AESCHYLUS AGAM. 141: AEIITOIX - AAIITOIZ IN CONTEXT

From the beginning of his Agamemnon and with unrivalled aptitude
Aeschylus starts sowing the major motifs of his play which slowly but in-
evitably bear fruit. By means of ambiguous and pregnant expressions, of
oxymora and a bewitching interlacing of imagery our poet weaves a net of
enchantment. Dark premonitions resulting from the interplay of hope and
fear, sacrifices that subtly and constantly turn into corrupted sacrifices! set
the background. The seer interprets the omen which is a forewarning of
victory and calamity at the same time, while hostile Artemis is presented
as seeking revenge for the 3¢invov aletdv (109-38). In such a climate in
which the chorus and the audience forebode the impending disaster hidden
behind the overt blessings are verses 140-45 (D. Page, OCT) introduced:

tbcov mep ebppwy & xadd?
dpbootg déntorg pakepddv Aedvtwy
mévtwv T &ypovbpuwy pLiopdatolg
Onpéov dRpixdhotat Tepmvd,
to0twv aitel E0pBola xpdva,
debud ptv xatdpropnea 3t pdopata.

These verses, which constitute part of a flashback of the chorus upon
the interpretation of the eagle omen by Calchas, are sealed with the fear
of the seer (150-55) lest Artemis

tebEnt omevdopéva Buaiav Etépav vopdv v’ &dartov,
vewéwy téxtova adpeuToV, 0b det-

ofjvopa Wipver Yap pofepd makivoptog

oixovépog doAia, uvédpwv Mijvig texvémotvog.

The present study intends to explore the plausibility of the inter-

1. See F. Zeitlin, «The Motif of the Corrupted Sacrifice in Aeschylus’ Oresteia», TAPA 96
(1965) 463-508; id., «Postscript to Sacrificial Imagery in the Oresteia (Ag. 1235-37)», TAPA 97
(1966) 645-53.

2. M. L. West, Aeschyli Tragoediae, Stuttgart 1990, p. 198, adopts Badham’s emendation:
‘Exdra.
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pretations of the adjective &emtog proposed so far, always in view of the
context of the specific play and of the career of the pertinent lion imagery
in the framework of the trilogy.

The adjective &emtog occurs three times in Aeschylus; Suppl. 908,
SwAdpeah &ent’, &vak, ndoyopey; fr. 213 (Proteus), &emtol (vel &antor?)3;
and Agam. 141, 3pbootg déntolg pakepidv Aedvtwv. The Scholia Agam. ad
loc. explain our adjective as follows: &é{A}ntoig 8¢ taic Emealar toig yovetar
(un) duvapévorg M. Despite the presence of A (quasi < & [priv.] + EAmopat),
the scholiast of the codex Mediceus connects the adjective with & (priv.) +
gropat. In Triclinius’ 141b: déntotat] totg wi} duvapévorg mtijvat, one dis-
‘cerns the derivation from & (priv.) + wétopat, an etymology confirmed ib.,
141c. pokepidv] tdv plaptixdy netewvdv. Triclinius’ explanation, unique in
its approach and without imitators, presumably rests on the reading of
something like &ntfjot, which would affect the present metrical structure of
the verse. The reading §vtwv (MV, om. FTr) was restored into Aeévtwv by
modern scholars with the help of Etym. Magn. 377.39 (= Etym. Gen. B)4.

The etymological and concomitant semasiological viewing of the ad-
jective &entog has been indissolubly connected with that of the Homeric
&amtog® ever since the grammarians and the scholiasts of the Iliad. The
fullest and most detailed reference figures in Herodian: &éntoug {xetpag}:
oltwg PrAddg mpoevextéov. oltwg Bt xal "Aplatapyog. fixove Bt tdg detvdg xal
&ntofjrous. 6 8¢ Znvédotog... xal adtdg dpolwg 6 mvebpatt, elg tég toyupds 3t
peteddpPavev. v 8t tals "Aptatogdvoug MAddasag (fr. 59, p. 212 N.) Sud tob e
¢yéypanto «&émtougr. elal 3t of dmpoomeddatoug dmodtdbusty, &nd tob dda-
obat, Gv 00delg &v ddatto 3¢ laydv. Euol 8t Soxel mapd 1o tdmtw yeyeviiabat, 6
onpaivet 16 dagheipn xal BAdmTw ... xal pésov adtod xat” EAAetdv t0d a ...
&mod 37 todtov 10D émtw o &idmrtoug v, xal xat’ EAAetdv Tod L ddmrtoug, Hrot

3. TrGF, ed. S. Radt, Géttingen 1985, 3: 333. See Hesychius «. 1357 L. &e{A}nvot [corr.
Arhens]- 3ewol. xai dantot. Aloydiog Mpwrel (fr. 213); ib., a. 1379 L. &entov layupdy, doixnrov
(Abresch &0utov); ib., a. 22 L., &dntovg &npoonedatoug, v od Sdvatai tig ddashat 7 dntoritoug.

4. "Epan vyap tatw 7 8pdaog xat AlaydAog év "Ayapépvovt tobg axduvoug (todg axbAloug cod.)
t@v hedvtwv dpdaoug xéxhnxe petappdlwv tobto,

5. The adjective &antog figures in Homer always in relation to yetpeq (11 1. 567, 7. 309, 8.
450, 11. 169, 12. 166, 13. 49, 77, 318, 16. 244, 17. 638, 20. 503; Od. 11. 502, 22. 70, 248); see also
Hes. Theog. 649, Op. 148, Sc. 75, 446; see Scholia vetera in Hesiodi Opera et Dies, rec. A.
Pertusi, Milano 1955, p. 60, 148b.1, <damntou> dxpdtnrot. 147bis. 1 damtor. dxpdrnrot, 7| &pofot.
&ntwos Yap 6 &pofog, Alodxdg pixpoypapeitat, Tzetz. 147 quat. 1, xal xelpeg damtol. fyovv Edov-
atot. ad Theog. 649, &énrovg. dnpoaneldatoug, loxvpds, mokepwindg BM. Tzetz. ad Op. 147, p. 131,
19 G. (unavailable to me). Phot. 3. 25, &anvov, &népavrtov. See also M. L. West, Hesiod. Theo-
gony, Oxford 1966, ad 649, «Its meaning [of & ntog] and etymology are unknown». In Opp. Hal.
5. 35, 52, 97, 629, of a marine creature; cf. Scholia in Theocritum, Nicandrum et Oppianum, ed.
Fr. Diibner, Paris 1849, ad 5. 35, yAobvng' &yptog x0tpog. &amtor &nposméAaaToL.
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T pi) Suvapévag StapBapTivar xod Braffvar, 5 xat Enitacty tég dyav Suvapévag
BAdon xal SrapBetpau.

Two parameters are established on the evidence of the above scholium,
which has been organized according to the aspiration of the second com-
pound of the word. First, Aristophanes replaces the form &antog by &entog,
although his motivation in so doing is unknown. He might have changed
the vowels simply for reasons of euphony, in which case the sounds a/e
would be interchangeable’ and the two forms equivalent from both the
etymological and the semasiological point of view; or he might have meant
a different etymology and meaning. It is worth noting that our sources
(with the exception of Eustathius) do not specify how Aristophanes
etymologized the words. The formulation of Herodian suggests that «it is
some others», and presumably not Aristophanes, who derive &anto¢ from &
(priv.) + &nropat. Second, the etymology of these adjectives is multifarious
and complex. Both the organizational principle according to the breathing
and the range of the etymologies suggested herein recur and are further
enriched in other more or less ancient sources®. Philoxenus, followed by
Apion, e.g., juxtaposes two etymologies, (& (intens.) + &rtopat and &
(priv.) + &ntopa®, while Eustathius derives the Aristophanic &entoc either

6. Scholia Graeca in Iliadem, ed. H. Erbse, Berlin 1969, 1: 151, ad 1. 567b.! A; sim. b.2 bT;
cf. c. &émroug: ol ndaat «démtoug» Exovaw T. See Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem, ed. G. Din-
dorf, Oxford 1855, ad loc. See also Sch. Il. 13. 318b.! (Erbse, 4: 46) <déntoug:> 'Aplatapyog
«&éntoug», &Ahot 3t ddnrtoug dua tob o T. Cf. K. Lehrs, De Aristarchi Studiis Homericis, Lipsiae
31882, p. 301 n. 221: «Sch. N 318 pro ’Aplatapyos lege "Aptatopévrgy.

7. So does Hesychius when he explains &e{\}ntog as &antog (a 1357 L.), and associates
&amog: <& (priv.) + dnvopan (o 22 L.).

8. See Ap. Soph. 1. 20, &é&nroug’ of ptv dasbdvovteg Ty Seutépav &modiddaatv dnpoanerdatous,
& 0dx &v tig ddatto, of 8t Pihég dvayivedoxovres dmtoritoug, Evtot 8t dvexpedxtoug 7 yakemdg, W’ 7
10 ptv npdrov <a> (add. Toup.) érextetapévoy, to 8t debrepov ouyxexoppévov. Suda a. 5. 1-5
(Adler), dantog: &Bhaffic. Hpwdiavds enat mept 10b &amtog, Bt ylyvetan dmd 100 léntw 16 BAdnte,
xol (etd Tob atepnTiod o xal xat’ EANewhw 1ol  Hamtog, dv 0bdelc Sdvartat BAadat. F odyl xatd
atépnaw ExAnmréov T a, &AAX xat’ émitaay, W f) 6 peydha Suvduevog BAdmtew. date o pwiv npdtov
3nhol mélog, to 3t dedrepov Evépyerav. Aéyetan 3t xai damtog xatk atépnaw & ddavstog. The
derivation of &ntoensg is also considered here: Sch. II. 8. 209a. (Erbse, 2: 342) xafantopévn toig
¥nea ... xai Towg fv mapd 10 mroeiobay, % &yav nroobsa, f mapd T dntdy, to loxupdy, Hate elvan
dewvoemic A. b. drtopévn #) &dmroug Abyoug Aéyovaa: 7 &nténre bT; see ib., test. and Etym. Magn.
133. 42-47. See alson. 9.

9. Philoxenus fr. 413, Sammlung griechischer und lateinischer Grammatiker (SGLG), vol.
2, Die Fragmente des Grammatikers Philoxenos, ed. Chr. Theodoridis, Berlin, New York 1976,
p- 283, mapd 10 dntw &mtodg xai &&mrous, Fiyouv tdg &yav drtopévag. §i v odx &v Tig &datto, olovel
&npoaitoug, &mpoanehdatous... obtw PihéEevog. Cf. Apion fr. 1, SGLG, vol. 3, Apions I'\&aoat
‘Ounpxai, ed. S. Neitzel, Berlin, New York 1977, pp. 213-14, xai «xefpag &&ntovg> (A 567) ue-
véhag &npoaneldatong, Gv ody ddontd tig. el 8t Phwbein, tdg dnrtotitoug ... ol 3t phodvreg Tampd-
xtougT ... "Aniwv 3t daobver BodAetat yap &rodidbvar dnpoaneddatoug, dv odx &v tig ddatte, F tag
noAhoig npoanehalodaag. dnpdxtovg: vix sanum Theodoridis, Photii Patriarchae Lexicon, Berlin,
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from the root Fen- (elnelv, €nog) or the verb €mecBatl® introducing his
etymology with otovei, «as ifs (LSJ). The Scholia D, usually but incorrectly
attributed to Didymus, provide a similar etymology although without
specifying the source of it!l.

To sum up, our ancient and Byzantine commentators and lexicogra-
phers provide us with the following etymological options for the adjective
damtoc and &emtog:

& (priv.) + mroéopot

& (intens.) + mtoéw

& (priv.) + &mropon

& (intens.) + &ntopat

& (priv.) + dntw (in passive sense)

& (intens.) + t&ntw (in active sense)

& (priv.) + Fen- (elnely, €nog)

& (priv.) + Emopot

& (priv.) + métopon

Modern scholars side with one or other of the above options often en-
riching our etymological chart with new possibilities as will be shown in
the following selective survey, the purpose of which is to outline and eva-
luate the general trends on this subject.

W. Leaf, on the assumption that &ntw - &xtopat in their double sense
(«laying hands to» and «<joining oneself to») correspond with the Sanskrit
root sak’, from which he derives also €nw - €émopat, considers the two forms
(&amto¢ and the Aristophanic &entog) «virtually identical both in origin
and meaning» and renders «not to be handled or dealt with»12. According

New York 1982, 1: 8. See also Sym. Etym. 3, Etym. Magn. auct. 5 and Etym. Magn 1. 35.

10. Eust., Commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem pertinentes, ed. M. van der Valk, 4 vols.,
Leiden 1971, 1: 230, 150. 14, &amntot ai detval xad &mtonrot xatd Aptatapyov ...  dfamtot xatd
ety Tob ¢, &g ob ddvartad tig tddat, 8 Eatt PAddar, i xatd énitaow ai molld ldmrew Suvipevar.
*Apratopévrg Bt &v tats Mhoaatg, &g pasty of Takatol, &émtoug Ypdeet S tob € olovel &ppfitoug, d¢
od Sbvaral T elnely, 7} duamapaxorovdfitoug, aig ob ddvaral tig ExeaBat. xal Ahwg Bt xelpeg &amtot
ai &mpoomédaatot, Hv 0dx &v &attd ttg. For the confusion between ¥xw and &ntw a propos of
£4pbn see Erbse: 3: 503-05 ad I1. 13.543 al-a* cum app. crit.

11. Adupog, ZydAia madaid te xai wavw Weélua els v ‘Ourpov TAidda xai el v "Odboaea,
ed. Fr. Asulanus, Venetiis 1521-28, p. 36 ad loc., &émtoug. &npooitous. &nposmekdatoug Sud wé-
velog. mpog Bt xai démroug, W' §i &ppritoug, ) adg ob ddvarai Tig Emeabor.

12. W. Leaf, «’Enewv and €neafaws, JPh 14 (1885) 231-51, esp. 248-50, «ruthless, &ufxavos»;
similarly A. W. Verrall, The Agamemnon of Aeschylus, London, New York 1889, pp. 15-16,
«rough, uncouth, from the stem €x-» this is fleetingly mentioned by J. Wackernagel, «Conget-
ture greche et latine», SIFC 5 (1927) 27-28, «Si dovra invece pensare a €netw, che non ha niente
a che fare con €rneafut?», and endorsed by P. Groeneboom, Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, Amster-
dam 1944, pp. 147-48, who records Pauw’s reading &épbotat, «roribus incoctis, h. e. qui radiis
solis non sint cocti, h. e. matutinis» (ib., p. 148 n. 1).
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to H. L. Ahrens, on the other hand, both &entoc and donetoc are derived
from the verb #rw and qualify things «dmpoonélaata, &npbotta» and, conse-
quently, «dewé» and «loyvpéd». Considering next the &entog of Agam. 141
and of the phrase «&émntoug xetlpag» [sic] a synonym of ewde, Ahrens trans-
lates «die argen jungen wilder 16wen», because of their «argmiithigen
natur»13,

Bechtel uses the latter part of Eustathius’ etymology for the Ari-
stophanic &entog «olovel &ppfitoug, &¢ 0d Sbvatal tig elnelvr, and argues that
&entog (a synonym of &onetog) was the original form of the adjective, the
evolution of which looks as follows: &Fentoc ) &entoc ) &ntoc, and, with 3ié-
xtoole, &amtocld,

In his monumental edition of the Agamemnon E. Fraenkel chooses the
reading &emtog and the etymology implied by the codex Mediceus, totg €me-
oo tolg Yovelaot w7 Suvapévor, because it is in harmony with the facts!® as

13. H. L. Ahrens, «Studien zum Agamemnon des Aeschylus», Philologus Suppl. 1 (1860)
281-87, esp. 285-86. Valuable is Ahrens’ survey of older views on this matter.

14. F. Bechtel, Lexilogus zu Homer, Halle 1914, pp. 1-2, «die x¢tpeg &antot sind Hiinde,
deren GrioBle man nicht aussprechen kann»; similarly J. Wackernagel, «Die epische Zerdeh-
nung», BB 4 (1878) 283-84. Cf. the criticism of H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Wérter-
buch, 3 vols., Heidelberg 1960, 1: 2 s.v. &antog, «wenig iiberzeugend», and 1: 25 s.v. &entog
«unsicherer Bedeutung ... Herkunft unsicher». P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire étymologique de la
langue grecque, Paris 1968, 1: 2, s.v. &antog, argues that, if Aristophanes is correct, then the
&amntog should have been a variation due to the popular etymology, the original form being
&entog = «indicible», as proposed by Wackernagel and Bechtel. This claim, continues Chan-
traine, is undermined by the fact that there is no other example of *Fentog, whether as a sim-
ple word or in a compound, despite the &-Fento-Fen#¢ on which this theory rests; the Homeric
singers derived both &anto¢ and &ntoenng <dntopat; see ib., s.v. &entog: there must have
existed two adjectives of this form, (a) < &Fentog, «indicible», and (b) < Eéropot = Sch. Agam. 141,
which could be authentic if it were a word coined by Aeschylus; id., Grammaire Homérique, 2
vols., Paris 1958, 1: 32 § 15: the group -«(F)e- normally appears uncontracted in Homer (despite
some exceptions); ib., p. 82 with n. 1: the 3téxtaotg has been tried in this case, but the reading
damtog < &ntw has been established under the influence of &ntoentg. See also LfgrE s.v.
&amtog B. «Maglicherweise urspriinglich ‘unaussprechlich (groB, stark)’... die hom. Dichter mit
&ntopat in Verbindung brachten». LSJ s.v. &entog: < Emopa, II. Exog = &ppnrog v. 1. of &antog.
H. Vos, <Altaivw, AAtéunvog und dntoeniic», Glotta 34 (1955) 287-95, esp. 292-95, derives
&amtog - demtog < &mropat on the model of daoippwv - &eaippwv, but, on the assumption that
the etymology attested in Eustathius may have played a role in Aeschylus’ time, he suggests
an oxymoron in Agam. 141: Aeschylus uses the word 8pdagot (~ Epoat Od. 9. 222), «Er korrigiert
dieses poetische Bild mit &extou: ‘Tautripfchen, aber diesmal unaussprechlich grofie’» (p. 294
with n. 2). For J. Bollack, L’Agamemnon d’Eschyle, ed. by J. Bollack and P. Judet de La
Combe, Agamemnon 1, prem. part., Cahiers de Philologie 6 (1982) 165-67, &entog: «terrible» (=
&ppnrog) on the grounds that «elle [Artemis] n’aime pas les lionceaux dans leur faiblesse,
mais pour la force vierge»; next to palepdv, the adjective evokes the terrible nature of the
whelps (p. 167).

15. Arist. Hist. Anim. 6. 31, 579b7, tixtet 8¢ xai 6 Mwv wévu pixpk obtwg &Hate diunva Svra
uohic Badilew. Pliny, Nat.Hist. 8. 45, semestres vix ingredi posse nec nisi bimenstres moveri.
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much as it is with the context!é. On the contrary, J. D. Denniston xat D.
Page identify the two forms when they write, «Perhaps &értot¢ here = Epic
&émrotg, ‘not to be touched’»17.

The above survey has shown two things. First, the extent and nature
of the controversy among ancient and modern commentators over the iden-
tification of the two adjectives and their respective etymology and mean-
ing, and second, the fact that three etymological alternatives prevail not
merely because of their frequency, but basically on account of their suita-
bility: & (priv.) + Fen- (elnelv, €mog), & (priv.) + #mopar and & (priv.) +
&ntopat. These three should be weighed against the background of our
passage and the entire play as well.

The first alternative, & (priv.) + Fen- (einelv, ¥mog), no matter how
aptly it describes the situation in the Suppl. 908, &pata, Setvé, not to be
spoken of, terrible!8, is found wanting when associated with the lion cubs:
it may have a proleptic sense and, as Vos suggests, it may be an oxymoron,
but, despite Aeschylus’ proclivity to such figures, this view is rather
inapplicable in this case. First, because the emphasis on destruction has
been shifted to the fierce parents, pakep&v, and second, because this very

16. E. Fraenkel, Aeschylus Agamemnon, 3 vols., Oxford 1950, 2: 83-84, «The helpless-
ness of the young animals sets the loving care of the goddess in its true light». See also L.
Campbell, The Oresteia of Aeschylus, London 1893, p. 7, «the tender cubs»; U. von Wilamo-
witz-Moellendor(T, Griechische Tragoedien, 8th ed., Aischylos Agamemnon, Berlin 1919, vol. 2:
56, «die hilflosen Jungen»; W. Headlam, Agamemnon of Aeschylus, ed. by A. C. Pearson, Cam-
bridge 1910, p. 53, «young dew dropping weak and small»; P. Mazon, Eschyle, Les Belles
Lettres, Paris 1962, 2: 15, «les faibles fruits des lions farouches»; H. Lloyd-Jones, Agamemnon
by Aeschylus, N. Jersey 1970, p. 23, «the helpless young of savage lions»; D. Young, Aeschy-
lus: The Oresteia, Norman 1974, p. 7, «the infant cubs». H. J. Rose, A Commentary on the
Surviving Plays of Aeschylus, Amsterdam 1958, 2 vols., 2: 15, approves of Fraenkel with some
reservations. Cf. the objections of H. Neitzel, «&entog oder &antog? Zur Interpretation von
Aischylos, ‘Agamemnon’ 140-145», Glotta 56 (1978) 213.

17. J. D. Denniston - D. Page, Aeschylus Agamemnon, Oxford 1957, pp. 81-82, «the lions
are fierce (pLalep®v), and even their cubs are dangerous, not to be handled; the goddess de-
lights in the young of all animals, even the most dangerous». So also Neitzel, pp. 212-21, esp.
216, 221, «unberiihrbar, nicht anfalbar, unangreifbar, unantastbar»; this etymology gives
«einen prignanten Sinn» by contrast to that proposed by Wackernagel («Congetture greche e
latine»), and Leaf (< #rw), since «‘nicht zu behandeln’ ist wenig prignant (worin besteht die
‘Behandlung’ der Léwenjungen?)»; cf. Bollack, p. 167: Neitzel’s approach is not in unison with
Artemis’ concerns, «elle ne protége pas la protection, mais la jeune vie, tendre ou violente».

18. See H. F. Johansen and E. W. Whittle, Aeschylus. The Suppliants, 3 vols., Koben-
havn 1980, 3: 229, «&ent”: perhaps ‘outrage’ ... It may be etymologically connected with €xew or
#mog ... either ‘unmanageable’ or ‘unspeakable’». The possibly different meaning of the &entog
in the Suppl. and the Agam. has created a further perplexity; see among others Chantraine,
Dict. étym., s.v., and Bollack, p. 166. The situation in the Proteus is undetermined; whether or
not the p&xat are herein qualified, as Ahrens has proposed (p. 286), Hesychius (« 1357 L.)
recognizes here an instance of 8ewétrng.
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passage motivates Artemis’ interference by her love and care for all tender
and, most significantly, helpless animals which are incapable of protecting
themselves. Her function would be superfluous if the whelps were capable
of displaying their ferociousness right from infancy. Besides, such an
explicit and pleonastic reference to the terrible nature of the lions at this
point in the play would destroy the magic quality of the poetry of
Aeschylus, who is fond of gradually illuminating the meaning of his images
by accumulating new telling details in every recurrence of them19. The
weight of an «unaussprechlich grof3» for a lion cub is, consequently, rather
unwelcome in such a context which aims at properly motivating Artemis’
involvement?0,

The second option, & (priv.) + €éropat would definitely agree with the
nature of the lion cubs. Yet, the lion image is of cardinal importance in
the Agamemnon, and the way it recurs in the play renders the inter-
pretation after éwopat rather unsuccessful, since it blunts the sinister
forewarnings and the importance of this oracular passage. For similar
reasons the otherwise plausible and suitable #nw is to be considered un-
satisfactory: «not to be handled or dealt with» is colorless and rather weak
in view of the role reserved in the play for the lion image, while Leaf’s
gloss, «ruthless, &u#fyxavos», makes explicit part of what the poet meant
only to insinuate at this stage.

The third alternative, &entog = &antog { & (priv.) + &xtopay, is fleetin-
gly and tersely mentioned by Denniston-Page, but elaborated by Neitzel,
who rests on the assumption that, first, Aristophanes had replaced all the
Homeric and probably also all the Aeschylean occurrences of &antog with
&emtog, and second, that Aeschylus and his audience were aware of this
etymology that had been in circulation since the Homeric bards?!. Though
tempting, these suppositions cannot be proven. Indicative of our uncer-
tainty on this matter is the skepticism of W. J. Slater, who would not use
fr. 418 (= 59, p. 212 N.) as an evidence for Aristophanes’ reading of II. 1.
567 or 13. 318, on the grounds that <he may have listed the word &ertog
only in connection with Aeschylus or he may have suggested reading it in
Homer for the mss &dntoug»22. Of course, the critical question is, why

19. See A. Lebeck, The Oresteia. A Study in Language and Structure, Washington, D.C.,
1971, pp. 1-2, 4-5, 52 (on prolepsis). Cf., however, the redefinitions of T. G. Rosenmeyer, The
Art of Aeschylus, Berkeley, Los Angeles and London 1982, pp. 136-37.

20. For the skepticism of Chantraine and Frisk about the viability of this alternative
from the linguistic point of view see supra n. 14.

21. So Neitzel, pp. 214-16.

22. See Aristophanis Byzantii Fragmenta, ed. W. J. Slater in SGLG, vol. 6, Berlin, New
York 1986, on fr. 418 (LIX p. 212 N.) &erog.
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Aristophanes, whose editorial <judgements were more influenced by study
of the use of words» and had «compiled an important lexicographical work
which identified earlier and later meanings of words»23, should have made
such a suggestion for Homer. It is rather unlikely that his emendation was
accidental or subjective?4. If the vowel change were merely a dissimilatory
remedy for the hiatus resulting from the concurrence of two -aa- sounds,
this would imply that he equated the two forms both etymologically and
semasiologically. This hypothesis is tempting on the instructive evidence of
the &aslppwy - desippwv example?5. The vowel dissimilation would render
the reduction of &emwtog to Fen-, Fewnelv, unnecessary, or, at least, not
mandatory. However, despite the convenience and plausibility of this
assumption and its presumable corroboration in Hesychius (see supra n.
7), we must repeat that this etymology of &ewxtog ({& [priv.] + &ntopar)
cannot be safely confirmed for either Aristophanes (see the prohibiting
force of «eioi 8t of» of Herodian), or Aeschylus. Nevertheless, the merit of
the foregoing reflection lies in the suggestion that this specific
etymological alternative presumably figuring in the form &emtog26 for
reasons of euphony, could very well be an unobtrusive and viable option
for our Agam. 141 from both the linguistic and especially the conceptual

23. See The Cambridge History of Literary Criticism, vol. 1, ed. by G. A. Kennedy, Cam-
bridge 1989, pp. 206-07.

24. See M. van der Valk, Textual Criticism of the Odyssey, Leiden 1949, p. 104 n. 1, the
emendation of Aristophanes «does not go back to ‘old’ manuscripts, but is ... a subjective
emendation».

25. The Homeric codd. attest daoippwv and the indirect evidence &esigpwv. For the pro-
posed etymologies see LigrE s.v.: (a) < &&w + gpiy, i.e., ppeatv daabeis, ppevoBrafis, Bradippwy,
BraBeaippwy; (b) < &eoa (8w, ladw) + ppfy, i.e., xoyudevos &g ppévag; (c) < dmue (Jw)+ gpiy, ie,
dvepdhta ppovérv, xobgag Exwv tag ppévag; (d) &elpw + ppfv, and (e) «aor. *4Féoat ‘shidigen’?».
See Sch. Hom. II. 20. 183, Erbse 5: 31 cum test.; ib., 5: 458 ad 23. 603b.! cum test.; Sch. Hom.
0Od. 15. 470, 21. 302 (Dind.). The confusion of the a/e sounds regardless of the assumed
derivation is well-illustrated. Cf. also LSJ s.v. &aot-gdpog, &act-ppovia, &eat-ppoaivr. According to
Frisk, s.v. &ealppwv; Chantraine, Dict. étym., s.v. &&w; M. Leumann, Homerische Worter, Basel
1950, pp. 215 n. 10, 228 n. 22, and Vos, p. 293, the original form was &asippwv replaced in all
mss. by &eoippwv, under the influence of false etymology (< &esa), as Vos and Bechtel, p. 14,
say. Suggestive of dissimilation seems to be the view of P. Buttmann, Lexilogus, 2 vols, Berlin
1825, 1: 224-25, the grammarians derived &ealppwv < &ijvat («wehen») and < &éoo («schlafen») in
an effort to lend it legitimacy. The exact grammatical form is &as{ppwv, «aber das zweite & ging
in ¢ iiber, weil das Ohr an solche Formen wie &AgeaiBrog, Tapeaixpoog, pacaipufporog, gewihnt
war». Cf., however, Bechtel, p. 14.

26. For another equation of the two forms on the etymological and semasiological level by
Leaf see supra n. 12. Lehrs, p. 141, refers to the Aristophanic &entog in a cryptic manner as if
to suggest that both &antog and &ertog go back to the Aristarchean dnténrog (&éntoug = dewig
xai &rwtofitoug) on the assumption that «id simul eo effectum, quod cum tota antiquitate hoc
modo vocabula decurtari posse putavit». If this is so, then Lehrs also seems to equate the two
forms in both meaning and etymology, even if < & (priv.) + ntooSuat.
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point of view. This etymology may have in fact served as a vehicle for
Aeschylus’ ethico-philosophical enunciation, as the following investigation
of the text itself and especially of the way Aeschylus handles his lion
imagery will hopefully suggest.

The lion makes its debut in Agam. 141. Although the lion is not
explicitly connected with Iphigeneia here, this assumption is supported by
a number of reasons: the lion is the royal emblem of the Atreidae - Tan-
talidae??, or a symbol for the savage members of this family; both parents
of Iphigeneia are leonine figures and her lioness mother will eventually
avenge her sacrifice?. The impressive ambiguity of the passage (134-36)
strengthens this possibility?°. In a context where Artemis’ wrath against
the winged dogs of her father, namely, the eagles, is set out, the phrase
adtdroxov mpd Abyov moyepdv mrdxa Buopévoist (136) can mean either «be-
cause they sacrifice a wretched trembling hare with its young before their
birth»39, or, «because they sacrifice their very own wretched cowering child
on behalf of [or, in front of] the army»31. As an offspring of a vulture,
eagle, dog and soon a lion father (and a lioness mother) Iphigeneia shares
the parental nature: she can very appropriately be thought of as a lion
cub.

Yet, if the lion cub here stands for Iphigeneia and if Artemis is, as she
is said to, so kind and well-disposed towards the lion cubs and the young
ones of other animals (Agam. 140-43), the inevitable question is why
Artemis so urgently presses the sacrifice of a 8pésog. In such a scheme the
goddess would contradict herself and her feelings. The role and motives of

27. Headlam, p. 184, «The lion, which is common on Lydian coins ... was probably the
badge of the Lydian dynasty of Pelops. That seems to be the reason why the term is applied to
various members of that family ... so it appears here [v. 147 in his ed.] to mean Iphigeneia»; so
also W. B. Stanford, Aeschylus in his Style, Dublin 1942, p. 90, et al.: see Fraenkel, 3: 562 ad
1224. W. Whallon, Problems and Spectacle. Studies in the Oresteia, Heidelberg 1980, p. 41, «the
lion —less restricted to Agamemnon, or to any single event— is a clan totem and timeless».

28. See the excellent study of B. M. W. Knox, «The Lion in the House», CPh 47 (1952) 17-
25; A. Y. Campbell, Agamemnon, London 1940, p. 77, also recognizes the relevance of the lion
symbol to the members of this family. Neitzel, pp. 218-21, focuses on the revenge of the
lioness mother and argues that Artemis demands this sacrifice out of love for both the
Trojans and Iphigeneia: this is a means to reconcile the opponents.

29. See W. B. Stanford, Ambiguity in Greek Literature, New York - London 1939, pp. 143
and 144 with n. 1, «an astonishing feat of amphibological dexterity occurs in 1. 137 [= 136 Page,
West]». P. Vidal-Naquet, Mythe et tragédie en Gréce ancienne, 2 vols., Paris 1972, 1986, 1: 141,
142 with n. 36 = «Chasse et sacrifice dans 'Orestie d’Eschyle», PP 24 (1969) 408 with n. 31,
fully endorses this view.

30. In accordance with the Sch. in Agam. v. 137 (= 136 P., W.) adtéroxov] abv adtdt tét
téxwt M; sim. Sch. Tricl. 137a.

31. Here I slightly paraphrase Stanford’s alternative translations.
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Artemis, part of the complex issue of compulsion and free will, have been
attacked in various and often conflicting ways32. Whether Artemis acts on
her own and demands the sacrifice of Iphigeneia with the purpose of saving
both the maiden and Troy (Neitzel); or she is the instrument of Zeus and
Moira (Bergson); or she does not desire to cause the death of Iphigeneia,
but she merely «creates a situation» for Agamemnon in which he, suffering
no external coercion, discloses his ethos (Peradotto), there remains the
incongruity of an elppwv - teprvd Artemis who demands the sacrifice of a
dpboog. This stumbling block can possibly be overcome even partially if the
particle mep (Agam. 140) is taken not as intensive of téoov in the sense of
«being [sc. Artemis], as she is, so well-disposed to all young animals, she
demands fulfilment of what this act [the eagle apparition] portends»33, but
as concessive mep, in the sense of «although she is kind and pleasant»34,
This would render the passage smoother: despite her kindness and love
towards all kinds of young ones, the goddess, infuriated by the outrageous
atrocities of the Atreidae presently foreshadowed by the eagle omen,
applies the lex talionis and exacts punishment of the chiefs by demanding
the sacrifice of their own lion cub.

Iphigeneia undoubtedly belongs to a family often characterized in leo-
nine metaphors. In his arrogance and tragic ignorance of the divine grudge
that exacts punishment for the excessive death dealt at Troy, Agamemnon
broods over it in an ambiguous and ominous language: the city was turned
to dust by the Argive beast, the {xnov veoasds, damtdopdpog Aew, ... dmep-
Bopv Bt mipyov opnatng Aéwv / &dnv FAefev aljwatog Tupavwixod (827-28).
The «young ones of the horse», unlike those of the lion (717-49), are
«born» mature and show their criminal nature right at «birth», whereas it
remains unspecified whether the lion that «licked his fill of the blood of

32. See A. Lesky, «Decision and Responsibility in the Tragedy of Aeschylus», JHS 86
(1966) 78-85; id., Gottliche und menschliche Motivation im homerischen Epos, Heidelberg 1961,
esp. pp. 50-52; id., Die tragische Dichtung der Hellenen, Géttingen 1972, pp. 162-68; Fraenkel,
2: 96-99; Denniston - Page, Intro. pp. XX-XXIX; H. Lloyd-Jones, «The Guilt of Agamemnon»,
CQ 12 (1962) 187-99; W. Whallon, «Why is Artemis angry?», AJP 82 (1961) 78-68; J. J.
Peradotto, «The Omen of the Eagles and the 7o of Agamemnon», Phoenix 23 (1969) 237-63;
J. Fontenrose, «Gods and Men in the Oresteia», TAPA 102 (1971) 71-109; Neitzel, «&envog oder
&amtog», pp. 218-21; id., «Artemis und Agamemnon in der Parodos des aischyleischen ‘Aga-
memnon’», Hermes 107 (1979) 10-32; L. Bergson, «Nochmals Artemis und Agamemnon», Her-
mes 110 (1982) 117-45, et alii.

33. So Denniston-Page, p. 81, who add, «xep in tdsov nep is likely to be intensive, not
concessive» and refer to J. D. Denniston, Greek Particles, 2nd ed., Oxford 1934, pp. 481ff.
However, see Greek Particles, p. 484, «(6) The sense of climax often carries with it a concessive
tone»; ib., p. 485, the A. Ag. 140 is listed as an example of this use.

34. See also Fraenkel, 1: 99, «The Fair One, kindly though she be towards...».
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princes» (transl. Fraenkel) is the host or / and Agamemnon himself. Yet,
the latter is rendered plausible in view of the first person plural he uses in
this description, of his status and his characterization in lion terms by
Cassandra3®. In Cassandra’s vision the lion Agamemnon appears as «noble»
(so Fraenkel, Knox et al.), while Clytaemestra as a most unnatural and
horrid two-footed lioness, who sleeps with a wolf, aitn d{movg Aaiva
ovyxotpwévn / Aoxwt, Aéovtog edyevolg drovaion (1258-59). Cassandra also
describes Aegisthus as a cowardly, degenerated lion, év Aéxet atpwpddpevoy
oixovpdv (1224-25). Three gradations of kindred lions coming into grips
with each other figure in these passages: the first is edyevg, «<high-bred»
(LSJ), namely, of pure breed; the second surpasses the boundaries of the
species and enters the realm of monsters, while the third is contempted as
a reduced, non-valiant type36 whose weaponry consists in seducing the
lioness wife of the pure-bred lion and in &nteafat of his foe (1608) in an
explicitly debased manner: by cuvémntety unyaviy dusBoviiag (1609), and by
being t0bde tob pbvou ‘pagpeds (1604, see also 1634-35). The context itself
suggests that the lion is not simply used metaphorically of the strong and
martial Agamemnon3’, but of the bloodthirsty, criminal and vindictive
nature of the major characters of this myth38,

35. For H. Mielke, Die Bildersprache des Aischylos, Breslau 1932, p. 87, the lion is the
wooden horse and the Greek warriors. So also J. Dumortier, Les Images dans la poésie
d’Eschyle, Paris 1935, pp. 81, 150; for Knox, p. 19, Cassandra’s speech (v. 1259) is instrumen-
tal for the identification of this lion with Agamemnon. See B. H. Fowler, «Aeschylus’ Image-
ry», C & M 28 (1967) 37, «the lion here is the Argive host ... Other uses of the lion symbol
suggest that this lion is meant to stand primarily for Agamemnon himself>. E. Petrounias,
Funktion und Thematik der Bilder bei Aischylos, Hypomnemata (Heft 48), Géttingen 1976, p.
146, emphatically identifies this lion with Agamemnon.

36. On the problems arising from v. 1224 see Fraenkel, 3: 559-60. Denniston-Page, p. 181
ad loc. consider the phrase «a cowardly lion» so unlikely that they suspect corruption; but if the
text is sound, they stress «that the lion symbolizes savagery ... not as a rule courage». Petrou-
nias, p. 146, discerns an oxymoron here in the sense of «Der Lowe, der keiner ist; der Unlowe».
However, the obstacles found in vv. 1224 and 1259 can be overcome if placed in perspective: the
ethography of Aegisthus moves in an escalating manner; the valorless lion, a member of the
Pelopid family, grows, or rather degenerates, into a wolf, who is a coward and acts by stealth.
Instructive for these traits of the wolfish character might be Sch. Hom. II. 10. 23d (Erbse, 3: 8),
Abhwva 3t GG dethov xai émt AaBpidiov mpakv dppddvta Auxéav [¢vdiet]. See also Arist. Hist.Anim.
1. 488b, and Aristophanis Historiae Animalium Epitome, ed. S. P. Lambros, Berlin 1885-1903,
Suppl. I, p. 5, A 25.

37. So Neitzel, p. 218. According to Dumortier, p. 75, «Agamemnon (1259) est le lion re-
doutable et magnifique».

38. See Mielke, p. 87, «Als Verkorperung der Mordgier gilt dem Dichter der Léwe». See
also Knox, passim and Petrounias, pp. 143-45 a propos of the lion parable. A. F. Garvie,
Aeschylus Choephori, Oxford 1986, p. 306, «for Aeschylus the lion is a symbol of savagery
rather than nobility or bravery [so Stanford, Aeschylus in his Style, p. 89]» ~ Denniston-Page,
ad v. 1224. Rosenmeyer, p. 140, argues that «Aeschylean beast terms are inescapably dero-
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The lion cycle rounds up in the Choephori 937-38, €uole 8 &g épov
tov "Ayapépuvovog / Sumholc Mwv, Sumhols "Aprg. The «double lion», variously
explained3?, has been anticipated in the Agamemnon: Orestes will avenge
the death of two people, his father and his mistress, by killing two people,
his mother and her lover (1279-81, 1317-19, 1646-48). Most signifi-
cantly, this will happen because oppotat yé&p 8pxog éx Bedv wéyag, / &Eewv
v bretioopo xetpévou watpée (Agam. 1290-91). This distich, the syntacti-
cal ambiguity of which is notorious, if combined with the phrase tov {@vra
xaivety tob¢ teBvnxdrag (Choe. 886), can possibly yield another alternative:
the phrase «double lion» might simultaneously insinuate the pair of father
and son, who are united at last and have joined forces to put an end to the
cycle of injustice that originated with the violation of the Priamidae: Aixn
{uole to the house of both (Choe. 935-38). Equally ambiguous is the
famous Stesichorean dream of Clytaemestra, tat 8¢ dpdxwv £36xnse (Lokelv
x&pa BeBpotwiévog dixpov / Ex & &pa tob Basthed IThetabevidag dpdvn (PMGF
219). If the serpent symbolizes Agamemnon, who is the Pleisthenid king?
Scholars oscillate between Agamemnon and Orestes?0, although such a
distinction is, in my opinion, unnecessary here, if we take into account
first the genealogical line in its archaic unbroken continuity and, second,
the concept of deferred Justice: the «double lion» of the Choe. as well as
the complex of the PMGF 219 might be explained in its interracial scope
as a fusion of both father and son, ancestor and offspring.

Finally, the lion image is fleetingly touched upon in the Eumenides
193-94: with repugnance Apollo ousts the Erinyes on the grounds that Aé-
ovtog &vtpov alpotoppdou oixelv totaltag eixds. The phrase might be a me-
taphorical way of speaking or can suggest the blood lapping leonine Tan-

gatory. Lions, wolves, snakes ... are rarely appreciated for the majesty of their attack».

39. Primarily as Orestes and Electra or Pylades: so, e.g., Fowler, pp. 57-58, cf., ib., p. 66;
Whallon, pp. 40-41 et al. For a comprehensive survey of the pertinent theories see Garvie, pp.
305-06, who leans favorably towards the view that «the double lion is Orestes himself, as the
double killer of the two usurpers», or «Clytaemestra and Orestes, both avengers in their turn».
Cf. Vidal-Naquet, «Chasse et sacrifice dans I’Orestie d’Eschyle», p. 422, «personnage double,
chasseur et guerrier, serpent et lion»; Dumortier, p. 151, «le double meurtre».

40. See J. Viirtheim, Stesichoros’ Fragmente und Biographie, Leiden 1919, pp. 52-53, the
Pleisthenid king is neither Agamemnon nor Orestes, but a figure which «trigt die Gesichts-
ziige, die Gestalt, des alten Geschlechts» and will become a king. See also C. M. Bowra, Greek
Lyric Poetry, 2nd ed., Oxford 1961, p. 117. Garvie, pp. XIX-XX, refers both lines to Agamemnon
himself, and so does A. Neschke, «L’Orestie de Stésichore et la tradition littéraire du mythe
des Atrides avant Eschyle», AC 55 (1986) 295-96 with n. 40. For a different approach, in which
the Pleisthenid is identified with Orestes, see G. Devereux, Dream in Greek Tragedy. An
Ethno- Psycho- Analytical Study, Oxford 1976, ch. 5, pp. 171-76.
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talidae*!. In view of the Apolline misogyny and the subsequent condem-
nation of the world of women in general and of this family in particular, it
is also likely that the lion here stands for the two sisters who have
constantly been compared and identified with lions and the Erinyes in the
Agamemnon. The murderous and leonine female world is soon to be de-
nounced, while its daemonic counterpart is to be converted into «Eume-
nides» and incorporated into a new cosmic order to the benefit of the
Athenian city.

The above outline suggests that the lion in the Oresteia stands for
blood and murder. The grown-up lions are murderers, 5tat, who eventual-
ly become @Spata, with the exception of Orestes, who is redeemed through
divine dispensation. Iphigeneia is a lion cub sacrificed before reaching
maturity. She thus becomes a victim before she turns into a victimizer42,
Until then this &tadpwtog maiden of the napbévetog aicdv (229-30, 245) is
described as a sacrificial victim characterized in terms of domestic animal
and vegetable imagery. She is raised above the altar 8ixav yaipag (232)
upon the bidding of her father, who, ®onepel Botob pépov, / uArwv redvtwy
edmdxolg vopedpaaty, / Educey adtod maida (1415-17), while she is called a
«sprout» by her mother, é¢udv éx 1008 Epvog &epbév (1525). Despite the
overall diffused picture of innocence, suffering and gentleness (see also
1555-59), Iphigeneia is linked with the lion image and its malignant con-
notations as early as Agam. 141-45: the sacrifice of the 3pésog Iphigeneia
will eventually be avenged, piuvet y&p @oBepd makivoptog / oixovdog dolia,
pvépwv Mijvig texvomowog (154-55). This distich is of cardinal importance
in that it blends the past with the present and the future of this family: it
anticipates the long due punishement for the Ouvéoteta deinva and the im-
minent sacrifice of Iphigeneia®3.

However, the most impressive connection of Iphigeneia with the lion
image occurs in the famous lion parable of the second stasimon (717-49).
Although this passage refers explicitly to Helen, it suits all characters of

41. So Whallon, p. 40. See Knox, p. 24, the cave is the house of Pelops, which they have
inhabited for generations. A. J. Podlecki, Aeschylus Eumenides, Warminster 1989, p. 145,
«Lions stalk the house of Atreus». A. H. Sommerstein, Aeschylus Eumenides, Cambridge
1989, p. 116, ad loc., «throughout the Oresteia the lion has been an ambivalent symbol, now of
a beast of nobility and fierce power (Ag. 1259, Ch. 938), now a murderous creature revelling in
bloodshed (Ag. 7271Y., 827f., 1224, 1258). Here ... it is degraded to the level of a fiend that like
the Erinyes, is fit only for the darkness (note &vtpov)».

42. Cf. Petrounias, p. 157, «Iphigencia hatte bei Opferungen mitgewirkt und wurde dann
selber geopfert»; sce ib., pp. 157-59 on the sacrifice motif in relation to Iphigeneia.

43. Whallon, «<Why is Artemis angry?», p. 83 with n. 19, adds the maining of Pelops in this
picture.
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this myth#4 including Iphigeneia, as is suggested by various verbal echoes:
Iphigeneia is a téxvov, 86pwv &yokpo (208); she is mpotéheta vadv (227),
source of joy for the house and especially her father, natpdg / gilov
tpttéomovdov elmotpov mar-/dva pidwg Etipa (243-47). Her young age is
stressed (raplevospdyotaty, mapbeviov 8 afpatog, atbova mapBévetov, dyvat
addd dradpwrog, 209, 215, 229, 245) and set against the maturity of the
fatal woman (yuvatxomoivev moképwy, 225-26; cf. molvdvopog &uel yuvauxée,
62). The lion cub of the parable is similary év Biétov mpoteheiorg / &pepov,
edpuAdmatda, / xal yepapolc Emiyaptov (720-22), veotpdpov téxvou dixav
(724), yet deprived of milk, &ydlaxtov, though gléuastov. This tender
creature ypovtaleic & dmédeibev ffog 16 mpdg toxéwv: it became péya aivog
novxtévov / éx Beob & lepede tig "A-/tag dbpowg mposelpipbn (734-36).

The lion parable contains the sperms of the ensuing ethography and
plot uncoiling, since it is strewn with key words, concepts and crossrefe-
rences which permeate the entire trilogy. Helen, the principal figure in
this parable, starts her career as a gentle delight of wealth, as soft arrow of
the eyes, as heart-stinging —8&n£{fupov— blossom of love (741-43) and
ends up as vopgdxiavtog "Eptvic (749) as much for the Priamidae (744-
47) as for the Greeks (403-55, 1455-61). Helen, originally an dptéAtyog
of the vultures, reveals her ethos as well as that of her sister with whom
she is eventually identified. The pair of the two male Tantalidae described
in the beginning of this play in terms of unison and equality of power and
spirit (with the exception of 860 Auact diasods, 123)45 is at the end set
against a more deadly female pair: xpétog (") tobduyov éx yuvarxdv / xap-
3168nxtov (1470-71)46, The two lionesses have prevailed, while Clytae-
mestra, the two-footed lioness, has fastened herself with the family curse
by revenging her lion cub. Iphigeneia, on the other hand, has become a
lion as much for her father as for her mother; through her death she has
bound them with the hereditary sin. Against this background of culminat-
ed horror we are now called upon to interpret the adjective &emrog.

The chorus is explicit: Agamemnon undoubtedly put on the yoke of
Ananke and at the same time he changed his mind and took decisions of

44. So Knox, pp. 17, 19, 21-23; Petrounias, p. 144 (with the exception of Cassandra); Pe-
radotto, pp. 256-57, associates the lion parable with Agamemnon’s predatory and teknopho-
nous ethos in particular, which he has inherited from his father.

45. Agam. 43-44, 30pbvou AtéBev xai Sraxfimtpon / Tyfig dyupdv {ebyog Atpetdav; 104, xpd-
105 aiatov &vdpdv; 109-10, 3iBpovov xpdtos ... Edugpova taydv; 1468-69, dupui-/orat Tavtahidata.
For a character and fate differentiation of the two brothers in correlation with the eagle color
see Peradotto, pp. 261-63.

46. Cf., however, Fraenkel, 1: 181, I cannot understand this passage»; see also Denni-
ston-Page, ad loc. «<a remarkable quantity of irrelevant detail».
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utmost boldness: he committed the rapaxond npwronfuwy: Etha & odv fu-
thp yevé-/aBan Buyatpdg (218-27). Divine compulsion and personal volition
have brought Agamemnon to the point of the utmost implication: by de-
ciding to lay violent hands upon his own 8pdsog, he commits his first pér-
sonal sin and triggers the fulfilment of the hovering family curse (224).
The importance of the first sin is emphasized also in the case of Thyestes,
who «trampled on his brother’s bed» (1193) and so committed the npe-
tapyov &tnv (1192). In this context the career of the «<hands» as well as of
the words that denote «touching» is relevant and meaningful. Two phrases
in the lion parable, in particular, &v &yxdhatg (723) and motl xelpa caivewv
(725-26), gradually reveal their pregnant and sinister meaning. The
<hands», used in an auspicious and friendly manner in the beginning (34-
35, 116), become the symbol of unjust enrichment, of wealth amassed -
vor xep®dv (777), sooner or later to be punished by Dike; they are ironi-
cally used by Clytaemestra of a god-driven and eloquent prophetess (1060-
61), and they finally attain their malignant connotations turning into
emblems of violence*’. The two major lion figures of this play exploit the
potential of xelpeg at its maximum. Agamemnon killed his 8péoo¢ daughter
defiling his hands in her blood, ptaivwv mapBevospdyotaty ‘pelfporg matpuit-
ou¢ xépag (209-10) only to be treated similarly: Clytaemestra, after the
fashion of the ypoviafei lion cub, becomes an iépeta "Atng, and exacts pu-
nishment for the virgin daughter once torn away from her like the &yé&-
Aaxtov, yet, ominously, pthépaastov lion whelp: mpotelver 88 xelp’ éx xepds
dpeyopéva (1110). At last in Clytaemestra’s imagination Iphigeneia and
her hands regain their original well-disposed nature: she is reunited with
her father and throws her «<hands» in love about him (1555-59). For Cly-
taemestra this is a token of the completion of the blood cycle. Alas, this fa-
mily is run by real lions; there is no place yet for such a utopian and wish-
ful thinking: another lion is being reared destined to fptyx&oat &tag pihotg
(1283).

In their turn, the gods disdain to care about such mortals écotg &6i-
xtwv xaptg / matotd (369-72), and «touch» things with motivations often
misunderstood by the mortals (661-63): the gods save Agamemnon’s ship
only to inflict him later with a paradigmatic punishment; the gods are
moved by the grief and mourning of people, ToAA& Yobv Otyyévet mpdg Amap
(432). Aegisthus uses a similar verb when boasting, xai 1008 t&vdpdg Hd&-
pnv Bupatog v, masav suvddag wnyaviy dusBovliag (1608-09). In a compa-
rable context is used the verb &ntw of Orestes, who, tot&vde néAny wévog &v

47. Agam. 209-10, 424, 816-17, 1110, 1219-20, 1356-57, 1404-05, 1423, 1581-82, 1594.
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€pedpog / Bioaots wéddet ... &dewv (Choe. 866-68). The impious «touching» of
what one ought not to, and its repercussions are, in my opinion, implied by
&emrog, which serves as an allusive programmatic forewarning. The mad-
ness of «touching» the human 8pésog is TpwronApwy for Agamemnon: it
binds him with the M#vi¢ that lurks at home and will soon be aroused
again to punish the sacrifice of the dew drops of this race; the xé&pog of the
kindred Erinyes never abandons this house (1186-90); Motpa is depvio-
theng (1449). The 8pbsog must remain untouched, consequently, another
&0Buwxtov, if the chain of inherited guilt and punishment is to be broken at
some point.

Finally, this interpretation, which embraces the past and future of
this family, should be viewed as an integral part of the comprehensive
ethico-philosophical reflection of Aeschylus. Dissociating himself from the
old notion that tixtet yap x6pog UBptv, whence people suffer &Ayea moAl&
(&tnv)*8, our poet with distinct pride, dixa & &Ahwv povéppwv el (756-
57), introduces his own theory that o dusceBic yap Epyov / petd piv mhei-
ova tixtet, / opetépat & elxdra yévwwar (758-60). The old hybris is wont to
give birth a new hybris, to a series of evils, &tag, eldopuévag toxebow (763-
71). In the light of this philosophy of Aeschylus we may at last decipher
the cosmic meaning of his desperate plea in the parodos of his Agamem-
non. As Helen was named npovoi-/atst 100 nempwpévou (683-84), that is,
anticipating destiny, so was Iphigeneia in a proleptic manner: her telling
characterization as 8p6cog &emtog serves as a forewarning, the sinister im-
port of which will be perceived in time. Do not touch the dew drops, the
chorus seems to say, keep your hands off this new duvsceBic €pyov, because
you will reap a harvest of identical nature (spetépat & elxbta yéwat, eldo-
uévag toxeloty, 760, 771). It is exactly in this framework of the Aeschy-
lean thought that the transformation of the ¥pvog, p#ilov, yipapa into a
dpdaog Aedvtwv finds its final justification and the prophecy comes true: the
impious deed operates like the lion whelp who ypovtafeic 8 &nédetfev A-/fog
10 mpde Toxéwv (727-28)49,
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48. See Hes. Op. 214-16; Solon 4. 7-10; 6. 34, 13. 7-25, 72-76 W.; Thgn 229-31; Pi. OL. 1. 55-
57; Pyth. 2. 26-29 Mae.; cf., Pi. Ol. 13. 10-11; Hdt. 8. 77. Denniston-Page, p. 136 ad loc., find that
«the opinion which the Chorus here advances [757-62] ... was not in fact novel at all». Cf., D.
dJ. Conacher, Aeschylus’ Oresteia, Toronto, Buffalo, London 1987, pp. 28-29.

49. Similarly Knox, pp. 18, 22, «The lioncub image is thus associated with the process of
the reappearance of evil from generation to generation which is the central problem of the
trilogy». See also Lebeck, pp. 47-51.



