LevyLa OzBEK

SHATTERED MOTHERS (AND RELATIVES):
REPRESENTING MATERNAL GRIEF AND RESPONSIBILITY
IN GREEK TRAGIC FRAGMENTS"

Many Greek tragedies, both complete and fragmentary, represent
myths of mothers losing their offspring, either because of circumstances
not linked to them, or because they happen to Kill (with varying levels of
actual responsibility) their own children?. In such tragedies, the mothers
are the main focus: they are the ‘emotional protagonists’, whose actions,
feelings, and responsibilities are constantly observed and scrutinised by
the audience. Ancient dramatists make a variety of theatrical choices
and employ numerous techniques to shed light on these mothers and
their motivations.

This paper considers paradigmatic (and divergent) cases within the
corpus of fragmentary tragedies in order to examine how dramatists
depict these mothers. In particular, it focuses on one specific feature
that appears in some of these plots. Sometimes, even though they are
the focus of the action, these mothers are not alone. Within the plot,
they are closely intertwined with another member of their family: a
male relative (brother, husband, father, etc.), who partially shares in the
action taking place, and in the attention of the audience. In a number
of cases, these male characters are not represented on scene simply
because they are part of the myth: they play a much more central role,
acting (@mong other things) as a magnifying glass for the characterisa-
tion of the protagonist. At different levels, these characters share with
the mother her feelings, grief, and sometimes even guilt for the death
of the child or children. By showing their actions (both on or off-stage)
and inner connection with their female relative, the dramatists aim to
enhance the portrayal of the motivations, grief and, in some cases, the
justifications of the protagonist of these plays: the mother.
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1 For a survey of mothers who actively kill their children in fragmentary trag-
edies, cfr. McHarby, Filicide, although | do not entirely share her thesis of a frequent
connection between these mothers and some sorts of Dionysiac madness that is ulti-
mately linked with the context of ancient dramatic festivals.
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1. Mother and Sister: Astyoche

Sophocles’ Eurypylus is a paradigmatic case of a tragic plot focused
on a mother’s grief (and guilt) for her son’s death, showing how her
emotions could be linked with those of another member of her family:
a man, who shares with her both the responsibility and the grief, and
who, in so doing, amplifies the characterisation of the mother.

The story of Eurypylus is closely connected with that of his father
Telephus. On their way to Troy, the Greeks engage in battle with the
Mysian king Telephus, who was married to one of Priam’s sisters,
Astyoche. Telephus is struck by Achilles’ spear, and, according to
the gods, only that spear could heal the wound. Telephus is healed by
Achilles and swears that none of his family will take part in the war at
Troy. But after the death of Hector, Priam convinces his sister Astyoche
to send Eurypylus into battle, offering her the golden vine that Zeus
had given the royal house of Troy as a gift in return for Ganymedes.

The plot of Eurypylus? concerns two heroes of the ‘second generation’:
Eurypylus and Neoptolemus, Achilles” son, who Kills the Mysian hero with
the same spear which once wounded and then healed Telephus. But the
true protagonists of this tragedy, and the real cause of it, belong to the
‘first generation’. The characters suffering because of Eurypylus’ defeat
and death, and for their responsibility in it, are Priam and, most of all,
Astyoche, whom the audience will see (and judge) during the whole action.

The plot revolves (probably for its most important and longest part)®
around one off-stage action: the fatal duel between Eurypylus and Ne-
optolemus, and the death of the former. Throughout the whole theat-
rical action, Astyoche’s emotions are the prominent feature that the
spectators see and feel. Sophocles uses all his theatrical skills to depict
her as a complex and multifaceted character driven by opposing forces,
and to highlight her range of emotions in all their strength. From the
beginning, the Queen is the emotional core of the plot. From what we
can infer from the fragments, after one or more scenes (Frr. **206,
**206a, **208, and possibly **209 R)* in which the danger of Eu-
rypylus’ going into battle is stressed in various ways, the battle finally

2 For recent reconstructions of the plot, apart from the introduction in Rabpr,
TrGF 4, cfr. CarpeN, Sophocles, 1-3; LLoyp-Jones, Sophocles, 82-85; Ozsek, Euripilo,
30-33 (with some modifications, in particular regarding the second part of the action);
FinGLAss, Sophocles.

3 I will not make assumptions about the end of the plot, unless they are pertinent
to the topic of this paper. In general, cfr. n. 2 and, for some hypotheses regarding the
end of Astyoche, the final part of this chapter.

4 0n Frr. **206, **206a, and **208 R, cfr. also IoviNg, Survey, 328-335.
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takes place. The spectators see Astyoche’s anxiety due to her own re-
sponsibility for her son coming to Troy, her waiting for news, and her
grief after she finds out about the death of her son and her brother’s
laments over the corpse (Fr. **210 R). To express Astyoche’s grief, the
pathetic climax of the play, Sophocles employs a means unique in our
tragic corpus: an amoibaic kommos between her and the Chorus (Fr.
**210.30-47 R), which abruptly interrupts the Messenger’s report, and
which focuses all the attention on her: a sister, but most of all a griev-
ing mother who feels (partly?) responsible for her son’s death.

This kommos, from the point of view of theatrical technique and inser-
tion within the action, is one of the most striking passages of the tragic
corpus as a whole. It represents the climactic part of a bigger scene pre-
served by Fr. **210 R®. The fragment contains the rhésis, probably deliv-
ered onstage by a Messenger, of the battle between the Greeks and Tro-
jans, and in particular of the duel between Neoptolemus and Eurypylus,
with the latter eventually killed by Achilles’ son. The long rhésis (the
papyrus parts transmitting it are fragmentary both in their upper and
lower parts) has a specular construction. After about 29 lines focused on
Eurypylus still alive and duelling with Neoptolemus, it contains at least
36 more lines focused on the dead Eurypylus, and on various lamenta-
tions on the battlefield. But what captures the audience’s attention is its
unexpected interruption. Immediately after the Messenger reports the
death of Eurypylus (28-29), struck with the spear that healed his father
Telephus (21-27), Astyoche bursts out in a kommos, lamenting her grief
in an dpoPoiov with the Chorus, and leaving the Messenger, still on-
stage, completely aside and silent (Fr. **210.30-46 R)®:

<AXTYOXH~> oiot, oi[oi]. 30
dumhodg aveotévala ca. 11 1l]oal . . . .]
<X0.> TaTpo[ ca. 1511 ]
pav- €n[ ca. 14 11. Jpog (8¢ téxvaov.
<AX> pimven due ca 111L  ]<XO>1oli yop ovv

mpochyay” wdi[ ].wy[.. . Jv dwives 35
gnel Knoiov epnvev ££E00G.

<AX> ® doipov, ® ducdapov, & ksipac [E]ué.

<X0.> ayxod TPOGEITOC OV YOp EKTOG E0TMG
oVpEL 01 PHPOAV.

5 P.Oxy. 1175 fr. 5 + P.Oxy. 2081 (b) fr. 2.

6 Unless stated otherwise, the Greek text is quoted from Rapr, TrGF 4, for the
sake of clarity without the paragraphoi present in the text of the papyrus fragments
(printed by Radt); the English translations are quoted from Lroyp-Jones, Sophocles.
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<AX.> €MIOTAGEL O[KQ LLE. 40
<X0.> dikq vai.
<AX> QAN O¢ TaYloT dploTa.
<X0.> €&
i pnoopev, ti Aé&opev;

<AX> Tig ovYl TOVpOV &V dikn Palel Kapa, 45
<X0.> daipv Exglpev &v dikg o€, daipmy.

<ASTYOCHE>
Woe, woe! | lament ... double ...

<CHORUS>
... of his father ... saw ... of the children.

<AST.>
And ... athird ... upon me.

<CH.>

Yes, indeed, he has brought ... you are drenching ..., for you have departed

from the sense that you possess.

<AST.>
O spirit that are an evil spirit, O my destroyer!
<CH.>
Close at hand is he whom you address; he stands not far off, and drags you

off in confusion!

<AST.>

He will draw me in with justice!
<CH.>

With justice, yes!
<AST.>

Sooner is best!
<CH.>

Alas! What shall we say, what words shall we utter?
<AST.>

Who shall not do justice and strike off my head?
<CH.>

The spirit has destroyed you [; did he not do justice?] with justice’.

This kommos, composed mostly of iambic cola and dochmiacs, fo-

cuses the audience’s attention on Astyoche alone, in order to characterise

7 1 follow (and translate) here Radt’s text (after Robert’s emendation) daipov

gxegpev €v dikq oe, doipwv against Lloyd-Jones’s daipmv €kelpev — o0 dikg; — o€,
Saipwv. The papyrus transmits OYAIK AL Cfr. Radt’s apparatus «o0 Sikg obscure def.
P[earson], interrogationem parentheticam esse coniecit Lloyd-Jones (ap. Carden); o0
Sk (a novo verbo dwdv pot. qu. fut. verbi dwdlev) Wil.y.
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her as a mother aware of her loss and of her responsibility. Furthermore,
it sheds light on other similar scenes preserved in the extant plays.

This scene is linked, both formally and from the point of view of the
characterisation, with another famous scene of loss and grief: Atossa’s
acknowledgment of her son’s defeat, and the laments for it, in Aeschy-
lus’ Persians. Sophocles has conflated into one highly emotional episode
two separate scenes of Persians: the kommatic lament between the Cho-
rus and the Messenger after the latter reports Xerxes’ defeat (256-289,
with iambic trimeters from the Messenger interrupted by three strophic
pairs sung by the Chorus in iambo-dochmiac metre, similar to Astyoche’s
kommaos)®, and the subsequent dialogue between Atossa and the Messen-
ger, which stresses the grief of the Persian queen (who was warned by her
husband about the danger for their son, as was Astyoche) over the report
of the extra-scenic action (290-514).

Given the similarities and differences between the scenes of the two
tragedies®, in Sophocles’ Eurypylus the most important theatrical detail
to the eyes of the audience is that in this moment Astyoche understands
that she is completely alone. The scene revolves around the grieving
mother, her loneliness and her responsibility. These details are high-
lighted also by the characters connected with her. The Chorus replies
to the Queen’s laments mostly in an unsympathetic way, stressing her
responsibility and her tragic doom (cfr. e.g. 36, 38-39, 40, 46). Even
the Messenger, before and after the kommos (apart from his account of
Priam’s laments) alludes continuously to Telephus, Achilles, and his
spear (cfr. e.g. 24 AlyiALlémg, 25 Jovad’ ipuévn, 26 TRiepov Aéywm, 27
i]Jacat[o], 74 ovte Mucov ovte TeApoy [ka]Adv, of Priam referring to
Eurypylus), thereby continually reminding the audience of the mortal
danger for Eurypylus in going to Troy — and of Astyoche’s role in it.

Astyoche’s grief and guilt are amplified also by the reactions of her
brother Priam, the protagonist of the second part of the Messenger’s
speech. After the kommos, the Messenger in response to a direct ques-
tion from Astyoche (47-48) recommences his rhésis by focusing atten-

8 These are the only two kommoi in the preserved tragic corpus that do not stand
per se, but are inserted within a tragic rhesis, abruptly interrupting it. But, in compari-
son with Aeschylus, Sophocles goes even further regarding the abruptness of the inser-
tion: his Messenger is not only interrupted in his rAésis by the apoiBoiov, but he is not
even involved in it (for this detail, cfr. Ozsex, Euripilo, 34 n. 11).

9 For this comparison, cfr. Ozsex, Euripilo, 33-38.

10 For this reason, and for the comparison with the relationship between Atossa
and the Chorus in Persians, we could suppose that here also the Chorus was formed of
men, possibly linked with Priam (even if a female Chorus from Astyoche’s entourage
is also possible); cfr. Ozsek, Euripilo, 33 and n. 10.
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tion on the corpse of Eurypylus and on Priam (50ff.). The King goes
directly to the battlefield, and laments over the body of his nephew (Fr.
**210.65-80 R):

(<AT>) [..Ix.[.....0ep[..... Elppn&ev votog. 65
[to]radTa mOAAD[V . . . . Tv €pp[0]Oel oTOHO
[T]oAAn 0& cwddV, [moA]ha & Totp[avidwy
Yon yovok@®v avd[polg Eppurt[d]leto,
veKp® d186vTe 0[0d]EV dPeA[o]upéve.
0 & auoei Thevpaig kol ceayoaiotl [kleipevoc, 70
mat[np] uev ob, motpda 6 EEad[®]v Emn,
[pia[pog] Ekiate TOV Tékvov opfai]pova,
tov [m]aida kol yépovta kol veav[i]av,
oV oUte Muoov obte Tedqpoy [Kalidv,
AAN ¢ putedoag adToc EKKoAovu[ev]og: 75
‘ofpot, téxvov, Tp[o]vdwKka o Eoydn[v E]xwv
Dpoéiv peyiomv <> EATtidwv cwtn [pio]v.
1POVOV Eevmbeig 00 pakpov T[OAADV KaK®dV

pviuny mopélerg toig [ .. .. Jog aet,

60" ovte Méuy[m]v oVte Za[panddv 80
(<ME.>)
... the south wind shattered’. ... Such was the mournful clamour from

many mouths. And many a linen garment, and many robes that Istrian women
had woven were thrown upon him, as a man bestowed their work upon a
corpse it could not benefit. And Priam, lying upon his mangled body, though
not his father spoke as though he were, weeping for the kinsman of his sons,
at once boy and elder and young man, calling on him not as Mysian nor as son
of Telephus, but invoking him as though begotten by himself. ‘Ah, my son, |
betrayed you, though | had in you the last and greatest hope of salvation for
the Phrygians. Though you were not our guest for long, you will leave the
memory of many sorrows for ever to ...; neither Memnon nor Sarpedon ...

Priam says he had betrayed Eurypylus, the ‘last defence’ of the city,
calling him not Telephus’ son, but his own (74-76). Priam’s laments
here are not merely a topos, going back to the lament over Hector’s
corpse in the lliad and to all other sources mentioning champions who
defended Troy after him (here we find reference to Memnon and Sarpe-
don, 80). In this case, the King’s words not only metaphorically, but
quite literally link the boy with his family: his uncle, who considers
himself as a father for the hero, remembers Telephus, his real father.
These connections from a ‘male-line’ all converge to the one and only
relative from the ‘female-line’. It is Astyoche, as mother, wife, and
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sister, who connects all these male characters of Eurypylus’ family.
Priam’s connection to the betrayal of Eurypylus, and again, to the story
of Telephus and Achilles’ spear, is stressed also by some central lines
in Fr. **211 R, probably spoken by Astyoche herself, who refers to
Priam (2-3 'Idoiov Bagir[fia ... | IIpiapov, 6¢ u[)*, his act of persua-
sion (5-6 &mneioev aPoy[A ... | E[pyo]v E€p&ar), and the fatal spear which
healed Telephus (10-12 i® 36pv TnA[e@ ... | mardi cuvky[ ... | & Aoyya
ocotlepa).

Furthermore, when compared to other tragic ‘grieving mothers’ who
suffer punishment in addition to their sons’ death (a punishment that
can happen within the play, be foreshadowed or be absent from the
plot, but that is nevertheless well known to the spectators: cfr. below),
given the circumstances of Eurypylus’ death and what will follow,
Astyoche seems to be annihilated with her son’s defeat. The mytho-
graphic sources about Astyoche after Eurypylus’ death are scarce and
late. The Queen is linked with the fate of the other captive daughters of
Laomedon in Italy only by Tzetzes ad Lyc. 921 ~ 1075. Tzetzes men-
tions her only while listing the names of Laomedon’s daughters, and in
two very similar sentences®. In any case, the audience’s expectations
about her end are clear and obvious: her doom has to follow that of
her son, of Priam, and of the city they are fighting for. The ‘secondary
punishment’, for her, is strictly linked, for the spectators, with one of
the most famous myths in ancient Greece: the destruction of their natal
city, and the utter ruin of their family and their world. From the point
of view of the audience, this destruction looms above the characters
throughout the play, from the very beginning of the action.

% The last letter before the lacuna has been accordingly interpreted as a reference
to Astyoche herself: cftr. 8¢ ufe vel 6¢ untépa suppl. Brizi, Euripilo, 14 («debebat pfo-»
Radt 1999 apparatus), «6¢ pfot, or pfe very likely» Carpen, Sophocles, 28. For recent
tentative reconstructions of most of the words in lacuna, cfr. LLoyp-Jones, Sophocles,
92, 94, and Ioving, Eurypylus, 307-310.

12 Cfr. 921 (s.v. Navoubog) ... ai Acopédovtog Ouyatépeg, Ipiapov 8¢ adereoai,
AiBvAda, Actudoym, Mndecikdotn, and 1075 (s.v. Zntoto TAjOV) ... Tag Aaopédovtog
Ouyatépag ABvALay, Actvoyny kai Mndeoikdotny. Cfr. also Robert’s thesis (apud
GrenreLL, Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri, 27-28) according to which in P.Oxy. 214 (pos-
sibly an epic poem on Eurypylus) the woman lamenting Telephus’ destiny could be
Astyoche in Italy. Contra, Rostacni, Euripilo, who thinks that Astyoche is still at
Troy. In any case, the evidence is so scarce that both hypotheses seem, if not impos-
sible to prove, at least highly speculative. No literary, mythographic or iconographic
evidence supports the hypothesis of Astyoche’s suicide at the end of the play, made by
Carpering, Euripilo, 723 and followed by Scamip, Geschichte, 423.
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2. Mother and Daughter (and Wife): Niobe

Niobe is one of the most famous grieving mothers in antiquity: her sto-
ry has been known since the lliad (24.602-617). She is the subject of plays
by Aeschylus and Sophocles (now fragmentary), is quoted as a parallel
for the reclusive grief of the protagonists in Sophocles’ Electra (145-152)
and Antigone (823-837)%, is represented in vases and statues, and is even
mocked (as the silent protagonist of Aeschylus’ play) by Aristophanes
(Frogs 911-920). This is because her story (her guilt, the way in which
she loses her children, and her ‘second punishment’) is appalling and
shocking from beginning to end. Both Aeschylus and Sophocles make
very different and radical choices of plot and staging, resulting in two
extraordinary theatrical results for this famous myth.

I will first examine the fragmentary tragedies by Aeschylus and
Sophocles, since they deal with two different parts of the story (the
Killing of the children in Sophocles; Niobe’s mourning in Aeschylus),
and since only a comparative examination of the two plays can lead to
an extensive understanding of the characterisation of Niobe and of the
audience’s perception of her feelings. | will then focus on Aeschylus’
tragedy, which is central for the argument of this paper.

Both Aeschylus’ and Sophocles’ tragedies revolve around Niobe’s
figure mostly as a mother, but both tragedies link her, in a different
way, with the men of her family: her husband and, most of all, her fa-
ther. Both these characters, as shown for Eurypylus, will enhance for
the audience the characterisation of Niobe as a solitary figure, grieving
for her loss and her responsibility for it.

The story of Niobe is, from the very beginning until the end, strictly
linked with the godst. Daughter of Tantalus and wife of the Theban
Amphion, who are both related to the gods and will play an important
part in the tragic representations of her story®, her guilt is specifically

13 Cfr. also the possible recollection of Aesch. Fr. 161 R in Eur. Alcestis 973-983,
where Ananke is depicted as the only Goddess who accepts no gifts.

1“4 For the myth of Niobe, cfr. Barrett in Carpen, Sophocles, 223-235; Forses Ir-
VING, Metamorphosis, 146-148 and 294-297; Pennesi, Niobe, 145-214 (all with previous
bibliography). About the reconstruction of the two plays, only summarised here: for
Aeschylus, cfr. (apart from the introduction in Rapt, TrGF 3) SomMERSTEIN, Aeschylus,
160-161; Pennest, Niobe, 5-20 and 217-220; for Sophocles, cfr. (apart from the introduc-
tion in Rapt, TrGF 4), Barrett in Carpen, Sophocles, 171-222 (sometimes within the
commentary of single fragments); LLovp-JonEs, Sophocles, 226-229; Ozsex, Niobe, and
FinGLass, Sophocles.

% Amphion, Zeus’ son with his twin Zethus, is remembered in Euripides’ Phoe-
nissae as the builder, with his brother, of the walls of Thebes (114-116). Note that in
this tragedy Antigone finds Polynices’ tomb right near the one of Niobe’s daughters
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against the gods. As told already by Achilles in the Iliad (and described
in what is probably a hypothesis of Sophocles’ play)*®, Niobe offended
Leto, boasting about the number and beauty of her own children against
the (only) two of the Goddess: Apollo and Artemis. For this, she is pun-
ished by Leto’s children, in a way related to their gender: Apollo Kills
Niobe’s sons during a hunt, while Artemis Kills the daughters within
the Theban royal palace. Niobe, left alone to mourn for her children
(and for her guilt), will be transformed in a perennial weeping rock on
mount Sipylus. So, in comparison with Astyoche, her guilt as a mother
is not one of action, but one of speech, and her ‘second punishment’, the
petrification, will seal it forever (cfr. below).

In Sophocles’ tragedy, her ‘first punishment’ is divided into two parts,
with a variation in their representation. Niobe hears of her sons’ murder
by Apollo (and probably also of the death of her husband, shot dead by
the god while trying to assault Apollo’s temple)' during a pathetic rhésis
performed on scene in front of her royal palace (cfr. Fr. **443 and prob-
ably also 448 R). After this dreadful information, Sophocles concocts a
coup de théatre for the spectators and for Niobe, just wounded by the
loss of all her male family. From what we can infer from the fragments,
Artemis appears on scene together with Apollo, probably in a high po-
sition (the roof of the skéne?) from which she can see the inside of the
palace and be seen by the characters and by the audience®. Artemis
then begins, with the help of her brother who tells her the position of
the girls, to kill Niobe’s daughters, who, inside the palace, try to seek
refuge from the deadly arrows (cfr. especially Frr. **441a and **445
R). These different ways of narrating the murder of the sons and then
of the daughters is not only a theatrical expedient to report the events
as a whole (according to the myth, the boys were killed while hunting,
S0 in an extra-scenic space). This double construction also represents a
skilled element that aims to enhance the theatrical suspense (cfr. e.g. the
statement of the Chorus in Fr. **441.9-11 R) and the emotions of Niobe,
who, as a mother, has to grieve twice, in two separate moments®.

(159-160). Various sources describe Niobe as related to the gods, and even as a former
friend of Leto (for the listing of the literary or mythographic sources, cfr. the bibliog-
raphy on n. 14). As regards the tragic corpus, in Sophocles’ Antigone the Chorus also
recalls her divine origins (834-835 aAla 0ed¢ Tot kai Beoyevvnic [sc. Niobe] | Nueig 6&
Bpotoi kai Ovnroyeveig).

6 P.Oxy. 3653 (ed. CockLg, Oxyrhynchus Papyri), fr. 1.7-20 and fr. 2.

7 Cfr. e.g., in the hypothesis of the play, fr. 2.21-24.

8 For the reconstruction of this theatrically complex scene, cfr. Ozsexk, Niobe.

1 Considering the characterisation of Niobe’s guilt and grief also in compari-
son with other ‘grieving mothers’, she is probably on stage during the killing of her
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Aeschylus’ tragedy deals with the second part of the story: Niobe’s
overwhelming grief after the killings. The opening setting is quite dif-
ferent. She is locked in her mourning, on the tomb of her children, and
nobody can restrain her. The spectators perceive her immobility (both
physical and psychological) and her liminality between the outer world,
which does not belong to her anymore, and the world of the Dead, via
her ‘non-expressions’. From a theatrical point of view, in the first part of
the play, the main character, visible on scene, expresses her emotions,
her grief and her guilt, exactly by her ‘not being a character’, i.e. by
negating every theatrical feature that constitutes a dramatis persona.
This is possible also through her “interrupted communication’ with the
Chorus and the other characters who revolve around her.

This opening setting is well shown by Fr. 154a R (probably directed
to the Chorus with the aim of describing Niobe’s initial condition)°:

0]VdEV el un matép’ avaotevale[tot
Tov ] d6vta kai pvoavta, Taviaiov Bliov,
gic ol]qv éEdrehev dAlpevoy yauov.
Ig xaxod yop nvedpa mpooPl ... 1 * 8o
18° Opdite ToOmI[T]EPLLIOV YELOV 5
Tprtoijov fpap TOVS Epnuévn Tdpov
kv 016 Emdlel — -2 Toig TebvnKocLy
Tvoa v Tdhavoy ebpopeov UiV
] kokmOelg & 0vdEV AAL g[i] un oK1d
1 nev fi&et dedpo Tavtdrov Pia 10
] kootpo tiode kol meeal . v
10€ pfvv tiva @épav Apeiovi
Jov aikdc €EepOAlacey YEvQg

daughters (cfr. Ozsek, Niobe). The hypothesis that in Sophocles’ tragedy, probably
towards the end of the plot, one girl escapes the killing (cfr. possibly Fr. **444 R), is
not problematic for the argument here discussed. On the contrary, the possibility that
one girl begs Artemis to save her own life (cfr. in particular Fr. **442 R) would further
enhance the pathos of the scene and the intensity of Niobe’s emotions.

2 PS| 1208. If not otherwise stated, the Greek text of Aeschylus’ fragments is
quoted from Rapr, TrGF 3, the English translation from SomMmEersTEIN, Aeschylus. For
the reconstructions and conjectures on this very fragmentary text, cfr. the apparatus
of Pennest, Niobe, 22-25, who proposes a tentative reconstruction of the text (26), and
SomMERSTEIN, Aeschylus, 162-165. Given the conditions of the fragments, for the sake
of clarity | quote here Sommerstein’s translation verbatim, indicating below the most
significant places where his text differs from Radt’s.

2 mpooPlarie]l Sommerstein after Norsa and Vitelli.

22 (@®oo Sommerstein after Latte.
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Jog® dudg ob yap égte Svoppove[g
] 0ed¢ pév aitiov evet B potoic, 15
dtov Kok@o ot ddpa wapmndny 0€An

e Bvntov dvta xpn Tov. [
nleptotéALovTa ur| Opacvctop[elv

] &0 mphocovieg odmot HATIGU[V

Jvreg éxyeiv fiv Eyoo| 20
vlap é€apBeica [KlaAlg[t

1.1

[She is] groaning loudly over nothing so much as that her father [who]
begot her and gave her in marriage, the m[ighty] Tantalus, ran her aground
[on suc]h a harbourless shore of a union; for a storm of [every kind of (?)]
evil has as[saile]d [this] h[ouse (?)]. And you [yourselves] can see the final
outcome of this marriage: this is the [third (?)] day that she has been sitting
at this tomb, a living mother brooding over her dead children, with the un-
happy beauty of her form [melt]ing away. A [mortal] afflicted is nothing but
a shadow. [And now (?)] mighty Tantalus will be coming here [to apply (?)]
means to bring her home and [...]. And what anger did [Phoebus (?)] bear
towards Amphion, that he so humbled this [flourish]ing house and stripped
it bare? [I will tell] you, for you are not unfriendly. When god wishes to
ruin a family completely, he plants a cause among its members; [but all the
same], seeing that one is mortal, one should cherish the [prosperity that
comes from the gods (?)] and not be rash in speech. [But those who] enjoy
[continuing (?)] success never expect to [slip up (?)] and lose the [prosperity
(?)] they have. For [this woman], elated by [her (?)] surpassing beauty [and
the number of her children (?) ...]

In this situation of incommunicability, Niobe’s father, Tantalus, plays
a central role. From some fragments (Frr. 158, 159, 161 R, the latter about
the unmoving nature of Death, mentioned above), we know that, at a
certain point of this part of the action, Niobe’s father comes to the tomb.
Tantalus tries to communicate with his daughter, to comfort her, and to
lift her from her unidirectional link with the Dead. Through the father-
daughter relationship and through her father’s words to her, the specta-
tors could understand in full Niobe’s feelings: her relentless mourning on
the tomb, her guilt as a mother, and her guilt as a human person.

At some point, probably after Tantalus’ speech(es), Niobe speaks
out unexpectedly. And what the spectators hear is what they have felt
through Tantalus, and the other characters surrounding her. She ex-

2 7po]g Sommerstein after Norsa and Vitelli ([Eyd mtpo]g).
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presses her inexorable grief (Fr. 162 R) alluding, after this, to Mount
Sipylus on Ida, part of Tantalus’ kingdom (Fr. 163 R)**.

NIOBH-
Yinviov Téaiov ava
x06v(0r)

NIOBE: Mount Sipylus, on the land of Ida®

This mention of Mount Sipylus, made by the protagonist herself, hints at
the final act of Niobe’s story: her transformation into a weeping rock on this
mountain®. Niobe’s petrification, her ‘second punishment’ after the first
one represented by the death of her children, definitively seals her myth
and represents the final act of her punishment. Her petrification, as Forbes
Irving highlights, represents both the utter punishment, per contrappasso,
for crimes of speech against the gods (as compared with other myths end-
ing in the same way), and her perennial grief. According to this reconstruc-
tion, Niobe’s one is the most complex case of petrification: «[t]hough she
is dead in every other respect Niobe’s grief defies the defining qualities of
stone and she continues to weep even after her petrification»?’. Her excep-
tional grief is the first defining feature of the last part of the story of Niobe.
As Forbes Irving concludes, «[i]n her case ... the mysterious human-fig-
ured stone is a compromise not only between this world and the next but
between unfeeling nature and human grief»®. This perennial liminality
between the world of the Living and the one of the Dead which we find in

24 Cfr. Fr. 158 R (spoken by Tantalus himself).

% My translation. The fragment is omitted (without explanation) in SOMMERSTEIN,
Aeschylus, as is Fr. **167 R kpotadéwg («made of stoney»), which Radt comments
with «(sc. Nioba)», quoting in the apparatus Mette’s comparison with Fr. 430 R (incer-
tarum fabularum) kpatainilog.

% The grief of Niobe on the tomb of her children and her subsequent petrifica-
tion were two of the best known part of her story. Artistic evidence often portrays her
‘encaged’ in her grief within the naiskos of the tomb of her children, sometimes also
showing the beginning of her petrification, starting precisely from the part physi-
cally touching the grave. Cfr. some vases of the first half of the IV century BCE
from the South of Italy that transmit this representation (some of them linked possibly
with Aeschylus’ plot, cfr. TarLiN, Pots & Plays, 75-76), and the scholarly debate about
them: cfr. in particular TarLiN, Pots & Plays, 75-79 (and issues nos. 99 and 107 of
«Engrammay dedicated to the debate around ‘Pots&Plays’, with the contribution on
Niobe by Rebaudo, mentioned afterwards), and also FronTisi-Ducroux, Homme-cerf,
195-202; BuxTon, Astonishment, 98; Sevieri, Niobe, and Resaupo, Niobe.

21 Forses IrviNG, Metamorphosis, 147; cfr. also FronTisi-Ducroux, Homme-cerf,
192-194, and Buxton, Astonishment, 240.

2 Forses IrviNG, Metamorphosis, 148.
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the final petrification of Niobe, her being not part of the ‘normal human
world’ anymore, is what Aeschylus’ drama already conveys in all its plot,
from what we can reconstruct. Niobe is a mother who cannot go back in
time, and, at the same time, she is also a daughter who can go back to her
natal home, but only to embrace her final and highest punishment.

3. Mother (and Stepmother) and Wife (and Concubine): Ino

The story of Ino is a story of many tragedies (all fragmentary), many
murders (and suicides), and many characters. This case is more intricate,
not only because the part of the myth we are going to analyse shows a
complex story, but also because Euripides, representing different parts
of this myth in different plays, presents opposite characterisations of the
protagonist: Ino the stepmother trying to kill another woman’s offspring,
and Ino the defender of her children against another stepmother. In this
last part of the myth, Euripides skilfully complicates the topic even more,
showing two mothers/stepmothers who try to defend their children (and
their marriage to the same man), with the tragic result that, at the end,
none survives.

Here too, in particular in Ino, which I will focus on, we find the theat-
rical features previously analysed: the loss of children, the guilt and the
grief of their mother — or, rather, two mothers — and the suicide of both
women (followed, in the myth, by the deification of one of them, who
in her extreme gesture takes with her one of her children). But, most
of all, this intricate story of two women and their offspring, of their at-
tempts to keep them (and themselves) alive one against the other, and
of the final tragedy that involves both of them is represented on scene
through the aid of just one male character: the one who connects (and
has caused) every action, and who will suffer the worst destiny of all.

The myth of Ino is as complex as her characterisation. Sister of Semele,
she tries, unsuccessfully, to kill the sons of Athamas’ first wife Nephele®.
From Athamas, she herself has two children, Learchus and Melicertes®;
after this, she disappears® and is believed to be dead. Athamas then mar-

2 Cfr. Euripides’ Phrixus I and 11, with the tentative reconstructions, above all, of
Kannicut, TrGF 5, 856, and CoLrarp, Cropp, Euripides, 11.423-427.

% From this point, the story summarised here is the plot of Euripides’ Ino as based
on Hyginus (Fab. 4, test iii Kn.), who explicitly attributes the relevant fabula to Euripi-
des’ play. This is one of only two fabulae for which Hyginus does this, and in the other
case, Antiope (Fab. 8), we have further evidence which backs up his claim. For the
reconstruction of this tragedy, cfr. FincLass, Ino, and Ino (Mistaken ldentity); cfr. also
Kannicut, TrGF 5, 442-443; CoLLArD, Cropp, Euripides, 1.438-441.

3t Possibly driven by Hera, enraged by her help to her sister with regard to Dionysus.
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ries Themisto and has twins from her, before discovering that Ino is still
alive, wandering on Mount Parnassus. He then brings home Ino, who is
disguised as a servant. Ino prevents her sons being murdered by Themisto,
subverting her plan and causing the death of Themisto’s twins and her
subsequent suicide. At the same time, however, Athamas, while hunting,
is struck by madness and kills Ino’s son Learchus. Overcome by grief, Ino
leaps into the sea with her other son Melicertes in order to die with him,

The presence, in the same house, of the two wives of Athamas
(Themisto is unaware of the presence of Ino, and Ino is disguised as a
servant) and the events caused by this cohabitation probably represent
the plot of Euripides’ Ino*. Two different mothers suffer grief for the
death of their children, and guilt for it. But the dramatic action seems
to revolve around Ino: her past troubles, her responsibility in killing
Themisto’s children (even though driven by necessity, to save her own
sons), and her future sufferings.

We do not have many fragments or testimonia of this tragedy, but
one striking papyrus fragment has been recently attributed to it: P.Oxy.
513134 | wish to focus on this fragment as evidence, again, for the ‘sup-
porting role’ of male characters for the characterisation of grieving
mothers. From what we can infer from the fragment, a dead body is
carried on stage in front of the Chorus, Athamas, and Ino (1-19)*:

Jente [ Izl
oovo|
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% She is then probably deified as Leucothea.

% Cfr. above, n. 30.

34 Cfr., tentatively, Lurpe, HENRY, OXyrhynchus Papyri (with a question mark in
the title), and FinGLass, Ino.

% These last two signalled with their name on the left margin respectively of Il. 8
and 12. | quote here the text as printed by Fincrass, Ino (Mistaken ldentity), with the
modifications of FingLass, Ino (Further Notes) (after Kovacs, Ino), which is slightly
revised in comparison with that of FincLass, Ino (similar, with some improvements,
to the ed. pr. by Lurpe, Henry, Oxyrhynchus Papyri). For the sake of clarity, | will not
quote the marginal notes (apart from the names of the characters) nor the last lines
of the papyrus, which are barely readable. The English translation also comes from
FinagLass, Ino (Mistaken Identity), here without stage directions.
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CHORUS Another ...
For these men have come ...
aloft the ill-fated ...
of Cadmus ...
carrying to the master’s house.
ATHAMAS Place him gently in front of the house, bystanders,
a weight small for you, but painful for me.
Strip him, show him to the light ...
so that not escaping notice in robes ...
INO ...soul ...

... terrible, o wretched
... unhappy

If we consider Athamas” words, in particular in Il. 8 (in which Athamas
asks the attendants to treat the corpse ‘gently’, 1oOy[wg) and 9, we can prob-
ably infer that the attendants are carrying on stage the corpse of Learchus,
Athamas’ son, just Killed by him unintentionally: a body that is very fragile,
and at the same time very dear to him. Struck by his past madness and vio-
lence®, Athamas orders the attendants to place the body near the palace and
to unveil him (8-11). At this point, in front of the Chorus, of her husband,
and of the corpse of his son, Ino begins to sing a lament, possibly a long one
(12ff., transmitted in very bad conditions by the papyrus).

% Considering the wording and the metre of 8-10 (spoken in iambic trimeters), |
agree with Finglass in supposing that here Athamas is not insane anymore: he can well
understand the gravity of the situation and of his past actions.
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Again, we find a mother’s grief for the death of one of her children, and
again, in what seems a central scene of the tragedy, the male character, in
this case Athamas, amplifies by his presence and his actions the pain that
the mother is suffering. Quite literally so, in this case: Athamas brought
back Ino in disguise as a servant, thus offending both her and Themisto,
and causing the murder of Themisto’s children, her suicide, the death
of Learchus (this time killing the boy himself, while momentarily mad-
dened), and the subsequent deaths of Ino and Melicertes. To the eyes of
the audience, his presence near Ino, his caring actions with regards to the
corpse, and his grief expressed by his words are a perfect introduction for
Ino’s song and for her suffering as a mother.

Conclusion

The purpose of this survey was to show how the dramatists use male
characters to deepen the characterisation of the female protagonists. In
the case of Sophocles’ Eurypylus, Astyoche’s sorrow and responsibil-
ity are not isolated: they are echoed by her brother Priam’s lament on
the corpse of Eurypylus as described by the Messenger. In Aeschylus’
Niobe, Tantalus’ role is even much more pivotal in transmitting the grief
of the protagonist to the audience. By giving voice to Niobe’s silent sor-
row through her father’s attempts to console her and move her away from
her grief, Aeschylus brings the focus on the protagonist, who is always at
the centre of the audience’s attention. In Ino, Euripides achieves the aim
of amplifying the sorrow of the female characters through the only male
protagonist, Athamas, who gives the theatrical framework for Themisto’s
and Ino’s actions, and for their subsequent grief.

In these fragmentary piéces the male characters play the role of sound-
ing boards for the female protagonists’ guilt and sorrow: they magnify the
characterisations of these mothers, and, above all, their grieving solitude.
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