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Abstract

The Birth of the Mob: Representations of Crowds in Archaic and Classical Greek
Literature

by
Justin Jon Schwab
Doctor of Philosophy in Classics
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Leslie Kurke, Chair

This dissertation surveys the representation of crowds and related phenomena in
Homer, the Attic tragedians, and Aristophanes.

The first chapter begins by noting that while recent scholarship has explored the
role of the crowd in ancient Roman history and literature, virtually no similar work has
been done in archaic and classical Greek studies. Admittedly, Greek poleis were on a
much smaller scale than was Rome, and it may be for this reason that classical scholars
have assumed “the” crowd is not a feature of ancient Greek society. In order to explain
why this absence of study is due to a limited understanding of what crowds are, I survey
the development of crowd theory and mass psychology in the modern era. I adopt the
model of Elias Canetti’s Crowds and Power, which studies crowds as part of a spectrum
of group behavior, ranging from small “packs” to imagined crowds at the level of a
nation. Under this expanded model, I argue that crowds are universal human phenomena
whose representations in archaic and classical Greek literature are fruitful objects of
study. The chapter ends with a brief survey of “crowd words” to be examined, including
homilos, ochlos, homados and thorubos.

The second chapter studies crowds in Homer through a close reading of several
words and passages. The two crucial words for this study are homilos and homados,
which refer respectively to a crowd and the distinctive noise it makes. I survey the
homilos in the Iliad as a background of anonymous figures against which elite figures
display their excellence, before arguing that the suitors in the Odyssey are the closest
Homer comes to representing a crowd. Individually elite, they nonetheless are reduced to
the status of a mob by the fact of their aggregation.

The third chapter examines the crowd in tragedy. I argue that the crowd looms as
an offstage threat to the elite characters depicted onstage, most obviously in such plays as
Sophocles’s Ajax and Euripides’s Andromache and Orestes, but to some extent in almost
every surviving tragedy. In this chapter, the word ochlos (not yet present in Homer) is the
key crowd-term, although homilos and other words are also present. The works of



Euripides are particularly rife with descriptions of crowds, and my survey illuminates just
how central the topic was to his work, in a reflection of the troubled politics of his era.

The fourth chapter examines the discourse on the crowd in Aristophanes. |
demonstrate that the comedian’s work is highly concerned with crowds and other
groupings of people. Athens during the Peloponnesian war was crowded, not only due to
the siege but in mentality and dramatic representation. To many of Aristophanes’s
characters, the improper aggregation of bodies is just one symptom of the general
disintegration of society and decline of traditional morality. Where in tragedy the crowd
must remain offstage, comedy can also bring crowds onto the stage, in such scenes as the
opening of the Acharnians.

I close with a Postscript presenting two quotes of Plato, from the Republic and the
Laws, whose descriptions of crowd behavior and its effect on individuals take on new
significance in light of the deep history of the representation of crowds which this
dissertation explores.



CHAPTER ONE
CROWD THEORY

This dissertation surveys the representation of crowds in the two great epics of
Homer, the tragedians Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides, and the comedian
Aristophanes. It covers each of these authors in varying levels of detail, and has two
major goals: to identify the vocabulary with which they describe crowds, and to infer
from these descriptions certain underlying concepts of group behavior and collective
psychology.

As a preliminary question, I must address whether such a thing as a crowd was
available as an object of representation during the period surveyed. This will require
establishing a distinction between two senses of the word “crowd.” According to the
modern, sociologically technical sense of the word, archaic Greece and classical Athens
clearly did not have crowds.

According to a broader sense of crowd, however, as any aggregation of people
exhibiting behavior interpreted by those who observe or represent it as threatening and/or
volatile, they clearly did. Such aggregations are universal human phenomena — indeed,
they are found in many other species of animal. If the goal is to determine, not to what
extent the ancient sources conform to our modern categories, but rather how these ancient
sources represent crowd-like formations and behavior on their own terms, this broader
definition is more useful.

Once this distinction between the narrow and broad understanding of “crowd” has
been established, we must consider two formulations of the problem of the crowd.
According to one school of thought, which I call the “lowest common denominator”
theory, crowds are dangerous because only a relatively few people are capable, or law-
abiding, or restrained in their actions, or whatever the quality is that crowds are thought
to lack. A large gathering of people, then, will tend to contain undesirable elements; as its
size increases, these elements will come to dominate.

The other theory is that of the “Group Mind.” On this model, crowds exhibit
problematic behavior not because of the prior character of their component members, but
because the very fact of aggregation “dumbs down” the members of the group
subordinates them to a collective entity that operates as its own organism, or some
combination of these two mechanisms.

Both these theories of why crowds are dangerous things are present in the
surveyed texts, implicitly and at times (especially in Euripides) explicitly. Especially in
the fifth century texts, written and performed during a period of increased mass
participation in politics and intermittent military mobilization, we find representations of
groups and group behavior as crucial elements.'

After a history of the development of the modern theory of the crowd, with
constant reference to its implications for the investigation of ancient texts, this
introductory Chapter offers a list of Greek words that directly denote or are often found
associated with descriptions of crowds. The stage will then be set for the examination of
individual authors’ works in the subsequent Chapters.

" The ultimate expression of this is in Euripides’s Iphigenia at Aulis, for which see Chapter Three.



The major work to date in the field of classical studies on the subject of the crowd
is Fergus Millar’s The Crowd in Rome in the Late Republic. This dissertation positions
itself, as it were, at the other end of the field: its subject Greece rather than Rome, its
sources read as literature rather than history. Millar’s own description of his project will
serve to highlight these contrasts.

At the beginning of his first chapter, Millar announces:

The first purpose of this book is to present a series of images of the
Roman people: assembling in the Forum, listening to orations there, and
responding to them; sometimes engaging in violence aimed at physical
control of their traditional public space; and dividing into their thirty-five
voting groups to vote on laws.”

A few pages earlier, in the preface, he defines his intent as “merely to try to feed into our
attempts to understand Republican Rome a sense of the possible significance of a series
of images of political meetings that are to be found in our literary sources.”

Millar restricts his inquiry to images of the political crowd, and indeed his work
makes a political argument: that the Roman Republic was more democratic a system of
government than is usually appreciated.” The role of mass assemblies in this system, he
maintains, has been neglected; the work (originally a series of lectures) redresses this
neglect. Arranged chronologically, it studies the political crowd from the post-Sullan
restoration of popular elections in the 70s B.C. to the decline of popular politics in the
50s and beyond.

Millar’s project is made possible by the (relatively) thorough documentation of
the late Republican period: “[T]he political life of these three decades,” he notes, “is
more fully recorded than that of any other period of the ancient world.”” This dissertation
takes as its subject one of those “other” periods. It must be stressed at the beginning that
this is not an attempt, parallel to his, to assess the (actual, historical) role of the crowd in,
e.g., classical Athens. Rather, the focus is on the representation of crowds in canonical
archaic and classical Greek texts: specifically, Homer, the three tragedians, and
Aristophanes. A trade-off is made: we lose the specificity and thoroughness of Millar’s
study, but we access a broader range of sources, dig further into the roots of
representation, and engage larger questions in political and social theory.®

Where Millar’s study is a “deep” plumbing of a more narrowly defined historical
phenomenon, this dissertation is more in the way of a “broad” survey of a theme over

> Millar 1998:1.
*Id. ix.
* “[Nt is difficult to see why the Roman Republic should not deserve serious consideration ... as one of a
relatively small group of historical examples of political systems that might deserve the label
“democracy,”” p. 11. Millar 2002 expands this claim; Morstein-Marx’s Introduction provides full
E)ibliography for the debate over the degree of popular democracy in the Republic.

1998:1
% None of this is meant to indict Millar for his focus. Indeed, he acknowledges that his sources are “indirect
literary reflection[s]” (9) of historical reality. But since that reality is what interests him, he takes the
indirect reflection largely as read, leading to the major methodological difference between his work and
this dissertation: his inquiry attempts to see through the reflection to relate and assess socio-political reality;
ours, to examine the evolution and variety of the reflection itself.



centuries and across genres. A necessary first step, one that Millar, his concerns being
different, does not take, is to define the term “crowd.” Again, my methods will employ a
trade-off in comparison to Millar’s. The phenomena he studies are more obviously
“crowd-like,” allowing him to avoid any theoretical discussion of “crowd-ness,” and to
make specific claims about their social role and historical development. Rome at its
height was far larger and denser than any center of population in the early Greek world;
its urban “mob” is therefore more directly analogous to that which concerns modern
theorists.

For my part, [ must engage the theoretical issue of what we mean by “crowd”; I
will be forced to defend the “crowd-ishness” of some seemingly dubious textual
moments, and I cannot presume to pronounce judgment on the role of “the” crowd at a
particular historical juncture. Yet it is to be hoped that the theoretical discussion will not
be without its own interest and benefit. Adopting the insight of Elias Canetti (discussed in
detail below), who models “crowd” not as a mass modern urban phenomenon but as a
universal characteristic of human and other animal societies, I will in subsequent
Chapters examine the full range of human groupings represented in the texts I survey.

A more recent publication also stands in great contrast to Millar’s, but in a very
different way than does this dissertation. Millar’s is the work of one scholar, written from
a highly traditional, nontheoretical perspective, and investigating a clearly delineated
field of study. Crowds,’ edited by two scholars at the Stanford Humanities Laboratory,
presents the work of more than a score of writers. Its format and methodology are both
far from traditional. The book was accompanied by an art exhibit, and has its own
website.® The anthology conveys a sense of why crowds are seen by many modern
scholars as “good to think with.”

The main body of the book’s text is devoted to the scholars’ essays, but the
margins are host to personal reminiscences of participation in crowd events (mostly
political protests of 60s/70s vintage),’ as well as brief lexical glosses on crowd
terminology in various languages.'® In the starkest contrast to Millar’s study, the essays
in Crowds are intensely “theoretical,” with constant reference to the modern theory of the
crowd, as well as robustly multidisciplinary in their use of art history, sociology, etc. The
material covers a wide range of topics and time periods, from crowd photography in
fascist Italy,'" to the French concept of “the masses” during and after the Revolution,'? to
the crowds of shoppers at a high-end fashion store. "

Classical material is included, with one essay'* discussing at length Roman
representations of the populus assembled. Yet, in keeping with the overall trend of the
collection, the main concern of even this essay is the modern socio-political valence of

7 Schnapp and Tiews

¥ http://crowds.stanford.edu/; Schnapp and Tiews, xi

? E.g. White.

' E.g. Sofroniew; Samuels.

"' Schnapp, “Mob Porn.”

' Jonsson

1 Burstein

' Connolly. Symptomatic of the divergence between Millar’s project and Crowds’ is the fact that the
former is not cited in the latter; although the material under scrutiny — Roman representations of political
crowds — is similar, the purposes to which it is put are very different.



the crowd: the Roman crowd as represented in American film. Most frustratingly for our
purposes, almost all the antiquarian references are to Roman material. The significant
exceptions are three: a brief discussion of the word 6x}\og;15 references to Homeric and
Olympic sports audiences;'® and an observation that “[n]ot a single purely Greek
institution was incorporated into the American or French constitutions of the late
1700s.”"” The point is to contrast the modern systems’ avoidance of Greek “direct
democracy” in favor of Roman “checks and balances;” the argument is prefaced by the
aphorism “Rome is not Greece; and here has lain its virtue.”"®

Rome is, indeed, not Greece. The study of the Roman crowd has, as we have seen,
produced some significant works.'” The study of the Greek crowd, however, can truly be
said to be in its infancy,”® and has already faced the danger of being strangled in its crib.
Sergei Karpyuk, using a (for our purposes) overly restrictive definition, has concluded
that there were no “crowds” in pre-Hellenistic Greece. Karpyuk’s article is the only work
of scholarship treating the specific issue of the crowd in ancient Greece, and its negative
conclusion threatens the viability of my project.

Were I to accept Karpyuk’s conclusion, this dissertation would come to an abrupt
halt. To explain why I do not, it will be necessary, after engaging his argument, to
provide a broader survey of the history of crowd theory over the last century and more.
Thus will I attempt to combine the approaches of Millar and the contributors to Crowds:
limiting my inquiry to source material within the bounds of traditional “classics,” but

"> De Vivo, echoing Karpyuk and identifying the two key words surveyed in this dissertation:
The standard definition of the Greek term ochlos ... is “a crowd, throng.” In this it

closely parallels the term homilos, “assembled crowd, throng of people” ... In its
standard sense, ochlos is often used in relation to armies and soldiers and their camp
followers. ...

The term ochlos also carries a political connotation, as “populace, mob.” For Plato [and,

as I hope to show, for the dramatists], ochlos can refer to a popular assembly ...

The term appears 641 times in the Greek main corpus, from the tragic and comic poets,

through the great philosophers Plato and Aristotle, on to the New Testament. The term

survived into the Middle French ochlocratie, “a government by the populace,” and

modern Italian oclocrazia, “mob rule, rule of the plebs,” from the Hellenistic coinage

ochlokratia, “mob rule.” It was soon to enter the English language as ochlocracy, “rule

of the populace, mob,” a term used in 1991 by the Observer, in quoting the Russian

newspaper Pravda as claiming that Boris Yeltsin’s run for the presidency was backed by

an ochlocracy.
' Guttmann
7 Connolly 81
** Ibid.
' Morstein-Marx studies the contio (Roman political assembly) as “center stage for the performance and
observation of public, political acts in the Roman Republic” (9), but his study is primarily focused on
public discourse: “I seek in this book to examine how mass communication shaped the distribution of
power between the Roman People and their political elite in the late Republic ... [to provide] a richer
picture of the relationship between public speech and political power” (31-2). The representation of the
crowd per se is tangential to such a project.
2% Karpyuk remains the only attempt directly to address the question: “Was there a crowd in ancient
Greece?” His adoption of the modern sociological definition of “crowd” dictates that his answer will be
negative.

More attention has been paid to the representation of crowds in classical Greek historiography and
philosophy. E.g. Hunter 1986, 1988; Segal 1962, esp. at 108 ff. No such similar body of scholarship has
yet investigated crowds in earlier and more “literary” texts.



incorporating a discussion of the theoretical issues involved (and, not incidentally,
drawing on a broader range of source material).

In his article “Crowd in Archaic and Classical Greece,” Karpyuk states his
conclusion starkly: “May we suppose a crowd as a social phenomenon, and crowd
activities to have any importance in Greek political life in pre-Hellenistic period [sic]?
The answer is clear: no.”*! He attributes this alleged lack of crowds to two causes: the
small size®® of ancient Greek poleis, and the nature of Greek city institutions as “a
slightly organized civil crowd.”

The first posited cause — insufficient size — implies that crowds, properly so-
called, occur only in social settings larger than even such a large polis as Athens. Issues
of scale will be addressed later, and are at any rate of little importance here, since
Karpyuk himself identifies his second cause as “the main reason.” Quoted out of context,
this “main reason” seems nonsensical: Greece had no crowds because its institutions were
... crowds? This seeming contradiction can be resolved only with reference to his
proffered definition of “crowd.”

At the beginning of the article, he has adopted a definition of “crowd” as “a group
of persons with common traditions intentionally acting together outside of existing
channels to achieve one or more specifically defined goals.”” It is the condition that
crowds must act “outside of existing channels” which leads to his second, and “main,”
explanation for the supposed absence of crowds. If a crowd is something that escapes,
erupts from, or boils over existing “channels” in a sort of socio-psychic “flood,”** and if
we accept that Greek political institutions were themselves crowd-/ike in nature, then
there was no need for further crowd actions outside of these institutions.

Already it is clear that one’s answer to the question “Were there crowds in ancient
Greece?” depends entirely on one’s definition of “crowd.” To Karpyuk, a key
requirement is that a crowd be unauthorized, paralegal or illegal: “It is necessary to note
that an unorganized mass gathering was an extremely rare phenomenon for archaic
Greece ...”* This claim comes near the beginning of his survey” of “alleged cases of
crowd activities in pre-Hellenistic Greece.” A few pages later he writes “I could find no
sure trace [in Athens during the Peloponnesian War] of crowd activities, city riots and so
on.””” (Already the problems with Karpyuk’s conclusion are evident. If we go beyond his
narrow time constraints, Ober has argued forcefully for a revolution in 508/7.)**

! Karpyuk 100-01

22 It is unclear whether he means that the physical cities, their populations, or both, were too small. He
expands: “There were very few places in ancient Greek cities where crowd activities could take place:
agora, the theater, and maybe no more. Greek polis [sic] had no place for crowd activities ...” (101).
Probably he means less that the physical space was inadequate for crowds to gather, than that the
population did not reach some critical threshold for crowd formation, but the distinction is not explicit.
3 Karpyuk attributes this definition to Hoerder.

% Karpyuk only uses hydraulic imagery once, and that in psychological language removed from its
figurative origins (“The psychological necessity for crowd activities could canalize in the assembly
meetings,” p. 101), but we shall see that such language is very common in the discussion of crowds:
Schnapp 5-7; Canetti 80-84; Theweleit passim.

% Karpyuk 92, emphasis added.

%0 1d. 92-100

7 1d. 96

28 In Morris & Raaflaub 1998.



Karpyuk’s stated definition of “crowd,” quoted above, is further restricted near
the end of his introductory section. Discussing the evolution and social significance of the
term &xAos in fifth-century Athens, he observes: “[Although] used frequently by the
Greek authors in the meaning of “crowd,” [éxAos] can also mean (and did in fact very
often mean) the mob, the low strata of citizens, or non-citizens ... i.e., it assumed social
or situational characteristics ... [T]here is no word in ancient Greek to designate the
crowd separately from the mob ..."*

Here Karpyuk’s flat statement, that “crowd as a social phenomenon” was absent
from Greek life during the period in question, begins to make more sense. An éxAos is
not a “true” crowd, because the term carries, or can be made to carry, a negative social
charge, making it more the equivalent of the English word “mob” (or, although Karpyuk
does not use this term, “rabble”). In his model, a “crowd,” properly so defined, cannot be
laden with “social or situational characteristics” beyond those given in his earlier
definition: group action outside existing channels, directed towards a specific goal.
Further semantic loading, e.g. aristocratic disdain for a lower-class group, takes the term
out of the realm of pure “crowd-ness.”

Even earlier than this, Karpyuk has opposed another term, “mass[es],” to his
restricted definition of “crowd.” “[S]ocial historians and classicists ... usually substitute
the notion “crowd” for the notion “masses;”30 that is, they use the word “crowd” to
describe a social object which he feels does not merit that label. As an example, he cites
Millar’s work: “Fergus Millar in The Crowd in Rome in the Late Republic ... regard[s]
“crowd(s)” as a synonym to “the masses” ... [p]lac[ing] “the populus Romanus — or the
crowd that represented it — in the center of our picture of the Roman system.””"'

Karpyuk does not provide a definition of “masses,” but this reference to Millar
allows us to grasp at least some of what he means by the term.** He objects to Millar’s
substitution of “crowd” for populus/“mass.” The “masses,” then, are “the people”
imagined as a corporate body, envisioned as separate from their elite leaders, yet most
definitely not as instantiated in a specific gathering or gatherings of some portion thereof.
If a “mob” is not a “crowd” because this is too specific and loaded a term — a group of
members of a certain class — then the “masses” are not, and should not be confused with,
“the crowd” for the opposite reason — “mass” is too general a concept, transcending any
particular assembly of people.”® With both these semantic fields defined out of the
picture, we are left with a narrow field in which to search for the “true” crowd.

Karpyuk, in the very first sentence of the article, proclaims a need to “define [his]
field clearly.” This is followed by citations — quickly replaced by the definition quoted

¥ Id. 81, emphasis original.

*1d. 79

3! Ibid. fnn. 2. The quote is from Millar 1998:1.

32 Some of the difficulty here may result from political/cultural difference. Karpyuk, a Russian (or at least
Russophone; he is identified as a member of the Russian Academy of Sciences) scholar, is most likely the
product of a political environment in which “the masses” is, or was at one point, a term freighted with
significance unknown in Western/capitalist regimes. Anglo-American scholarship, in contrast to (post-)
Soviet or even Continental work, may tend to be less politically engaged, with a greater disconnect between
political terminology (“masses”) and “objective” scholarly discourse.

33 See fin. 43 below and accompanying text on the distinction between the “dispersed” and “aggregated”
crowd.



above — of sociological and psychological definitions of “crowd.”** Shortly thereafter, he
notes that “[t]he pioneers in studying crowd behavior in historical contexts were the
students of 18"™-19" century Europe, such as Gustave Le Bon or George Rude.”” This
observation comes by way of discussing the nature of the sources used in modern crowd
studies (e.g. police reports), citing the absence of equivalent sources for antiquity as a
possible explanation for the “lack of scholarly interest™ in Greek crowds. Still, it is
further evidence that Karpyuk is concerned to fit his inquiry into the modern tradition of
the study of crowd behavior. Such is his dilemma: after cataloguing, in the main body of
his essay, a number of crowd-/ike events in the ancient Greek city, he is forced, due to the
restricted®” model which he chooses to use, to declare these not to involve “real” crowds.

To justify my rejection of Karpyuk’s conclusion that the crowd was a nonexistent
or unimportant phenomenon in archaic and classical Greece, and at the same time to
justify my own method of inquiry in the following chapters, it now becomes necessary to
provide a brief history of the modern theory of the crowd.*® This will place Karpyuk’s
work in its broader intellectual context, revealing that his approach is only one of several
possible ways of thinking about group behavior. In the end, I will adopt the
understanding of crowd — for “definition” would be too restricted a term — found in the
work of Elias Canetti, according to which “crowds” in the modern sense are just one
point on a spectrum of human aggregations.

%

Writing in 1977, Robert A. Nye provides a useful summary of the origins and

chief characteristics of the modern psychological and sociological theory of the crowd:

The intellectual origins of collective psychology are rooted in the
protracted crisis which troubled European liberal political, social and
economic theory from 1848 to 1914. ... This crisis ... was generally
perceived to be a result of the destruction of the traditional patterns of life
thought to have been characteristic of European society in the pre-
industrial age. ...

Most writers agreed that crowds or other less physically unified
collectivities experienced a new form of unity that was qualitatively

3 p. 79. Respectively: “an incidental aggregation, held together by a relatively extrinsic and temporary
bond,” and “a group whose cooperation is relatively occasional and temporary, as opposed to that which is
either instinctively or reflectively determined.” It is worth noting that this element of temporary grouping is
not present in his preferred definition, which is, again, a “group of persons with common traditions
intentionally acting together outside existing channels to achieve one or more specifically defined goals”
(with the added provisos that this group be both factually existing in time and space, as opposed to the
broader concept of the “masses,” and that it not be further characterized as socially low, as in the term
“mob”).

37 “Restricted” in a double sense: both by the general desire to align his inquiry with the modern study of
the modern crowd, and his particular and peculiarly limited definition of “crowd” as against “mass,”
“mob,” etc.

¥ McClelland provides the most thorough history of the idea of the crowd in western political thought. The
introduction to Schnapp and Tiews’s Crowds contains a brief but useful snapshot of the field today. In what
follows I make no claim to a thorough survey; rather, I have chosen my examples and shaped my narrative
to provide what I feel will be the most useful and suggestive account.



different from the group considered as a sum of its parts. This collectivity
was described as a being whose influence over the behavior of its
individual members contrasted unfavorably with the liberal ideal of the
rational and conscious human individual. The crowd was non-rational and
was dominated by the ‘unconscious’ and instinctive emotions that were
freed in the general diminution of conscious control that overcame
individuals participating in collective phenomena. Crowds were
accordingly incapable of reflective ratiocination or discrimination, and
ideas ‘suggested’ to them quickly universalized themselves through the
automatic mechanism of ‘imitation’ or ‘mental contagion.” The leader or
leaders of collectivities were thus of central importance. ...

Collective psychology was far from being an observational or
experimental discipline, and reveals behind its ‘scientific’ rhetoric the
anxious efforts of a generation of liberal intellectuals to make conceptual
sense of the world’s most perilous threats to ‘individualism.’...

By defining the problems and strategies of democratic elitism in these
ways, collective psychology lent a certain conceptual bias to elite-mass
theory that later theorists found particularly difficult to avoid.

The heritage that collective psychology bestowed upon elite theory ...
consisted of a certain pathologically-imbued concept of the nature of
collectivities in democratizing societies, an authoritarian concept of
leadership that sprang from a hypnotically-conceived leader-crowd
relationship, and the assurance that elites would continue to play an
important role in policy-making despite all appearances to the contrary.
By defining the problems and strategies of democratic elitism in these
ways, collective psychology lent a certain conceptual bias to elite-mass
theory that later theorists found particularly difficult to avoid.”

Nye’s work also serves as a marker for the point of theoretical exhaustion of sociological
discourse on crowd, with its origins in radical theoretical and revolutionary movements
of the early modern period and the elite reactions thereto. By the 1970s, mirroring the
trajectory of politics and ideology in the world at large, theories of group behavior had in
one corner of the academy ascended to the highly theoretical and “post-human” level of
such thinkers as Theweleit and Deleuze and Guattari, while in the field of political theory
proper they had gotten bogged down in a decades- and centuries-old ideological morass.
Nye criticizes this impasse, even as his work to some extent replicates its pathologies.

Just as the political and economic scene saw a (re)turn to the “right-wing” or
“classical” discourse of capitalist individualism following the exhaustion and collapse of
global leftism from the 1970s and especially 1980s, so too would the academic study of
collective action eventually be reborn as an individualist-behavioralist discipline drawing
on economics and game theory. These more recent developments will be surveyed briefly
below, but the story of how matters got to this point must first be related.

% Nye 1977:12 ff.



*

Describing the consensus of the past century’s scholarship, Schnapp and Tiews, in
the introduction to their anthology on Crowds, write: “The conviction in question held
that ... a quantitative and qualitative difference distinguishes modern crowds from their
premodern counterparts. In some deep and essential sense, crowds are modernity.
Modern times are crowded times.”*’

Specifically, both the appearance of the modern crowd, and the initiation of the
discourse on and debate over its nature and worth, are dated to the French Revolution.*!
Yet the first generations of this discourse subordinate the crowd to other concerns. The
revolutionary crowd is praised or damned according to the author’s view of the
desirability of revolution. Not until the close of the nineteenth century does the attempt to
study the crowd, per se, begin.*” These latter works will attempt an objective study of the
nature of crowd phenomena in themselves, rather than solely an argument about their
political force. Of course the objectivity of these studies is very open to question, yet it is
with the beginning of this more “scientific” discourse on the crowd that I will begin a
more detailed narrative of the evolution of crowd theory.

Published in 1841, Charles Mackay’s Extraordinary Popular Delusions and the
Madness of Crowds is sometimes included in surveys of crowd theory. Yet, despite its
title, the book is not an examination of crowds per se, but rather of “panics” (mostly
financial and political). The real object of study is “public opinion,” with crowds as only
one possible manifestation of disturbances therein. Mackay’s work is indicative of a
rising concern with what will come to be called “mass psychology,” but does not focus
on crowds in the literal sense of aggregations of bodies in space.

The second round of European revolutions, in 1848, brought the role of the crowd
further into the forefront of social and intellectual concern. Yet even the most vociferous
advocates of radical change were not operating with a detailed theoretical model of the
crowds, as crowds, which they hoped to unleash. In The Communist Manifesto,* the
physical aggregation of workers in factories under capitalism is posited as the dialectical
process through which capital, in its irresistible drive towards consolidation and
efficiencies, unwittingly provides the means of its own overthrow. But no clear

** Schnapp and Tiews x

*! Jonsson outlines the “French beginnings of the discourse on the masses,” and (51-3) discusses Edmund
Burke’s reaction against the revolution, more or less blaming him for negative views of crowd actions in
later times: “[P]olitical collectives and social instability ... were sealed together by Burke, and ever since
then, they will refuse to come apart. They will not uncouple, because there emerges with Burke a discourse
that will insist that the two are intrinsically related.” (53) Jonsson maintains that “Burke should be counted
among the first modern analysts of mass politics and crowd behavior ... [He] connect[s] the rule of
number, of mass, to political violence and disorder ... lay[ing] the foundation for the conception of the
masses that will be gradually modified and refined throughout the nineteenth century, until, in the 1890s, it
crystallizes into a purportedly scientific theory called mass psychology.” I have chosen this
“crystallization” as the point to begin my survey in detail; Jonsson’s essay details the generations prior.

2 As Nye (1977 passim) observes, however, this new “objective” discourse on the crowd still bears many
traces of its elite, reactionary origin.

# Marx and Engels 229: “[W]ith the development of industry the proletariat not only increases in number,
it becomes concentrated in greater masses, its strength grows, and it feels that strength more ... The real
fruit of their battles lies ... in the ever expanding union of the workers.” The “greater masses” in the first
sentence might be actual “aggregated crowds;” the “ever expanding union” in the second is the abstract or
“dispersed” pan-European socialist network.



distinction is made between the proletariat as a “class,” on the one hand, and particular
revolutionary “crowds” in action. Since the latter are assumed to emerge inevitably from
the former, and both are putatively inevitable products of the (scientifically intelligible)
progress of history, no sustained attempt is made to understand them in themselves. The
revolutionary discourse, no less than the Burkean reactionary discourse, still keeps the
crowd waiting in the wings, as it were, not yet ready for its own moment in the spotlight.

That moment can be dated, although with some inevitable arbitrariness,44 to 1895,
with publication of Gustave Le Bon’s La Psychologie des foules (whose English
translations have been titled 7he Crowd). In his introduction to the 1961 Viking Press
edition, Robert K. Merton writes:

The enduring influence of Le Bon'’s little book presents us with something
of a riddle. When first published in 1895, it might have been fairly
described as a vogue book, yet there must be something singular about a
vogue that endures for two-thirds of a century.*

He offers this as his own supplement to a quote from Allport’s Handbook of
Social Psychology: “[Plerhaps the most influential book ever written in social psychology
is Le Bon’s The Crowd.” Yet Merton is anything but uncritically reverent:*®

[T]he riddle deepens as we consider the character of the book. Probably no
single truth in it has not been stated elsewhere more cogently ...[S]ome
conceptions set forth in the book are now known to be misdirected,
misleading, or mistaken. And yet it remains indispensable reading for all
of us who are students of mass behavior.*’
Merton later lists Le Bon’s “ideological curiosities:”*® “[R]ecurrent traces of
political conservatism, an unremitting hostility to every aspect of socialism, a distinct
kind of racial imagery, and a picture of woman as weak and acquiescent ...”*° Yet he
asserts that “[ A]ll these ideas lie only on the surface of the book. Once these are cleared
away as so much ideological debris, Le Bon’s fundamental conceptions of crowd
behavior remain reasonably intact, though incomplete.”

Viewed without charity, Le Bon’s work can indeed seem an expression of mere
reaction, tainted with the racism and elitism of his social position. On the first page of his
Author’s Preface, he introduces the concept of “race” as an essential, hereditary character

* Merton xvi-xviii presents Le Bon in the context of his predecessors and contemporaries. xviii: “The
squabble [over who’s influenced by whom] between ... Le Bon [and his contemporaries] ... holds interest
for us only as a case of the multiple and at least partly independent appearance of essentially the same ideas
at about the same time, this testifying that the ideas have become almost inevitable.” Schnapp and Tiews, in
their introduction (ix), adopt Le Bon as the starting point of their survey.

* Merton v

% Allport himself, while acknowledging Le Bon’s importance in the field, rejected the concept of a “group
mind” in favor of an insistence on methodological individualism.

" Merton v-vi

49 .. o
Id. xxxvii-xxxviii
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of human groups,” before announcing that “[Clertain new psychological characteristics
[of the crowd] ... are added to the racial characteristics and differ from them at times to a
very considerable degree.””' Even more troubling, in his Introduction he introduces a
biological metaphor: “In consequence of the purely destructive nature of their power,
crowds act like those microbes which hasten the dissolution of enfeebled or dead bodies.
When the structure of a civilization is rotten, it is always the masses that bring about its
downfall.”*?

The political dimension of Le Bon’s project is not reaction but adaptation. He
seeks to assist the mainstream liberal/bourgeois/republican politician in understanding
and controlling the crowd, in an effort to prevent the triumph of the radical/working-
class/socialist tendency. If the rise of the crowd is irreversible, it is the result of a
“profound modification in the ideas of the peoples.””* Changes in the political system are
the result, not the cause, of the new order, which was established in the realm of ideology
before bearing fruit on the level of institutions.” The century-long debate, sparked by the
French Revolution, ended in a decisive victory for the proponents of “[t]he entry of the
popular classes into political life ... The introduction of universal suffrage ... is not, as
might be thought, the distinguishing feature of this transference of political power.”®

Such, then, are the major elements of Le Bon’s worldview that render his views
problematic. Blessed with the benefit of hindsight, we have long since learned to beware
such essentialist and pseudo-scientific models. Yet there is much in Le Bon that
transcends these limitations. He is no simple reactionary. His analysis of the crowd, shot
through with veins of racism and misogyny as it may be,” is not Burke’s “rhetoric of fear
and disgust.””® For one thing, by Le Bon’s time it was clear that the crowd’s role in
politics was an established and growing fact, not something that could be argued away.
The old order was gone forever.

The dogmas whose birth we are witnessing will soon have the force of the
old dogmas. ... The divine right of the masses is about to replace the
divine right of kings. ... Universal symptoms, visible in all nations, show
us the rapid growth of the power of crowds. ... Whatever fate it may

30 Merton (ibid.), however, absolves Le Bon of “ethnocentric malevolence:” “‘Race,” for Le Bon, was an
ill-conceived idea corresponding loosely to what has since been described as national character structure.”
> Le Bon 1961:3
1d. 18
3 Nye 1977:14
** Le Bon 1961:13
> 15: “The progressive growth of the power of the masses took place at first by the propagation of certain
ideas, which have slowly implanted themselves into men’s minds, and afterwards by the gradual
association of individuals bent on bringing about the realization of theoretical conceptions.”
64: “The philosophical ideas which resulted in the French Revolution took nearly a century to

g)nplant themselves in the mind of the crowd ....”

p- 15
°"E.g.: crowds exhibit characteristics “almost always observed in beings belonging to inferior forms of
evolution — in women, savages, and children, for instance.” (p. 36). The association of the feminine, the
“savage” and the passive, is part and parcel of the ideological justification both for traditional domestic
social structures and for foreign colonialism.
*¥ Jonsson 52
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reserve for us, we shall have to submit to it. All reasoning against it is a
: 59
mere vain war of words.

Le Bon begins the main body of his treatise by defining what he sees as the
essential quality of a “crowd” (foule):

In its ordinary sense the word “crowd” means a gathering of individuals
... whatever be the chances that have brought them together. From the
psychological point of view the expression “crowd” assumes quite a
different signification ... Under certain given circumstances ... an
agglomeration of men presents new characteristics very different from
those of the individuals composing it. The sentiments and ideas of all the
persons in the gathering take one and the same direction, and their
conscious personality vanishes. A collective mind is formed.®

This alleged “collective mind” is “[A]n organized crowd, or ... a psychological
crowd. It forms a single being ...”°' The essential and peculiar nature of the crowd is that
of a higher unity, a true entity formed of multiple individuals, who in forming a crowd
lose their very individuality. It is no mere abstraction; a crowd exists and acts as a living
thing. The member of a crowd “is no longer himself, but has become an automaton who
has ceased to be guided by his will.”**

To Le Bon, these newly-minted automata are guided by “unconscious™® or
“reflex”®* motives. Being a member of a crowd shuts off one’s ability to reason, reducing
the collectivity to the lowest common denominator of human motives and abilities.®> This
is true regardless of the intellectual abilities of the individual members themselves: “The
decisions ... come to by an assembly of men of distinction ... are not sensibly superior to
the decisions that would be adopted by a gathering of imbeciles.”®

The reference to an “assembly” is not casual. Indeed, one great innovation of Le
Bon’s work is that he extends his analysis of collective behavior to include participatory
political institutions: juries, parliaments, and the mass electorate. He criticizes his

* Le Bon 1961:16-7
:(1) Le Bon 1961:23. Cf. Karpyuk’s definition at fn. 23 above and accompanying text.

Ibid.
62 Jd. 32. Scattered throughout the book are similes that resonate strongly with Homer’s: “An individual in
a crowd is a grain of sand among other grains of sand, which the wind stirs up at will” (33); “[Crowds] are
like the leaves which a tempest whirls up and scatters in every direction and then allows to fall” (37);
“[C]rowds in so many wars ... have allowed themselves to be massacred as easily as the larks hypnotized
by the mirror of the hunter” (Le Bon 1995:78).
83 1d. 28. As discussed above, Le Bon’s concept of the unconscious, in stark contrast to Freud’s, is
intertwined with his concept of “race”: “Our conscious acts are the outcome of an unconscious substratum
created in the mind in the main by hereditary influences ... which constitute the genius of a race” (Le Bon
1995:48). See also 1961:185.
% Le Bon 1961:37
6> «[T]he crowd is always intellectually inferior to the isolated individual,” /d. 33.
8 Jd. 29; cf. 172, 180, 184. Compare the famous quote: “In all very numerous assemblies, of whatever
character composed, passion never fails to wrest the scepter from reason. Had every Athenian citizen been
a Socrates, every Athenian assembly would still have been a mob.” (James Madison, Federalist No. 55;
Kramnick 336).
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predecessors®’ for restricting their inquiry to the “criminal” crowd (i.e., riots/“mobs™).
This move is highly significant for the debate, ancient and modern, over the so-called
“radical” democracy of classical Athens. In a sense, Le Bon is updating certain
arguments of Plato and other Greek anti-democrats.®® Perhaps mass psychology, as well
as philosophy, is in some sense a series of “footnotes to Plato?”

Le Bon assigns deliberative assemblies the same traits as other crowds:
suggestibility, irrationality, inconsistency.® Still, “[tJhe suggestibility of parliamentary
assemblies has very clearly defined limits ...” These limits are, chiefly, two: the
obligation of representatives to their constituencies,”® and the role of leaders within the
parliament. Indeed, since in Le Bon’s view any crowd is essentially passive, they require
at all times the direction of a leader if they are to work towards any specific goal.”'

Early in the work,”* Le Bon identifies two major causes of the crowd’s peculiar
characteristics, one internal to the psyche of the individual crowd member, the other an
inter-psychic process between these members. The first is “a sentiment of invincible
power, which allows him to yield to [repressed] instincts which, had he been alone, he
would perforce have kept under restraint ... the sentiment of responsibility which always
controls individuals disappears entirely.” This points directly at the most basic descriptive
feature of a crowd: its multiplicity. “Power in numbers,” the proverbial phrase, is like an

*"Le Bon 1961:18-9
68 E.g., Id. 184: “It does not follow because an individual knows Greek or mathematics, is an architect, a
veterinary surgeon, a doctor, or a barrister, that he is endowed with a special intelligence on social
questions ... With regard to social problems, owing to the number of unknown quantities they offer, men
are, substantially, equally ignorant.” Here Le Bon seems to go past the “lowest common denominator”
theory of the mob common to earlier reactionary thinkers, embracing the “Group Mind” model under
which aggregation is itself pathological, without reference to the pre-existing qualities of the individual
persons who come together to form a given group.

This passage simultaneously looks backwards to the works of Plato, and foreshadows the post-
WWII epistemological arguments against central planning given by Friedrich von Hayek in The Road to
Serfdom and other works. For crowd theory in deep historical context, in a continuous survey from Plato to
modern thinkers, see McClelland.
“ Id. 186-203
7 Le Bon’s discussion is limited to the post-Revolutionary assembly, with no reference to the democratic
and representative institutions of antiquity. Presumably he would see the Athenian assembly, involving as it
did “direct” rather than “representative” participation, to be less restrained by this consideration, and
therefore more purely “crowd-like.”
"' “Men forming a crowd cannot do without a master, whence it results that the votes of an assembly only
represent, as a rule, the opinions of a small minority,” p. 189. Cf. the “iron law of oligarchy,” the claim of
some political scientists (first developed by Michels, 43 ff.), under which any political organization tends
toward control by a relatively small group. On the role of the leader of a crowd, pp. 117-40. Still: “A leader
is seldom in advance of public opinion; almost always all he does is to follow it and to espouse all its
errors.” Le Bon’s concept of the role of the leader is nuanced. Despite his great power, the leader does not
have the ability to shape the crowd’s opinions entirely to his will; he must work with its pre-existing
characteristics. Much of his and other early social psychologists’ work is highly resonant with Plato, e.g. in
the Gorgias.

Nye’s (1977:30) observation on Michels is appropriately said of much turn-of-the-
century discourse on crowds, whether historical, sociological or psychological: “The entire
theoretical structure of Political Parties seems to be an extended effort in self-consolation wherein
%[ichels convinced himself that all efforts to improve the lot of the masses were bound to fail.”

p- 30
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intoxicant, temporarily transforming each member of a crowd into a superhuman
dynamo.

Le Bon calls the second cause of a crowd’s crowd-ness “contagion.” This is the
link established between members of the crowd, as opposed to the aggrandizement of self
within each member, and it is ill-defined. “Contagion is a phenomenon of which it is easy
to establish the presence, but that it is not easy to explain. It must be classed among those
phenomena of a hypnotic order ... In a crowd every sentiment and act is contagious ...”
This is obviously a restatement of his initial definition of a crowd as a “collective mind.”
Contagion is then re-cast as an effect of a third cause, “suggestibility,” which is likened
to hypnotism. Here Le Bon is playing a sort of shell game, passing from one synonymous
label to another, with no real success in defining why members of crowds experience this
unifying link with the other members.

I have described Le Bon’s contribution at such length because it sets the
parameters for much of the next generation’s, even the next century’s, discourse on
collective psychology. For as Nye notes: “[M]ost subsequent commentators ... were
obliged to absorb or refute him; they could not ignore him.””® And it is the dual nature of
the crowd — a collection of individuals, who are somehow linked to form a collectivity
treated as an entity — which poses the major problem.” It is on the attempt to explain this
link that Le Bon’s most prominent successor and critic focuses his attention.

Freud’s Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego has been called “fairly
isolated in his larger work,”” for asking the question “What are the emotional bonds that
hold collective entities ... together?” As the work’s title suggests, the solution to the
riddle of the crowd is sought in the internal workings of the individual psyche. Yet right
at the start of this short’® treatise, Freud blurs the distinction between group and
individual psychology.”’ Having thus incorporated the problem of mass behavior into his
larger project, he then seeks to solve the problem posed by Le Bon in the terms of his
own psychological model.”®

Freud’s work occupies a problematic space in intellectual history. As one of the
three titanic figures credited with revolutionizing modern thought (along with Marx and

3 Nye 1995:4; Merton vi: “Le Bon’s ideas have made themselves felt almost as much among those who
disagreed with them ... as among those ... who took them up substantially intact. Opponents could
contradict what Le Bon had to say but they could not ignore it ...”
7 Jonsson: “[H]istorians have been able to find out who those men and women were that constituted the
revolutionary crowds ... [T]he result is that the thing itself — the mass — dissolves and stands revealed as the
great simplification it always was.” (p. 53). This tension, between historical inquiry and sociological
understanding, will be addressed shortly.
> Gay xxiii
7% At around 100 pages in the edition cited, it is about half the length of Le Bon’s work.
77 Freud 1959:1:
It is true that individual psychology is concerned with the individual man [and his] ...
instinctual impulses; but only rarely ... is individual psychology in a position to disregard
the relations of this individual to others. In the individual’s mental life someone else is
invariably involved ... and so from the very first individual psychology ... is at the same
time social psychology as well. The relations of an individual to his parents ... in fact all
the relations which have hitherto been the chief subject of psycho-analytic research —
may claim to be considered as social phenomena.
78 For a study that situates Freud’s work on this topic within the tradition of crowd theory I have been
narrating, see Pick.
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Einstein),” his influence is in some sense inescapable; yet succeeding generations have
rejected many of his conclusions and questioned his underlying biases.™ In the field of
mass psychology specifically, his “leader model” is particularly problematic — yet it was
this understanding of group dynamics that structured much of the mid-century discourse
on fascism and totalitarianism.

A substantial portion®' of Merton’s introduction to Le Bon concerns itself with
Freud’s reception of his predecessor. As Merton notes, the first chapter of Freud’s work,
comprising almost a sixth of the total length, consists entirely of quotes from, glosses on,
and critiques of Le Bon’s The Crowd. Freud casts Le Bon as a “problem-finder,” and
himself as “problem-solver.”®* The chief critique is of Le Bon’s notion of “contagion;”
Freud notes that “suggestion” is more a synonym than an explanation for this
phenomenon.*

Freud “us[es] the concept of /ibido for the purpose of throwing light upon group
psychology.”®* In a characteristic move,* the object of study — here, the “collective
mind” identified by Le Bon as the fundamental characteristic of a crowd — is translated
into the Freudian model of the psyche. The external link between members of a crowd,
Freud asserts, is a secondary effect of the internal structuring of each member’s mind.
“[TThe mutual tie between members of a group is in the nature of an identification ... and

we may suspect that this common [identification] lies in the nature of the tie with the
leader.”*

7 For an early formulation of the trinity, offered at a time when two of its members still lived, see Freehof
1933. Darwin is often cited as a fourth, or as an alternative to one of these three

%E g. Eysenck.

¥ Gay vii-xiv

2 1d. ix

% Freud 1959:12: “We ... wish only to emphasize the fact that the two last causes of an individual
becoming altered in a group (the contagion and the heightened suggestibility) are evidently not on a par,
since the contagion seems actually to be a manifestation of the suggestibility. Moreover the effects of the
two factors do not seem to be sharply differentiated in the text of Le Bon’s remarks.” 27: “Le Bon traces
back all the puzzling features of social phenomena to two factors: the mutual suggestion of individuals and
the prestige of leaders. But prestige, again, is only recognizable by its capacity for evoking suggestion.”

On prestige as a system of social control, see Goode.

% Freud 1959:29

¥ Cf. Totem and Taboo, where “sacred” emotions are argued to be expressions of a primitive familial
psychodrama, or Civilization and its Discontents, where the “oceanic feeling” of transcendental oneness is
explained in terms of the development of the individual ego.

% Freud 1959:50. The postwar (re)turn to individualism and behavioral studies in the psychological and
sociological sciences rejects this top-down leader-led model, replacing it with a “local” model whereby
individual members of a group take their cues from the other members immediately surrounding them,
rather than some central leader-figure. See especially Schelling. This “localism” evades the larger question
of whether there is a “group mind” by focusing on the individual experience of being in (a corner of) a
crowd. As Richard Brooks put it to me in conversation, “There may not be a mind in the group — but there
is definitely a group in the mind.”

These more recent, economically informed understandings of group formation and behavior, in
combination with Canetti’s less easily classifiable writings, fit out a more useful toolbox for investigating
representations of group behavior in classical texts. Freud, and his predecessors and successors, both in his
own psychological field and in the discourse of mainstream political science, are too concerned with the
specific problematic of modern mass society to be easily applied to cultural products from antiquity. It is
their “baggage” which needs to be cleared away before we can clearly address the question, not of whether
“the” crowd existed in antiquity, but of what modalities of crowd are described in ancient texts.
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Each member of the group “introjects” the leader as an “ego ideal,” a concept
including that of “conscience” but extending to a broader range of function.®’ Earlier
Freud has chosen two groups as paradigms: the Church and the army. In these examples,
each member of the group has incorporated that group’s leader (the figure of Christ for
the Church; the figure of the Commander-in-Chief for the army) into their “ego ideal.”
The bond between group members, then, is a secondary effect of the dynamic at work
within their own mentalities.*®

This model is most convincing in the case of groups that have a clearly defined
leader or venerated figure at their head. For such groups, Freud is ready to give us a
formula: “A primary group of this kind is a number of individuals who have put one and
the same object in the place of their ego ideal and have consequently identified
themselves with one another in their ego.” Yet what of groups lacking a clear leader? At
one point Freud suggests that groups can form around libidinal objects other than such a
figure,”® but this possibility is not pursued in detail. Instead, after arriving at his formula
defining a “primary group,” Freud moves on to the second part of his agenda as revealed
in the title: the analysis of the ego. Much of what follows is highly technical and
inseparable from a broader consideration of Freudian psychology, removing it from the
scope of this survey.

One passage, however, is worth noting: Freud suggests that the individual may be
seen as “ha[ving] a share in numerous group minds — those of his race, of his class, of his
creed, of his nationality, etc. ...””" Here the individual subject can be seen as a sort of
Venn diagram, occupying the point at which all his or her group memberships overlap.
Freud contrasts these “stable and lasting group formations” to Le Bon’s “noisy ephemeral
groups, which are as it were superimposed upon the others ...” It is precisely these “noisy
ephemeral groups” that I will attempt to trace within archaic and classical Greek texts.

¥7 Freud 1959:52 “[B]y way of functions we have ascribed to it self-observation, the moral conscience, the
censorship of dreams, and the chief influence of repression ... [I]t gradually gathers up from the influences
of the environment the demands which that environment makes upon the ego and which the ego cannot
always rise to ...”
8 If Freud stands as the intellectual ancestor of later theorists such as Canetti and Theweleit, his
contemporary Georg Simmel anticipates much of the work done in the late 20™ century by economists and
sociologists. Avoiding the larger and only semi-empirical questions of whether and in what sense a “group
mind” exists, Simmel attempted to isolate the fundamental units of social geometry. The essential problem
of sociology, for Simmel, arises in the shift from a dyadic relationship to a triadic one. When three are
together, there is always the threat that two will unite against the remaining one; all of the larger problems
of group interaction develop from this fundamental dynamic. See, e.g.: Frisby, I11:108 ff. Simmel 1908 is
his masterwork.
* Freud 1959:61
* Id. 40:

We should consider whether groups with leaders may not be the more primitive and

complete, whether in the others an idea, an abstraction, may not take the place of the

leader ... and whether a common tendency, a wish in which a number of people can have

a share, may not in the same way serve as a substitute ... The leader or the leading idea

might also, so to speak, be negative; hatred against a particular person or institution might

operate in just the same unifying way, and might call up the same kind of emotional ties

as positive attachment.
Classicists have identified precisely this mechanism, of negative self-construction as by contrast to a
gllenigrated group of “others,” at work in classical cultural production. See, e.g., Hall 1989; Cohen.

1d. 78
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Freud’s work has the advantage of clarity. In place of Le Bon’s shifting
vocabulary of “contagion,” “suggestion,” “hypnotism” and “prestige,” we are presented
with a simpler, and seemingly more scientific, model of psychological investment.
Another advantage of Freud, as contrasted with Le Bon, is that his model of crowd
behavior relies less on racist and misogynist assumptions; rather, it infantilizes its objects
of study. The traits — lack of ability to reason, fickleness — which Le Bon likened to the
putative inferiority of “savages” and women, Freud attributes to a regression of the
individual to an earlier stage of psychic development.”

Finally, Freud’s work offers the attractive possibility of solving the
individual/crowd dilemma decisively in favor of the latter. If the internal psyche is prior
to the external bond, we can, as it were, put the crowd on the couch. The crowd, to Freud,
acts as a collective mind because it is an aggregation of individual minds aligned in the
same direction. Interaction between these individuals may strengthen the common
alignment, but does not serve as its origin.”

Not all of Freud’s disciples and successors were content with such an explanation
of mass behavior. To some, an explanation of groups that focused on the internal
dynamics of the individual psyche did not seem to account for the special nature of mass
psychology. The attempt scientifically to explain the link between members of a group,
pursued to the extreme, is epitomized in the work of Wilhelm Reich.”

Reich’s career began within the Freudian school, but by the end of his life he had
passed beyond the (admittedly vague) borders of “speculative psychology” into the land
of the kook. Faced with the horrors of fascism and world war, Reich sought to explain
these social pathologies as arising from the misdirection of psycho-sexual energy. He
developed a concept of “orgone,” envisioned quite literally as a force, like electricity or
gravity, flowing through and between individuals. When inhibited or perverted, this
energy could be directed towards destructive ends; channeled deliberately by fascist
leaders, it provided the impetus for war and genocide.” In the postwar period, Reich took
this concept to ever more literal heights, advising his audience to masturbate in specially
designed boxes, the better to trap and recycle their “orgone.” Reich’s passage into
kookdom was motivated by an understandable dissatisfaction with Freud’s solution of the
dilemma of groups. As we will see, a variety of other thinkers, while avoiding Reich’s
risible pseudo-scientific trappings, will nonetheless insist on blurring the line between the
inter-personal and the intra-personal.

In the generation after the Second World War, the study of the crowd flows in two
very different streams. Historians adopted more restricted definitions and more rigorous
methodologies, while political scientists and general commentators broadened the scope

%2 The break is not complete, however. Freud introduces the concept of regression, and then immediately
reverts to Le Bon’s own terms: “[The features of the crowd] so impressively described in Le Bon, show an
unmistakable picture of a regression of mental activity to an earlier stage such as we are not surprised to
find among savages or children.” At least women are, this time, exempt! Of course, Freud’s views carry
their own hefty baggage, esp. that of phallo- and heteronormativity. Freud is not presented here as a
definitive model, but as a stage in the development of the theory of the crowd.

% Cf. Durkheim, analyzing religion as originating in primeval feelings of connectedness arising from our
nature as social animals.

% For an introduction, see Raknes.

% See especially Reich 1980.
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of their concern far beyond previous limits. Meanwhile, theorists of institutions and
public choice identified problems with aggregate action at a more theoretical level, far
removed from the “mob” in the street; economists began to study group formation and
psychology in terms of individual preferences and aversions.

First, the broadening scope taken by some authors. The classic statement of the
postwar fear of, and conceptual expansion of, the crowd is Hannah Arendt’s Origins of
Totalitarianism.”” Under her model, the effect of modernity is to dissolve traditional
social bonds, resulting in the “atomization” of society. Traditional societies are
structured, relatively rigid organizations; the modern masses are like a gas, aimless,
dispersed and homogenized. Fascism and other forms of totalitarianism are the effects,
not the causes, of these deep social transformations; only after the public has first been
“atomized” can it then be restructured into the Stalinist or Hitlerite mold. In a traditional
society, the individual subject is defined by his or her relationship to family members,
neighbors, social superiors and inferiors, etc., in a dense web of allegiances and
rivalries.”® After the totalitarian transformation, the individual subject is defined solely in
reference to, and left entirely at the mercy of, the State.

Arendt’s book was first published in 1951. It expresses in dense, intellectualized
form what can be found in contemporary bestsellers such as The Lonely Crowd and The
Organization Man: a fear of “mass man,” of the increasingly large and impersonal scale
of postwar society. John Plotz, in his contribution to the Stanford Crowds volume, reads
these screeds against mass society as expressions of “worry about the unrestrained,

% E.g. Schelling, ch. 4: “Sorting and Mixing: Race and Sex” (137 ff.). At 149, Schelling uses diagrams to
illustrate a “game” modeling “white flight” as a result of preference cascades. Picture a tabletop covered by
black and white tiles in perfect alternation, in the form of a checkerboard. If each tile represents an
individual who is happy being surrounded by 4 tiles of their own color and 4 of the other color, the group
will be stable. However, a slight disturbance in the arrangement — a clumping of one or the other color of
tile at some spot on the board — can, even if each tile’s aversion to “too many” of the other color tile
surrounding them is quite weak, “cascade” until near-total segregation results.

Granovetter (1424) uses similar modeling to explain the outbreak of riots. If 100 persons are
milling about on the street, we can imagine them arrayed along a spectrum from most to least prone to
initiate violent action. Let the person whose threshold for violence is lowest cross over into aggression — by
hurling a rock through a window, say — and his act might tip off the person whose threshold is second-
lowest. Eventually all 100 people may be drawn into a riot, even if without that first mover the other 95
people would have remained peaceful.

See also Becker, one of the first major attempts to explain group identity and behavior on an
“economic” rather than a “psychological” level. Becker attempts to explain racial discrimination as a
“solution,” however morally reprehensible, to the problem of information costs. In the absence of perfect
knowledge, he posits, people will rationally use “shorthand” signifiers to label individuals, predict their
behavior, and evaluate their worth. Legal and interdisciplinary scholars such as Richard Brooks
(forthcoming) have continued this tradition, conducting field experiments in, e.g., racial self-sorting on
public beaches.

For a popularization of these preference models of group behavior see Gladwell.

%7 Plotz contextualizes Arendt within a general postwar fear of the power of “the social,” before identifying
a return, in the 1980s and 90s, to a pro-social message in sociology and political theory. This return is
distinct from, although not necessarily incompatible with, the simultaneous turn in other academic circles
towards a local/individualized model of group behavior.

% Cf. Freud’s brief allusion, referenced above, to the individual as the meeting point of multiple “group”
identities.
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licentious, and determinedly egalitarian danger of crowds.”” Here we find Le Bon’s

“dispersed crowd” taken to its furthest possible extent: all of society as one enormous
crowd, faceless and stifling, omnipotent and threatening:

Whatever the precise nature of the long historical evolution of the
bourgeoisie in the various European countries, the political principles of
the mob, as encountered in imperialist ideologies and totalitarian
movements, betray a surprisingly strong affinity with the political attitudes
of bourgeois society, if the latter are cleansed of hypocrisy and untainted
by concessions to Christian tradition. What more recently made the
nihilistic attitudes of the mob so intellectually attractive to the bourgeoisie
is a relationship of principle that goes far beyond the actual birth of the
mob. ...

[Clompletely unprincipled power politics could not be played until a mass
of people was available who were free of all principles and so large
numerically that they surpassed the ability of state and society to take care
of them. The fact that this mob could be used only by imperialist
politicians and inspired only by racial doctrines made it appear as though
imperialism alone were able to settle the grave domestic, social, and
economic problems of modern times. ...

Hobbes affords the best possible theoretical foundation for those
naturalistic ideologies which hold nations to be tribes, separated from each
other by nature, without any connection whatever, unconscious of the
solidarity of mankind and having in common only the instinct for self-
preservation which man shares with the animal world. If the idea of
humanity, of which the most conclusive symbol is the common origin of
the human species, is no longer valid, then nothing is more plausible than
a theory according to which brown, yellow, or black races are descended
from some other species of apes than the white race, and that all together
are predestined by nature to war against each other until they have
disappeared from the face of the earth. If it should prove to be true that we
are imprisoned in Hobbes's endless process of power accumulation, then
the organization of the mob will inevitably take the form of transformation
of nations into races, for there is, under the conditions of an accumulating
society, no other unifying bond available between individuals who in the
very process of power accumulation and expansion are losing all natural
connections with their fellow-men. ... For no matter what learned
scientists may say, race is, politically speaking, not the beginning of
humanity but its end, not the origin of peoples but their decay, not the
natural birth of man but his unnatural death.'®

%9 204; Plotz also phrases this as “popular sociology’s dependence on a paradigm that feared the social,
particularly the social as manifested in crowd actions.”
1% Arendt 156 ff.



This, then, is one postwar tendency. At roughly the same time, a new kind of
historical inquiry sought to revise and replace the Le Bon-influenced model of the crowd.
George Rud¢ provides a classic example of this new history of the crowd. He identifies
the period of his title as one of transition, from the premodern to the modern crowd. The
goal is to “get beyond the stereotypes and probe into the crowd’s outlook,”'" to dissect
“the crowd and its components ... [before] return[ing] to the question ... [of] the nature
and importance of an event in history.” Where earlier theorists of the crowd, represented
in this survey by Le Bon and Freud, focused on the “hypnotic” power of the leader, Rudé
treats the crowd as an agent in its own right, with comprehensible goals and strategies to
achieve those goals.

Throughout his introduction he is careful to define his work against this earlier
tradition of mass psychology, which he regards as compromised by reactionary political
sympathies. Characterizations of crowds as “fickle, irrational and destructive™'** are
“hoary old preconceptions,” and Rudé — making no secret of his own sympathies for the
revolutionary tendency'® — will have none of them.

He begins by giving a definition of “crowd” as:

[W]hat sociologists term a “face-to-face” or “direct contact” group, and
not any type of a collective phenomenon, such as a nation, a clan, case,
political party, village community, social class, the general “public,” or
any other “collectivity too large to aggregate” ... [W]e may exclude from
our present consideration crowds that are casually drawn together, like
sight-seers ... “audience” crowds ... who gather together in lecture hall
matches or bullfights ... In fact, our main attention will be given to
political demonstrations and to what sociologists have termed the
“aggressive mob” or the “hostile outburst” — to such activities as strikes,
riots, rebellions, insurrections, and revolutions.'*

Karpyuk’s definition of crowd, it is useful to recall, is as “a group of persons with
common traditions intentionally acting together outside of existing channels to achieve
one or more specifically defined goals.”'® The phrase “outside of existing channels”
seems, in light of his conclusion that ancient Greece did not have “true” crowds, to mean
to Karpyuk something like this “aggressive” or “hostile” component of Rudé’s object of
study. It is important to note that by adopting a tightly restricted model of “crowd,” Rudé

%" Rudé 1964:11; see also Rudé 1967. His work “examines crowd events “from below,” analyzing the
varied demographic makeup of Revolutionary multitudes and emphasizing the motivated and purposeful
nature of crowd behavior” (Schnapp and Tiews xiii).

12 Rudé 1964:10

19 1d. 8-9. Especially noteworthy: Rudé criticizes both the reactionary and the revolutionary discourse for
treating the crowd as an abstraction: to the former, the “mob;” to the latter, the “masses.” Cf. my earlier
discussion of the first century of debate following the French Revolution. Rudé will concern himself
throughout with the specific historical characteristics and political outcomes of crowd actions — especially
the “food riot,” taken as the paradigm of the pre/early-modern crowd.

"% 1d.3-4

"% 1d. 100-1
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— and Karpyuk - are foreswearing precisely those types of mass aggregation — festival,
audience, political assembly — which abound in our classical sources.'*®

Rudé explicitly defines his project against Le Bon’s: “Gustave Le Bon ...being
preoccupied with mental states rather than physical phenomena, includes in his crowd not
only castes, clans and classes but electoral “crowds,” criminal juries, and parliamentary
assemblies.”'”’ Yet in attempting to narrow his focus, Rudé is too restrictive; surely
“assemblies” are physical phenomena? If Karpyuk positions himself towards Rudé’s end
of the spectrum, [ will seek a middle ground. While limiting my survey to the depiction
of the “aggregated” crowd, I will adopt a much looser definition of “crowd” than do
Karpyuk and Rudé.

While the model of crowd behavior influenced by Le Bon may have been
compromised by right-wing politics, the new history of the crowd was not free of its own
ideological commitments. “The American school of social psychology, having reached a
somewhat similar conclusion [to Rudé’s and that of other “leftist historians] regarding
the agency of collectivities ... found itself poised to react to the mass demonstrations of
the 1960s and 1970s.”'® If Le Bon viewed the trend of his day towards ever-greater mass
participation in politics with the horror of a reactionary, many of the postwar scholars had
a reaction quite opposite, but equally political, to what seemed to be a resurgence of mass
action in their own time, the period defined in historical shorthand as that of the war in
Vietnam. The personal testimonies printed in the margins of Schnapp and Tiews’s
Crowds, speaking fondly as they do of civil rights and antiwar protests from this era,’'
are contemporary examples of the ease with which scholarly study of the crowd can
blend into political championing of it."'?

09

19 Again, it is important to note that studies of the classical crowd have focused on Rome for obvious
reasons. With its much greater population, Rome exhibits group formations that are directly analogous to
those found in modern metropoleis. By and large, classical Athens would not have had this type of “urban
mob” — although in the Piraeus, especially during the Peloponnesian War, things begin to approach that
level. Therefore, we will need to look elsewhere for depictions of crowds. Large-scale aggregations are to
be found in descriptions of political assemblies (in tragedy and Homer, including the frequent trope of a
otpatdg in assembly), violent attacks (e.g. in Euripides’s Andromache), and feasts and festivals
(Aristophanes’s Frogs; Euripides’s lon).

97 Rudé 1964:3; “[I]n spite of [Le Bon’s] profession to distinguish between one type and another, he
arrives at a generalized conception of the crowd that, disregarding all social and historical development,
would be equally appropriate to all times and to all places.” This is precisely Canetti’s project, and the
model I shall adopt. The point is is not that crowds are a “one-size-fits-all” phenomenon, but rather that
there exists a range of crowd modalities, different examples of which are more or less present in a given
historical moment and in that moment’s cultural productions.

198 xiii. For an example of this trend in social psychology, see e.g. Crowd and Mass Behavior, ed. Helen
MacGill Hughes, 1972. From the Introduction: “Social movements today are often on a very large scale
and have become normal aspects of daily life. Much behavior that used to be wholly private has now
become public and political. Witness, for example, the Women’s Liberation Movement ... Corresponding
to this development the sociologists are focusing attention on social movements, who is attracted to them,
and what becomes of these movements” (viii).

1% E g. Rorty; White.

"9 Schnapp and Tiews cite the “millions worldwide who marched against the war in Iraq” as a sign that the
era of the crowd might not yet have ended (xvi); yet, earlier in their Introduction, they acknowledge that
this and other mass demonstrations are becoming “ever more ‘citational’ — they quote, sometimes in a
nostalgic key, from a previous, now irrecuperable heroic era of crowds ... The result is a decoupling of Le
Bon’s equation between crowds and contemporaneity” (xi). If the “age of crowds” prophesied by Le Bon is
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There is nothing inherently wrong with such political commitment. Indeed, truly
“objective” scholarship, detached from the ideology of the author, may well be
impossible. Yet the study of the crowd in particular has a tendency to split into two
polarized tendencies. Crowds are either lambasted as dangerous, unthinking menaces, or
praised as agents of positive social change. This polarization, expressed most starkly in
the vast methodological gulf between Arendt and Rudé, transforms the investigation of
the crowd into an extension of a larger political debate on the proper political order.

Two thinkers offer a way out of this impasse. Their works differ greatly from the
mainstream tradition of crowd studies surveyed above — and from each other. While both
have unmistakable (and contrary) ideological presuppositions informing their writings,
their theoretical models, while not to be adopted wholesale, present a broader and more
flexible framework through which to engage the subject of the crowd.

The first of the two is Elias Canetti. His Crowds and Power,'"" while
unmistakably part of the “crowd-phobic” strain of postwar thought,''* provides a series of
models for thinking about crowds which have influenced my thinking. Some of these
models, as will be shown in subsequent chapters, are of particular use for thinking about
the representation of crowds in archaic and classical Greek texts. Canetti’s work is
divided into scores of mini-chapters, with little or no unifying structure. Far from
restraining himself, as Rudé does, to discussion of actual physical gatherings, Canetti
treats as “crowd” phenomena everything from hyperinflation, to cultural understandings
of death and the underworld, to the history of the world’s great religions. Particularly
suggestive for thinking about Homer is his treatment of “crowd symbols,”'"* defined as
“collective units which do not consist of men, but which are still felt to be crowds.”
Examples include sand, the ocean, and forests. Canetti never explicitly refers to Homer,
but surely the frequent use of animal and natural similes for the mass behavior of the
Greek and Trojan armies in the /liad are performing similar cultural work.

I have already announced my intention to avoid, as much as possible,
consideration of broader issues such as “public opinion” and “national image;” this aspect
of Crowds and Power will have little impact on my investigation. Yet Canetti has much

truly over, or, at least, has shifted into something qualitatively different, this may have the beneficial effect
of ending the tendency towards polarization in the discourse on the crowd, by rendering obsolete the
dichotomy of championing-or-rejecting crowds in their contemporary political effects.
"1 Canetti’s original German title was Masse und Macht. Mass(e), as in Freud’s Massenpsychologie, is the
German term corresponding to Le Bon’s foule and the English scholarly tradition’s “crowd.”
"2 Canetti is most often identified as belonging to the “train” of Arendt (Plotz 204). But whereas Arendt’s
Origins examines a particular historical moment (broadly defined, to be sure, but still with a discrete
beginning — the rise of liberal-bourgeois European regimes and the emancipation of Jewry), Canetti’s work
takes a much broader view. This makes it less useful as history and sociology, but more productive when
applied, as “theory,” to the reading of texts far removed from the mainstream early-modern-to-postmodern
tradition of crowd studies.

Bloom 1995 is a more recent attempt at a project similar in theme to (and similarly ambitious in
scope as) Canetti’s.
'3 Canetti 75-90. Rudé mentions Canetti’s treatment of “national symbols™ as an example of “[S]ome
writers in the field ... cho[osing] to extend the crowd’s boundaries to encompass far wider horizons” (Rudé
1964:3). I will make use of Canetti’s brand of thought while restricting those “boundaries” to the depiction
(or description) of “aggregated” crowds, in Le Bon’s sense — in Schnapp’s phrasing, “the physical massing
of bodies in public spaces” (Schnapp, “Mob Porn” 3).
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to say about crowds in the restricted, “aggregated” sense. First and most striking is his
psychological explanation for their formation:

There is nothing that man fears more than the touch of the unknown ... All
the distances which men create round themselves are dictated by this fear
... It is only in a crowd that man can become free of this fear of being
touched. That is the only situation in which the fear changes to its
opposite. The crowd he needs is the dense crowd, in which body is pressed
to body ... The more fiercely people press together, the more certain they
feel that they do not fear each other. This reversal of the fear of being
touched belongs to the nature of crowds.'"*

The essence in the crowd is not to be found, as in Le Bon and Freud, in hypnotic
or libidinal attachments to a leader.''®> Neither is the crowd to be viewed, as in the work
of Rudé¢ and the historians, as a political agent with rational goals. Rather, the crowd is
the site of a psychological “discharge”: “[T]he moment when all who belong to the crowd
get rid of their differences and feel equal.”''® It is the opposite of and antidote to all the
hierarchies and separations structuring human life.'"”

Unlike Le Bon’s attempt rigorously to categorize crowds,''® Canetti’s
classifications always lead to one more instance, one more dimension of the question.
Where the mainstream tradition of crowd studies, in both its left- and right- wing
varieties, concerns itself with limiting and strictly defining the crowd, Canetti’s model is
open-ended.

His first and most basic classification distinguishes the “open” and “closed”
crowd.'” The “closed” crowd “renounces growth and puts the stress on permanence,”
establishing a boundary between itself and the outside world, growing to a fixed limit and

"4 Canetti 15-16; emphasis added.

51 the later parts of Crowds and Power, however, Canetti does devote much attention to the role of the
leader — or, in his terms, the “survivor.” The “survivor” is he who creates masses of dead opponents, using
the crowd of his own followers as a weapon, while remaining personally inviolable. In the atomic age, the
“survivor” takes his ultimate shape as the leader of a nation with a nuclear arsenal, able to destroy the
whole of humanity. This concept of leader-as-“survivor” (cf. Odysseus?) resonates with the Platonic
understanding of the tyrant, ever beset by, and commanding the attentions of, external crowds, while
always governed by his own internal disorder and paranoia.

"1 Canetti 17

"7 At Canetti 303 ff., he details a theory of the “sting of command;” commands leave a physical imprint in
those subject to them, and the moment of revolution comes when all these accumulated stings are unloaded
in a group act of defiance against the structures and holders of power. Cf. my comments on Bacchae 119
in Chapter Three.

'8 Canetti 156: “Hetrogeneous” v. “Homogeneous,” with sub-categories such as (for the latter) “Sects,”
“Castes” and “Classes.”

9 Canetti 16-17. A later typology, at 48-63, categorizes by function five basic types of crowds, which will
be discussed in further chapters when relevant to the Greek text under scrutiny: Baiting (e.g. a lynch mob),
Flight (e.g. a crowd of refugees); Prohibition (e.g. a worker’s strike or Gandhian demonstration); Reversal
(e.g. the storming of the Bastille; this “revolutionary” category comes closest to the sociological/historical
category of the “true” crowd); and, finally, Feast (a gathering to celebrate and consume material
abundance). However, the multitude of other material discussed throughout the book, little of which is
placed within this five-fold list, suggests that this typology is nof meant to be exhaustive.

23



no more. It “sets its hope on repetition;” it marks a location and promises a regular return
thereto. The Athenian assembly would surely fall under this category.

The “open” crowd — the “extreme form of the spontaneous crowd” — has “no
limits whatever to its growth.” “The open crowd is the true crowd, the crowd abandoning
itself freely to its natural urge for growth.”'*° Like a cancer, it obeys only the laws of
multiplication and aggregation, and “it disintegrates as soon as it stops growing.” It is
more destructive, but shorter-lived, than the “closed” crowd, and it does not hold the
promise of repetition. It is a “one-off.”

All the thinkers previously surveyed, with the exception of Freud, have insisted to
a greater or lesser extent on the uniqueness of the modern crowd. Canetti here suggests
that the distinction between the modern and earlier crowd phenomena is more one of
quantitative scale than qualitative novelty: “Men might have gone on disregarding [the
“open” crowd] if the enormous increase of population in modern times, and the rapid
growth of cities, had not more and more often given rise to its formation.”"?'

This is the element of Canetti’s project most useful for my inquiry. Ranging over
cultures and epochs, his model treats crowds as, for all their variety, expressions of
universal impulses. The danger is that of essentialism, of failing to distinguish the
historical individuality of particular crowd events. Still, it is this translation of the
problem of the crowd into one of scale that offers an alternative to the restricted
Karpyuk/Rudé criteria for a “true” crowd. To Canetti, any physical aggregation of bodies
may qualify as a crowd. The modern political crowd is a “step up” in scale, approaching
closer to the “open” end of the spectrum, but it is not the only phenomenon worthy of the
term “crowd.” The massing of bodies, and the treatment of these masses as entities in
their own right, is a universal characteristic of human societies; my project will be to
investigate this process as represented in archaic and classical Greek literature.

Some may read Canetti as a reactionary, in the mold of Le Bon, for assuming a
universal, dangerous and destructive crowd. This would be inaccurate; rather, he outlines
a continuum of crowds, from a small pack to a large multitude. At what quantitative level
does a crowd begin? (“Three,” of course, is the proverbial answer). To Canetti, the crowd
grows out of the “pack,”'** most simply in the form of a hunting party, but also forming
around functions such as lament or dance. “The pack, in contrast [to sociological groups

120 Canetti 20

! Ibid.

122 Canetti 93 ff; a related and not fully distinguished concept is that of the “crowd crystal” (73-75),
“[S]mall, rigid groups of men, strictly delimited ... which serve to precipitate crowds.” The “rigid” nature
imputed to these “crystals” by Canetti, in contrast with the “open” and fluid nature of the crowd proper,
introduces a more explicit model of aggregated human activity as similar to molecular states of matter, with
the “open” crowd as an unconfinable gas that soon disperses, as opposed to “denser,” more “rigid” groups,
such as those created by military training, being more like solids or crystals. Canetti 312, in describing
military training as producing “angularity ... hardness and smoothness,” by the incorporation of repeated
commands into the structure of the cadet’s body, anticipates in brief sketch the theoretical model of
Theweleit. Cf. Connolly (81) on Canetti’s distinction “by which the crowd is strictly separated from the
military unit.” Canetti 313: “Anyone who has to give commands in an army must be able to keep himself
free of all crowds, whether actual or remembered. It is his training in the expectation of command which
teaches him how to do this.” Although the distinction is never fully developed, the implicit contrast seems
to be between the compact, strictly controlled, “solid” military troop on the one hand, and the amorphous,
internally driven, “fluid/gas” of the “crowd” proper on the other.
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such as “clan”], is a unit of action, and its manifestations are concrete.”'*® While the
“crowd” of the political riot, declared absent by Karpyuk, is indeed hard or impossible to
locate in the epic and dramatic texts'>* in a form analogous to those of modern mass
actions, the “packlike” nature of many performance and audience crowds, and the
dialectic between the aggregated group and the individual member, will be shown to
inform our specimen passages in later chapters.

One special type of Canettian crowd is worth brief notice. This is the “double”
crowd:'? “The surest ... way by which a crowd can preserve itself lies in the existence of
a second crowd to which it is related ... As long as all eyes are turned in the direction of
the eyes opposite, knee will stand locked by knee ... All ... curiosity ... is directed
towards a second body of men divided from [the first crowd] by a clearly defined
distance.”'?® The clearest example is that of war, in which “the aim is to transform a
dangerous crowd of live adversaries into a heap of dead.”'*’ Later, the “two-party system
of modern parliaments” is described as a sort of sublimated war, a display of one crowd’s
numerical superiority over another.'*® Perhaps this dynamic can be seen at work not only
in the modern parliament.

As difficult to summarize as Canetti’s work is, at least its central theme is clearly
that of the crowd, defined however broadly. Crowds and Power takes a natural and
expected place in any survey of the history of crowd theory. The final author I will
discuss, however, holds no such canonical place in this tradition.'?’ Indeed, the crowd as
such plays only a tangential role in his work, yet it will help greatly in thinking about the
psychological nature of the crowd and the individual’s relation to it. Where Canetti’s
main use to us is as a theorist of the crowd-as-aggregation, Klaus Theweleit, writing a
generation later, redirects us to the plane of individual experience — only to re-expand
such experience back into the intersubjective forces at play in the crowd.

Earlier I located the central riddle of the crowd in its conceptual duality. We have
seen that crowd theorists tend to slip between theories of the crowd, treated as an entity in
its own right, and theories of the psychological mechanisms at work within the crowd’s

123 Canetti 94. In the discussion of the “pack,” and indeed throughout the work, Canetti blurs the line
between sociology and what might be termed anthro-zoology; that is, he treats humans as animals, on a
continuum with not only other primates, but occasionally with insects, birds, etc. See especially the chapter
“The Entrails of Power” (pp. 203-24), with such sub-chapters as “The Finger Exercises of Monkeys.” For
group behavior among primates, see de Waal. The classic general account is Morris 1967.

For an account of “grouping” across a wide range of animal species, see Okubo.
Though not in historiography. Ober (1996, 1998) argues for an understanding of the Athenian 3fjuos as
a revolutionary historical agent. The potential for historical group action “from below” is not limited to
classical Athens. Indeed, Morris (1986:115-29) reads the Homeric corpus as a product of “the upheavals of
the eighth century ... attempt[ing] to fix against alternative constructions an elitist view of the heroic age”
(this summary of his earlier work is at Morris 1996:31). Homeric epic may thus be a “photo-negative,”
suggesting by its very omission of certain objects of representation that there were in fact challenges to elite
dominance afoot during the period of its formation.
125 Canetti 63 ff.
126 In drama, does the dancing “pack” of the chorus onstage cement the assembled audience into a
“crowd?” Such are the potential applications of Canetti’s model to the study of ancient Greece.
"7 1d. 68
2% 1d. 188 ff
12 For example, the Stanford Crowds contains no reference to his work, even in those essays which treat
very similar material, e.g. Schnapp’s “Mob Porn.”
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individual members. Is “mass psychology” founded on a useful fiction, or can Le Bon’s
“collective mind” really be said to exist? Do the physical boundaries of the human
subject present an ultimate boundary to psychic agency, or can we speak of aggregations
of subjects as somehow more than and different to the sum of their parts? Such is the
project of Theweleit’s Male Fantasies.""

Theweleit begins with a survey of works by German veterans of the First World
War, many of whom throughout the interwar period became proto-fascist paramilitary
fighters, suppressing socialist uprisings throughout the greater Reich. The writings
include letters, diaries, nonfiction works about the late war, and novels. Theweleit
interrogates these texts to reveal their profound, fundamental misogyny. Over the course
of hundreds of pages he identifies two opposed complexes of imagery, informing the
extreme separation between sex roles characteristic of fascist ideology. On the one hand
are those valorized characteristics associated with what Theweleit calls the “warrior
male:” hardness, whiteness, purity, order, rigidity, impermeability. On the other, a nexus
of threatening forces, against which the warrior male defines himself: softness, blood,
mud, mixture, fluidity. The destabilizing inner sensations are projected onto — but,
crucially, can also be provoked by — the social mixture and fluid movement of groups of
bodies found in the revolutionary crowd."

The warrior male constructs psychic “body armor,” rigidly defining the
boundaries of his body in a double containment: against the threatening tides without, but
also to contain and freeze the flow of tides within. Theweleit develops at length the
association between desire and water, establishing the fundamental status of this
metaphorical link not just in German literature but throughout the western cultural
tradition.'** The experience of desire, similar to but less reified than Reich’s “orgone,” is
felt by the warrior male as an internal motion of liquid, threatening to break through his
“body armor” and dissolve the individual subject within the broader psychic sea. It is
against this threat that the warrior struggles, and the goal of his struggle is to reduce what
threatens him to a “bloody pulp,” leaving his own self safely dry, pure and hard.

Theweleit demonstrates that these proto-fascist warriors see the revolutionary
crowd as a particularly threatening manifestation of “feminine” fluidity. “Theweleit takes
us beyond any ground so far explored by feminist theory: from the dread of women to the
hatred of communism and the rebellious working class ... Always bear in mind that
primal fear of dissolution.”'** Socialism as a system, and particular mass actions of a
revolutionary tendency, are spoken of and experienced as “rot, pulp, filth, dirt, slime™:
that is, as a contaminating liquid tide threatening to eat away at the “waterproof”

30 Theweleit 1987, 1989 (2 vols., cited hereinafter as I and II).
3! The ancient phenomenon, both as actual cult practice and as object of artistic representation, of group
ecstatic religious frenzy, especially in the cult of Dionysos, seems fully to anticipate this “postmodern”
model of crowd psychology as tapping into “flows” which pass within and between the “individual”
subject.
132 Ehrenreich, Introduction to Theweleit vol. I, notes that Theweleit’s project, while starting from a core of
historically specific texts, has broader implications for the entire psychic economy of masculinity and
sexual difference: “[Y]ou will want to look up from these pages from time to time and try to reassure
yourself that you are reading about a certain group of men, of a certain class and nationality, who lived at a
1c;c3rtain time now two generations behind us” (Theweleit I:x-xi).

Id. xiv
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boundaries of the warrior male body. What the warrior male fears above all is
“dissolution” of the self into the crowd."**

At the beginning of his second volume, Theweleit comes as close as he ever does
to a concise statement of this psychic process and its political significance:

The emergence of revolutionary masses into the public arena occurs as a
consequence of the rupturing of dams. At the same time, it threatens to
undermine the internal dams of these men, as if their bodily boundaries
might collapse under the pressure of the masses without. Their own inner
mass “dissipates” into the mass which is outside, and the external mass
comes to embody their own erupted interior ...

This gives us a key to the apparent contradictoriness of the fascist concept
of the masses. Alongside his capacity to mobilize great masses of human
beings, there exists within the fascist a simultaneous contempt for the
masses ... The contradictions cease to appear as such once we understand
that the fascist has two distinct and different masses in mind ...

The mass that is celebrated is strictly formed, poured into systems of
dams. Above it there towers a leader ... To the despised mass, by contrast,
is attributed all that is flowing, slimy, teeming ...

This recognition of the possible origin of terror perpetrated on the mass in
a fear of the merging of the individual “interior” with that same mass may
serve as a useful addendum to Elias Canetti’s insights in his Crowds and
Power. The revolutionary mass may usefully be seen as an embodiment ...
of the erupted “interior” of the soldier male — an effluent that he perceives
in thoroughly objectified form, as a repellent mixture of fluids streaming
from the body.'*

134 Theweleit may be most useful for classicists in reading Homer. As detailed in Chapter Two, the Iliadic

“crowd” is a backdrop against and through which heroic characters move and are recognized. The Homeric
crowd offers safety to its members, but only at the price of anonymity. “Glory” may be precisely the
preservation of individuality, the avoidance of merger into the larger group.

Theweleit positions himself in the tradition of Reich, as opposed to Freud, in his
insistence on the psychic “flowing” between subjects as an object of study (1.254; but see 11.422,
near the end of the work, where he criticizes Reich as too scientistic in his attempt to quantify
these forces). He acknowledges his particular debt to a further theoretical model along Reichian
lines: Deleuze and Guattari’s concept of the “body without organs.” E.g. 1.264: “The process of
primary accumulation in industry ... set[s] in motion streams of money, commodities and workers
... Running parallel to that is a process of l/imitation, directed against the evolution of human
pleasures. Deleuze and Guattari call the first process deterritorialization — the opening up of new
possibilities for desiring-production across the “body with organs” — and the second process
reterritorialization, which is the mobilization of dominant forces to prevent the new productive
possibilities from becoming new human freedoms. We’ll next look at the course taken by
reterritorialization in bourgeois history as a whole; that is, at how anything that flowed came to
inspire the kind of fear that we have seen in our soldier males” (emphasis added). The
revolutionary crowd offers the threatening promise of “new human freedoms” achieved through
inter-subjective combination; fascist discipline harshly “reterritorializes” the warrior male’s mind
and body through the construction of “body armor.”
133 Theweleit I1.3-7
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Later in the volume, an illustration'*® captures this distinction between the
“strictly formed” and the “flowing” mass. Taken from a Nazi history textbook, the image
juxtaposes two photographs of parades passing through the Brandenburg Gate."*’ The
socialist crowd in the picture from 1918 seems to lack a clear structure. Men and women
in everyday working- and middle-class dress are moving in a broad group spread across
the square, with no obvious leader(s). The second picture, taken in January 1933 at the
moment of the Nazis’ ascension to power, shows a tightly compacted body of splendidly
dressed soldiers, following a 4eil-ing and goose-stepping leader through the gate. Groups
of spectators stand to each side — widely and clearly separated from the marchers, the
“masses” here are reduced to the role of passive spectators. The warrior male psyche is
maintained; group demonstration is acceptable only under such tightly “channeled”
conditions."** If the classical canon is largely void of depictions of mass revolutionary
action, this can be read in two ways. Either it means that such actions were always and
everywhere absent from the ancient world, or it means that they were so threatening to
the structure of values in which elite authors formulated their texts that they simply could
not be directly represented in their ideological-cultural matrix. Crowds would then only
appear in allegorical or phantastical forms."*’

Canetti and Theweleit approach the problem of the crowd, as it were, from
opposite ends. Canetti, in his multiple typologies of crowd and “pack,” attempts to
provide a morphology of the crowd-as-entity.'** Theweleit, through his detailed

136 Theweleit I1.80. Theweleit’s use of illustrations, on average once every two or three pages, is highly
idiosyncratic. They are never referred to directly in the text, but rather illuminate his argument by subtle
reinforcement and allusion. They range from medieval woodcuts to Hollywood publicity stills, with a
particular concentration on propaganda from the first and second world wars. Only a small percentage of
these images represent crowd formations; a much more common theme is the representation of individual
female figures. For studies of the visual representation of crowds, see the contributions of Schnapp (“Mob
Porn”), Poggi (“Mass, Pack and Mob: Art in the Age of the Crowd”) and Uroskie (“Far Above the
Madding Crowd: The Spatial Rhetoric of Mass Representation”) in Schnapp and Tiews 2006.
137 Cf. Fritzsche, who discusses four periods of mass action, from the socialist uprisings of 1918-9 to the
triumphant rallies marking the Nazi takeover in 1933, as “snapshots” illustrating the transformation of
German society.
138 See esp. Theweleit 1.429 ff.: “Dam and Flood: The Ritual of Parading in Mass.” 430-41:

[A] ritual such as the ‘Entry March of the Banners’ becomes a public staging of the

forbidden ... For the moment, at least, [the fascist] felt privileged to be a stream himself,

one small part of an enormous, tamed flood ... In the course of the ritual, the fascist came

to represent both his own liberated drives and the principle that suppressed them ... That

is how fascism translates internal states into massive, external monuments or ornaments

as a canalization system, which large numbers of people flow into; where their desire can

flow, at least within (monumentally enlarged) preordained channels; where they can

discover that they are not split off and isolated, but that they are sharing the violation of

prohibitions with so many others ...
Most obviously, perhaps, in crowds of women, seen as less of a “real” political threat. E.g. in
Aristophanes’s Lysistrata, Thesmophoriazusae and Assemblywomen, and especially in Euripides’s
Bacchae. A similarly sublimated crowd representation may also be present in art and literature depicting
the Gigantomachy and Centauromachy, for instance on the metopes of the Parthenon, where these scenes of
group violence (along with the Amazonomachy, again featuring a group of violent women) are juxtaposed
against the frieze’s properly ordered procession.
0 0f course, he also offers individualistic psychological explanations for the formation of crowds. Still,
his overriding concern, and his use for my purposes, lies less in these passages than in his insistence on the

139
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investigation of a specific historical-political problem, offers a complex model of the
ambivalent relationship between the individual and the group. I will adopt neither
scholar’s thought as a dogma or template, but will refer to their works when it will
illuminate the discussion of particular passages within the Greek text.

%

Let us briefly recall the major themes of this survey of the history of crowd
theory. The mainstream of this intellectual tradition is founded on the premise that the
modern crowd, often dated from the French Revolution and the subsequent spread of
mass political action, is in some qualitative way different from previous historical forms
of group behavior. At the close of the 19" century, Gustave Le Bon expresses and fixes
the long-term influence of a “reactionary” view of the crowd as an irrational “collective
mentality,” subsuming the identities of its individual members and reducing them to a
“primitive” intellectual level. This conceptual duality of the crowd, as a quasi-entity
composed of many individual subjects, is approached from different angles by the
various subsequent schools of crowd studies.

Freud, dissatisfied with the value of Le Bon’s “contagion” as an explanation of
the link between crowd members, explains this link in reference to his own model of
psychological function. To him, crowd members are united by virtue of having
introjected the same leader-figure or central concept into their psyches. This explanation
focuses on the “individual” plane of the group/subject duality of the nature of the crowd.
Later developments within the psychoanalytic tradition, carried to risible extremes by
Reich but recuperated and preserved for future scholars in the “anti-psychiatry” of
Deleuze and Guattari, return to the level of the link between crowd members, searching
for a way to understand the link between these members in terms of a movement of
psychic “energy.” The move from archaic epic to classical drama may correspondingly
be read as a move from a focus on the individual elite heroic leader figure to a more
communal perspective.'*' Discussion in later chapters will show that the crowd in turn is
represented with more frequency and urgency (and as possessing heightened agency) in
drama.

Sobered by the horrors of war and totalitarianism, many thinkers in the 1950s
exhibit an extreme antipathy towards “mass society,” to some extent re-inscribing the
“reactionary” views of Le Bon. These writers are all in a sense descendants of Plato,
often independently arriving at arguments and characterizations formulated already in the
fourth century B.C.'*

scalar flexibility of the various modalities of crowd: from small “packs” to the largest and most
uncontrolled “mob,” aggregations of bodies exhibit shared traits.

! One must not over-emphasize this dichotomy, however. Haubold and Griffith 1998 respectively show
that there is much that is communal in Homer, and much that is elite in tragedy. In either genre the
relationship between One and Many is dialectical. What my survey attempts to show is the shifting
boundaries of what is available for representation in a given context; any social organization, and its
cultural products, will speak simultaneously from the perspective of the group and its individual members.
For a historian’s version of the evolving dialectic of One and Many in early Greece, see Starr.

142 On the surprising persistence of reactionary rhetoric across the centuries, see Hirschmann. Popper treats
the historical tendency in light of its extreme eruption in the mid-twentieth century.
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Concurrently, a new school of history sought to recuperate the crowd as a rational
political agent.'** Ideological polarization returns the study of the crowd, in a sense, to its
pre-Le Bon state: subordinate to a larger political argument, trending away from an
investigation of crowd dynamics on their own terms.

Two scholars offer different ways out of this impasse. Elias Canetti decouples the
crowd from the post-French Revolution historico-political debate, by stressing the
universal nature of crowds across human societies and epochs; if we renounce the quest
for a strict definition of the “true” crowd, we are free to consider “crowd-ness” in the full
spectrum of its various expressions. Klaus Theweleit’s study of the psychic economy of
fascism is a provocative model of the relations between the individual and the group.
Theweleit’s “flow” within and between subjects, while risking a return to the semi-
quackery of Reichian “orgone” studies, offers also the possibility of a greater
understanding of the riddle of the crowd, its seeming two-fold nature.

%

The stress laid by Theweleit on the ambivalent relationship between the fascist
and the “mass” leads me to a preliminary caveat on the nature of our Greek texts. To a
greater or lesser extent, they are all expressions of an elite worldview, bearing the class
imprint of their authors (or, as in the case of the Homeric tradition, the economy of
discourse through which they were produced over time). Thus when we examine these
texts’ representation of the crowd we will find, as a recurring theme, the relationship
between the elite individual and the broader social group as manifested in a wide range of
“crowds” and “packs.” There is a delicate negotiation at work in the elite’s desire to
participate in, and fear of being seen by, a crowd. Crowds of spectators, festivalgoers,
etc., are a key part of the aristocratic social system, but in their aggregation they
constantly suggest the possibility of group violence. The slippage between being a
member of a group, being observed by that group, and being subjected to that group’s
collective physical force, structures several of the textual moments I will discuss.'**

*

I am now able to specify why I think Karpyuk does not have the last word when
he says that there was no “crowd” in archaic and classical Greece. We have seen that, by
adopting a definition of “crowd” drawn from the discourse of 20"-century sociology, he
is taking one of a spectrum of possible approaches to the subject. An analogy to a larger
debate within the study of ancient history may be helpful. Eli Sagan summarizes the
debate over the use of Marxian categories in the study of the ancient world:

After the [second world] war, a reaction set in, postulating that a backward
projection of concepts from a capitalist to a precapitalist world had no
validity. A serious thesis was expounded that not only was there no class
struggle, but also there were no classes in the ancient world, in effect, that
the development of various classes was, itself, the result of capitalism ...
My own approach finds the hypothesis of the existence of a “bourgeoisie”

143 Cf. in this context the work of Ober, most recently 2008. Part of Ober’s larger agenda is to defend
Athens’s period of “radical” democracy against those who criticize it on ochlophobic grounds, and
secondarily use it as a way of thinking about what participatory democracy could mean in today’s world.
144 See especially fan. 532, 585.

30



and a “proletariat” [in classical Athens] inaccurate. And yet [ would argue
that there were such things as classes in ancient society, and a form of
“class struggle,” but the latter must be accurately described.'*’

Karpyuk holds that there were no crowds in the ancient world, implicitly allying
himself with the tradition that sees “the” crowd as properly a modern phenomenon. By
allowing for a looser definition of “crowd,” perhaps expressible as “an aggregation of
bodies described as such; that is, with stress placed on their multiplicity and/or their
acting in concert,” I hope to identify points within archaic and classical Greek texts at
which a crowd, if not “the (‘true’) crowd,” can be seen. Expanding our focus in this way,
I will still follow what Karpyuk announces as his method:

There are two obvious ways to look for appearances of crowds in ancient
texts: first, to pick out all the words that are connected with crowds, and to
study their usage. Second, to pull out of the context all the situations
which indicate any trace of crowd activity or at least crowd existence.'*®

This dissertation will mix these approaches. Each Chapter will trace all the
relevant uses of particular words in a given author or genre. As identified by Karpyuk,
Suihos and 8xAos are the two “smoking guns” which identify the description of a crowd-
like grouping. To these I add dpadog. In some instances, even in the absence of these and
other crowd-words, I will examine a periphrastic description of a group to reveal the
underlying concept of collectivity. Crowd scenes are often described by periphrasis.
nolv/mol- often signals a grouping of people; év peccot can do the same. Homeric
similes often emphasize plurality and numerosity, referencing animal groupings, piled
leaves, or a series of waves. These are crowd images in the Canettian sense.

While periphrases will be examined, however, I have structured the inquiry,
especially in the chapter on Homer, around a core of fixed terms. This is not only to
provide structure; by sticking with these terms of more limited valence, rather than
extensively exploring similes, which employ words such as “swarm” with multiple poetic
and naturalistic valences, the focus on crowds qua crowds will be tighter.

Karpyuk’s article establishes a contrast between terms which will lead me into the
next chapter and beyond:

&yhog surfaces for the first time during a period of the first half of the fifth
century BC which was active in word coining and appearance of new
concepts. At first it was used on a par with dpikog, well-known since
Homeric times, which also had the meaning of “crowd,” “unorganized
gathering.” But dpihog had the primary meaning of “connection with
something, contact, affinity,” whereas dyAog belongs to a completely
different semantic group'*’ (“anxiety, difficulty, inconvenience™).'*

145 Sagan 1994:249-50

16 Karpyuk 80

7 Cf. my comments on Medea 337 in Chapter Three, where I question whether these “semantic groups”
are truly “completely different.”
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In addition to these two words, there are other terms which will trigger our
“crowd detector.” mAn- words of “filling” and “fullness,” also of “mass” and (in the
democratic context) majority, are often used to describe the actions and characteristics of
“packs” and crowds. &0p-'*’ words of “closeness,” in the sense of multiple objects
gathered closely together,'*” are often used of military and other aggregations of bodies.
This root is especially common in participles: A general or other elite figure will go
somewhere afpoicact (crowd-noun), “having gathered together [an army, etc.]. The
frequency of this formulation suggests an underlying model of a “leader-principle,”
similar to the Freudian model discussed above, by which elite figures can gather, shape
and direct large groupings of other bodies.

Finally, one word — 8fjiog - has a potential crowd valence,"' even as it points the
way to a more abstract political concept that comes to its full significance in rhetorical
and other texts. Since this word has such a ‘thick’ meaning, and since discussing it would
lead inevitably to political considerations beyond the scope of this study, I will mostly
overlook it in favor of words whose ‘crowd-ness’ is more direct and univocal.

148
149

Karpyuk 81.

The alpha in this root is not privative but intensive: a- + throos: many sounds. Thus, the root for
“gathering” may be in its origin precisely a crowd descriptor.

130 And, in a striking and uncanny textual moment (Bacchae 725, see Chapter Three), of the “collective
mouth” of the bacchants.

PUE g Iliad XXIV.776, cited in the following chapter, which describes the thronging Trojan mourners as
apeiron demos.
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CHAPTER TWO
HOMERIC CROWD

Previous investigations of “Homeric society” have focused either on attempts to
reconstruct the class structure of the society the poems purportedly reflect, or on the
individual psyche of the elite subject depicted therein. Both approaches have their
limitations. Both have neglected one object of representation: the crowd.

Studies of “Homeric psychology” have been largely studies of the individual.
Whether they explain Homeric aggression as a product of the Oedipal complex,'** or as a
struggle for status among elite males,'> they treat Homeric aggression, indeed all
Homeric action, as an individual phenomenon. Even a recent study of violence in
Homer"* applying insights from evolutionary psychology, where one might expect an
investigation of group activity, is almost entirely individualistic in its focus.

This dissertation focuses on the crowd, rather than the individual. “Crowd” is an
especially difficult word to define, as I have attempted to demonstrate in the preceding
chapter. We will not investigate all representations of groups in Homer. Such an
investigation would require book-length treatment in its own right, and would in any case
be far too general for our purposes.'> What we are not looking for are descriptions of
groups as such: as masses of people. Rather, we are looking for representations of the
Oyhog (ochlos), the Greek word which most closely approaches “crowd” in the sense of
“mob” — an unruly, unauthorized gathering of people. In our search for the prehistory of
the fifth-century éyAog, we must start with Homer, with the ways in which Homer
represents the crowd.

In “The Structure of Authority in the the //iad,” Walter Donlan posits “group
authority” as a central theme in the poem, in tension with “position-authority.”"° In the
end, the crisis in relations between elite figures is resolved by a reassertion of
“collective” authority. His model stands in stark contrast to Marxian readings of
Homer,"”” which understand the poems as ultimately reinforcing an aristocratic ideology,
even as they appear to question it. While Donlan may well be correct in reading the /liad
as an expression of a pre- or proto-aristocratic textual/historic moment, his article does
not directly address the portrayal of the military crowd.

152 Sagan 1979

153 Van Wees; Gottschall.

13 Gottschall

153 Haubold has studied the Homeric Aadg. His study, however, is precisely not of the Aadc as a “group
among others” (ix, emphasis added), but rather as a sociological and ritualistic background theme to the
Homeric epics.

> Donlan 64-5: “Group-authority is the primal element, the matrix, as it were, of normal social interaction
[among the early Greeks] ... [I]ts historical foundation is prior, hearkening back to a time ... where all
action was essentially collective, and ‘leaders’ emerged according to the situational demands and fell back
into the ranks.”

"7 Rose 1992, Thalmann 1998. Morris (1986) cautions against reading Homer as a reflection of any
particular social scheme or historical moment, especially (97-98) on matters of kingship and social
hierarchy.
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Geddes makes the contrarian argument that Homer does not depict “lower
classes,” as distinct from slaves, at all."® Further, Geddes sees the assembly as a
universal and fundamental institution in Homeric society, with no formal “rules
preventing anyone who wanted from speaking.”'> This model of Homeric society leaves
very little room for a permanent hierarchical social order.'®® Geddes concludes: “[TThe
poetry should be read again with less prejudice in order to understand exactly what
‘Homeric’ society really is.”'®"

What follows is my attempt to “read with less prejudice” some passages in which
Homer describes crowds as such: as masses of people acting more or less in unison. This
survey will focus primarily on a few words, which all connote aggregation and/or
closeness of persons. Certain other words, while unarguably describing groups, are less
helpful for the project of isolating the crowd qua crowd. For example, oti, a “rank™ or
“line” of soldiers, is in the //iad a purely military term, without the social and
psychological valence of Spuhoc.

To examine every such collective noun in Homer would require a monograph in
itself, and would be a study more of military terminology than of the crowd. Characters
often move across or otherwise in relation to the “ranks,” but cataloguing these instances
would be less useful than a focus on the terms that carry more weight of “crowd-ness.”
These terms will be more “social” or “political,” and will tend to stress the collectivity of
the persons composing them.

In the first book of the /liad, Achilles &yoprivde kaAécoato Aadv (“called the
people to assembly™).'*® They gather, and Achilles begins the battle of words. Nowhere
in the assembly-scene are the reactions of the audience described. At the end of the
passage, the assembly is dissolved thus:

“Q¢ 10 Y avtiPiolot poyecoaUéve ETEEGOY

aveTTV, AUcav & ayoprv mapd& viuciv Ayoiddv.

“So the two, having battled with wrangling words,

Stood, and they broke up the assembly by the ships of the Achaians.”'®’

Even in their rivalry, the two elite commanders are linked by the dual article and
participle as agents. They dismiss their audience, whose departure is no more described

138 Geddes 27: “I intended to isolate the lower orders in Homeric society and I have failed ... As far as
Homer goes, they hardly exist at all.”

139 Geddes 31. Also 32: “Homer is scrupulous in calling attention to the state of public opinion at every
stage and makes it clear that he considered it an important factor in the situation.”

10 Geddes 36: “The notion of kingship seems to be empty of content. Homeric kings ... reveal nothing
about any social structure in the real world.”
' Ibid. Prior to this political moment — indeed, hard on the poem’s opening lines — the Achaians already
constitute a crowd, albeit not one formally summoned by figures in authority. At 1.15 Chryses entreats all
the Achaians, but most of all the two Atreids; at 1.22 &AAot évTes Axatot signify their desire to return
1(églryses’s daughter, but Agamemnon overrides this initial sign of popular approval (1.24-25).

1.54.
1631.304-05. Unless otherwise noted, all translations are my own, although I have consulted other versions
in the case of especially difficult passages.
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than was its response to the debate as it occurred. In this first book, the crowd-as-
political-audience is almost invisible.

Matters are very different in the second book. When Agamemnon calls a general
assembly of all the troops, the actions and reactions of the crowd are described in detail.
The first half of the second book of the //iad can be read as a series of attempts to
consolidate the unruly mass of the Greek army in a properly ordered form. Only when
this consolidation is complete can the famous Catalogue of Ships follow.

On the advice of a dream-messenger sent from Zeus, Agamemnon first gathers a
council of elites, then orders his heralds to call all the Achaians to assembly. To the
preassembled group he assigns the task:

ULETG & &ALobev &ALOG EpNTHELY ETEEGTY.

But you restrain (the common soldiers) with words, each man in a
different place.'®*

(literally allothen allos: another-where [adverbial] another-man [noun], or
more idiomatically “each man in a different place.”)

Agamemnon is seeding the larger group, about to assemble, with leaders who can
act as “crowd crystals” or catalysts, influencing those around them to act properly.
Each of these men is to wield asymmetric information to influence the behavior of
the general assembly. The elite know Agamemnon’s true plan, but these are not
the words (énéecowv) they are directed to use. Rather, judging from the tone
Odysseus will adopt later when speaking to a “common man” among the panicked
crowd, the elite “ushers” of the general assembly are to use direct commands,
drawing on their localized prestige and rhetorical advantages.'®’

As it assembles, the crowd’s tumult and noise are captured in the bravura simile
of the bees. The language of this passage stresses through dense repetition (botrudon,
halis, iladon) the clustering of the assembling army into smaller sub-units:

“Ws &pa peovrioas Poultis €€ fipxe véeoban,

ol & émavéoTtnoav meifovtd Te ToéV Aaddv
oknjrTouxol BaciAfies. émecoevovTo 8¢ Aaoi.
niTe EBvea elol peAioodwv &divéov,

TETPNS EK YAQQPUPT]s aiel VEOV EpXOUEVALOV.
BoTpudov 8¢ métovTan ¢ &vbeowv eiapivoiow.
ai wév T évba &Ais reToTaTal, ai 8¢ Te évba.
&S TV EBvea TOAA& VeV &Tro Kai kAloidwv
nidvos mpomdapoibe Babeins éoTixdwvTo
IAadov eis ayopnv. petda 8¢ ogio "Ocoa Sedrjel
oTpUvouo iéval, Aios &yyelos. oi 8 ayépovTo.
TETPTIXEL & &yopr], UTO 8¢ oTevaxileTo yaia

164
11.75

1% On economies of prestige see generally Goode, with a brief mention of “Homeric Greece” as an

example of a society with a “strong sense of personal honor,” while noting that “the norms for making

public claims to prestige do vary from one society to another and across time” (21).
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Aacov ilévTwv, Suados'*® 8 fv.

Speaking thus he led the departure from the council,

And the scepter-wielding princes rose and obeyed

The shepherd of the people. And the people rushed forward,
As go the tribes of thronging bees, ever-new coming

From a hollow rock. They fly in clusters over spring flowers,
Some wheeling here, some there, in bands.

So before the deep beach marched their tribes in abundance
From ships and huts, in troops to the agora. And among them
Burned Rumor, messenger of Zeus, urging them to go.

And they gathered. The agora shook, and the ground groaned
Beneath the people as they sat, and there was a homados."®’

Royal heralds eventually check their disorder with shouts, and the noise of
the multitude ceases:

Evvéa B¢ opeas

KNpukes BodwvTes EpriTuov, €l TOT AUTIS

oxolaT’, akovoelav 8¢ SioTpepéwv PaciAricov.

otoudmi & €Ceto Aads, epntubev 8¢ kabd’ Edpag

TOVGALEVOL KALYYTIC.

But nine shouting heralds were checking them,

(To see if) they might ever refrain from their cry,

And give heed to the god-nourished princes.

The people seated in haste, and settled themselves in their places,
Ceasing their clamor.'®®

Haubold observes of this moment:

As is traditional in early Greek epic, the people eventually form a space of
communal restraint which is marked by the noise they make on arrival.
Great care and energy go into organising the ‘turmoil’ (the word dpadog is
often used in battle descriptions), but v. 99 also introduces an element of
collective will. The change from unstructured to structured social life is
made not without aetiological pathos. If anything, this is a beginning of
communal action. We cannot, of course, say whether for an early Greek
audience our scene would have been the most elaborate picture of
gathering the people. But certainly for an Iliadic audience it replays the
‘original’ assembly at the beginning of the Trojan war.

It comes as a shock that the assembly breaks down only a short while after
it has been called. ..."'"

196 As discussed below, homados denotes specifically the noise made by a crowd.
167
11.85-96
"% 11.96-100
1 Haubold 54-55 (emphasis added).
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Agamemnon attempts to shame his audience by reminding them of their sheer size and
putative outnumbering of their opponents by more than ten to one. Let not future men, he
implores the crowd, hear that

pay oUte® To10voe TOGOVOE T€ AoV ALV

&npnktov TOAepoV morepilety 110E pdyecOot

AvOpACt TAVPOTEPOLGL, TEAOC & OU T TL TEPAVTAL.

el mep yap k E0éAouey Ayonol te Tpddég e,

OpKl0L TOTA TAUOVTES, aplOunonpevol Gpueo,

Tpdoag pev Aé&achat épéatior 56601 Eacty,

NUETC & &g dekadag dlakoounbeipnev Ayaioi,

Tpowv & &vdpa Ekaotot Eloipeda oivoyogdety,

moAlod Kev dekddes devoiato oivoydoto.

Vainly thus fought for so long such a great host of Achaians

A war accomplishing nothing — and fought against fewer men,
But showed no end, no how. For if we Achaians and Trojans both
Were willing to strike oaths of truce, to enumerate both sides,
And the Trojans were counted, however many are householders,
But we Achaians were arranged into bands of ten,

And we bands each chose a Trojan man to be pour our wine,
Many bands of ten would lack a cupbearer.'”

If Haubold is correct in identifying this second Achaian assembly as the birth of
“communal action” (a/k/a politics), Agamemnon’s image of a “census” of Greeks and
Trojans — predicated, of course, on a truce — is the birth of political overreach. As the
succeeding passage shows, Agamemnon has overestimated his control over his own
people’s movement and obedience; counting and grouping the Trojans is far beyond his
abilities. Nevertheless, his words emphasize the enormousness of the assembly, which in
turn highlights the fact that what follows is a description of mass panic.

Agamemnon attempts reverse psychology on the crowd, imploring them to quit
and go home. This provokes an explosive reaction in the assembly:

“Wg @dto, Toiot 6¢ Bupdv évi otnBecotv dpve
néot petd TANOOV' !, oot o Bovhiic éndicovoay.
Kwn6n &’ &yopr o1 kdpato pokpe Boddoong,
novtov Tkapioto, ta pév v Eupdg 1€ NOtOg 1€
copop’ Enai&og TaTPOg ALOG €K VEPELIMV.

&g & 8t Kivnont Zéeupoao Babu Aov EABcov,
MaPpog emoryiCwv, éni T Huoel dotoydecoy,

GG TGV TAG  ayopr) KviOn. Toi & dhoAnTdL
Vijag n’ €66EVOVTO ...

170
11.120-28

! mhn6oc is another word used by Homer to describe groupings of people. The ring composition here

makes it particularly clear that the word is to some extent synonymous with dpidog.
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“Thus he spoke, and he stirred the spirit in all their (the crowd’s) breasts,
Throughout the throng, as many as were not privy to the council.

And the assembly was moved like great waves at sea ...

Like when Zephyr stirs, coming over the tall wheat ...

So was the whole assembly of (the soldiers) moved. And they rushed

To the ships with a cry ...”'"

The words of the elite speaker provoke a panicked reaction in the crowd. Those whose
thumos 1is pricked are specified: they are the rank-and-file, all those who were not present
at the earlier “council,” in which Agamemnon announced his intentions to test the resolve
of the mass. Here, if anywhere in Homer, is a true crowd of “common” people — those
excluded from a higher level of political knowledge.

Their reaction is likened to two natural phenomena: the waves of the sea, and
rippling stalks of grain. The latter image maintains the separateness of the soldiers, while
conveying their common motion under one impulse. The former image, that of the sea,
suggests rather that the soldiers are a fluid mass, with bursts of motion breaking out here
and there.'” Similes of crowd can either stress the multiplicity of that crowd — that is to
say, the accumulation in one space of many essentially identical units — or blur the
separation between the crowds’ constituents, making them seem like one larger entity.'"™

Haubold says of the disruption of the assembly:

Agamemnon turns a structured world of groups and leaders in which all
the responsibility for success or defeat rests on him ... into a
homogeneous social world of equally interested single agents who, qua
‘heroes’ ... cannot escape the role they must play in the drama of their
own downfall.'”

Haubold here seems to me to have things almost exactly backwards — or rather, to
have identified only one of two coexisting dynamics. It is certainly true that
Agamemnon’s performance in this second Achaian assembly (the first having witnessed
his quarrel with Achilles in Book One) disrupts the “structured” audience. But when
Odysseus, fixing the mess which Agamemnon has created, encounters individual “kings”
and “men of the people,”’® he is not appealing to a series of “equally interested single
agents” so much as attempting to reverse' '’ a crowd phenomenon: panicked flight can

"2 11.142-50

173 Cf. Theweleit, passim, on fluid as a universal theme in depictions of masses of people. Cf. also Reich’s

theories of “orgone” as an all-pervading psychosexual energy.

7% Gone, however, is the potentially riotous bee-swarm of the men first assembling. Grain and water seem

more passive; the crowd once duly assembled is a thing to be managed but presents no real threat.

'”> Haubold 56

'711.188 and 198

77 Strictly speaking the phenomenon is the disintegration of the totalistic political crowd into a series of

smaller units, down to the level of the individual. These individuals are distinguished by class or role

composition (compare 1I.188 with I1.197), but it is worth noting that no distinction is drawn between the

behavior of (as compared to Odysseus’s strategy in addressing) the panicked leaders and common soldiers.
The overall emphasis is on the breakup of the all-inclusive crowd into fragments. This is not to

say, however, that these social fragments did not already exist in the superficially homogenous total
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only be addressed at an individual level, in an attempt to “flip” some crowd members
back into a more structured pattern which will hopefully spread throughout the mob.

Odysseus’s appeals to the “kings” and “commoners” are different, but only the
first are even partially addressed as “agents,” rather than as members of a particular
group. To the “king,” Odysseus says:

dapdv, oU o€ Eotke KakdV g dedicoeadar,

&AM &UTOg TE KABNGOo Kai &Alovg (dpue Aaovg.

Good sir, it doesn’t suit you to panic like a wretch,

But sit ye down yourself and seat the rest of the people.'”™

Here he plays to his addressee’s vanity and self-perception as elite. However, he
goes on to construct his addressee not as an individual psychological agent, but as
a fellow member of a political cadre, and a social class:'”

&v POLATL & ov mhvTeg dkovoauey olov Eeure; '™
Didn’t we all hear what (Agamemnon) said in council?

That is to say, “Weren’t you part of the elite crowd, the — as it were — upper
house? Why are you acting as part of the mob? Why have you lost your elite
knowledge? You have failed totally in your task of ensuring orderly behavior
within your designated slice of crowd.”

Odysseus’s tone in addressing the “man of the people”'®" is starkly different:

AoV, atpépac noo kai AoV pibov &kove,

ol oo PéPTePOL €ioi, oU & ATTOLENOG KOl EVOAKIS,

oUte ToT v moAépmt évapifuiog oUt évi fovAdit.

oU pév Tmg mavteg Pactiedoouey evOad Ayotoi.

OUK ayabov molvkolpavin. €ig koipavog Eotm,

elg Pactheng, ot déoke Kpdvov mdug aykvriopntem

okfntpov T ot Bépotag, iva opict foviedniot.

Good sir, sit down with out fear and listen to others’ words,

Those who are better than you, for you are unwarlike and weak,

Nor are you to be counted either in war or in council.

For we Achaians won’t all be kings here. Multirulership isn’t a good.
Let there be one ruler, one king, to whom the child of crooked-scheming
Kronos gave the scepter and customs, that he may rule with them.'®?

assembly-crowd. As discussed below, Odysseus appeals to the “princes” to resume their proper function as
what I style a sort of “upper house,” elite crystals within the overall crowd which are supposed to keep it in

proper order.
" 11.190-91

179 Cf. Thalmann 1988, which explores “strains and conflicts” (3) within Homeric society, heroic ideology,

and the epic audience.

011194

B0y § b dfpov T &vdpa, 11.198
"*211.200-06
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These words would seem more appropriate if addressed to Thersites, who
is about to have his moment. He truly is unwarlike, and insubordinate to boot;183
Odysseus will need to beat him into silence. However, the “man of the people” is
instead addressed as if the average, rather than the worst, soldier were
“unwarlike” and fit only to listen to and execute the commands of the elite. The
scenes of assembly and panic are revealing of both “class” and “political” issues.

We will miss this dynamic if we see this as a crowd of “heroes,” or any other type
of “single agents”. The rank-and-file are not failed heroes; they are their own collective
entity. Along the lines of Thomas Jefferson’s emendation of the New Testament to leave
only the words directly uttered by Jesus, we can imagine a “worm’s-eye view” of the
Iliad in which all individual actors are removed, leaving only the military and other
crowds wrestling back and forth. The crowds are not (just) aggregations of potential or
unnamed warrior individuals. They are their own thing, even if their potential agency is
difficult to glimpse in this earliest stage of their representation.

GROUP AND SOUND

What words in the Homeric vocabulary denote what we would recognize as
“crowd?”

Oylog is not a Homeric word; its first appearance is in Pindar. ™" In our
investigation of crowd behavior in Homer, our investigation will focus rather on a pair of
words: Sphog (homilos) and dpadog (homados). Etymologically, these words mean
“together-group”'™ and “together-sound”."™

184

A: ILIAD

“O phog

Karpyuk likens dpihog to dyAog, attributing to both “the meaning of ‘crowd,’
‘unorganized gathering.””'®” This is at best an overstatement; as we will see, phog is
used to describe a variety of masses of people, rarely if ever with a clear connotation of
being ‘unorganized.’ In the //iad, unsurprisingly, it is used almost exclusively of the

'8 See Rose 1988.
18 Karpyuk 81; LSJ s.v. 06pvpoc is also not found in Homer. As will become clear through the
investigation of these words, Spuhoc:Spadoc::dyhog:00pvPog::word for a crowd:word for collective noise
made by that crowd.
Snell (I11:682-84): “Crowd, throng, mass, assembly, group: social, military and related bucolic/hunting uses
... 1. Basic social, non-military use crowd, throng, concourse.”
'85 N.B. the “group” is {An, specifically a military band or troop. Snell: “-iA- either suffix or rel. to {An.”
18 Welskopf (184-85):

Das Wort dpidog und andere Bildungen mit dem Stamm koennen sich auf das Gewuehl

im Kampfe beziehen ... Es kann sich aber bei ‘homilos’ und den Ableitungen auch

darum handeln, dass jemand mit anderen, besseren oder schlechteren Maennern

Gemeinschaft hat. ... dpilog hat somit ... nicht nur die sozial-technische Bedeutung

eines Getuemmels oder Gewuehls, sondern kann auch in der verbalen Form den

ethischen Sinn der Gemeinschaft mit Guten oder Schlechten annehmen.

187 Karpyuk 81.
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“throng of battle.”'® What is worthy of note is this: in almost 80 occurrences of the word

throughout the poem, it is only used in the nominative twice. Neither of these instances
(discussed in detail below) denote a military group. The military dpikog is never an
agent.'™ Rather, it is the field, or backdrop, against and through which heroic and divine
characters move and act. They move kaf’ &puhov (seventeen times)'*’, &v’ phov (eight
times), etc.; they are seen by other heroes épyopévov mpondpoifev opihov pokpa
Bipévra, “coming in front of the crowd, taking great strides.”"' They discover one
another Yotatov dpilov éotadta, “standing at the edge of the throng.”'** Ten times they
“enter” or “mingle with” the dphog, e.g.:

N 0 avdpi ikéln Tpowv kotedboed dpuiov
In the likeness of a man, she entered into the crowd of Trojans.'”

If the crowd is the background against which heroes fight, the taunts and threats
they issue show awareness of their relationship as elite individuals to the undistinguished
mass. When Achilles confronts Aeneas, he asks him

Aivela, 11 6U TG0V Opilov TOAAOV EnelBwv/ EoTNg;
Aeneas, why have you approached to step so far out from the Spuhoc?'™*

In a display of ring-composition, this speech concludes with Achilles attempting
to send Aeneas back into the crowd:

QMG 6 EYOY AVOX®PHGOVTO KEAED®

g mAnBuv iévar, und’ avtiog iotoo éueio,

TPV TL KOKOV Taféety.

But I bid you to retreat and go back into the crowd,
Not stand face to face with me,

Before you suffer some harm.'®

For one elite warrior to “order” another one to retreat to the safety of numbers is a
particularly stinging insult — one which highlights the Homeric vision of battle as
a series of elite encounters contrasted to a background of undifferentiated
groupings.'*®

188 1.8, second meaning.

'8 Van Wees (1988) analyzes the relations between leaders and the rank-and-file in Homeric ideology.

%0 E g. 11.209. On the.contructions with ana and kata, see George (74).

1 111.22. Here the role of the Spuhog as “backdrop” to the actions of the heroic characters is most obvious.
12 X111.459

193 1V.86, of Athena in disguise. Lattimore renders this “she merged among the Trojans assembled.” The
Suhog is, precisely, a group with which one merges and in which one loses one’s identity — whether as an
individual human, or, as here, even as a god.

4 XX.178-79

%5 XX.196-98

19 Cf. Glaucus’s image of the generations of men as leaves (VI.145-49), which captures the sense of the
mass of men as at once ephemeral, fungible and at the mercy of the elements. No two snowflakes are alike,
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Achilles’s message to Aeneas, while delivered with some irony, is accurate in its
portrayal of the Spudog/TAn0Ug as a site of relative safety compared to the encounters
between elite individuals. Under the guidance of such an elite leader, if the Spiiog
manages to hold together and follow that leader’s directions, its members will remain
uninjured. For it is only by being singled out as a named hero, whether one with an
elaborately narrated genealogy or one of the many figures for whom we have only a
name, that one becomes a potential victim of elite wrath. To remain anonymous and
unenumerated is to stay out of harm’s way — although it is also of course to remain un-
remembered, and is therefore definitionally incompatible with hero status.

During the fight over Patroklos’s body, Ajax’s successful marshalling of the
troops highlights the contrasts between one and many, danger and safety:

Alog yap poia Tavtog ENOLYETO TOAAX KEAEDMV.

oUte Twv'e€omiowm vekpoU yalecbot avdyet

ouUte Tva Tpopdyecot Axoncdv EEoyov GAAmY,

AMG PEA ape’ autéot Pefapev, oyeddbev ot payecbat. ...
mavpdtePOL 0€ TOAU PBivubov. péuvnvto yap aiet

AAMNAOLG AV’ Spidov AheEEpeval OVOV aimiv.

For Ajax went to absolutely all of them, giving many orders.

He ordered no one to yield before the body,

Nor fight in front apart from the other Achaeans,

But to step hard by him, and to fight from afar ...

And far fewer of them were dying. For they remembered always to ward
off utter slaughter, (by bunching) in a éu\og with each other.'’

Later in the same book, the dpihog’s potential safety is confirmed. Achilles’s charioteer
Automedon

pela LV yap eevyeokey unek Tpodwv opupaydou,

peila 6" enaifooke ToAV Ko  Spihov omdlwv.

AAL’ oUy THipel pAdTaG, 8Te GEHALTO SUDKELY.

oU Yap T®G 7 olov E6VO’ iepddt evi dlppmt

gyxet épopuacBon Kai Enicyey ckéng (mmovg.

He easily fled out from under the Trojan tumult,

And easily he darted along the great phoc.

But he could not kill men, when he rushed to chase them.

For, being alone in his chariot, he was not able to pursue with the spear
And hold his swift horses in check (at the same time).'*®

but for the purposes of this simile all leaves are much the same. Only heroic exploits and noble lineage,
memorialized in verse, takes heroes out from the anonymous mass.

7 XVIL356-65

198 X VI1.461-65. On chariots as “taxis” taking elite characters to and from the battlefield, rather than as
platforms for mounted attack, see Greenhalgh (9 and passim).
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Here, a character of ambiguous status — identified by name but playing an
auxiliary role as servant to another, indisputably heroic character — cannot crack the
surface of the dphog. Therefore, he cannot single out any member of that group for a
confrontation, which would trigger some sort of description of his opponent (whether
merely a name or a more elaborate lineage) and mark them for possible death. The
collective dptlog is the object of heroic aggression in the sense of providing a “pool” of
potential victims, but the epic way of death requires that these victims be individuated
before their demise.

The protection offered by the dptkog is certainly not absolute. An example of
successful intrusion by Ajax into and election of a victim from among the dphog occurs
earlier in the same book:

oV & viog Tehapddvog enai&og ot dpilov

TANE autooyedny ...

The son of Telamon, rushing through the crowd, struck him (Hippothoos)
at close range ..."”

In the previous book, Patroklos’s death scene sets individual figures’ danger
against the safety provided by the crowd. After Apollo strikes Patroklos, the first human
to join in the killing is Euphorbos. Here the narrator directly addresses Patroklos, before
shifting back into third-person description:

OG T0l TPEdTOC EPTike PEAOC, TTatporiees innel,

0UdE dANOCG’. O HEV AUTIC AVESPOUE, HiKTO & Opilot,

€K Xp0o¢ apma&ac d0pv peilvov, oUd’ UtEpueve

[TatpoxkAov youvov mep 6Vt év ONLOTITL.

[TédTporrog O B0l ANy Kol dovpi dopacHelg

ay etdpomv eig €Bvog éxaleto knp alesivov.

“Extop & cog €ldev Iatpoxkria peydbopov

ay avayalopevov, BefAnpevov &L yaAKddL,

ayyipordv pa oi NABe katd otiyog ...

He first hurled a missile at you, horseman Patroklos,

But did not slay you. He thereupon ran away, and mixed with the épdog,
Snatching his ash spear from your flesh, nor did he remain-to-face
With Patroklos, unarmed though he was, in (one-on-one) combat.

But Patroklos, beaten by the strike of the god and by spear,

Sought to withdraw back to his “tribe”**° of companions and flee death.
But when Hektor saw great-hearted Patroklos

Retreating back, struck with the bronze spear,

He came near to him across the ranks ...*"'

"% XVI1.293-94

200 €0vog in this sense is another “crowd word,” ¢f. 11.87, 91. This is, as it were, a reversal of the “ethno-
geographic” usage of dpthog in Pindar and Aeschylus, discussed in Chapter Three. There, a crowd-term is
used to speak of an entire nation of people; here, a term which normally means “group” in a broad
demographic sense is used to denote a particular physical grouping of people.
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Patroklos is only a few lines away from death. The contrast between
Euphorbos’s and Patroklos’s motions in this scene illuminates the role of the
ophog within the political economy of Homeric prestige. At the end of his

aristeia, Patroklos in his glory is brought down by divine intervention, in the form

of a blow from Apollo. His second, human attacker is in a sense merely “piling
on” — dispensing a blow which further wounds but does not kill Patroklos,
softened up by Apollo’s ambush as he is.

Having failed to achieve the glory owed to the killer of the most
successful Greek berzerker to date, Euphorbos merges back into the dpihoc,
becoming again an “extra.” He is temporarily safe from retribution, but by the
same token his part in this death scene will not flower into a moment of true
glory.”*® The safety of the &uhog is precisely its anonymity. Patroklos, in his til-
now triumphant rampage, exists at a level of social prominence and military
excellence well above Euphorbos’s; unlike his hit-and-run opponent, Patroklos
cannot return to the safety of numbers.

Unable to merge into the anonymous crowd, Patroklos - peydfupog
[Tdtpoxioc, we are reminded, trapped by his very excellence — is exposed to the
predatory gaze of an even greater hero. Hektor sees that he’s wounded and
swoops across the ranks to kill him.”** Euphorbos’s strike, then, is an aborted
effort from a character neither fully separated from the general Sphog nor
particularly distinguished within the list of minor characters. Patroklos is worthy
of a greater opponent, and only the highly priviliged and irreducibly singular
Hektor can claim ultimate victory over Achilles’s body double.

The line at XVI.817 (&y & £tdpwv &ig €0vog éydleto kip’ alegivov) is a
repeat of [11.32. There the would-be retreater is Alexandros, and his pursuer
Menelaos:

TOV &’ € 0UV Evonoev apnigilog Mevélaog
gpyopevov mpomapoBev opilov pokpa Pidvra,
A6 1€ AE@V EYapN PeYEA®L ETL COUATL KUPOOG,
gupcov 1 Elapov kepaodv 1) &yplov aiya

mewamv. pdlo yap te Koteobict, € mep av autodv
oeVOVTOL TOYEES TE KOVEG Badepol T ailnoi.

&G Exapn Mevéraog AAEEavopov Beoetdéa
opBaApoicty IdMV. edrto yap teicesBon aleitny.
autiko 6 €€ Oyémv ouUV TEVYECLY GATO YoUELE.
1OV & g oUv evonoev AAEEOVOPOG BeoeldTg

€V TPOUAYO1GL POVEVTO, KATETANYT PIAOV NTOP,
ay 8 etapwv i EBvoc éydleto kiip” dlegivav.
g & 8te Tig T€ dpaKovta i1dcov TaAivopeog ATEsT
oUpeog v Prioonic, Umo te tpopog EAAafe yuia,

21X V1.812-20
202

208 X V1.818-21

In the opening passage of Book XVII, the slain Euphorbos is likened to a cow killed by a lion.
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ay & aveympnoev, wypos € v ke TopeLds,

&G aUtig kah’ Spkov €0v Tphov ayephywmv

deloag Atpedc viov ALEEavdpog Beoeldngc.

As Menelaos, beloved of Ares, saw him coming,

Going out in front of the dpthog with broad steps,

Rejoiced his heart like a lion coming across a great carcass,

Finding a horned deer or wild goat, hungry, and gulps it down
Fiercely, even if swift dogs and robust youths are rushing him,

So Menelaos rejoiced seeing godlike Alexandros with his eyes,

And saying he would punish the thief, leapt straightaway from his chariot
To the ground with his armor. And when godlike Alexandros saw him
Appearing in the front ranks, he was struck in his dear heart.

And fleeing death, retreated into his band of friends,

As when a man who sees a snake turns around and steps aside

In mountain glens, and a trembling seizes under his limbs,

And he withdraws, and paleness takes his cheeks.

So in turn did he enter the dpthog of the mighty Trojans,

Alexandros god-like, fearing the son of Atreus.”**

Menelaos feels pleasure in seeing his intended victim step out in front of the
opthog; this is both the thrill of the hunt, as well as an implicitly spectatorial
pleasure. Alexandros (a man of exceptional beauty, by the way; Menelaos relishes
his apparently imminent conquest of his wife’s seducer with an almost erotic joy)
as imminent corpse thrills the one who “picks him out of a line-up,” so to speak.
Menelaos pays no more attention to the background Spdog than the simile’s lion
does to the dog pack.

When Alexandros sees Menelaos “appearing in the front ranks” (év
wpopdyotst pavévta) his reaction is quite different. Alexandros trembles and
retreats back into the dptlog. Being out in front is glorious, when you want to
display yourself to others or when you’ve locked your sights on an inferior
enemy. Still, when you lose control, of the fight or even, as here, of your limbs,
best to rejoin the group, where you will not be called upon to perform individual
feats of bravery and skill, and your chance of being targeted is greatly reduced.
One must negotiate a tradeoff between glory and safety.

“‘Omhog as Agent

Only twice in the poem is pthog, in the non-military sense of “any assembled
crowd, throng of people,”™*** the subject of a verb. The first occurrence is in the
description of the Shield of Achilles:

TOAMOG & ipepdevta xopov meptiotad’ Sphog/tepmopevol

«... and a great crowd stood round the lovely dancers, enjoying”*

2% 11.21-37
205187, first meaning; Snell calls this (I11:682) the “[b]asic social, non-military use.”
206 XVIIL603-04
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The plural participle agrees with the conceptual plurality of the formally singular
noun “crowd;” this plurality is further stressed by the adjective moAAéc.2’” The action
performed by the &puhog is merely to “stand around” the already round xopoc,>®® in
keeping with the Shield’s overall pattern of concentric circles.*”” This is the last scene
described on the Shield, followed immediately by the encircling band of Ocean, the
outermost limit.

The second and final occurrence of dphog in the nominative comes near the end

of the poem, as Hektor’s body is wheeled inside Troy:

Khaiov & aupiotad’ Spuhog
“and the crowd stood around, weeping.”*'°

Again, the crowd is arranged in the manner of an audience; again there is a
participle (singular, this time) describing their emotional reaction to what they see. From
these two instances we see that a “crowd of spectators” is one potential meaning of
dphog - a crowd whose actions are limited to passive observation and joyful or pitiful
response to what they see. Yet while the Homeric épudog is distinctly passive, it does not
seem to have the socially pejorative connotations which &yLog will carry in later
literature.*"!

‘O el

The verbal form is also worthy of consideration. This verb has two major valences
of meaning, which at first sight seem contradictory: “I: To be in company with, consort
with ... II: In hostile sense, join battle with.”*'* Karpyuk notes of 8puhog that the
“primary meaning [is] ‘connection with something, contact, affinity.”**'* This contact can
be associative or hostile, and this ambivalence is at the heart of the phenomenon known
as Crowd. If one is part of a crowd, one is “associated” with it; if one encounters a crowd

27 The people in the agora depicted on the shield are specifically said to be grouped close together: Aaoi &’

v ayoprit écav abpoot.

208 At 600, the chorus’s movements are likened to a wheel.

29 The roundness of group arrangement is stressed throughout the ekphrasis, especially at XVIII.504-05: o
3¢ yépovted/ fiat émi Eeotoiot Aboig iepddt évi kokAwt (“and the old men sat on hewn stones in a sacred
circle.”) A xdkhog-crowd thus viewed externally as an aesthetic object, or internally from the point of view
of one of its members, is a manifestation of proper order. From the perspective of an individual fearing or
surrounded by a crowd, the kbklog is an enveloping threat. Contrast (all tragic passages discussed in
Chapter Three) Ajax 723 (a crowd surrounding Ajax) with 749 (the “tyrannic circle” as a place of elders
and elites to deliberate, as on the Shield). At Orestes 919 the kbkhog of the agora is a site of contamination
which the good yeoman farmer avoids entering.

2OXXIV.712

2! particularly noteworthy is the Trojan crowd (8fjpog Gneipov, XXIV.776) of female mourners in Book
XXIV (707-14, etc). They are portrayed without pejorative connotations, although it is also true that they
and their actions are not described with the same terminology as the crowds examined here.

212187 s.v.; cf: Snell: “Consort with, associate with ... (2) be joined in battle with, fight with or against or
among.”

*" Ibid.
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from the outside, as it were, the encounter is likely to be at best unsympathetic, at worst
fully “hostile.”
The first occurrence of this verb in the //iad showcases its ambivalence:

Todeidnv 6 dvk &v yvoing ToTéPoiot petein,

ne pet Tpoeootv SpuAEoL 1) et Ayoioic.

But you [addressed to audience as a single “implied reader””] wouldn’t
have known which side the son of Tydeus was on,/ whether he homilei’d
with the Trojans, or with the Achaeans. *'*

This passage highlights the double meaning of the word. It is difficult, if not
impossible, to tell which meaning of opikelv is intended — “associating with,” or
“fighting against.” Obviously, Diomedes will be associated with one army and joining
battle with the other, but which is which? In the broader context of the poem, the answer
is obvious — the audience knows that Diomedes is Greek - but at the micro-level, meaning
is suspended.

Sometimes the verb does not merely connote “association” in the hostile or
solidaristic sense. It is sometimes clearly used to mean “swarm” — to form a somilos in a
sense we are interested in: e.g., in the simile of flies around Sarpedon’s corpse: oi & aiel
epl vekpdy Spideov.

“‘Opadog
“Noise, din, esp. of the confused voices of a number of men ... noisy
throng or mob of warriors ... din of battle.*'®

opaodog is the voice of the crowd. Two passages above all make this clear. The
first, discussed already above, occurs early in the second book of the /liad. After
Agamemon has announced his plan to the council of leaders, the mass of the army rushes
in,217 likened in a simile to swarms of bees.?'® As the men assemble:

TETPTIXEL & &yopr], UTO 8¢ oTevaxileTo yaia

Aacov iLévTwv, duados & Nv.

And the assembly(-space) shook, and the earth groaned beneath the
peoples as they sat, and there was a 8padoc.*"’

214y 85-86. The passage goes on to explain this unreadability of Diomedes’s affiliation by likening him to

a river in full stream (motap®t tAfOovTL €0k, at 87). For Theweleit, water is the ultimate image of

crowd in its liberating and associative potential; a man whose energy converts him to a fluid state will

accordingly blur group boundaries.

2B XVL641, 644

2619y s.v., italics in original. Cf. Snell (II1:673): “Larm, Tumult, Getiimmel, Haufen.”

211186 ¢neooevovto St Aaoi

218 N.B.: two parallel adverbs are used in this simile, at 11.89 and 93. Just as bees fly Botpudov

(“like a bunch of grapes™), so the “many tribes” (¢0vea moArd) come forward iAaddv, “in troops.” The iro-

;%this second adverb is a root of the word Suihog, reinforcing the crowd-ness of the army as it assembles.
11.95-96
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The duados is a prodigious phenomenon, in its essence a product of the
multiplicity of the crowd. Just as thousands of limbs moving in concert shake the very
earth, the voices of thousands gathered together take on the dimensions of the roar of an
earthquake.

A later occurrence of the word, again in the context of public assembly, confirms
that Spadog has already in Homer a political valence. Agamemnon and Achilles are
ending their quarrel; Agamemnon prefaces his response to Achilles’s overture thus:

@ pihot fipweg Aavoot, Oepdanovteg Apnog,

E0TAOTOG LEV KAAOV AKOVELY, OUOE EOKEV

UBPBAAAEY. YOAETOV Yap EMCTOUEVOL TTEP EOVTL.

AvOPAIV & &V TOAAEIL OUASML TG KEV TIG AKOVGOL

1 eimoy; PAGPeTan 6€ Ayvg mep Ecov &yopnTNG.

“O dear hero-Danaans, servants of Ares,

It is meet to listen to the speaker (literally “stander”), nor is it right

To interrupt, for that is harsh even for one who knows (sc. how to speak).
In a great Spadog of men, how could one hear or speak?
He is interfered with, although he is a clear public speaker.”**’

This anxious captatio benevolentiae is unique in the poem. Elsewhere, the elite
speakers perform their “flyting-contests’**! in front of a mostly mute audience. Here we
glimpse an alternative: that the masses assembled to view these performances might
interfere, that they may go beyond passive reaction to elite speech, and become in their
noisy multiplicity a threat to the successful performance. Agamemnon, a hero notably
insecure in his position, is the appropriate character to voice this concern, which points
ahead to future political possibilities that will be realized in fifth-century Athens.

Finally, one other instance of dpadog is worthy of note, if only for its location in
the text. The final line of the twelfth book, coming at the absolute low point in the
Greeks’ fortunes (and, after the epic was divided into books,*** its precise midpoint), is
this:

Aavaoi 8¢ poPnbev
vijas ava yAagupas, Suados 8’ dAiaoTtos éTux6n.
The Danaans fled-in-terror among their hollow ships,

220 X1X.78-82

22! Martin 1989 (esp. 68-75) popularized the concept of “flyting’ in The Iliad. His analysis only briefly
touches on the poem’s internal audiences, e.g. at 60, 222, and does not discuss their reactions qua group
behavior.

22 Heiden surveys the debate over the origin of book divisions, arguing that they are not merely later
superimpositions, but rather demonstrate a pattern of coming between scenes of low importance and ones
of high importance (80 and passim). He declares their effect one of diversion rather than closure (75).
Heiden notes (78) that “the Athenian fortifications do not become a factor in the story until ‘Book 12.””
Since a portrayal of the Greek camp as a besieged community emphasizes the group identity and physical
aggregation of those within, the location of this passage at the midpoint of the work is evidence that these
themes of groups and crowding are also central to a full understanding of the work as a whole.
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o 223
And an endless dpadog arose.

Here Spadog is perhaps the quintessential crowd expression: the noise of panic.
At this moment of rout, the Greeks are reduced to a brute mob, on the threshold of being
overpowered by a momentarily triumphant crowd of enemies.”** The first half of the lliad
begins with heaps of Greek corpses accumulating due to plague, followed shortly by a
gathering of the army in proto-political assembly. It ends with the Greeks forming yet
another crowd, this one in panicked disarray. Here the crowd on the Greek side previews
the future “mob” of classical Athens, just as at the end of the second half of the poem, the
Trojan city’s crowd assembles to mourn its fallen champion.**’

Periphrases

There are several passages in the /liad that describe crowd behavior without using any of

the special words already surveyed.??® These periphrases seem to come in places where

the poem is groping towards some new object of representation: the political crowds, and

the politics of crowding, which will achieve full expression in Aristophanic Athens.
Achilles accuses his Myrmidons of collective insubordination:

ToUta W ayspopevol Oap’ palete ...

€5 elTTcov OTpuve pévos kai Bupdv eEkaoTou.

uaAAov 8¢ oTixes &pbev, émel BaoiAfjos dkouocav.

“Often you’d gather together and say these things against me ...”

So saying, he stirred the strength and spirt of each.

And the ranks closed together more, when they heard from the king.*’

The crowd draws tighter, enhancing its status as properly regimented, when its leader
upbraids them for having taken to illicit (or at least, conducted without him there)
gatherings directed against the leader.

In another moment, during a Trojan battlefield assembly, Hektor mocks his
interlocutor, who wishes to retreat into the city:

22 X11.470-71; a very similar line occurs at XV1.296.

224 At his apparent moment of triumph, Hektor relies upon, indeed almost merges with, the Trojan homilos,
which breaches the Greek defenses like a river pouring over a floodwall: kékAeto 8€ Tpdeoov EMEGUEVOG
kof” Ouhov telyog UnepPaiverv. tol ™ Otpvivovtt mibovto. altike 8 ol uev 1elyog UnépPacav, ol O

Kot aUTag Tomtdg eoéyuvto molac, “and whirling around through the homilos he called on the Trojans to
o’erleap the wall, and they obeyed him as he urged them on. And straightaway some Trojans leapt over the
wall, while others poured in through the wrought gates themselves.” X11.467-69.

223 As observed in fn. 210 above, the crowd of Trojan mourners is portrayed as orderly and decorous; cf. the
orderly crowd that assembles to hear Pericles’s funeral oration at Thuc. 11.34.

226 There are of course more depictions of groups and group action than can be discussed, even briefly, in
this project. For example, the representation of the army in ranks, e.g. at 11.244 ff., must be bracketed. I am
most interested in the army, and in other Homeric groups, when they act either inappropriately or otherwise
similarly to what in later texts are more directly recognizable as “crowds” in the pejorative sense of “mob.”
Similarly, the souls of the dead in Od. xi. might be read as a crowd. As explained in the opening Chapter, I
have focused this survey around the key terms homilos and homados to provide some structure and limit,
while acknowledging that this analysis could be extended to many other Homeric passages.

#7XV1.207, 210-11

49



N oU o kexkopnobe eelpévol €voobt Thpymv;
Aren’t you sick of being cooped up inside the walls?***

This is all but our only glimpse of an urban crowd in either of the Homeric
epics.”?

While Iliadic armies are constantly in motion, in the social sense the poem’s
“crowds” are quite passive, existing mainly to be manipulated by their heroic leaders and
to serve as a backdrop for great deeds. As we will see, the Odyssean crowd is more
variable, and at its active extreme foreshadows later representations of the “mob.”

B: ODYSSEY

Generally speaking, crowd words are significantly less common in the Odyssey than in
the Iliad. Verbal and noun forms of 6pad-, for instance, occur six times in the former and
thirteen in the latter.”*® Yet the &phog of this poem is, perhaps by virtue of this very
limitation, more determinate and therefore more significant than those in its companion.

“O phog

Ten of fourteen total instances of the word in the Odyssey refer, directly or
indirectly, to the suitors. The significance of this association will inform the concluding
portion of this chapter. Setting this subject aside for the moment, here is a survey of the
remaining occurrences:

Twice the word is used in the martial sense, with the passages again showing the
double valence of the word. First, Odysseus boasts

TPAOTOG K~ &vopa PaAotu diotedons év Opiime
Taking my mark, I’d be the first to hit a man in a éu\og of enemies.”"

Later, he assures Achilles’s ghost that his son Neoptolemos

oU 0T &vi TANOLT pévev avdpdov oud’ év Spilot,

AALQ TOAU TTpoBEETKE, TO OV PEVOS OUDEVI EIKMV

was never wont to stay in the mass (mAn6v1) or throng (opiimt) of men,
but he ran forward by far the first, yielding nothing in his might.***

Together these passages emphasize the dphog as a field against which an elite warrior
demonstrates his prowess, either by being the first to leap out from one’s own Sphog to
attack the enemy, or by being the first to attack the enemy’s Spudog. Either way, the
ouhog is an undifferentiated mass of fighters, apart from or against which the subject
acts.

228 XVIIL.287

22 Other examples are the mourners in Book XXIV mentioned briefly above, as well as the crowd
watching the youths dance on the Shield at XVIII.603-06.

20 Gehring s.v.

Plviii21

#2xi.514-15
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Shortly before the first of the two passages quoted above, we find the single most
figurative use of the word in the Homeric corpus, denoting not a crowd of people but a
pile of stones. Odysseus has thrown his stone, and a disguised Athena proclaims:

Kai k" dhadg tot, Egive, dlokpivele T orjua

AUPAPOMV. ETel OU TL LEpYHEVOV EGTIV OpEAML,

AALX TOAY TTPEOTOV.

“Yea, stranger, even a blind man could make out your mark by feeling it;
for it is in no way mixed in with the mass (ouiAwl), but it is by far the
first.”233

The champion’s stone stands out far in front of the dpilog of the other competitors’
stones, a metonymic translation of the competitive function described above. Just as the
hero is marked apart from the Spudog -as-background, whether on the battlefields of the
lliad or in the games of the Odyssey, so too is his stone not mixed with the piiog of
lesser competitors’ stones.

The word appears earlier in the eighth book, in the non-military “crowd of
people” sense. A herald takes the blind bard Demodokos by the hand and

apye OE TAdL ATV OO0V TV TEP o1 GALOL

domkov ol apiotot, B Bavpovedvted.

Bav & {uev gig ayopny, &uo & €ometo TOLAUG SIAoG,

popiot. &v 8’ {otavto véol modhoi te kol EOLOL.

“He led him down the same road which the other Phaeacians,

The best ones (travel), to be spectators at the games.

And they went forward into the ayopd, and together followed a great
ophog, countless. And youths, many and noble, stood up (as
competitors).”***

Here the multiplicity of the dptlog is hyper-emphasized: it is “great” and “myriad”
(literally “in the tens of thousands™). The herald and bard, not themselves figures of the
elite but in their service, take the path which the “best” (elite) Phaeacians take, when
going to watch the games. Even the &Gpiotot can form a crowd of spectators, but the
presence of a more “common” crowd is attested by the following lines.

After the “great throng” is assembled in the agora, the noble youths separate out
from the many; they will be the active participants in the spectacles to follow. It is worth
noting that while there are “many” (moAAot) of these competitors, this “many” seems few
in the wake of the triplicate multiplier above (movAug Sphoc, popiot ). Odysseus’s
eventual feats of valor will distinguish him from his “many” elite rivals, who in turn are
posed against a “countless” throng of non-elite spectators.

23 Viii.195-97
24 Viii.107-10
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‘O el

The verbal form is even more strongly associated than the nominal with the
suitors. Of fourteen verbal (including one participial) instances, a/l refer to them in some
way.

Three times> in the poem this line is repeated:

TOT0G €GOV UVNoTpio opdnceley ‘Odveoelc.
“Oh, that Odysseus, being such a man, might join (battle) with the suitors

In context, it is clear that the verb is meant in the hostile sense. Still, the conceptual
ambivalence is evident in the other appearances of this word.*® The second occurrence is
clearly meant in the associative, non-hostile sense. In the second book, Aigyptios is the
first to speak at the assembly called by Telemachos. Of his four sons, we are told, one
followed Odysseus to Troy.

TPEIC 0€ o1 GAAOL Ecay, KOl O LEV LVIOTPTIOLY OIAEL,
Eupivopog, 600 8’ aitv &yov matpmia Epyo.
He had three other (sons), and one associated with the suitors,
Eurynomos, but the (other) two still held their ancestral lands.”’
The contrast with the above quotation could not be clearer. Odysseus’s friends and
relatives hope that he will “join with” the suitors in battle, to conquer them while
retaining (indeed, redeeming) his individual identity. Eurynomos “joins with” the suitors
in the sense of becoming one of them, submerging his individual identity in the unruly
Sunog. >

Four uses of the verb®’ describe Telemachos as “joining with” the suitors. He is
told by Athena, disguised as Mentor, to return home and homilei with them. Shortly
thereafter, he is described as doing so. Fifteen books later, Odysseus tells him to do the
same. Finally, Penelope, inspired by Athena, announces her intentions:

Eupuvoun, Bupog pot ééldetar, o Tt mdpog ve,

Uynotnpecct eovival, aneybouévolst mep Eumng.

ool 0€ KeV EIMOLL ETOC, TO Ke KEPOLOV €lM,

1) TAVTO LVNOTHPOLY UTEPPLIAOIGLY OUIAETY,

1T €U pev Balovot, KokéG 6 dmbev PpovéoLat.

“Eurynome, my spirit wishes — it did not previously —

To show (myself) to the suitors, hateful though they are still.
But I would say a word to my child, and may it be for the better,

2331265, iv.345, xvii.136

236 For this ambivalence, see the discussion supra of Diomedes in the /iad.

274i.21-22

2% The only other mention of this figure, at xxii.243, comes in a list of suitors “by far the best in war.”
Eurynomos, then, seems to be part of an elite cadre within the suitors, but still very much defined by his
membership in the group qua group.

2711281, ii.381, xvi.271, xviii.1 64
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Not to always be in the company (opAeiv) of the o’erweening suitors,
Who speak well to him, but intend ill (for him) in the future.”**

Almost a third of the total instances of this verb, then, refer to Telemachos’s
interaction with the suitors. Unlike Aigyptios’s son Eurynomos, Telemachos is able to
homilei with them without becoming one of them. Homilei-ing with a Spuhog, then, does
not necessarily entail loss of individual identity. It is precisely due to Telemachos’s
“truly” elite nature®*' that he can be set among this crowd of suitors without becoming
one of them.**

Indeed, we are introduced to Telemachos thus:

Trv 8¢ moAU mpddtog 1de Triepayog Beoetdng,

HOTO Y&p &V LynoTipot GIAoV TETIUEVOG TITOop,

0060EVOC TTOTEP EGOAOV Evi Ppeaiv, el Tobev EABcov

UVNGTHPOV TAV PEV GKESOOLY KaTa dcopata Oeln ...

Telemachos, godlike, saw her (Athena-in-disguise) by far the first,

For he sat among the suitors grieved in his dear heart,

Seeing in his mind his noble father, as it were coming from somewhere
And causing a scattering of the suitors throughout the household ...**

Telemachos sits among the suitors yet is clearly apart from them. While they, in
their numbers, entertain themselves with games, he alone sees the unusual new element
of the situation. He sees his father’s divine patroness, while “seeing” in his mind
Odysseus himself, arriving home and breaking up this throng of suitors. This first
appearance of Telemachos and the suitors unfolds according to the dialectic of One and
Many.244

Also worthy of note in the passage quoted immediately above is Penelope’s own
relation to the suitors. While her son, as an elite male, interacts with the suitors as almost
a peer (though they often treat him with great condescension), Penelope is separated from
them by gender. She intends to appear to them, placing them in the role of a group

40 xviii.164-68
241 Cf. Thalmann 1998:104 on the suitors as “debased” aristocrats. Cf. Rose (1992:99-100), who (following
the lead of Whitman 1958:306-08) sees the suitors as oligarchs. Of the suitors’ suppression of popular
discontent in the assembly in Book Two, he says “[t]his first, tentative opposition of the many and the few
in Greek literature is met by a decisive shift to the relative numerical superiority of the few to the one
king.” Indeed, if we depart from an anachronistically Marxist or otherwise modern understanding of crowd
as solely a class/mass phenomenon, and adopt a Canettian model of crowd modalities, we see all the more
clearly that whatever their class status, the suitors are definitely a group, relying on their sheer plurality to
protect them and prone to unruly behavior. See Chapter Three for more explicit ancient descriptions of
groups as unable to properly control their behavior, or carrying out coordinated and frenzied attacks.
2 This may be a working definition of a Homeric character: one who may be temporarily situated as a
member of a group, without ever fully losing their individuality. Groups have collective names, characters
proper ones.

i.113-16
The tension between One and Many is established from the poem’s opening lines. Odysseus sees the
cities of ‘many’ men, but cannot save his followers and is the sole survivor of that group and the lone
remaining Greek exile (i.1ff., 11-12); Poseidon alone of the gods is absent as the other gods assemble
(1.26).

244
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audience of a spectacle, while Telemachos is variously given advice for or against
mingling with them.

‘Opadog

As with opilelv, the verb opadetv is the linguistic “property” of the suitors. All
five instances of the verb®** have the suitors as their subject. Twice®*® they roar at or in
anticipation of the appearance of Penelope.”*” At xvii.360, they raise a ruckus after the
bard has performed, as Odysseus prepares to beg among them. Twice,”* they make a
opadog in anger at, or, after he begins to slaughter them, in fear of Odysseus. Whereas in
the /liad, dpadog is primarily the noise of the crowd as it gathers or flees, in the Odyssey
another dimension is added: the crowd as “audience,” the crowd watching athletic
performance.**’

It is time to examine directly the implications of the association between the
words Sphog and dpadog and the suitors’ status as a group.

WHO ARE THE SUITORS?

What is the significance of these associations? In the //iad, dpihog denotes the
often-invisible mass of the army, around and among whom the “name” characters move
and act. In the “poem of War,” it is unsurprising that this word would appear often, and
have the meaning it does. In the “poem of Peace,” the word’s significance is less obvious.

Perhaps the first instance of the word in the Odyssey shows us the way. The
disguised Athena addresses Telemachos (after he notices her in the scene quoted above):

Tis Sals, Tis Sai SuAos 88 EmAeTo; TiTrTe 8¢ O XPEw;

elAaTrivn )¢ Yauos; el oUk épavos Téde y’ éoTiv.

o5 ¢ pot UPBpilovTes UTepPiaAws Sokéouat

daivuobal kata dddpa. vepecorjoaltd Kev avrp

aloxea MOAN" 6pdeov, &5 Tis mvuTds ye pneTéABol.

“What feast, what dputhog here goes about? What’s it got to do with you?
A banquet, or a marriage? For surely this isn’t a potluck.

They seem outrageous, o’erweening, eating all around the house.

A man would be wroth seeing (these) many shameful (deeds/things),

At least anyone sensible who should come along.”**

A group acting so inappropriately cannot be participating in an épavog, a “meal to which
each contributed his share.””>' What, then, is this peculiar 8puhoc, which does not

3 The one occurrence of the nominal form, at x.556, comes as Elpenor awakes to the 8padog of Odysseus

and the rest of the crew reveling in Circe’s house; the similarity to the suitors, in their never-ending party,

is obvious.

246§ 365, iv.768. Both times the suitors make this collective noise affer Penelope has retired. The noise is

therefore directed not at her, but rather functions to unite the suitors as a collective (even though they are,

individually, each expressing their desire to possess her). It is a homosocial staging of heterosexual desire.

247 Slater (1990) 217: “Hybris and 06pvBog prevent all chance of peace-promoting song or charis.”

4% xviii.399, xxii.21

2 Of course, the crowd as audience appears in the /liad, e.g. during the funeral games (XXII1.448: Apyeiot

265’0év ayd vt kabnpevol eicopoémvto). But that crowd is, of course, the military force in a different mode.
1.225-29
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correspond to any proper category of gathering? It is precisely an anti-eranos, a meal at
which none (bar Telemachos) contributes their share. Any “sensible” man would recoil at
this display. The line makes this the only instance of épthog in Homer with a clear moral
connotation.””*

In relation to beggars and servants, the suitors are abusive masters; in relation to
Odysseus’s family and estate, they are a ravenous horde.*>®> While the suitors are, taken
individually, elite, as a collective they are the phoc of the poem. Homer either cannot or
does not directly represent “lower class” crowds. If we search his corpus for something
recognizable as a “mob,” we are led to the suitors.

Another unique usage, late in the poem, of the word dprog is of particular
interest. At xii.263 (repeated by the narrator at 282), Odysseus exhorts his companions to
pvnotpov &g dplov akovtioat, “fire into the dpudog of suitors.” This is the only
instance in the Homeric corpus where direct transitive contact is established between
individual figures and a dpkog. In The Iliad, figures move éc Sphov, but they do not do
anything fo it. At this moment of Odysseus’s triumph over the suitors, contact is at last
established between the elite individual and the mass (a mass of elites, to be sure, but a
mass nonetheless). This is reminiscent of what Theweleit identifies as a primary fantasy
of the fascist “warrior male”: to reduce the mob-which-threatens to a “bloody mass,”**
leaving in the aftermath of the violence the intact male ego, surrounded by the remains of
his enemies.

Haubold*’ examines a moment>>® at which the suitors are referred to as Aooi, the
Iliadic term for the general “people” of the army as contrasted with their heroic leaders.
“[The suitors] often come close to turning into /aoi, and there is always a residue of
ambiguity as to what, precisely, their relationship to Odysseus should be.”*’ Again, after
Odysseus has slain the ringleader Antinoos, the suitor Eurymachus begs him to spare the
rest, referring to them as “your people.”*® Aadc does not emphasize the collectivity and
physical aggregation of a group as do the words surveyed earlier in this chapter and
throughout this dissertation, but it confirms that the suitors’ social status is in flux.

That the suitors are, individually, elite figures is indisputable; their status is what
qualifies them to seek Penelope’s hand. And yet, when gathered together they constitute a

BULSTs.v.

52 The Iliadic 8phog as refuge, a group that provides safety at the cost of anonymity (discussed in detail
above), may connote cowardice. While escape to the crowd may deserve “moral disapproval” as a violation
of ideal standards of heroic performance, however, in these scenes any detectable sense of stigma does not
attach to the crowd as a whole, as it does in this Odyssean passage.

23 Cf. Rose 1975.

234 Theweleit 11:34, 274

*> Haubold 118-21

236 xvii.64: 1oV & &pa mavteg ool emepyopevoy Onedvro (“And all the Aaof gazed at him as he
approached.”) Again we see the theme of sight, which informs the dialectic of One and Many in Homer and
beyond: the gaze of the many directed at the one can be one of amazement, adulation or fear, as here or in
spectator sports (Scanlon 278 and passim), or it can be a disapproving or threatening gaze, as in the
interaction between a mob and Teucer described in Sophocles’s 4jax, discussed in Chapter Three. If we
take from Canetti the precept that crowd phenomena are universal, the feelings of being part of, and being
exposed to the gaze of, a crowd would also be a universal human experience. The representation of crowds
in Greek literature offers us a window onto the modalities of this experience.

7 Haubold 120

28 ) acyv oV, xxil. 54-55.
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ouroc. In this sense, the prolongation of the courtship produces a sociological slippage.
If Penelope were to accept one of them as a husband, he would in a sense become the
new Odysseus. The disruptive crowd would be removed, and the elite system of ties
between discrete individuals and families would be restored. As it is, the suspended
courtship results in the accumulation of a mass of suitors, and a mass of even aristocratic
individuals assumes the characteristics of a mob; it violates the traditional code of
aristocratic behavior.

In the Odyssey, the suitors, acting as a collective, form a phog in the worst
sense. That is to say, they are a proto-dyAog.
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CHAPTER THREE
TRAGIC CROWD

Tragedy is “about” crowds in three senses, only the last of which will structure
this survey.”’ First, it was performed before an assembly of something close to the entire
population, or at least its male members.**® This is not a study of the audience, but it is
worth starting with Beye’s vivid account of the importance of this aspect of the tragic
context:

Tragedy was a public event. At Athens the Theater of Dionysus ... was
large enough to accommodate fourteen to seventeen thousand. The sense
of the group, of community, was moreover enhanced by the fact that the
audience sat together on stone benches without seat division so that arms,
legs and haunches could touch, and emotions could race through the
audience, physically making them over into one common response. ...
Performances were out of doors, in daylight, continuously, starting at
dawn in a large arena, where there must have been constant movement, as
at present-day sporting events. People leaving to relieve themselves,
people going home to eat, hawkers selling food, these were moving
elements of the panorama as much as actors and chorus ...

A large crowd is characteristically animal; the atmosphere is charged with
passion and a tension that betrays the crowd’s volatile nature. Large
crowds are not at all primarily rational and theater was in any case an
emotional experience.”'

Secondly, since the chorus is an integral feature of the genre in its classical
flourishing, every tragedy is in some sense “about” crowds, in that it features a
homogenous group that speaks and moves as a collective.’®* This chapter, however, does
not aim to study the chorus, *** but rather to examine the third and most crucial way in

39 Carter 59 draws the same tripartite distinction (audience/onstage characters/description of offstage
events) in his survey of tragic representation of the demos, a project with obvious connections to my own.
We agree that references to offstage gatherings are “by far the most promising.”

20 On the difficulty of estimating the size of the “immense audience,” as well as whether or not women
were part of it, see Pickard-Cambridge 1988:263. On this and other issues, Csapo and Slater 286ff. Roselli
has recently (2011) produced a comprehensive study of Athenian audiences and the Athenian discourse on
the audience. See especially Chapter 1, “The Idea of the Audience and its Role in the Theater.” For a
parallel study of the cultural history of the audience in the United States, see Butsch.

! Beye 243-44

2 Modern crowd theory, as discussed in the first Chapter, suggests that homogeneous crowds are elite
fantasies, while the subversive or rebellious crowd is figured as mixed-gender, mixed-class, etc. Even when
representing socially marginal types, then, the tragic chorus does not take the further step of presenting an
internally mixed group. Only the offstage crowds of the Bacchae, as discussed below, constitute “mixed
groups” in an analogous sense to the modern revolutionary mob.

293 Carter (63-65) cautions against what he calls “the collective fallacy: “It is easy [but perhaps misleading]
to assume that, since twelve or fifteen is more than one, the chorus more naturally resembles a mass of
people than it does the small group that it really is.” This may make it harder to read the chorus as standing
for the demos, but it does not prevent us from seeing the chorus as a site of representation of crowd and
crowd-like formations in the broader sense argued for in the first Chapter.
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which tragedy deals with crowds: the descriptions given of crowds, groups and masses of
people as such — whether words used to describe groups of characters onstage, or the
construction through messenger speeches and other dialogue of crowds that exist
“offstage.” Examining the range of such crowd construction will show that much of
tragic discourse concerns the intentions and actions of offstage groups.

Euripides’s descriptions of groups, especially the two extreme cases of a mass
political assembly and a violent conspiratorial mob, are much more frequent and
extensive than either of the other tragedians’, even accounting for the larger size of the
Euripidean corpus. Aeschylus mostly uses the terminology available already to Homer to
describe groups, especially &uihos; while occasionally using the newer word &xAos,”**
his works lack such explicit descriptions of crowd behavior and psychology as are found
in Euripides. Sophocles’s references are, almost without exception, even more indirect
and allusive, with only a handful of instances of the words identified in the previous
Chapters as pertaining to crowd.

A passage from the chorus’s entry-chant in Agamemnon serves as an example of
this more allusive type of crowd representation:

SékaTov utv ETos TOD ETrEl ...

Mevélaos &vag 18" Ayauéuveov ...

oToAov Apyeicv xiAlovautnv

TNod &mod xcdpas

npPav, ocTPATIATIV APWYNY ...

This is the tenth year since ...

Lord Menelaos and Agamemnon ...

Raised a thousand-ship expedition of Argives
From this land, a rescue army ...

The army is not here — it has gone from this land, but:

Nuels & aTital capki Takaiat

Tis TOT apwytis UToAeipbévTes

pinvouev ioxuv

loéTaida vEHOVTES ETTL OKTTITPOIS.

We, on account of our dishonored ancient flesh,

Left behind from that long-ago rescue

Wait (here), resting our childlike strength on our walking-sticks.**°

The chorus thus constructs an offstage aggregation of the community’s fighting-age men,
by contrasting it to the onstage group they compose. Such construction of an offstage
group is, in a sense, a “representation” of crowd, but in a very allusive and indirect sense.
Euripides’s crowd discourse is much more frequent and direct. Therefore, I have

264 Carter 48, 59 n.54 surveys some instances of tragic xAos, concluding that it is “usually derogative”
when not referring to the sheer size of an an enemy’s forces. As discussed in the next chapter, the word
may have a less universally negative valence in comedy (esp. used of a festival crowd in the Frogs).

265 Agamemnon 40, 42, 45-47

266 Agamemnon 72-75
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surveyed only selected scenes from Aeschylus and Sophocles, whereas my study of
Euripides is much more complete, with each of his surviving plays receiving at least
some attention.

AESCHYLUS
Persians

The Persians contains three out of the five instances of &xAos in Aeschylus’s
surviving oeuvre, two out of seven uses of duihos?’, and eleven out of twelve instances of
wAfiBos.”®® On vocabulary alone, before considering the plot and themes of the play, we
can already see that it is shot through with descriptions of great aggregations of people.

The chorus’s opening chant enumerates the military divisions sent by the
provinces of the Persian Empire moAépou otipos mapéxovTes (“supplying a throng of
war”).2® Throughout this opening passage, sections of the Persian army are described
with words that emphasize sheer size: the rowers from the marshlands are eivoi AR{86g
T &vépibuot (“a multitude terrible and countless”);270 Babylon sends méaupeiktov xAov
oUpdny (“a mixed-together &xAos in a line”).””" Even the dainty Lydians muster a throng
of their own: &Bpodiaitcwov & émetar Auddov &xAos (“and an dxAos of Lydians who
live in luxury follows™).%”

This Catalogue of Hosts is far from a simple expression of jingoistic pride at the
size of the Persian forces, however. Rather, the old men forming the chorus are worried
that with such an aggregation of the empire’s young men having been led off to war, a
power vacuum has developed, since only two groups are left behind: they themselves,

impotent with age, and a crowd of women:

TaUTA pou HeAay XiTwv pny auvooeTtal poPeol,

oa, TTepoikol oTpaTeUnaTos, TOUSE ur TéALs TUONnTaL
kévavdpov ey’ &oTu Zoucidos.

kai 10 Kiooiwv méAion” avtidoutrov &iceTan,

oa, ToUT €mos yuvaikoTAndrs Spithos amucov,

Ruooivois & v mémAols méont Aakis.

Tas yap immnAdTtas kai medooTiPris Ascos

OMfvos Gos EkAéAolTTey HEAIOOGY OUV OpXAUWL OTPATOU ...

267 These (at lines 123 and 1028) are discussed below; three occur in the Suppliants (lines 234, 355, 993,

discussed above). The final occurrence is at Prometheus Bound 417, where it is deployed in the
ethnographic mode as the chorus describes all the world’s peoples lamenting Prometheus’s punishment:
>kubns Suihos, “the horde of Scythia.”

268 Iy addition to line 40, quoted below, these occur at lines 166 (xprinatcov dvdvdpwv TA{bos, “a
quantity of goods without men”); 334, 337, 342, 352, 413 (of the size of the Persian fleet); 429 (a host of
evils); 432-33 (e yap 168 1061, unddu’ nuépat wat wAfbos TocouTdpibuov avbpdwv Baveiv, “For
well know this: never on a single day did so great in number a mass of men die” — a fitting epigraph for the
play as a whole); 477 (a great host of woes); 803 (the select group of soldiers which Xerxes leaves behind).
The only other occurrence of this word in Aeschylus is at Suppliants 469, where (as twice in the Persians,
429 and 477) it is used metaphorically (kakév 8¢ TAf6os ToTauos s émépxeTal, “a mass of evils comes
on like a river”).

29 20; LSJ s.v. oTigos: body of men in close array (citing this passage).

270 persai 40

2! Persai 53-54

212 Persai 42
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My black-cloaked heart is torn with fear over this,

Ah! For the Persian army, lest the city learn that the great town of Sousa is
empty of men.

And the resounding Cissian city will sing out,

Ah! The woman-full duidos uttering this word, and a rending may fall on
their linen robes.

For the whole horse-driving and foot- stampmg people have departed like a
swarm of bees with the leader of the army ...>"?

In the three Aeschylean plays surveyed here we can see a pattern. As the plays begin, a
male crowd is described as looming — raising dust by its approach in the Suppliants;
amassing in arms in Seven Against Thebes; forming a polyglot army in the Persians.
Onstage is left a smaller, weaker crowd formation: the suppliants themselves; the women
of Thebes; the impotent pack of old men forming the Persian chorus. While the men in
the prime of their youth are gathered offstage, left onstage is the actuality or potential of a
crowd of women or those otherwise coded as weak.

Xo. laveov Aaods ov puyaixuas.

Ze. &yav &pelos. KaTeldov 8¢ i GeATTTOV.

Xo. Tpd&mevTa vaupapkTov Epels SpiAov;

Ze. mémhov & éméppnE’ e ouppopal Kakou.

Xo. mammal mammal.

Cho. The lonian people are not spear-fleeing.

Xe. (They are) fiercely warlike. And I saw a grief unexpected.
Cho. Do you speak of the routed ship-fenced”’* &uAos?

Xe. I tore my robe when faced with this evil event.

Cho. (Lamentation).””

The horde offstage — ship-packed (with obvious political significance in contemporary
Athens) — communicates an emotional charge that converts the king into the head of the
lamenting group of “women” predicted at the beginning.*”®

Seven Against Thebes
TAnpouUTe Beopakeia, K& céApactv
TUpYywv oTAbnTE, kai TUAGOV ¢ EEodols
HipvovTes €U BapoeiTe, und’ émnAUScov
TapPeiT &yav Suihov. eU TeAel Beds.
Man the breastworks, and stand on the scaffolds”’’ of the towers,
And, holding firm, be of good spirit, nor fear o’er-much this dpiAos
Of foreigners. God will perfect.””®

277

*" Persai 116-30

LS s.v. VaUupapKTos.

*T3 Persai 1025-31

27 On collective and individual grief in tragic representation and audience response, see Loraux 2002.
21T LSJ s.v. oéhpa (citing this passage).

78 SCT 32-35
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In the same way that Danaos’s observation of an approaching crowd of armed men will
set the tone near the beginning of the Suppliants — where the group of women, central
characters of the play, will be contested over by opposing groups of men — here Eteokles
gathers the fighting men of Thebes, drawing them into a military crowd, to fight the
invading SuiAos. From the opening speech of the play, Seven Against Thebes announces
itself as a drama of the city besieged, formed into a war-crowd by the threat of a horde of
invaders.

ET. avdpdov T&d’ toTi, opdytia kai xpnoTrpia

Beoiow €pdeiv ToAeuicov Telpwpévous,

ooV & av TO ory&v kai Hévely el0w Spwv.

Xo. 3i& Becdov AW veudued’ dd&uaTov,

Buopevécov & dxAov Tipyos amooTéyel.

Tis T&dE VEUEDIS OTUYET;

Et. This is men’s work, to offer sacrificial victims to the gods
When putting enemies to the test. But yours is to shut up
And stay inside the home.

Cho. On account of the gods we inhabit an unconquered city,
And the rampart wards off the ill-intentioned &xAos. What nemesis resents
these things?

The &xAos here is that of the invading army. In Euripides’s plays of supplication
and siege, e.g. the Herakleidae, attention will be drawn to the formation of disruptive and
hostile groups within the city itself; in Chapter Four, we will examine the comic
representation of the crowded city at siege.

Suppliants
After the opening choral ode, Danaos warns his daughters of an approaching
group of men, conjuring the image of the Iliadic crowd, the crowd in arms.*”

Op&d kéV, &vaudov &yyelov oTpaTol.
oUplyyes oU oty&otv agovijAaTol.

SExAov & UtraomoTiipa kai Sopucodv
Aevoow EUv iTrrols kapumUAols T oxruactv.
I see dust, silent herald of the host.

The axle-whirling wheel-holes are not mute.
And I see an &xAos bearing shield and spear,

With horses and with bent-(wheeled) chariots.**°

279 Taplin (1977: 201-03) argues against the traditional concept of “the spectacular Aeschylus” (203): “The
armed men ... are no mere spectacle for its own sake ... The Argives have to have a strong force at their
command ... But the presence of armed men ... also has a significance through contrast: all the power at
Pelasgus’s command is no help to him in his vital decision ...”

280 Suppliants 180-83
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As he enters, the Argive king speaks of the titular chorus precisely as a crowd — one
marked with signifiers of foreignness.”'

Todamdv SutAov TéVS' dveAAnvdoTtoAov

TémAolol BapPApoiot KAUTTUKWHAGL

xAlovta mpoopwvoluey; ou yap ApyoAis

€00ns yuvaikév oud a@ EAN&GSos Témeov.

Whence this duihos which we address, unHellenically dressed,
Luxuriant with barbarian robes and headbands? For this is not
Argive women’s rainment, nor from the lands of Greece.”®

Danaos spies the crowd of Argive soldiers in the distance; the Argive king speaks of
the crowd of Danaids as they appear before him on his entrance. Soon thereafter, as the
king considers Danaos’s plea for asylum, he “sees” another crowd — this time a divine
crowd that (he hopes®®®) approves of the foreigner’s request.

Op& KAGSo101 VEOBPATIOLS KATACKIOV
vevovd Spidov Tévd’ aycovicov Beddov.
I see a nodding Suihos of gods assemble
O’er-shaded by the fresh-plucked branches.*®

284
d,

After the Egyptian Herald has come, made his threats and left,”*® Danaos warns his

daughters of the difficulty in gauging the character and friendliness of a strange éAos,
and of the dangers posed by societal reputation to those who are not full members of their
host society:

Kal Tald’ &u’ ey ypdyache Tpds yeypaupévors

ToAAoiow &AAois cwppoviouacty TaTpds,

Ayvidl SAd s eAéyxecbal xpdveot.

&S & €v peToikwl YA ooav eUTUKOV PEPEL

Kakmv, TO T EITETV eUTETES LUOAY U TTCOS.

UGS & ETTAIVE UT) KATAIOXUVELY EUE,

copav gxovoas THVd émioTpemToV BpoTols.

And write these words together with the many other notes

Of wisdom from your father: test out an unknown SuiAos over time,
For each man bears a tongue ready for evil in a foreign resident(‘s case);
Easy it is to say slander. And I beg you not to disgrace me,

281 Cf. Hall 118, 130 on the chorus as “alien.”
22 Suppliants 234-37
8 The cited lines are followed by an expression of hope that the affair not damage the city: €in 8" &vaTtov

Tpa&yua ToUT doTogéveov, “but may this matter of the city-guests be harmless ...” (356).

PLSTs.v. aycwwios: “[Elither gods in assembly, or the gods who presided over the great games ...”

(citing this passage).

285 Suppliants 354-55

% Garvie (82) says of this passage that “[t]he change of subject is more abrupt than anything else in
Aeschylus.”
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You who possess beauty to-be-“turned”*’-for-men (for men’s gaze).”**

Christian Meier’s political reading of the play™® recognizes the importance of the
offstage assembly and its relation to the elite figure we see onstage:

The people meet together at another place. ...We only hear that Pelasgos,
using the most persuasive rhetoric and references to the threat of the anger
of the gods, elicited a unanimous decision to take in the women as resident
aliens (metics). ...

Pelasgos goes before the people’s Assembly with clear intentions: he is no
longer interested in hearing their opinions, but simply wants them to agree
with his own decision. ... This long process [of P’s attempt to avoid
making a decision, his “long and meditative soliloquy” (id.), and his
offstage encounter with the Assembly] does not merely set out the general
problem of the necessity of making decisions. ... Rather, it highlights the
conflict between considerations of purely earthly expediency and the
observance of god-given laws. At the same time, it has a bearing on the
problem of the different responsibilities of the political leaders and the
people. ...

This consisted in the question of how political decisions should be reached
and, above all, who should make them. In the play it seems that, in the
end, it is a matter for whoever happens to be leader. The people’s role is
merely to endorse his decision through spontaneous approval and without
the usual referendum.

Contrast this with Theseus’s view of his relationship with the Athenian assembly in the
Herakleidae, discussed below.

SOPHOCLES

Of the three great tragedians, Sophocles’s surviving works make the least use
of the crowd-related terms we have identified. For example: SuiAos appears not at all;
mAf6os in the relevant sense appears only three times. While the difference on this point
between Aeschylus and Sophocles may be a simple accident of preservation, Euripides,
as discussed below, uses crowd terms with a frequency sufficiently higher as to obviously
represent a difference in usage, not merely an artifact of preservation.

While Sophocles does not often use the specific words we have identified, his

characters at several points describe offstage group activity in a manner that highlights
the crowd-ness of these groups. One passage surveyed below — Hyllos’s speech from the

2T Cf: Alcestis 1052: kol Téds dxpaipuiys &v véols oTpwwuévn/Eotal; (“And how will she be inviolate,
“turned about” among the youths?”). As discussed below, tragic characters often express anxiety about
women, especially young girls, being exposed to the gaze of men, particularly a group of men. Even before
their entry into their host community has succeeded, Danaos warns his daughters that they must avoid
public exposure. For his daughters to test out a somilos in a new place is not as simple a matter as it would
be for a group of sons.

28 Suppliants 991-95

*%1993:87ff.
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Trachiniae — makes no direct reference to the crowd, but nevertheless evokes the
dialectic of One and Many to make a fitting close to this selective survey of the two
tragedians whose work is less overtly concerned with mass behavior.

Ajax

The chorus enters warning Ajax that he is — and they are, as his followers -
suffering reputational harm in the offstage zone of group meetings and common
discourse:

s Kal This viv eBipévng vukTOg

HeyaAol 86puPol kaTéxouo’ Tuas

¢l SuokAeial ...

[I am afraid], as with the night now waning

Great 86pupot are putting us in disrepute ...**

The chorus speaks here not of rumors, which can be transmitted by a single individual
working quietly,”' but of 66pupo, outbursts of group noise which attempt to drown out
and intimidate those who would oppose group will or try group patience.”**

HETA Y&p ey GAwv Baids &ploT &v

Kal uéyas 0pboib’ UTd pikpoTépLV.

AAN’ oU SuvaTdv Tous &Vor|Tous

TOUTWV YVOUAs TTPOSISAOKELV.

UTO ToloUTwv avdpddv BopuPijt

XNHETs oudtv oBévopev TTpods TalT
amaAé§acbal coU xwpis, &vag.

AAN 8Te yap 8 TO odv Suu’ amedpav,
TaTtayoUo &Te TTNvadv ayéAal.

péyav aiyutov <8> UmodeioavTes

Tayx av, eEaipuns el oU paveing,

otyfit mtrelav &pwvol.

The weak man would be best off with the great,
And a great man is supported by smaller fry.
But it’s not possible to enlighten their brainless
Judgments. You are subject to 66puBos

By that sort of man, and we are powerless in the face of these things
To ward them off apart from you, lord —

But when they go out of range of your eye,
They chatter like flocks (agelai) of birds.

But fearing the great eagle, if suddenly you should appear,

20 giax 141-43

1A few lines later (149 ff.), they do describe Odysseus precisely as spreading rumor, but only after here
expressing their fear of the result of that rumor-spreading: outbreaks of 86puPos.

2 Bers (4) notes this as “one of a number of terms in the play that strongly suggest the fifth-century
courtroom,” citing Knox (1961:36; 1979). Knox includes thorubos in his list of juridical terminology in
Ajax, at note 110. For thorubos in the assembly, see Tacon.
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Swiftly would they cower in silence, voiceless.””

Much of the chorus’s entrance-song, we see, is about groups and the relationship
between groups and individuals. Elite and mass each fare best when they work together;
in Ajax’s absence from the offstage “political” zone of assembly and opinion formation,
his group of followers cannot help him. The chorus can pass between the world offstage,
where crowds form and elites plot, and the scene onstage, confined to Ajax’s camp, but
they are powerless to affect the action or to save Ajax from the forces aligning against
him offstage. If only he would appear to confront those who assault him with 64pufos,
he would drive them off in a group panic. But Ajax is trapped onstage, in his drama of
elite honor and shame, and cannot go to confront the hostile group offstage (as can and
do characters in other plays, especially those of Euripides, with varying degrees of
success).

Later in the play, a messenger arrives onstage after the choral interlude
following Ajax’s penultimate scene. When Ajax will next arrive, it will be to deliver his
final speech before killing himself. Whereas his suicide is one of the rare instances in
which violence is directly represented on the tragic stage, the intervening messenger
speech describes a scene of potential violence occurring offstage. He describes Ajax’s
brother, Teucer, as having almost been lynched by an angry crowd of Greek soldiers. I
take this to be paradigmatic of the true nature of the “rebellious” crowd in tragedy: an
offstage presence that looms in the consciousness of the heroic characters whose onstage
actions and speeches form the business of the play.

This offstage crowd can take various forms: in Aeschylus’s Suppliants or
Euripides’s Orestes, a political assembly; here, the Greek military Aads, which in Homer
(as discussed in Chapter Two) is mainly a passive backdrop for its leaders’
accomplishments but which here (as described by the messenger) almost crosses the
threshold into the violence of lynch law.*** None of the words for or associated with
crowds which we have surveyed occur in this passage, but the messenger nonetheless is
clearly describing a scene rife with the potential of mob violence:

Héoov 8¢ TPoouoAcov oTpaTiylov

kud&LeTat Tols Taov Apyeiols Opou.

oTéixovTa Yap mpdowbey auToOv év KUkAw!

HaBdvTes aupeoTrioav, it dveideotv

fipacoov &vbev k&vbev oUTis €06° S5 OV ...

Arjyet 8 épis Spapolioa ToU TPOCWTATW

avdpdv yepdvtwv év EuvalAayriit Adyou.

Coming forth into the middle of the generals’ meeting place,

23 gjax 160-71

24 Griffith (2005:339-40):
Subordinates ... occasionally ... will voice [their] misgivings ... and thus present a
momentary lower-class perspective on the action. ... In general, however, while such
characters may mutter or grumble, the rank-and-file soldiers or sailors never make any
concerted move to challenge their leader, and never take action on their own behalf — in
marked contrast to the world of Old Comedy, and to actual Athenian political practice.

While true as a general rule, this makes the event described by the messenger all the more noteworthy.
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He is reviled by all the Argives at once.

For knowing him as he approached far off, they stood around him

In a circle, and they ripped him here and there with taunts, nor is there one
Who didn’t ... but the strife, running to the extreme, ceased, with an
Exchange of words from the old men.*”

When the messenger speaks of a prophecy whose imminent fulfillment he fears, the
chorus asks of what he speaks and how he heard of it. The messenger explains:

ToooUTov olda Kai Tapcov ETUY Xavov.

€K Yap ouvédpou Kal TupavvikoU kKUKAou

Kd&Axas uetaotas oios Atpeiddov dixa,

gs xelpa Teukpou Be€iav prAoppodveds

Beis ...

This much I know, (since I) happened to be present.

For Calchas, stepping out from the council and royal circle,

Apart from the Atreidae, grasping Teucer’s right hand with kind intent
296

The Tupavvikds kukAos?” forms its own “crowd,””® but one possessing the opposite
attributes to those of the ephemeral mob which has just been dispersed. The messenger is
positioned as an outsider with respect to both crowds. He describes as an external
observer the incipient mob that formed on Teucer’s arrival, then stresses that he only
knows what passed between the elite characters because he chanced to be present. Single
figures stand out against a background of collective formations: Teucer is attacked by one
and implicitly excluded from the other; Calchas steps out of the ruling “circle” to warn
Teucer; the messenger, and through his words we the audience, “see” both from the
outside.

Trachiniae

An &xAos can sometimes threaten a character not with direct violence, but rather
through a sort of reputational poisoning.”*” The “crowd” can be a site of gossip and
slander:

AYy. oUkouv oU TauTtny, fiv Ul &yvoias dpats,
16Anv épaockes Euputou ommopav &yetv;

AL Tolois év avbpcdToiot; Tis Téhev poAcov
ool papTUPTioEl TaUT €UoU KAUETY TTapcov;
Ay. ToAAoiow &oTtév. év péomt Tpaxivicov

25 gjax 721-25, 731-32

2 gjax 748-52

PTLSJ s.v. Tupavvikds: kUkAos T. — the circle or assembly of kings (citing this passage). Cf. lliad
XVIIL.504, where the elders sit i EeoToiol Aibois iepéd &vi kUkAcot (“on carved stones in a sacred
circle”).

%8 The kbrhog is a spatial boundary, but by metonymic tranfer also signifies the groups occupying such
spaces.

2% On gossip and the “politics of reputation” in Athens, see Hunter 2001:96 ff.
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ayopdt ToAUs cou TaUTd ¥ eiorikouo dxAos.

Mess. Didn’t you say that you were bring her, whom you look at (now)
With (feigned) ignorance, lole, seed of Eurotos?

Li. Among which men? Who, coming from where,

Will stand as witness to you that he heard these things

From me, in my presence?

Mess. Among many of the townsemen! A great &xAos

Overheard these things from you in the middle of the

Trachinians’ agora!

Here two non-elite characters speak of the &xAos not as something to be feared or
manipulated, but a commons of information, a site of community knowledge. We will
find a description of this type of crowd-threat exploited to deadly effect by Orestes in the
Andromache. This type of group may be what is often imagined as waiting around the
entrances to cities — the group that will see you as you enter (discussed below in then
sections on Andromache and Herakles), and which may send a bad rumor about you
throughout the community.

Hyllos narrates the scene of his father’s poisoning from the perspective of a
member of the crowd of spectators, until at a crucial moment Herakles singles him out of
the crowd:

dmas 8 avnuerunoev oipcy it Aecds ...

KoUdeis ETOAUa TAVSPOS AvTiov HOAETV ...

TOT €k TTPooEdpou Atyvios SidoTpopov

OpBaAuodv dpas eldé 1’ Ev TOAAG! OTPATAL

SakpuppolvTa, kai pe TpooPAéyas kaAe:

“& mal, mpdoeAbe, un eUynis Touudv Kakdv ...

AAN’ &pov €€, kai pdAloTa pév ue Bis

gvtaud’ Strou pe ur Tis SyeTal PpoTddov. 30

And the whole Aecos cried out for appropriate speech with a groan ...
And no one dared to come face to face with the man.
Then, raising his distorted eye from the smoke nearby,
He saw me crying among the great army, and looked at me

And called on me: “O child, come forth, don’t flee from my suffering ...
But take me out of here, and place me where no mortal will see me.”

301

302

As his father addresses him, Hyllos is yanked from the anonymity of the Aecds into the
intimacy of the elite father-son relationship. He stands crying before his father, exposing
his lack of decorum to the paternal gaze;*” the father in turn asks the son to remove him
from the sight of the crowd that has just witnessed a public performance of piety gone

disastrously wrong.

* Trachiniai 783, 785, 794-96, 799-800

%! Davies comm. ad loc.: “a blasphemous paradox.”
3021 ST s.v. Tpdoedpos (citing this passage).

393 Cf. Griffith 1998 on the father’s gaze in tragedy.
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EURIPIDES

The crowd and the political and social dangers posed are a central concern of
Euripides’s work in all of its phases.’®* The danger of a survey of Euripides is the
opposite of the problem with Aeschylus and Sophocles. With those authors the challenge
is to avoid chasing allusive, and possibly illusory, constructions of crowd; with Euripides,
the danger is one of overload. It’s a question of isolating which passages are truly
important.

Ochlos, for instance, which appears five times in Aeschylus and just once in
Sophocles’s extant plays, appears some thirty times in the surviving works of Euripides.
This 6:1 ratio between instances of ochlos in Euripides’s corpus against Aeschylus’s is no
accident. The increased use of ochlos is evidence not only of a change in background
political vocabulary — though, as Euripides’s career coincides almost exactly with the rise
and fall of the radical democracy at Athens and the crisis period of the Peloponnesian
War, it surely does in part reflect such a change — but also of a heightened salience of
crowds and crowd behavior in the representational agenda of tragedy. This is confirmed
by the fact that Euripides also uses the other crowd terms (homilos, e.g.) at a much higher
rate than do his fellow tragedians. Euripidean crowds span the Canettian spectrum, from
a pack of assassins to the entire Greek army in assembly; Euripidean characters speak of
the crowd as a real presence, and a clear danger.

Cyclops

As the only complete surviving satyr play, the Cyclops’s 709 lines - a mere two-
thirds the length of the shortest surviving tragedies (and well under half the length of
longer ones) — contain a large number of instances of key crowd words. In a now-
familiar trope,”®” Odysseus on his initial entrance speaks of the group already onstage:

Ti xprina; Bpouiou oA Eorypev éoPaleiv.

ZaTtUpwv Tpds &uTpols TOVd Suihov elcopd.

What’s the deal? We seem to have landed at Bromiopolis.>*
I see a Spihos of satyrs in front of some caves.’"’

Odysseus and his men are themselves reduced to a group referent when the Cyclops
himself appears:

a. Tiv' &xAov TOVS Opdd TPds avAiols;
AnioTai Tives kaTéoxov fj KA TEs XBdva;
Hey! What’s this &xAos here I see before the caves?

3% The possible exceptions, as mentioned below, are the earlier “domestic” plays such as Alcestis and

Medea. With so few of even Euripides’s works surviving, it is impossible to say whether this represents an
actual shift in his representational agenda.

305 Cf., e.g., the Argive king’s entrance in Aeschylus’s Suppliants, discussed above: ToSamodv SpAov
K.T.A.

3% Seaford 1984 comm. ad loc.: “[F]or the original audience this phrase might be tinged with a suggestion
of the Athenian spring festival of the Anthesteria, in which it seems that satyrs participated ...” It also
suggests that arrivals to a town could expect to find a uihos or &xAos at its gates, and to draw information
from this group’s appearance or discourse.

397 Kyklops 99-100
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Have some pirates or robbers occupied the land?3%

A Suhos may not be dangerous, but this variation in repetition suggests that an &xAos is
more likely to be so. The first word was used almost as if synonymous with xopos,
purely a description of the satyrs as a group of dancers on the stage; &xAos in the second
passage more clearly has the sense of an enemy “horde” or “throng” (Arrowsmith
translates it simply as “crowd”).

Throughout the play Odysseus explains his motivations in terms of the dialectic of
One and Many.’” At 199 he explains to Silenos why he and his men will not run from
the approaching Cyclops:

emel Tav peydAa y' 1) Tpoia oTévor,

el peuEduend’ Ev’ &vdpa, pupiov & &xAov
Dpuydov UéoTn ToAAdkis oUv GdoTidl.
Since great Troy would groan,

If we fled from one man; I often with my shield
Withstood a countless &xAos of Phrygians.*'’

This passage simultaneously humanizes the monstrous Cyclops, referring to him simply
as “one man,” and dehumanizes the “Phrygians,” merging them into a numberless and
faceless enemy horde.

Odysseus later describes the horrors inside the Cyclops’s cave, contrasting his
individual reaction to the initial murders with that of his surviving companions:

£y cd 8’6 TAfuwY Bdkpu’ &t OPBAAUCY Xéwov
exPUTTTOUNY KUkAcom k&Siakdvouv.

&ANo1 & STreos Spvibes év puxols TéTpas

TTriEavTes eixov, aiua 8 ouk évijv xpoi.

But in my suffering, shedding a tear from my eyes,

I approached the Cyclops and attended him.

But the others stayed trembling in the recesses of the rock
Like birds, and there was no blood in their flesh.?!!

He then explains to the chorus leader that he cannot bear to save himself by abandoning
his friends:

oy aTé vuv. BéAov yap é€eioTaoat.

XCOTAV KeAeU, TOIOWY APXITEKTOLOWY
Teifecb’. £y co yap &vdpas amoAimcov pilous
Tous évdov dvTas ov udvos owbrjcoual.
[k&iTol Uyoln” &v kKakPBERNK” &VTPOU HUXOV.
A&AN oU Bikatov amoAirévT’ Enous pilous

398 Kyklops 222-23

399 Cf. Odyssey viii.21 and xi.514-15, discussed in Chapter Two, where Odysseus’s speaks of his and
Achilles’s individual exploits against a backdrop of 8uAos and wAn6Us (both allied and hostile).

319 Kyklops 198-200

3 Kyklops 405-08
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Euv oloTmep NABov delpo owbijval pdvov.]

Be quiet now. For you’ve learned about my trick.

And when I give the order, obey your overseers.

For I can’t save myself alone, leaving my friends inside.

[Indeed I’d like to flee and have stepped out of the folds of the cave.
But it’s not just to leave my friends, those with whom I came here,
And save myself alone.]*"

In their initial conversation, Odysseus asks Silenos about the social organization of the
island:

O3. Tives & Exouot yaiav; 1) bnpdov yévos;

1. KixkAcotes, &vtp’ ExovTes, oU oTéyas 8éucwv.

O3. Tivos kAUovTes; 1) Sedrjueutal KpATOS;

1. pévades?B. dkovel 8’ oudtv oudels oudevds.

Od. Who possesses this land? A race of beasts?

Si. The Cyclopes, dwelling in caves, not the roofs of houses.
Od. Obeying whom? Or is power wielded by the dfjuos?

Si. (They are) singletons. No one listens to no one, no how.*'*

Later, Odysseus observes that wine has made Polyphemos desirous to interact with his
fellow monsters, in the form of a kéuos, a characteristically group activity:

€Tl KGOV EPTIEIY TIPOS KAy vrjTous BEAeL

KUkAwas robeis Taa18e Bakxiou ot

He wants to go on a ké&pos to visit his Cyclops-relatives
Now that he’s buzzed on this drink of Bacchus.*"?

To execute his plan, Odysseus will need to prevent the Cyclops from seeking the
company of others:

Ku. o tov aokdv. 1O 8E moTov PIAG TOBE.

O38. péveov vuv autoU mive keuBupel, KUkAcwow.

Ku. oU xpr] 1’ &aBeApols Tolde mpoodoival ToTou; ...
O38. & Tav, TMEMWKOT £V BOUOLoL XPT) HEVELV.

Ku. nAibios doTis pr) meov kéuov PLAel.

O3. 65 & v uebuocbeis y’ év Bdpols peivi copds.

Ku. ti 8pddopev, i Z1Anvé; ool pévelv Sokel;

31. Sokel. Ti yap 8l oupmroTddv &AAwv, KikAwy;

312 Kyklops 478-82. On 480-82, Diggle: “del. nescioquis.” Seaford 1984 comm. ad loc. sees a “decisive
case for deletion,” noting that “[t]he interpolator seems to have used material from 407[.]” If so, the
interpolator agreed with me in noticing in that earlier passage a similar opposition of the One to the Many,
despite the absence of a word such as povog there.

313 Seaford 1984 comm. ad loc. argues for the rejection of the variant vouddes (L). pévades stresses the
isolation of each individual Cyclops, and heightens the contrast with the passages quoted next.

31 Kyklops 117-20

35 Kyklops 445-46
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Cyec. I hate the wineskin, but I love this drink.

Od. Stay here, drink of it and be cheery, Cyclops.

Cyc. Shouldn’t I pass on some of this drink to my brothers? ...

Od. Good sir, a drinker should stay at home.

Cyc. That man’s a fool who, drinking, doesn’t love a kéuos.

Od. The man who stays at home when drunk is wise.

Cyc. What shall we do, O Silenos? Does it seem right to you to stay?

Sil. It does. For what need is there of other drinking buddies, Cyclops?*'®

Odysseus, with Silenos’s assistance, counteracts this newfound impulse towards
sociability by appealing to the Cyclops’s selfishness. There is no need to join a group, he
assures him; no need for any &AAou, Silenos seconds. Remaining alone, the Cyclops is
soon attacked by Odysseus and his companions. The isolated monster is brought down by
humans working together.

Alcestis

Alcestis has among the fewest references to crowds of any of Euripides’s
surviving plays.’'” Its concerns are almost entirely “domestic,” with little sense of the
larger civic sphere — let alone political or military institutions — in which other plays
situate group activity. Still, Admetus’s marriage and subsequent bereavement take place
within a broader network of relations between elite families, and his description of his
wedding night reveals the connection between individual elite life experiences and the
groups that gather to celebrate them:

& oxfua Séuwv, TS eioéAbeo,

TE3s 8 oikfjow, UETATITTTOVTOS

Saipovos; ofpotl. ToAU y&p TO pécov.

TOTE HEv Trevkats ouv TInAidow

ouv 8" Uuevaiols éoTeixov €0

pAias aAdxou xépa BaoTtalwv,

ToAUdxNTOS 8 EITTETO KAUOS

v Te Bavouoav k&’ OARiCwv

CO§ EUTTATPIS Al KAT AUPOTEPLOV

SvTes aploTéwv oUluyes elpev.

O form of my palace, how can I enter,

How can I dwell (here), once my daimon has changed?

For “the middle” (the distance or change between now and then) is great.
Then, with Pelian torches and with wedding songs

I strode inside, holding the hand of my dear bride,

And a great-voiced képos followed and blessed me and her now dead,
(Saying) that we were of noble birth on both sides, and were yokemates of
gentility.*'®

316 Kyklops 529-31, 536-540
3! The play is unique in that it is the only surviving play performed as the fourth of a set that is not a satyr-
play. See Buxton 2003:184-86; on satyr-play generally, Harrison & Ambrose.
318 ;
Alcestis 912-21
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Shortly after this he explains that his wife’s death has trapped him in a double bind:

T eV yap €vdov eEeAan W Epnuia ...

TA HEV KaT ofkous Toldd . EEcobev 8¢ ue

Yéuol T éA&ol Oscoalddv ki EUAAoyol

YuvaikoTAnBeis. o y&p efaveéEopat

Aevoowv SAuapTos Trs uris OUAIKAS.

For the loneliness inside will drive me out ...

So much for matters at home. But outside,

The weddings and get-togethers of Thessalians, full of women,
Will drive me (back again). For I won’t be able to stand
Seeing the agemates of my wife.’"

The death of Alcestis does not just deprive Admetus, as an individual, of companionship.
It also renders him unable to attend further social gatherings of the sort he has just been
remembering.**’ Gatherings full of women — gatherings at which there will be groups of
women, or of women together with their husbands — will only make him feel the pain of
loss and singleness more acutely.

Medea

Crowds are even less present in Medea than Alcestis. One line does, however,
deploy a crowd-word in a non-crowd sense.’?' Kreon is attempting to expel Medea from
his kingdom by main force:

Kp. Tax €€ omaddov xeipds coobrioni®?? Riau.
Mn. un &fta TouTtd ¥, &AAG 6” Gvtopat, Kpéov.
Kp. dxAov apé€ers, cos Eoikas, & yuval.
Cr. Swiftly you’ll be thrust out by force

At the hand of one of my attendants.

Med. Not that — but I implore you, Creon.
Cr. You seem to provide an éxAos, woman.*?

Stevens translates dxAov Tapéxeiv as “to be a nuisance. ... &xAos in the sense
“nuisance”, “trouble”, as distinct from the usual sense “crowd” may in itself have a
colloquial flavor.”*** Whatever the subtleties of the word’s register, it is particularly
appropriate for a scene of violence with the potential to attract a crowd and threaten

public order.

*1%4lcestis 944, 950-53

20¢ey oUAAoyos is a very broad word for “gathering;” elsewhere in Euripides it is often used of a military
force, esp. in Iphigenia at Aulis.

321 Cf. the much more unusual use of &xAos at Hecuba 1014, discussed below, where I detect a conscious
pun or unconsciously motivated connection of some kind.

322 Note that this verb is related to the cooTi- words identified in Chapter Four as typical descriptors of
crowd behavior, e.g. at Acharnians 24.

323 Medea 335-37

1976:56-57
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Stevens notes that the regular way of saying this is npaypata napéyetv. He cites
other examples of this alternate phrase in literature of the period, including Helen and
Orestes 280-82. The former is deployed in a context with similarities to that of the
passage from Medea:

Tis TPos TUAaIoW; oUk ATTaAA&EN 8éucov

Kai ) Tpods avAeiolow éoTnkcos TUAats

SExAov Tapéels SeomdTals;

Who’s that before the gates? Won’t you depart from the palace
And not make an &xAos for the lordly gates, standing before the halls?**

Both passages feature a clear power/class relation, as the king (or here his servant)
accuses a weaker opponent of disrupting his rule by the creation of an &xAos at the
gates.**® However, the passage from Orestes resonates with that from Medea along lines
of gender:

oUyyove, Ti kKAaiels kp&Ta Bels’ €oco TETACV;

aioxuvouai ool peTadidous TovwvY EUdov

SExAov Te Tapéxwv Tapbévwt voools Euais.

O brood-mate, why do you cry, placing your head inside your robes?
I am ashamed to share my woes with you

And give you, a maiden, an xAos with my ailments.??’

SxAos as “nuisance” experienced between individuals, then, is not always distinct from
bxAos as a disruption of proper social relations — whether between rulers and ruled, men
and women, or (as in Medea) both.

Herakleidae

The “Children of Heracles” is the first’*® Euripidean play to acknowledge the role
played by social, political and military crowds in the life of the polis. A line in Iolaos’s
opening speech is part of a series of Eurpidean passages confirming that the confinement
of women indoors is intended to protect them from mixing with, and especially from
being seen by, the crowd.**’

€Y €O HEV QU@L TOTOBE KaAxaivwov Tékvols,
N8 al 16 BifjAu Taidds AAkurivn yévos

** Helen 437-39

326 For disruptions at the threshold of a ruler’s house or tent, cf. 14 317, 605; Rhesos 45.

7 Orestes 280-82

328 Following the order of the plays as presented in Diggle’s OCT. I use temporal/sequential expressions
like “first,” “already,” etc., throughout this Chapter mainly as a framework for structuring the survey faute
de mieux, and make no claims to discovering a trend in Euripides’s work over time that tracks on to any
societal changes — although it is perhaps not entirely coincidental that the Bacchae and 14, his final plays,
each have offstage crowds (of quite different types) playing central roles in the plot. (I would argue that
Euripides’s work as a whole is much more concerned with crowds than his predecessors’, and that this
development does track societal and political trends.)

329 Cf: Acharnians 257, discussed in Chapter Four; Orestes 108: &5 &xAov €pTrew TapBévolow o kaAdv.
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€owbe vaol ToUd’ utnykaAiopévn

owilel. véas yap mapbevous aidouneda

ExAcor meA&Cew kamMPuouooTaTEV.

I “ponder deeply’**® about these boy-children. Alcmene for her part
Keeps the female brood inside this temple, clasped within her arms.
For we are ashamed to have young virgin girls

Come near the &xAos and “stand suppliant™' at the altar.”***

As he enters a short time later, King Demophon uses this same word while demanding to
know why his citizens have gathered at this temple precinct:

A€€ov, Tis SxAov TéVE &bpoiletai’®® Tuxn;
Tell me, what circumstance gathers this 6x)\og?334

The characters have used the same word, but their attitudes toward the xAos are distinct.
Iolaos speaks the language of norms, propriety and piety — as well as a hint of elite fear of
the commons, a theme Euripides will develop in increasing focus and detail as his career
progresses. Demophon, on the other hand, views an &xAos not as a site of threat to
vulnerable female members of his household within the societal economy of display and
prestige, but rather as a political threat. Crowds that form without the knowledge and
approval of a town’s ruler threaten his authority.**’

Indeed, later in the play Demophon tells Iolaos that

kal viv Trukvas®® &v ouoTtdoels av eioidols,

TAV pév AeydvTtwv s Sikaios 1) Eévolg

IKETaS APTYEY, TGV B¢ popiav éuol

KQTTyopouvTev. el 8¢ d1) dpdow TOHBE,

oikelos 1)dn méAepos eEapTUeTal.

And now you’d see close “knots of men assembled,”**’

With some saying that I’'m right to come to foreign suppliants’ defense,
But others denouncing my folly. But so yeah, if I do this,

Already domestic war would be at hand.**®

Small, ephemeral groups of passersby, drawn together for a while to watch a display of
elites in distress, pose little threat to community order. These more turbulent and factious

330
331

LSJ s.v. kaAxaivew; Gladstone trans. “see to the safety of.”

LSJ s.v. éemPBeopiootaTéco.

332 Herakleidai 40-44

333 &Bp-/ &Bp- words, as seen already in Chapter One, are common descriptors of crowd action and
characteristics. See especially the discussion of Andromache 481 below.

3% Herakleidai 122

333 Cf. Carter on “this kind of demos, unseen and potentially critical of its leaders” (74).

336 mrukvés could be read to refer either to the dense composition of the individual groups of disputing
citizens, or to the closeness/frequency of distribution of these groups as between themselves — here a group,
there a group, everywhere a group.

371ST s.v. oUoTaaols.

338 Herakleidai 415-24
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groupings — ouoTtéoeis — are different.* If unchecked, they have the potential to spread

until the entire community is a stage for oikeios TOAepos, a periphrasis for the most
extreme form of internally directed group violence: otdaois.

As the focus of offstage concern shifts from the city’s internal reaction to the
arrival of the suppliants to the army’s performance beyond the city walls, the sheer size
of the opposing force is emphasized:

lo. Téoov T1 AT 005 oupudxwY TTAPEST Exwov?

©c¢. ToAAoUs. apiBudv & &AAov oux Exw ppdoai.

Iol. Coming with how great a wAfiBos of allies is he here?
Servant Many. I don’t have another number to declare.**’

The crowd of onlookers offers a moral and social threat to Alkmene’s female wards, and
the formation of factions within Athens’s citizenry threatens the political order, but the
approach of a great military host threatens the community’s very existence.

Hippolytos
In her opening speech, Aphrodite complains that rather than seek sexual intimacy
with his fellow humans, Hippolytos communes with Artemis:

XAwpav & av’ UAnv mapbéveor Euvcov ael

kuolv Taxeials Ofpas eé€aipel xBovds,

ueileo PpoTeias mpoomeocov OpiAias.

Always together with the maiden, across the green wood

He clears out wild beasts from the land with swift hounds,
Always falling in with company (6piAia) greater than mortal.>*!

Aphrodite narrates Hippolytos’s arrival and draws attention not to his divine companion —
for she is not present yet — but rather the group of human companions which follows him
onstage:

ToAUs &’ G au Tl TpooTdAwy dmobdtous
KOUOS AEAQKeV ...

A great kédpos of attendants walking-behind
Shouts out together with him ...>*

Later, the nurse chides Phaedra for inappropriate public behavior, exposed to the eyes
and ears of the crowd:

339 Carter 81: “We should not read democratic practice into this speech: the mokva ... cvotdoec are not
plenary assemblies but a series of tight-knit factional groups; and (unlike Pelasgus or Theseus in other
plays) Demophon has led his city into a likely war without consultation of any kind.”

0 Herakleidai 668-69. For the trope of a speaker’s inability to recount the army’s size in tragedy, see
Rhesos 309. The locus classicus is of course [liad 11.488 ff., introducing the Catalogue of Ships.

! Hippolytos 17-19

2 Hippolytos 54-55
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o mal, Ti OpoEis;

ovU ur) Tap’ &xAw!t Tade ynpuont,

Haviag émoxov pimtovca Adyov;

O child, what are you saying?

Surely you won’t voice these things in front of an &xAos,
Hurling out speech that rides on madness’s back?***

The private life of the elite is vulnerable to the prying gaze and attentive ear of the crowd
— whether a group of servants as here, or the people at large in a social and political
sense. As this survey reveals, the political crowd becomes a more frequent and urgent
object of representation over the course of Euripides’s career. Later in the play, it is
Hippolytos’s turn to receive a similar warning from the nurse:

O uUbos, & Tal, Kowods oudaudds O8e.
This tale here, O child, is in no way public.***

Then, in his confrontation with his father, Hippolytos expresses his own frustration with
the disconnect between elite intimacy and public display:

£y 8 &xouyos eis dxAov Solval Adyov,

€5 HAkas 8¢ KAy ous copcdTEPOS.

€xel 8¢ poipav kai Té8'. ol yap év coois

patAol Tap’ SxAw! HOUCIKCOTEPOL AéyEy.

Suws 8 avdykn, EUL@opas aPryUEvns,

YA&Gohv U ageivan.

But I’m not fancy when it comes to giving a speech to an &xAos,
But I’'m a bit cleverer when speaking to my peers — and few of them.
This too has its part.*** For those more skilled at speaking before the
SyAog

Are held as base among the wise. All the same, it is necessary, with
Disaster imminent, for me to loosen my tounge.**®

At the end of the agon, Hippolytos wishes for a double of himself to witness his grief:

€i0’ v épuauTtov mpooPAéme EvavTtiov

oTavl’, cos E8AaKkpuo’ ola TTAOXOUEY KOKA.

If only it were possible to stand across from myself

And look me in the face, that I might weep over the evils I suffer.*’

33 Cf. LSJ s.v. &moxos; Barrett comm. ad loc.: “A strange metaphor.”
3% Hippolytos 609
3% Barrett comm. ad loc.: “These two lines (988-89) add nothing to his plea ... and serve only to underline
his contempt for the occasion.” To the extent that they are rhetorically superfluous, they suggest all the
more strongly the salience of the &xAos in the formation of elite self-understanding.
346 ry;
Hippolytos 986-91
7 Hippolytos 1079-80
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Barrett observes: “He is on the verge of tears, yet too proud to shed them for himself;
hence this rather odd wish that he could become another person to weep for his own
misfortune.” Read together with his preliminary comment about his preferred audience,
however, Hippolytos’s concern here is not simply “pride.” He wants an audience for his
performance — here, to witness the sincerity of his emotional response to the conflict with
his father as evidence of his innocence — but he wants that audience to be as similar and
sympathetic to him as possible.

The “few peers” of his ideal audience at line 987 are here replaced with the
ultimate peer: oneself, duplicated. According to the “lowest common denominator”
understanding of the crowd, by which it is not a problem per se but only because it entails
the aggregation of disparate social elements (including the majority that are patdAor),
replicating oneself — or, since that is impossible, limiting the gathering to fjAikes 8¢
kaAiyot — will remove the threat the crowd poses. Of course, if the trouble with crowds
is something to do with multiplicity and aggregation itself, rather than the character of the
individuals who come together (the “Group Mind” view), screening participants will not
solve the problem.

After Hippolytos’s departure into exile, a messenger brings news of his death.

6 8'NABe TauTdV SakpUwov Excov uéAos

NIV ém akTdés, pupia 8 omoboémous

pidcov &y’ éoTerx’ NAikwv <6> ouryupis.

And (Hippolytos) came to the beach, having the same
Song of tears as us, and a countless following ouryupis
Of his agemate-friends came with him.***

This crowd echoes both Aphrodite’s original description of Hippolytos’s hunting band
(dmobotous), as well as Hippolytos’s own statement of the company he prefers
(nAikewov). However, where in the earlier passage Hippolytos’s preferred audience (987)
would be dAiyou, here his band of companions is said to be pupia. The sympathetic
messenger’s exaggeration of the band’s size highlights its impotence. In this moment, the
group® can neither threaten nor assist the elite figure; all it can do is watch helplessly as

the curse of death against him is fulfilled.

Andromache

It is in Andromache that political violence is first explicitly narrated.*® As a
preliminary matter, the titular character reproaches Hermione with language that gives us
a view of Hippolytos’s sociology of rhetoric from the other side:

ol y&p TvéovTes peydAa Tous kpeiooous Adyous

3 Hippolytos 1178-80

349 The 6u- in 6uryupts emphasizes the homogeneity of this band of elite companions. Even when
exaggerated into “countless” numbers, its elite status prevents its transformation into a true “crowd”
(contrary to the transformation of the suitors argued for at the end of Chapter Two). Thanks to Mark
Griffith for this observation.

330 For a close reading of the Messenger’s speech — albeit one that does not analyze the events qua group
violence — see de Jong 2003:379-82.
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TMKPES Pépouact TGV EAAacdveov UTro.
For those full of hot air’>' find it hard to bearbear better arguments
Superior arguments coming from their inferiors.**>

The high-and-mighty — the few — do not lightly suffer losing an argument to the lowly —
the many. Later in the play the chorus expresses what at first sight might appear to be an
aristocratic explanation for why this should be so:

oudt yap v moAeot SimTuxol Tupavvides

MIG&S AUEIVOVES PEPELY,

&x0Bos T &1 éxBel kai oTdow ToAiTals. ...

mvoai & dTav eépwot vauTilous Boai,

kata mdalicov SidUna mpaTmidwv yvaua

co@cdv Te TATBos aBpdov &dobevéoTepov
pavloTépas ppevos aUTokPaTOUS.

gvds &p’ dvuots avd Te péAabpa

KaTda Te mOAas, OTOTav eUpelv BEAwOL Kalpodv.

For in cities, twofold tyrannies get no better results than one,
Grief upon grief and otéois for the citizens....

And when swift winds knock sailors around,

A double judgment of minds at the tiller

And a packed crowd of wise men is weaker

Than an inferior mind with sole authority.

Indeed, accomplishment (comes from) one, in the home
And across cities, when they want to find out the proper time.*>®

Here the chorus expresses anti-crowd sentiment in its most extreme form (the
“Group Mind”). They do not say that a crowd is worse than an individual at making
decisions because it is dragged down to its lowest common denominator. Nor do they say
that otherwise intelligent people get less intelligent as they grow in number. Rather, they
appear to be saying that multiple strong minds are in aggregate worse at getting things
done than is one, even one weaker, mind.

Taken at face value, this would a priori problematize collective action — unless
the meaning is that a single intelligence is better specifically in periods of crisis. Since it
is in such periods that swift and correct decisions are most valuable, however, this
sentiment casts serious doubt on the wisdom of entrusting a leadership role to any
A Bos aBpdov tasked with a leadership role.

3ULST s.v. mvém: “giving themselves airs” (citing this passage).

332 Andromache 189-90

353 Andromache 471-75, 479-485

334 This extreme pessimism regarding group deliberation prefigures the quote from Federalist No. 51: “Had
every Athenian citizen been a Socrates, every Athenian assembly would still have been a mob.” Cf. the
debate at Herodotus 3.80 ff., especially Megabyzus’s contention that SuiAou y&p axpniouv oUdév éoTi
aEuveToTepOV 0UdE UBploTOTEPOY, “nothing is more lacking in wisdom nor more insolent than a useless
homilos” (3.81.1). For a rare alternative view, see Aristotle, Politics 1281b, arguing that collective opinion
may in some instances be superior to an individual’s.
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In the play’s central agon, Peleus taunts Menelaos with aspersions against the
chastity of Spartan women, and contrasts Helen’s trifling character with the enormous
force assembled to retrieve her:

K&TelrT ékelvns oUvex EAAveov dxAov

Toobvwd” &bpoioas fyayes mpds “IAiov;

And so for her sake you gathered such a great &xAos
Of Greeks and led it to Ilium?*™

Already in the Herakleidae, at 122 and 668, we have seen that crowd-terms such as
SxAos and TAfBos are routinely used of military forces, and that &Bpo- adjectives and
verbs are often used to describe their appearance and behavior. Here we see that the
social economy of military command is tied to the psychic economy of sexuality. The
futility of the Trojan War, as elsewhere in Euripides,”® is summed up in these two lines:
so many men died in battle as a result of the failure of one elite marriage.**’

In his final speech of the agon, Peleus goes beyond his particular criticisms of the
expedition to critique the basic assumptions of merit and responsibility undergirding the
ideology of elite dominance:

étav TpoTmaia moAepicov otrjon oTpaTtds,

OU TEV TOVOUVTWY ToUpyov 1youvTal TOE,

aAA 6 oTpatnyds v 8éknow &pvutal,

8¢ els peT &AAwY pupicov TaAAcwv 86pu,

oudtv TAéov Bpddv Evds, Exel TAeio Adyov.

When an army sets up trophies of triumph over enemies,

They don’t recognize the task as the work of those who labored over it,
But the general gets the reputation — he

Who is one guy wielding a spear among countless others,

Doing no more than one (man’s share) — but he has a greater account.>*

Here the dialectic of One and Many, which in the Cyclops was the mode in which
Odysseus expressed his heroic unwillingness to abandon his companions, is reversed.
Leaders still do stand out against a backdrop of “extras,” as in Homer - but this
distinction is undeserved, as they are really just component parts of a fighting force, no
more inherently worthy than any other soldier. If we question elite dominance, the One
starts to look less like a survivor and more like a parasite.**’

Note too that this contradicts the sentiments of the chorus discussed above. If one
controlling mind is required to achieve the right results, shouldn’t that mind’s owner get

355 Andromache 605-06

36 o, Troiades 864.

337 See especially 14 1264, discussed below; also Aeschylus Agamemnon 62 and passim.

358 Andromache 694-98

3%9 Complteing the reversal, the mass of nonheroic common people becomes the survivor. Carter 84: “The
demos, and with it the broader community of the polis, is generally a survivor in a literary genre [tragedy]
marked by suffering and death.”
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more recognition? Euripides’s plays are consistently polyvocal, with a full range of elite

ideology and non-elite counter-ideology expressed by the characters.

Menelaos disengages from his confrontation with Peleus by disavowing any

intention to initiate violence inside the town:

gyco 8¢ pods Riav pev és bBiav poAcov

oUT olv T Spdow pAalpov oUTe meicopal.
But I won’t do nor suborn any act of violence
On a visit to Phthia.*®

The liminal spaces at the edge of established centers of human habitation pose to the
arriving stranger a heightened threat of group violence. Despite Menelaos’s finely
worded renunciation of the use of force when coming in/to the city, Andromache fears

violence will erupt in just such an uninhabited place:

Spa Bt ur) védw eis épnuiav 680U

TTrEavTes oide Tpos Biav &ywoi e,

YépovTa pgv o’ OpaVTes, dobevi] & Eue

Kal TTaida Tévde vijmiov. okOTel TASE,

un viv puydvTes e18° GAduev UoTepov.

Beware, lest those guys, hiding in a deserted spot on the road,
Carry me off by force, once they see that you’re an old man,
I’'m weak, and this child is still an infant. Look out,

Lest escaping now we’re then caught later.*®!

Andromache is wrong about the location and victim, but right about the

inevitability of a violent resolution to the conflict. In his narration of the events leading to

Neoptolemos’s death, the messenger stresses the role of groups:

gTrel TO kAewov fjABopuev Poifou méSov,

TPETS pév paevvas nAiou SieEdSous

Bean B1dévTes Supat egemiumAauey.

kai ToU6’ UtromrTov fjv &p’. &5 Te ouoTAoElS
KUkAous T éxcopel Aads oikrTwp Beol.
Ayauéuvovos 8¢ mais StaoTéixwov TOAW

€5 OUS EKAOTWI SUoHEeVETs NUBa Adyous.
“OpaTe ToUTOV ...;7

When we came to the famed plain of Phoebus,
We spent three courses of the sun giving our eyes
Over to sight-seeing.*** And it seems this was suspicious.
And the Aads that dwells in*® the temple

Went off into clumps and cliques.

3% gndromache 730-31

3! Andromache 752-56

362 See Stevens comm. ad loc. for construction of this difficult passage.
33 LS s.v. olknTwp.
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And the son of Agamemnon stalked through the city
Uttering hostile words into the ears of each man (he met).
“Do you see that man ...?” [Orestes accuses Neoptolemos
Of intending to loot the temple.]***

At Herakleidae 415, Demophon spoke of ouotdaoeis disrupting public order as if they
were spontaneous formations: kai viv TTukvas &v ouoTtdoets av eicidots. Here the line of
sight through which the crowds are invoked is not that of the addressee. The visitors to
Delphi direct their sight, presumably, to its temples (much as today’s modern tourists
do!) — all the while falling under the gaze of a suspicious and hostile public.

K&K ToUd’ éxcopel pobiov év TOAel Kakdv,

apxaiol T emAnpouTo BouAeuTripia

18ia’® 6’ ool Beol xpnudTwV EpécTacav

ppoupav ETAEavT €v TeptoTUAols dduols.

And from this a wave of evil went about in the town,

And the council-chambers filled with officers®®

And privately, however many who looked after the god’s affairs,
Posted a guard in the columned halls.*®’

Orestes’s slanderous words have caused a “wave” (p6810v)**® of opinion and group
formation to ripple through the town, with acts of coordination both inside (here) and
outside (the “conspiratorial” groups named earlier) formal and appointed offices of
community action.

Nuets 8¢ piAa, puAA&dos TTapvaociag
TaSeUuaT , oUdEV TAVSE TTw TETTUCUEVOL,
AaBovTes Minev Eoxapals T EPECTANEY

ouv TTpoEévolol pavteoiv Te TTubikois. ...

But we, in no way aware of these things,

Had with us our sheep, reared on leafy Parnassus,

364 Andromache 1085-92
365 Cf. Orestes 445, where Menelaos raises the possibility of individuals pursuing “rough justice” on their
own account (idiat Tpos éxBpOV 1 Tpds Apyeias xepds;), only to be contradicted by Orestes, who accepts
that those threatening him do so with the force of community will.
366 Diggle’s text. Stevens comm. ad loc. prefers to read &pyai 8 mAnpotvT s T& BouleuThpia idiat
8'8oo1 ... “and the civic authorities flocked into the council chamber and unofficially (i.e. not waiting for
the apyoai) those responsible for temple treasures posted a guard.” Stevens notes “There is no indication of
what part these sentries took in the subsequent proceedings.”
37 Andromache 1096-99
368 See below for a discussion of pe-/pob- words for crowd response and the underlying “hydraulic” model
of group psychology. Stevens comm. ad loc.:

‘a wave of malice and resentment began to surge through the town.” The primary sense of

po6Bog and cognates seems to be a combination of noise and movement, and these words

are most often used of the surge and roar of the waves, and hence also of a shouting and

surging crowd, e.g. Hes. WD 220; cf. S. Ant. 259; ibid. 413.
LSJ cites this instance as evidence of an alternate definition of pd8iov as “tumult, riot[.]”
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And stood at the altars with our proxenoi and the Pythian prophets. ...*%

[Asked his purpose, Neoptolemos responds that he has come to repent.]

With the hostile group waiting for him not taking the form of a manifest crowd, but rather
a conspiratorial squad, Neoptolemos and his group advance to the altar. Their attempt to
achieve ritual cleansing is thwarted by Orestes’s plan:

kavtau® OpéoTtou nibos ioxUwv péya

epaived ...

And thereupon Orestes’s story was revealed as having great force ...*"
Neoptolemos’s declaration of his good intentions is outdone by the pre-existing “wave”
of rumor that has set the scene for mob action. The present speaker is overpowered by
one who spoke in advance to groups elsewhere — by one who has pre-seeded the social
scene with packs of violent partisans.

TEOL 8¢ E1pripns &p’ UpeloTrikel AOXOS

S&pvm okiaobeis, v KAutaiurjotpas Tékos

els v, ATAVTWY TAVSE UNXAVOPPAPOS.

G MEV KT Spua oTAS TTPOooeUXeTal Beddl,

oi & 6EubrkTols pacydvols comAiopévol

KevToUo ATeuxii maid AxiAAéws Adbpat. ...

And waiting for (Neoptolemos) was a band of swordsmen
Hidden in the laurel, of whom the offspring of Clytaemnestra
Was one — contriver of all these things.

And as he stood with eyes downcast and prayed to the god,
They, armed with sharp-tipped swords,

Stabbed the unarmed child of Achilles unaware ...>""

The squad (or, in Canetti’s terminology, the “pack”) of assassins is described in terms of
One and Many, betraying the basic ambivalence in the concept of the crowd first seen in
Homer. Orestes is just one among the others, but as author of the plot, he is somehow
pulling the strings of the entire group. At this point he drops out of the narrative,
however, and the attacking mob is described purely as a collective:

Bodu 8¢ AeApddov Taidas ...

TGV 8 oUdtv oudels pupicov dvteov TéEAas
epBEyEat’, aAN EBallov ek xelpddv mETPOIS.
UKVt 8¢ Vipadt TévTobey oTTodoUpEVOS
TIPOUTEIVE TEUXT KAPUAQOOET EuBoAds
EKETOE KAKETO™ AoTrid’ ekTeivaov Xepi.

AAN 0oU8ev fivov, GAAE TTOAN" Suol BéAn,
oioTol, ueodykul’ EkAuTtoi T  aupwBolot

3 Andromache 1100-03
3 Andromache 1109-10
3 Andromache 1114-19
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The pack closes in in a circle (kUkAcot), only to be driven away in mindless panic,
trampling one another to escape from the hero rampant. The scene is reminiscent
of the common Homeric simile®”* of a pack of hunting dogs encountering a lion or
other wild animal — but the setting here is not the field of battle, but rather one of

opaytis Excopouv Boutrdpol ToddV TA&POosS.

Bewas & v eldes TUppixas ppoupoupEvoy

BéAepva Taidds. cos 8¢ viv epioTadov

KUKAI KaTelxov ou 8186vTes AUTTVOAS,

BoopoU keveooas BegiunAov eoxapav,

16 Tpwikdv mrdnua mdrjoas Todoiv

XWPEl TPOs auToUs. ol & &Tmeos TeAelddes

iépak’ idoloal TPds PuUYTV EVEOTIOAV.

TOoAAOL & EmTrTov Hiy &des €k TE TPAUUATOV

auToi B U’ auTév oTevoTtdpous K&T EEGBOUS.

And he shouted at the children of Delphi ...

But none of the countless ones nearby made any sound,

But they struck him with rocks from their hands.

And pelted with a thick shower on all sides

He stretched out his armor and guarded himself from the missiles
Stretching out his shield with his hand this way and that.

But they accomplished nothing, but there were many missiles,

Arrows, javelins, easily-loosed spits, knifes for bull-slaughter gathered
Before his feet. You’d have seen from the boy fierce pyrrhic dance steps
As he guarded himself from the missiles. But as they stood around him
In a circle, not giving him room to breathe,

Emptying the flock-receiving hearth-ring of the altar

Leaping the leap with his feet which Troy knew, he

Advanced towards them. And they like doves seeing a hawk

Turned their backs and fled. And many fell mixed together,

Both from their wounds and under their own (feet) crammed against
The narrow exits.’”?

Greece’s holiest sites. The mob, like a flock of birds, makes the whole precinct

ring with its panic, until a mysterious voice rallies it to complete the assassination:

KpauyT 8 év eugrjuolol SUoenuos Souols
TETPALOW AVTEKTAYE . €v eUdian 8¢ Treos
gotn paevvois Seomdtns oTiABeov dAols,
TP 31 Tis &BUTwWY €K péowv EpbéyEaTo
Bewdv TL K&l PPIKAIDES, QPOE B¢ OTPATOV

32 Andromache 1124, 1127-43

313 E.g. lliad X1.548-57, XVI1.61-69. Lion similes are common in the /liad but rarer in the Odyssey; the

“victimized lion” is confined to the fliad, with the exception of the lion &vdpcav év duiAct at Od. iv.791-

93 (describing Peneleope). For an analysis of the lion similes in the Odyssey, and an argument that taken
together they show some degree of “conscious artistry,” see Magrath; see also Glenn (examining

Odysseus’s encounter with Nausicaa, where the lion frightens and scatters a group instead of being attacked

by one).
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oTpéyas Tpos GAkTv. #vB AxiAAéws TiTvel

Tals OEUBNKTWI TAEUPA PaOY AVl TUTIELS

[AeA@oU Tpds avdpds dotrep auTdv dAeoev]

TOAAGY peT &AAcov. cos 8¢ Tpds yaiav miTvel,

Tis oU oidnpov TPooPEpel, Tis oU TETPOV,

BaAAwv apdoowv; Tav 8 avijAwTal déuas

T KaAAipoppov TpauudTwy U &ypiwv.

An ill-voiced shout in the home of good speech

Rang out from the stones. In full light then he stood

The lord gleaming in his shining armor,

Before some voice from the middle of the sanctum

Shouted out something wild and hair-raising,

Rousing the force and turning it to the fight.

Then the child of Achilles fell, struck in the ribs

By the sharp-pointed sword, [at the hands of some Delphian
Man, whoever killed him], among many others (dead).

As he fell to the ground, who didn’t jab a sword, who
Didn’t throw a rock, to strike him? His whole fair-formed hide
Was wrecked by savage wounds.’7*

The crowd is rallied by “someone.” While the voice is understood to be Apollo’s, the text
does not say that;>” coming as it does at the inflection point between rout and rally, it
may also be read as the expression of the group’s will — the restoration of collective intent
overpowering the elite individual in his glorious last stand.

Hecuba

Hecuba introduces the army as crowd, both as a potentially chaotic and violent
group actor, and as a body that engages in deliberative assembly. As the entering chorus
in Sophocles’s 4jax warns the titular character of the trouble brewing for him offstage, so
too the chorus of Euripides’s Hecuba enters with news of a “crowd gone wild” offstage
whose actions and reactions mean doom for the interests of an onstage elite character.

€V yap Axaidv TATpel Euvddeot

Aéyetal B6Eat ony maid AxiAel

opaytov Bécbal.

For it’s said to have been decided

In the full meeting of the Achaeans

To make of your child a sacrifice to Achilles.*”

37 Andromache 1144-55
375 Stevens, comm. ad loc., asserts that “[i]t is clear from 1161-5 that the narrator holds Apollo to be
responsible ... The indefinite T1g is used elsewhere in similar contexts either because the identity of the
deity is uncertain or to add a touch of mystery.” But 1i¢ can also be “everyman,” or more pointedly “mass
man,” the prototypical and anonymous member of a group. See de Jong 1987; see also Carter 53ff. on
single demotic characters as “common-man” stand-ins for the community as a whole.
376

Hecuba 107-09
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The language here is that of contemporary politics;’’’ the army here is clearly standing in
for the Athenian assembly. The detailed description of the speakers® ® and the crowd’s
reaction to them, then, can be taken as representing roles and behavior characteristic of
mass political gatherings:

ToAATs 8 €p18os ouvémaioe kKAUSwV,

86Ea & excopet Bix av EAArveov

oTPaATOV aixunTiv, Tois pév diddvat

TUuRwl opdytov, Tois 8 ouxi Sokouv.

And a wave of great discord crashed,

And a double opinion went through the spear-bearing
Army of Greeks — to some it seemed right to make this
Sacrifice to the tomb — to others it didn’t.*”’

Both in tragedy™® and comedy®®' verbs of “flowing” are used to describe the behavior of

different types of crowds, but this is the clearest example of a “hyradulic” model of
crowd psychology.*™

nv 8¢ TO HEv ooV oTeUd v ayabov

s pavtiméAou Bakxns avéxwv

AékTp’ Ayauépveov. Ted Onoéida &

6L ABnvcdv, dioodov pubdov,

priTopes Noav, yvaount 8¢ wal

ouveXxwTeiTnY TOV AxiAAeiov

TUHBov oTepavoiv aipaTt XAwpdl,

Ta 8¢ KaooavBpas Aéktp’ oUk épaTnv

s AxiAeias

Tpdobev Bricew ToTE ASYXNS.

And Agamemnon was pursuing his own good,

Having as he did relations with the prophecy-mongering

377 Gregory comm. ad loc.: “The contemporary terminology serves to sharpen the spectators’ awareness of
parallels or contrasts between the mythical past and their own present.” See generally Meier.

378 Note that (as in other descriptions of assembly scenes, e.g. that in Orestes) the speakers’ words are not
presented in direct discourse, but rather indirectly and briefly summarized. The description is thus focused
not on individual rhetorical technique, but rather precisely on the crowd’s reaction thereto.

*" Hecuba 116-19

3%0 £ g. Rhesos 290-91, reproduced below: ToAARL Yap nxit ©priikios pécov oTpaTtods éoteixe; Andr. 1096
(discussed above) of the pdBiov év éAel kakdv.

¥ E.g. Acharnians 23-26, discussed in Chapter Four: oi wpuTdvels fikouow ... &Bpdot kaTappLovTes.

382 Orestes 901 (discussed below) provides a useful comparison. There, too, an assembly is divided
between praise and blame of a speaker; the verb in that passage is émppoBéco, ultimately deriving from an
onomatopoetic root po6-. The link between crowd-noise and water/sea-noise may be due to sonic
similarity, a concept of the fluidity and volatility of crowd reactions, or some combination of the two. In
Aristophanes’s Ecclesiazusae, discussed in Chapter Four, the description of the assembly at which
Praxagora seizes power is similarly focused on crowd reaction rather than the content of speakers’
addresses.

For an example from Latin literature, see the simile at Virgil Aeneid 1.148-53 where Neptune’s
calming of the stormy seas is likened to a leader’s quelling of an incipient riot. The “hydraulic”
understanding of group behavior could not be more explicit.

On hydraulic crowd imagery, Theweleit passim; for the sea and rivers specifically, Canetti 80-84.
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Bacchant. But the twin sons of Theseus, scions of Athens,

Were utterers of double speeches, but with one intent

Both proposed to crown the Achillean tomb with fresh blood,

And said Cassandra’s bed should never be put before Achilles’s spear.”™
Agamemnon is seeking to protect his private pleasures and public face — just as he strips
Achilles of both simultaneously in the first book of the //iad. The sons of Theseus, dual
6Cw of a city synonymous with popular government and mass deliberative assembly,
devalue such elite individual concerns in comparison to the ritual and symbolic needs of
the army as a whole. Now that he is dead, the figure of Achilles is a rallying point and
node of common identification for the entire Greek army — serving the role of a “leader
figure” introjected into the individual soldiers’ sense of themselves, along the model of
Freudian mass psychology — and an affront to the honor of his memory insults the army
as a whole and outrages the passions of the individuals who comprise its rank and file.

The chorus continues its description of the assembly session:
otoudai 8¢ Ady v KaTATEWOUEVWV

noav {oat mws, Tpiv 6 ToIKIAOPPLOV

kIS 11BUASY 05 SnuoxaploTrs

NAaepTi&dns Teibel oTpaTIOV

un) Tov &protov Aavaddv Tavtdéov

SoUAwv opapicov olvek” aTwBeTV

And enthusiasms** for the contending speeches

Were more or less equal, before the complex-minded
Sweet-talking, 8fjuos-pleasing “knife,”

Son of Laertes, persuaded the army

Not to spurn the best of the Danaans on account of the sacrifice of
slaves.

Odysseus’s skill with words, and his ability to engage with the dfjuos on its own terms,
give him the power to channel, or steer (or cut) through, the “flow” of crowd
sentiment.**® It is unclear whether his oratory would be capable of making the mass
switch its already settled opinion, but when the opposing sides are equally poised, he can
provide the catalyst for a resolution and the triumph of one faction.

Odysseus then enters, and announces the result he has just brought about as if he
were not its author and sponsor. Just as the chorus did initially, he delivers the news in
the political language of contemporary Athens, speaking not of what /e has persuaded the
group to do, but rather of what seemed good fo them; his own role in guiding their action
is elided.

YUvai, 8oké pév o’eidéval yvaounv otpatol
Wiipov Te Ty kpavbeloav. AAN” Suws ppaocw.

** Hecuba 120-29

¥4 L.SJ s.v. omoudn: “zeal for the conflicting arguments.”

% Hecuba 130-35

3% See Buxton 1982, esp. 12-16, for a study of persuasion in tragedy.
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€508’ Axaiois maida onv TToAugévny

opagal Tpos 6pbov xdu AxiAAeiou Tépou. ...

Woman, I think you know the judgment of the army

And the vote that has been cast. But all the same, I’1l announce it.

It has been decided by the Achaeans to sacrifice your child Polyxena
To the standing mound of Achilles’s tomb ...**

Posing as an authorized medium for transmitting the will of the collective, he warns
Hecuba not to resist this will:

oloB’ olv & Spaocov. urT amoomacHijis Rial

MAT €5 xepcov GuAAav eEENBN IS Epoi ...

So you know what to do. Don’t draw her away by force,
Nor enter into a contest of hands with me ...>*®

Odysseus combines an appeal to legitimacy with a threat of superior force. In effect his
warning echoes the words of Kreon to Medea, discussed above: he is warning her not to
SExAov Tapéxetv, “cause a disturbance.” Only one &xAos - which, he conveniently omits
to mention, is subject to manipulation at his own hands — can legitimately choose
violence; individual resistance to its decrees will lead to a bad end.

In a short span of lines, Hecuba presents two different accounts of the precise
nature of Odysseus’s demagogic powers. First, she reacts furiously to his arrival and
proclamation:

axd&ptoTov Upddv otép’, doot Snunyodpous

CnAoUTe TipGs. unde yryvaokolobé pot,

ol Tous piAous BA&TTTOVTES OU PpOVTICETE,

fiv Tolot ToAAoTs Tpds X&pv AéynTé TL.

Your breed is most unpleasant, all you who seek public speaking honors.
May you not make my acquaintence, who harm your friends without
Thinking of it, if you can say something that gratifies the masses.”™

Here Hecuba castigates Odysseus for his disordered values: he places the pursuit of
popular politics above elite friendship networks.* As framed by her attack, he is in thrall
to the commons, wooing it like a besotted lover to the expense of his other obligations.
Shortly thereafter, however, Hecuba asks Odysseus to plead her case before the Argives
assembled.*" In doing so, she assures him that his powers come not from special
attentiveness to the crowd’s whims, but rather from a quality of personal charisma:

7 Hecuba 218-21

3% Hecuba 225-26

% Hecuba 254-57

3% Michelini (154-55): “The play ... takes no stand vis-a-vis democracy and the rule of the ochlos; instead,
it uses this theme to mark a contrast between world views.”

39! Ibid.: “The theme of the ochlos serves also to bridge a necessary gap in the play’s structure. Rhetoric
typically is exercised before ochloi and plethe; but Hekabe, because of the limitations of the drama, must
exercise it on individuals. Emphasis on the ochlos reinjects into Hekabe’s impromptu discovery of the arts
of peitho the political elements that would otherwise necessarily be absent.”
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16 & agicopa, k&v kakas Aéynis, TO odv

Teioel. Adyos yap €k T adofovvTeov icov

KAK TGOV SoKOUVTWV auTos oU TauTOv oBével.

But your reputation, even if you should speak poorly,

Will persuade. For a speech coming from those without esteem
Does not have the same force as one from those with it.***

In explaining to Hecuba why he cannot do as she asks, Odysseus grounds the
necessity for appeasing the mass in this particular instance in the need to preserve the
possibility of manipulating future gatherings:

Ti T épel T, T{jv Tis a¥ pavrjt

oTpaToU T &bBpoiois ToAepicov T aycwvia ...

[If we revoke the decision to honor Achilles posthumously, ]
Indeed, what would someone say, if there should ever appear
A gathering of the army and a contest of enemies ...*"

The elites cannot muster an army or engage with the enemy on their own. Their prestige
and leadership qualities must be maintained if they are to have any chance of raising a
sufficient force and successfully prosecuting a war.

Talthybios’s description of Polyxena’s death repeatedly notes the behavior of the
crowd of spectators:

Tapfv pev &xAos as Axailkou oTpaToU

TARPNS TPO TUUPRoU offs KopTS ETTl Py &s,

AaBcov 8 AxiAAéws Tals TToAuEévny xepds

€oTno’ & &kpou XHaTos, TEAas 8 Eyc.

AekTol T" Axaiddv Ekkpitol veaviat,

okipTnua pdoxovu ofis KabéEovTes Xepoiv,

gomrovTo. TATfpes & év xepoiv AaBcov Sémas

Ty xpuoov aipel xeipi Tais AxiAAécos

Xoas BavévTi TaTpl.

The entire full &xAos of the Achaean army

Was there around the tomb, (waiting) for your daughter’s slaughter,
And the child of Achilles, taking Polyxena by the hand

Set her at the top of the mount — and I was nearby.

And youths adjudged and picked out from the Achaeans

To contain the leaping of your calf,

Followed. And the child of Achilles, taking a full solid-gold ritual dish
In his hands, raised up libations to his dead father.***

392 Hecuba 293-95
39 Hecuba 313-14
39 Hecuba 521-29
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The size and comprehensive nature of the gathering is emphasized by the redundant mé&s
and Arjpns. As in the Achaean assembly in the second book of the //iad, discussed in
Chapter Two, an elite cadre distinct from the larger group is “seeded” throughout it to
help maintain order — here, by bringing the victim to the altar while separating her from

the threat of attack by the crowd-as-mo

b.*** Talthybios then relates his own role in

controlling the assembly as a whole:

onuaivel 8¢ pot

olymnv Axaiédv TavTi knpual oTpaTdl.

KAYd KATaoTas e(mov év péools Tade:

21yaT’, Axaiol, olya més é0Tw Aecds,

olya owoma. vrjvepov 8 éotno’ dxAov.

And he gave me the sign

To proclaim silence to the whole Achaean army.

And taking my stand in the midst (of the crowd) I said these things:
“Quiet, Achaians! Let the whole Aecds be silent,

Quiet! Hush!” And I set the &xAos up motionless.>°

Talthybios brings order to the crowd not by a diplay of his own authority, but rather as a
representative of the high command, even of the army as a whole.

TooaUT £Aege, Tas & émnUEaTo oTpaTos. ...

Aoydol & Apyeicov otpaTtol

veaviais évevoe TapBévov AaPeiv. ...

Aaoi & emeppdBnoav Ayapéuveov T &vag

eimev pebBeival TapBévov veaviais. ...

6 8'ou BéAwv Te kai BéAwv oikTwl kOpns

TEUVEL OI13T|PL TIVEUHATOS Blappods.

Kpouvoi & éxcopouv. 1) 8¢ kai Bvrjiokous’ Suws

TOAARY TTpdvolav elxev eUOXHUWY TIECETY,

KPUTITOUG & KPUTITEIY SUUAT APOEVLOV XPECOV.

Thus he spoke, and the whole army prayed with him.

And then he nodded to the youths selected from the Argive army
To sieze the maiden ...

But then he, wanting and not wanting (to kill her) out of pity,
Cut with steel the girl’s windpipe.

And the springs (of blood) gushed forth. And she, dying,
Nevertheless showed great forethought in falling modestly,

Hiding those things that should be hidden from the eyes of men.**’

395

Loraux (1987:44) sees the chosen band of youths as needed to overcome Polyxena’s “virginal refusal to
be ‘seized and hoisted.

999

Read together with these other passages, however, the cadre can be understood as

also protecting Polyxena in the last moments of her life against the chaotic violence of the mob, while
transporting her to the site of solemn sacrifice. Cf. Andromache for an offensive, rather than protective,
instance of crowd-seeding.

3% Hecuba 529-33

*7 Hecuba 542, 544-45, 553-54, 556-70
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Even in death, Polyxena observes the code of female isolation from the crowd. Out of
respect for the nobility and modesty of her death, the group here polices itself — even as it
divides into different work-gangs, losing the unity of the crowd at a spectacle - with no
need for the chosen youths, or a figure such as Odysseus in the second book of the /liad,
to remonstrate them:

eTel 8 a@iike Tvelua Bavaociuw opay,

oUdeis TOV auTOV eixev ApYyeicov TOVOV,

AAN ol utv av Tt T Bavolioav ék xepdov

PUAAois EBaAAov, ol 8¢ TAnpoUsctv TTup&v

KOPHOUS PpEPOVTES TTEVKIVOUS, O & oU pépeov

TPOS TOU PEPOVTOS TOIES  TjKOUEV KakdA:

“€o0TNKAs, QO KAKIOTE, Tt VEAVIdL

oU TETTAOV 0UdE KOOHOV £V XePOTV Exwov;”

But when she gave up her breath to the deadly slaughter,

None one of the Argives held the same task,

But some strewed her corpse with leaves from their hands,
Others assembled her pyre by bringing pine-logs,

And the one not carrying (anything) heard these sorts of curses
From the one carrying: Are you standing there, O wretch,

Not haggigg a robe or some decoration-gift for the maiden in your
hands?

Hecuba reacts to the narrative of her daughter’s death by personifying the many troubles
facing her, turning them into a crowd to match the crowd whose bloody entertainment
has just been described:**’

@ BUyaTep, ouk ofd els OT1 PAéywd kakddv,

TOAAGY TTapdvTwv. fijv Yap dywuai Tvos,

TOS oUk £al pe, Tapakael & ékelbev av

AUt Tis EAAN 81d8ox0s KAKGVY KakoTs.

O daughter, I don’t know to which of my woes I should look,
Since so many of them are present. For when I grasp on to one,
Another won’t let me, but some other grief taking its turn with
Woes upon woes calls me thither again.**

Shortly thereafter, she implores Talthybios to return to the Argive assembly and restrain
the dxAos from any fresh outrages it might work:

ou &’ €ABE kai orjunvov Apyeiols TGSe,
un Bty y e pot undév’ aAN’ eipyev xAov

3% Hecuba 571-78

399 Arrowsmith picks up on this connection, translating these lines as “O my child,/ how shall I deal with
this thronging crowd of blows,/ these terrors, each with its petition, clamoring/ for attention? If1 try to
cope with one,/ another shoulders in, and then a third/ comes on, distracting, each fresh wave/ breeding new

successors as it breaks.”
400 Hecuba 585-88
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s Taidds. v Tol pupicol oTpaTEUHATL

akOAaoTos dxAos vauTiki T avapxia

Kpeioowv Tupds, kakds 8’6 urj T1 Spcdv Kakodv.

But you go and declare this to the Argives:

Not to let anyone touch my child, but keep the &xAos back.
For in a countless army the &xAos is unchecked,

And the sailors’ anarchy is stronger than fire,

And the man who does no wrong (is held) a coward.*"!

Here a different kind of “peer pressure” is pictured operating between the members of
the crowd. Where above Talthybios assured Hecuba that the soldiers encouraged in each
other behavior respectful of her dead child, here Hecuba fears that the common soldiers
acting as a mob will enforce an inverted system of values, condemning as cowards those
who do not participate in the imagined desecration of her daughter’s corpse. The talk of
an anarchic mob of sailors has obvious resonance with contemporary Athenian society;*"*
elite fear of the unruly masses is rarely as explicit in tragedy as in this passage.

In her dialogue with Agamemnon, Hecuba deploys a striking image:**

€vOs ot uibos Evders ETI.

el Hot yévoito pbdyyos év Bpaxiootv

Kal Xepol Kai kKSpaiol kai Toddv Paoel

f AaiB&Aou Téxvaiow 1 Becdv Tvos,

s TAVE’ GUapPTIL 0V EXOITO YOUVaTwY
kAaiovT’ émokrmTovTa Tavtoious Adyous.
My speech yet lacks one thing.

If only I could have a voice in my arms

And my hands and my hair and the tread of my feet
Through the arts of Daidalos or one of the gods,
So that the all together might grasp your knees

Clamoring and calling on you with all sorts of speeches.***

! Hecuba 604-08

42 Gregory comm. ad loc. notes that Hecuba is “[s]peaking as an aristocrat ... voic[ing] the disdain for the
undisciplined mob that was associated with the oligarchic point of view in fifth-century Athens.” She
references [Xen.] Ath. Pol 1.5 for the trope of unchecked and unlearned masses in contrast to sober and
restrained elites. On revolution and counter-revolution in fifth-century Athens see generally Lintott 125ff.
On the specific issue of stasis in Athens as represented at Thucydides I11.82, see Price; Orwin; Edmunds
(analyzing Thucydides’s “ethics” as reflected in the passage, without commenting on political violence as a
specifically group phenomenon).

49 Gregory comm. ad loc. cites parallels, e.g. (Choephoroi 195) that of Electra wishing Orestes’s hair could
speak; she observes “These literary parallels suggest that (pace Michelini ...) the audience would
apprehend Hecuba’s appeal as powerful rather than bizarre.” Michelini (152) calls the figure “bizarre” and
“grotesque.” “The theme of physical decorum is raised also by the strange physicality of the image: to the
conventions of moral, verbal, and physical behavior, Hecuba continually opposes a grotesqueness that is
the appropriate expression of an inverted cultural tradition.” Neither commentator, however, remarks on the
significance of the image in the context of Hecuba’s criticism of Agamemnon as subservient to the will of
the masses. Similarly, Mossman 129-30 considers whether the passage is “grotesque” (concluding that
Hecuba is “praying not to be transformed into some strange beast, but that she might undergo a [ ] kind of
liberation of energy”), but does not make the connection I identify here.

4% Hecuba 835-40
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In other words, Hecuba wishes to become a one-woman assembly, with speakers and

roaring crowd all embedded in her body.

Agamemnon replies to her pleas for assistance by saying that he would like to

help her but fears the army as a body of opinion and a political mass:

el TTes pavein ¥y’ cdoTe ool T Exelv KaAdds
oTPaTAL Te Un doEaiu Kaooavdpas xapiv
Oprjikns &vakTt TéVde Pouleloal pdvov.
€0TIV Yap Ml TAPAYHOS EUTTETTTCLOKE HOL.

TOV Gudpa ToUTov giAlov NyeiTal oTpaTtds,
TOV kKatbavévta & exBpdv. ei Bt ool pios

88’ EoTi, Xwpis TOUTO KOU KOOV OTPATAL.
TPOs TaUTa PpovTIL . cos BEAovTa pév [ Exels
ool §uuTtrovijoal Kal Taxuv TPooapKéoal,
RBpaduv &', Axaiols el SiaPAndricouat.

[I wish that] it somehow would come about that things go well for you,

But that I not seem to the army to have plotted murder against the lord of

Thrace for Cassandra’s sake. For this is where disturbance falls on me.

The army considers that man as a rather good friend, and the dead (boy)

As an enemy. If the (boy) is dear to you, this is separate and not
In common with the army. Think on these things. Know that you have
Me willing to work on your behalf and quickly come to your defense,

But slowly, if I should be brought into discredit**® with the Achaians.**

Hecuba reads this not as a simple concern for reputation, but as an expression of fear of

violence at the hands of the group. Her response is explicitly a rebuke of this
“enslavement to the crowd”:

oUK 0TI BuTV doTis 0T EAelbepos.

| XPNUATV Yap 5oUASs EoTwv 1) TUXNS

1) TAT6os aUTov TéAeos 1 véuwv ypagai

elpyovol xpriobal U KaTtd yveunv TpoTols.

gmrei 8¢ TapPels TG T dxAw!t TALov vépels,

£y cd ot Brjow Toud’ EAevBepov poPou.

oUviobi ptv ydap, 1jv Tt Boulevow kakov

TG TOVS amokTeivavTy, ouvdpdonis 8¢ ur.

fv & ¢ Axaicov 86puPos i mkoupia

T&oxovTos avdpods Opnikds ola meiceTal

Pavijl Tis, ElpYE Ur SOKEV EUNV X&pPLv.

There is no mortal who is free.

For (each one) is a slave either to goods or fortune

Or the mass or indictments under the law of the city
Constrain him to use ways not according to his judgment.
But since you fear the 8xAos and revere it over-much,

Y5 LSJ s.v. BiaBd&AAcw, citing this passage.

406 Hecuba 854-63
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I will set you free of this fear. For share the knowledge if I plot
Some ill against the man who killed (my child), but do not

Share in the act. And if there arises a 86puPos or drive to help

The man of Thrace as he is suffering, hold them off without seeming
(To do it for) my sake.*"’

After this discussion of the menace posed by the army-as-crowd, the discussion turns to

the potentially violent group to which Hecuba belongs:

AYy. Tis ool EuvéoTan Xeip; TéBev kIO Pidous;

Ek. otéyai kekeuBao aide Tpwiddawv &xAov. ...

Ay. kai Téds yuvai§iv apoévaov éoTal KPATOS;

Ex. Sewodv 1O mARBos olv 86Awt Te SUoupaxov.

AYy. Bewodv. TO pévtol bfiAv pépugpopar obévos.

Ag. What band will be there with you? Whence will you acquire friends?
Hek. These tents conceal an &xAos of Trojan women.

Ag. And how will women have power over men?

Hek. A crowd’s formidable, and, combined with deception, hard to fight.
Ag. Formidable indeed. However, I scorn female strength.*"®

Fixated on the traditional code of heroic values, in which women are

fundamentally passive and nonthreatening, Agamemnon cannot understand that a Affog
is dangerous whether composed of men or women. This failure to comprehend the threat

is repeated by the victim of the plot, as he is drawn into the tents by the lure of further
riches while disregarding the threat posed by the group of women that waits within:

Ek. okUAcv év &xAwt Taiode ocdileTal oTéyais.

TMo. ol &’; ai®’ Axaicov vavloxol TepimrTuxai.

Ek. iSia1 yuvaik®v aixuaAwTtidwv otéyal.

TTo. Té&vdov 8¢ mMoTa KAPCEVY Epnuia;

Ex. oUBeis Axaicov évdov AN’ rjuels pdvai.

Hek. [The gifts are] kept safe in a “heap”™” of booty in these tents here.
Po. Where? These are the enclosures of the Achaean naval force!

Hek. The tents of the captive women are set apart.

Po. And things inside are trustworthy, and bereft of males?

Hek. None of the Achaeans are inside, but only we alone.*'

Note well Hecuba’s rhetorical sleight-of-hand. No man is inside, she assures her
unwitting victim, only fjuels pévai: we-females-alone. But if you add one pévn to

7 Hecuba 864-75
“% Hecuba 879-80, 883-85
49 From my survey of early Greek drama and epic I conclude that this use of 8xAos to mean an

accumulated mass or heap of things is quite unusual, if not unique. While it may be simple coincidence, I

find the use of this word in this context another indication that the threat posed by groups, whether of

armed men or even of unarmed women, is a central theme of this play.
For “heaps” as crowd symbols, see Canetti 87 ff.
“1° Hecuba 1014-18
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another to another to another, soon you have a mAfjfos. By portraying the women as
captives, victims, set apart and isolated, she conceals the fact that when gathered together
even these seemingly helpless figures can be dangerous.

After his offstage blinding and the murder of his children, Polymestor staggers
onstage to relate the horrors inflicted on him by the wAfj8os whose dangers he belatedly
appreciates:

KalT €k yaAnvédv mds Sokels TpoopbeyudTeov

euBus AaBolocal p&oyav’ ek TETAwY ToBEY

KevToUol Taidas, ai 8¢ moAutddwv Siknv

Euvapmdoaoal Tas Euas elxov xépas

kal k@dAa. Taici & apkéoat xprileov EUois,

€l HEv TIPSO IOV EEavioTainy EUoOv

KOUNS KaTETXOV, €l B¢ Kivoinv xépas

TARBel Yuvaikddv oUdtv fjvutov TéAas.

And then when things were calm - can you imagine? —

Suddenly taking swords from somewhere in their robes

They stabbed my children, and they in the manner of many-feet*''

Snatched up and held by hands and limbs. And wanting to come

To my children’s rescue, if I raised my face they pulled me down

By my hair, if I moved my hands — because of the mass of women

I was unable to accomplish anything, wretch that I am.*'?
Earlier in the play, Talthybios described a crowd of men watching a woman®*'® stand
motionless before the threat of death. Now we are given a description of one man
paralyzed by a crowd of women. Hecuba presents the offstage crowd at its two extremes
of size: the entire army in assembly, and a pack of women in secret conspiracy.

Suppliants

In a sense this play is the most political of Euripides’s works, with extensive
discussion by characters of the relative merits of democratic and other forms of
government. Yet the discussions are abstract. The people assemble offstage, but their
deliberations are not described in detail as they are in, e.g., Orestes (discussed below). In
this respect the crowd in Euripides’s Suppliants is more like that in Aeschylus’s play of

! Gregory comm. ad loc. prefers Diggle’s suggestion (from a conjecture by Verrall) to the codices’ text
ToAepicov Siknv, “in the manner of enemies”: “[A] comparison of the Trojan women to “octopuses” is both
bizarre in itself and inconsistent with Polymestor’s straightforward reportage ... [T]he expression is
consistent with other references in the text to the women’s presumed harmlessness and unexpected
ferocity.” I disagree: the image of the women as octopi stresses that they are acting not as individuals but as
a group organism or pack of attacking beasts. Octopi are “bizarre” precisely because they exceed the
bounds of anthropocentric individuality, in that they are single beings with many times the extremities that
humans (or indeed any creature their size) possess. As in the famous textual and sculptural figure of the
death of Laocoon, the coordinated action of seemingly separate entities is fundamentally uncanny.
noAepiov is the more conservative choice; I offer the above as a defense of reading ToAuTd8cov,
but would argue even without the latter that the specifically group nature of the violent action described
(especially in light of the gendered status of the group) is key to the horror of the scene.
“1> Hecabe 1160-1167
413 Thalmann (1993:146) declares this scene “frankly pornographic.”
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the same title than it is like those in some of Euripides’s other works. The gatherings of
people which are pressing concerns, evoked and constructed by the onstage characters’
words, are for the most part not political but military - although the former are not totally
absent from the text.

In his opening encounter with Theseus, Adrastos blames his decision to lead the
disastrous expedition against Thebes on, quite literally, crowd noise:

AB. véwv yap avdpdov BSpuPos eEETANCOE pe.

©n. euyuxiav éomevoas avT eUBoulias.

Ad. For the 86puPBos of young men drove me out of my senses.

Th. You placed your zeal in strong spirit, rather than good counsel.*!4

It is unclear whether we are to picture Adrastos as intimidated by the youths’ noisy
enthusiasm — as Agamemnon fears his own army’s collective opinion and potential for
mutiny in Hecuba and I4 — or, as it were, intoxicated by it. Did he react as one
conforming to the will of the many, or was he subsumed in and possessed by that will?
Later in their dialogue, Theseus accuses Adrastos of almost the opposite mistake:

g5 8¢ oTpaTeiav TAvTas Apyeious &ywv ...
KépSous oUvek’, OUK ATTOOKOTICOV

16 AT00s el TI BAdTTTETAN TTAOXOV TASE.

Leading all Argives into a military expedition ...

For the sake of profit, not looking out for the TAffos,
Whether it was suffering any damage from all this.*!*

Was Adrastos’s error to be heedless of the common good, or to be subservient to the
common will? These are not logically exclusive alternatives — one can capitulate to the
will of a momentary majority without consdering whether that majority’s desires are
actually good for the bulk of the people — but they do run the relationship between the
one and the many in opposing directions. Adrastos was either swayed by or neglected the
wellbeing of the youthful crowd, but in either case his actions and motivations are cast in
reference to those of the group.

Theseus, by contrast, has a clear sense of his position as a leader with respect to
the group he leads:

8Ean 8¢ xprileo kai TOAel éon TOSE,

86Ee1 & epou BéAovTos. &AA& ToU Aoyol
Tpoodous éxoln’ av SfiHov eUUEVESTEPOV.

Kal yap KaTéoTNo auTdv € povapxiav
eAeuBepcdoas THVY icdyneov TéAw.

AaBcov & ABpacTtov delyua TGV Eucdv Adywv
€5 TTATI0os AoTV el kai Treloas TASe,
AekToUs abpoioas Selp’ ABnvaicov képous
figeo.

1% Suppliants 160-61
13 Suppliants 229, 236-37
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I want this motion passed also by the city as a whole;

It will pass with me behind it. But giving my people a speech
I should have them in a favorable mindset.

For I constituted them as a monarchy,

Freeing the City of Equal Votes.

And taking Adrastos as a visual aid to my speech

I will go before the A 605 of citizens.

And persuading (them) of these matters, I will gather

Select Athenian youths and come here.*'°

A character with Odyssean a€icopa here expresses confidence in his ability to win over
mass opinion. Adrastos is portrayed as swayed by the will of a group of young men, but
heedless of the interests of the masses; Theseus will persuade the masses to do what he
wants, which — happy coincidence! — will be good for them as well.*'” Where
Agamemnon in Hecuba (and again in /4) is afraid to face the group, Theseus is confident
that his past beneficence will win him a successful hearing before a mass audience.

Theseus’s plans for what happens after his motion passes repeat a pattern we have
already seen: an elite cadre (often of of young men) will be selected for a special task. In
the Argive assembly in the second book of the Iliad,*'® in preparation for the sacrifice of
Polyxena in Hecuba,'" even in Orestes’s multi-stage plan for Neoptolemos’s
assassination in Andromache,'™ smaller groups of carefully selected indviduals are
deployed in attempts to channel the otherwise potentially riotous larger crowd.

Returning from the assembly, Theseus reports that his expectations were met —
but he describes his reception in brief and general terms:

Kal unv ékoloa y aopévn T edéEaTo

A5 TTévov TéVS' cos BéAovTd W HioBeTo.

And indeed, the city received me willingly, even pleased,
As it knew I was in favor of (accepting) this task.**'

The offstage political crowd is not a site of threat, or indeed of much importance, in this
play as compared to others surveyed. Instead, the group whose offstage presence will
drive much of the rest of the action is an army. The potential for military conflict is
created immediately after the lines quoted above, as a Theban herald enters and engages
Theseus in terms that continue the theme of political relations between the One and the
Many:

416 Suppliants 349-57

1" Monarchy is here idealized, and adapted to Athenian democratic ideology, as the rule by an enlightened
leader of a unified and orderly people. Cf. Thucydides 2.65 on Pericles’s relationship with the people of
Athens.

418 11.75, discussed in Chapter Two.

9 Hecuba 525, discussed above.

20 gndromache 1097-99, discussed above. That passage is difficult to construe (see Stevens comm. ad
loc.), but definitely seems to involve a distribution of functions among multiple sets of selected
participants.

2! Suppliants 393-94
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Knp. Tis yiis TUpavvos; mpds Tiv' &y yetAai pe xpn ...
©n. mpdTOV pEv fipEw Tol Adyou yeuddds, Eéve,

CnTédv TUpavvov évbad’. ou yap &pxeTal

Evds TPoOS audpds AN EAeubépa TTOAL.

drjuos 8 advdooel Siadoxalow év uépel

éviauoiaiow ...

Knp. moAis yap fis eyco mépe’ &mo

Evos PO audpds ok SxAwdl kpaTUveTAl.

Her. Who’s tyrant of this land? Whom do I need to make my
Announcement to ...

Thes. First off you’ve started your speech falsely, stranger,
Seeking a tyrant here. For this city’s not ruled by one man,
But is free. For the people rule in turn

With yearly successions (of office) ...

Her. For the city from which I am here is ruled

By one man, not by an éxAos.#??

The Theban herald, in warning Theseus of the coming war, describes how a group
voting in an assembly lacks the proper perspective and awareness of risk necessary to
make correct decisions:

eATTis yap ¢oT &moTov, ) ToAAas méAels

ouvily’ &youoa Bupodv eis UmepPoAds.

STav yap EABn méAepos &5 Wiipov A,

oudeis £€6” auToU BavaTov ¢ékAoyileTal,

TS BuoTuxes 8¢ ToUT &5 &AAov éxTpéTel.

el M Tap’ Supa BavaTos v yripou popdl,

oUk &v o6’ EAA&s Sopipavr|s amAAuTo.

For Hope is untrustworthy, she who brings together (in conflict)
Many cities, leading their spirit into overconfidence.
For when war comes up for a vote of the people,

No one yet counts on his own death,

But attributes this ill fate to another.

For if death were in one’s eye in the casting of the vote,
Then spear-mad Hellas would never perish.***

The play’s characters thus offer two symmetrical accounts of the pathologies of
indvidual-group dynamics that arise when mass bodies make decisions of life and death.
Just as Theseus accused Adrastos of looking to his own profit rather than the common
good, so the herald accuses individual voters in a democratic majority of assuming all
benefit will flow to themselves while projecting all future harm onto “someone else.”***

The messenger’s speech relating the Athenian victory over the Theban army
offers another model of interaction between one and many:

22 Suppliants 399, 403-07, 410-11

2 Suppliants 479-85

24 In terms of American politics: “Don’t tax you, don’t tax me, tax that fellow behind the tree,” attributed
to Senator Russell Long.
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Por) 8¢ kai KeokuTOs v ava TTOAW

VEwV YEPOVTWY iepd T E€eminTAacav

PPl ...

Totdvde Tol OTPaATNYOV aipeicbal Xpecov,

&5 v Te Tols devolioiv éoTiv &AKIHOS

MIoET 0° UBploThV Aadv ...

There was screaming and wailing of the young and old
Throughout the town, and they filled up the temples in panic. ...
[Theseus assures the Thebans he is not there to massacre them. ]
One must choose this sort of general, who is mighty in horrible times
And who hates an insolent Aads ...4*

Solicitous of the needs of his own &fjuos, and careful to position himself neither as their
slave nor their master but as one who cares what they have to say and trusts that they will
listen to and follow his advice, Theseus takes a different approach to another town’s
Aads. The people of Athens he calls to assembly and persuades with speeches, charisma
and memories of his past good deeds; the people of Thebes he drives into a panic,
causing them to gather together not as voting citizens but suppliant refugees.

Electra

The Electra is, in comparison to many of Euripides’s other plays, relatively
crowdless. Since its plot material and overall structure bear similarities to those of the
Orestes, the contrast between these two works helps us appreciate when and how
Euripides does, in other plays, heighten the salience of the threat from the offstage crowd.
The one crowd scene described in the play, while superficially resembling other such
descriptions, resolves itself quite differently and reinforces the distinction between this
and other texts.

Orestes reflects on the irony that a poor farmer, typically an object of contempt to
those of his own elite status, has been the one to preserve the royal family’s honor:

oUTOS yap avnp oUT €v Apyeiols péyas

oUT av Sokroel SWUATWY Y KWHEVOS,

gv Tols 8¢ ToAAoTs dov, &ploTos NUPELON.

ov ur| appovrjoed’ ol kevddv SofaoudTwy

TARpels TAavaobe, T & SuiAicn Bpotdov

KPIVEITE Kal TOTS 1)BecIv TOUS EUYEVETS;

For this man’s not a great one among the Argives,

Nor will he seem to bear the gravitas of breeding,

But being among the many, he was found to be the best.
Won’t you who wander full of empty conceits stop being witless,
And judge the well-born by company and character?*°

25 Suppliants 726-28
426 Electra 380-85
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ouAia here should be read as “company” in the social sense. Orestes is telling the
(internal and external) audience to not judge people on dyadic contact with them, but
rather to take part in a duiAos that contains them — to engage in group contact with them
as a way of testing their worth, rather than looking at their group membership status
alone. The farmer who has married his sister is, to Orestes, just one member of the
masses, “one among the many.” This is the dialectic of One and Many in a different sense
than we have seen it before: the farmer remains One of Many, instead of standing as One
against Many, as heroes do — but Orestes urges the audience to consider whether any
given member of the Many may be the right one for some particular task.

When interrogating the old townsman about Aigisthos’s movements and defenses,
Orestes wants to know whether his enemy has gathered the right sort of pack around him:

Op. mMdowWV HET AUdPAIV; 1) HOVOS BUWWY HETA;

TTp. oUdels mapfiv Apyeios, oikeia O Xeip.

Or. With how many men? Or alone with house-slaves?
Pr. No Argive was present, but a household band.*’

Satisfied that Aigisthos has no “men” with him, only slaves — a troop to be sure, but a
troop comprised of negligible members — Orestes sets his plot in motion. The messenger
later relates the confrontation of the “household band” with the heroes Orestes and
Pylades:

Bucdes & idévTes eUbUs MEav &s 8dpu,

ToAAoi paxeobal mpods Y. avdpeias & Utro

goTtnoav avTimpwipa oeiovTes BéAN

TTuA&dns Opéotns T. ...

oi &', émel Adywov

fikouoav, éoxov Kauakas. £yveodn & Umd

YEépovTos v dopolotv apxaiou Tvds.

oTépouat 8 eubus ool KaolyvrjTou K&pa

xaipovtes dAaA&lovTes.

Seeing them, the servants straightaway ran for their spears,

Many to fight against two. And Orestes and Pylades, they made their
Stand with manliness, brandishing their weapons in front of them ...

But they (the servants), when they heard (O&P’s) words, held back their
Spears, but (Orestes) was recognized by some old man who had been

In the palace long ago. And straightaway they crown your brother’s head,
Rejoicing, ululating. ***

What in Andromache — and even in IT, though without fatal result - was a scene of mob
triumph, here becomes a joyous reception and a restoration of a dynasty’s dominance

427 Electra 628-29
428 Flectra 844-47, 851-55
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over its subjects.*” Orestes and Pylades are themselves plural, or more precisely dual,
giving them just enough “safety in numbers” to ward off the larger but weaker group they
confront. Prompted by the one among its number who perceives the true identity of their
elite victims, the group subordinates itself to those elite characters. The “lynching”
scenario of Many against One, of the sort familiar from the Andromache, is here avoided
in two ways: the doubling of that One into Two, and the presence in the otherwise hostile
band of one “good” servant.

Herakles

As we have seen before — e.g. in Aeschylus’s Suppliants and in the Cyclops —
characters often announce that they see a group, either as that group enters or as they
themselves enter to confront the group already on stage. Herakles does this in words
loaded with social meaning:

a. Ti xpriua; Tékv' Opdd PO SwUATWV

OTOAUOTO! VEKPGOV KPATAS EEEOTEUUEV

ExAcot T &v &udpddv v gunv Euvdopov

TaTépa Te dakpUovTa CUNPOPAs Tivas;

Hey! What’s the deal? Do I see my children before my house
With ribbons on their head in the get-up of corpses

And my wife in an éxAos of men

And my father bewailing some disastrous events?**’

At Herakleidae 44, among other moments, we have seen that upper-class ideology
demands that women be isolated indoors, specifically to be shielded from the eyes (or, as
at Acharnians 257, discussed in Chapter Four, from the thieving hands) of the éxAos. In
Herakles’s absence, his family has been completely exposed to just such a social threat.
His entrance and reaction to seeing his family out of doors and his wife in an “&xAos of

431 . . . .
men”"”" confirm the salience of the crowd and its connection to entrances and exits.

ToAAoUs TévnTas, SARious 8¢ TAd Ady ot

dokouvTas efval ouppdyous &vag éxel,

ol otdotv é6nkav kai SicoAecav TéA

£p apTayaiol TV TEAQS ...

cOPOns <&'> EoeABcov TOAW. £mel & OPpbns, Spa

exBpoUs abpoicas un Tapa yvaunv meonIs.

The king has many paupers — who seem to be rich by their speech —
As allies, who made otdois and destroyed the city

For the sake of snatching from those nearby ...

You were seen coming into the city, and since you were seen

429 Compare Hippolytos’s wish (1079-80) for a double self to witness his grief. What was there a desire to
populate an audience to a rhetorical encounter is here fantasized as two elite fighters resisting a crowd in
violent conflict.

0 Herakles 525-28

B! Specifying that a crowd is composed of men is unusual. The reverse is more common (e.g. Phoenissae
197 &xAos yuvaikéov; Bacchae 1058 6fiAuv xAov). That Herakles draws attention to the gender of the
crowd highlights the taboo violated here.
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Beware lest, gathering your enemies together,
You fall, contrary to (your) intention.*’

Herakles here is warned of the possibility that he might meet essentially the same
reception as does Neoptolemos in Delphi at the end of Andromache. By arriving in town
he may have caused his enemies to ac cumulate (&8poicas).**’ Once again, crowds (the
“many” lackeys of the king) gather at,*** and reputational information radiates from, the
liminal point of entry to the polis.

After his recovery from madness Herakles bitterly reflects:

Pép’ aAN’ €5 GAANY 81} TV’ Opurjow TOAW;

k&Trel®’ UmoPAeTrcoped’ cos eyvwouévol,

YAddoons mikpois kévtpolol *kAmiSouxoupevor.*

But come now, should I head off to some other city?

And then I would fall under suspicion as I am recognized,
“Kept in check”** with sharp pricks.**

The text appears to be corrupt, and the precise meaning is obscure, but one thing is clear:
Herakles dreads moving to another community and falling under the suspicious and
envious eyes of another group. As in the warning given to him earlier in the play, so now
he himself expresses the fear that the zone of social interaction at the threshold of and
inside a new city will be a hostile field.

Trojan Women

Hecuba mourns her fallen circumstances, remembering her large brood of
children who, while numerous enough to form a crowd in their own right, were no
common folk but rather of the highest social order:

T HEV TUpavvos KAs TUpavy’ £ynudaunv,

KaGuTaif aploTevovT Eyewdunv Tékva,

oUK ap1Buov &AAws AN’ UtrepTaTous Opuyddov.

I am a royal, and married into royalty,

And thereupon I bore children most excellent,

Not solely for (sheer) number, but the most elite of Phrygians.*’

2 Herakles 588-91, 593-94

33 This participle appears elsewhere in this survey: at Helen 51, Phoen. 78 and Andromache 606 of a
general assembling and leading an army; at (E.) Suppliants 356 of selecting a cadre of youths to implement
the people’s vote; at Jon 664 of gathering friends to attend a feast. This is the only instance discussed in this
chapter in which the heroic figure’s act of “gathering” a crowd is unintentional and indeed (potentially)
self-destructive.

41t is not explicitly stated that these “many” have actually themselves seen Herakles approach. They may
be an intermediate step in the transmission of this information, as with the ouot&oeis in Andromache
which gather between Orestes’s slander and the eventual formation of the lynch mob.

B3 LST s.v. kAedouxtw (Att. kKAnd-), citing this passage.

“° Herakles 1286-88

7 Troiades 474-76
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The chorus assigns blame for the downfall of Troy not to its leaders, but to the
Aecos entire, the “race as a whole” (Taoa 8¢ yévva), giving in to the joy of its own
collective singing, as each member of each age-group joins in:

ava & ¢Rdaocev Aecos

Tpwiddos amd métpas oTabeis. ...

Tis oUk €Ba veavidwov,

Tis oU yepaids ek SOuwV;

Kexapuévol &’ do1dais

8SAov €éoxov &Tav.

Taoa 8¢ yévva Opuyddv

TPOs TTUAas copudn ...

The Trojan Aecos raised a cry

Standing around the Trojan rock ...

Who of the girls didn’t shout,

Which old man didn’t come out of his house?
Enticed by hymns

They brought about deceptive destruction.
The whole Phrygian race

Rushed for the gates.**®

Menelaos enters with an entourage of attendants. He refuses to name his wife, so
angered is he still by her betrayal, and notes with what appears to be grim satisfaction
that she is now merely one among the large number of captive women held by the
Greeks. He dispatches his pack of servants to bring her out of the tents by force:

fikeo 8¢ TV Adkaivav ...

&Ewv. dduols yap ToTod év aixHaAwTIKOTS
katnpibuntal Tpwiddwv &AAwv péta. ...

AAN'ela XwpelT &5 BOpoUs, OTTAOVES,

KOMICET aUTNV TTiS HIXIPOVWTATNS

KOUNS ETMOTACAVTES.

I come to get the Laconian woman ...

For she’s numbered in these captive women’s quarters

With the other Trojanesses. But hey — go into the quarters,
Servants, bring her out dragging her by her most foul hair.**’

Helen’s first question on reunion with her original husband is a political and group-
conscious one:

EA. yvéoouai* tives
“EAAnot kai ool Tijs éufis Wuxris TéEpL;
Me. ouk eis akpiBes AABev GAN” &mras opaTtods

% Troiades 522-23, 527-32

“ Troiades 869, 871-72, 880-82

440 Cf. 14 26, discussed below, where Agamemnon says that the pollai gnomai of the group can wear down
an (elite) man’s life.
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KTavel éudl o Edwkev, dvtrep 1)Bikels.

Hel. What thoughts do you and the Greeks have about my life?

Men. It hasn’t come to a point, but the whole army gave you to me to kill
— The army, which you’ve done wrong.*"'

Menelaos attempts to shift some portion of responsibility for this decision to the group,
just as Odysseus on his entrance in Hecuba spoke not of his own wishes but of the army’s
choice — even though we know these to coincide, and indeed that the latter was a result of
the manipulative pursuit of the former.

Menelaos threatens Helen with the wrath of the offstage crowd — execution by
stoning is quintessentially an act of group violence*** — thus explicitly wishing on her the
death of Neoptolemos in Andromache: Baive Aevotripewov méAas (“Hie thee to a
stoning!”).*** We know from the rest of the epic tradition that no such fate awaits her, but
this still stands as the most direct invocation by one onstage character against another of
the collective offstage threat.

The chorus, cheated in their and Hecuba’s desire for Helen’s death, enumerate
their woes: conquered city, dead husbands, and a crowd of crying children being led
away one by one:

Tékvwov 8¢ TATBos év TUAals

ddkpuol *kaTdopa oTével* Boat Poat:

“uaTep, copol, pdvav 81w Axaiol kopiCouot oébev AT OUUATWVY ...

A mAf0os of kids at the gates cries with tears, * hanging on their mothers’
Necks **** it shouts, shouts, “Mother, ah! me, the Achaeans are carrying
Me alone away from your eyes ...”"**’

We have &xAot, and other crowd-words, of women and men. Here we see the ultimate
image of captive suffering: a group of children, the one group on whom aggregation
confers no advantage of strength. The Hecuba demonstrates that a sufficient number of
women (rjuels pdvai, 1018) acting together can be every bit the offstage threat as an
angry assembly or squad of assassins. Yet in this play, as they stand onstage, the captive
women can only helplessly mimic their children’s cries as they are taken away.

One of those children received as his lot not separation and slavery, but death. As
the last ship prepares to depart, Hecuba receives from Talthybius the body of the infant
Astyanax (unnamed in the play). She accuses the Greeks of cowardice, insisting that this
last murder was completely unnecessary, since:

! Troiades 899-902

442 . . .
Rosivach surveys the sources and concludes that stoning was “far from ... common” at Athens; indeed,

there are only two verified instances in the fifth century. He notes (234) the tragic allusions to stoning,
concluding: “An incidental threat such at this which comes to naught is almost certainly the playwright’s
own invention, conditioned by his contemporary environment and meant to serve a particular dramatic
purpose, not an inheritance from the epic tradition.”

* Troiades 1039

4 1.8J s.v. katriopos. Diggle app. ad loc.: “katdppuTa exspectes.”

3 Troiades 1089-92
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80’ "EkTopos UEv eUTUXOUVTOS &5 SOPU

SicwAAUpecha pupias T &AANS xepds ...

When Hektor had good luck with the spear,

And the rest of the myriad band, we were (still) dying ...**

Sometimes even a leader and countless followers flourishing in battle are not enough.
Hekuba’s brood of children, each a lord among men; all the land’s fighters; their glorious
leader — all are gone now. Only mourning remains.

Iphigenia among the Taurians

IT is unique in providing us an account of a “lynch mob” — of the type described
as almost forming in 4jax, and successfully forming in Andromache — from the
perspective of one of the mob’s members. That perspective is one that fully appreciates
“strength in numbers”:

TPOS EUTPAPETS Yap Kal veavias Eévous
pavlous paxeobar BoukdAous 1yovpeda.
ToAAoi & ETANPBnuEY OV pakpddl Xpdveol.

We thought shepherds poor for fighting

Against well-raised and youthful strangers.

But in no long time we came to our full number.*’

As in Electra,**® characters of low social status (there slaves, here peasants) hardly count
as opponents for elite figures. But when their contingent has swelled to become “many,”
they are ready to attack — suggesting the dawning of self-consciousness on the part of an
individually weak but collectively powerful majority.

TiTTel 8¢ pavias mTiTulov 6 Eévos uebels ...

Euppwv 8’ avaifas 6 £évos TeoriuaTos

£yvw kAUSwva moAepicov TTpookeipevov

Kal Trv Tapoloav cupupopav auTolv TEAas

AOIHEE 6. METs & oUk &viepev TETPOIS

BaAAovTes, &AANos &ANobev Trpookeiuevol. ...

aAN’el puyol Tis, &TEPOL TTPOOKEIHEVOL

gBaAAov auTtous. i 8¢ Touod’ woaiaTo,

aUbis TO viv UTETKOV Hpaooey TETPOILS.

And the stranger fell, giving up to the pulse*® of madness ...
But coming to his senses, the stranger leapt up from his swoon.
He became aware of the wave of enemies bearing down on him
And the present disaster near the two of them, and moaned.

*“ Troiades 1162-63

“7 1T 304-06

8 Flectra 628-29, discussed above.

9 platnauer comm. ad loc.: “Another nautical metaphor, mitohog being used particularly for the rhythmic
beat of oars,” referencing Heracles 816 and 1189. Cropp translates as “[t]he stranger fell, throwing off the
assaults of madness.”
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But we didn’t let up pelting him with rocks, another setting on him from
Another place® ... But if one guy should flee, the others would lay into
Them and throw. If one should push himself away, quickly the one now
Yielding would strike with (more) rocks.*!

Numbers confer strength in two ways: the ability to attack simultaneously from multiple
points, and the ability to trade off attacks and to fall back under cover from one’s allies.
The members of this crowd are only differentiated to the slightest degree — and yet this is
a departure from other descriptions of mob violence, e.g. that in Andromache, where the
crowd surges and falls all of a piece. Here, perhaps because the scene is related by one of
the members of the group, we see that inside a mob there can be specialization of
function and distribution of responsibility, if only in an improptou and haphazard way.

AAN fjv &mmoTov. pupicov yap ek Xepoov

oUBels T& Tijs BeoU BUpaT eUTUxEel BaAdov.

HOALs B¢ viv TOAUNL pEv oU xelpouueda,

KUkAw1 8¢ TrepiPaAovTes eEekOpapey

TETPOIOL XEIPAV paoyav’, & 8¢ yTjv ydvu

KaudaTwl kabeioav.

But it was unbelievable! — For out of those countless hands
No one hit the target, casting at the god’s victims.

With toil and difficulty we still didn’t overpower him,
But throwing from all around them we struck

Their swords with stones from out (their) hands,

And they sank to their knees on the ground in fatigue.**

The herdsmen finally defeat their noble prey by attrition. A volley of stones striking loose
a brandished sword is a fitting figure for the triumph of an untrained and unarmed mob
against an elite and well-armed fighter. Just as accumulated drops of water can wear
through a huge rock, so can repeated blows from individually trifling missiles take a huge
cumulative toll.

Ion

As she enters, Ion addresses his mother — though neither of them yet knows their
true relationship — in confusion over her departure from the normal behavior of those
visiting the precinct of Apollo:

oU mavTes &AAot yUaAa AevooovTes Beol
Xaipouotv, evTaid’ Suua odv Sakpuppoer;

Where all others rejoice seeing the hollows of the god,
There your eye flows with tears?*™

430 Cf. discussion of &AAos &ANoBev as describing crowd behavior at Iliad 11.75 in Chapter Two above.
B1IT307, 315-19, 325-27. A difficult passage. Cropp translates these last two lines as “Still, as each fled,
the others pressed forward and bombarded them; and as they repelled these, in turn who had been retreating
would pound them with stones.” Cropp 91.

2 1T328-33
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The &AAot here are not aggregated at the same time, but are the serial accumulation over
time of all others Ion has encountered in the course of his duties. Still, Creusa’s reaction
is marked as an individual aberration from the group norm. Crying when others do not —
or even, as in the scene in the Trachiniae discussed above, having one’s crying singled
out for notice while others’ reactions are left unspecified — is an especially stark instance
of the isolation of One against the Many.

After their mutual recognition, Xouthos instructs his son to prepare for departure
by calling together a type of crowd new to our survey: the crowd as party. Here the
community, or some notionally representative section of it, will come together not in
political deliberation or military exertion, but for food, drink and fun:**

AAA& TGOV PIAGVY

TANpwl dbpoicas PoubiTwol ouv 1Bovijt
TpdoeiTe, LEAAWY AeA@1S’ ekALTrETV TTOAW.

But gathering a mArjpwua of your friends

With ox-sacrificing pleasure make an announcement,
Intending as you are to leave the Delphic city.**

As discussed above in relation to Herakles 594, this is language (TTArjpcopt’
aBpoioas) that tragedies more often deploy in a military or (as in Herakles) political-
violence context. Here we see that Euripides’s “lighter” plays*® can use the same
constructions to evoke gatherings offstage with a very different emotional valence.
Descriptions of crowds and groupings, this suggests, are not area-specific accretions to
tragedy, frequent only to the extent that war and political violence are independently
motivated objects of representation, but are, rather, expected and integral features of the
tragic world in whichever cross-section a given play reveals.

Of the Good Crowd of revelry — of which this feast to be thrown is a more
restrained version, but which it resembles in being a gathering without menace — a variant
is seen at Frogs 218 ff, discussed in Chapter Four. There, an &xAos — under that name —
is uniquely portrayed as not threatening, even with noticeable affection. In the instant
scene, TAnpopa is already a neutral word as crowd-terms go, so the oddness of an
aggregation of people being described without any sense of threat is less striking.

KiipuE aveitre TOV BEAOVT ey xeopicov

€5 SalTa XwPEIV. cs & ETMANPbn oTéyn,
oTepavolol koounBévTtes eudxBou Bopds
Wuxmv ETAT)pouv. cos & aveicav 1dovnv

< > mapeABcov péoPus &g pécov mEdov
goTn, YéAwv & €Bnke ouvdeimvols ToAuv

*53 Jon 245-46

3% For feasts as events for the whole community, as opposed to the private symposium, see Schmitt-Pantel.
See generally Slater 1991; for the symposium, see Murray.

*3 Jon 663-65

¢ In its “happy ending” and (relatively, but not entirely) nonviolent plot, although certainly not in its
length or difficulty!
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Tpobupa TTP&oowV.

The herald announced that (every) man of the inhabitants who wanted to
(Could) come to the feast. And when the tent was filled,

Decked out with wreaths, they took their soul’s fill

Of well-heaped provender. And when they slackened their pleasure

< > an old man came over to the middle of the ground and stood,

And caused the diners great laughter, performing such earnest (tricks).*’

The tent fills with people; the people fill themselves with food;** they then relax and
laugh at the antics of a clown. Here they exhibit the same pattern of error as that of the
people of Troy at Troiades 531-32. A group lulled by pleasure (there the rejoicing song;
here the food and wine) admits a seemingly harmless vehicle of concealed death into
their midst.

To my positing the diners as a “good crowd,” not posing a threat to the onstage
elite characters as [ have argued is the tragic norm, it might be objected that the group
which gathers for the feast will threaten Creusa when her murder plot is discovered.
However, the description of what ensues from that discovery in fact takes steps to
mediate the reaction of those surrounding her through the system of formal justice. The
diners’ reaction in any case is only given as a passive one of surprise, and this comes at
the earliest evidence of the plot, before it is necessarily clear what is happening:

eBauPBnoev B¢ mas

BowaTtdpwv Suihos Spvibos Tdvous.

And the whole 8uiAog of feasters was amazed

At the struggles of the bird [poisoned by the drugged wine].*”’

Ion takes the guests with him to the nobles (koipavotor, 1219), who vote for Creusa to be
executed — with no description given of the voting process. At the end of the servant-
messenger’s speech, he says

maoa 8¢ CnTel méALs

TNV &BAicos omevocaocav &bAiav 686v.
The entire city looks for her,

Wretchedly hurrying on this wretched path.*®

But this is a mere figure. Creusa is not exposed to the gaze of the crowd in a direct and
truly threatening way. Mediated through first a celebratory gathering, then a formal
deliberative process, her crisis can eventually result in a happy ending through onstage
discovery rather than offstage violence.

7 Jon 1167-73

8 Cf. Bacchae 281: Dionysus frees mortals from grief éTav mAnoBé&oi auméou poiis, “when they are
filled with the flow of the vine.” Here the flowing is within an individual (cf. Theweleit passim), not
between individuals as in the “flowing” of noise and opinion in an assembly.

* Jon 1205-06

0 Jon 1225-26
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Helen
Helen’s opening speech gives an aitiology for the Trojan War which places blame
on the excessive crowdedness of the earth:

méAepov yap eiorfveykev EAAveov xBovi

kai Oputl SuoTrjvoioi, cos SxAou BpoTdov

TAr6ous Te koupioele unTépa x6éva

YV Tov Te Bein TOv kpaTioTov EAAGSOs. ...

For he brought war to the land of the Hellenes

And to the wretched Phrygians, that he might

Lighten mother earth of the &xAos and mAfiBos of mortals
And make famous the strongest man of Hellas ...*"!

It is not just that great numbers have perished from the earth; those left standing have
been scattered and reconcentrated in the wrong places. Helen bemoans all this: the many
gone, and the many who are left too far (she thinks) from her.

Kayco pev evBad’ ein’, 6 8 &6Alos ooig
oTpdaTeul’ dBpoicas Tas Euas dvaptaydas
Bnpat mopeubeis TAiou TTupyopaTa.

yuxai 8¢ ToAAai 81” éu'emi Zkauavdpiols
poaio éBavov.

And I’m here, but my suffering husband
Gathering an army, hunts after my kidnappings
Having crossed over to the towers of Ilium.
And many souls died by the Scamandrian banks
On my account.*®?

In his entrance-speech, Menelaos expresses the sort of fear of the crowd that we have
seen elsewhere being projected onto females by male characters. This reinforces the
connection, already seen in Andromakhe and Herakles, between arriving in a place and
encountering a crowd.

Svopa 8¢ xwpas 1S 1)8e kai Aeco

oUK 018". &xAov yap EoTECETV Tiioxuvounv,

KPUTITwV UTT aidoUs Tés TUxas.

But I don’t know the name of this land here, or its people.

For I am disgraced to fall in with an &xAos, hiding my circumstances
From shame.*®

Towards the end of the play, the servant describes a group escape by boat. Sitting closely
together, the Egyptian sailors churn up the sea’s flow:

1 Helen 38-41
42 rrolen 49-53
03 Helen 414-15
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&AAot 8¢ Toixous defloUs Aatous T {oot

avnp Tap’ &udp’ ECovd’, U’ elpact Eign

Aabpal’ éxovTes, péBi& T €emiumAaTo

Boriis, keAeuoToU PBéyuaT o NKOUCOUEV.

The other folk sat man by man on the left and right walls,
Keeping swords hidden under their clothes,

And the waves were filled with a roar,

As we heeded the orders of the commander.*®*

Castor, the deus ex machina of the play, ends his speech with one final reference to
masses of men — here as a social comment with an epic flavoring, naming the common
people as “without number”:

TOUS EUYEVETS Y&p OU OTUYOoUO! daipoves,
TGOV & dvapiburtwv paAAov *siow oi mévor.*
Spirits don’t hate the well-born;

Rather, toils are the province of the countless.*®’

Phoenician Women
Iokaste speaks of her son Polyneikes as offstage, but coming towards the city at
the head of a large force:

6 8 'Apyos EABOV, kiidos ABpdaoTtou AaBcov,

ToAATV &Bpoicas aomid’ Apyeicov &yer.*6

And he, going to Argos, and obtaining a marriage-relation
With Adrastos, gathered a great force of Argives and leads it.

The servant then engages in a teichoskopia with Antigone, drawing her attention to the
size of the approaching army:

okdrer 8¢ media kai map’ lounvou poas

Aipkns Te vaua ToAepicov oTpdTeun Soov*?.

Look at the plains and by the banks of the Ismenos

And the current of Dirce — how great an armed force of enemies!*®®

She asks about a particular enemy officer, whose importance she infers from the
group following him:

Tis & oUTOS ... dupact yopyos
elo1delv veaviag,

Aoxayds, cas xAos viv UoTépeot Todi
TAVOTTAOS AUPETTEL;

% Helen 1573-76

5 Helen 1678-79

%6 Phoenissae 77-78
67 Cf. 14 1258

*8 Phoenissae 101-12
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But who’s this youth ... terrible to see with the eyes,
A troop-leader, as (evidenced by) the fully-armed &xAos
Which attends him with following foot?**

After this teichoskopia, the servant urges Antigone to go back inside. This attempt to
confine an elite woman indoors is highlighted by a reference to its ultimate violation: a
group of women together, moving through important civic space.

ExAos yap, s Tapayuost’ eiofiABev TOAw,

XWPET Yuvaikédv mpods déuous Tupavvikous.

For an éxAos of women moves towards the tyrant’s palace
As a disturbance goes throughout the city.*”!

Polyneikes’s description of his own foray into civic/mass space as an elite/solitary figure
shows an awareness of the risks of ambush:

SuTtw 8¢ * TapPous * s pdPBov T  aPikduUnv

ur} Tis 83GAos e TTPOS KAGIY VI TOU KTV,

cOoTe E1pripn Xeip Exwov SI'GoTEWS

KUKAGOV TrpdowTov fiABov.

I came with such a fearful dread lest some traitor on my brother’s
Behalf kill me, that I went through the town with sword-bearing hands
Turning my face in a circle.*”?

He later explains why he must come and fight despite these fears. In the Suppliants
Adrastos attributed his foolish invasion — once its folly was, after the fact, evident — to his
having yielded to or been intoxicated by the shouting of “young men.” Here, Polyneikes
alludes to his companions on the current adventure as in some sense forcing him to
prosecute this war:

ToAAol ... T&pelol ... avaykaiav 8¢ pot SiddvTes.
Many ... are here ... and placing compulsion on me.*”

At 14 511, Agamemnon similarly speaks of the entire army as placing “compulsion” on
him and his brother to sacrifice Iphigenia.

9 Phoenissae 145-49

470 Cf. line 1406, where the brothers are surrounded by the taragmos of (shields clashing in) battle. Both
passages describe a sound caused by a larger group — of frightened townswomen or of fighting soldiers —
by reference to royal characters (either to their homes, in an Odyssean note, or to their heroic single
combat, as in the /liad). The emphasis on the reception of crowd activity by elite characters is in keeping
with the Euripidean increased focus on the relations between the two.

! Phoenissae 196-97

472 Phoenissae 361-64. Note that he attempts to replicate (in a defensive posture) the “circle,” which has
already been noted as the characteristic form of group attack, and which has obvious resonances with
choral staging.

43 Phoenissae 430-32
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Iokasta demands that Polyneikes consider how many lives are to be lost, and what
his reception in his adopted community will be on his return after such a loss:

TS Apyos figels pupious Aitrcov vekpous;

gpel 8¢ Br) Tis: “ KaK& pvnoTevpaTa

‘AdpaocTe Tpoobeis, Siax uids VUUPNS Y AoV

amwAduecha.

How will you come (back) to Argos, leaving countless corpses?
Indeed, someone will say: “O Adrastos, having made a bad wedding-
Match, you were destroyed for the sake of one bride.”*"*

This reverses the relationship between intimate life and group behavior seen in Alcestis.
There, an elite marriage is disrupted, and the consequences are cast as a loss of
Admetus’s ability to socialize. Here, we see it from the other side — an elite marriage
(which would have been celebrated in some group setting) resulted in a concentration of
the fighting-age males, and eventually the loss of a great number of them.

ET. k&dita obv moAAoiow fABes Tpds TOV oUdEv &5 udxnv;

TTo. dogpalr|s ydp éoT aueiveov 1) Bpacus oTpatnAdTns.

Et. And then you came with many men against one no (good) in a fight?
Po. For a cautious general is better than a bold one.*”

Eteokles sarcastically weighs the size of his brother’s army against his own supposed
weakness. This is a male variation on a common tragic trope”'®: weighing thousands of
lives lost against the sole figure of Helen. Polyneikes justifies the size of his force as
prudence. Where lokasta read the size of the army as a sign that countless members of it
would die, Polyneikes seems to be justifying its scale from a concern to insure its
individual members’s safety and its collective chances of victory.

Kp. ouikpodv 16 mAfBos Tijode yiis, oi & &pbovol.

ET. ¢ydida keivous Tois Adyors dvtas Bpaoeis.

Kp. &xel v’ &ykov té&pyos EAAvwov mépa.

ET. 8&poet. Tax avtdv mediov eumAniow dvou.

Kp. Bédow’ &v. dAA& ToUd’ 6pcd ToAAoU Tdvou.

ET. co5 oU kabé€wo Teixéwv Eow oTpaTov.

Cr. The mAf6os of this land is small, while they are countless.
Et. I know the type that’s bold — in words.

Kr. Argos too has some reputation’’” among the Greeks.
Et. Be bold! Soon I'll fill their plain with slaughter.

Cr. I’d be willing; but I see that’ll require a lot of work.
Et. (Know that) I won’t keep my army inside its walls.*"®

4% Phoenissae 579-82
73 Phoenissae 598-99
476 E.g. Andromache 605-06 (discussed above).
477 Mastronarde comm. ad loc.: “Reputation for proud standing <in warfare>.”
478 ;
Phoenissae 715-20
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The contest of taunts between the two rulers threatens to spill over into a general rout,
“fill[ing] the plain with blood.” At the end of the passage just quoted, Etekoles speaks of
the army he commands as if it is a pack of dogs or herd of cattle over which he has
complete control.*”” Tiresias will warn where this illusion of control leads:

ToAAoi 8¢ vekpol Trepi VEKPOTS TETTITCOKATES
Apyeia kai Kaduela peiavtes péAn
MKPOUs Ydous dcocouot OnPaiat xBovi.
And many corpses falling beside corpses
Argive and Kadmean mixing their limbs

Will give bitter lamentations to the Theban land.**

The larger the force an unsuccessful invader brings, the more corpses he will leave
behind him when defeated.*!

Orestes
In a by-now familiar pattern, the opening speech establishes the “presence” of an

offstage gathering of people:

kupia 8 1)® nuépa

gv M1 dioioel Yripov Apyeicov oA,

el xp1) Baveiv veo Aevoipwl TeTpOUaTL ...

This day is designated (as the one) in which

The city of Argives will cast a vote,

Whether we two should die by stony execution ...%2

We have seen assemblies act like mobs, and actual mobs stone characters to or near
death; here Electra’s fear is that the former will lead to the latter.

Or. kUkAw! yap eilicodueda mayxaAkoris SAots.

Me. idial Tpds éxBpcdv 1) TPds Apyeias Xepos;

Or. m&vTtwv TPds AoTAOV, s BAvw. Bpaxus Adyos.

Or. We are cooped in on all sides (“in a circle”) by bronze arms.
Men. By enemies (acting on) private (motivations), or by an Argive
band?

Or. By all the townsmen, that I (should) die — a short speech.*3

479 Cf IT 1437, where Athena commands Thoas to Taoai Sicokeov pedud T tEopuidv oTpaTol (“stop
chasing [them] and sending out the ‘flood of (your) army”). Platnauer notes that the phrase “flood of (an)
army” is “a common and, to a Greek, a natural metaphor,” and that the exact same phrase is found at
Persians 412. Flowing is indeed a “natural” metaphor for crowd movement (see Canetti), as it is for the
circulation of signs of approval within that crowd; cf. discussion of pef/po8 above.

0 Phoenissae 881-83

81 Cf. Canetti, as discussed in Chapter One: a heap of corpses is the ultimate end of the logic of the
“double crowd” (violent confrontation between groups).

2 Orestes 48-50

3 Orestes 444-46
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Menelaos, as is typical of the Atreidae in tragedy,*** is a political being who fears the
wrath of the people en masse. He asks if Orestes faces an armed group of private rivals,
or a guard duly established by the people’s vote.*** Eventually he will explain to Orestes
that he cannot help because the group at his command is simply not large enough:

ToU & av Suvachal pos Becov xprjifw TuxElv.

K Yya&p avdpddv cuppdxwv Kevov 8épu

€xov, TTévolol pupiols dAcouevos,

OMIKP&L OUV &AKTL TGV AeAeiupéveov pilcov. 486

I pray to the gods that I might happen on a way to accomplish it.
For I come having an spear(-force) empty of allies,

Caught up in countless toils,

With a small force of my friends who have been spared.*®’

His parting advice to Orestes is to go with the flow of popular opinion, no matter how
fickle and foolish. This is the crowd seen from the perspective of the out-of-power
politician with contempt for it, not affection and respect as exhibited by Theseus in the
Suppliants.

Stav yap npat dfjpos eis dpyTv TECOV,

Suotov choTe mUp kaTaoBéoal A&Ppov. 488

£l 8 NoUxws TIs AUTOV EVTEIVOVTL HEV

XAV UTreikol kaipdv evAaBoupevos,

{ocos &v éktrvevoeiey. v 8 &vij TTvods,

TUXOIs &v auTol paidicos doov BéAeis.

[EveoTt & oikTos, vt 8¢ kai Bupods péyas,

KapadoKoUvTL KTTHA TIHIOTATOV.]

For when the 8fjuos exhibits youthly vigor, falling into a rage,
It’s just like fire,"® furious (and hard) to extinguish.

But if someone calmly yields to it as it insists upon him,
Hanging loose and staying ready for the right time,

It’1l probably blow over. And if it lets up its gusts,

You’ll easily meet with however much you want from it.

[For there is a certain (capacity for) pity in it, and a great spirit,
A possession most valuable for the one who keeps a lookout].*°

% Odysseus is characterized, somewhat similarly, as being extremely attentive to the crowd, but without
the element of fear.

85 Cf. Andromache 1098, where different groups of people guard Neoptolemos, some i8{at1, some in a
public capacity.

¢ Orestes 688-91

87 This phrase creates a sense of a much larger group left offstage — here, because they are dead. Cf.
introductory note to this Chapter on the allusive construction of offstage crowd in the Agamemnon; cf. also
the dialectic of One and Many, in the survivor mode, discussed in the Odyssey survey.

88 Cf. Pindar Pyth. 2.87 6 A&Bpos oTpaTds.

8 On fire as “crowd symbol,” Canetti 75-80.

“0 Orestes 696-703
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To the “politician,” the crowd presents two faces: the threatening one of rage, and the
manipulable one of pity and 6unds. To Orestes, the elite individual who has violated
fundamental taboos and wants only to be left alone, there is no possibility of waiting until
the crowd’s wrath “blows over.” The mass may be like a child in its irrationality and lack
of self-control, but it is not powerless like a child; quite the contrary.

Pylades enters, giving this play’s first eyewitness account of the crowd as it forms
offstage:

Baooov 1j Y expiiv TpoPaiveov ikdunv 8i” &oTews,

oUAAoyov méAews akovoas SvT’, i8cov 8 auTods 0apads ...

Ti T&Be; TAds Exels; Ti Mpdooes, piATab’ NAikcov éuoi

kai piAcov kai ouyyeveias; TavTa yap T4 €f oV pot.

It was necessary that I make by way forward and come quickly
Through the town, hearing that there was an assembly of the city,
And seeing (so) clearly myself ...

What’s this? How are you holding up? What are you doing, dearest
To me of my agemates and friends and relation(s)?

For you are all these things to me.*"’

After reporting his sighting of the cUAAoyov,*? Pylades affirms his ties with Orestes
along multiple lines of elite connection, as if to ward off the specter of the commons in
assembly. When Pylades suggests flight to avoid punishment at the hands of the many,
Orestes reminds him that the threat is not just a political/legal one of institutions and
processes, but is already manifest as a physical group surrounding them:

Op. oux opais; pulacoduecba ppoupiolol TavTaxiit.

TTu. €idov &oTews ayulds TEUXECIV TTEPAPYHEVOS.

Op. comepei TOAIs TPOs ExBpcdv oddua TTupynpoUueda.

Or. Don’t you see? We are guarded by watchmen on all sides.

Py. (Yes,) I saw the streets of the town all fenced round with arms.
Or. Just like as it were a city, we are fenced round our bod(ies) with
Towers by our enemies.*”

The streets are where an unauthorized mob gathers; they are also where barricades and
checkpoints are put up by an established government to control movement. Presumably
the faction that desires Orestes’s and Electra’s deaths could send those now guarding
them to kill them, without bothering to hold a vote. Still, there is something special — and
especially threatening to the elite characters, who would rather welcome direct combat

“! Orestes 729-30, 732-33

2 This word is used most often of a large gathering of military forces, e.g. 14 514, 825, 1545. However, at
Alcestis 951, Admetos uses it in the plural (EUAAoyol yuvaikoTAn6eis) to describe the social gatherings
among his friends and agemates which his wife’s death has caused him to dread.

43 Orestes 760-62. The word may not apply to only one particular type of crowd, therefore, but seems
negative/threatening in most or all of its occurrences.
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for the chance to win military glory — about doing it “by the book” and through the
formal processes of popular sovereignty.

In the passage of stichomythia leading to Orestes’s decision to speak before the
assembly, he and Pylades express a view of the crowd’s potential for both good and bad
actions which seems to contradict blanket condemnations of groups offered elsewhere in
this and other plays.

Op. Bewodv oi ToAAoi, kakoupyous dtav EXwol TPooTATAs.

TTu. &AN Stav xpnoTtous AdBwot, xpnota Poulevous’ &ei.

Op. eitv. &5 kowov Aéyew xpr).

Or. The many are a dreadful thing, when they have scoundrels for

leaders.

Py. But when they get worthy ones, they always deliberate worthily.

Or. Well then! I must speak to the commons.*”

Does the crowd’s capacity to do harm, paired with its inability to deliberate properly,
always and everywhere lead it to do the wrong thing? For Pylades, at least at this
moment, the answer is no. The many will be led towards bad actions by bad leaders and
good actions by good leaders. Obviously the ideal course of action would be for Orestes
to present himself to them as a potential leader, but Orestes is no Theseus, and a fusion of
interests between leader and people is not an option here.

Even within this immediate passage, however, the tone of the references to the
mass slips back into a more decidedly negative register. Pylades proclaims his devotion,
and intention to stand by his friend in this crisis, in terms that explicitly denigrate the
hostile community as a “mob.” &xAos in this instance bears the full weight of elite
condemnation, and evokes from Orestes a reaffirmation of the value of elite comraderie:

o5 £y cd BI” &OTEWS OF, OpIKPS PpovTilwov dxAou,

oUdtv aioxuvbels dxroc. ...

TOUT €kelvo. kTA0B ETaipous, ur| TO ouyyeves pévov.

s avnp S0TIS TPOTTOLoL cuvTakmL, Bupaios cov,

nupicov kpeioowv ouaipcwv avdpi kektijobat @ilos.

Py. I will carry you through the town, thinking little of the &xAos ...
Or. This is the thing: get you friends, not just relative(s).

As a man wastes away from events, when he’s far from home —

A friend is better to possess for (that) man than a thousand blood-
Relatives.**®

The chorus-leader tells Electra that her brother pos 8 Apyeiov oixetal Aecov (“is going
before the Argive Aecs).*”” Immediately thereafter, a messenger arrives to narrate the
proceedings:*”®

9% Canetti (188-89) understands parliamentary voting as sublimated group combat. The demonstration of
one side’s superior numbers is meant to indicate that they could have triumphed in combat, had it come to
that.

3 Orestes 772-74

¢ Orestes 801-02, 803-05

7 Orestes 846
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Op&d & dxAov oTeixovTa k&t 6&dooovT’ Gkpav,
oU paoct Tp&dTov Aavadv AlyUmTtwi dikag
B186vT’ abpoioal Aadv &g kowas Edpas.
AotV 8¢ 81 T’ fpdunv &bpoiop’ idcov ...
6 8 elm’: “Opéotny keivov ouy dpdis TEAas
oTeixovT, dydva Bavaoipov Spauovpevov;” ...
gmei O¢ TAT)pNs EyEveT Apyeicov SxAos,
kijpuE avaoTas eime: “Tis xprjiCet Aéyew ...”
I see an &xAos on the march and sitting on the hilltop,
Where they say Danaos, giving justice to Aigyptos,
First gathered the Aads into common seats.
And I asked one of the townsmen what gathering this was I saw ...
And he said: “Don’t you see that Orestes draw near,
Coming to run a deadly contest?” ...
And when the dxAos of the Argives got full,
The herald stood up and said: “Who wishes to speak? ...”*"
The &xAos moves and sits as one. It is packed together — first in aitiological verb, and
then as present-day noun. The messenger speaks to some Tis - the singular personification
of the community as “everyman,”™*® whereas the 8xAos is notionally the community as
all men.

Talthybios speaks first; he is critical of the matricides, but the narrative does not
specify which penalty he proposes, exile or death. Diomedes follows, arguing for
banishment, and dividing the crowd’s response:™"

emeppdbnoav 8’ ol pév cos kaAdds Aéyor,

oi 8" oUk émrjivouv. K& TS dvioTaTal

avrp Tis @BupdyAwooos, ioxUwv BpaoEl.
[Apyeios ouk ApYyelos, HVayKaoUEVOs,

BopUPBot Te Tiouvos kauabel Tappnoial,
mOavds €T avtous TepIPaAelv KakddL T

STav yap ndus Tis Adyols ppovidv Kakds

Teibnt TO AR Bos, T TOAel kakOV péya ... ]

And some raised a shout that he spoke nobly,

But some did not agree. And on his heels stood up

4% This is the lengthiest description of a political assembly in tragedy, indeed in drama. The closest comic

analogue is that in the Knights, discussed in Chapter Four — though that description is significantly
different, in that it is delivered by one of the participants (and the ultimate victor) in a back-and-forth
contest of demagoguery. Here, the scene is narrated by an uninvolved observer, there is no back-and-forth
debate but rather a series of speakers, and the outcome is disastrous for the protagonist.

Willink 231 cautions against the traditional reading of this scene as a satire specifically directed at
Cleophon: “The satire (such as it is) is general rather than specific.” If the critique of the assembly is in fact
a more general one, less directed at contemporary Athenian figures than at the volatility of the mass itself,
that makes the scene all the more important for this survey.

“% Orestes 871-74, 877-78, 884-85
390 Cf. the anonymous #is who rallies the lynch mob in Andromache, discussed above.
SO Cf. Hekbae 1 16-19, discussed above.
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Some guy with no check on his tongue, strong in boldness.
[An un-Argive Argive,

Trusting in 86puPBos and unlearned free speech,

Yet persuasive (enough) to get them involved in some evil.
For when someone sweet in speech (but) plotting evil
Persuades the mAfiBos, it’s a great evil for the city ...]502

Here the interpolation®”® makes the implicit critique of crowd psychology explicit,
reinforcing the theory of the crowd articulated by Pylades earlier: crowds do nothing
good or bad, but leaders (whether elite individuals or otherwise anonymous rabble-
rousers) make it so.

Opposed to this “un-Argive” speaker is another anonymous citizen whose turn
comes next:

&AAos & avaoTas EAeye TS évavTia,

HOP@PTt HEV OUK eUoTds, avdpeios & avrip,

OAydkis &oTu K&yopds Xpaivev KUkAov,

auToupYyds, oiTep Kai pévol owifouot yiiv,

EuveTds B¢ xeopelv 6udoe Tols Adyors BEAcv ...

And another stood up and spoke things opposing that one,
Not good to look at in form, but a man’s man,

“keeping aloof from™** the circle of the agora,

A smallholder, the only kind who save the land,

Willing and able to walk it like he talks it ...°"

As one who shuns crowd-sites, it is not surprising that this speaker’s words lack mass
appeal (his speech seems good only Tois ye xpnoTois, 930). Orestes then speaks on his
own behalf, unsuccessfully.

A&AN oUk émelf’ Spihov, el Sokddov Aéyeww.
VIKAL &’ EkeTvos & Kakds év TTAT0el Xepov,
Og 1y SpeUCE OUYyyovov Cf TE KTAVEIV ...
But he didn’t persuade the duiAos, (although) seeming to speak well,

But that one won — the scoundrel — in a TTAf6og of hand5506,

% Orestes 901-08

%3 For my purposes, the distinction between “authentic” and “interpolated” text is irrelevant, provided that
the interpolation was added within a sufficiently short time span from the original composition as to
provide evidence of the same thought system. See Mastronarde (39-49) for problems of interpolation
generally and in the Phoenissae.

M LSJ s.v. xpaiveo, citing this passage; cf. Chapter Four for agora as a site of crowding and social
contamination, especially Acharnians 843. For kbkhog designating a zone of crowd formation, cf.
discussion above of 4jax 749. Sharing en mesoi is a common trope of democratic or “middling” ideology; a
Canettian perspective may suggest a primeval root for this sort of talk (individually less powerful people
gather together in a hunting-pack, to bring down an animal or a fellow human before sharing the spoils in a
feeding-pack).

395 Orestes 917-21

396 Schwartzberg 448: “Acclamation took the form of shouts or murmurs or ... the estimation of waved
hands: what is salient is that these votes were heard or observed qua unified whole, rather than counted.”
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Who proposed killing your brother and you ...’

Defeated on the field of mass deliberation and with only a day’s reprieve left, Orestes
leaves as part of of a pitiful, powerless group. Gatherings of aristocratic giAoy, in a city
ruled by the 8fjuos, can neither persuade the masses nor fight against them honorably.”*
As at the end of Troiades, all that is left is to mourn:

Topevel & aUTOV EKKATTCoV &Tro

TTuA&dns Sakpucov, ol & duapTtoloiv pilot
kAaiovTes, oikTipovTes. EpxeTat 8¢ oot
TiKkpOV Béaua kai Tpdooyis abAia.

Pylades, crying, led him from the “committee,
And friends went with them crying, expressing pity.

And he’s coming to you — a bitter spectacle and grievious sight.

93509

510

Reinhardt explores the social dynamics of this assembly and its aftermath:

The people’s assembly took its typical course. Some of it reminds one of
the trial which is best known to us from this period: the people’s trial of
Socrates,”'" nine years after the performance of Orestes ... Out of personal
rancour ancient aristocracy [in the person of Tyndareus] joins forces with
the most extreme radicalism [represented by the unnamed demagoguel]. ...
So, now, there they stand, driven victims, surrounded by an inescapability
which leaves nothing to be desired ... Internally they are plagued by guilty
consciences; externally, they suffer inhumanity, failure on the part of
kinsfolk, opportunism, vengefulness, incitement of the mob, alienation,
hostility of all around them ... [this ellipsis in original] This is not the
inescapability of destiny ... In this inescapable situation, not the work of

See also Lendon, who observes that a “voice vote” allows for measurement of enthusiasm, not simply a
proposal’s numerical popularity. Any form of mass voting — whether by show of hands only, or allowing
for expressive shouting — is a perfect example of a crowd phenomenon.
7 Orestes 943-45
%% The final option left to them is deceit and terrorism, leading to stasis that is only resolved by the deus ex
machina. For the historical reality of aristocratic “clubs” and related phenomena, see generally Jones.
99 LST s.v. ExkAntog, citing this passage. Now that the verdict is rendered, the group that has voted is
described as a select group; still, the frequent earlier references to it as an &xAos and Aads, among other
words, confirm its synechdochic representation of the community as a whole. Cf. Haubold on this scene
(181):

First the participants in the legal case are simply called a ‘crowd’ (ochlos). But when the

speaker wants to express the aetiological significance of their action [at 873], he switches

to laos. The change is telling. The force of the formulae discussed in this section rests

precisely on transforming a situation without meaning and historical depth into that

significant moment between past and present at which institutional progress takes place.

This is the moment of Jeos ritual.
One thinks of the formation of the army through various modes of crowd in the first books of the /liad, as
discussed in Chapter Two.
10 Orestes 949-52
>!! See Raditsa for a discussion of this trial in its historical context.
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the gods, but of man alone, what does the nobly born aristocrat do? [H]e
... take[s] his destiny heroically upon himself .... he does not lose his
dignified bearing.”"?

Finally, the play’s last description of group behavior strikes an oddly comic note, as
Helen’s foreign slave describes the rout of his compatriot servants at the hands of the
conspirators:

ava 8¢ dpduades éBopov E6opov

augpimolor Opvuyss. ...

And the Phrygian house-slaves ran ran runnings ...°"

While the elite are helpless before a city’s aroused éxAos, compensatory fantasies of
triumph over a group of foreign inferiors may still be available.

Bacchae

The political and military assembly-crowds of such plays as /4 and Orestes; the
squad of assassins in Andromache; even the murderous group of women in Hecuba — all
are groups which could form in the real world. The Bacchae constructs groups that obey
none of the limitations of natural and social reality, blurring lines between male and
female, Greek and foreign, human and animal, and finally living and non-living. An
encounter with the crowd in its most blended and plural form destroys the unity of the
privileged male subject’s psyche, before resulting in actual physical dismemberment. Just
as Freud appropriated the figure of Oedipus as a lens through which to examine the
intimate psychology of the family, Pentheus might stand as a symbol for two problems of
mass psychology — the status of groups-as-a-whole, and the effects of group contact on
the individuals who constitute and encounter them.”"*

Dionysos opens the play by proclaiming his heritage, followed by his itinerary:

Mri8cov emeAboov ApaPiav T evdaipova
Aociav Te T&oav ij map’ aApupav GAa
keiTal prydow "EAAnol BapBdporis 6° opol
TApELs Exouoa kKaAAiTTupy o Tous TOAELS,

*12 Reinhardt 37
> Orestes 1416-17
34 This is, at best, a slightly new angle on an old problem: the nature of the Dionaysiac experience.
Nieztsche’s work is the unavoidable starting point, the literature on which has become voluminous in its
own right (see, e.g., Silk & Stern; Porter). In the past generation of scholarship, Seaford (1994, especially
Chs. 7-8) analyzes the Dionysiac as a democratic phenomenon with a deep ritual past; but see Segal
1997:382 for problematization of this as it applies to tragedy generally and the Bacchae specifically (“The
model seeks to polarize institutions [e.g., the household/the polis] that the Greeks generally view as
complementary rather than antithetical[.]”. Seaford 2006:6-12 provides a useful overview of scholarship on
the Dionysiac from Nietzsche to the present day; see also Henrichs 1984. Henrichs 1994 returns the focus
to the representation of Dionysus and the Dionysiac cult in tragedy, as distinct from the larger issue of the
cult itself in Greek religion and society.

I wish only to suggest that a reading of the Dionysiac, both in actual cult and literary
representation, may be enriched by attention to the specifically group behavior of its participants, with
reference to modern sociological and psychological theories of the crowd.
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g5 TrVde POV NABov EAAvcov méAw ...
Coming through Media and prosperous Arabia
And all Asia which lies by the salty sea
Having full fair-towered cities with Greeks
And barbarians mixed together,

I came to this city of Greeks first ...>"

The cities where he has been are home to mixed populations of Greeks and non-Greeks.
Recall from Chapter One that a common refrain of elite criticism of the crowd is that it
mixes disparate social elements: men and women, citizens and foreigners. Dionysos’s
visit to Thebes will cause all these types of mixing and more.

kai mév 1O 6fAu omépua Kadueicov, doal

Yuvaikes oav, EEEUNVa SLHAETWV.

opoU 8¢ Kaduou maiciv vapedery Hévat

XAwpais U EAGTais dvopdpous fivtal TETPas.

And the whole female seed of the Kadmeians, however many

Are (married) women, [ have driven out of their houses in a frenzy.
And mixed together with the daughters of Kadmos they go among the
Roofless rocks under the green pines.’'®

As they romp in the mountains, the women of Thebes mingle together with no regard for
their social position. The entire female “seed” of the town frolics cheek-to-jowl with
princesses.

The chorus of worshippers enters, summoning all devotees of the god to come to
the streets. At Orestes 761 Pylades spoke of the streets as being filled with armed men;
here the specter of streets filled with an unarmed but frenzied throng of women provides
an alternative vision of the mob. Orestes portrays aristocrats caught in a sort of internal
siege (cooTepel TOAIs TS ExBpcdv oddua Tupynpouueda, 762); Bacchae translates the
threat of organized violence into a phantasy of women run amok.’"’

e Bakxa, ite Bakxal,

Bpduiov maida 6eov Beou

Arbvuocov kaTtdyouoal

Dpuyicwv E€ dpécov EANGSOos els elpuxdpous ayuias, Tov Bpduiov.
Come Bacchae, come Bacchae,

Bringing Bromios, the son of God,

Dionysus down from the Phrygian mountains into the streets

That are wide for dancing, Bromios.”"®

aUTIKa y& TTaoa XOopeUoEl,

1% Bacchae 16-20

>1® Bacchae 35-38

>17 Cf. Theweleit 1:63 ff. on “Woman as Aggressor,” I1:27-35 on “Women to the Fore ...”, a trope of the
fascist imagination in which revolutionary mobs are often (inaccurately) depicted as including, even as
being led by, women.

%8 Bacchae 83-87
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Bpduios eit’ &v &ymi Bidoous
els Opos els 6pos, EvBa pEvel
BnAuyevrs xAos
@’ 0TV Tapd Kepkidwv T’
oloTpnBeis Aloviocol.
Presently the whole earth will dance
When Bromios leads his thiasoi
To the mountain! To the mountain! Where dwells
The female-sexed dxAos
Stung away from their looms and shuttles by Dionysus.”"
Unlike the xAos of the commons in political assembly (framed positively in both
Suppliants, and negatively in the Orestes), or the &xAos of a victorious and potentially
rioting army (4jax, Hecuba), the female-gendered &xAos does not run wild due to some
inherent wild energy or at the behest of a human demagogue. Instead, Dionysos
“stings™*° (oiotpnPeic) the women to move them out of their “proper” domestic sphere,
beyond the bounds of the polis, out into nature. This move to the mountains dissolves
barriers of class, gender and ethnicity; it goes further than that, to blur the boundaries
between animate and inanimate, as the rocks and the trees and the very earth itself join in
the song and the dance.

Tiresias attempts to persuade Pentheus to permit Dionysos-worship by
analogizing the gods’ love of cult to Pentheus’s own vain pride in public recognition of
his greatness and authority:

oU Xaipels, STav EpecTAOW TUAALS

moAAoi, T6 TTevBécos 8 Svoua peyaAvvm moALs.
You are happy when many folk sit by your gates,

And the city makes great the name of Pentheus.’*!

This is yet another variant of the dialectic of One and Many. Those with “great names”
are singular, with characteristics and lineages allowing for lengthy description and praise;
those who flock to adore and beseech them are “extras,” with nothing to offer their leader
besides his joy in their numbers. One asserts itself against Many, if need be, by fighting
against or evading its grasp, as do Orestes and Ajax; still, how much better to have Many
come to One and seek guidance of their own accord!**

Pentheus rebuffs Kadmos’s subsequent attempt at persuasion, shrinking from his
very touch:

oV urn mpoooiocels xeipa, Bakxevoels & icov,

519
Bacchae 114-19
520 Canetti 58, 303 ff. develops a theory of the “sting,” by which commands given by social superiors
implant a “sting” within those obliged to carry them out. These “stings” accumulate until in a revolutionary
moment the vector of force is reversed, and all the past “stings” erupt in violence from below. If we can
transfer this theoretical model from class to gender hierarchy, female Bacchizing may be understood as a
revolt against the accumulation of the “stings” of seclusion and subordination.
521
Bacchae 319-20
322 Cf. the second line of OT, where Oedipus asks why the populace 8o&leTe in supplication.
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unNd’ eEondpEnt nwpiav THv onv £uoi;
Will you please not put your hand (on me), but go on reveling;
You’re not going to wipe> your foolishness off on me, are you?***

The first messenger describes in more detail what Dionysos and the chorus have
hinted at: the bacchants are mingled together in an indecorous heap:

Opcd 8¢ Bidoous TPETS yuvalkeicov Xopddv ...

nUdov 8¢ T&oal oopactv Tapeipévat ...

1 on 8¢ uTtne wASOAuEev ¢v péoais

otabeloa Bakxats € Utrvou kiveiv déuas ...

I see three thiasoi of female dancers ...

They all slept with their bodies splayed out ...

Your mother ululated standing in the middle of the Bacchai
To move their bodies out of sleep ..."*

Agave stands among the group and rouses it to action. Their bodies, which have been
strewn in savage slumber, rise at her command to resume their crazed pursuits.

EuvriABopev 8¢ BoukdAol kal TToipéves

KOWwV Aoy wv ScdoovTes GAArAorls Epiv

[cos Bewa Spddot BaupdTwy T Emadia.]

kal Tis TAGuns kaT &oTu kai TpiBwv Adywv

EAeCev elg GTavTas ... €U & Nuiv Aéyew

€80o&e, Banveov 8 eEANoxilouev poPaig

KpUWavTES auToUs. &t 8¢ TNy TETaypévnv

Opav ékivouv Bupoov & BakxeupaTa,

"lakxov &Bpdwi oTopaTt TOV Alds ydvov

Bpduiov kaAoUoat. mév 8¢ cuvePdkxeu’ épos

Kai Ofjpes, oUudev & fv axivnTov Spduct. ...

We cowherds and shepherds came together

To engage each other in a contest of civic speech

[About how they were doing things dreadful and wonder-worthy.]
And some bum about town and waster of speeches

Spoke before us all ... And he seemed to speak well to us,

And hiding ourselves in the leaves of bushes we lay in wait.

At the arranged hour, they shook the thyrsus (and went) into their revels,
They called on Bromius offspring of God with a collective mouth,
And the whole mountain reveled with them and the beasts,

And nothing was motionless in their running ...>*°

The shepherds hold a mini-assembly, but this attempt to replicate a traditional political
community order is no match for the divinely crazed mob; the force of the collective

333 Cf. Acharnians 843 on contamination being “wiped” onto one through physical contact.
524
Bacchae 343-44
°* Bacchae 680, 683, 689-90
%% Bacchae 714-18, 721-27
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organism trumps deliberation by multiple individuals.’*’ The bacchants invoke their god

&Bpdwt otépaT, “with a gathered [collective]” mouth,’*® and all human and other
animals begin swift and uncontrolled movement.

TIHETS HEV oUv @eUyovTes EENAUEauey
Bakxv omapayudv ...
So we fled, escaping a rending by the Bacchae ..."*
Here the offstage crowd is a threat not only to onstage elites, but to the shepherd-
messenger as well. The threat posed by the Bacchizing crowd expands past all categories
to dominate onstage/offstage relations throughout the play.

Dionysos initiates Pentheus’s downfall by exploiting his desire to see the
Bacchants in their illicit unity:

BoUAnt og'év &peot ouykabnuévas ideiv;
Do you want to see them seated together in the mountains?>>°

The god assures the human ruler that no one will see him travelling in women’s clothes,
assuring him that the streets, the potential field for the formation of a hostile or mocking
crowd, will be empty:

MMe. kai s Si'&oTecos el Kadueious Aabov;

A\ 680Us éprjuous Tuev. £y 8 fyrjoouat.

TTe. av kpetooov cOoTe pr| yyeAav Bdkxas Enoi.

Pen. And how will I go through town escaping the Cadmeians’ notice?
Dion. We go through empty roads. I will lead the way.

Pen. Entirely better than that — the Bacchae won 't laugh at me!™"

The final messenger relates Pentheus’s inability to see the &xAos, which will destroy him
on arrival at its camp:

TTevBeus 8’6 TARUoV BfiAuv oUx Spddov dxAov
ENe€e TOAS: “& E€V’, oU ptv EoTapev
oUE e€ikvolual paviddwv 6oools vOcv.
SExBcov 8 ET AuPas &5 EAGTNY Uywauxeva

532

527 The “bum about town” is a miniature of the failed leadership demonstrated by Pentheus throughout.
Dodds comm. ad loc. notes that “this is a type which Eur[ipides] elsewhere portrays with little sympathy ...
[the] town-bred demagogue,” citing Orestes 902 ff., quoted and discussed above.

> Cf. Knights 670, discussed in Chapter Four, where the council speaks £& évds oTéuaTos in their final
and conclusive expression of approval and loyalty to their new demagogic champion. Hecuba 836 ff. offers
the inverse image: instead of a group of people speaking with one collective mouth, there one woman
wishes she had voices all over her body, to become a one-woman crowd.

52 Bacchae 734-35

339 Bacchae 811

531 Bacchae 840-42. Dodds (comm. ad loc) calls the last line “[a]n illogical but natural blend” of two
constructions, with an abrupt change of syntax in the middle of the thought.

532 codices: véBcov, which Dodds (comm. ad loc.) “see(s) no reason to doubt.” vdocov suggested by
Jackson, CQ 35 (1941).
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{So” &v dpbcds pawadwv aioxpoupyiav.

Not seeing the female dxAos, daring Pentheus said these words:
O stranger, from where we’re standing I can’t reach the maenads
With my eyes — (I must be) sick.

I would see straight the dirty doing of the maenads.”

His wish is not fulfilled. Rather, in accordance with the dialectic of One and Many, the
vector switches™* from One spying on Many to that same One falling under the Many’s
hostile collective gaze:

copOn 8¢ p&AAov 1 kaTeide pawdadasg

But he was seen by, more than he caught sight of, the maenads ...>*

In classic “pack” tactics, seen in other descriptions of group attacks against one or two
individuals,” the bacchants stand kUkAcot around Pentheus, and apply an innumerable
collective “hand” to flush him out of his post:

gmrel 8¢ udxOwov TépuaT ok EErvuTov,

EAeC’ Ayauri: “épe, TepioTaoal kUkAct ...”

ai 8¢ pupiav xépa

TpootBecav eEA&T kaEavéoTaoav xBovds.

Since they had not reached the goal of their toils
Agave said: “Come, stand around in a circle ...”
And they reached out their myriad hand to the fir tree
And ripped it out of the earth.”*’

At the moment of Pentheus’s final agony, the &xAos serves as a chorus in the modern
understanding of that word: a group providing background accompaniment to the central
action. As leveling and unifying as the Bacchic madness is, the daughters of Kadmos still
have “feature” roles in the event:

Tveo 8¢ Tami 8aTep’ eEnpydleto

pnyvioa o&pkas, AuTtovor| T &xAos Te Tés
ETeIXe Bakydov. v 8¢ mas opou Bor),

O utv otevdleov Soov ETUyxav’ EUTTVEWY,
ai & cAdAulov.

>3 Bacchae 1058-62

>34 This dynamic (the sudden shift in position from being one of a crowd of spectators to becoming the
object of that crowd’s gaze) is, I would argue, fundamental to the ancient experience of crowds. In a
performance culture, as in a regime of participatory democracy, one is used to watching performances as
part of a crowd. The anonymous safety of crowd membership is fragile, though; if one loses bodily control
or otherwise acts inappropriately, one risks becoming the object of the plural gaze. This risk may have been
especially threatening for elite individuals; see below for the question of elite crying.

3 Bacchae 1075

336 One clear difference is that this attacking group has a leader, Agave, while the mobs in Andromache, IT,
etc., do not. Orestes begins the process that leads to Neoptolemos’s death, but is not portrayed as leading
the actual attack.

7 Bacchae 1105-06, 1109-10
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And Ino, ripping his flesh,

And Autonoe and all the éxAos

Kept on Bacchizing. And all everywhere was shouting,
He groaning so long as he was still breathing,

They ululating.’*®

Faced with the awful realization of what she and her sisters have done, Agave
asks how they came to be in the space outside the city. Her father explains that the
experience was not hers or her sisters’ alone, but a leveling moment shared with the
entire community:

Ay. Nuels & ékeloe Tivi TpOTTOL KATHPAUEY;

Ka. éudvnTe, maod T ¢EePakxevdn ToAis.

Ag. But in what way did we end up there?

Ka. You went crazy, and the entire city was Bacchusized.>*’

In the play’s final moments, Kadmos announces his fate, in an echo of the play’s opening
lines:

BapBapous agifouat

YEépwv LETOIKOS, ETI ¢ HoUoTI BécpaTov

€5 EANGS &y ayeiv iy dda BapPBapwv otpaTtdv.
I will go to the barbarians an old-man immigrant,
But it is yet prophesied for me

To bring a mixed army of barbarians into Greece.>*’

Dionysus has brought his mixed group from the east to unify the community of Thebes in
ecstatic frenzy. Kadmos will now make a reverse journey before returning at the head of
his own mixed horde.

Iphigenia at Aulis

Of all Euripides’s plays, this is the one in which the offstage crowd most
dominates the onstage action.>*' From the opening moments, Agamemnon’s every move
is checked by the force of popular opinion. In his dialogue with the old man at the play’s
beginning, he equates the influence of the divine on human lives with the influence
wielded by public opinion — the yvéuai ToAAai possessed by oi ToAAoi.

TOTE PtV TA BecdV oUK OpBobévT’
avétpuye Biov, ToTE & avbpcdTov
yvéduat moAAai

kai SucdapeoTol BiEkvatoav.

% Bacchae 1129-33

539 Bacchae 1294-95

0 Bacchae 1354-56

>4 Carter 82: “The plurality of city-states in Iphigenia at Aulis gives us a plurality of generals; as a result
we can observe a range of elite reactions to a single, influential mass of people.”
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At one time divine matters, not going aright,
Wear down a man’s life; at another, the opinions
Of men, many and implacable, scrape it to bits.>**

In his first extended speech, Agamemnon describes the coming together of the
Greek forces. With the army now all in the same place, there they sit, an excessive
accumulation of men with no place to go.

ToUvTeUBev oUv "EAANnves &ifavtes Sopi,

TeUxn AaBovtes otevdmop” AUAiSos Babpa
Hikouol TRode, vauaiv aoTricv 6° duou

{Trrois Te ToAAois dpuaciv T noknuévol ...
nBpoiopévou B¢ kai EuveoTAOTOS OTPaTOU

Hueod’ amAoial xpcopevol kat AuAida.

And thereupon the Greeks sprang to the spear,
Taking arms they come to the narrow-portaled edge
Of Aulis here, equipped with ships and shields together
And many horses and chariots,

And with the army gathered and convened,

We sit here, not sailing, suffering in Aulis.”*

The chorus enters, expressing its desire to see the assembled host of soldiers, weapons
and horses. This violates the norm of female confinement and isolation from the crowd; if
they see the army, the host army may see them — and worse. Anxiety regarding this
possibility, and the desire to keep women away from the crowd, is expressed in both
comedy’** and tragedy.”®

ToAUbuTov &8¢ 81" &Aoos ApTédos fjAubov dpopéva,

polwicocovoa Tapfid’ euav

aioxUval veobaAel,

aomidos épupa kai kAioias

omAopdpous Aavadov BéAouc’

{Trreov T &xAov i8écbal.

I stirred myself and came through the grove of Artemis, home of much
Sacrifice, reddening my cheek with fresh-blooming shame,

Desiring to see the bulwark of the shield and the arms-bearing barracks
Of the Danaans, and the &xAos of horses.**¢

As Menelaos struggles with the old man, Agamemon comes out of his quarters and asks:

Tis TOoT €v mMUAauol B6puBos kai Adywv dkooud;

Whatever is this 866puBos and disorderliness of speech at my doors?>*’

2142427

3 14 80-83, 87-88

34 Jcharnians 257

3 E.g. Herakleidae 44, discussed above.
46 14 185-91
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We have not yet seen a disturbance between only two people called a 66puBos.
Agamemnon is perhaps excessively crowd-shy, anticipating the wrath of the masses to
come when his subterfuge is discovered.

A messenger runs in to tell Agamemnon of his daughter’s arrival and the interest
shown in it by the crowd:

€y o 8¢ TPOBPONOS OTiS TTAPACKEUTS X&APLV

NKw. TETUOTAL Yap oTpaTds — Taxela yap

difiEe @riun — malda ot aPrypévny.

Tas 8 &5 Béav SpAos EpxeTal Spducwl,

onv TTaid’ émmws (8wolv. oi 8 eUdaipoves

g€v Taol kAewoi kai mepiBAemtol BpoTois.

I come running ahead for the sake of your preparation.

For the army has learned — for rumor goes through (it) quickly —

That your daughter is arrived. And the whole 8uihos comes to this sight
At a run, that they might see your daughter. For the fortunate are famous
Among all people, and to-be-looked-at by mortals.>**

This is a clear statement of the social version of the dialectic of One and Many. One
woman’s arrival brings the whole duuAos, for the fortunate — expressed in gender-neutral
terms — are objects that attract sight. The anxiety over female exposure to the crowd is
here confirmed: crowds are indeed greedy for the sight of noble young women.

1 Suoytvela & cog EXEL TI XPTIOILOV.

Kal yap dakpioal paidicds auTols ExXEl
GmavTtd T eimeiv. T 8¢ yevvaicwt puotv
&GvoAPa mavTta. mpootatny 8¢ Tol Piol

TOV &ykov EXoueY TAL T ExXAw! Soulevopev.
£y yap ekPaleiv ptv aidoupat Sdkpu,

T un dakpUoal 8 avbis aidoUual T&Aas,

€5 TAS UEYIOTAS CUUPOPAS APLYHEVOS.
[11-birth does hold some value.

For they can easily cry, and say everything.

But for the one noble by nature, life is unhappy.
We have a commander’s pomp in life —

And we are enslaved to the &xAos.

For I am ashamed to shed a tear,

But again, [’'m ashamed to not cry, wretched me,
Coming into the greatest difficulties.”*

Crowds do not feast on the sight of women alone. Elite individuals of both genders are
subject to the gaze of those who constitute the &xAos. Crying is a luxury afforded only to

%714 317. Cf. 605; Rhesos 45.
48 14 424-29
49 14 446-53
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those who blend in to the larger crowd, whose emotional volatility is accepted and not
ascribed to any individual. Elite characters have anxiety about how their actions and
reactions will be evaluated by normal people — especially when those people are gathered
together in a crowd.

The weight of this monitoring and judgment by the many wears on Agamemnon,
who now explicitly names them as the force constraining his actions:

Ay. &AX fikopev yap eis avaykaias TUxas,

BuyaTtpos alpatnpov ekmpaal pédvov.

Me. més; Tis & dvaykd&oel ot Ty ye Oy KTAVETV;

Ay. &mas Axaicdv cUANOYyos OTPaTEUNATOS.

Me. oUk, fjv viv eis Apyos <y’> amooTeiAnis TaAw.

Ay. A&boiu ToUT &v, GAN’ ékelv’ oU Arjoopev.

Me. 16 Toiov; oUtol xpr) Alav TapPeiv SxAov.

Ag. But see, we have come to compelling circumstances,

(That will force me) to perform the bloody slaughter of my daughter.
Men. How? Who will compel you to kill your girl?

Ag. The entire gathering of the armed force of Achaeans!

Men. Not if you dispatch her back to Argos.

Ag. [ might do that unseen — but I won’t escape the army’s notice.
Men. What’s this? One should not fear the &xAos over-much.>

The Greek oUAAoyos otpaTeipaTos (the convocation of the army) compels his actions
just as the Furies do Aeschylus’s Orestes’s — by looming as an offstage threat at least as
importantly as by their onstage appearance.

Odysseus, whose mastery of and strong association with the soldiers in assembly
was stressed in Hecuba, here is identified as able to sway the masses due to close
personal association with them:

Me. ouk €01’ 'OBucoeus &T1 08 KAUE TIMUAVEL.

Ay . mokilog ael Tépuke ToU T SxAou péTa. ..

oUkouv SOKETS viv oTAVT év Apyeiols uéools

Aé€ew a KaAxas béopat eEnyroaTo ...

Men. There’s no way that Odysseus can cause trouble for you and me.
Ag. He’s always been clever, and (sided) with the &xAos ...
Can’t you see him standing among the Achives

To proclaim those prophecies which Kalchas interpreted ...>"

The chorus welcomes Iphigenia:

un TapPriont vewoTi pot pHoAdv
KAEWOV Tékvov Ay auépvovos,
unde 86puPov und’ EkmAnEv
Tais Apyeialg

014 511-17
5114 525-26, 528-29
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Eetvat Eetvals Tapéxwpev.

Fear not, famous child of Agamemnon newly arrived —

Let us xenai present neither 86puBos nor confusion to Argive xenai.”>*
Agamemnon attempts to get his wife to go home, problematizing her relation towards the
&xAos:

oV kaAov év 8xAwl o EEopiAeiofal oTpaTou.

It’s not fitting for you to be in/out’® of company in the army’s &xAos.>>*
Achilles soon greets her with words reinforcing the norm under which women stay far
away from great aggregations of men:

Tis & el; Ti 8" fABes Aavaidwv &5 cUANoyov,

Yuvr Tpds Gudpas ACTICIY TTEPAPYHEVOUS;

Who are you? Why have you come to the gathering of the Greeks,
A woman come before men fenced round with shields?’>

Clytemnestra begs Achilles to help her, since she cannot hope to have a positive
encounter with the mob of sailors and other non-heroic hangers-on:

agiyual &', cdotep eloopdis, yuvr)

VaUTIKOV 0TpaTeup &vapxov KATI Tois kakols paay,

xpriotpov &', tav BéAwov.

I come, as you see, a woman, to the naval force (that’s) unruled

And bold to do evil — but (also do do) things of use, when they wish.>*®

Achilles in turn warns her not to bring Iphigenia out for him to see her, for fear that the
army gathered too close together will be prone to slanderous talk>":

OV urjTe onv Taid EEay’ Sy eig Eunv

Ui T els Sveldos auabes EABcopev, yuvan.
oTPaTOs yap abpoos, &pyos cov TGV oikobev,
Aéoxas Tovnpas Kai KakooTéuous PrAel.
Don’t you bring your daughter out into my sight
Nor let us come upon ignorant slander, woman.
For the army is gathered, being unoccupied and away from home,”

558

9

32 14 602-06

333 14 735. LSJ s.v. ¢é€omAéco reads this instance of the verb as meaning “fo be away from one’s friends, be
alone in the crowd.” The question is whether the 8uAos is the military one that Agamemnon wants to keep
her from, or the household one to which he urges her to return. The ambiguity of meaning is telling: one is
always part of one homilia or other, and the goal of the elite is to identify and stick to the proper one.
14735

>3 14 825-26

%14 912-13

7 Cf. Chapter Four for the effects of crowding on civic discourse, and vice versa, as portrayed in comedy.
S8t 1357, Andromache 480, Orestes 772.

5% Walker trans. “Crowded, idle, and away from home.”

129



And it loves wicked and foulmouthed gossip.’*

The sight of Iphigenia convenes crowds and fuels the reputational economy of gossip and
slander. Achilles fears this, but at this stage Agamemnon’s fear is more directly of group
violence. Achilles will not learn how serious this threat is until these two worlds have
fused later in the play.

Clytemnestra condemns Agamemon for excessive caution and paying too much
attention to the desires of and potential attacks from the crowd:

Kakos Tis ¢oTi kai Alav TapPel oTpaTtdv.
He’s some coward, and he fears the army too much.3¢!

Agreeing to try to persuade the masses to spare Iphigenia’s life, Achilles warns her not to
come looking for him

urj tis o’ {1®n1 oTeixovoav émrTonuévny
Aavadov 81" &xAovu.
Lest someone see you striding distraught through the Danaans’ &xAos.

Agamemnon explains to Iphigenia that the army is under some sort of group frenzy:

péunve 8 Appoditn Tis EAAveov otpaTtddl
A&V cos TaxioTa BapPBapwv émi x6éva
Tadoai Te AdékTpwv apmayas EAAnvikéw. ...
AAN EAAGs, T 8¢l k&v 6éAco k&v ur BéAco,
BUoai oe. ToUToU & fjoocoves kabéoTapev.

Some Aphrodite has raged in the army of Hellenes
To sail ASAP to the land of barbarians

And stop their seizing of Hellenic marriages. ...
(It is) Greece’® for whom it’s necessary, whether
I want to or not, to sacrifice you. And we are constituted
Weaker than it (the army).564

Again Agamemnon blames the Many for his failures of leadership as One.

Iphigenia announces the return to the stage of Achilles with the first example in
this play of the now-familiar tragic trope of announcing that one sees an approaching
group. This appears to be some sub-set of the greater army, which stays offstage but
whose shouts the characters can hear (see below):

@ TekoUoa Ui TEP, audpddv dxAov eicopdd TéAas. ...
AxiIANéa TOVY' 18elv aioxUvouat ...
O mother who bore (me), I see an &xAos of men’®’ nearby ...

360 74 998-1001

1141012

%6274 1029-30

363 As opposed to Menelaos (mentioned in the omitted lines).
6% 14 1264-66, 1272-73
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I’m ashamed to see this man Achilles ...>*

Achilles faces a check from “all Greeks” in a different sense than that expressed by
Agamemnon near the beginning of the play. Agamemnon fears them as a political
community first and foremost, Achilles more as a lynch mob. Here we find our most
extensive discussion between two elite onstage characters concerning the threat of an
offstage mob. If Achilles were only “weaker than marriage,” he would be better off.
Instead he, like Agamemnon, is weaker than the assembled army as an entity with its own
desires and prejudices — it’s just taken him longer to realize it.

Ax. Béw’ ¢v Apyeiois BoaTal ... KA. Tis Borj; ofjuavé pot.

AX. augi ofis Taudds...

a5 xpecov opdagat viv. KA. *koudeis évavtia Aéyer;*5¢7

Ax. & 86puBov Eyd Tv' autods HAuBov ... KA. Tiv', & Eéve;

Ax. ocdua AevoBijvar métpoiot. KA. pcov képnv ocdileov gunv;

Ax. autd ToUTto. KA. Tis & &v #TAn ocouaTtos Tou cou Bryeiv;

Ax. mavtes "EAAnves. KA. otpatods 8¢ Mupuidcov ol ool rapijv;

Ax. TpG&TOS R ékelvos exBpds. KA. 81" &p’ dOAcdAapev, Tékvov.

Ax. of Ue TOV yduwv amekdAouv flocov.” KA. &trekpiveo 8¢ Ti;

Ax. &AN tvikcounuy kekpaypou. KA. 1o oAU y&p Sewodv kakdv.
Ax. &N\ Sucws aprifopév ool KA. kai paxijt moAAoiow eis;

Ach. A dreadful shout is about among the Argives.

Kl. What shout? Tell me. Ach. It’s about your daughter ... that it’s
necessary to kill her. * KI. And no one is speaking against (this)? *

Ach. I myself came into some 86puBog ... KI. What (did you encounter),
O xenos? Ach. (I almost) got my body stoned with rocks. Kl. What,
trying to save my girl? Ach. That’s it. KI. Who would dare to touch
your body? Ach. All the Hellenes. Kl. Wasn’t the troop of Myrmidons
at your side? Ach. Yeah — it was my first enemy! Kl. Ah, we are lost,
child. Ach. They called me out as subordinate to this marriage.

Kl. And what answer did you make? Ach. (None,), but [ was conquered
by the clamor. KIl. A great (gathering of men) is a formidable evil.

Ach. But none the less, I will defend you. Kl. And will you, one, fight
with many?”°®

Clytemnestra’s last line in the exchange quoted is a skeptical expression framed in the
dialectic of One and Many. Achilles may be the individually best of the fighters, but she
doubts his ability to stand against a large number of his fellow-soldiers.

KA. 1i€e1 & doTis dwetat képns;
Ax. nupiory’, &Eet 8 Oducoels. KA. &p’ 6 Ziovupov ydvos;

°%5 Cf. Phoenissae 197

2% 14 1338, 1341

> Diggle’s apparatus transmits Vitelli’s conjecture: ouels <8’ oud’> év &vtiov; Achilles’s response
seems to follow more naturally from this prompt (which suggests someone positioned spatially in

confrontation with the mob) than from an inquiry about mere rhetorical opposition.
% 14 1346-47, 1349-58
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Ax. autds oUtos. KA. 18ia rpdoocov f) otpaTtol Taxbels Utro;
Ax. aipebeig excov.

Kl. Who is coming, who will take hold of my daughter?

Ach. Many (will come), but Odysseus will lead her away.

Kl. What, the seed of Sisyphos? Ach. That’s the one.

KIl. Acting on his own accord or dispatched by the army?

Ach. Selected (for the task, but plenty) willing.”®

Still hung up on his individual honor, Achilles wants to fight on against all odds.
Iphigenia, however, has realized — as has Agamemnon in his own way — that true agency
and exceptionalism do not always call for resisting the crowd. Sometimes one must
simply surrender to it. Odysseus is best suited of all to deal with the crowd, for his
yielding to it, indeed his merging with it, ensures him mastery over it.

Rhesos

This play is unique in the Euripidean (and pseudo-Euripidean) corpus in that its
crowds are entirely military, with their actions occurring in the middle of war rather than
before or after it. It is the only surviving play set in the spatial midst of an actual war, in
the “no man’s land” between opposing camps. As such, its descriptions of groups are of
little interest for this survey except insofar as they confirm impressions and echo usages
discussed above. There is very little of the dynamic of offstage threat against onstage
individuals, since threat is ambient in this type of military setting, rather than
concentrated in one assembly or other crowd.
E.g.

TOAAR Yap nxit Oprjikios pécov oTpaTdS
goTeixe. 0auPer & exmAayvTes Tepev ...

The Thracian army flowed on with a great roar.
But we ran, struck with fear ...37°

oTpaTou 8¢ TATB0s oUd’ &v év yripou Adywi

Bécban SUval’ &v, cos &TAaTov Ry ideiv ...

You would not be able to peg the size of the army with the reckoning of a
Pebble (by abacus or with counting-tokens), so endless was it to see ...5"!

88’ Eyyus foTal kou ouvriBpoloTal oTpaTtddr’’? ...
The army rests nearby, and it’s not drawn up together ...

The play ends on a fittingly martial note of group action, as the chorus leader drills his
fellows:

mreifou BaoiAel. oTeixwpev dmAols

914 1361-64
370 Rhesos 290-91
ST Rhesos 310-11
572 Rhesos 613
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KOOUNOGUEVOL KOl Euppaxiat

T&de ppaleopev.

Heed the king. Let us march arrayed in armor
And make these things known to our alliance.’”

%

We have seen that tragedy speaks of crowds in much more explicit terms than
those available to Homer. Euripides in particular shows intense concern, especially in his
later plays, with what might be termed the “political crowd,” and the dynamic of an
offstage crowd threatening onstage elite characters is well established in his work.
Turning now to comedy, I hope to show that Aristophanes’s plays express an even more
pronounced concern with crowds and their effect on Athenian society.

373 Rhesos 994-97
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CHAPTER FOUR
ARISTOPHANIC CROWD

The tragic crowd may threaten individual elite characters, but it does not alter the broader
social context in which these characters act. The comic crowd, by contrast - especially in
its political manifestations — is a constant vehicle for critique of Athenian politics and
society, through which class and gender conflict, mob violence and revolution are
prismatically figured. The importance of the offstage crowd reaches its apex in
Ecclesiazusae, where it transforms the Athenian government into a gynocracy by a sort of
parliamentary coup. Onstage, comedy is freer than tragedy to feature actors representing
the crowd directly.””

Empty Pnyx and Full Market

By happy coincidence, Aristophanes’s surviving oeuvre opens with a description
of crowd behavior. As the play opens, Dikaiopolis enters the otherwise empty stage and
lists his life’s major woes and joys, before explicitly framing the action to come in terms
of the dialectic of One and Many.””” After enumerating pleasurable and miserable
political and artistic performances he has witnessed in the past, he directly addresses the
emptiness of the stage:

&AN" oUBeTCOTTOT ¢E STOU Yo pUTTTOUAal
oUTws EdTXONV UTTO Kovias Tas O@pUs

cos viv, OTST olons kupias ékkAnoias
€wbiviis Epnuos 1) Tvug auTni,

ol & év &yopdt Aalolol k&ve Kai K&Tw
TO oxowiov PeU’youst TO HEATWUEVOV.
oud’ ol mpuTAvEls Tikouow, &AN" dwpiav
fkovTes, eiTa & cdoTioUvTal TTES SOKELS
*¢ABSVTES* AAATIAoL01 TrEpt TTpCOTOU EUAOU,
abpdol kaTappiovTes. eiprivn & ETreos
goTal TPOTIUGGC™ oUdév.  TOAIS TTOAL.
gyco & aiel mpwdTIoTOS ElS EkkAnoiav
VOOTGY KABnual. k&iT Emedav & udvos,
OTévw, kKéxnva, okopdivédual, Tépdouat ...
ViV oUv ATEXVES KW TTAPECKEUAOUEVOS
Boav, Urokpouelv, Aotopeiv Tous priTopas,
gav Tis &AAo ANV Tepi eiprivng Aéynu.
&N’ oi TpuTAGvELs Y&p ouToll peonuBpivoi.
OUK Ty OpEUOV; TOUT EKEIV oUycd "Aeyov.
els TNV Tpoedpiav mas avnp woTiCeTat.
But never since I first began to wash

Have I been bit beneath the brows as now,

37 Carter (58) notes, for instance, that only comedy can “allegorise” an assembly meeting onstage.

>73 Carter (57-58) notes that the staging emphasizes the size of the crowd to come and aids in the illusion of
a relative few representing many: “The assembly scene in the prologue of Acharnians works, I think,
because it begins with Dicaeopolis sitting alone: any addition to this will seem by comparison more busy.”
On questions of Aristophanic performance generally, see Revermann.
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When, with regular assembly on for dawn,

The Pnyx here’s empty; in the agora

They gossip up and down, flee the red rope.

The prytaneis have not come — late they’ll come,
Then howdja think they’ll shove each other round
the first bench, flowing down all packed together.
But as to how peace shall be no one cares.

O city city!

I always come and sit first in assembly.

And when I’'m alone, I saw, [ yawn, I stretch, I fart ...
But now I come prepared without reserve

To shout, to interrupt, to mock the speakers

If any speak on subjects past the peace.

But here are these noonday prytaneis!

Wasn’t I saying? This is what I was talking about;
Each man shoves his way to the front row.””®

Dikaiopolis identifies two problems with the collective behavior of his fellow-
citizens: at first, they are not gathered in the proper place; when they do arrive, they
behave in a chaotic and tumultuous fashion. Their physical improprieties (jostling and
shoving for pride of place) are echoed in — and, if we credit Aristophanes with an implicit
theory of crowd psychology, may actually contribute to — their disregard of the proper
subject for debate.

The others should be present from the start; it is time to assemble, and there are
important matters to discuss. Instead they AaAouot ké&ve kai k&Te, undisciplined in
both motion and speech; only Dikaiopolis is where a citizen should be and prepared to act
as a citizen should act. He predicts — a prediction instantly confirmed — that the prytaneis
will enter aBpdol kaTappéovTes, “flowing down crammed together.” This fluid imagery
anticipates some of the modern anti-crowd discourse discussed in the first Chapter.
Combined with the double occurrence of cooTi- root verbs, it established that crowds — or
at least, this particular crowd — are, for Aristophanes’s hero, violent and disordered
things.

As we examine descriptions of group behavior in characters’ words throughout
the Aristophanic corpus, we will find them at the heart of his critique of contemporary
politics and society. But for now, the contrast posed by Dikaiopolis’s opening soliloquy
establishes the basic problem: the crowd is not where it should be. Here it is empty, there
(“offstage,” as in tragedy) it is full — but full in the wrong way and for the wrong reasons.

The crowdedness of public space, and the fear of violence or social contamination
therefrom, is a theme that runs throughout Aristophanes’s plays. Later in the Acharnians,
Dikaiopolis warns his daughter as she takes part in his private staging of the Rural
Dionysia:

TTpdBatve, kav TAxXAw! puAGTTECHO 0pdSpa
ur} Tis Aabcov cou TepITpdy ) T Xpuoia.s’’

578 gch. 17-30, 36-42
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March on! And be very wary of the crowd,
Lest someone unbeknownst to you “nibble” your gold (jewelry).

Here the éxAos appears, for the first time in our survey, in its full social sense: as
a crowd composed of all types of people - including, apparently, thieves. Dikaiopolis’s
initial list of complaints does not explicitly cite the increased crowdedness of Athens
under the Spartan siege, but the contrast he establishes between city and country does
frame the difference between the two in terms of the presence or absence of a monetary
economy. Buying takes place in the agora, which is the site of the offstage crowding he
has just decried:

OTUYGV HEv &oTu, TOV & Eudv Sijuov Tobdov,

35 oUBET ST elTrey "&vbpakas mpiwd’ ...

AAN aUTOS EQepe TTAVTA X TPV &TTTv.

(I sit here) hating the city, longing for my deme,

Which never yet said “buy coal!” ...

But on its own brought forth all things — and the buyer went off. 8

oi & év ayopdat Aaiouot (line 21), while lacking a verb or noun of crowding per
se, conveys a sense of an offstage crowd, strengthened by resonance with other textual
moments: the crowd behavior of the selfsame oi upon their imminent arrival, and
passages elsewhere in Aristophanes which confirm the link between the agora and the
crowd implicit in the opening speech.’” Dikaopolis’s private market is touted by the
chorus (recently converted from opposition to support of him) precisely as a place where
one will be free from the unpleasant experience of being in a crowd:

oUd’ &AAos AvBpcdOTTLOV UTTOWW VAV OE TINHAVET T,
oud’ évatoudpEetat TTpémis Trv eUputtpwkTiav col,
oud’ woTiel KAswvipcor.

xAaivav 8 &xcov pavrjv iet

Kou EuvTuxcov o Y mépBoAos

Bik&dV AvaTrAroel.
No other man will bug you, shopping sneakily,
Nor will Prepis rub his wide-ass-ness on you,
Nor will you bump up against Kleonymus.

But clad in a bright cloak you’ll pass through

And Hyperbolos won’t run into you

And infect you with lawsuits.”™!

580

" Ach. 257-58

578 Ach. 33-34, 36

1 E.g. Peace 1000, Wealth 787.

3% Olson comm. ad loc.: “[T]he prefix presumably suggests stealthy action ... i.e. buying up everything
good before other people have a chance ...” Henderson (3:163) translates the participle Unoymvév as
“cutting into the queue.” Whatever the precise meaning of this hapax legomenon, it clearly is an annoyance
perpetrated by another person — of whom, the chorus leader assures the audience, this new fantasy market

will contain none.
1 Ach. 842-47
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In addition to theft, then, other disasters can befall an individual trapped in a
crowd: social/sexual contamination, even the threat of prosecution. As we will see later in
this Chapter, particularly in the discussion of the Wasps, the Sikau that threaten the
patrons of wartime Athens’s crowded market are themselves home to dangerous crowds
of a different type. Note the repetition of the root cooTi-, which strengthens the
association of market-crowd and assembly-crowd: the action of bumping into each other
exhibited by the prytaneis on their entering the stage at the beginning of the play is the
same action which we are here assured does not occur in the play’s fantasy of a “private
market.”

Bowie compares the pre- and post-private-peace cities to Hesiod’s Just and Unjust
cities in Works and Days:

Athens before Dicaeopolis’ treaty is a city in which violence is regular,
just treatment hard to come by, visitors like the Megarian starving,
sexuality disordered and political management in the hands of two classes
opposed to the mature citizens presumed to be the natural masters — the
young and the foreign. In Dicaeopolis’ private world, there is peace and
plenty; visitors are, if not exactly given ‘straight judgments’, at least
welcomed and to some extent fed, family life is untroubled and sexuality
appears more ‘normal.”***

We have seen all of these contrasts expressed in the play in terms that suggest or
explicitly make a connection with crowds. The zones of economic and political
interaction are both too crowded and internally disordered. Interpersonal violence,
contamination by contact with sexually and otherwise “disordered” persons,
commodification and commercialization, and political institutions dominated by careless
mobs are all characteristics of the over-crowded comic city.

The market is the most obvious site of crowding in the Aristophanic city, but
characters describe similar scenes elsewhere, for example in Lysistrata:

aAA& poPoUual Té8e. uddv UoTepdTTOUS Ponbdd;
viv 81 yap éumAnoapévn v Udpiav kvepaia
HOALs &Trod kprjvns Ut SxAou kai BopUfou
Kal TaTdyou xuTpeiov,
SovAaiow woTiouévn
oTrypaTials [Te] ...
But I’'m scared of this (the fire set by the old men in hopes of flushing the
women out of the Acropolis). Have I come to help too late?
For just now, (while it was still) dark,”™ I was filling my jar from the well
with difficulty, under the 6xAos and BopUPos and rattling of jars,
Shoved by servant-girls and tattooed slaves ...°

*%2 Bowie 19
% The adjective kvepaia must refer to the speaker, odd as this seems in literal translation.
584

Lys. 326-32
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Again we see an woTi- verb used to describe the physical experience of being
part of a crowd. It is found here in close conjunction with two of our key crowd words:
bxAos and BopuPos. These words, then, are not limited to descriptions of the political or
even the “public” (i.e., male) crowd, but can describe any agitated aggregation of bodies.
Here the mixing of social strata which modern theorists take to be an essential feature of
“the” crowd is present in an extreme form: the chorus of free women speaks of coming
into forced contact with slaves.

Another description in Aristophanes of a busy market is less condemnatory, while
stressing more explicitly the association of the agora with crowds. Having returned to
earth, Trygaeus in the Peace beseeches the goddess Peace to reveal herself and save the
Greeks from war and want:

Kal TNV dyopav nuiv ayabdov
éuTTAnodfvat ...

Kal Tepl TauTas nuas abpdous
oywvouvTas TupBalecbal

Mopuxcot, TeAéal, Maukétnt, &AAols
TévBais ToAAoTs ...

And fill our market with all good things ...
And amid them may we all packed together,
Buying our groceries, be crowded up against
Morychus, Teleas, Glaucetes, many other gluttons ...°"

Here the speaker positively yearns to experience crowding, even contact with
disreputable objects of mockery — the exact scenario contrasted by the chorus of
Acharnians to the emptiness Dikaiopolis’s fantasy market. But in this case, the stress is
on all the good things that the postwar market will offer its patrons. The packing-in of
customers is a second-order effect of the plenty that Peace will bring, whereas during
wartime it is caused by the crowdedness of the besieged city itself. Those undesirables
whom market-going brings one into contact with are here not sexual deviants and
demagogues, but gluttons — in the context of wartime deprivation and peacetime glut, a
more forgivable failing. Even in this more positive portrayal, the market is still presented
as a place of crowded bodies and unpleasant encounters.

The Good Old Days and the Bad New Ways of Group Behavior

It is more than just the war and the siege, however, that have caused the improper
distribution and collective behavior of people in civic space that Dikaiopolis laments.
Throughout Aristophanes’s plays, complaints are made that people are gathering together
in the wrong places and in the wrong manner, and the war is not always to blame.

In the central agon of the Clouds, the “Better Argument” begins his brief for the
superiority of the older generation *® by stressing their proper comportment in group
settings:

A€Eco ToivBy T &pxalav TTadeiav cos SiékelTo,

%3 Peace 999-1000, 1005-09
386 1oug mpecPutépoug, line 959.
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ST gy Ta dikaia Aéycov fjvbouv kai owppooivn vevduoTo.
TP&TOV HEv Edel Tados peoviv ypuEavTtos undév’ akoloai.

elTa BadiCev év Taiov 08ois eUTAKTWS €is kKIBapioToU

TOUS KU TAs YUpvous aBpdous, Kei KpIUvdT KaTaVEipoL.

elT &U Tpouabeiv &iop’ ES8iBaokev T unpco Wi ouvéxovTas,

N TTaAA&Sa epoémoAv Sewdv™ ij “TnAémopdv T1 Bdaua’,
EvTavapévous Thnv apuoviav fjv ol TaTépes Tapédwkav. ...

¢v TadoTpiPou 8¢ kabilovtas TOv unpodv €det mpoBaiécbat

Tous Taidas, 8Treos Tols E§wbev pundiv deifelav amnvis.

So Ill relate the old-time education as it was laid down,

When I prospered by speaking the truth, and prudence was customary.
First, one would never hear the voice of a child as he muttered.

Then, (it was necessary) to go through the streets to the lyre-trainer’s place
In good order, village boys crowded together naked, even if it was
snowing like barley grain.

Then he’d teach them a song to learn, not keeping their thighs together,
Like “Pallas dread city-sacker” or “What’s that far-off shout?”,

Sticking to the harmony which our fathers handed down. ...

(And it was mandatory for) kids at the trainer’s to put their thigh in front
when sitting down,

587
So as to show no cruel

bit to those outside.>88

These processions of boys in training, the Better Argument insists, featured bodies
packed close together (&Bpdous) while still maintaining proper order (eUTakTes). In
descriptions of bad, “modern” crowds, such as Dikaiopolis’s, these terms would be
mutually exclusive. Later, the Better Argument describes how his teachings can help
restore proper behavior:

Bappdov Eut TOV KPEiTTw Adyov aipol.

KATTIOTIOEL LIOETY ayopav kai BaAaveiwv amexeobat,

kal Tois aioxpois aioxUveoBal k&v okTTNL Tis ot pAéyechanl ...
AAN" olv Airapds ye kai euavr|s év yupvaoiols SiaTpiyels,

7 Dover comm. ad loc. notes the “surprising” use of &mnués to describe the boys’ genitals. “The point is

that the sight ... ‘torments’ his lovers.” Cf. Wasps 578, where Philokleon cites the opportunity to see boys’
genitals as a perk of participation in mass government: Tai{®cwv Toivuv Sokinalouéveov aidoia TAPeCTL
BeoBan (“Indeed, it’s possible to see the naughty bits of boys who are being examined” [for deme
registration, Henderson trans.]). In the context of group vision, especially when read together with this line
from Wasps, I must disagree with Dover — the point is not (only) the psychological experience of the
“lover,” but the vulnerability to the erotic gaze experienced by the boys in formation. “Those outside” (ot
g£w0ev) could certainly be imagined as the boys’ “lovers,” but in the context of public display in the streets
these onlookers have something of the crowd about them. Cf. Wasps 1286-87 (discussed further in the main
text below): ol 'kTds ¢yéAwv péya kexkpaydta Becopevol,/oudtv &p’ ¢uod uéhov ... (“Those watching
outside laughed greatly at [Cleon] shouting — and they cared nothing for me ...”). Here the chorus leader
(speaking in parabasis as the voice of the author) uses oi 'ktos, a phrase similar to ToTs €€cBev, to describe
what is clearly a crowd, and to characterize it negatively as voyeuristic and callous. In particular the Wasps
passage describes the feeling of being laughed at by a crowd, calling to mind the vulnerability to crowd-
gaze discussed in the previous Chapter (fn. 532 & accompanying text).

> Clouds 962-68, 973-74
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oV 0TwHUAAWY KaTa TNy dyopdv TpiBolekTpdmel’; oldTep oi viv,
oud’ éAkduevos Tepl TpayuaTtiou yAloxpavTihoyeEemiTpimTou,
AAN’ eis Akadrjueiav kaTicov UTtd Tals popiats amobpétet
OTEPAVWOAUEVOS KAAGUL AEUKEL HETA 0LOPPOVOS TIAIKICOITOVU ...
Have the courage to pick me, the better argument.

And you will learn to hate the agora and keep away from the baths,
And to feel shame at shameful things, and to be inflamed if someone
mocks you ...

But you’ll spend your time shiny and flourishing in the gyms,

Not babbling three-obol jokes through the agora, those of today,
Nor dragged (to court) over some bit of hair-splitting-pettifogging-
bareface-knavish®® business,

But running off to the Academy, under the sacred olive trees,
Crowned with white reed, (as second) after a wise agemate ...>

The properly instructed youth will shun the agora — which we have already established as
a place for negatively-characterized crowds — and the bath houses. These establishments
are also the scene of improper groupings in these degenerate latter days, as the Better
Argument will complain not much later in the agon:

TaUT £oTi, TaUT , éKETva

& TGV veaviokwv del 8t” nuépas Aalouvtwv

TATpes TO Palaveiov Trolel, kevas 8¢ Tas TalaioTpas.

That’s it — that! — these are the things which make our bathhouse full
Of youths talking idly, but the wrestling-houses empty.>*!

Dikaiopolis, introduced as a would-be participant in politics, complains in the

Acharnians that the crowd is in the agora, not the assembly. Here the Better Argument
complains that his Worse counterpart’s sophistries have filled the baths at the expense of
the wrestling schools — that the crowds of young men have traded decent manly exercise
of times past for luxury (and perhaps sexual dalliance?).

precisely the same ver

Note too that these young men are AaAotvTeov- “chattering™** or “gossiping” —

b>** which Dikaiopolis applies to the offstage crowd he describes at

Acharnians line 21 (o1 8" ¢v &yopai AaAolol k&vw kai k&Ttw). In the Frogs, Aeschylus
accuses Euripides with language directly echoing that of the Better Argument in the
Clouds:

AL T a¥ AaAiav emndeloal kai otwuvAiav didafas,

1 ‘Eekévooev TAs Te TaAaioTpas kai Tas MUy ds EvETpuyey

TGV pepakicov otwubAAopéveov, kai Tous TTapdAous avémeioey
AVTayopevély Tois &pxoucty. kaitol TéTe y', ik’ éycd Coov,

589

LSJ s.v. yhioxpavTidoyeEemiTpimTos.

0 Clouds 990-92, 1002-06

*! Clouds 1052-54

2SI s.v.

3% A synonym, oTcopUAAwv, is used at line 1003 to describe agora-talk.
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oUk frioTtavt &AN fj u&Cav kaAéoal kal ‘pummamal’ eieiv.

Ar. vny Tov 'ATOAA W, kai TpooTrapdeiv ¥ els TO oTOMa TAd BaAduaxi,

kal pivbdoat Tov EYooitov kakPdas Tva AcwmoduTiioal.

viv & avTiAéyel kKoUkéT EAavvel. TTAeT Beupi kaUbis ékeloe.

Aeschylus. Then you taught them to look after chatter and babble,

Which has empied out the wrestling schools and worn off the asses

Of babbling young men, and convinced the crew of the Paralos

To talk back to their leaders. And yet then at least, when I was alive,

They knew nothing but to call for their bread and say “heave ho!”

Dionysos. Yes, by Apollo, and to fart into the mouth of the bottom-
bencher,

And rub shit on their messmate, and, disembarking, steal someone’s cloak.

But now he (= the crewman) talks back and rows no more. And they sail

hither and yon.**

Again, new ways of talking and thinking, constituting a new value system, have
emptied the erstwhile sites of proper training. Here the negatively coded crowd is not in
the agora or bathhouse, but is rather the crew of a ship. Crowd talk here moves beyond
gossip into “backtalk,” which in the naval context borders on mutiny.

The crowdedness of a ship’s crew is stressed by Dionysos’s talk of farting and
shitting on one’s neighboring crewman. The threat of bodily contamination at close
quarters has been raised earlier (at Acharnians 843, discussed above) where a crowded
market contains people who might “wipe (their) wide-assedness off on you.” The special
case of the rowers as a “mob” that poses a political threat is hinted at here in “talking
back to the leaders.” The physical result of the ship’s crew engaging in improper
collective behavior results in their craft sailing “back and forth” (8eupi kaUfis ékeioe),
just as Dikaiopolis spoke of those in the agora “chattering up and down” (k&ve kal
K&Tw). An aggregation of bodies combined with a decline in social values results in
disordered and aimless motion.

The political crowd as passive audience and object of manipulation

Aristophanes’s characters, then, are prone to complaining that the wrong
public places are empty and full, and that the people who gather in the full places
are acting improperly. In the democratic polis, political and dikastic assemblies
were crowd events especially central to civic life. Several plays contain extensive
descriptions of these crowds. The former (deliberative assemblies) tend to be
described as passive audience-like crowds, similar to the assemblies in Homer.
The latter (dikastic assemblies or mass juries) are portrayed as more active, and
additionally as malicious — but this second set of portrayals plays down or
allegorizes away the multiplicity of its object.

In the Knights, the Sausage Seller returns triumphantly from the meeting
of the boule to narrate his successful manipulation of that mass deliberative body,

3% Frogs 1069-1077. For more on the idle gossip of the youth cf. 1491-99: (trans. Henderson): “So what’s

stylish is not to sit/beside Socrates and chatter (AaAeiv),/casting the arts aside/and ignoring the best/of the
tragedian’s craft./To hang around killing time/in pretentious conversation/and hairsplitting twaddle/is the
mark of a man who’s lost his mind.”
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in a first-person account of the one exerting control over the many. On entering
the chamber, the Sausage Seller relates:

N BouAn & &mac’ dkpocouévn

€y£ved’ U auToU yeudaTtpapdafuos TALa,

K&PRAeWE VATV Kai T& HETCOTT AVECTIAOEV.

k&ywy’ &1e 8 "yveov évdexopévny Tous Adyous

KOl TOIS PEVAKIOUOTOIV EEATTATWOUEVT V. ...

The entire council listening became full of “false orach™®

At his hands, and it glared mustard and scrunched up its faces.’
And when I saw (the council) was taking in his words,

And being deceived by his tricks ...>"

96

Elsewhere Aristophanes describes crowds as susceptible to flattery;™® here they are
initially moved by the Paphlagonian not praising them, but rather slandering others:
fpelde KaTa TGOV ITméwV ... kai EuveoudTas Aéywv ... (“He attacked the knights ...
and called them conspirators ...”). It is the mark of a simple and easily manipulated mind
— here, a “group mind” — to respond eagerly to praise of it and blame of others.

The Sausage Seller then describes his interruption of the Paphlagonian’s
denunciatory speech:

avékpayov: ‘& Boulr], Adyous ayabols pépcov
evayyeAioaobal TpddTOS UNiv BoUAopat.

€€ oU yap Muiv 6 méAepos kateppdymn,
OUTIOTOT apUas eidov aglTépas.’

N [sc. BouArj] 8’etbécos T&x Tpdowoma SieyaArjvioev.
elT EoTepavouy WevayyEAia.

I shouted: “O council, bearing good tidings,

I wish to give you the good news first.

For from the time the war first broke out,

I’ve never seen cheaper sardines!”

And (the council) straightaway calmed its faces.

Then they proposed a crown for me, for my good news.>’

9 LST s.v. weudaTpdpatus. Rogers comm. ad loc.: “[A]n emblem of rapid growth ... of lies;” Neil

agrees. Merry: “herb used in seasoning sausage ... biting and pungent.”

3% N.B. the slippage between singular and plural here. While ascribable to the demands of meter, this
variation (along with the explicit £¢£ évog otopatog later) suggests that crowds were conceptually neither
securely singular nor plural in the author’s mind — an ambivalence central to modern theories of the crowd,
as discussed in Chapter One.

97 Knights 629-33

% E.g.: Acharnians 371 (where the rural origin of the crowds’ members, here the Acharnians themselves,
is cited as a mark of exceptional manipulability); 637-38 (where the chorus leader in the parabasis credits
the author with “stopping you from being excessively deceived by foreigners’ words” [Travcas Upds
Eevikoiol Adyorus un Alav éEamataodai] which “set you on the top of your asses” [¢1 &kpcov TV
TUY18icov kaBnobe]).

%9 Knights 642-43, 646-47
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In response to the Paphlagonian’s appeal to the crowd’s suspicion of others, the Sausage
Seller redirects their attention to a higher concern: their own appetites. Their faces, drawn
and glaring as the Paphlagonian spoke, are now smoothed over. It is implied that the
speakers take cues as to how to address the audience by monitoring their facial
expression and other physical reactions. Continuing to speak, the Sausage Seller reduces
them to a state of gaping eagerness with his suggestion that they seize others’ property to
accumulate even more food (thus fusing the greediness of the belly with the acquisitive
power of a state decree):

K&y ‘ppaca

aUTOTS ATTOPPNTOV TOINCAUEVOS, TAXY,

va Tas aguas wvoivto moAAas TouBoAou,

TGV dnuioupyddv EUAAaRelv Ta TpUBAia.

o1 8" AvekpdTnoav k&l TPds €U EKEXTIVECAV.

And I suggested to them, making it “unspeakable” (classified),
That in order to buy many sardines for an obol,

That they gather together all the workmen’s bowls.

And they clapped and gaped at me.*”

Now that the crowd’s extreme response to appeals to its appetite has been established, the
Paphlagonian tries to top the Sausage Seller’s food announcement by proposing a mega-
sacrifice (and subsequent feast):

6 8" umrovorjoas, 6 TTapAay v, eidcos &pa

ols 118eB’ 1) BouAr) udAioTa prinactv

yveounv EAeev ...

ETTEVeUoEV els Ekelvov 1) Poulr) TEAw.

kK&ywy’ &Te 8 "yvwv Tols PoAiTols 1 TTedpevOS,

dinkooiniol Bouciv UtepnkdVTION ...

gkapadoknoev eis €U’ 1) PouAn TéAw.

But suspecting, the Paphagonian, knowing well the words by which the
council is most pleased, made a motion [to sacrifice 100 cows] ...
And the council “nodded” (switched their approval) back to him.
And when I realized I was being defeated by cow patties,

I upped the stakes to two hundred cows ...

And the council looked back at me.®"!

The crowd’s fickle allegiance is exaggerated to the point of absurdity. The refrain 1
BouAr) maAw (“the council [looked] back™) suggests an image like that of spectators at a
tennis game, tracking a ball back and forth with movements of their head and eyes. “Two
hundred cows” is the final round of bribe and counter-bribe; the Sausage Seller has won
and the crowd is about to turn on the Paphlagonian.

6 8¢ TalT akovoas ekmAaytls EpAnvaga.

590 Knights 647-51
O Knights 652-54, 657-59, 663
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K&10" efAkov aUTodv of mpuTdvels xoi ToEdTal,

oi & EBopUPouv Tepi TGOV &PUwV E0TNKOTES.

6 8 NuTePdAel Y’ autous dAiyov pgival xpdvov ...

oi & &€ £vds OTONATOS ETTAVTES AVEKPAYOV ...

EKEKPAYECAV TE TOUS TTPUTAVEIS APIEVAL.

€10’ UTrepeTM|Scov ToUs SPUPAKTOUS TTAVTAXT]L.

And struck out of his wits from hearing these things, he babbled.
And the prytaneis and the archers dragged him away,

And they (the council) had stood and were making a BopUPos
About the sardines. And he begged them to stay a little while ...
But they all shouted from one mouth ...

And they shouted for the prytaneis to depart.

And then they leapt over the court railings in all directions.®”

The paradoxical unity and multiplicity of crowd is revealed in these last lines, as the
council speaks “from one mouth” shortly before scattering “in all directions.” Before
dispersing, the crowd raises a 86puPos over that which first caught their attention away
from their former favorite demagogue: the promise of something good to eat.

Crowd as political faction and the parliamentary coup

The plot of the Assemblywomen hinges on a particular crowd tactic: planting a
dense cluster of conspirators within a large but diffused assembly to throw a vote. Before
executing the plan, Praxagora warns her followers not to reveal their true nature:

TTp. 1doV y¢ oe Eaivoucav, fjv ToU ocopaTos

oUdtv Tapafival Tois kabnuévols €del.

oUkoUv KaA& ¥y’ &v m&Boipev, i TAipns TUXOL

O BTjuos cov k&Tmeld’ UmepPaivoucd Tig

avaPaAlopévn Beifeie TOV oppioiov.

fv & ¢yabeCopecba mpdTepal, Arjcopev

guoTelAdueval BaipdTia. ...

MNu. kai Téds yuvaikédv OnAvgppwv Euvousia

dNUNYopPTOEL; ...

TTp. oUkouv emitndes EuveAéynuev evO&de,

STeos popeAeTriowMEY akel Sel Aéyetv;

oUK &v pBavols TO yévelov v TepISoupévn

&AAa1 8" Soat AaAeiv pepeeTrikact TTov.

MNu. Tis 8, & WéN, UV oU AaAeiv émrioTaTal;

Praxagora. Look at you: knitting! You who ought not reveal any part of
your body to those seated. For we wouldn’t experience good things, if the
demos happened to be full(ly present that day) and some woman stepping
up and hitching up her cloak should show her Phormisios.®”

But if we take our seats first, we will go unnoticed, wrapped up in cloaks

592 Knights 664-67, 670, 674-75
593 Henderson comm. ad Frogs 965: “A politician whose beard resembled female genitalia.”
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Woman. And how can a female-minded company of women speak in
public?

Praxagora. Isn’t that why we’ve gathered here,

So that we can work out what we need to say there?

Don’t jump the gun putting on your beard —

And (I say the same to) all others who have worked out how to AaAeiv.
Woman. Who among us doesn 't know how to AaAeiv 7004

Praxagora has gathered her conspirators here (EuveAéynuev évBade) to plan their
coup there. The staging here is the inverse of that at the beginning of the Acharnians,
where the Pnyx here is empty (épnuos 1 mvug abtni, Acharnians 20) because the
prytaneis (and presumably the rest of the council) are goofing off over there (oi & év
ayopdat AaAoUol k&vw kai k&Tw, 21). In both cases, the group is “chattering” — the
prytaneis AaAouol, while the women learn to AaAeiv. These multiple points of
connection or echoes between the two passages confirm that crowds and groups are
important in Aristophanes’s plays, that the crowds are closely connected to political
assemblies, site of crowds par excellence, and that these crowds behave improperly in
both word (AaA-) and deed (coTi-, discussed above).

The chorus’s first exit outlines the planned parliamentary coup, and critiques
urban assembly-goers in terms oddly similar to Dikaiopolis’s:

XWPGDUEV eis kkAnoiav cvdpes. ...

81reos 8¢ 1O oupPoAov AaBdvtes Emerta mAnoiol kabeSoUued’ cos &v
XEPOTOVGIUEV

dmavb’ omdo’ &v démi Tas ueTépas pilas ...

Spa & &Teos wbrioouev ToUode Tous ¢§ &oTews

fikovtas, doot PO ToU pév, Nvik €8st AaPeiv EABSVT SBoAdY udvov,
kaBfijvto AaAoUvTes

£V TOTS OTEPAVCOUAOIY, VUVi & EvoxAolc” &yav.

Let’s move to the assembly, men! ...

And when we’ve got our ticket, let’s sit down close by that we may vote

For everything our girlfriends (propose) ...

See that we shove those coming from the city, they who before, when the

rule was he who came got only one obol, sat chattering in the wreath

(shop)s — but now they ¢voxAolUor somethin’ fierce.”

By now the cluster of concepts is familiar: the civic space is empty, or too crowded, or
occupied too late, but at any rate there is a problem of groups or their absence; when
groups are not where they should be, they talk inappropriately (AaAoUo). Indeed, a
perversion of speech as part of general cultural degeneration can be blamed for causing
this problem of crowds-in-space (cf. discussion above of Clouds 990-91, Frogs 1069).
The assembly — as with the council in the Knights, and deliberative and other
crowds throughout tragedy — meets offstage.®®® Returning from it, Chremes explains to

894 Feel 93-99, 110-11, 116-19
895 Eeel. 290, 296-303
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Blepyrus why he has come back without his obols, describing the execution of
Praxagora’s plan:

Xp. mAeloTOs avbpcdTov ExAos,
005 oUBemcOToT , RAB” &dBpdos & v TUKva.
kai 8fiTa T&vtas okutoToOoIS fik&Louey
OpAVTES AUTOUS. oV y&ap aAN UTEppucds
o5 AeukoTAn6ns fv idev fikkAnoia.
0T oUk EAaBov SuT auTds oUT &AAot ouxvoil. ...
BA. atap Ti 1O Mpéyu’ fv, 8T1 TocoUTov xpiin dxAou??
oUTws €v copat Euveéyny;
Xp. Ti& &Aoo ¥’ 1)
€dote Tols TPUTAVEDI CLoTNpias
Yveouas kabetval Tijs TOAews; K&IT eUbEws
Tp&TOS NeokAeidns 6 yAducov Tapeipuoev.
K&TEel®’ 6 Sijuos dvaPodi méoov BokeTs ...
peTa ToUuTov Edaicwv 6 de€icoTaTtos
TapiiABe yunvds, cos e8dkel Tols TAeioov.
AUTOS YE HEVTOUPAOKEV INATIOV EXELV.
k&mert EAeCe dnuoTiEwTdToUs Adyous. ...
METX TOUTO TOIVUV EUTTPETIT|S VEQVIQS
Aeukds Tis avemridno’ duotos Nikiat
Snunyopricwy, kamexeipnoev Aéyev
s xpr) Tapadolval Tais yuvaifi Trv TéAw.
elT £6opUPnoav kavékpayov cos el Aéyol,
TO OKUTOTOMIKOV TATI00S, 0i 8 €k TAV &ypddv
aveBopPBopuEav.
A. volv y&p eixov, v Ala.
Xp. AN floav fjTTous. O 8¢ kaTeixe T Po,
Ta&s pEv yuvaikas TOAN ayaba Aéycov, ot 8¢ ToAA& kakd.
Chr. The hugest &xAos, so big as never before, came aBpdos to the Pnyx.
And yeah - when we saw them we made them all for shoemakers
(lit. “leathercutters™),
Well, no, but the assembly was damned full-pale to look at.
So I got nothing — not me, not a lot of other guys. ...
Bl. But what was the deal, that got together so great a thing of an &xAos?
Chr. What else but that the prytaneis proposed debate about the city’s
salvation? And then first Neocleides straightaway shuffled up.
How much d’you think the &fjuos shouted then? ...

696 Although (Carter 58) “the report is the more vivid since we have already seen the women rehearsing for
the meeting.”

7 Cf: Thesmo. 280-1, where the throng of celebrants entering the sanctuary is described solely by
periphrasis, without any crowd-noun: kaopévwv TéV Aaumddwv/ doov Td xprfin &vépxed’ Umd Tijs
Aryvlos (“Burning lamps/ How great a thing of a goes up (to the sanctuary) through the smoke”). The
speaker there is Euripides’s kinsman, right as he begins his infiltration of the festival in the guise of a
woman. In that case, the absence of a noun describing the group may be for lack of one appropriate to
describe a non-political, non-disruptive group — but see the discussion of the Frogs below for evidence that
8xAos in the context of cult can have a positive, or at least neutral, valence.
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After that, Euaion the cleverest came forward “naked”

(Henderson: “wearing only a shirt”), as it seemed to most.

However, he announced he had a cloak.

And then he spoke the most Sfjuosical speech. ...

OK, then after that a seemly youth

Sprang up, some pale guy like Nikias,

To speak before the people (dnunyopriccov)

And he essayed to say that it was time to hand the city to the women.
And they made a BopUBos and shouted that he spoke well,

The shoemaking mAfifos,

But those from the fields “made deep rumbles” (Henderson.)

BI. For they had sense, by God!

Chr. But they were fewer. And he (the “seemly youth”) suppressed them
with a shout, saying many good things about women — and many bad
about you.*”

Praxagora’s group is referred to at the beginning of this passage as an &xAos, and at the
end as a wAfBos. In between the two descriptions of the smaller, denser, conspiratorial
cadre, however, the speakers’ addresses are all framed by reference to the dfuos. It boos
down the first; the second speaks words most adapted to it. The third speaker who comes
forth Snunyopriowv carries the day with a pre-arranged 84puPos.

Being denser (&6pdos), a crowd reaction started by Praxagora’s &xAos/mAiibos
would be more likely to spread, on a model of local reactions to rhetoric spreading in a
communicative or mimetic network. The rural delegation produces its own noise, but is
overwhelmed, as the speaker checks them Tfji Botji. Plato’s nightmare vision of
democratic crowds as a contest of mindless noise (as quoted in the Postscript) is already
implicit in Aristophanic descriptions of the political process.

mA6os elsewhere in Aristophanes can carry two shades of meaning: “the people”
as general audience and political entity, and “the masses” contrasted to some opposing
faction. Under a majority-rule regime, these concepts are difficult to distinguish, but a
particular occurrence may have more or less of the sense of one or the other. At
Acharnians 317-18, Dikaiopolis pitches it in a way close to balanced between these two
senses:

K& ye un Aéyo Sikaia pnde tédt wABel dokdd,

Umep emErvou ‘BeArjow T kepaAnv éxwv Aéyelv.

And if T don’t seem to the AfiBos to speak justice,

I’1l be willing to speak with my head on the chopping-block!

Olson comments: “tcédt wA}Bet: ‘the majority” or ‘the mass’, i.e. the Athenian people
generally.” And here these two senses are indeed fused: he is speaking to a group aroused
by patriotic ire, to excuse himself from charges of disloyalty to the city itself.

But this is an “i.e.” which doesn’t always operate. On a matter of national
sentiment such as war, literally life and death, it may be easier to elide the potential gap

698 Fecl. 383-88,394-99, 408-11, 427-35
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between everyone and the majority, but other mass deliberative contexts — for instance, a
lawsuit with regional or class loyalties polarized on either side — can generate a more
acute awareness of the gap between, on the one hand, the mAf8og gathered together at
any given moment (let alone the sub-mAfiBos of a majority on a given motion or verdict),
and, on the other, the whole body of citizens or community members.®” I would say the
djnos,%10 but the passage above shows that this word can mean a momentary gathering or
faction too.

When Dikaiopolis calls the group to which he’ll plead his case the Afifos, that
word can indeed be read as denoting the polity as a whole, with one man, having
outraged it, now forced to appeal to it as a collective. In his speech, he will observe that
an insult to national pride can cause crowd behavior to spread from the assembly and
occupy the entire city:

nv 8 &v 1 méAis TAéa BopUPou oTpaTiw TV ...
(If a Spartan had impounded goods from a minor Athenian ally),
The city would be full of a BopUBos of soldiers ...°"

A city at war is the ultimate scene of a crowd,’'? and the ultimate affront to the
polity is for one man to oppose the city united. Indeed, when Dikaiopolis is about to
begin his apologia after his visit to Euripides, the Chorus explicitly and reductively
frames the scene in the dialectic of One and Many:

Ti dpd&oeis; Ti prioels; <eU> (061 vuv

AvaioxuvTtos v oidnpols T avrip,
S0TIs TTapaoxcov Tt TOAel TOV auxéva

dmaot péAAeis el Aéyew TavavTia.
What will you do? What will you say? Now know well,

You are shameless and a man of steel,
Who, sticking your neck out to the city,

Intend to say the opposite of what all say — (you who are) one.®"

In a paratragic, surreal cross between a capital treason trial and a lynch mob, a

mAf6os can stand in for all the people in perfect synecdoche; one man can stand against

599 This is to say that Carter’s “collective fallacy” applies to more than just poetic representation.

610 At Wealth 570 the two words are directly linked: (of priTopes) ... ¢émBouAevousi Te T TAKBe kai
T drjucdt moAepobow (“(The political speakers) plot against the wAfiBos and make war on the 8fjuos”).
Here, Poverty blames the prjTopes’ ability to accumulate wealth through public service for their becoming
enemies of the “mass” and the “people;” this populist rallying cry comes shortly after Chremylus’s likening
the poor “rabble” to a swarm of flies (at 535 ff., discussed below).

' Ach. 545-46

612 Garland (100) describes the lines that immediately follow (550-52: as portraying “the corporate bustle
of the Piraeus.” Garland’s book takes as its epigram a quote from Jacob Bronowski’s The Ascent of Man,
reading in part: “A city is stones and a city is people; but it is not a heap of stones, and it is not just a jostle
of people.” It certainly is not just a jostle of people, but any city — especially in its markets and ports,
especially during wartime displacements and siege conditions — definitely is, on one level, a “jostle of
people.”

°1 Ach. 490-94
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all. But any time a vote is taken, there will be a losing side. The myth of total
participation and consent will be called upon to bridge the gap between formal and actual
unity, and the contest will be shown as one between two or more groups of people.
Democratic majorities are repeatedly disparaged by Aristophanic characters,
either through attacks on their competence or by problematizing the fiction that a
majority vote at a particular meeting is a reliable expression of what “the people” think.
“(The losing side of a vote) had good sense!” says Blepyrus. “But they were fewer,”
rebuts Chremes — and numbers trump reason. “I was elected!” insists Lamachus. “(Yes —
by) three cuckoos!” retorts Dikaiopolis.®'* Just because a temporary majority at an ill-
attended, ill-informed gathering does something doesn’t make that thing wise or just.
The use of wAf}6os to describe a socio-political faction in a positive sense is
clearest in examples of demagogic flattery. In his explanation of the joys of jurying,
Philokleon tells of how politicians, specifically the historical (if obscure) prosecutor®'
Euathlos and the pun-caricature Kolakonymos (“Flatter-name,” one of Aristophanes’s
many jabs at the popular politician Cleonymos, “Fame-name”), address the jurors and

oUxl TTpoddoewv Nuas paoctv, mepi ToU TArBous 8¢ paxeiobat
Insist that they won’t betray us, but will fight on behalf of the A{605.61¢

Bdelykleon soon throws this language back at his father, blaming the loss of nine-
tenths of the imperial revenue on

ToUTOUS TOUS “ouxl TTpodcow ToOv ABnvaiwv koAooupTdy,
AAAa paxouual mept Tou mAfous &el.”

Those ones (who say) “I’ll never betray the Athenian rabble,
But I'll always fight on behalf of the TAf805.”°"”

In a domestic political context, if one fights on behalf of X, one must be fighting for them
against Y. Politics is exposed as a struggle between groups rather than the actions taken
by an organic whole.

Bdelykleon’s repurposing of Philokleon’s quoted political catchphrase shows that
a AT 00os can be an &xAos — the word meaning, on its face, simply “mass” or “majority”
can be easily linked to or equated with the “rabble” (koAooupTds).01® At Wealth 536, the
same word is used by Chremylos as he blames Poverty for producing figurative and
literal crowds of wretchedness:

519 Ach. 598: Aap. éxeipotédvnoav Yap pe./ Aik. kbkkuyés ye Tpeis. Lamachus desperately repeats
“They elected me!” a few lines later; Dikaiopolis ignores this the second time and appeals directly to the
class and status resentments of the chorus.

1> MacDowell comm. ad loc and at 482.

816 Wasps 593

N Wasps 666-67

818 At Lysistrata 170 the Spartan Lampito speaks of “your Athenian rabble”(Henderson), as contrasted with
Spartan men who will be easily persuaded, using the word pudxetov, from a root meaning “flowing.” Cf.
the unruly assembly crowd at the beginning of Acharnians that enters &6pdo1 katappéovTes: the disorder
of Athenian deliberative bodies renders the entire polity fluid and unstable.
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ou yap &v mopicatl Ti SUval’ ayabdov mANY pcdrdwv ék BaAaveiou
kal Tadapicov UTTOTEWOVTWY Kai yTaidicov koAooupTov;
PBelpV T  &p1BudY Kal kv TV Kai WuAAGY oudt Aédyw ool
UTO ToU mAT0ous, al BouPoucal Tepi TNV kepaAny aviddowv,
emeyeipouoat kai ppalovoar: “mewrjioets. AN EmavioTe.”
What good can you supply except a koAooupTds of bathhouse blisters
And starving kids and old women? And the host of lice, mosquitoes and
Fleas, which I can’t list to you on account of the Afj6os

(Henderson: “too numerous to enumerate”),
Which bug us, buzzing around our head,
And waking us up say: “You’ll go hungry! GET UP!”®"’

Crowds of the wretched poor are the product of Poverty personified — as are the crowds
of pests that infest the houses of the poor. The effect of listing these together is to
dehumanize the former and personify the latter: the insects BouBoUoan, just as the titular
gang of jurors in the Wasps will shout down those who come before them.

Plurality in comic anti-democratic language is linked both with deprivation and
with bodily vulnerability. In the Assemblywomen, dictatrix-elect Praxagora promises a
bright future for the city:

un AwmoduTioat, ur) pBoveiv Tols TAnciov,

U Yurvov elvan pn mévnta undéva,

un Aodopeicbat ...

No more clothes-stealing, no envying those near you,
No “being naked,”®*°

621
No verbal abuse ...

This is the eliminationist vision of social and economic harmony: no one will be exposed
to public eyes or hostile hands, envy will not arise from a perceived inferiority to those
around one; difference will be eliminated, and with it the unsightly poor by ones and in
their crowded numbers.

Returning to Assemblywomen 432, we find Af6os used in a third sense. Here it
is not the myth of the people as a whole, nor the majority (neither in the sense of the
“masses” nor, at least not explicitly, as a majority of a particular assembled crowd), but
rather the decisively-acting group in a situation of mass deliberation. The passage does
not explicitly say that Praxagora’s group by themselves outnumber the rest of the
assembly — just that they constitute an unprecedented xAos which moves and sits
together abpdos.

" Wealth 535-39

620 Cf Henderson’s rendering of Yulvds at 409 as “wearing only a shirt,” cited above. Cf. also Peace 685:

aTTopddV 6 dijuos EmTpoTOU Kal yupvos éov (“The people, at a loss for a guardian and being naked ...”).

Euaion the demagogue finds it to his advantage to appear “naked;” “nudity” is a socio-economic

disadvantage that Praxagora promises to eliminate. Appearing (nearly) naked before a group of spectators

Slan apt figure for the vulnerability of the individual or minority against an angry group or majority.
Eccl. 565-67
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Mass political meetings can be criticized for two kinds of crowd-based flaw. Not
only are they are rowdy and fickle as a whole (8fjuos; A 6os in the inclusive sense), but
they are subject to coordinated manipulation by “packs” at the sub-crowd level (&xAos;
wAfiBos in the local sense).®*> Groups form elsewhere in the city, engage in talk at best
idle and at worse treasonous, and then flow into the assembly with their own biases and
agenda. The pathologies of group behavior pervade the Aristophanic representation of
democracy.®*

TO okuToTOoMKOV TATI00s successfully manipulates the assembly into
establishing a gynocracy. Similar combinations of occupational and other demographic
terms with group-nouns appear throughout Aristophanes’s plays, identifying other
“packs” of political actors. In Peace, Hermes blames the continuation of war on a
manipulable working-class group entering politics:

KAavBAd' cos €k TAOV &ypddv EuviABev oupydTns Aecds ...

And here, when a laboring Aechs came together from out of the fields ...%**
Now Dikaiopolis’s lament at the beginning of Acharnians becomes politically legible.
Wartime conditions have rendered the agora even more crowded than usual,’* but an
assembly that lies strangely empty. When the throng of citizens finally does arrive, it
jostles blindly and discusses all the wrong things — as any crowd, but especially one of
rustics, will do when sufficiently agitated.

An occupationally defined Aecos®? can be appealed to as well as blamed.
Dikaiopolis does so to warn the ambassador to Thrace: UmmooTévol pévtév o Bpavitng
Aecds,/ 6 owoimoAis (“Surely the city-saving rowing Aecos would groan!”) And later in
Peace itself, Trygaeus proclaims himself the champion of the rural crowd which Hermes
has criticized:

622 The chorus leader uses TAfBos in the restricted sense of himself and his fellow jurors at Wasps 267: ti

xpiiu &p ouk Tiis oikias Tiiode ouvdikaoTtrs/ TémovBev, s ov paiveTal deipo Tpods TO TATHOS;
(“What’s the matter with our fellow-juror, the one from out this house, that he isn’t appearing hither
towards our AT 605?”). Here, the AfBos is a group of people who will arrive enter the politico-juridical
scene as a precollected group, but one that seeks only the pleasures of the routine exercise of democratic
power. In the Assemblywomen, the TAffos carries off a coup.
523 For a political “pack” cf. Knights 852-53, of the Paphlagonian’s allies: &péis Y&p auTéd! oTios oidv
¢oT1 BupoomAdv/ veavidov (“For you see what a otigos of young men who hawk leather there is
around him ...”). Occupational and other class groupings would be natural sites of faction-formation in the
assembly.
624 Peace 632
625 On the dislocations and concentration caused by the siege, and the effect on civic discourse, cf. Eccl.
243-44, where Praxagora explains how she learned the art of public speaking:

£V TATS PUY QTS HETA TAVSPOS CIIKNG €V TTUKVI.

gmerT dxkovouao’ EEéuabov TGV PnTdpLov.

In the “flights” (Henderson: “displacements”) I lived with my husband on the Pnyx. And

listening there, I learned the whole thing from the speakers.
Cf. Thuc. I1.16 for concentration within the city and the resulting disruption of social and religious order.
For guyai in this sense see Ussher comm. ad loc.
626 Groups can be labeled along axes other than class and occupation, e.g. TpeoBuTtév xhos Wasps 540;
€0UOs yuvaikédv Lysistrata 353.
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TOAAGY y&p Upiv &Elos

Tpuyaios &GBuopeveys €y,

Bewddv amaAA&Eas méveov

TOV SnudTtnv duiAov

Kal TOV YEWPYIKOV Aecov ...
For I, Trygaeus of Athmonum,
Am deserving of many (plaudits) from you (addressing the chorus),
Having freed from terrible toils
The popular SuiAos
And the farming Aecos ...%"

So Aristophanic characters do not only characterize groups and crowds

negatively. Even in the same play, crowd vocabulary can carry diametrically opposed
social meaning at different times. In the Frogs, the first, titular chorus refers to a time

nvix 6 kpaTaAdkwHos TOIS igpoiol XUTpols Xwpel
KT €UOV Téuevos Aadov &xAos.
When the hangover-party éxAos of the Aaoi
Came through my holy precinct at the (festival of) holy Jugs.®*®

Despite its drunkenness, the &xAos here is not the object of elite scorn. Rather, it
represents the people as a whole, transcending class divisions in ritual unity. The second
chorus summons another image of &xAos-as-the-whole-community later as it begins the
parabasis:

MovUoa, xopdov iepcdv emifnoi kai EAD’ £t Tépyiv do1da&s Euds,

TSV TTOAUY dyopévn Aadv &xAov ...

Muse, step into the sacred dances and come for (to put) delight in my
Song, (coming to) see the great &xAos of the Aaoi (i.e., the audience).®®

Elsewhere in the Frogs, however, crowd terminology carries its more typical negative
social significance. Hades’s slave explains to Xanthias that Euripides’s recent ascendancy
in the underworld arts scene is due to his popularity with

527 peace 917-22. For solidarity between farmers, cf. Wealth 223-26: “Call my fellow-farmers (Tous
Euyyewpyous kdAeoov) — you’ll probably find them working hard in the fields — so that each of them,
being present here, can take his share with us of this Wealth here.”

628 Frogs 218-19

529 Frogs 674-76. For similar language applied to the audience-as-crowd, cf. Knights 162-63: Seupi
PAéme./ T&s oTixas Opals Tas TAVdE TAV Aaddv; (one character breaks the ‘fourth wall® to ask another:
“Look there!/ Do you see the ranks of the Aaoi?”). If the polity’s constitutent groups, especially when they
are deliberating over their economic and other interests in the assembly, are labeled as the “farming Aecds,”
the “rowing Aecds,” etc., then the group Tév Aadov is the ideal aggregation of all such Aaol: the true
formation of that which majority-rule voting and other democratic procedures can only imperfectly and
metonymically display, The People United. Carter S9ff. observes that direct address of the audience is
almost entirely absent from tragedy (one of the basic features differentiating it from comedy), apart from a
few contested instances.
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O1k. Tois AwmoduTais kai Toiol BaAAavTtioTduols

k&1 Toiol TaTpaloiaiol kai Toixwpuxols,

Smep EoT €v Adou TATBos, 01 8’ AkpocdpEVOL ... UTIEPENAVIIOQV ...
6 djuos aveBda kpiotv TOIETY ...

Za. 6 &V mavoupywv; Oik. vij Al ...

SLAVE: The cloak-stealers and wallet-cutters, and the father-beaters
And wall-diggers (burglars), which are the majority in Hades (or, “who
are a MAfBos,” i.e., who form a group constituency like Praxagora’s posse
of “shoemakers™), and listening, they ... went nuts ...%°

The dfjuos cried out to hold a trial (of skill between Aeschylus and
Euripides) ...

XANTHIAS: (The dfjuos) of criminals? SLAVE: Yes, by God ...

Earlier, on hearing the ruckus inside Hades’s palace, Xanthias had asked

Tis oUTos oUvdov £0Ti BOpuPos kai Por)
X Aodopnouds;
What’s this 86puPos and outcry and trash-talking inside?®!

The slave replies

TPAYHA, TPAYHO HEYya KeKivnTal, ey a
€V TOTS VEKPOIOL Kal oTAols TTOAAN Tavu.
A matter, a great matter’s in motion, great
Among the dead, and a ot&ois very large

(Henderson: “and very intense factionalism”).

Here we find the term for the disaster that lies at the end of the road of the crowd:
oTdols, a city’s self-destruction through uncontainable group violence.®** In this
imagined underworld society it is less apocalyptic, but it still generates things associated
with crowds in the real above-ground world: crying and shouting, and verbal abuse
(Ao1d-, which in the Assemblywomen Praxagora promises to eliminate, as discussed
above; the appearance here of a word from this root confirms that this too is a crowd-
word).

Restoring the proper distribution of bodies in civic space

The monologue at the beginning of the Acharnians identifies two problems with
groups: people do not gather together where and when they should, and they act
improperly when they do so. The popular assemblies may be portrayed as an innovation
of degenerate times, but they are accepted by all as a social fact — and recognized as a site
of inter-group tension and sublimated class warfare:

630 Frogs 772-76
81 Frogs 756-77
632 Frogs 759-60
633 See Lintott 252 ff. and passim. For Thucydides’s discourse on stasis, see fn. 400 above.
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gkkAnoiaiow fv 8T’ ouk éxpcopeda

oUdtv TO TapdTav ...

viv 8¢ Xpeopéveov

6 utv AaBcov apyuplov UTEPETT)IVECEY,

6 8" ou AaBcov elval BavéaTtou gric’ agious

Tous poBogopeiv {nTolvtas év ThHkkAnoial.

Time was when we made no use of assemblies at all ...

But now, as we do use them, the one who gets money
praises them excessively,

But the one who does not get money declares deserving of death

Those coming to the assembly seeking to draw pay.5**

Dikaiopolis claimed that people were arriving too late, shoving each other over pride of
place, and refusing to consider important proposals of peace. If attendees are now drawn
there partly for mercenary reasons, the crowding and improper talk of the agora will
surely infect the deliberative body even when people do bother to show up. The chorus
leader in Wealth assures Chremylus that monetary incentives will retain the chorus of
farmers as allies for his plan:

Bdapper. BAémew yap &vTikpus 8SEeis u’ Apn.

Bewodv yap el TpreoPfdAou pév ovveka

oTILOuED’ EkdoToT v ThkkANGial,

auTov 8¢ TOV TTAoUTov Trapeinv Teot AaPeiv.

Buck up. For soon you’ll think you’re looking at Ares.

For if we shove our way in every time to the assembly

For three obols, it’d be awful if [ passed up the chance to grab Wealth
Himself1**

After Wealth’s eyesight has been restored, and the redistribution of his favors to the truly
deserving has begun, Chremylus’s slave Cario describes the god’s approach: épxeTtat./
AANTV Trept auTov dxAos Uteppur)s doos (“He’s coming, but there was an
extraordinarily big &xAos around him.”)**® When Chremylus arrives with Wealth, he
boasts of his newfound celebrity:

7 3

EUE y&p Tis oU TTPOOEITE; Toios oUk SxAos

834 Eccl. 183-184, 185-188. Ussher comm. ad loc:
There is no suggestion of a lega/ disability (to draw attendance-pay). The words do,
however, imply that some Athenians (apart from those who came late on any one
occasion) could not, for private reasons, get to meetings. Their chagrin revealed itself in
strong denunciation of their luckier fellows, and the system.
To me, more seems at stake here than where one lives or any other such “private reasons” which
might prevent attendance for logistical reasons. That no one otherwise eligible to participate in the
assembly was barred from receiving pay does not mean that the institution of attendance-pay
would have been seen as legitimate by everyone. Such pay has the purpose of subsidizing
attendance by the non-elite, those without excessive leisure; as such, it both symbolically and
functionally strengthens the democracy — and draws crowds.
“ Wealth 328-31
S Wealth 749-50
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TIEPIECTEPAVIOEY €V XYy Opal TTPECPUTIKOS;
Who didn’t greet me? What elderly &xAos
Didn’t crown me in the agora?®’

Wealth and the promise of its broader distribution attract people in crowds. If the
democratic practice of gathering in assemblies is dysfunctional — and Aristophanes’s
characters all seem to agree that it is — then the distribution and discipline of groupings
must be reformed.®*® Several later comedies — Lysistrata, Assemblywomen, Wealth — offer
different fantastical options for such reform. Wealth’s proposal of redistribution, matched
in political reality by an increase in subsidies for citizen participation, is one way of
restoring the balance of crowds between market and assembly.

Comedy is paradoxical: it is at once both a more direct representation of present
social reality and a more open medium for expressions of fantasy and play. Throughout
his career, Aristophanes used both modes to address the problem of crowds in the context
of radical democracy and the Peloponnesian War. Whereas Homer’s crowds have little or
no social concreteness, and tragic crowds are mostly represented as an implacable
offstage threat, Aristophanes plays with the crowd through a full range of modalities,
using it to think Athens as it is, as it was, and as it might be.

“7 Wealth 786-87

538 For a reading of Wealth as an “essentially conservative” response to the crisis of the Athenian “social,
economic and political order” - albeit one decked out with an “apparently revolutionary surface-action” —
see Olson 1990 (quotes from p. 4).
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POSTSCRIPT

“OTav, eiov, ouykabBelduevor aBpdol ToAAoi eis ekkAnoias 1 eis
SikaoTrpla 1) Béatpa fj oTpaTdHMEda 1) Tiva &AAov kowodv AT Bous
oUAAoyov ouv TToAAG! BopUBot T& UV Weywot TGV Aeyopéveov 1
TPATTONEVWY, TA 8¢ Emavddo, UTepPaAAdvTeos EkaTepa, Kal
EKPocdvTES Kai KpOTOUVTES, TTPOS & avTols &l Te TéTpal kai & TOTTOS Ev
1 &v o EmnxoUvTes SimAdotov 86puPov Tapéxwot Tou Yydyou kai
gmaivou. év 81 T ToloUTw! TOV véov, TO Aeyduevov, Tiva ofel
kapdiav ioxew; 1) moiav attddl maideiav idlcoTiknv avbéEetv, fjv ou
katakAvobeioav UTd ToU TolouTou wdyou 1 émaivou oixrioecbat
PEPOUEVTIV KATA POUV Tl v oUTOS PEPML, Kal PriOEY TE T& aUTX
ToUTols KaAd Kai aioxpd elval, kal émTndevoev &mep &v oUTol, Kai
g¢oecbal ToloUTOV;

When, I said, many of them sit together in assemblies, courts, theaters,
army camps, or in any other gathering of a mass of people in public and,
with a loud uproar, object excessively to some of the things that are said or
done, then approve excessively of others, shouting and clapping; and
when, in addition to these people themselves, the rocks and the
surrounding space itself echo and redouble the uproar of their praise or
blame. In a situation like that, how do you think — as the saying goes — a
young man’s heart is affected? How will whatever sort of private
education he received hold up for him, and not get swept away by such
praise and blame, and go be carried off by the flood wherever it goes, so
that he will call the same things beautiful or ugly as these people, practice
what they practice, and become like them?

PLATO, REPUBLIC 492B5-c8%%

TalT oUv oUTw TeTayuévas fjBeAev &pxecbal TV ToAITéV TO
TA60s, kai pr) ToAuav kpivew Six BopuPou.

Such was the rigor with which the mass of the people was prepared to be
controlled in the theatre, and to refrain from passing judgment by
shouting.

PLATO, LAWS 700D1-2%4

639 Trans. Reeve (185-86).
640 Trans. Saunders (1389).
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