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It is often pointed out that we are in a disadvantageous position when we question
Plato’s view of Socrates, because in most cases there is no way to verify or falsify his
claims. But with Ion, who died when Plato was about seven years old, we have a
chance to keep Plato honest. Do we dare??
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26 T shared a draft of this paper (which was not my formal presentation) with participants in
the Symposium Antiquae Philosophiae in Samos, Greece, in July 2005; I am grateful for
comments from them, especially those of Carl A. Huffman.

ANNOTATED INNOVATION IN EURIPIDES’ ION

Scholars have long sensed an artistic self-awareness in Euripides’ plays that is usually
associated with Hellenistic poets and their Roman heirs. Wilamowitz! noted the
clever double entendre in the Heracles when the presentation of Lycus and his
back-story in the play (26-34) also seems to be a staging of Euripides’ introduction
of a new character into the Heracles tradition. Euripides annotated his innovation,
G.W. Bond suggested,? by describing Lycus as kainos in a way that alludes to the
tyrant’s dual role as an upstart in both the plot of the play as well as in the Heracles
narratives that Euripides had inherited. A fuller investigation of Euripides’
proto-Hellenistic self-referential gestures can be found in E. McDermott’s ‘Double
meaning and mythic novelty’,> where she discusses moments in the Supplices and
Hecuba in which the poet’s own mythic innovation is marked by a conspicuous kainos
or neos that does double-duty by describing an appearance that is ‘new’ or ‘recent’ in
two ways: novel or unexpected for the characters in the unfolding action of the play
as well as for the audience members who are taken by surprise as they witness
Euripides’ transformation of mythic tradition first hand. Since Euripides’ will to
innovate is nowhere more evident than in the fon, a play which is also ‘self-referential
to a degree unparalleled anywhere else in Euripides’,* it is reasonable to expect some
knowing nods to the inventive revision that is underway.

Euripides received, and elsewhere adopted, a tradition that named Xuthus as Ion’s
father. Both Hesiod (fr. 10a) and Herodotus (7.94; 8.44) record this parentage as does
Euripides himself in a fragment of the Wise Melanippe (481 N).> Another Euripidean
deviation — and possible innovation — is the transfer to Xuthus of the military prowess
elsewhere attributed to Ion.® Even if Euripides did not invent the idea of Apollo as
Ton’s father, the fact that later versions of the story revert to the standard Xuthus
lineage shows that he was making a radical departure. The dramatic masterstroke of
the Jon is to build the conventional genealogy into the plot instead of suppressing it.

' Euripides: Herakles (Berlin, 1895), 2.112.

2 Euripides: Heracles (Oxford, 1981), xxviii.

3 TAPA 121 (1991), 123-32.

4 T. Cole, ‘The Ion of Euripides and its audience(s)’, in L. Edmunds and R.W. Wallace (edd.),
Poet, Public and Performance in Ancient Greece (Baltimore, 1997), 87-96.

> K.H. Lee, Euripides: Ion (Warminster, 1997), 38.

¢ By Herodotus in the above passages and by Aristotle A¢h. Pol. 3.2 and fr. 1.
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Euripides’ new tradition (Apollo as father) even includes an aetiology for the usual
version of the myth (Xuthus as father). The two fathers/potential traditions are
present in the drama, but the poet wryly suggests that the story of Xuthus’ paternity is
a saving fiction foisted on both Xuthus in the play as well as on those in the audience
who accept this prevalent version of lon’s past.

Euripides has the characters in the fon transmit myth in a way that demonstrates
the plasticity of the material that the poet is in the midst of reshaping. Creusa’s initial
exchange with Ton gives her a chance to validate and expand upon the stories about
her family that Ion has already encountered. Creusa’s version of the early Attic myths
studiously uncovers the gaps and inconsistencies in these traditions (265-74):

Twv rrpos ﬁecﬁv a)\'q@c?)s, ws pepdbevrar Bpotois
Kp. TL XP’?.M epraLs, & fev , éxpabeiv 0élwy;
Iwv éx yijs matpds aov n'poyovos EB)\G.U’TEV TaTip;
Kp. ’Epux0dvids ye' 16 8¢ yévos u’ ovi ddele.
Iowv 1 kai o¢p’ Abava ynlev ééaveilero;

Kp. és maplévous ye xeipas, od Tekovad vw.
Iwv 8ldwat §°, dhamep év ypadij vouilerar

Kp. Kéxpomds ye odirlew maiolv ovy opduevov.
Iwv dxovoa Aboar mapfévovs Tebyos feds.

Kp. towyap Oavodoar okdmelov fupafay mérpas.’

The stories of Erichthonius and Erechtheus were relatively inchoate when Euripides
produced the fon (c. 413?).8 Earlier sources mention ‘Erechtheus’, but ‘Erichthonius’
does not surface until 440/430, when differentiation also begins to appear in sources
that have Erichthonius as the father or grandfather of Erechtheus.® Ion’s queries
about these figures thus pointedly enact the confusion that Euripides would find in
the tradition when he was writing his play. The ambiguity of line 267 (éx y%s marpds
oov mpdyovos €BAacTer marip;) points to the presence of contradictory traditions
since mpdyovos (male ancestor/forefather) can mean that Erichthonius is either the
father or grandfather of Erechtheus.!” The interchangeability of these names and
narratives is also revealed by the inconsistent accounts of Athena as caretaker.
Homer (I1. 2.547-8) and Herodotus (8.55) have Erechtheus as Athena’s charge while
here (267-70) and on vase painting Athena attends to Erichthonius.!" Ion may
therefore be making a sidelong reference to this source variation when he mentions
visual representations (comep év ypagi vouilerar 271) that could very well be an
anachronistic reference to vase paintings in circulation in the fifth century. Creusa
again shows the fluidity of her family history when she suggests to Ion that
Erechtheus sacrificed all of his other daughters, which is at odds with other
accounts, most notably Euripides’ Erechtheus.'> The characters, like the poet, are

7 The text used is the OCT of Diggle.

8 Since references to Attic legends and heroes were relatively scarce in Homer and Hesiod,
Athenian dramatists had a seminal role in formulating Athenian mythology. Stories of the early
autochthons were not full-fledged mythological cycles, as Plato’s Critias reveals when Cecrops,
Erechtheus and Erichthonius are given as evidence of ancients whose names have been preserved
without ‘any memorial of their deeds’ (1104).

9 R. Parker, ‘Myths of early Athens’, in J. Bremmer (ed.), Interpretation of Greek Mythology
(London, 1987), 187-214. See also C. Collard, M.J. Cropp and K.H. Lee, Selected Fragmentary
Plays of Euripides I (Warminster, 1995), 152.

10 Parker (n. 9), 212, n. 60., Lee (n.5), ad loc.

1 Parker (n. 9), 201.

12 Lee (n. 5), ad loc.
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self-consciously singling out the disparate strands of mythical tradition while they
are in the midst of weaving them together into what will become a new source for
these myths: Euripides’ Ion.

Euripides has Creusa foreground the instability of Attic mythic tradition yet again
when she relays another Attic tale with an unexpected twist. In her plotting session
with the Old Man, Creusa presents Athena as the slayer of Gorgon, a variant that
may be first brought into the tradition by Euripides in these very lines (987-95):13

Kp. drove Tolvuv: olofa ynyeviy pdxmvs

Ip. 085°, v PAéypar I'lyavres éoryoav feois.
Kp. évraifa Iopydv’ érexe I'fy, Sewov Tépas.
IHp. % wawetv adris odupayov, fedv mévov;
Kp. val- kal vw éxrew’ 1) dios ITadas Oed.
Ip. ap’ od1ds €00’ 6 pibos &v kKAdw mwdAai;
Kp. radtns Abdvav Sépos émi orépvois éxew.

The Old Man’s hesitant question about this version at 994 hints at its novelty (dp’
007ds éa0’ 6 wibos 6v kAbw mdAar;) as does Creusa’s evasive answer. His use of
wibos here, along with Ion’s use of the related verb at 265 (s pepdfevrar Bpotois)
and the chorus member’s at 196-7 expands the semantic sphere of the word in this
play to encompass not only casual speech but also mythic tradition. This word
therefore generates meaning at two levels when Euripides has Xuthus claim to be
Ion’s father with loaded language that points to Ion’s conventional mythological
pedigree (o0 Tpéywv 6 uidfos dv oor Tdua onuiverev dv. 529). The meta-literary
resonance of pifos is even more pronounced when the Priestess starts to reveal the
secrets of Ion’s Apollonian lineage. Ion exclaims that a new udfos is being brought
forth to explain his origins (1340): 7{ ¢njis; 6 pdbos eloevivextar véos. A new pibos
is unveiled by the Priestess in the play just as it is being introduced into Attic
mythology by the poet.
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13 Lee (n. 5), ad loc.

NOTHING TO DO WITH PHAEDRA?
ARISTOPHANES, THESMOPHORIAZUSAE 497-501

el 8¢ Paidpav Aodopel,
P S I TR S PP O
Nuiv 7{ 7007’ €07°; 008’ éxelv’ elpnré Tw,
ws 1) yurn Sewkvioa TAv8pl TolyKuKov
vmavyde’ ofdy éor’,l éyrexalvupévov
Tov pouxov é&émeper, odk elpyré Tw.

But if he abuses Phaedra, what is that to us? Nor has he said anything about this, how the
woman, while showing her husband her cloak to see by the light, sent her lover away with his
head swathed; he hasn’t said anything about that.

The bulk of the disguised Mnesilochus’ defence of Euripides against the charge of
slandering women is a catalogue of the female iniquities which the tragedian does not



