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Travestie_s of gender and
genre in Aristophanes’
Thesmophoriazousae

FROMA I. ZEITLIN

Princeton University

Equal of opposit_es, evolved by a onesame power of
nature or of_spmt‘. .. as the sole condition and
means of its himundher manifestation and

polarized for reunion by the symphysis of their anti-
pathies.

James Joyce

The sexes were not two as they are now, but origi-
nally three in number; there wasg man, woman, and
the union of the two, having a name corresponding
to this double nature, which had once a real exis-
tence but is now lost, and the word “Androgyn-
ous’’isonly preserved as aterm of reproach.

Aristophanesin Plato’s Symposium

'hree of Aristophanes’ eleven extant comedies use the typical
comic device of role inversion to imagine worlds of topsy-turvydom

. LN , 3 H . M .
in which women are “on top”." Freed from the social constraints

which keep them enclosed within the house and silent in the public
realms of discourse and action, women are given a field and context
on the comic stage. They issue forth to lay their plans, concoct their

plots, and excrcise their power over men.
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The Lysistrata and the Ecclesiazousae stage the intrusion of women
nto the public spaces of Athens — the Acropolis and Agora, respec-
ively —— as an intrusion into the political and cconomic life of the
ity. The Thesmophoriaszousae, however, resituates the battle of the
.exes in another domain — that-of aesthetics, and more specifically,
hat of the theater itself. Instead of the collective confrontation of
nen and women, the play directs the women’s actions against a
iingle male target — the tragic poct, Furipides. Like the better
tnown Lysistrata, performed the same year (411 B.C), the Thes-
nophoriazousae (or the Women at the Festival of the Thesmophoria) is sct
» the Acropolis; this time it is notappropriated by the women as the
srucial and outrageous strategy to further their plans, but s granted
o them in accordance with the rules of their annual festival, which
‘eserved this sacred space for the exclusive use of women in their fer-
ity rites, dedicated to Demeterand Persephone.

Criticism has not been generous to this play. Studies of role inver-
sion, even in more recent feminist perspectives, have focused on the
sther two plays because of their implications for the political and
>conomic problems which are the city’s dominant interests.? The
Frogs has claimed almost exclusive attention with regard to literary
juestions, both because of the formal structure of the contest bet-
ween Acschylus and Euripides in the play and because of the em-
ohasis on the role of the poet as teacher and ‘savior” of the city in
s time of need.? Judgiments on the Thesmophoriazousae, on the other
aand, while admiring its ingenuity and wit, generally dismiss it as
1“parody play”, a trifling interlude in the comic poct’s more signifi-
-ant and enduring dialogue with the city and its institutions. Some
-ritics look for simplistic equivalences between transvestism, ef-
eminacy, and Furipides’ newer forms of tragedy, and all find
fifficulties with the plot, especially with Euripides’ apparently sud-
len reconciliation with the women at theend.*

But the Thesmophoriazousae is a far more complex and more inte-
srated play. Itislocated at the intersection of a number of relations:
setween male and female; between tragedy and comedy; between
heater (tragedy and comedy) and festival (ritual and myth); bet-
~een festival (the Thesmophoria) and festival (the Dionysiac, which
srovides the occasion for its performance and determines its comic
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essence); and finally, between bounded forms (myth, ritual, and
drama) and the more fluid “‘realities” of everyday life. All these rela-
tions arc unstable and reversible; they cross boundaries and invade
each others’ territories, erase and reinstate hicrarchical distances,
ironically reflecting upon each other and themselves.

I intend to take another look at this play from the joint perspec-
tives of the theme of “women on top’” and that of the self-reflective-
ness of art concerned with the status of its own mimetic representa-
tion. However satirically the play may represent Euripides’ “un-
natural”’ and “unmanly” concern with eros and with women, with
female sexuality and female psyche, it poses a more necessary and
intrinsic connection between the ambiguities of the feminine and
those of art, linked together in various ways in Greek notions of poe-
tics from their earliest formulations. The setting of the play and
the progress of the plot are constructed not only to make the most
of the perennial comic value of ferale impersonation, but also to use
the notions of gender in posing questions of genre and to draw atten-
tion to the problematics of imitation and representation which con-
nects transvestism of costume with mimetic parody of texts. Trans-
vestism works on the visual level; parody, on the verbal level. To-
gether they expose the interrelationship of the crossing of genres and
the crossing of genders; together they exemplify the equivalence of
intertextuality and intersexuality.

My plan is to examine these different issucs under the rubric of
mimesis — the plot, transvestism, parody, myth and ritual — to un-
cover the “secret” logic of the text which illuminates a play that
works through the fusion of festival, theater, and gender, and finally,
to offer some speculations on the relation of the feminine itself with
the principles of imitation.

I MIMESIS: GENDER AND GENRE

There are those who want a text (an art, a painting) without a shadow, without
the “dominantideology™ but this is to want a text without fecundity, without pro-
ductvity, asterile text.

Roland Barthes
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In this brilliant and ingenious play, the contest between the genders
must share the spotlight with the contest between the genres, com-
‘cdy and tragedy. Along with the parody of other scrious forms of dis-
course within the city (judicial, ritual, political, poetic), paratragodia,
or the parody of tragedy, is a consistent feature of Aristophanic com-
edy.’ Figures of pocts and philosophers and other intellectuals are
often found too on the comic stage, along with politicians and other
prominent figures which comedy, in its license for abuse, delights in
demoting from high to low. But the cffect of placing a tragic poet as
the comic protagonist in a comic plot and of elevating parody to the
dominant discourse of the play modulates the contest between the
sexes into another key, one that reflects not only the tensions bet-
‘ween the social roles of men and women, but also focuses on their
theatrical representation as tragic and comic personae on the stage.

In the privacy of their ritual enclosure, the women have deter-
mined to act in their own defense — to exact vengeance from the
tragic poet, Euripides, whom they charge with the offenses of mis-
ogyny and slander in his dramatic representation of women. He
has made their lives intolerable, they complain, for they can
no longer have the freedom at home which they once enjoyed.
Their husbands come home from the theater all fired up with suspi-
cion at every gesture, every movement the women make, and keep
them locked up in the house. Euripides himself appears at the open-
ing of the play to devise his counter-plot and to rescue himself from
this clear and present danger which will determine his fate this day,
whether hewill live ordie.

Furipides tries and fails to persuade the effeminate tragic poet,
Agathon, 1o go in woman’s dress to infiltrate the women’s rites and
w argue in the poet's defense, and must finally send his oldkinsman
nstead. Dressed as a woman with costumes from Agathon’s own
wardrobe,  shaved  and  depilated  on - stage,  the kinsman,
Moesilochus, makes his way to the Acropolis to mingle unnoticed
with the other women and to carry out the mandates of the master
plotter. He is ulimately unmasked and his true sex revealed both
by the nature of his defense of Euripides and by the information of
Cleisthenes, the effeminate politician, and friend of woman, who
comes to warn them of the interloper in their midst. While Cleis-
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thenes goes off to bring back the Scythian policeman to remove the
malefactor, the poor kinsman has recourse to claborate parodies of
Euripidean drama. In his increasing desperation, he tries now one
tragic role then another in his efforts to save himself, bringing
Euripides finally on stage, not once but twice, to impersonate the
characters in his own plays who might rescue the kinsman. When
this strategy fails, Euripides at last reconciles himself with the
women and, dressed now as an old procuress, he succeeds in divert-
ing the Scythian policeman with a comic, not a tragic, ploy — the
perennial dancing girl — so that he and the kinsman can make their
escape.

The meeting of the poet and the women complicates both the typi-
cal topos of ““women in charge” and the role and stance of the comic
hero himself. The launching of the great comic idea, which is the
heart and soul of the comic plot, is divided between the women
whose decision to prosecute Euripides is taken before the play actu-
ally begins, and the poct hero, who cannot initiate action in the free
exercise of his own imaginative vision of the world. Instead, as comic
protagonist, he must employ all his professional techniques to extri-
cate himself from a situation in which he is not only hero, but poten-
tial victim. '

Similarly, the device of staging the women’s presence on the Ac-
ropolis has a double edge. On one level, their occupation of civic
space maintains the transgression which their exhibition upon the
public stage implics, and the ritual regulations which put women in
charge offer, as in the other cases, the rich comic possibilities for
women’s use and misuse of male language in their imitation of the
typical male institutions of tribunal and assembly. Moreover, the
topos of role inversion gives the women, as always, an opportunity
to redress the social imbalances between male and female in an open
comic competition with men for superior status, here especially in
the parabasis.® Buton another level, their legitimate presence at their
own private ritual also reverses the direction of the transgression;
now men are forced to trespass on forbidden space and they pene-
trate the secret world of women for the purpose of spying upon them
and disclosing their secrets toopen view.

Another paradox is evident as a result of the confrontation of the
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poet and the women. To the women the scandal ofEuriPidcs’ theater
lies in his exhibition of erotic heroines upon the tragic stage who
ppenly solicit men, like the unhappy Phaedra with bcr Hippolytus
and the wanton Sthenoboia, who, like Potiphar’s wile, shamelessly
tempted the young Bellerophon. The kinsman’s defense, however,
claims that Euripides exercises restraint: he could have told other
storics, worse than these (473-75).” His charge of misdoing leveled
against all women incurs the women’s anger at their supposed be.(—
'rﬁval by one of their own within their very midst, a betrayal that yvlll
sc;vc, in part, (o unmask the female impersonator. Yet the anecdotes
he tells of adultery and supposititious babies come straight out of
the typical male discourse of the comic theater and the women he
depicts as overly fond of wine and sex conform to the portrait ofth.c
comic woman, who displays her unruly Dionysiac self (even in this
play) in the spirit of carnival and misrule. As the comic male charac-
ter in the comic play, the kinsman then is only playing true to form.
And if he defends the tragic poet in the comic way, he makes “un-
speakable” what comedy has always claimed as its right to spca.k.
Is tragedy taking the fall for comedy? Is the kinsman’s defense, n
fact, the defense mounted by comedy against the trespass on 1ts
ground by Euripidean tragedy? o
. The speech in which the kinsman corroborates Euripides’ int-
mate familiarity with women’s sccrets, repeats and replicates
Euripides’ transgression of tragic decorum, a transgression which is
also spatialized in dramatic form as the violation itself of the sacred
enclosure reserved for women at their ritual. Having penetrated car-
lier into a world which he was forbidden to enter, he now penetrates
it again through the kinsman’s infiltration of the Thesmophoria, an
act which profanes the pietics again, now on two accounts. In com-
cdy, these revelations of women’s “nature’” cause no indignation
among the spectators, but rather laughter. Itis in the tragic theater
that the mimetic effects of representation work with such realism
and such persuasiveness that drama overtakes and invades the real
world, sending the husbands away, wild with anxiety, to look to their
womenfolk at home.

At the heart of this repeated violation is the transgression of the
distance which normally maintains the fiction of theater with rela-
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tion to the “real”” world to which it refers and in which it registers
its eflects of pity and fear. Tragedy is ‘‘thc imitation of a scrious ac-
tion”, as Aristotle tells us. Designated as the genre which holds up
a more heroic and more mythic mirror to the society ofits spectators,
who come to learn its lessons and to participate in its imaginative
mise en scéne, tragedy must depend upon the integrity of its fictions
within its own theatrical conventions and generic norms. The viola-
tion of that integrity is focused on the issuc which for the society of
men bears the greatest psychological charge —namely, the integrity
of their households, and above all, of their women.? The violation
of women’s sexual secrets therefore can stand not only as the actual
subject for complaint, but as the metaphorical representation in so-
cial termsof the poet’s trespass of aesthetic modes.

Atstake in this theatrical tug of war between tragedy and comedy
is the nature of mimesis itsell. The Thesmophoriazousae wants it all
ways — dramatizing and exploiting up to their furthest extremes the
confusions which the notion of imitation suggests — as to whether
art is a mimesis of reality or a mimesis of reality, whether it conceals
its art by its verisimilitude or exposes its fictions in the staging and
testing of its own illusions.

Consider the complications of the mimetic process when charac-
ter and poet are conflated in the personage of Euripides, when the
comic character (the kinsman) is designated as the actor who is to
carry out the plot which Euripides has devised within the comic
play. Then, once his “true” identity is revealed, the kinsman must
transform himself into the theatrical actor of the Euripidean
parodies whose lines he now sclf-consciously and incongruously
renders with reference to his comic role.

Morcover, the play as a whole takes its cue from and sets as the
condition of its plot the offense of Euripides in having tilted his
dramas too far in the direction of a mimesis which exceeds the boun-
daries of the theater. For, given the comic stage as the ground of “re-
ality” in the play, the “‘real” women, who resent being **characters”
in his drama, put him in a “‘real” situation in which he himself must
live out for himself the mimetic consequences of his own mimetic
plots. As others have noticed, Euripides is not a character in a typi-
cal comic scenario; rather he plays the hero/victim in a parodic ver-
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:siun of his favorite type of tragic drama — the intrigue-rescue play
which often includes a recognition of a lost loved one. From the be-

ginning the hcro/heroine faces overwhelming danger and only:

reaches the desired salvation (often after that r.eco.gnitio;l with
another has taken place) through a series of clever intrigues.” What
better comic version of tragic justice thfm to turr'l 'thc tables on
Euripides? Yet what better stage than this fo.r Eurlplf:lcs, the man
of a thousand plots (927), a stage upon which to c.llsplay all his
méchanai and to turn at last from victim to savior of hm?sclfand llfc
kinsman? He plays first in the tragic mode, at the cn.d, in the comic
mode, when Aristophanes, cleverer than he, puts him squarely on
the “real” ground of the comic play. '
From the beginning, Euripides mustact the partofthe playwrlg}Tt
within the play to devise his own p!ol, to direct the actor to p]fl); his
appointed part, next, to furnish him with thc texts from' whx;:x to
read, and cventually, to intervene as actor in the parodies of two
slays which he has already composed. The comedy can never, there-
'orc:, escape the metatheatrical implications ofp.lay within play and
Jdl the variations and permutations of ll}c d'cvtcc. As the comcd.y
yrogresses, as the kinsman’s own improwsa'u‘ons foundcr_ and he l)S
‘ux;rnaskcd", the temple and the altar oflhc.l hesmophorion conve-
iently serve as the ““theatrical” space wuhllon the play on which to
stage those parodies of Euripidean lhcatcr’. By the last paratragic
~ace‘n(-, the comedy draws upon all its theatrical resources, fr'om with-
nand from without. The Scythian policeman’s cruel faslcnn}g of the
ansman to the punishment plank suggests the cast, the setting, and
the prop for Euripides’ poor Andromeda, bound to the' rock in far
olf Ethiopia, awaiting her fate from the sea monster whois to q‘cvoui
her. But then Furipides himself as Perscus ﬂ'lCS by on the “‘real
theatrical device of the mechane and cues the kinsman as to the role
he intends to play. Thus, as the play moves on to thF end, as
Euripides, in fact, assumes not only one but two parts in the.An-
dromeda, the Thesmophoriazousae exposes more and more the obv1ou.s
inconcinnities between theater and “reality”, to the apparent detri-
ment of the former, even as it implicitly conspires, as we shall sec,
tovalidate those same dramatic fictions.
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I MIMESIS: TRANSVESTISM

Everyday, precious, . . . m’'m’ry’s leaves are falling deeply on my Jungfraud’s Mes-
songebook . | .

James Joyce

The feat is to sustain the mimesis of language (language imitating itself), the source
of immense pleasures, in a fashion so radically ambiguous (ambiguous (o the root)
that the text never succumbs to the good conscience (and bad faith) of parody (of
castrating laughter, of the “comical that makes us laugh™).

Roland Barthes

The theme ol mimesis is specifically set, in fact, in the prologue of
the play, the first attested technical use of the word, mimesis, and
the first demonstration, albeit ludicrous; of the mimetic theory of
art which will later figure so largely in Plato’s and Aristotle’s aes-
thetic theories.'! Agathon, the tragic poet, for whom Euripides is
scarching, is wheeled out the house on the ekkykléma, the stage device
used in the theater to bring an interior scene outside, singing sensual
hymns that send the kinsman into an crotic swoon (130-33). An-
drogynous in appearance, Agathon wears women’s clothing and an
incongruous assortment of accessories (134=40). In reply to the

kinsman’s questions as to his identity and his gender, Agathon now
replies:

I wear my garb according to my thought.

The poet, you see, must shape his ways

Inaccordance with the plays to be composed.
Ifsomeone is composing women’s plays,

His body must needs share in women’s ways

Ifplays of men, he has already what it takes.
Whatever we don’t have, we must capture by mimesis.

(146~52) (tr. Hansen)

So far, so good. The poet is a versatile fellow who must dress the
dramatic roles he creates. But Agathon then declares that a beautiful
poct wears beautiful clothes and writes beautiful dramas — and vice
versa for the ugly poet. One must compose in accordance with one’s
nature (159-72). The clue to this apparent confusion between
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“mimesis as impersonation, as investiture, and mimesis as a harmony
“of body, soul, and poetry, lies in the comic fact that Agathon is in-

* deed by nature an effeminate man, just the type whom Aristophanes

: alwavs love 1o mock.'? Henee, what Agathon imitates (female ap-

pcar;'mcc) is indeed harmonious with his nature and his ways. And
this is precisely the reason why he must refuse to go as a spy among
the women — because he fits the role too well. As a poet, heis sccond
only to Euripides (187); as a “woman’’, he passes so well that he
claims the women at the Thesmophoria would resent himn for unfair
competition in stealing away their nocturnal lovers (204-05); the
sample of his pocsy, the choral hymns he sings, beginning with an
invocation to the two goddesses, Demeter and Persephone, and end-
ing with an appeal o Leto, the mother of Apollo and Artemis, are
all too much in tune. In short, he is the unnatural “natural” for the
part, the pathic well adapted for tragic pathos, as the kinsman wr:yly
observes (199-201). How could Agathon defend Euripides against
the charges which are leveled against his fellow poet? He is as much
or morc a friend to women, “mad for women” (gynaikomanés), their
kindred spirit, as the efleminate Cleisthenes declares of himself when
he enters into the women'’s festival to denounce the male imposter
in their midst (374-706).

No, Mnesilochus, the bushy kinsman, all male, must go instead,;
he must be dressed on stage in a woman’s costume; he must be
shaved of his beard and raise his rump in full view of the audience
to have it singed with a flame, as women do, in accordance with
Grecek standards of female beauty, when they depilate their genitals.
With this prologue scene, in the interchange between Agathon and
Mnesilochus, Aristophanes has accomplished a real coup de thédtre.
For he has managed with artful economy to introduce his topos of
“women on top”’ in a way which exposes its implications to the
naked eye. Making Mnesilochus into a woman exactly reproduces
in advance the inevitable result of the inversion of gender roles —
when women are in a position to rule men, men must become
women.'® In the miniature reversal played out between Agathon
and Mnesilochus, Mnesilochus, as the comic character, first in-
dulges in all the witty obscenities to which he is entitled at the ex-
pense of the effeminate poet. But the transfer of Agathon’s persona
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to him returns against the kinsman the full measure of that social
shame which the breach of gender norms poses to identity, man-
hood, and power. Comedy’s scandalous privilege to expose those
parts and functions of the body which decorum keeps hidden —
physically, in the padded leather phallos which the comic actor
wears, verbally, in the obscenities and sexual jokes which are
licensed by the Dionysiac festival — takes on a double twist here.
For in exposing Mnesilochus, the lusty comic male, only in the pro-
cess of becoming a woman, the comedy is playing with the extreme
limit of its own promiscuous premises where all can converge in the
ambiguitics ofintersexuality.

But transvestism in the theater, and especially in this scene, has
yet another function in addition to exposing the natural facts of the
body which the social conventions keep ofl stage'* and away from
public notice, namely, the exposing of the secret artifices which
theatrical conventions keep off stage to maintain the fictions of its
mimesis. Mnesilochus is, after all, dressing as a woman because he
is to play the part of a woman, carrying out the clever stratagem of
Euripides.

In this theatrical perspective, taking the role of the opposite sex
invests the wearer with the power of appropriation, of supplement,
not only loss. Androgynous myths and transvestite rites speak to this
increased charge in symbolic terms even as androgyny and transves-
tism incur the shame of deviance within the social code. Thus the
depilation of Mnesilochus is balanced by the putting on of women’s
clothing, for in this ambivalent game of genders, the female is not
only a “not”, butalso an “other”.!> When the women in the parabasis
examine the comic contradictions of misogyny and put the superior-
ity of men to the test, they joke in terms of attributes common to
each: we women have still kept safe at home our weaving rod (kanan)
and our sunshade (skiadeion), while you .men have lost your spear
shaft (kanon) and your shicld (skiadeion) (821-29). The play with
castration is appropriate enough to the inversion of roles, but the
ambiguitics of role playing involve both this and that, even for
Mnesilochus who plays so ill, and by his misplaying, exposes, when
the women expuse him, the limits of mimesis.

Since all female roles in the Greek theater were played by men,
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he exhibitionist donning of female costume focuses the problem of
himesis at its most ambiguous and most sensitive spot, where social
nd artistic rules are most in conflict with each other: impersonation
Eﬂccls the whole creative process from the poet to the actor and de-
ermines its aesthetic success, but feminization attracts to itself all
he scorn and abuse which the culture — and comedy — can muster.
i"o reverse the terms, in fact, it first unmans those whom the culture
sould scorn and abuse, those it would lay open to aggressive vio-
ence, and finds the pointof entry through which to master the other.
]ust so in this play, Aristophanes makes mock of Euripides at the
end by finally putting a female dress on him, but yet grants him the
stage on which to display with ultimate impunity the repertory of
his mimetic range.

The contradictions inherent in the mimetic process, as adum-
brated by Agathon, between what you play and what you are, are
tested again and again from within the play itself, as it uncovers the
dissonances between the fictive theatrical device and the comic
ground of “reality”. Twice Mnesilochus is put up against a “true”
effeminate, once with Agathon and once with Cleisthenes, as if to
pose a theatrical distance between one actor in women’s clothes and
another, and let us not forget that the women of the Thesmophoria
are, of course, played by men. Mnesilochus himself, in the instability
of his dual roles, in his male discomfort with his female role, i1s best
suited to reflect ironically upon his position during the course of the
play. Still disguised, he indignantly asks Cleisthenes, the “truc” im-
personator, “‘what man would be such a fool as to allow himself to
be depilated?” (592-91). Yet when his first two theatrical parodies
of Euripides fail, parodics in which he plays male roles in female cos-
wme (another inversion), he has a new and happy idea: “Why, I'll
play Helen, the new version — T've got the female dress I need.”
(850-51). In the next stage, when the magistrate whom Cleisthenes
has summoned comes and orders the poor NMnesilochus to be bound
w0 the punishment plank for breaking the city’s laws and invading
the sceret rites of women, he begs: “At least, undress me and bind
me naked to the plank; I'm an old man, sir; please don’t leave me
dressed up in feminine fripperies! I don’t want to give the crows a
good laugh as well as a good dinner.” (939-42). Now that the mas-
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culine world of authority has intruded into the play, Mnesilochus
expresses well the full reversal from mastery to subjugation his posi-
tion as a male has taken. When the magistrate reports the council’s
decree that it is precisely in woman’s costume that he is to be bound
to the plank in order to exhibit his villainy to all as an imposter, here
is the point that he most fits the role of the pitiful Andromeda which
he now will play. Yet at the same time he olfers the tast and best in-
congruity between himself, an old man, and his persona of the beaut-
iful maiden.

il MIMESIS: PARODY

Parodic writing can be defined as triangular desire — the desire of a subject
(parodist) only projected into a text (parodying) by the detour ol another text
(parodied).

Claude Leroy

Just as the comic actor’s discrepancies between character and cos-
tume threaten his mimetic integrity, so does parody, in more com-
plex and more extended fashion, address the critical questions of
mimesis in the service of a fictive reality. The transvestite actor
might succeed in concealing the tell-tale sign that marks him as an
imitation with a difference, but parody, by its nature and its defini-
tion, is the literary device which openly declares its status as an im-
itation with a difference. In the rhetorical logic of the play, the expo-
sure of the kinsman’s intersexual game appropriately brings parody
fully out of hiding to play its intertextual game with comedy and
tragedy. Given the thematic logic of the play, the first defense of
Euripides, misconducted by the kinsman in the comic mode, is prop-
erly transferred to the parodies of the plays that will eventually bring
Euripides on stage to play the tragic roles he has composed. It is also
consonant with the narrative logic of the plot that the kinsman have
recourse to Euripidean parodies. For with the peripeteia in his
comic situation, he is now truly imitating the typical Euripidean plot
of danger-recognition-intrigue-rescue. The sequence of the four
plays might read as a chronological survey of Euripidean drama —
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the Telephus of 438, already parodied in Aristophanes’ Achar-
nians(425), the Palamedes of 415, and the Helen and the Andromeda,
both presented the year before in 412, o

The parodics themselves then function as the new intrigues of the
kinsman (and later of Euripides), invoked in suitable response (o
cach new exigency of his plight. But these are also intrigues now car-
ried out fully on the theatrical plane, whose comic success dc;.)cnds
upbn their ability as specimens of tragic art to d.cc‘c§vc the comic au-
dience within the play with their mimetic credibility. Read as suc-
cessive intrusions into the text, the parodics function like metatheat-
rical variants of the series of different imposters who come to
threaten the comic hero’s imaginative world and which, like those
figures, must be deflated and driven out. If we rcad the parodies as
ascquence, however, we see that the kinsman most move further and
further into the high art of mimesis with increasing complications
and confusions as the comic spectators on stage, whom he would en-
tice into performing in his plays, move furtherand further down the
scale of comprehension; ending with the barbarian Scythian police-
man, who speaks only a pidgin Greek. In the course of their develop-
ment, the parodies play again with notions of gender and genre, with
costume and character, with comic and tragic, and orchestrate a
medley of variations on the theme of mimesis itself,

Some have judged these parodies as opportunistic displays of Aris-
tophanic skill, which take over the play and resign the conﬂict‘ofthe
women and Euripides to the sidelines. Others respond to the discon-
tinuous leaps from one text to another as signs of the failure 9f
Euripidcean tragedy in cach case to maintain the necessary mimetic
illusion which would effect the rescue of the kinsman. And the suc-
cess,in turn, of Euripides’ last plot, a comic not a tragicstrategy,only
confirms the opinion that Aristophanic parody is remaining true to
its usual vocation as acsthetic critique of another’s work. Certainly,
Euripides’ scandalous novelties in the theater lend themselves as
ideal targets for the satirist’s broad brush. It is also true that, on the
surface level, comedy scems to be indulging its license for dispensing
with strict dramatic coherence. But such judgments overlook the
fundamental ambiguities which arise from “the taking in and taking
over”'® of another’s text to generate what has been called “a poetics
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of contradiction”!” (at what price imitation?). And they do not per-
ceive that comedy can deliberately call upon its looser forms of struc--
ture to work through paratactic arrangements which imply rather
than state. In the artful composition of the second part of the play,

the parodics, T suggest, serve double and discrepant purposes — as

framed disruptions of its narrative continuity and as integral and

integrating elements of the entire plot. The outer and inner surfaces

of the texts play off cach other, with and against each other, as se-

quence and/or juxtaposition. Furthermore, ecach parody has a dou-

ble allegiance — the comic context in which it now is situated and

the tragic context of the play from which it is drawn. Thus each

parodic scene conveys multiple messages, including each time some

reflection of its status as a theatrical artifact.

A. Telephus

In the Telephus of Euripides, Telephus, the Mysian king, who has
been wounded by Achilles on a Greek expedition which went to
Mysia instead of Troy, and advised by an oracle that only the one
who wounded him could cure him, dresses as a beggar and comes
to Agamemnon’s court. In the safety of his disguise, he argues in his
own defense, but fails to persuade all the Greeks. Then identified by
Achilles, who makes a late entry upon the scene, he snatches up the
baby Orestes and takes refuge at an altar, threatening toslay the in-
fant if he does not attain his cure, and the play ultimately reaches
asatisfactory conclusion. '8

In the comic parody, the kinsman, once unmasked by Cleis-
thenes, who departs to fetch the magistrate and the policeman,
snatches up the baby of a woman nearby and threatens it with
Orestes’ fate. The woman and the kinsman play the paratragicscene
up to the hilt — with a difference. For the child is named as a daugh-
ter, not a son, and once undressed by the kinsman, turns out (o be
a wineskin, four or five pints old, conceived at the last Dionysiac fes-
tival, whom the “mother” will go to any lengths to save. And the
kinsman, unlike Telephus, makes good his threat and slays the
Dionysiac “child” with a sacrificial bow! to catch every last drop,
accompanied by the mother’s lament that she has lost her “koré”
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(maiden/maidenhead) (689-761).

r, 1 ing a male role in
The kinsman, we should remember, is playing :

. female costume. Given the carlier coinci.dcnccs of the comic s'Tcnc;_
; between the kinsman and the women with the drajmatrlc (f;zl(i;;lcsr:-
: the Tetephus (disguise, infiltration, spccch ofdcfcns:’), ?\ cyr: : .Ccmc
' trospectively that the kinsman has indeed been playing a sp

male role in woman’s garb from the beginning of the scene whose

o . 19
- underlying plot the open parody has now at last explicitly c'x{)osc;d.. X
is identi in: with whic
¢ Now his identity has been revealed, the verbal insults

he had assailed the women turn into.an.opcr‘u masculine show ol"fo;(l:s
against them, although this scene with its wmc-.happy wor}ncn w: i
scem to confirm everything he has already said about ncm;l :
carlicr defense of Euripides. But it should also be noted that“;‘ e c>l(
posure of the male is exactly matched b)./ the exposure of the cma.(i
child”, and the mimesis of the transvestite malcnls c1xactly sdymm;:lr;lc
cal with the mimesis of the “transvestite fcmalt': ! hf: gendersofth
roles are reversed between the comic and tragic versions, bl.nhcoml}c]:
character and tragic role turn out to be fully consonant with eac
other.

B. The Palamedes

The Palamedes, which is set in the Greek camp a(»Troy,. has a;, ;ls
plot the treachery of Odysseus against Palamedes, the wisest 0 -;w
Greeks, the man who invented writing and many qlhcr slrnl}l]s l;tfmh er.
Odysseus, the wiliest of the Greeks, proba.bl)'/ cnvnous[o t ((i: Suinca
prestige of Palamedes, contrives thc.conwctlon of Pa sr?cuc on
charge of treason with fabricated cvnc?cnclc —a forglc c";:r ror
King Priam and Trojan gold planted in his tent. In thtrull “'/, <
intervenes between the letter and the search for the go ) L w'llrlth
cent Palamedes gives a strong and cl'oqucnt defense ofhlrr;slc , '?
noble man unjustly accused, but he is condcrpncd on the fa sercl\;\l
dence and put to death. In the af(ermfuh, Oiax scnd_s news o t;
death of his brother, Palamedes, to thc1r.Fathcr Nauplu};s)llr:.a novs
way, and this is the scene \Nl:]lCh 18 parf)dlcd }.ICI"?. Flor }[]-ltn 1:15:2:16,
in despair at the comic-tragic end of his tragic Tc. c[()i ic bs[ how;
resolves in his isolation to send a message to Euripides, bu ;
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“I'lt find a way from the Palamedes™ | he claims, and determines,
like Oiax, to transmit word ofhis fate by writing his message on oars
and casting them into the sea. No oars, of course, are to be found,
but wooden votive tablets from the altar will do and he carves out
the lctters of Euripides’ name to the accompaniment of a lyric apos-
trophe to his hands which are tracing the furrows of the letters with
slow and painful (oil (765-84). In rewriting this text in parodic
form, the kinsman is playing the proper role from the proper play
with the right gender, bu still the wrong costume, 20

C. Parabasis

This section of the play is closed by the parabasis, the formal conven-
tion of comedy, which allows the chorus to step forward and speak
directly to the audience. In their tripartite appeal, they defend them-
selves against the slanders heaped upon women and prove their
worth, this time in public and political terms, They speak first to the
illogic of misogyny- (if we are such a bane, why lock us up and not
let us out of your sight? If we are such an evil, why do those of you
outside always try (o gct a peep at us? (785-99) ) and move on to
the verbal play with the semantics of male and female discourse
(Kanon/skiadeion: 821-29). This last is an addendum (o their version
of the theme of mimesis which rules the play. Inreduced and absurd
form, they introduce the theory of imitation which Cratylus will
make famous in Plato’s dialogue, according to which names imjtate
the natures of those who bear them, are the true marks of their being.

The women intend to meet the men on their own ground of war and

politics and go one better: “No man can compete with Nausimache

(battle at sca), Aristomache (best in batte), Stratonike (victory of
the army), and Euboule (good counsel), or with Salabaccho”, they
add, forgetting ctymology and tossing in.the name of a famous
courtesan. And, in pointed contrast (o this comic literalism, they end
with vaunting their role as mothers of useful citizens, officials and
gencrals, mothers whom they reward at their own festivals by giving

them the seats of honor, in contrast to the usurious mother of
Hyperbolos, who is equally at fault with her two products — the in-
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“terest (tokos) she begets and her son (tokos) (830—45). ‘
~ Twillreturn to this claim of theirs again, but would point out here
that the parabasis serves as a specific closure to the theme of defense
Ewhich has dominated the play from its beginning. It was extended,
iat length, of course, in the comic confrontation between the dis-
Eguiscd kinsman and the women, with its latent parody of the Tele-
c})/lll&, and continued in vet another key in the Palamedes. For while
! this last play is represented on stage in Oiax’s ingenious graphic
,!stramgcm, its reference, Twould suggest, also evokes the most fa-
' mous and most dramatic aspect of the play — the trial and defense
i;by Palamedes himself of his innocence — Palamedes, the wisest of
{ men, the inventor of writing.
" On the other hand, the women’s defense of femininity opens up
the play to its nextdevelopments. Here marks the turning point from
1 male roles in the tragic theater to those of women — Helen and An-
" dromeda, from the kinsman’s solo performance to the duet with
' Euripides. Here marks too the shift, as I will argue, from a position
¢ of explicit to implicit defense now that the kinsman in the theatrical
* costume which he donned so long ago must fully enter into his female
role to gain his rescue, must, in fact, “‘live through” the female ex-
; perience.

i

D. Helen

' The Helen holds the center of the play; it is carefully framed on one

* side by the parabasis and, on the other, by the brief removal of the

! transvestite imposter from the stage for the first time in the play, an
event which leads the women to reinaugurate their festive dance and
song. The parody of the Helen is the last dircct appeal to the women
of the Thesmophoria, for the Andromeda, the final parody scenc in the
serics, is addressed now to a new audience — the barbarian Scythian
archer.

The new Helen whom the kinsman will play refers not only to the
recent production of the play the year before, but to the new rep-
resentation of Helen in a new role as the chaste and virtuous wife.
In this version (which has precedents in the mythological tradition),
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the true Helen never went to Troy, but was transported to Egypt,
and an ¢idolon, a cloud-like imitation of herself was sent in her stead
to Troy. She has remaincd for ten years in isolation, faithful to her
husband and her ideas of purity, while the “phantom” Helen re-
maincd at the center of hostilities at Troy where Greeks and Trojans
foughtwith cach other and fell in battle — for her sake. In Euripides’
play, the old king Proteus who had protected her has died, and his
impious son Theoclymenus, equally smitten by her beauty, de-
termined to impose a forcible marriage upon her. Theoclymenus
has, in fact, vowed to slay all Greeks who come to his shores in order
to keep Helen safe for himself.

Menclaus, now that the war is over, is returning home with his
crew and with the phantom Helen he imagines is his real wife whom
hehas rescued from Troy. Storm and shipwreck drive him to Egypt
where he confronts the “real” Helen. Once their complicated recog-
nition is accomplished, the reunited couple plan their escape with
a false story of Menelaus® death and a false promise by Helen to
marry Theoctymenusif she can first perform funcral rites by the sca
for her “dead” husband. The success of their fictions depends upon
the cooperation of the prophetess Theonoe, the virgin sister of the
king, whose purity of intellect and spirit stands in radical opposition
to her violent brother. No synopsis can do justice to the brilliant en-
ergy of this romantic play which combines the themes of eros and
thanatos with a philosophical testing of the categories of illusion and
reality, of name (onoma) and fact (pragma), name (onoma) and body
(soma), mind and body, truth and falsehood.?' For our purposes,
however, Aristophanes’ parody is significantin two respects.

First, the audience in the comic parody is Critylla, the woman
guarding Mnesilochus,whom they would convince with the drama-
tic fiction of their happy reunion as husband and wife so that
Euripides can indeed rescue Mnesilochus from his/her plight. But
Critylla doesn’tknow how to play, either as spectator or as Theonoe,
the daughter of Proteus whose part the kinsman finally assigns to
her (“By the gods, if I am not Critylla, the daughter of Antitheos
from Gargettos and you are an evil wretch”, 897-99). She knows
where she is, notin Egypt, butin the Thesmophorion (877-80). This
can’t be the house of Proteus, for the man Proteus whom she knew



{88 FROMAI ZEITLIN

has been dead for ten years (874-76; 881-84). As for the kinsman’s
{nsistence that his name is Helen, she rightly replies: “Have you be-
tome a woman again, before you have paid the penalty for that other
‘womanization” (gynaikesis) of yours?”’ (863-64). And when the
kinsman claims to Euripides/Menclaus that he is being forced into
4 marriage with Proteus’ son, she scolds the kinsman for deceiving
the poor stranger with this and other lies (890-94).22
To Critylla, whose comic realism insists on literal readings, there
is no Helen, only the scoundrel kinsman, and the stranger who has
vntcrcd‘lhc scene 1s the innocent outsider whom she must enlighten
lunti] she recognizes their Egyptian intrigue for what it is and iden-
ltifies the stranger/Menclaus as a co-conspirator, who must be driven
ofl. Only once does she a make a concession to the theatrical mimesis
—awrongonc. For correcting the kinsman’s tale of forced marriage,
she replies that he has come in truth to steal the women’s gold (893-
‘94) — clearly, a conflation of the comic situation at the Thes-
mophoria and the parody of the Palamedes which has just been
 played.
i On the level of the comic plot, the parody of the Helen functions
! explicitly as the kinsman’s lure to bring Euripides on stage to save
i him (846-51), and all its effects scem to be directed to this pragmatic
¢ end. But in this brief and absurd scene, all the issues which charac-.
! terized the novelty of the original play are present, but wonderfully
%deﬂcclcd through the comic travesty as a dissonance between the
Swo levels of reference — the comic fiction of the play and the para-
" ragic rendition. In the counterpoint of the text which sets the recog-
nition scene {rom the Felen against Critylla’s misrecognition of the
identity of the parody, the questions of illusion and reality, of truth
and falschood, of mimesis and deception, are reframed in metatheat-
rical terms.

In this new key, the problem of the name as a guide to identity
is transposed exactly in reverse to its Euripidean model. For in the
Helen, the epistemological confusion lies in the possibility that the
same name may be distributed to more than one (e.g., two Helens),
but in the parody, the theatrical confusion lies in the refusal to allow
the same character/actor to bear more than one name, to say noth-
ing of more than one gender. The costume can never conceal what
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the naked truth has exposed and serves here as the focal point at
which to test the mimetic premises of the theater in general, and the
premises of this romantic play, in particular. The eidolon of Helen,
not seen and not mentioned in the parody, nevertheless, as the per-
sonification of illusion itself, hovers over the scene.?*

In the split perspective in which the incongruities of the comic
and tragic fictions are made most evident, the failure of the tragic
parody to persuade lies as much with the comic spectator, who en-
tertains no illusions, as it does with those characters who are trying
to create them. And in the relation of the parody to its larger comic
matrix, we can note another sct of reversals which come to play
through the silent juxtaposition of different texts, reversals which are
both thematic and theatrical. We may remember that the original
basis of the women’s complaint was the hyperrealism of Euripidean
drama, its failure to create the proper distance between fiction and
life. Now we sec the opposite — a play, whose plot places it directly
in the mode of the fabulous, the magical, and the exotic — in short,
amimesis in the service of the theater itself. Andinstead of the “bad”
women whom Euripides has shamelessly put upon the stage, he has
shown us a woman, who, against all odds (and credence), has never
betrayed her husband, but has waited for him with true and faithful
trust. When the women asked the kinsmen earlier why Euripides
had never put any Penclopes upon the stage, he replicd that Pene-
lopes were nowhere to be found any more (547-50). Yet here he
stages the myth of another Penelope, like her, besieged with impor-
tunate suitor(s). Best of all, Helen is not Penclope, butin the norma-
tive tradition, her exact opposite, the woman who ran offl with
another man, the woman whose beauty caused the Trojan war.
Helen, in fact, is the “*baddest’ of women, who through the poet’s
art,isrecreated as the best of them.

By reversing the myth of Helen, Euripides hasindeed reversed the
terms, and in playing the part of Mencelaus, he has turned from the
maligner of women to their potential redeemer, a role which he will
play once again, in even better form, as Perseus to the kinsman’s An-
dromeda.
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E. Andromeda

‘The Helen and the Andromeda are doublc.ts of each ot}.u:r, both pre-
sented by Euripides at the City Dionys-ia in the preceding yc_ar.‘Bolh
imagine similar situations — an exotic ]ocglc‘(Egypt/Ethlogla), a
woman in captivity and in danger, a dramatic rescue. But‘m .thc
Andromeda, the situation is more cxtreme. Andromeia 1s 1m-
mobilized, bound to a rock. She does not have to outwit a lustful
syjtor, but can only await death from a monster of the deep. No
reunions or recognitions for her, but rather a handsomc stranger,
Perseus, who, flying by with the Gorgon’s head luclrced‘ in his pouch,
falls in love with her — irrevocably — at first sight. F.hls plz?y, l'mfor-
wnately lost to us except for fragments, was farr‘lous in ‘annqmty for
the seductiveness of its erotic fantasy.?* In the Frogs, Dlonysu§, who
is in the Underworld to bring Euripides back to Athens, claims as
the reason for his mission the sudden desire (palhos.), the ovcrwhcl.m-
ing passion (himeros) which struck at his heart while he was readl.ng
the Andromeda, a passion not for a woman but for a clc.:\fcr (dexios)
poet, Euripides (51-56, 59). Euripides’ Helen, rehabilitated and
“revirginized”, stands as the middle term belw?cn the whores that
were his Phaedras and his Sthenoboias, and I}?IS purest of all pure
virgins, Andromeda. If the Thesmophoriazousae, in a sensc, traces out
the carcer of Euripides as it moves from one extreme to another, from
hyperrealism to seductive fantasy, the woman in her two faces —
carnal sexuality and romantic eroticism — serves not on.ly as the
subject, but also as the essential metaphor for the art of mimesis as
itis represented in two modes. ' .
The parody of the Andromeda 1s addressed to two dxchr.cnt audi-
ences and provokes two different reactions. On the theatrical level,
the Andromeda is not a critical success. The policeman spectator, far
from being enraptured by its performance, can hardly undcrs.tand
a word of what's going on, and therefore unwittingl)./ and fittingly
plays the role of the sea monster. But the parody n.ughl well have
been a thematic success with the women. The ensuing c'hor‘”d song
that begins with the invocation to the virgin unyoked maiden F’allas
Athena of the city and ends with the two goddesses of.the Thes-
mophoria (1136-59), might only refer to the chorus’ joy at the
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triumph of the policeman over the violator of their ritual, and this
is a point to which I will return. But it cannot be a coincidence that
immediately after, Euripides offers terms of pcace to the women:
“Never again will I slander women, this T promise” (1160-64), and
adds: “If I can take away this kinsman of mine who is bound to the
plank, never again will I speak ill of you. If you don’t give in, I’ll
reveal everything you do at home to your husbands when they come
back from the army” (1166-69). The women accept the ofler, but
the male world has taken matters out of their hands; Euripides must
persuade the barbarian too (1170-71).

The appearance of the Scythian policeman who ties the kinsman
to the punishment plank sets the stage for the performance of the An-
dromeda, but, at the samc time, his entry creates the maximum dis-
tance between the romantic nature of the play itself and the one who
is meant to fall under its spell. For the Scythian policeman belongs
fully to the conventions of the comic theater, as do all barbarians and
others whose outlandish language, gestures, and costumes offer, it
would seem, a dependable source of laughter. The first scene of the
Telephus, played between the kinsman and the mother of the ““child”,
was played “straight”’, according to paratragic rules, which encour-
age comic characters in dire comic circumstances to resort to mock-
tragic expressions of their plight. In the Helen, the comic already in-
trudes more directly in the intervention of Critylla, but in the An-
dromeda the parody takes on a double focus by playing both to the
tragic and the comic: it exploits the props and scenery for its tragic
setting and the intrinsic comic propertics of the Scythian archer.

“Double exposure” rules this last and grandest finale and the
perplexities of gender and genre reach their furthest extremes. Once
Euripides, flying by on the machine, has given him the cue, the
kinsman plays tworoles (himselfand Andromeda) and in two modes
(as solo and duet), both with increasing skill and independence. His
opening monody of lament is a wonderful mixture of the details of
his own comic situation with those tragic ones of Andromeda, and
now he shifts from one voice to the other, now he merges them to-
gether (1015-55). Euripides himself plays two roles, one, female —
Echo, and one, male — Perseus. What is more, as Echo, Euripides
plays a double role, first tormenting the kinsman with his abusive
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epetitions and then the Scythlan policeman.

Echo itself is the doubling of another’s voice; it is also the purest
mprcscnlallon of mimesis itself as the imitation of another’s words.
Retrospectively, the two preceding parodies each bear this
netatheatrical charge — the Palamedes, in the art of writing which
mitates speech; the Helen, in its intimations of the eidolon which im-
tates the human form, and now Echo as the mimesis of the voice.
And let us now also include the parabasis with its names whose
etymologics mimetically represent the inner quality of the women
who bear them.

What distinguishes Echo from the othcrs is its paradoxncal status
as both nature and artifice. As the one example of a mimesis in na-
wre itself, the mimetic reproduction of echo itself on the stage trans-
Jates the imitation of nature into an artificial theatrical effect. In
wrning his parodic skills on Echo, Aristophanes has, in fact, singled
out the most radical innovation in Euripidean art. By giving ita run
“inallits possibilities, he succeeds in exposing it as the highest exam-

[ ple of conscious mimetic illusion. But it is also significant for the

theme of mimesis in gencral that Echo, its mythic figuration,is not
{an“it”, buta “she”. She s the voice that imitates in both her myths,
“ one that relates her to Narcissus (Ovid, Met.3. 356—401) and the
i other to Pan (c.g., Longus, 3.23). Euripides, the male, must dress

P

as a female in order to imitate Echo who herself is the principle of

¢ jmitation. Echo as the embodiment (more properly, disembodi-

" ment) of mimesis is also the focal point for the concept of the

feminine which can never be grasped as primary and original, but
only as the one who is imitated or the one who imitates and yet as
such, is therefore also empowered as the mistress of imitation.

[ will want to return to this connection between the feminine and
mimesis later (in part VI). Hereitisimportant to note that the expo-

~sure of Echo as played by Euripides who brings her out from behind
" the scenes, turns the tragic to comic, or better, mixes the tragic with

the comic. Echo, in fact, might stand as the mediating figure bet-
ween tragedy and comedy, divided between them and yet bringing

| the genres together, as the artful device of the original model and

the slapstick cliché of the comic theater. If this is no longer a true

i contest between the women and Euripides, it is now fully a contest
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between the comic poet and his rival whom the comic poet im-
itates.?® Imitation retains to the end its ambiguous status, its “‘poe-
tics of contradiction”. For in his last theatrical act, Euripides turns
finally and fully to the comic stage. Dressed as an old procuress, he
offers the Scythian policeman a dancing girl to distract him while
he hustles the kinsman and himselfofT'stage.

The play began with a tragic poct in drag and ends the same way,
or does it? Is Euripides brought down to the comic level, his affinity
for comedy revealed at last? Or is Euripides, with this plot — the
expert ending to a comic play — led to imitate his imitator, but, by
that imitation, allowed to take over the comic stage? This is a com-
edy, after all, and comedy ends with signs of unimpeded libido, most
typically with a lusty man and a dancing girl. But on the grounds
of the comic plot, the end, abbreviated as it is, means that the play
of “women on top’ has brought the female back to her normal place.

Yet the motif of ““‘women on top’” has not altogether disappeared;
it is distilled and defused in the name Euripides adopts for his role
as the old procuress — Artemisia, the Carian queen, who “manned”™
a ship during the Persian Wars and put up a brilliant fight, to the
Greeks’ undying shame, as they note again and again, that they had
to do battle’'with a woman who was an equal ofa man. In his accom-
modation to a comic ending, one that brings about his own salvation
and that of the kinsman, Euripides has reverted back to the purely
sexual mode. Already the barbarian has dispelled the erotic en-
chantment of the Andromeda with his crude and obscene interrup-
tions, and Euripides meets him on his own terms. But he has kept
his promise to the women — displacing as far as possible from the
world of the married women of the Thesmophoria the open sexuality
which the comic world demands as its program. Yet the Thes-
mophoria too is a festival, a sacred event, and it too has as its pro-
gram a renewal of fertility. Thus, when the play draws to a close,
comedy, tragedy, and festival have all converged together for a com-
mon purpose.

Euripides, by his cunning inventions and his myriad schemes for
salvation, has rescued the kinsman and has redeemed himself of his
impicty, more directly, I will argue, than we have recognized. For
Euripides, despite his innovations on this stage and on his own, has
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ot invented everything himself. He has perhaps reinvented,
caligned his plots with more traditional paradigms. There are two
secrets” which lie at the heart of the text, secrets which integrate
neritual and aesthetic elements of the play, and which explain still
qorecogently, T will suggest, the women’s willingness to accept Eur-
ides’ tender of peace. If, at one level, the parodies display their
.atus as ‘‘mere’” fiction which pretends to represent “‘reality’ and
y cause an eflect in the real world, on another level, these fictions
re essential to the mystifying propertics of myth and poctry which
e necessary for the revitalization of the ritual world and for the ef-
¢t of the comic and tragic alike. The sottish Scythian policeman
istakes the name of the Gorgon which Perseus/Euripides carries,
. that of Gorgias, the fifth century Sophist, for whom the power of
agedy resides precisely inits deception (DK fr. 23):% “Tragedy de-
ives by myths and the display of various passions; and whereas the
ag{c poet who deceives is juster than he who does not, the deccived
also the wiser than the one who is not deceived™.

/ MIMES!S: FESTIVAL — DIONYSUS/DEMETER

is not the earth that imitates the woman in the matter of conception and birth,
\itis the woman who imitates the earth.

Plato

;ythis speech stolen and restored. Only, speech which is restored is no longer quite
at which was stolen; when it was brought back, it was not put exactly in its place

Roland Barthes

he Thesmophoriazousae, organized as a dialogue between comedy
.d tragedy, draws attention to and explores the inconstant rela-
s between the realities of everyday life and the fictive arrange-
ents of the theater. But there is a third term to be considered —
at of the cultic dimension, which is integrated into the play as its
ene and its context, but yet stands outside the fictional structures
jts marked form asritual.

Atonelevel, the ritual center of the play serves as the intermediate
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and mediating borderland between the events of everyday life and
those of the theater. The ritual space of the Thesmophorion, as
suggested earlier, is analogous to the domestic space of the women
at home so that the kinsman’s intrusion into their ritual enclosure
replicates the impious intrusion of Euripides’ theater into that for-
bidden female domain.?’

But on another level, the literal fact of that ritual identity invites
us to reverse these terms to consider the import of the underlying
mythos of the Thesmophoria and its dialectical relation with that
other mythos which always and everywhere presides over the thea-
ter. More generally still, the focus on cult reminds us that the thea-
ter, after all, is an imitation with a difference of mythic and ritual
forms. These provide the latent structuring patterns over which and
with which drama plays out its variations and deviations in new and
different keys. '

Rereading the play in cultic terms brings to center stage a dialogue
between Demeter and Dionysus, cach representing a mode which
defines the feminine and each furnishing a mythic mode which can
be related to both genres of comedy and tragedy. The ritual space
sacred to women invokes Dionysiac as well as Demetrian associa-
tions. Its trespass by men therefore also recalls the founding plot of
the theater itself, best known from Euripides’ late play, the Bacchae.
The Dionysiac has a tragic and comic side: tragic, as the serious con-
sequences of violating ritual taboos, when the male, who comes to
spy on women’s secrets, arouses their Bacchant madness and suffers
sparagmos at their hands. The other, the comic side, has, as its car-
nivalesque license, even duty, to refuse all taboos. It therefore de-
lights in sacrilege and in violating ritual solemnity and thus deflects
a potential Dionysiac tragedy into comic farce.

" On social grounds, the occasion of the Thesmophoria legitimates
the women'’s intrusion into public space. But in ritual terms, the fes-
tival is, in a sense, an intrusion on to the comic stage, for this is its
most solemn day, the Nesteia, when the women abstain from food in
imitation of Demeter’s mourning for her lost daughter. The Thes-
mophoria then answers to the role of anti-festival, as Lent is opposed
to Carnival, for fast rules instead of feast and chastity replaces sexual
indulgence. The women’s intention which generates the comic plot
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punishment of one who has inappropriately exposed their sex-
selves in a scrious art form. The kinsnj‘an3 thcrcfore, performs
able function: as the representative of qurlpl.dcs, he gocs to de-
4 tragic art, but as the comic characlcr, he rightly (ilslrU})F.s'll1c
emn proceedings by the terms of his dcfcrlsc.— the further expo-
¢ of women's spxual secrets. This ambiguity also means that
| women must, in turn, play adouble role, as followers of Demecter

;-cn entirely consonant with the spirit of this ritual day — the trial

as Bacchants of Dionysus. :
E’[“‘l?cl;l‘:‘r encompasses both modes of drama and 'bolh modes of
(. Itcan usc one to test the other, as it alrcady doesin %hc prologu‘c
bne with Agathon. For Agathon is morc lh.an tragic poct. His
metic theory which attributes his transvestite ('1rcss both to art
Limesis) and to naturc (cfMeminacy) is ilsc]f.a mixture ().f manm?r
ld modes. His ritual entrance, which sacrah:zcs the calling 9( hxs
by its invocations and pra)‘f,zrs, alSO. offers in advance a private
rsion of the Thesmophoria.™ Yet his costume cvokes from.lhc
psman ‘a quotation from Aeschylus’ ‘ Iidonians that dcscr'lbc.s
jonysus himsell, which suggests l}}at l}.ns man-woman (gymus)' is
hdeed the god of the theater (or a mimesis ()f_hlm, which, according
DAgalhon’s theories, amounts to the same thmg).
In the dramatic plot, Agathon refuses to infiltrate th Th'cs—
| hophoria because he would play his part too wc':l]. In the D'lonysmc
-enario, he refuses to go, for as the sacral figure in tra'nsvcstrllc garb,
¢ stands outside the action as the spiril-of theater itsclf. I‘}?c ():1;:)
L ho “plays at playing and visibly reduplicates the act of acting’
s the power instead to transform others —to provide Lhc:m with
heir costumes and their roles for the play that ls.aboul to begin. ,
The robing of the kinsman on stage with aruclcs.fr()m Agatbon s
cardrobe functions within the mythic plot exactly like the ro'bn‘xg of
for preciscly the same purpose — the mhllr'a—
mis-

sentheus in the Bacchae .
onofwomen's mysteries — and with p‘rcciscly the same attitude —mi
pgyny. What the kinsman, in fact, b'rlngs. out of-hldmg, once his ()\In
\acntily has been exposed, is the Dlonysm'c \Vhl.Ch lurks bencath the
pemetrian fagade of the women — the wineskin tl'mat m'asqucradcs
ssa baby and which was *“conceived” at the last Dionysia, .thc baby
shose “mother’, Mika, calls upon another woman, Mania {Mad-
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ness) for help (728, 739). ,

By slaying the wineskin, the kinsman indeed turns tragedy into
farce, but he also puts an end, so to speak, to the Bacchic plot. The
situation now no longer conforms to the Dionysiac pattern in which
the women would themselves overpower the male and do him vio-
lence. Instead, he becomes again the violator of women and, given
the nature of his act, he makes the transition to the Demetrian
plot.*® While the abduction of the baby follows the plot of the Tele-
phus where the king, disguised as a beggar, takes Orestes hostage
among the men at Agamemnon’s court, we note that the scene fits,
but the genders are reversed. The “baby” whom the kinsman ab-
ducts from the women and consigns to ‘““death” is a “female” baby,
whose abduction and violation have deprived the “mother” both of
her Koré (virginity) and her Koré (daughter) (760-61). These acts,
I suggest, reactivate the scenario of the Thesmophoria which begins
with the abduction of the maiden Koré-Persephone that takes her
down to the Underworld. The Nesteia is located temporally at the
midpoint of the Thesmophoria and at the midpoint of the myth, in
the liminal time after the loss of Koré and before her salvation and
return. Now that the kinsman himself will require rescue and salva-
tion, he begins to reenact stages of Euripides’ rescue dramas which
can and should be correlated with the ruling mythos of salvation in
the story of Persephone. In broadest terms, the mythos of Dionysus
gives the pattern for transgression, but the Demetrian the pattern
for redemption, both linked, of course, in their own way, to the larger
theme ofliberation.

The Dionysiac impulse is synchronic, divided in the same action
between tragic and comic moods, like Dionysus Lysios himself, who
destroys or redeems. But the Demetrian mode is diachronic: its
scenario always passes through the spectrum from tragedy to com-
edy, from dcath, captivity, and mourning to return, recovery, and
Joy. The Demetrian plot exemplifies, in fact, the salvational motif]
not only for the Themophoria in its invocation of fertility but, above
all, in the Eleusinian mysteries. In this play, the Thesmophoria pro-
vides the ritual background for Euripides’ rescue dramas, but in the
Frogs, where Dionysus descends into Hades to rescue the poet who
will save the city, his quest is properly accompanied by the songs
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{mystic initiates from Eleusis. The Demetrian plot mixing with the
jonysiac can bring together the genres oftragcdy and comedy and
an join the comic theaterina mutual celebration. '

Once the kinsman is made captive, the parodies seem to meet
ith failure in theirimmediate reception. But, at the same time, thf:y
re increasingly invested with the unspoken power of mim.e?:ls,
L hich “insists on the reality of the moment, even while practicing
is own form of ‘deceit’ 3! This mimesis exposes theater as “mere”’
llusion, but reinstates it under the name of a higher mimesis. The
}insman thus moves down the scale of male potency to his' last
humiliating role as a woman. But the theatrical experience itself
imoves upward through the mythic plot as it converts the male vt/ho
Ehas abducted the Koré into the Koré herself whose story promises
bthatshe will be redeemed. o ‘

i In this double perspective, the parodies stand out in high rc!lcf
?againsl the choral background of ritual songs, a contrast which
:‘p\]accs ritual and theater at opposite ends of the spectrum. In one
sense, the increasing validation of the festival .mood (which com-
bines the fast with celebration), can be correlated with the de-
teriorating situation of the male intruder — first, after his temporary
removal from the stage by the policeman, and then after the parody
of the Andromeda scene which leaves the Scythian still in charge of
his captive. But a closer look at the content of these songs show.s a
subtle series of responses.on the part of the chorus to the underlying
mythic tenor of the parody scenes.

The Helen scene, framed in its context, as already observed, by the
parabasis on one side and the choral song on the other, is the f(zcal
point for this conversion both of the kinsman and .thc chorus. l"}.)c
last part of the parabasis which extols l"or_thc first lll"r.lc, although in
comic terms, their roles as worthy mothers in the city rather lha.n
errant wives, introduces this turning from their Dionysiac [o.thc'lr
Demetrian personae. The Helen scene, itself, with its conversion of
Helen from the adulterous wife into the faithful spouse, in larger
erms, from the whore to the virgin, is followed by a choral dance
which turns around in a circle and then around again (kuklos, Im-pos,
| ana-strepho, torneuo, etc. in 959-1000). For the ﬁrs_t time, the r'nollf(?f
legitimate marriage connected with Hera Teleia appears in their
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song (973-76), as if in response to the evocation of marriage in the
parody of the Helen. In this festive mood, the chorus proclaims the
sanctity of their rites at which it would now be inappropriate to slan-
der men (962-64), and they offer a long invocation to the gods —
to the Olympians, to Artemis, Apollo, Hera, Pan, and the Nymphs
— inviting them all to dance. Now the chorus includes Dionysus
himself in his idyllic setting on the mountain as he sports in lovely
song and dance among his nymphs (987-1000).

‘That the Helen carns this response is consonant with Euripides’
general treatment of Helen, but the connection with his play is still
more intrinsic. For in the drama itself, the motif of Persephone is
cvoked over and over again and shapes the mythic frame of the
play.*? Helen, in fact, several times even likens herselfto Persephone
(E. Hel. 175, 244 fI.). Egypt is envisioned as the underworld, the
place that threatens death to Greek sailors who touch upon its
shores, while the lustful king who keeps Helen captive in anticipa-
tion of a forced marriage easily fills the role of Hades. At the critical
moment of the play, when Helen and Menelaus have devised their
rescue plot, the chorus sings an claborate ode to the Great Mother,
as she turns from grief at the loss of her daughter to laughter and
Joy through the consolation of dance and song (E. Hel. 1301-68).
In the mythic plot, the laughter of Demeter marks the restoration
of the mourning mother to life, laughter that echoes in this choral
song of the Thesmophoriazousae (979).

But only the pure virgin Andromeda can properly evoke at last
the theme of the maiden. The chorus first calls upon the city’s Pallas
Athena, the “unyoked virgin maiden” (parthenon azuga kourén, 1139)
to bring the peace that loves festivals (phileorton, 1147). In the previ-
ous chorus, Hera Teleia was invoked as she who holds the keys of
marriage (976); now the virgin Athena is summoned as the holder
of power, the keeper of the keys of the city (1141-42).3% And ap-
propriately in this choral song that now addresses only female
deitics, the women end by inviting the two goddesses to come with
kindness to these sacred rites, forbidden for men to see, so that with
their torches they might make manifest an immortal vision (ambroton
opsin 1136-59). The women themselves whom “Andromeda’ now
addresscs as her maiden chorus (1015) are virgins again, and “An-
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romeda” herself, repeatedly called kore and Rarlhenos, lan;cg;;s_;}éc.
e that binds her to death instead of her marriage couch ( ;
e isi ’ the kinsman and
In the division of the actors roles between ck feman an ‘
uripides, the kinsman stands in for the pc')e( and speaks LnD}s n: ia(;
PBut Mnesilochus assumes the transgressive ro!e in botr : 1ony'.zl
,nd Demetrian plots until he takes on the opposite rolc‘o the ma(lj rcn
who needs to be saved. Euripides himself, however, is reslf:l;ve for
the role of potential rescuer, introduced on stagc. to brm% i f}r{zm(_)g
10 the Dionysiac figure of comedy and §a!vat10n to the | ori
heroine of his plays. At the comic end, Euripides assumes zerEhz‘ist‘t e
female role himself, and with it ﬁnal!y (hg role of redeemer. 1; time
he is the old woman who brings rcllicf’.wnh laughter, thereby bring-
ing Demeter and Dionysus togethcr inincongruous harml\clmy. o
But this harmony is not, in factZ incongruous, Thc' cstfegi,

day of the fast at which the women 1r.n,|tatcd the mourning o ’en.u:—
er, ended with aischrologia, obscene ritual banter, in commemo(;du_or}:
. o[(’hc woman, [ambe, who met Demeter at the crossroads fn w1tld
her scurrilous jokes made Demeter laugh an.d Y] tur.ncd t?e wcl)r
around. Thus in the Thesmophoric ritual, az:chra.lagza has its phace
asit does in the cult of Dionysus, elsewhere ar_ld in th; corr-ncl t ii:l
1er 3 The Andromeda parody,. played out as a mixture o ;:lrotut:hyrcult
thos and obscene sexual jests, belongs thc.n as much to : re
ochmcter as it does to that of Dionysus. Within this ritua re;]rTn;],
Euﬁpidcs at last redeems himsclf—. now. of the two ]chziirges fv}l‘c::i_
the women had earlier br:ought against blm — hx‘s slan crl of fei \
ninity (which has been dlscus§cd in detail) and his gencra.lm(ilacoz
in creating characters who claimed that the gods do not exist (4:

51). (See note 27.)

v MIMESIS: ART AND THE LITERARY TRADITION

language is the universal whore whom I have to make into a virgin.
g ‘ Karl Kraus

The Helen is the ritual “secret” within the text; the Helen is also the
yage for the discovery of another “secret”, one that belongs to the

ik
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domain of art and literary tradition. The kinsman’s impersonation
of the “new” Helen, I have suggested, introduces a new role for
women in Euripides’ plays which serves implicitly to counteract the
charges of slander which the women of the Thesmophoria have
brought against the poet. A new positive version of the feminine is
offered in place of the old, and its representation forecasts the renun-
ciation Euripides is to make of his earlicr errant ways. In this re-
spect, the Helen functions within the thematic terms of the play as
Euripides’ palinode, the song that reverses its former position, the
song that “takes everything back” (palin-ode). More precisely still,
that reversal is located within the Helen itself, since the play offers
a revised version of the traditional Helen. In this, Euripides is not
the inventor of the “new” plot of the Helen, but follows another ear-
lier poct of the sixth century, Stesichorus, who was the first to com-
pose a palinode. The subject of Stesichorus’ palinode was, in fact,
Helen herselfand it introduced the original motif of the eidolon. The
story goes that Stesichorus, having slandered Helen, was blinded for
his blasphemy. But being a wise poet, he recognized the cause of his
blindness and composed another song which began: “That story
was not true; you did not go within the well-oared ships, nor did you
come to the walls of Troy”, and as a result he regained his sight
(Plato, Phaedrus 243b). : ‘

The story has been interpreted as a reflection on the double and
contradictory role of Helen — as goddess, daughter of Zeus, and as
woman, the adulterous wife of Menelaus. The case of Stesichorus
has been referred to the violation of the cultic norms of Sparta where
Helen was indeed worshipped in a cult role as a goddess. The
palinode, in its creation of the eidolon, therefore unequivocally con-
firmed her divine status. Generally, in the mythic tradition, the eido-
lon, the cloud-image, is appropriately the creation of Zeus, the cloud-
gatherer, most often used as a substitute. for a goddess whom a mor-
tal man has attempted toravish, as in the myth of Ixion who grasped
at Hera, but found Nephele (cloud) instead.3®

The Thesmophorizousae, in terms of its development, suggests a
model of the female who veers between the profane (“bad woman”)
and the sacred (“pure virgin”’), but Stesichorus’ diptych of ode and
palinode seems to propose a more radical division between the two
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{ the female, separated by the fine but ﬁrrr.x line which
Jivides mortal and immortal. But if we look bac‘k at Stcsnchort;{s rlmow
in the light of the Thesmophf}fiazousae, the question of the twolv‘ e crtx;
inight be poscd differently.’] h? fault I_'()r Stesichorus may not 1;:‘ wi
th: received mythos of Helen 1(selfh(1.c., tl_lat Helen went to . ro?/),
but in its mode ofpoctic' representation which violated Helen by vio-
Jating the norms of poctic decorum. . 5
Having revealed too much of the mortal Helen, i.e., her sexua
it)',% Stesichorus turns in. repcntancc to the other extreme —(u}r:-
wainted erotic beauty, which is preserved lhrf)ugh Ehc figure of t :J
pure Helen who never went to Troy and her.lmltatlon, who Playc
her traditional part. With his palinode, Stcsw‘}}orus now avoids al-
together the problem of the woman as morally “good (r'espcc‘lablc)
or “bad” (shameless), but rather raises ano(h'cr‘ question wx'th‘ re-
gard to the feminine. This new eros that Helen incarnates divides
itself from within to establish another set o.f opposites — the f-alSC
illusory eidolon and the true figure oft.he dlvx\nc — opposites ?vhl.ch,
however, are now both equally unattainable.One s a false imitation
of the other, which itself (as divine) can never b? gr:cls'pcd py mortals
ina “real” state, but only in the empty form which is mcvxfabl'y sub-
stituted for the original. Helen, as the darling f)f APh.rodllc in any
form and for all time, embodies in herself the lrI:CSlSllblC principle
of the erotic, perpetually desirable and ’dc.sll'red by all. I:”ut
Stesichorus’ story also suggests that eros is not ('ZilVldCd fror? pO(.?thS.
The poet slandered Helen and to atonc', h.e l"abvncz?ted a ﬁctlv? eidolon
in her place and openly declared the orlg'n‘lal version as a fiction (ouk
etumos). Helen, whose “true” (i.e., traditional m)"thos) may be de-
nied as a fiction, therefore may also personify poetics cven as she em-
‘bodies eros. For as fictive eidolon, Stesichorus’ Hc].cn acquires l]’-'lC ca-
pacity to impersonate herself and to draw attention to the notion of

ategorics 0

imitation as a conscious poetic creation. .
Stesichorus uses Helen, as it were, to assert his role as a poct.
Working within a received tradition which he alters in two dlf_fercr'lt
‘ways (the “‘blasphemy” in the first version and the rc?cantatl(.)n in
the second), he raises the notion of fictionality as a possnb'lc attnbut'c
of mythic texts in order to account for his own inn()va'tlons, and in
the process, he invents a new generic form — the palinode. In the
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process, he inaugurates a new tradition, establishes a new paradigm
upon which Aristophanes can draw in the construction of his own
piece by which the Helen of Euripides can serve to exonerate the
poet from the charge of blaspheming against women. And this
paradigm, reproduced in the Euripidean play itself, can serve at the
same time to raise these questions of fictionality and imitation.
Others have noted that Euripides’ play itself shows a consciousness
ofits status as a picce of the theater, that Helen and Menelaus, when
they contrive their fictions for escape, also strive nof to imitate the
clichés of other tragic plots. In satirizing Euripides’ theatrical inno-
vations in the Helen and in presenting a parody with metatheatrical
dimensions, Aristophanes reaflirms, as it were, through the tradition
that goes back to Stesichorus, the perennial utility of Helen as the
figure upon whom can be focused the poetic problems of imitation
itself. ‘

One might call Stesichorus’ eidolon a proto-theatrical and proto-
mimetic representation insofar as the poet precedes the fifth-century
developments of the theater and of theories of mimesis. Yet although
Stesichorus invented the eidolon of Helen, he-is not the first to as-
sociate Helen with questions of imitation. A longer tradition stands
behind her that begins with her first appearance in Greek epic which
is worth exploring briefly here in order to understand better the
paradigmatic value of Helen for the particular aesthetic problems
which are posed in the time of Aristophanes and Euripides. This ex-
ploration will serve in turn to shift the discussion now to my final
area of concern, that is, the categories of Greek thought which as-
sociate the feminine with mimesis, whether figural or poetic.

VI _MIMESIS: EROS AND ART

In dreams, a writing tablet signifies a woman, since it receives the imprint of all
kinds of letters. ’

Artemidorus, Oneirocritica.
Already in the /liad, Helen, as the erotic center of the poem, is con-

nected with the art of poetry when she weaves a tapestry of double
fold, depicting on it “many contests of horse-taming Trojans and
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ronze-mailed Achacans, which they suffered on account of her” (/1.
. 125-28), as if she was “weaving the very fabric of heroic epic>.37
Better still, in the fourth book of the Odyssey, when Telemachus visits
sparta and finds Helen and Menelaus reunited as a married pair,
ghey each tell a tale of Helen and Odysseus from the days when she

oes not betray him, but cares for him and rejoices that her home-
coming will soon be at hand (0d. 4. 240-64). Menclaus, on the other
hand, tells another story of Helen, one that puts herin a very difler-
ent light: on the night in which the Trojan horse stood within the
gates of the city, Helen, now the wife of Dciphobus, the brother of

wives, tempted the Grecks who were hidden inside to betray their
presence, a ruse which would have succeeded had it not been for
Odysseus’ discerning prudence (0d. 4.266-89). Two stories arcju.x-
taposed, each the same characterization of Odysseus, but each a dif-
ferent version of Helen. She is the mistress of many voices, the mis-
tress of mimesis, linked in both stories to secrecy, disguisc, and de-
ception.38

Even more, Helen is the mistress of ceremonies, who stages the

their wine, a pharmakon(from Egypt) which takes away pain and
brings forgetfulness of sorrows, And she bids them to delight them-
selves with stories (mythoi), which she herself will begin, narrating
a plausible (appropriate) tale (0d. 4. 220-39). These pharmaka be-
long to the poetics o, enchantment, which seduce the hearer with

tales from a past that seems to have been forgiven, transmuted into
aplay of symmetrical reversals that charminstead ofdismay.39

Yet the ordering of the two stories also makes clear that the second
story, as a story of Helen, is indeed an implicit comment on the first
story, a second version, which like a proto-palinode (but in reverse)
revises the first. Menelaus’ tale opcrates on two levels: on the first,
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it undermines the fidelity of Helen’s earlier version, a versjon which
represents her fidelity to the Greeks, in favor of a version which
shows she can imitate many different voices, each time with the in-
tention to seduce and betray. On the second level, within this setting
ruled by the enchantment of the pharmakon, the story functions as a
self-reflective comment on the nature of fictjon and mimesis which
Helen embodies. Menelaus’ story thus intimates (he status of
Helen’s carlier story as fiction and suggestsin the process that Helen
and story telling might be one and the same thing — (he imitation
of many voices in the service of seduction and enchantment. Helen
is the figure, who by her imitation of the different voices of different
men’s wives, links eros and poctics together under the rubric of
mimesis. This mimesis, it is worth noting, is appropriately divined
as a fiction from within (his story of Menclaus by the masterstory
teller himself, Odysseus — the man of many turns.

Menelaus’ story can only hint at the difference between fiction
and truth. But another story is more precise in this regard, the one
which Menelaus recalls the next day, that of hjs cxperience with Pro-
teus, the old man of the sca, after he left Troy and came with Helen
to Egypt. Proteus is the master of lies and truth; better still, he is
the figure of the shifting nature of truth, which Menelays can grasp
as onc and true, only if he grasps Proteus himself,who will change
his shape from one creature to another, until, under Menelaus’ unre-

success depends upon the advice of a female, Proteus’ daughter, and
note how she fulfills her feminine role. She betrays the existence of
Proteus, the secrets of his powers, and the means of overcoming him
— a mimetic disguise and a secret ambush (04, 4. 351-570). The
story of mimesis practiced by Helen can never escape the am-
biguities of its telling, but the mimetjc repertory of Proteus has a3
limit which will resyly in the revelation of an absolute truth. Here
that truth is the future of Menelaus — his homecoming and his ulti-
mate fate — not death, but eternal sojourn in the Elysian Fields, the
paradisiac islands to the West, “because Helen is yours and you are
son-in-law therefore (o Zeus” (4. 361-70). Helen in the end rules
both tales of mimesis — as divinity, connected through her gencal-
0gy to truth (and immor'ality), beyond the reaches of fiction (or
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perhaps the supreme fiction) and earlier, as mortal, skilled in the
artsof mimesis and seduction.

For the Odyssey, this ultimate “truth”, whether the translation of
Menelaus to the permanence of the Elysian Fields, or the “truth”
of the recognition between Odysseus and Penelope, grounded on the
fact that Penelope has truly been*“true” to him, suggests the alterna-
tives to the ambiguities of poetics and erotics which the two stories
of Helen and Menelaus propose. In the light of this reunion on
Ithaca, these ambiguities are not only recollections of a past which
belong to Helen and Menclaus, but potential forecasts for Pcnelopt.:.
This future depends upon Penclope’s choice of one of the two possi-
ble roles which the two storigs offer her — that of the faithful woman
whoreceives the beggar in disguise and welcomes him, or that of the
woman who, surrounded by men (read suitors for Greeks), practices
the wiles of seduction, although another man’s wife. Penelope is no
teller of stories; quite the contrary. She is wornout with hearing the

“false tales of Odysscus which travellers have brought to her over the

yearsand with meeting the false imposters of Odysseus himself. She
'hastCOmc skilled at testing the fictions of another’s words which

+have no power to seduce her with a false truth. Yet she is the mistress

ofone fiction — and that to preserve her “true” self for Odysseus

~—onc “story” which she tells again and again and never finishes,

~weaving and unweaving the fabric of Laertes’ shroud, until Helen’s

“suory of herself, not that of Menelaus, becomes her very own.

. The Odyssey, by virtue of its Penelope, can afford its Circes, Calyp-
ws, Sirens, and Helens, whom Odysseus encounters in various

ways. But the Odjssey, as the repertory of all stories, all fictions,

adumbrates, even in the ambiguities of Odysseus himself, the am-
.f&valcncc which Greek thought will manifest with Increasing articu-

r ""h(ion towards the mimetic powers of the verbal and visual arts to
ktiusuade with the truths of their fictions. This ambivalence is not

mcongruent, at some level, with the increasing ambivalencc_with
“which the city’s male ideology views its other gender, an attitude
‘which serves to connect the feminine still more closely with art and
':;niﬁcc.w Thus the two Helens, the daughter of Zeus and the fictive
f"ﬂo!on, might exemplify in the erotic sphere the hesitation in the aes-
“petic domain between an art that is divinely inspired and a craft
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that makes counterfeits of the real.*' But while the eidolon can be
separated from the real Helen as an insubstantial likeness of herself,
as no more than a figment of the imagination, the eidolon as a seduc-
tive objet d’art cannot be scparated from the generic image of the
feminine. For the “real” woman could be defined as a “‘real” eidolon,
created as such from the beginning in the person of the first woman,
Pandora.

Instead of the ambiguity maintained in the dual genealogy of
Helen as mortal and divine, Pandora is from the outset, in Hesiod’s
text of the Theogony, a fictive object, a copy, not an original.
Fashioned at the orders of Zeus as punishment for Prometheus’ de-
ceptive theft of celestial fire for men, the female is the first imitation
and the counterpart to the first deception. She is endowed by the
gods with the divine traits of beauty and adornment which conceal
the bestial and thievish nature of her interior. Artefact and artifice
herself, Pandora installs the woman as eidolon in the frame of human
culture, equipped by her “unnatural” nature to seduce and enchant,
todelight and deccive. More specifically, as has been argued, the ori-
gin of Pandora coincides in the text with the origin of language:

Because of her symbolic function and, literally, because of her ornaments and flow-
ers, her glamor and her scheming mind, Pandora emblematizes the beginning of
rhetoric; but at the same time she also stands for the rhetoric of the beginning. For
she is both the *figure’ of the origin and the origin of the ‘figure’ — the first being
invested with symbolic, referential elements. The text implies both the human
dawn unmarked by imitation and rhetoric and a turning point that initiates the
beautiful, imitative rhetorical process. In this way, the text reproduces the split bet-
ween a language identical toreality and a language imitative of reality. *2

This reading of Pandora is suggested by the implicit terms of the
text, for rhetoric in Hesiod’s time (c. 700 B.c.) has not yet been inven-
ted. But his negative view of Pandora, which arises naturally from
his peasant’s instrumental view of nature and culture, can still serve
as a preview of the later philosophical thought which, in testing the
world of physical appearances, finds it deceptive precisely in the
spheres of physical eros and of artistic mimesis, and very specifically
in the artofrhetoricitself.

It should therefore not surprise us that Gorgias, the historical
figurc most closcly identified with the development of rhetorical
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theory in fifth-century Athens, should, in fact, have 'composcd anen-
comium on Helen which is as much a defense of his art of the logos
asitis a defense of Helen. I invoke this last example to rctflrn, after
this long detour, to the text and context of Ari‘stophancg since Gor-
: gias is very much present, I suspect, in the Thesmophoriazousae, a.nd
" pot only as the possible garbled reference to him by the barbarian
? l'policcman who confuses Gorgon with Gorgias. For the }"a'lame,des and
the Helen, while they serve, of course, as parodies ofEunpldes play‘s,
are also titles of the two specimens of Gorgias’ epideictic oratory in
which the rhetorician himself speaks for Helen and Pal.amcdcs
speaks in his own defense. More broadly, Gorglasj- th.eoncs owe
‘much to the theater — to the psychological cffccts.whlch it produces
inthe spectators and in the aesthetic effects which it employs.
Gorgias, having accepted the premise that the pher}omcnal world
cannot be grasped as real, is free to cmbra.cc the sh.lfung.world of
appearances, of doxa (opinion), in its deceptions and its fictions, and
hence is also in a position to embrace Helen. The mastery of that
world can only come about through the installation qf the logo's as
its master, which, through the techniques of persuasion, manipu-
lates the sense impressions and emotions of its auditors. For'Plalo,
who is to stand directly on the other side of the divide, Gorgnas (as
the other sophists) will, like a painter, ‘““make imitations .whxch have
the same names as the real things and which can .dcccwc ...ata
distance”’. The sophists, who practice not the plastic arts, but those
of the logos, can exhibit “‘spoken images (eidola) of all t'hmgs, s0 as
to make it seem that they are true and that the speaker is the wisest
ofall meninall things.” (PL. Sophist 234b—c).

For Gorgias, the logos is real, akin to a physical substance and pos-

sessing the magico-medical quality of the pharmakon. Hence .its
power (dynamis), like that “of the incantation, mingles togcthc'r with
the doxa (opinion) of the psyche and charms it and Pcrsuades it and
changes it by enchantment”. The force of persuasion, when added
to the psyche, can make an impression, can stamp (typos) the p.r_.yche
which responds, in turn, to its manipulation with the appropriate
emotions. Persuasion of the logos affects the psyche of the one who
hears; similarly, sight (opsis) affects the psyche of the one who secs,

L2 Y

“stamping (¢ypos) it with its sensations of objects™, ““engravingin the
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mind the images of the things one sees”, if fearful causing fear, if
beautiful, bringing pleasure, “like the sculpting of statues and pro-
duction of images which afford the eyes divine delight; thus some
things naturally please or pain the sight, and many things produce
in many men love and desire for many actions or bodies””.*3
Gorgias’ defense of Helen reverses the image of the seductive and
deceptive woman by portraying a Helen overmastered by irresistible
forces whether by the gods, by physical violence, by the persuasion
of the logos, or by the power of eros. It is here that opsis (sight) enters
into the discourse in order to propose a theory of eros and Gorgias
can therefore query: “If Helen’s cye was so entranced by Alexan-
der’s (Paris’) body, and she delivered up her soul to an eager contest
of love, what is so strange in that?” Since the entire discourse is a
logos which is meant to persuade, the demonstration within the piece
of the persuasive power of the logos gives the logos the dominant posi-
tion in the picce. As the megas dynastes, the logos even proves to over-
master the other categories whose indisputable claims to power it
appropriates for itself. |
Stesichorus’ and Euripides’ excuse of the eidolon has, of course, no

place in Gorgias’ argument. But the aesthetics of the image remain,
now interiorized within the body as the psyche which logos or opsis
molds, as an artist shapes and molds his product. The psyche, in turn,
responds to the physical body whose visual impressions it receives
as a spectator who gazes upon an object of art. By treating the psyche
as a corporeal entity and in endowing opsis and logos with physical
properties, Gorgias introduces. a set of tactile relations that
somatizes psychology as it psychologizes aesthetics. Opsis is already
invoked in the cause of eros, but logos behaves like eros, which takes
possession of another’s body to penetrate its interior and to work its
effects. The relation between rhetor and auditor, therefore, is not un-
like that between a man and a woman, even as the writing tablet,
as Artemidorus tells us, signifies a woman to the dreamer, “since it
receives the imprints (¢ypoi) of all kinds of letters.” (Oneirocritica 2.
45). ThusifHelen is the subject of the discourse, she is also the object
within it. She is the auditor,who, seduced and persuaded by the de-
ceptive rhetoric of Paris, is re-seduced (and thereforc exonerated) by
the rhetoric of Gorgias who claims as the truth of his discourse the
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§ demonstration of the power of rhetoric to seduce and deceive. For the
{ outside auditor, the artful beauty of the text, with its persuasive logos
{ about persuasion, operates as the rhetorical equivalent of the godlike
beauty of Helen, which Gorgias mentions at the beginning of the
text, to describe its irresistible erotic effect upon the suitors who
came (o her from all parts of Greece. _
Moreover, the seduction of this logos works a double pleasure of
the text — for the auditors it masters within -and without the dis-
course — and for Gorgias himself, which he acknowledges when he
concludes: “This speech is a plaything (paignion) for me, but an en-
comium for Helen”, who, in his terms, is worthy not only of defense
but also of praise. This ending explains perhaps best of all the choice
of Helen for his discourse, beyond that of an unpopular case which
he wishes to win by his rhetorical skill. Helen, as the paradigm of
the feminine, is the ideal subject/object of the discourse; first, in sex-
ual terms, as the passive partner to be mastered by masculine rhetor-
ical persuasion, and second, in aesthetic terms. Helen, as the mis-
tress of mimesis and the object of mimesis, is a fitting participant in
the world of make-believe, the anti-world which reverses the terms
in mimetic display and rescrves the right under the name of play to
take everything back. Seduction, like rhetoric, is a game, a paignion,
and both eros and logos are now invested with a new power that is
precisely the power of play, a delight in the aesthetic capacity to
seduce and deceive. This point of view, I would submit, must inevit-
ably invoke and rchabilitate the feminine whom Greek thought rep-
resents as the subject/object of eros (nature) and artifice (culture).
In her corporeal essence, she functions both as the psychological
subject and as the aesthetic object, and the artist needs her to sub-
stantiate his own conception of his art.
Thus for both Gorgias and Euripides, the woman has a place, a
place that the end of the fifth century makes for her more and more
{10 Aristophanes’ comic chagrin: and this, from two points of view
First, in the domain of art itself which is discovering a sense of its
capacities for mimesis as an explicit category of the fictive, of the
imake-believe. This discovery takes place in the various verbal arts
which, in turn, are influenced by the carlier advances in illusionist
painting. In this development which includes the other plastic arts,
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theater too played no small role, as Aristophanes’ play itself attests.
Second, in the social world, as the war dragged on to its unhappy
close, attention began to shift away from masculine values of politics
to the private sphere — to the domestic milieu at home, to the inter-
nal workings of the psyche, and to a new validation of eros, all of
which the feminine as a cultural category best exemplifies. This new
focus will receive further emphasis in the next century with the
emergence in sculpture of the female nude as an art form and in the
literary genres of New Comedy, mime, romance, and pastoral. It is
worth remarking here that Old Comedy comes to an end with Aris-

tophanes whose last productions alrcady make the transition to -

Middle Comedy, while Euripides, who scandalized his Athenian au-
diences again and again, winning only four first prizes in his lifetime,
will become the theatrical favorite of the next era and thereafter.

In this “feminization” of Greek cultuure, Euripides was, above
all, a pioncer, and so Aristophanes perhaps correctly perceived that
Euripides’ place was indeed with the women (as that of Socrates in
the Clouds was with the men). In a second Thesmophoriazousae, which
is lost to us except for a few fragments and testimonia, the same cast
of characters (more or less) seem to have been involved (Agathon,
Euripides, Mnesilochus). This time, our information (from an an-
cient life of Euripides, which seems to refer to this picce) states
explicitly that the women because of the censures he passed on them
in his plays, attacked him at the Thesmophoria with murderous in-
tent; but they spared him, first because of the (his) Muses, and next,
on his undertaking never to abuse them again. These Muses are
perhaps still to be found in the play we have, hidden behind the noisy
laughter of Aristophanic parody.

Notes

1. For this term, see Natalje Davis® “W

omen on Top" in Society and Culture in
Early Modern France (Stanford 1975) 1

24-51. More generally, I am indebted

to the members of the Aristophanes seminar at Princeton University, Spring
1980, who contributed more to this essay than I can acknowledge here.

2. Excellent work is now being produced on the Lysistrata and the
Ecclesiazousae. See the studies of Michéle Rosellini, Suzanne Said, and
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Daniéle Auger in Les Cahiers de Fontenay (Aristophane: Les femmes et la cité) 17
{December 1979): 11-32, 33-70, 71-102, respectively. See also Nicole
Loraux, “L’Acropole comique’ in Les enfants d’Athéna. Idées athéniennes sur la
citoyenneté et la division des sexes, in press (Paris 1981), and Helene Foley, *The
Female Intruder Reconsidered: Women in Aristophanes’ Lysistrata and
Fecclesiaszousae”, forthcoming in Classical Philology (1982). For a historian’s
view, see E. Lévy, ““Les femmes chez Aristophane”, Ktema | (1976) 99—112.
For example, Rosemary Harriott, Poetry and Criticism Before Plato (London
1969) devotes half a page to one passage from the Thesmophoriazousae and
Bruno Snell makes no mention of the play at all in his chapter, *“Aristophanes
and Aesthetic Criticism™, in-The Discovery of the Mind: The Greek Origins of
European Thought, tr. T Rosenmeyer (Cambridge, Mass. 1953), 113-35.
There is virtually no extended treatment of this play as a play. Cedric Whit-
man comes the closest with half-a chapter in Aristophanes and the Comic Hero
(Cambridge Mass. 1964) 216-27, which generally takes a negative view of
the play: "'the parody here is without venom, and the plot, or fantasy, is with-
out reference to very much beyond its own inconsequential proposition . . .
The art of tragedy is shown to be on the wane, but any deeper implications
that might have been involved in that fact are saved for the Frogs.”” 217, For
him the play has “little of the theme of fertility or life”’, 216, and, continuing
in this vein, he says: ““Somehow , . . femininity, whether real or assumed, is
under a somewhat morbid cloud; by contrast, there is something genuinely
refreshing about the masculinity of Mnesilochus, however coarse, and of the
Scythian archer, whose main male attribute playsan unblushing role in the
solution of the play.” 224, Hardy Hansen, “Aristophanes’ Thes-
mophoriazousae: Theme, Structure, and Production”, Philologus 120 (1976)
165-85, follows Whitman’s interpretation, but pays attention to matters of
theatrical presentation. He is the only critic, as far as | know, who sees the
importance of the Thesmophoria as a setting in the play, but, unfortunately,
does not seem aware of the structures and functions of ancient cult.

On paratragodia, see R. Rau, Paratragodia. Untersuchung einer komischen Form
des Aristophanes (Munich 1967) with appropriate bibliography. For other
forms of parody, see, W. Horn, Gebet und Gebetsparodie in den Komodien des Aris-
tophane (Nurnberg 1970), and A.M. Komornicka, “Quelques remarques sur
la parodie dans les comédies d'Aristophane”, Quademi Urbinati di Cultura
Classica3 (1967) 51-74.

The parabasis is a peculiar and distinctive feature of Old Comedy, a section
of about 100 lines (when complete), in which the chorus can break the drama-
tic illusion and address the audience directly on topical matters of the day.
In the Thesmophoriazousae, the parabasis is actually integrated into the action
insofar as the chorus remains the women at the festival and responds to the
themes of the play. The parabasis will be discussed in more detail below. For
a brief summary of the complex formal structure of the parabasis, see K.J.
Dover, Aristophanic Comedy (Berkeley and Los Angeles 1972) 49-53.

All line numbers of the Thesmophoriazousae will be cited from the Budé text,
Anistophane, vol. 4, ed. Victor Coulon (Paris 1954).

Cf. the interchange between Aeschylus and Euripides in the Frogs, where

10.
1.
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Aeschylus reproaches the other for having put on stage Phaedras and
Sthenoboias who behaved like whores (pornai, }043). “And how did my
Sthenoboias harm the city?” inquires Euripides. *“By persuading noble wives
of noble men to drink hemlock because they were so ashamed by your Bel-
lerophons™, replies Aeschylus. “But”, asks Euripides, *‘didn’t I tell a true
story about Phaedra?” *‘Yes, indeed, but the poet must conceal what is
wicked and not introduce or tcach/producc (didaskein) such things . . . but
only the good” (1049-56). :

On connections of the comic plot with Eunpldean pancrns see C. Russo,
Aristofane, autore di teatro (Florence 1962),297, Rau, Paratragodia, 50, and *'Das
Tragidienspiel in den “Thesmophoriazusen’ ™ in Aristophanes und die alte
Komadie, Wege der Forschung, vol. 265, ed. H.-J. Newiger (Darmstadt 1975)
349. On the importance of the motif of salvation in Euripidean drama, see
Antonio Garzya, Pensiero ¢ lecnical drammatica in Euripide: Saggio sul motive della
salvazione (Naples 1962).

See Russo, 297.

For a discussion of mimesis in antiquity with bibliography, see G. Sorbom,
Mimesis and Art (Uppsala 1966). See also J.-P. Vernant, “Image et apparence
dans la théorie platonicienne de la mimésis”’, Journal de Psychologie 2 (1975)
133-60. (= Religions, histoires, raisons, “Naissances d’images”, 105~37, Paris
1979.) For useful surveys of aesthetic theory and criticism before Plato, see
Herriott and also T.B.L. Webster, *‘Greek Theories of Art and Lneraturc
Down to 400 B.C.”, Classical Quarterly 33 (1939) 166-79.

Critics miss the point of this confusion, especially R. Cantarella, “‘Agatone
e il prologo della ‘Tesmoforiazuse’ ', in Komoidotragemata (Amsterdam
1967) 7-15, who is most often cited on this prologue, and who imagines that
since Agathon is effeminate, he is somehow no longer a male.

It should be noted that poets, beginning with Thespis, did, in fact, act in
their own plays in the carlier years of the Greek theater before acting became
a more professional specialty. Aeschylus most probably did so and Sopho-
cles also in the beginning of his career. See Sir Arthur Pickard-Cambridge,
The Dramatic Festivals of Athens, 2d ed., rev. J. Gould and D.M. Lewis(Oxford
1968) 93-94. ,

“Feminine power is by nature abnormal . . . but this abnormality can take
two forms which are rigorously opposed to each other and involve either a
virilization ofwomen, if women are adapting themselves to the nature of power,
or, on the contrary, a feminization of power, if the women adapt power to their

_own nature and put the domestic domain over the political one.” Said, 36.

We may remember that obscene, ob-scaenum, in its usual etymology, means
“off stage”, i.e., off the “serious’ stage.

See now the excellent distinctions made by Sandra M. Gilbert, **Costumes of
the Mind: Transvestism as Metaphor in Modern Literawure”, Critical Inguiry
7 (1980) 391-418.

For this formulation I am indebted to Susan Stewart, Nonsense: Aspects of Inter-
textuality in Folklore and Literature (Baltimore and London 1979) 20. I have
profited from her work more than I can indicate in this essay.

I have borrowed this definition of parody from Margaret A. Rose, Parody//
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Metafiction (London 1979) 185. In addition to Rose and Stewart, a very useful
treatment of parody can be found in Claude Abastado, “Situation de la
parodie”, Cahiers du 200 Siecle 6 (1976) 9-37. i
The Telephus has not survived except in fragments. For an extensive treat-
ment see E.W, Handley and J. Rea, 7he Telephus of Euripides, Bulletin of the
Institute of Classical Studies Supplement no. 5 (London 1957) and sec also T.B.L.
Webster, The Tragedies of Euripides (London 1967) 43-48.

On the Telephus in this play, sce H.W. Miller; “Euripides’ Telephus and the
Thesmophoriagousae of Aristophanes”, Classical Philology 43 (1948) 174-83 and
Rau, Paratragodia, 42-50, and Tragodienspiel, 34446,

For a reconstruction and interpretation of the Palamedes, which, like the Tele-
phos, is known to us from fragments and other testimonia, see now Ruth
Scodel, The Trojan Trilogy of Euripides, Hypomnemata vol. 60 {(Gouingen 1980).
For the parodic treatment of Aristophanes, see Rau, Paratragodia, 5153, and
Tragodienspiel, 347-48. : '

On Euripides’ Helen, see the excellent articles of Friedrich Solmsen, *“Onoma

and Pragmain Euripides’ Helen”, Classical Review 48 (1934) 11921, Ann Pip-
pin (Burneu), “Euripides’ Helen: A Comedy of 1deas”, Classical Philology 55
(1960) 15163, Giinther Zuntz, “On Luripides’ Helena: Theology and
Irony”, in Euripide, Entretiens sur Uantiguité classique 6 (Geneva 1960) 201-27,
Richard Kannicht, Introduction to Euripides, Ilelena (Heidetberg 1969) 2
vols. (edition and commentary), Christian Wolll, “On Euripides’ /lelen”,
Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 77 (1973) 61-84, and Charles Segal, “The
Two Worlds of Euripides’ /lelen”, Transactions of the American Philological As-
sociation 102 (1971) 553-614.

On the parody of the Helen in Aristophanes, see the technical analysis of Rau,
Paratragodia, 53-65, and Tragodienspiel, 348-50. See also the useful discussion
in Frances Muecke, **Playing with the Play: Theatrical Sel-=Consciousness
in Aristophanes”, Antichthon | | (1977) 64—67.

Rau assumes in both of his analyses that all these significant motifs have .

dropped out of the parody, and concludes that Aristophanes is just playing
for laughs at the lowest level of humor.

On Euripides’ Andromeda, see Webster, 192-99, and the references in Rau,
Paratragodia, 66, n. 111. For the parody itsell, see Rau, Paratragodia, 66-89,
and Tragodienspiel, 353-56. Rau sees this parody as redundant of the /elen,
motivated solely by comic opportunism, not by dramaturgical need.

This rivalry is, in fact, attested in ancient texts. A fragment of Aristophanes’
older contemporary, Kratinos, reads: ** *‘And who are you?’, some clever the-
ater goer may ask: ‘some subtle quibbler, an idea-chaser, a euripidaris-
tophanizer?’ " (K fr. 307) and the scholiast to Plato’s Apology, who quotes
these lines, observes: “Aristophanes was satirized for imitating Euripides
through his mockery of him™. That same scholiast continues with a quota-
ton from Aristophanes himself: 1 use his rounded elegance of style,
but make the thoughus less vulgar than his” (K fr. 471/ schol. Plat. Clark.
330 Bekker), .

It should be mentioned that the reference to “Gorgo the scribe”” may refer
to another contemporary and not to the famous sophist, but Aristophanes
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mentions Gorgias several times in his comedies and Plato’s Symposium, 198c,
contains a word play between Gorgias and Gorgon.See further B.B. Rogers,
The Thesmophoriazousae of Aristophanes (London 1904) 119, commentary on I,
1102. ‘ :

This link between invasion of domestic privacy and trespass against ritual
piety can be supported from the text itselfin still another way, so as to allow
the women to make both charges when they complain of the negative effects
which Euripides’ plays have had upon their lives. Two women speak against
Euripides, each with a different story. The first déscribes what has already
been discussed in detail — suspicious husbands and curtailment of women’s
freedom. The second woman, however, asserts that she has lost her liveli-
hood, that of selling garlands to the faithful, because Euripides has made
characters who claim that gods do not exist (443-58).

On this point, see H. Kleinknecht, Die Gebetsparodie in der Antike (Stutigart
and Berlin 1937) 101 and Horn, 101-02. .
Leo Salingar, Shakespeare and the Traditions of Comedy (Cambridge 1974) 94,
Two new studies suggest that Dionysus himselfin the Bacchae stages and di-
rects the proceedings of the play from within, functioning both as a character
within the drama and as the god of the theater, See Helene Foley, " The Mas.
que of Dionysus™, Transactions of the American Philolvgical Association 110 (1980)
107-33, and Charles Segal, * Metatragedy: Art, llusion, Imitation™, forth-
coming in Dionysiac Poetics and the Bacchae (Princeton 1982). The Thes-
mophoriazousae precedes the Bacchae by about seven years, a fact which pro-
vokes speculations as to the refationship of the tragedy to the comedy.

This opposition between Dionysiac and Demetrian modes is not as stable as
I suggest for the purposes of this analysis, since any situation which places
women “ontop”, even for legitimate cultic purposes, invokes the anxiety that
women will do violence to men in the Bacchanut or the Amazonian way. Two
historical anecdotes, in fact, tell such a tale of men who infilirated the mys-
teries of the Thesmophoria, one in Cyrene and the other in Laconia. See
further, M. Detienne, **Violentes ‘eugénies’, en pleines Thesmophories: des
femmes couvertes de sang™, in M. Detienne and J.-P. Vernant, eds., La cuisine
du sacrifice en pays grec (Paris 1979) 183-214.

Salingar, 104.

For Helen as the Koré, sce J.-P. Guépin, The Ritual Paradox (Amsterdam
1968) 120-22, 128-33, 137—42. The motifis also treated by WolfTand Segal.
Strictly speaking, Pallas Athena has no place in the rites of the Thes-
mophoria, but it is entircly in keeping with the political orientation of Old
Comedy that she have the pride of place as the virgin figure, par excellence,
in the city. Similarly, the myth of the Thesmophoria involves a relationship
between a mother and daughter {Demeter-Koré), but the women, in the
parabasis, when they boast of their maternal function, refer o the haptlite
sons they have borne for the city. | am indebted 1o Nicole Loraux for raising
thisissue.

On the nature and types of aischrologia, see Hanns Fluck, Skurrile Riten in
griechischen Kulten (Endingen 1931). For further discussion of the issue within
the social and cultural parameters of women’s lives, see y piece, “Cultic
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Models of the Female: Rites of Dionysus and Demeter”, forthcoming in Areth-
usa, Spring 1981. .
On Stesichorus (and especially in relation to Euripides’ Flelen), see the discus-

sion with bibliography in Kannicht, 2641, Some recently discovered papyri -

suggest the possibility of a second palinode, but Kannicht persuasively ar-
gues for one. ) .

Welearn from ancient testimony that in Stesichorus’ version, Tyndareus, the
father of Helen and Clytemnestra, had forgotten to sacrifice to Aphrodite
while giving worship to other gods. The goddess, angered by his neglect, pre-
dicted that his daughters would be twice-wedded (digamoi) and thrice-wed-
ded (trigamoi), i.c. that they would experience an excess of Aphrodite to com-
pensate for their father's underestimation of the goddess and her power, The
slander of Helen, then, perhaps lay in the lubricious sexuality attributed to
her, a trait which now belonged to her by “nature”, as it were, rather than
to the circumstantial facts of the myth itself. See further, Kannicht, 3941,

Euripides himself may be said to have composed a “palinode” when he
offered a second version of the Flippolytus in circumstances which resembled
those of Stesichorus. The first Hippolytus (known to us from fragments and
other evidence) caused a scandal in Athens because of its shameless Phaedra,
to whom. Aristophanes, in fact, refers in the Thesmophoriazousae and in the
Frogs (see note 8). In response, Euripides revised his representation of
Phaedra to that of a noble woman who struggles heroically to suppress the
fatal passion with which Aphrodite has afllicted her.

Stesichorus’ blindness may be a “sacralized” version of Euripides’ viola-
tion of literary decorum. Blindness is a punishment for mortal men who
mingle with goddesses or who view them naked at their bath, but blindness
1isalsoanauribute of poets and prophets.

L.L. Clader, Helen: The Evolution from Divine to Heroic in Greek Epic Tradition
(Leiden 1976) 8.

Helen’s skill may be compared with that of the Delian maidens whose ex-
traordinary talents are related to us by the Homeric Hymn to Apollo: “And
there is this great wonder besides — and its renown shall never perish — the
girls of Delos, hand-maidens of the Farshooter (Apollo); for when they have
praised Apollo first, and also Leto and Artemis . . . (i.e., sacred hymns), they
sing a song calling to mind men and women who lived long ago (i.c., epic)
and thus they charm the tribes of men. Also they can imitate the tongues of

all humankind (anthropoi) and their chattering speech. Each one would say

that he himself were uttering the sound, so well is the beautiful song fitted
to them.” (/{H{ Ap. 156-64). The mythic Echo is relevant here, especially
the version of her relfationship to Pan (Longus 3. 23). See the interesting
feminist discussion of Echo by Caren Greenberg, “Reading Reading: Echo’s
Abduction of Language”, in S. McConnell-Ginet e al., eds. Women and Lan-
guage in Culture and Society (New York 1980) 300-09.

For two excellent but different treatments of these stories, see Roselyne Dup-
ont-Roc and Alain Le Boulluer, “Le charme du récit”, in Ecriture et théorie
poetiques (Paris 1976) 30-39, and Ann L.T. Bergren, “Helen’s ‘Good Drug’,
Odyssey iv 1-305", Conter.borary Literary Hermeneutics and the Interpretation of
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Classical Texts, ed. Stephen Kresic (University of Ottawa Press 1981) 201-
14. : ‘

Space does not allow a more detailed discussion of the ambiguities of persua-
sion and the logos in connection with the feminine and with eros. See further,
P.L. Entralgo, The Therapy of the Word in Classical Antiguiry, ed. and tr, L.J.
Rather and J.M. Sharp (New Haven and London 1970) 51-69, M. Detienne,
Les maitres de vérité dans la Gréce archaique (Paris 1973) 51-80, and L.. Kahn,
Hermés ou les ambiguités de la communication (Paris 1978) 119-64. For art and
literature, see also J. Svenbro, La parole et le marbre: aux origines de la poélique
grecque (Lund 1976), and Zoe Petre, “Une ige de la représentation — artifice
etimage dans la pensée grecque du VI© Av. N.E.”, Revue Roumaine d’Histoire
2(1979) 245-57.

The more perjorative notion of art as a counterfeit imitation of the real owes
more, of course, to Platonic aesthetic theories. Craft includes and even gives
first priority to artisanal skill. But this is'a category which is not without its
ambiguitics for Greek thought in which the artistic product is far more ad-
mired than the artist who produces it. Poetry claimed a higher status than
representational art, but greater consciousness of the poet as poietes (maker)
introduces comparisons with artisanal activity. The Thesmophoriazousae itself
reproduces, in fact, the two opposing notions of poetic composition in its
comic presentation of Agathon, where the sacred, as discussed above, is jux-
taposed with technical terms drawn from the more homely métiers (52-57).
P. Pucci, Hesiod and the L.anguage of Poetry (Baltimore and London 1977) 100~
ol.

Citations from Gorgias, Encomium of Helen, fr. 1 in Diels-Kranz, Die Frag-
menle der Vorsokratiker, vol. 2 (Dublin and Zurich 1966) 288-94. Relevant work
on Gorgias includes M. Untersteiner, The Sophists, tr. K. Freeman (Oxford
1954) 101-201, T. Rosenmeyer, “Gorgias, Aeschylus, and Apate (Deceit)”,
American fournal of Philology 76 (1955) 225-60, Charles Segal, “Gorgias and
the Psychology of the Logos”, Flarvard Studies in Classical Philology 66 (1962)
99-155, J. de Romilly, “Gorgias ct le pouvoir de la poésie”, Journal of Hellenic
Studies 93 (1973) 155-62, and relevant sections in Entralgo and Detienne.



