert Murray (1920: xii-xiii), who believe that she
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enters with the chorus at line 40, or, at least, some time be-
tween 40 and 83, in time to be addressed; and that she then re-
mains silently on stage until 258, when the chorus greet her and
repeat their questions, which, this time, she answers. The se-
cond group, including Hermann?, Rose (1958: 11-12) and more re-
cently Pool (1983: 71-116) and Goldhill (1984: 17-18 and n.20),
seeing no reason to keep her on stage throughout the choral song,

believe she enters sometime before 83 and exits at 103 or 104

without having spoken, to re-enter at 258.

Taplin (1977: 282-284) érgues convincingly that Klytemnes-
tra's silent and ignored presence during the choral song (104-
258) is indefensible for several reasons: it has no purpose, it
would distract attention from the chorus' important lyrics, it is
éommon procedure in tragedy to clear the actors offstage (if any
are on) before a strophic song, and, as supporting evidence, an
ignored silence of that length is unparalleled elsewhere in Greek
tragedy. There remains, then, the second theory, that she enters

at around 83 to leave silently at 103.

Discussion of this theory can be summarized as follows.
If Klytemnestra is not on stage at 83-103, why then does the
chorus address her in the manner they do? If she is on stage,
what is she doing there? Why doesn't she answer the questions of
the chorus? And why don't they comment on her silence (as they(

do on Kassandra's later in the play?)
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Those who believe that Klytemnestra was not on stage (eg.
Taplin 1977: 278 ff.) usually explain the chorus' address as a
choral apostrophe to an absent character. Other examples of
these exist in Greek tragedy, the closest parallel being Euri-
pides Hipp. 141 ff., in which the chorus, anxious over Phaedra's
health, come to the gates of the palace and ask her directly
"what is troubling you?" However, other critics do not find the
two addresses much alike. Denniston, Page (1957: 76), for in-
stance, find no similarity in questions about a situation inside
the palace which the chorus cannot see, and questions about a
situation outside thch they can see but do not know the reasons
for. But in both cases the chorus wants information about some-
thing, and comes to the palace to ask the only person who can

give it to them; so there is no real difference on that score.

Pool (1983: 86-87, 95) points out that in a typical choral
apostrophe, the chorus ask questions about the state of the ab-
sent character whom they address, not about other people or
things. In the Hippolytus, for instance, the chorus ask the Queen
'what's wrong with her; but in the Agamemnon, they ask Klytemnes-
tra about events at Troy. Pool adds that in a typical apostro-
phe, the character questioned is at the centre of the interest
and attention, or anxiety, of the chorus; in fact, that the pur-
pose of the address is to create a bond of affection with, or
intensification of emotion towards, the absent character (Poql,
1983: 95). 1In Ag. 83-103, however, there is no such concern with

Klytemnestra's welfare or activities, and the chorus, far from
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feeling any emotional bond with her, dismiss her entirely from
their minds after 103. He concludes that on these grounds, this
address, if it is an apostrophe to an absent person, 1is unlike

any other in Greek tragedy.

While it is true that the state of the character addressed
is not the principal concern of the chorus, as it is in other
apostrophes, Pool has not shown conclusively that such personal
concern is a necessary condition for an apostrophe, or the only
reason that one would ever be made. This argument, therefore,
while interesting, does not seem to be of overwhelming impor-
tance. However, Pool does show quite clearly that this apostrophe
is unique on other grounds as well. First, the sequence of tit-
les and vocatives, a formal Homeric mdde of address, 1is never
used elsewhere except to a character on stage.4 (Pool, 1983: 91-
92; Rose, 1958: II, 11.) Second, the questions in 85-87 are
direct requests for information, unlike the rhetorical questions,
questions arising from simple curiosity, or surmises which do not
ask a question so much as suggest an answer, which one finds in
other apostrophes, including Hipp. 141 f£f£. (Pool, 1983: 83-8S5).
Third, Ag. 97-103 are essentially a direct request for an answer
(99-103) plus a polite formula giving permission not to tell more
than she wiéhes (97-98). Neither of these make much sense if
Klytemnestra is not there to hear them, and neither occur in any
form in any undisputed apostrophe to an absent character. (Pool,
1983: 90, 93-94). Altogether, in form and content, this apo-

strophe is unlike any other in Greek tragedy, if it 1is addressed
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to an absent character, but is (as Pool also shows) in no way

anomalous if Klytemnestra is present.

Vetta (1976: 17) suggests that the reason the chorus ad-
dress Klytemnestra in a manner which strongly suggests that she
is present is because, in the excitement of the moment, they
"visualize" her so strongly that she seéms to them to be present.
This is not entirely convincing, in that the only thing that
suggests the "excitement" and "visualization" of the chorus at
this point is, in fact, the address to Klytemnestra, and it seems
unwise to use a conclusion drawn from the text as a premise for
explication of that text. Vetta also points out that the ques-
tions they ask, especially lines 86-96, perform the standard
dramatic function of informing the audience about events - in
this case, sacrifices - offstage. This function of the address

has usually been overlooked.

Those who believe that Klytemnestra is on stage at 83-103
explain her presence variously. Gilbert Murray (1920: xii-
xiii) believes she is at the sacrificial altar in an "agony of
silent prayer", preparing herself for her intended crime. Win-—
nington-Ingram (1948: 130) believes she is presiding over the
sacrifices, as does Rose (1958: II, 11). It is important to
Goldhill (1984: 17) and particularly to Zeitlin (1965; 467)° that
Klytemnestra be associated with the sacrifices. However, while
the chorus describe in detail sacrifices going on in the city,
they don't mention or refer to one being performed before them;

and in fact the text gives us no reason to believe that there is
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one occurring on stage as they speak. Vetta has shown (1976:
109-112) that for several reasons, it 1is highly unlikely that
sacrifices were being performed on stage at this point in the
play. Whatever Klytemnestra is doing on stage, then, it cannot

be presiding over a sacrifice.

Pool, accepting this, suggests that she merely stands at
the door for twenty lines and then re-enters the palace (1983:
103-104). This enigmatic action, he believéé, is in keeping with
Klytemnestra's unique and enigmatic character, and with the way
she is characterized in the trilogy. It would also, he feels,
strengthen and emphasize Klytemnestra's connection with the house
early in the play, reinforce the fear and uneasiness of which the
watchman speaks which surrounds the household, lend visual point
and dramatic effect to Calchas' prophecy at 154-155, and finally,
it would make Klytemnestra's first entrance in each of the three

plays an unexpected one. (Pool, 1983: 106-110).

These arguments are not convincing. Klytemnestra's con-
nection with the house is mafked enough later in the play that an
'otherwiSe motiveless appearance at this point is not necessary to
reinforce it. The audience, which has been given no hint that it
should do so, would be unlikely to connect Klytemnestra's en-—
trance here with the obscurely expressed fears of the watchman.
If they remembered her entrance, it could indeed lend dramatic
effect to Calchas' prophecy at 154-155, but Calchas' words do not
lack point even without her appearance; and reinforcement of

something said thirty lines later seems insufficient reason to
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bring Klytemnestra on stage now. This appearance is not, in
fact, in keeping with a character which, whatever else it may be,
is not noted for silence: Klytemnestra has the longest speech in
the play (even her husband remarks on it) and by far the greatest
number of non-choral lines of any character. Finally, while this
would make her first entrance in all three plays unexpected, in
the other two plays her entrance has a purpose beyond mere sur-
prise: in the Choephoroe to speak with Orestes, and in the Eumen-
ides to rouse the Furies against him. It does not increase the
"menace and mystery" surrounding her character (Pool 1983: 111),
for the simple reason that the chorus show no fear of her at this
point which would direct the audience's minds towards suspicion.
Were she to stand in the doorway for twenty lines only to exit
silently, the audience's reaction could in fact only be confu-

sion.

Finally, assuming that she is on stage, why déesn't she
answer the questions of the chorus, and why does the chorus not
comment on her silence? Murray (1920: xii-xiii) seems to think
it is'because her prayers have put her in something very close to
a trance-state, akin to Kassandra's, deaf to all around her.
Earp (1950: 54) and others believe it is evideﬁce of her haughty
nature; Pool (1986: 113) also thinks her lack of answer can be
explained by her imperiocus character and contempt for the chorus,
and that it demonstrates her control over the situation.
Throughout the rest of the play, however, she is always more than

willing to explain and justify her actions to the chorus; her
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imperiousness, if it exists, does not even manifest itself in
brevity, let alone silence. Her undeniable control of the chorus
elsewhere stems from her ability to manipulate words,-not from
her lack of them. And again, mere silence will not indicate
haughtiness or .contempt to an audience whose thoughts have not
been directed that way by other things - for example, by the
choral reaction to it. And the chorus do not react to her

silence in any way.

Two technical reasons have been suggested for her silence,
and the chorus' lack of comment. First, Pool (1983: 105) sug-
gests that it would not be traditional for the transition from
anapaests to lyric in the chorus' opening scene to be broken by a
character's speech, and that a choral comment on her silence
would also have been most untraditional. It is possible that a
speech of a second character at this point might have seemed
disruptive to a Greek audience; but the content of the chorus'
song itself is surely in the hands of the poet. Aeschylus, more-
over, should not be thought of as bound hand and foot by a tradi-
tion which he in large measure developed, and in which ﬁe was
renowned for innovation. If he had desired a choral comment on

Klytemnestra's silence, he could certainly have introduced one.

Second, Michelini (1974: 531 and n.l18) suggests that char-
acters are not always expected to take notice, in the spoken
(iambic) sections, of what was said in the anapaests. Her other
examples of this, however, (Ag. 781 ff. and 829; Supp. 973-979

and 993) do not show this principle clearly. Altogether, the
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lack of response, and the chorus' lack of comment, must be consi-

dered unexplained.6

Finally, one should not forget the point raised by Fraen-
kel (1950: n. ad loc.) that if Klytemnestra enters and exits
without speaking at 83-103, it is the 6nly such appearance by a
major character in all of Greek tragedy. Its uniquenesé does not
prove that it did not happen (as Goldhill 1984: 16 n.20 points
out), but it does give one reason to think that it would not
happen here without a purpose. The choral apostrophe has been
shown by Pool to be unique also, if it is addressed to Klytemnes-
tra in her absence. In the end, one can only try to choose which

of two unique events is the more likely.

If 83-103 is addressed to Klytemnestra in her absence, it
performs the function of informing the audience about events
offstage. Why she is addressed so specifically, and in such
language, is unclear. Vetta's "visualization" seems a little
far-fetched, but could have an element of truth. Ewans (1982: 7-
8) explains it as a request by the Council of Elders for a coun-
cil meeting, which, at 258 ff., Klytemnestra grants them; the
request is made at the palace gates, knowing that Klytemnestra,
inside, will hear them and eventually come out. This also is not
entirely convincing. Either hypothesis, however, does take into

account what information there is.

If Klytemnestra is on stage, the wording of the address is

explained. However, she has no reason to be there. She is not
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sacrificing, and standing about in a doorQay will not convey an
air of menace, imperiousness, or anything else to an audience
which could only be bewildered and distracted by her purposeless
appearance. Perhaps a reply'to the chorus' questions would dis-
rupt the standard format of the opening choral scenes, but the
lack of one is still very strange. The lack of choral reaction

to her silence is completely inexplicable.

Of the two possibilities, then, while a certain answer is
impossible, an address to her in her absence seems more easily
explained, and thus rather more likely, than her silent presence

at 83-103.

Klytemnestra enters, then, at 258, and is greeted by the
chorus. She respdnds to their gquestions with her two famous
speeches at 281-316 and 320-350, ending at 347-350 with a formula
very typical of exit-lines; the chorus responds with lines very
typical of those spoken to exiting characters. (Taplin, 1977:
289-290). So it seems safe to say that she exits somewhere be-
tween 350 and 354, and returns at 586, when she speaks to the
herald. There is no reason for her to be on stage during the

act-dividing song of the chorus, and she is not.

The real argument in this segment of the play centers on
lines 489-500, which the manuscripts F and Tr attribute to Kly-
temnestra. If she speaks these lines, then she is probably on
stage during the song, and must surely stay on after 500 to hear

the herald.
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The two strongest reasons to believe that Klytemnestra
spoke lines 489-500 are the manuscript attribution, and the argu-
ment that her speech at 586 ff. shows that she knows what the
herald said, and therefore must have heard his speech. (Dennis-
ton, Page 1957: 116—117.)7 Of these, the manuscript attribu-
tions should not be weighted too heavily, as the same manuscripts
which give these lines to Klytemnestra give the beacon-speech to
a messenger. Those who do not believe that Klytemnestra was on
stage during the herald's speech (for instance Taplin, 1977: 300,
and Scully, unpub.: 7) have felt that the second argument re-
quired an answer. They tend to explain Klytemnestra's knowledge
of what the herald said by referring to her "clairvoyance" and

8 This is not necess-

"power", as she is portrayed by Aeschylus.
ary, however, as there is in fact nothing in her speech at 586
ff. that she could not reasonably have said. She arranged the
beacons, and knew that she could trust them; she therefore al-
ready knew that Troy had fallen, and did not need the herald to
tell her. If the chorus did not trust the beacons, it is no
concern of hers. Since she received the beacon-signal, she would
expect Agamemnon to arrive home sooner or later; when a herald
arrives, it makes perfect sense for her to assume that it is the
one she expects. She knows that he's a herald because of his
staff, and she knows that Agamemnon has arrived safely both be-
cause the herald has got there and because he wears an olive
wreath (494), the sign of a bearer of good news. (Scully,

unpub.: 9). No omniscience is necessary here, only ordinary
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deductive abilities on the part of anyone who trusted the bea-
cons. It is not necessary, then, to believe that Klytemnestra is

on stage to hear the herald's speech.

Finally, lines 489-500 (or 489-502) suit the chorus better
than they do Klytemnestra. Their tone is doubtful, as if spoken
by one who is not sure what news the herald brings, and follows
very well on the tone and concerns of the chorus' song immediate-
ly previous. Klytemnestra does not share the concerns the chorus
sing of in their act-dividing song, and it makes no sense for her
to reflect them; and she is sure of the herald's news. It seems
safe to say, then, that she does not speak those lines and is not

on stage to hear them spoken. She enters at line 586.

She exits again at 1line 614° and enters at 855, after
Agamemnon's homecoming speech. No further notice is taken of her
presence after 613, and it would be odd if, having said that she
need not hear anything from the herald when she is about to get
the whole story from her husband (598-599), she were then to stay
on stage to listen to the herald. There is again no reason for
her to stay on stage during the choral ode after the herald's

exit (681-781), and she does not.

There are two good reasons to believe that Klytemnestra
cannot have been on stage during Agamemnon's speech. First, in a
speech which addresses the land, the gods, and the old men at
some length, he does not mention his wife. There are several

ways of explaining this - that he is so taken up with his politi-
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cal rolé, as a king returning to his land, that he has entirely
forgotten his domestic role as a husband and father returning to
a home!%; that Klytemnestra is invisible in the background (why?
and why would she stay there, on seeing Agamemnon's entrance?);
or that he is deliberately slighting his wife (again, why?) None

of these quite explain why he does not address her; surely it is

easier to believe that she simply is not there.

Second, in his last four lines (851-854), Agamemnon clear-
ly signifies that he is intending to go immediately into the
palace. Instead, Klytemnestra begins to speak, aﬁd he does not
go in. What better reason for this than that she has suddenly
appeared in the doorway and blocked his path?!! His comment at
916 might be interpreted partly as annoyance at being frustrated
in his original intent, as well as at being forced to wait

through a long and embarrassing speech.u

Klytemnestra exits shortly after Agamemnon, at 974. Her
final couplet is probably not intended to be heard by Agamemnon
(973-974), and so is most likely delivered after his exit.
(Taplin 1977; 308-309; Fraenkel 1950: n. ad loc.) This couplet
is, again, very good as an exit-line, and as there is no reason
to keep Klytemnestra on stage through the choral song (975-

1033)3, we may assume it was used as one.

The remainder of Klytemnestra's movements are fairly

clearly marked. She enters at 1035, loses in her attempt to
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control Kassandra, and exits at 1068. Entering again at 1372,

she remains on stage until the end of the play.

One more pbint needs to be made on the subject of stage
directions. Aegisthus admits that he was not in the house ("év -
pﬁbsaﬂ", 1608). He and his bodyguard must therefore have come
on from a side entrance. (Taplin 1977: 329). Klytemnestra has
used only the central door into the house throughout the play,
and has controlled its use by almost everyone else. The herald
is not permitted to enter; Agamemnon enters only on her disast-
rous terms; and Aegisthus, from outside the palace, is permitted
to enter with her at the play's end. Only Kassandra frustrates
Klytemnestra's attempt to completely control entrance to the
oikos and enters under compulsion not of Klytemnestra, but of
Apollo. This failure foreshadows Klytemnestra's eventual doom,
by command of the same god; but in the‘first play, we should
remember that visually, Klytemnestra's control of, and authority
over, the palace will have been ocobvious, and her self-proclaimed

role as "dog of the house" perfectly clear throughout the play.
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NOTES TO APPENDIX B

lHe cites Wilamowitz' article in Hermes 21 (1886) 597 ff.,
which argues the same point.

?Lattimore's translation also assumes this continual pre-
sence. (Richmond Lattimore, Oresteia, translation. (Chicago:
1953).

3As cited by Taplin (1977: 284). I am indebted to this
work for much of the argument of this appendix.

‘Vetta (1976: 1ll1) shows that this is not a common form of
address to a character entering for the first time and (1976:
117-118) that the address at 258-260 is more common under those
circumstances. However, the combination of vocatives, common or
not, still suggests that Klytemnestra is present.

Szeitlin's discussion of sacrificial imagery in the Ores-
teia is extremely enlightening, and I do not wish to weaken her
argument. However, Klytemnestra's absence at 83-103 does not
weaken it; as she has ordered the sacrifices, her responsibility
for the rites (which the chorus emphasize) remains the same whe-
ther or not she is present. Her relationship with the sacri-
fices is thus unchanged, although visually the impact is less-
ened.

bNeither 97-98 nor 263 ought to be thought of as comments
on Klytemnestra's silence; both can be explained more easily as
merely polite formulae appended to respectful requests for infor-
mation.

There are other arguments, mentioned by Scully (unpub. 2-
3), but they are trivial (as he demonstrates) and easily dis-
missed.

8eg. Taplin (1977: 300) - "she did not need to be present
to have this superiority, which 1is typical of her role", or
Scully (unpub.: 7) - "(She) does not need to be present at 489 to
know that Agamemnon has arrived at Argos. Earlier Aeschylus has
made her describe the scene in the ruined city of Troy."

‘The MSS F and Tr give 612-613 to the herald, but as
Fraenkel (1950: n. ad loc.) demonstrates, this should be disre-
garded, if not because it would be extremely unusual for a second
actor to break in with an answer before the chorus speak, then
because there seems no reason for the herald to say them; but
they are good exit-lines for Klytemnestra.

100f course, Agamemnon's great weakness and the source of
his downfall in the play is precisely that he does outrage his
domestic ties for the sake of his political role. One cannot
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doubt that in this homecoming scene Aeschylus shows us a man who
is, at that moment at least, entirely preoccupied with his posi-
tion as king. Were his speech not sufficient to tell us this,
Klytemnestra's speech addressing him exclusively as husband and
head of the household emphasizes the "regal" tone of his own
words. But even a king would mention his regent - which we know
Klytemnestra to be from lines 258-260 - on homecoming, if the
regent were present. Agamemnon does not.

Upaplin (1977: 307) points this out. It is foreshadowed
at 587, when she blocks the herald's entrance. (The herald like-
wise has not addressed her.) See also Ewans (1982: 7-8), who
develops the theme of obstructed, or perverted, homecoming.

1250 Michelini (1974: 527-530) for an interesting inter-
pretation. She suggests that his comment is intended partly to
mark the transition between a formal rhesis and the return to the
"action" of the play, and cites other examples of this usage.

B3and some to take her off - would the chorus have ex-
pressed their forebodings so clearly if the -agent they feared
were still on stage?
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