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ABSTRACT

This dissertation argues that feminine voice caridoed in Archaic Greek poetry.
Attempting to answer this question, | tried to dud case for a feminine voice that is
historically contextualized, since it is construtgithin the context of archaic Greece. For
this thesis, such a voice is not as a natural,ipllysoice but a constructed gendered voice.
In the beginning, Sappho’s construction of femimnioéce is considered as dialogic. Sappho
re-reads, re-writes Homeric epic as a feminine :epadyphonic, against dichotomies and
hierarchies. In the case of Sappho, feminine vi@amnstructed as the voice of the persona
loquens, be that Sappho or the female performeildmer, a similar feminine voice is
constructed as the voice of Helen, a poetic ferfiglee. Thus, Homer constructs a double,
unfixed, polyphonic feminine voice that functions @n alternative poetic discourse within
the lliad. Finally, in Alcman the female voice of the chorpsoves to be essentially
masculine. Thus, emphasizing hierarchical modelsnale models of desire, the chorus is
reinforcing patriarchal structures.

Building on French feminist theory and late Bakta@imdiscussions, this thesis attempts
to map down polyphony, multiplicity, fluidity and utability as the main characteristics of a
feminine voice. By demonstrating how both male gerdale authors are able to construct a
feminine voice with the aforementioned charactessessentialist arguments are avoided.

Hence, both Sappho and Homer produce a feminineey@ multiple, dialogic, unfixed
i



voice. The use of such a feminine voice is an iogichl choice with sociopolitical
implications. My objective was to explore a femmimoice that is neither essentialist nor
victimized: if Sappho’s feminine voice is not anoéd on her gender, it is a position in
language rather than a biologically defined positithen, anécriture femininecan be
composed by male writers as well. Moreover, if Seps able to speak at the same time
within and against the specific androcentric sggigten, indeed, the subaltern woman, and

her voice, does exist.
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INTRODUCTION

The study of women in Greek literature has recetyexht attention by classicists,
especially after the rise of the feminist movemddging a male dominated field that
predominately studies male authors, classics seeamnefirst to be resistant, if not
unreceptive, to feminist theory: after all “if fenm is a politics of change, the very
word classics connotes changelessnédsiis conservative politics was soon challenged
by feminist ideas that brought a revaluation ofsies: it was then seen not only as study
of language and literature but as a study of celag welf This gave rise to the concept
of cultural poetics that is the process by which a society constrelstged meanings —
social distinctions, behavioral conventions, maradles and, of course, gender rofés.
The study of gender, as the construction of genales, the representation of women in
literary texts, largely conceived as products ofmale-oriented society, triggered
discussions among classicists and feminist theoratke (with those categories
beginning to overlap). Very important to the prablef female representation is the

guestion of female subjectivity and feminine voibDe. speaking female characters utter a

! Rabinowitz-Richlin 1993, 3.
2 Rabinowitz-Richlin 1993, 6.

% Halperin-Winkler- Zeitlin 1990, 4.



feminine voice or are they simply ventriloquized men? How can female voice be
heard and defined in classical texts?

The term voice by itself is a very broad one: ih gaean the sound or sounds
uttered through the mouth of people; expressiospwken or written words, or by other
means; the distinctive style or manner of expressiban author or of a character; the
faculty of speech, discourse or even langiage.the present discussiothe term
"feminine voice" is specifically used to describdee tmultiple ways in which female
speech is rendered in literary texts.

In this study then, it would be useful to explamncepts such as female (as in
female voice) and differentiate it from femininer (deminine” voice). The distinction
followed in this thesis begins with the commonidigion between sex and gender: while
the first is biologically determined the secondsiscially, culturally and | may add
literarily, constructed. Female voice is therefote,this study, a voice uttered by a
woman, a biologically female subject. Feminine eomn the other hand is a voice
constructed as uttered by a woman. This categay tovers voices constructed
feminine by both female and male authors. As derétgsiwould put it “the construction
of gender is the product and the process of bgitesentation and self-representaton”
Female voice then, gua sex essentially feminine voice will not be a pafrthis study.
What | will try to show on the other hand is thatfinine voice as a construction is more
than one: it can be a “feminine” voice as cons&dcby a prevailing ideology. An

ideology based on the assumption of dichotomiesrbad positive and negative poles

* See Myriam-Webster sv

5 De Lauretis 1987, 9.



and assign the negative pole to the “feminine’islthe ideology, deeply embedded in
Western civilization, which defines “feminine” ather, irrational, object, as silenced in
contrast with the masculine, rational, subject fims? It will however be the main point
of this thesis that a different place for feminimeice can be found outside this
dichotomy, a place from which feminine voice candpwken and heard. | will then
discuss how “feminine”, as the negative pole of ghehotomy, can be different from
feminine, the non-hierarchical position that createe possibility for feminine voice to
exist.

At this point, an historical overview of feminineige in classical scholarship is
needed. Since the mid-seventies many nuanced disogsof feminine voice as a
construct of a prevailing male ideology have beehliphed’ Classical scholarship has
discussed female/feminine voice in various difféngays: Instigated by the second wave
Anglo-American feminist tradition, previous disciss were focused on female-
authored poetry and discussions emphasizing itsgoalue. Attempting to deconstruct
the idea that female poetry equals less artisiiye unworthy poetry scholars have
mainly focused their interest on Sappho as a resptmthe denigrating remarks against
female poetr§, Feminine voice was seen in the framework of cossitbn of gender and
the ways in which feminine fictional voice can negte political, social and aesthetic

issues has been the main agenda of scholarly gistiis

% For similar concerns see Batstone 2000, 3.

" See especially the early collections of essayartigg women in Greek literature: Peradotto-Sufliva
1978; Foley, 1981; Cameron-Kuhrt 1983.

8 Skinner 1986; Snyder 1989; Greene 1996.

° For good discussions see Zeitlin 1985; Padel 1888jhill 1984.
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Discussions about feminine voice in Athenian tragéegin from the paradox
between the silent Athenian women and the powesfoinen of dramal® If tragic
women are represented as manipulating and everedirg/the dominant discourse of
their husbands, is tragedy the staging of the aliinfear of male Athenian$®? Starting
from the premise that performers can stage gew@etogy through performance, Zeitlin
discusses the contradiction of women speaking inlipuiramatic performance stages.
According to her, a woman on stage already trassgsethe social rules if she speaks on
her behalf, since they play practically no roletie political and social life in ancient
Greece? According to her, women roles in tragedy aremétiely designed as “radical
others” in plays whose purpose is to explore malthgod™® Staging women as “anti-
models” theater employs the feminine as a way toafjiine a fuller model for the
masculine self** Other critics also point out that the fact thatwem speaking in Greek
tragedy only licenses male speech. According tey0lGreek writers used the feminine
to understand, express, criticize, and experimaettt thhe problems and contradictions of
their own (male) culture™®

In a similar vein, discussing Platd®/mposiumD. Halperin asks “Why is Diotima

a Woman™® Relying on the Foucauldian theory of (male) seityiahe argues for a

10 7eilin1990, 68. Also for the same contradictioe S@ley 1981, 127-8.
" Hall 1997.

12 7eitlin 1990. In Winkler and Zeitlin (ed).

'3 Zeitlin 1996,347.

4 Zeitlin 1996,363.

5 Foley 1988, 1301-2.

18 Halperin-Winkler-Zeitlin 1990, 257-308.



feminine identity that serves as an alternate nadatity. According to him, Diotima
conceptualizeseros from a “feminine” perspective employing the metaphof
reproductiont’ But the Socratic idea of spiritual labor and bigtfeminine”, in that it is
the male fantasy of female sexual desire, a typieculine “attempt to colonize female
difference”'® We are then left with the absence of women’s dgpee, a fiction of the
feminine since Plato is constructing woman as aemee of a male lack, that of
procreation. He then denies her otherness, sineensdrely fills a male gap. In other
words, the fact that Diotima is female does not miat her voice is feminine: she is a
trope, a male fantasy, a way to speak about womsidd the male discourséAs a
result, “she does not speak for women, she siletima”. And Halperin concludes his
article with the Lacanian assertion that therenis &uthentic femininity”?° Female voice
and desire, as women, do not exist in Plato.

Halperin is then discussing a familiar theoretigasition - basically Lacanian and
further explored by Irigaray especiallis- a-visPlato- using Diotima as an example of a
ventriloquized female. This is, of course, neitleeparadigm limited to Plato nor an
unfamiliar paradigm in classical scholarship in gg@h Other performances of female
speech will prove equally “feminine”: under a sh@eetension of femininity lurks a

masculine voice. Discussing AlcmarPartheneion Eva Stehle points out although the

performers of the choral song "articulate their dggnideology much more explicitly”;

" Halperin 1990, 263.
18 Halperin 1990, 289.
¥ Halperin 1990, 297.

2 Halperin 1990, 289.



women claim the gender roles that society assigtisem?®* Based on this argument, she
then discusses how lyric poetry can convey maléigall ideas using women’s voicés.

In this light, “feminine” voice is seen as subomied to the predominant patriarchal
ideology, helping to sustainit.In some different venues, feminine voice can mby be
appropriated but also appropriate male voice: Nanmyman discusses how feminine
characters may be represented as employing tharsige modes characteristic of men
as well. In her article on Helen's speech, Helenimdates masculine epic language so
as to convey her own intentiofisls that a victory for feminine voice? Is speakiikg a
man, or is not speaking at all the only optionMiaking Silence Speakor examplethe
contributors of the volume seem to begin from thenpse that women are, in principal,
silenced. Is feminine voice in male-authored litera a pure fantasy, or does feminine
voice exist?

If in male-authored poetry women always play ot tbles that society assigns to
them, then what are those roles? Are those rolasemted with specific poetic genres
only appropriate to women? In other words when woraee represented as performing
poetry what genre is attributed to them? In cladsstudies, poetic genres such as ritual
lament and obscenity have been connected to worskg womparative ethnographic
research. Margaret AlexiouBhe Ritual Lament in Greek Traditimompares laments

from Homeric to Modern Greek women arguing for th&torical continuity of lament

2L Stehle 1997. 72.
22 Stehle 1997 chapter 2.

% 0n a similar view also see Arthur 1983. For thprapriation of the feminine voice by the male skse a
Bergren 1983. Also Arthur 1982.

24\Worman 2001.



For her lament is and always has been a feminineege Alexiou studies the motifs and
the performance of the laments but does not attempinswer questions of feminine
authorship, or differentiate for that matter betwégments composed by Homer and the
traditionalmoiroloi of modern Mani. Alexiou also does not accounttf@ importance of
audience. Since it is performed before a mixedena# how does it relate to men? Does
it enforce typical gender roles?

Ritual obscenity, again a “female” genre accordiogscholars, is a slightly
different case in that it is represented as takitage before women only audiené@s.
Usually taking place in feminine festivals excluglimen,aischrologiais connected to
feminine fertility and reproductiofl. Again, what we have is representations of such
performances in Old Comedy and the Homeric HymDémeter, in male-authored texts
and performed before mixed audient&&ranted that the content of those performances
in their ritual context was secret “arrheta” or papheta”, only known to women, the
comedic re-enactments of those performances caadaemore as a male fantasy of the
original festivals. But confining feminine voice tertain genres does not solve the
problem: there are many feminine voices outsidentdaties of the specifigenres.

Ann Bergren's "Language and the Feminine in earfgets Thought® was a

decisive step toward connecting the feminine vaarel poetics and discussing the

Alexiou 2002.

% For up-to-date bibliography see O’Higgins 2003.

#’ Lardinois-L.McCLure 2001,11.

% See for example O’Higgins article in Lardinois-lc®@Lure 2001, 137-160.

% Bergren, 1983.



function of feminine voice in archaic texts in geale For her, female poetics is not
confined in specifigenres Discussing only male-authored texts, Bergren brsigs up
female poetics by connecting the weaving abilitynafmen in archaic poetry with the
making of signs and thus with composing poetry. &dwer, Bergren establishes the idea
of doubleness as an important element of feminiaeev andmétis as an inherent
characteristic of feminine spe€thThe connection of weaving and poetry had, of seur
been previously established in epic and lyric tradi alike; however, there was no
attempt to identify the features of this femaletjuse3!

Turning to female-authored poetry, Sappho till rélge monopolized scholarly
interest:. Greene’s “Reading Sappho” was a decistep toward contemporary
approaches of her poetry but her 2005 “Women poedacient Greece and Rome” is not
focused in Sappho alone but examines, again, agtyake-authored poetry in both
Greece and Rome. The book focuses on the relatphs&tween gender and genre and
seems to rely on the fact that female-authored svark composed for female audiences.
In trying to explain what is typically feminine each poet’s work, the contributors of the
volume often apply Freudian or Lacanian psychoaislyThe book presents- and
challenges- the two basic assumptions consideentle-authored poetry: first, that it is
composed for a female audience and second, thatifearpoetry is closely modeled on
the public speech genres of women in ancient Grderelinois has earlier attempted to
limit Sapphic poetry to subject matters and gewessidered female. According to him,

Sapphic poetry consists of lamentation, ritual hgron bridal songs, genres that have to

%0 Bergren 1983, 73.

31 Snyder 1981.



be considered as femdfe. Is it then possible for an “authentic” feminineise to be
found only in “female” genres? Is feminine voicespible to be heard only among
women?

Although Sapphic poetry is seen by both ancient anodern critics as
thematically limited to “gardens of nymphs, weddisgngs, love affairs”, Sappho’s
songs, Holt Parker argues, do resonate a publiddwas well®® There is evidence,
according to Parker, that Sappho was not only wealin public affairs but also that she
wrote poems about them. As a member of an arigtodamily, Sappho is involved in
the civil war in Mytilene and was in exile becaudehat. The possibility that she might
be also writing political poems is in some waysciiag because of modern/romantic
ideas of feminine poetry and its exclusion from theblic. Parker then challenges a
structuralist dichotomy that is clear in the schiglanind: female-private/male-publi.

The dichotomy is though very strong in classicéladarship: In Sappho’s case for
example, it has been argued that her songs areasmugor and performed at a circle of
young girls. Stehle argues that Sappho's poetmesepts an alternative poetic tradition
performed for a different community, that of adwthmen. Is feminine poetry then only
to be recited by and for either young or adult wofh&he tradition of Sapphic poetry can
certainly testify against that. The idea of perfanoes of Sapphic poems before

exclusively female audiences, the so-called cirofe Sappho, has been long ago

32 ardinois 2001 in Lardinois-L.McCLure (edd).
% Parker 2005, 3-24.
34 See Foley 1981, 127-168 for a discussion of theesdichotomy in Athenian drama.
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contested” If Athenaeus and Stobaeus are to be trusteghabmms of Sappho were most
popular among male symposiasts, who used to raoileenjoy themi® Stehle, however,
moves toward deciphering the feminine features ajjpho’'s poetry. According to her
argument, feminine poets provide an “alternativiejesttivity” and conceptualize speech
differently from their male counterparts, both hmeir “erotic sensibility” and in their
poetic discourse, namely “a more egalitarian anciprecal form of relationship”,
although she again infers that such a differemimats probably influenced by a female
audience’ The question of feminine poetics, although alluded is not answered
through Stehle's discussions. Stehle’s discus$ioa moves away from the assumption
that a female poet composes female genres busesins to allude that Sappho’s voice
is too feminine to be heard by men: it is therefmeposed and heard by women, whose
sensibility is similar to Sappho’s. But if Sapplpicetics are only to be heard by women,
how does this explain Sappho’s survival in the sitad canon? What needs to be
discussed then is how Sapphic poetics, being fep@déics, can be heard by men. How
can Sapphic poetry speak difference in a recogledahguage? And is Sappho the only
one to use this language?

Lardinois and McClure, for example, do not diffaiate between natural and
constructed voice and hence do not refer to ferainimice as a construction. According
to them, speech uttered by female charactersaraty texts composed by men comprises

the main part of feminine voice data from classamiquity. In this category, the ways in

% See Parker 1993.

%According to tradition Solon wished that he mayeSappho’s song and die. Sest10 Campbell. For a
discussion of Sappho and the symposiastic traditism see Martin 2001 in Lardinois-McClure.

37 Stehle 1996 in Foley (ed), and Stehle 1996 ireGeded).
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which women’s speech is rendered, the representatidemale voice and the social,
cultural or aesthetic assumptions of such repratient and finally the construction of
voice as a gendered voice are matters of theirladidnvestigatior®™> Moreover, in the
same volume, limited samples of poetic discourséenfale authorship are taken into
consideration. Female poetic voices such as Samttb Erinna are discussed by
Lardinois and Stehle as a feminine voper seand texts in which multiple feminine
voices emerg& McClure and Lardinois’ collection is the first tfer a comprehensive
study on women’s speech. The essays though andhtitoeluction to the volume fall
short in theoretically discussing feminine voicedamost importantly desegregating
women’s natural from fictional voices. In this veBapphic poetry is examined under the
same category of women’s speech with epistles fretenistic Egypt. Engaging with
female writers things tend to be more complicatedSappho’s voice, for example, a
genuine or constructed voice? Does Sappho, or &rimegotiate complex political,
epistemological and aesthetic issues” the sameasayale-authored fictional feminine
voices do?

It is evident then that there is still not a fulsclission of female voice and its
characteristics. A central issue has been the ignestether female-authored poetry can
be characterized as “feminine” and in what sensdolars seem to use many terms,
some of them are really awkward expressing certamfusion: Rayor uses the term

“woman-identified” and describes it as following:

% Lardinois-McClure 2001, 4-6.
39 In Sappho’s chorglartheneiafor example according to Lardinois 2001 in Lardsnand McClure.
“ Lardinois- McCLure 2001, 3.
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“‘women-identified” writing avoids “both imitationra protest” in constructing a
dialogue with other women’s texts. This discourseuses on women’s experience,
repossesses tradition, and addresses a femaleeeitfie

For Rayor then, female-authored poetry is categdriaccording to its reaction
toward male-authored poetry: It is either imitgfior subverting or avoiding both, as in
Sappho’s or Korinna’s case. Rayor discussion briq@®n important question that this
dissertation wants to explore further: if feminirace is to be seen as a construction then
female-authored poetry can very well be a “maseulmice”, that is a voice that
represents male concerns. On the other hand, naisgaries are possible: female-
authored poetry as feminine voice, male-authoreetrgonith a masculine voice even
male-authored poetry with a female-voice. In deeipty female voice then all those
categories need to be taken into account, not femhale-authored poetry but also male-
authored poetry should be discussed.

In answering these important questions | arguedldidlogue with French feminist
theory can be proven very useful. Cixous, Kristeva Irigaray offered an alternative
perspective on feminist theory by using psychoaisland poststructuralist theory as
their basis. What is more important they have dised the possibility for a
feminine/female discourse or even language andmated to map down the
characteristics of such a discourse, a discussianis missing in classics. Summarizing
the work of French feminist theorists is a diffictdsk especially because their language
deliberately avoids fixed meanings. But since thissis relies heavily on their work, |

will attempt to outline the basic discussions iaithvork:

* Rayor 1993, 222 borrowing the term from Diaz-Rim®tz. Her categories are 1. Feminist, 2. non-
feminist, 3. women-identified. Referring to disciess on Korinna’s poetry she cites Skinner (1983) a
arguing for a non-feminist Korinna who “has fulltérnalized male values”.see. .n6.
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Poststructuralist feminist theory sees “man” andrfvan” as subject positions
within the structure of language. Those positidmsugh are not equal since Western
thought relies on binary oppositions which privéethe first part of the pair over the
other: male/female. Psychoanalysis only adds t® ithequality since men and women
enter the Symbolic differently. The center of than®olic itself is the Phallus, hence
term “phallogocentric”’coined to express both theijgged status of phallus and logos in
the Western thought. For this reason then, it &rtblaim that language is masculine,
expressing a masculine ideology. On the other hHhademale is always the other, the
other side of the binary, viewed as different aadking. Hence, in language female
difference is repressed and the masculine remam®nly voice. In order to speak then
the female must assume a male position, since timean, as speaking |, does not exist in
language. Starting from post-structuralism, Deatdideconstruction and Lacanian
psychoanalysis French feminists seek a way foptissibility of female voice to exist:
such a voice would not be from a position of a rbamh from that of a woman. The
concept is described by Cixous éxiture feminineit is, according to her, a feminine
style of writing full of silences, gaps, puns, inmarehensible, inconsistent, unfixed, in
other words everything logocentrism is fidin the “Laugh of the Medusa” she both
outlines and writes igcriture femininewhich is slippery, fluid and unfixed, demanding
that “woman must write woman” that is woman mustifa way to be connected with the

signifier | by writing their own discoursés.

42 Tolan 2006. 335.
43 Cixous 2000.
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In a similar vein, Luce Irigaray argues that batméle desire and female language
is always seen within masculine parameters. Momelee undermines the binarism of
Western thought by describing the feminine as mat: dn “This sex which is not one”
Irigaray argues that woman is not herself in masedhnguage (since | is always a male
position) and at the same time the female is naniied position but multiple. Hence,
Irigaray in her concept oparler-femmesees female discourse as multiple, fluid, not
defining a stable unified self.

Both Irigaray and Kristeva find female discoursethe margins of the Symbolic:
according to Lacanian thought the maternal Realls\é® be abandoned in order to enter
into the Symbolic, governed by the phallus. Sincasecnline language represents the
linear, fixed symbolicécriture femininebehaves like the semiotic disturbing, disrupting
and unsettling the structure of language. For Kviat this writing is better described as
“anti-phallic” since it is closer to the semiotfcagmentary and unstabfé.

It follows then thatécriture feminines political: the marginal position of female
language makes it disruptive, subversive. By decoosng binary oppositiongeminine
écriture shows how Western thought enforces these inegglénd imbalances. By
analyzing how the inequalities were constructed evmlved in time points to how they
can also be changed, deconstructed. On the othed, &riture feminineis not
essentialist since it is a mode of writing that banappropriated by either sex. Using the
term anti-phallic for example, Kristeva argues ttiié mode should not be connected to
women only. On the contrarggcriture feminineshould be seen as marginal: as the voice

of the subaltern.

4 Tolan 2006. 337.
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Insisting in difference rather that equality andpdasizing an unstable rather than
unified self, hence questioning the humanist idEeénch feminist theory has met with
some opposition by Anglo-American feminist classtigi But since French feminist
theories emphasize language they could not be eghloy classicists. Jack Winkler’'s and
Marilyn Skinner's work engages with French femintkieory either embracing or
criticizing it. *° In "Gardens of Nymphs: Public and Private in Sayph.yrics" Jack
Winkler argues that Sappho's poems engage in agtialwith the androcentric vision
and values of Homeric epic. Exploring this argumérg essay is divided into two parts:
in the first he is reading fragments 1 asigla-visthe episode of Diomedes and Aphrodite
in lliad 5 and Nausicaa's encounter with Odysseu3dyssey6 respectively. The second
half of the essay explores feminine body imager8apphic poetry, discussing Sappho’s
use of concealed sexual metaphors for plants amy Iparts. Throughout his essay
Winkler emphasizes the idea of Sappho’s double aonsness: both of her “private”,
woman-centered, lyric world and the other “publinale-centered, epic world are parts
of a unique poetry that is “both subjectively arlnjestively woman centered®. For
Winkler, this is a double circle: Feminine consapess always contains the male.

Winkler’s article provides a good basis for thinginot only Sapphic poetry in
gendered terms but also gender in Sapphic terms.ifR@e- readers, scholars, and
women- tend to read within a phallocentric framewoeven with the attempt to
problematize it, Sappho’s double consciousnesdesigds the framework itself. What if

instead of seeing the feminine poetry of Sappha lawrited, marginalized voice, we start

5 Winkler and Skinner in Greene, 1996.
6 Winkler 1996, 108.
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seeing it, following Winkler’s idea, as a voice taining the male voice, as a voice that
“seems to always speak in many voic€€"Winkler's reading seems then to upset the
hierarchy of voices (dominating male-subjugated d&@nby denying the very idea of
linear hierarchy and substituting it with the idgaircularity:

“We must diagram the circle of women'’s literatusealarger one which includes
men’s literature as one phase or compartment ofemsrcultural knowledgé®.

For Winkler it is also important to show how thigiee is always closely connected
to a feminine body:

“It seems to me clear that Sappho’s consciousmessided a personal and

subjective commitment to the holy, physical conti&tipn of the body of Woman,

as metaphor and reality, in all parts of lifé”.

Following Winkler, | see Sapphic self as both Sapdiody and Sapphic corpus.
But to take his thought one step further, | am gdio argue that the doubleness of
consciousness that Winkler is referring to is tiedhe construction of feminine voice,
self and a more importantly feminine poetics. Sapphfragmented, elusive self
resembles both her corpus but also her text: arnending and a never - to -be -read
text, forever lost. As Sapphic self is an elusivagmented self, Sapphic poetics are also
tied with the concept of multiplicity of voices. fyeng the Bakhtinian insistence on lyric
monologism, Sapphic self is able to be polyphopiecisely because of the fragmented,

elusive quality of lyric self’ In Problems of Dostoevsky's PoetBakhtin describes the

polyphonic self as "a conversation, a struggledistrepant voices with each other:

47 Winkler 1996, 108.
8 Winkler 1996, 95.
9 Winkler 1996, 1009.

*For a discussion of lyric dialogism in Catullus &sgstone, 2002.
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voices speaking from different positiom." It is this quality of the polyphonic self, |
believe, is also a characteristic of feminine voi€the Sapphic voice is not one: giving
voice to many women, being performed by a chorusl being heard by a female
audience (although not exclusively female, | badiebapphic poetry can be perceived as
a polyphonic poetry. Moreover, | will argue thamiaist criticism can be employed in
order to support the possibility of a polyphonicidyif read as a supplement of the
Bakhtinian theoretical framework. Critics like lagay and Cixous, insist that woman is
excluded from dominant structures of representati@mguage for them originates with
men and excludes women: all that is left to hdheés negative pole and the subordinate
object position, a definition only in terms of hadterity. Is then the very term “feminine
voice” impossible? Almost, for they discuss difigr@aths of possible resistance, a way
of “feminine linguistic transgression» describedtwo different ways: for Cixous an
active production ofécriture féminine and for Irigaray, feminine discoursparler-
femme a “feminine language” in which feminine subjects express themselves among
each other. Those characteristics of women sped&iegch other are, | argue, visible in
Sapphic poetry. With close reading of fragmentsdharacteristics oécriture femining
emphasizing the openness, polyvocalism and lack witalitarian form of thought and
discourse in feminine texts will become apparent.

The use of feminist theory though has created someasiness among the
classicists. In Sapphic studies for example, Mari8kinner argues against a radically
Irigarayan reading of Greek culture and especi@kppho: for her, Sappho's songs are

not inscribed within the discourse of patriarchyeyt occupy a discursive space that is

51 Bakhtin 1984, 217
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distinctively female. And although she tries to a@dse feminine voice, her attempt to
avoid the very term, which would be pointing to #rench feminist she denounces, ends
up inventing different terminology:

| therefore propose to negotiate the restoratiohwaiman” into the Greek literary

tradition as the historical consequence of "womeag-themselves speaking (as)

woman," that is, producing woman-specific discosrée

Skinner tries to avoid the terécriture feminineout ends up creating a problematic
situation: she talks about discourses, not wriiegce she needs to show that Sappho is
an oral poet with an exclusively female audience.

But why is it so important that she avoids themterSkinner outlines French

"3and therefore Skinner's

feminism as a radical attack on the “liberal hursamreed
critigue begins by cautioning classicists- bothdeza but most importantly writers- of the
danger that Irigaray’s work poses for the field:
“| attempt to alert my colleagues to the dangernmwiving, via Irigaray, at such a
theoretical impasse and to outline a more posiwmay of conceptualizing the
ancient literary record™
According to her then, Irigaray’s way of thinkindbaut classics is negative,
unproductive, and potentially disastrous and neéed “corrected” by a positive model.
However, Skinner’s reading attempts to interprammarize, and “fix” Irigaray’s texts

and in that it is a gesture of mastery, a geshueltier feminine voice should try to avoid.

She does attempt to control meaning, rank, enfoac®ns. Skinner talks about a canon

52 Skinner 1996, 182.
53 Skinner 1996, 176.
54 Skinner 1996, 177.

18



of feminine writers® it is however an oxymoron since neither canoniziftch involves
hierarchy and exclusions- nor writing is female,Sksnner claims. Skinner’'s reading is
male in that it supports and replicates the patnar modes: she talks about a
“paradoxical heterosexuality” of Sapphic poetryttisaeks to “direct its audience to
choose what is identified as the better, of two attarnatives™® Skinner then employs a
male rhetoric of direction, identity, reality, apdlarization and inscribes Sappho in it.

Unlike Skinner, | would propose reading Sapphictpoas an exemplary feminine
discourse, since it is the only example of a fenenpoet in archaic Greece with a
considerable amount of extant work, based on thasiptity of polyphony.
Consequently, such a reading can be used in cydmydn up new possibilities within the
Bakhtinian theory. If feminine texts as such proenotultiplicity of voices by denying
totalizations, if they try to avoid the repressmindifferent voices by undoing the extant
hierarchy, it is then evident that they can be sa®mlialogical texts in the Bakhtinian
sense. Reading Sapphic poetry then as feminineuwlse produced by women talking to
each other elucidates its characteristics as ss@pphic fragments then are going to be
read not as revealing an elusive self but as renggad voice that precludes “any
distinction of identities, any establishment of @mship, thus any form of
appropriation™’

| propose this to be a feminine reading: a readiay unlike masculine readings

does not seek binary oppositions but as a fusiomaiy voices. Skinner's reading

*5 For an anti-canonization reading in classics se#et1993, in Rabinowitz-Richlin 1993.
% Skinner 1996, 188.
*"Irigaray 1985, 134.
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therefore can be seen as feminine in this sens@ugh it is an interpretation of Sapphic
poetry, it also reveals a tendency to recognizesteaence. Skinner’s writing tends to be
psychoanalytic in that she recognizes the problem$minine voice and feminine
subjectivity, problems that, she argues, still hgfemale) classicists. Skinner’s anxiety
forces her to assume the male position- forceschase male rhetoric of hierarchies and
canons. And in this way, she proves the Lacanipasit once more: feminine discourse
does not exist.

But is this the only way? What if there is a readthat “includes recognition of
transference enacted in the process of readingth Sureading would not assume a
position of mastery but will recognize that “theepumption of coherence is an illusion
produced by the transferenc®”. That reading would be feminine. A reading in whic
both Skinner and Irigaray can co-exist feeding eattler anxieties as restaged by a third
reader. A reader that adopts a male position bgrpneting Skinner, explaining what
Skinner really meant and at the same time a femimmode by uncovering a fertile
partnership between the two, reading her text dslague between three women in an
attempt to find their voice.

Chapter 1 will discuss the only major female poetoice in Archaic Greece,
Sappho. Dealing with a feminine poetic voice, thgpdthetical qualities of feminine
discourse, such as its doubleness, will be putheadst. How does Sappho construct the
feminine voice and how is this construction diffirdfrom Homer’'s Helen? Does
feminine poetics as deciphered in male authorets teorrespond to feminine poetics as

encoded in Sapphic poetry? Moreover, problems etipo/oice in relation to selfhood

%8 Whitford 1991. 23.
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arise. If, according to de Lauretis, gender is owly construction of representation but
also of self-representation, how does Sappho amisér gendered self-representation?
Can the Sapphic self, the Sapphic voice, attesénonine voice in general? Does her
poetry open up a window for other feminine voice®merge? How do Sapphic poetics
deal with feminine voice as such?

In that vein, | will argue that by writing and penfming feminine discourse Sappho
does not ignore masculine discourse. On the contfallowing Winkler's ideas, | will
discuss how by writing and reading the femininep@®® uses the image of Helen, to
revisit, re-read and re-write Homeric epic. But thiage of Helen as a feminine voice,
opposed to the “feminine” is, | believe, to be seeAomeric poetry as well. The purpose
of this study is not to solve or even discuss @old of date or genre. | am not therefore
going to discuss the possibility of Sapphic poetnte-dating the Homeric poems-
charming as it may seefMThe possibility of a female poetic tradition befddomer or
before Sappho seems equally appealing but lackisisuf evidence® What | will try to
suggest on the other hand is that the image ofrHgleHomer is very close to the
Sapphic image-and voice of the feminine: the fengnis not therefore limited —
historically, by genre or by an essentially femalathorship. And while Homeric
feminine voice is different from Sapphic, they damth be feminine: for the feminine

voice cannot be one.

% For a full discussion of epic developing from daeo lyric tradition see Nagy 1990 especially cleait.
Further discussion on interactions between lyrid @pic also in Martin 1997.

% For the attribution of Homeric poetry to women Martino 1991, 46-8 with bibliography.
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Barbara Clayton's recent book (2004) begins fromidlea that weaving images in
Odyssean scholarship are to be perceived as apogtiesis of the weaving process that
lies at the heart of the Odyssean text, and sugdleat this has to be considered as "an
invitation to think about the poetics @dysseyin gendered term$* According to
Clayton, weaving and reweaving is crucial in thateat of a "Penelopean”, thus female,
poetics. Continuing Bergren's idea, Clayton arghes just agnétisevokes a feminine
method so too poetic activity by Penelope's welstrtes:

"A female poetics that brings together notions ehdgr, language and poetic

production that challenge androcentric ideology.e Timale] poet weaves a

feminine alterity into the fabric of the Odyssé§".

Clayton’s discussion is valuable in thinking femaloetics in thedysseybut |
find the fact that she limits her theory to thigpoat hand rather perplexing since it does
not do justice to the argument itself. Clayton’satdission would be enriched if she tried
to read the female poetics of unfixity, mutabilitpultiplicity in the poetry of Sappho,
who, by the way, does refer to working on the lobemnce connects poetry with weaving.
Another perplexing point in her argument is the that Clayton strongly denies that this
female poetics can be applied to Homeric poetrganeral. According to her then, we
cannot read feminine poetics in thiad and she goes on to explain it by stating that:

“...the essential point here is to remember that fimsale activity (i.e.
weaving), in a generalizing context, was associatequely with the Odyssey,

and specifically in comparison with the Iliabh other words, here we find an

important linking of the weaving metaphor with aesifically Odyssean
poetics.®*

¢ Clayton 2004, 5.
62 Clayton, 2004, 19.
83 Clayton 2004, 5. Italics mine.
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But how would then one explain the fact that Helanfigure connected with poetic
ability, is emphatically weaving in the openingtbélliad? Why is she weaving the only
textile that is described by the poet as a miaidfl Why would the poet choose to make
her narrate stories and make meta-poetic comments?

Going back to Clayton’s aforementioned argumemiting feminine poetics to the
Odyssey | cannot see why thiiad does not similarly invite us to read it in gendere
terms. Rather than seeing Penelope as a uniqudefgoet figure-qua weaver- | see her
as one example of such. The figure of a female-poet ie tHomeric poetry is,
appropriately, multiple: Helen, Calypso, Circe axtlromache they all weave. Calypso
and Circe combine working at the loom with singiegnnecting singing with poetry.
Helen on the other hand is the only example of pced of a visible text-textile: hers is
the only text read by Homer, by the audience. And a text about the battles of Greeks
and Trojans, not a feminine subject matter, bugraifine voice nevertheless. Moreover,
Helen is a paradigmatic feminine voice in thdysseyDescribed as imitating the voices
of the Greek wives, Helen the feminine voice. Seen as an imitation moreovergHsl
voice points to feminine voice as a constructiorlomeric epic.

Chapter 2 will then concentrate on Homeric epicalisse, especially tHead. The
choice might seem a strange one sincdlihe is usually seen as the masculine ggac
excellencea place for masculine virtues to be praisaa a place from which women
are excludedit is after all an epic about war. It is nevertlssla war foughbecauseand
beforea woman. Also, feminine characters speak andnactighout thdliad. It can of
course be argued that those are fictional feminmees, staged by Homer and
subordinated in his dominant male discourse. Thiguraent does not provide an
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explanation for the importance of the existencdeofiinine voice. Is feminine voice a
part of the epic in order to be subordinated alehsed? In fact, feminine voices both
open and conclude thigad: a feminine voice is first “heard” as a (doubleyanation to
the Muse both in the beginning of book 1 and alsoki2. Again the feminine voices of
Andromache, Hecuba and, of course, Helen conchelepic with the lament of Hector.
An exhaustive investigation of feminine voice inicepvould, of course, include the
speeches of the goddesses, especially Hera, Adrehaphrodite. Of all those feminine
speeches, this paper is focusing on Helen, notusecshe is the only feminine voice, but
because she can be seen as a poetic figure.

Helen is introduced in thidiad as a poetic figure: in book 3 she is shown to weav
a carpet: the similarity and connection betweerptbet and the weaver is well attested in
archaic poetry. The creation of a textile brings k&sely to the function of the
rhapsodos stitching his poem together. Moreover, quite canmyt to the other Homeric
carpets, Helen’s carpet not only has a clear thgestimatter but also one resembling the
lliad.** Helen can also be seen as a performer book 24 slfeis lamenting Hector and
in theTeichoskopian lliad 3.

In scholarship, Helen has been previously consitiass a poet-figure in tHead
and theOdyssey® Discussions about Helen usually focus on thestipr of character,
style or rhetoric: her style has been often seeshafting, changeable, inclusive, and

therefore difficult to categorize, signifying natlg dangerous aspects of women but also

8| am referring to the blank textiles of PeneloPice and Calypso. Andromache’s textile is embnade
with flowers.

% For the connection of weaving and poetic compmssisiee Snyder, 1981, 193-96. For the relationship o
weaving and feminine métis see Bergren, 1983.
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of poetic and rhetorical efféét In her speech, there is also a gap between ngeanic
intention using transposition of locutions from ithesual contexts to form locutions
unique to hef’

Helen's speeches have been seen as invoking vamwoaels of authoritative
speech: the Muses, the poet, and the prophet. fitaegeable quality of Helen's voice
reflects her indeterminable and yet authoritatbe¢us in Homeric epi®

Starting from this idea of Helen’s authoritativatss, this chapter is going to
discuss Helen’s position, as a feminine poetic @ancthelliadic epic emphasizing not in
her style and rhetoric, but in an attempt to read Yoice as an alternative feminine
poetics within a very masculine poem. Reading Te&hoskopiaas a performance of
Helen’s parallel narrative is going to help answegrimportant questions: Does her voice
constitute a differentfeminine poetics within the Homeric text? How dodslen
manifest herself as the other poetic voice? Whattlae feminine discourse qualities in
this parallel narrative?

The problems regarding the feminine voice of Hafethelliad are then going to
be discussed in this thesis. The androcentric woflthe Iliad, | will suggest, stages
Helen as its prototypical feminine voice. The fdbat we are dealing with an
androcentric worlds is important. | will read thieadic world as a world of dichotomies,
a world of gender segregation: in ttiad the categories of male and female are distinct.

But it is also a world of male fantasy in which tlenale exists as the non-male. The

% Worman 2001 19.
57 Worman 2001, 21.
%8 Worman 2001, 36.
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feminine then is a staging of otherness, of whattiasculine excludes. In this masculine
world then Helen’s voice is a staged voice. | useword “staged” to draw attention to
the fictionality of her feminine voice but also Homeric technique of presenting Helen
within thelliad. Helen is a spectacle, a fantasy; she talks agawme in théleichoskopia
or bedroom scenes. She is always covered, effacedrage. But of course Helen does
talk in thelliad, or at least a face behind a mask speaks. And/diee uncovers the
difficulty to stage her alterity: the difficulty tbe categorized and fixed is a difficulty
staged, a difficulty structured in language. Homnealizes that the rigid words of
dichotomies cannot contain Helen: she is therei@mesgressive, mobile, unfixed. She is
promiscuous and duplicitous: she mixes with the ngrgeople, speaks in a mixed
language, and belongs in a mixed category.

Finally, in chapter 3, feminine choral performansegoing to be examined as a
locus of feminine and feminine voice to be utteaed heard. Taking theartheneiaof
Alcman under consideration, the fact that the chgmesents itsekis a female chorus is
important: this is a gendered-and sexed- perforeaaspecially because the maidens
refer to their feminine identity and their feminibedies. The voice of the performers
thus stages and emphasizes their gender identforeb@n audienc® However, the
feminine voice is performed by a female chorus hag a male author. Is the author
trying to “mimic” a physical feminine voice? Oritsjust a convention of the genre? If so
why does the poet bother to assume a feminine ytdeave girls not only perform but
also refer to their femininity? Does an audiencauaee that a female chorus is speaking

about itself no matter who the composer is? The&lpgestion then is how the text deals

% Stehle 1998, 71.
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with the aforementioned contradictions, how the &tages the feminine performance,
identity and voice.

Dealing with matters of feminine voice, though, theem presents us with an
interesting problem since it “begins” in a quiteeMpected way for a girls’ song: a
catalogue of male warrior§® According to discussions in scholarship then, sbeg is
divided in two parts, a “male” and a “female” pafthe first section reveals a strong
authoritative male speech while the authority @f ¢horus’ speech is for her problematic,
almost impossible’ What | would like to stress, though, is the corivec of their
feminine voice with the first part of the poem. Hdw they refer back to the first section,
and how does this dialogue help to elucidate titeresting but also strange voice?

Claude Calame points out that poem like Blagtheneiorn‘confirm the role of tribal
initiation in the instruction of sexuality’® In other words, the passage from girlhood to
womanhood is concluded by a choral performance wifgs as thePartheneion
performed in a public festival. The young girls dann public as they are initiated into
the realm of adult life prepared for the next stdpir marriage. Following up on
Calame’s and Stehle’s emphasis on the civic funabioperformance poetry, | propose a
reading of thePartheneionunder a Marxist light. Reading the poem againMaaxist
theory of exchange of women, | propose, helps sslome of the enigmas of the

Partheneion’® According to Irigaray the organization of patriaat societies is based

"0 For a discussion of the bipartite division see IRob 1994, esp.14- 16.
" For a gendered discussion of the division seekClle®6, esp. 146-7, 168.
2 Calame 1997, 261.

3 For an anthropological view on the exchange of eoisee also the seminal work of Gayle Rubin, 1975.
In classics, important discussions can be fouri€uirke,1991; Rabinowitz,1993; and Wohl, 1998.
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upon the exchange of women. The passage into a@fdarsociety, into the symbolic
order, is then linked with the institutionalized zgagy upon women as objects of
transaction; Women, like signs, myths and commesliire made to be exchanged and
always refer back to méfi.Connecting theories of exchange of women with jemis of
representation and self-representation of womengdisgussion is going to focus on the
feminine voice of the chorus. Does Alcman write @minine voice with the
characteristics of feminine discourse as seen th Bapphic and Homeric poetry? My
argument does not begin with the idea that Alcmannot produce a feminine voice
because of his gender. It takes the constructice fefninine voice as a possibility, then
testing it to the particular poet. | will then aggthat Alcman fails to perform a feminine
discourse as discussed in its Sapphic or Homenm.fcAlthough the girls of the
Partheneionutter a feminine voice, there is no sign of polypy unfixity and fluidity
that were detected as characteristics of feminioieev On the contrary, “feminine”
voices in thePartheneionare shown as either incapable of uttering anyevaic as
mimicking the predominant male discourse. This esyvimportant in the context of a
public performance: the maidens in artheneionact like men, adopt a male gaze and
of course, they talk like men emphasizing hierazahmodels. Moreover, by performing
this “feminine voice» in public, the chorus not yrdssume male language but also
validate and legitimize male roles and male ideplog

Although discussions of feminine voice do existiassical scholarship, especially
in feminist approaches, | believe that there is yett a proper discussion of feminine

voice. Discussions of feminine voice have beenasdimited in either female-authored

" Irigaray 1985, 170-1.
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voices, or their lack. At the same time, discussiohwomen’s poetic tradition focus on
“female perspective” and often awkwardly descrilze woman-specific” or “woman-
identified discourse”. Engaging in an on-going dssion of feminine voice then, this
thesis is going to examine feminine voice as a ttoason of gender that happens in
language. | will discuss gender as a constructimat bperates within the Western
constructs of binary oppositions that value thstfart of the opposition over the other.
Seeing feminine voice as a construction allowssgudision of both male-authored and
female-authored texts; in this discussion feminioee will be seen as both “feminine”,
the voice male ideology assigns to the feminine f@moinine, a position of seeing the
feminine outside of the dichotomies, possible fothbsexes to produce.

Using both modern feminist criticism, especiallgalissions about the possibility
of an écriture feminine Derridian ideas about difference and the Bakatinidea of
polyphony as a guide, then, and with a close repdfrfeminine voices as they emerge
from male- and female- authored texts, this thesik provide answers to matters of
representation of female subjectivity and selfhdethinine poetics and their relationship

to masculine poetics in archaic Greek poetry.
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CHAPTER 1

Performing Female Selves: the Polyphonic Voice @@ho

i.  Toward a dialogic lyric

The lyric self, or the lyric I, is traditionally psented in the light of Romanticism
as the suffering self, expressing inner emotions Expression of emotion takes place in
isolation. The utterance of an isolated voice @& Wric poet takes place without the
presence of the other. In T. S. Eliot's words, fin& person poet expresses “his own
thoughts and sentiments to himself or no oAe’S. Mill again talks about the isolation
of the lyric utterance, which is not supposed to"beard, but overheard". The lyric
genre is thus characterized as a private, isolaggiesentation of feeling”, a genre
expressing the inner feelings of the isolated pset confession of his deepest thoughts.

Thus, Romanticism takes for granted the premistlyhi& expresses feelings of
the poet as a real man; real feelings as a truegeptation of a real self. This view does
not allow much space for discrepancies. The sarpbkeapfor New Criticism; the views
of C. Brooks for example, although acknowledging fifact that the poet has to work out

the tensions in order to express this single wuhifi@ice, describe the poem as a

! Johnson 1982, 1.

2 Batstone 1993, 143.
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“single”voice of a poef. It then follows that those feelings describe selfa perfect,
unified way: after all a unified self had to diss#ounified feelings. Brooks talks about
“the unification of attitudes into a hierarchy” an“unified poem”. Thus, they privilege
unmediated unity as the truest representationsaifa Singularity of voice and absence
of addressee is then the shared view of RomantiaeischNew Criticism, an idea that
shaped (if not still shaping) modern criticism &owery long time, disregarding external
factors such as audience or occasion.

In a diachronic reading of lyric, W.R. Johnsoidga of Lyri¢ takes a historical
point of view suggesting that the poet talking ims$elf is a later developménStarting
from T. S Eliot's view that first-person poems amething but a disguised inner
monologue, Johnson shows that in a Greco-Romarexprihe addressee issme qua
non without his presence the poet cannot focus onfdéwings, concluding that a
necessary premise for self-knowledge, and selfessgion, is the presence of others. The
absence of an audience in modern poetry then, @diogoto Johnson, engendered an
anxiety and a sense of impotence that does ndaer&aancient lyric. The need of an
audience is also emphasized in W. Batstone’s wavk: cannot know ourselves apart
from others because we are, deeply and essentialigbited by the presence of

others"® According to him, the transparent voice of the Ratit lyric expression is

® Batstone 1993, 144.
* Johnson 1982, 1-23.
®> Johnson 1982, 16.

® Batstone 1993, 146.
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fundamentally challenged when seen as a “presentafian elusive self in the process
of assuming a voice” that is édure of self".’

The presence of the other, the addressee, seebss itaportant in Greek lyric,
seeing it without the shadow of Romanticism. If ffresence of others is an essential
element for the self to come forth and if the lypoem stages nothing but the
performance of self, the definition of the lyricggn as an expression of the feelings of
one person or the unified feelings of one pers@dado be modified. Moreover further
guestions arise. Is this self staged any diffeyelbdcause of its audience? Does it have
as many different faces as its audiences might baem? And what if we are dealing
with more than one addressee at a time? Is thenailple self talking to a multiple
audience?

Reading Sappho, it seems to be the case that wedealmg with the presence of
not only one but also more addressees. Does tlserpre of many voices contradict the
essence of lyric as the expression of personainfge? Can lyric self be disparate and
non-unified? And granted that more than one vorcaduaressees are involved, can lyric
be seen not as a monologue but as a dialogue?

Mikhail Bakhtin draws a firm line between the moogic quality of poetry and the
possibility of dialogism in prose. For him dialogisthat is a multiplicity of voices, is
utterly denied to poetry. Starting from the Romardiea of the expression of the single
voice of a poet, he concludes that lyric is by miébn monologic due to the "form

shaping ideology" inherent in the gehrBakhtin then goes on to argue that a unified

" Batstone 1993, 147.

8 Batstone 2002, 100.
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truth, and as a result a unified consciousnessatdranthe result of a monologue. Truth
requires a plurality of unmerged voices, a pluyatift consciousness. In a polyphonic
work, the author ceases to exercise monologic cbrbeveral consciousnesses meet as
equals and engage in a dialogue that is in priaaipfinalizable. Bakhtin discusses this
kind of dialogism only as feature of the novelpmrticular Dostoevskian, and denies the
possibility of lyric to be polyphonic. Bakhtin’'s pa is then contradicted by his
definition of utterance:

"However monological the utterance may be, howeawech it may concentrate in
its own subject, it cannot but be a response tat Wha already been said. Utterance is
filled by dialogic overtones™
Given that any utterance is then dialogic qua attee, why is then not possible for the
lyric utterance to be dialogic¢?

This chapter, then, will explore the possibility afdialogic lyric. Following the
main features of dialogism as described by Bakhliis discussion will trace dialogic
features in Sapphic lyric: multiple speakers présgntheir value centers and their

consciousness without hierarc¢fAydifferent language styles, and more importantly,

consciousness as a feature of time and Spaseggesting that Sapphic poetry shares

® Morson -Emerson 1990, 236-8.
1%Bakhtin 1986, 92.

1 Bakhtin discusses poetry under the light of diaog only to prove that it is not possible forateixist.
For a discussion of Pushkin’s poem see Batstong,2B and his notes.

12 Morson-Emerson 1990, 236; 238-9; 241.

13Bakhtin 1986, 7 "in order to understand, it is iemsely important for the person who understandeto
located outside the object of his or her creativ@eustanding itime, space and culture
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characteristics of the dialogic novel, since it stomcts a polyphonic consciousness and
thus a polyphonic séft

Paul Allen Miller has pointed toward a dialogic,bait Catullan, lyric. His
approach though will prove very different from misence Miller first defines dialogism
as inter- and intratextuality and then goes on lisolutely deny the possibility of a
dialogic Sapphic lyri¢® According to his discussion, Sappho 31 cannot iaéogic
while Catullus 51 clearly is because of its intett@l relation with Sappho 31.
According to Miller, Catullus 31 is composed "ircamplex and sophisticated world of
literary allusions, artistic self-consciousnessd arsychological ambiguity® all of
which, apparently, archaic Lesbos and Sapphic pdatk.

Bakhtin does mention different language stylesndiative of polyphony but his
idea of polyphony is never confined under the hegdif intertextuality. Be that as it
may, epic allusions in Sapphic poetry have beereatsglly discussed by classical
scholarship. Jasper Svenbro has shown how in ke pttayer to Aphrodite is modeled
on Diomedes' prayer in lliad 5, and among manyrsthinkler, Svenbro and Rissman
have discussed the lliadic debt of FI'1n a similar manner, Page Dubois shows how

the figures of Helen, Hector and Andromache in Sappoetry clearly allude, rely and

1% The present discussion owes a great debt to Betstdiscussion (2002) on Bakhtin and Catullus in
which he discusses the possibility of a dialogriclyproviding the prerequisites for such a disomssand
finally making a sharp distinction between the Batklan dialogism and dialogism as inter/intrateXitya
that classical scholarship has reduced it into iiigd¥iller 1993).

> Miller1993.

1% Miller 1993, 102.

Winkler. 1996, 89-109, in Greene. Svenbro. 197548. Rissman. 1983, 1-19
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presuppose the lliadic charact&tsOrality and archaic poetry are not synonymous wit
less complex and less sophisticated literature, artdtic self-consciousness or
psychological ambiguity describe, | believe, Sappiuetry very well. Although Miller's
reading of Bakhtinian dialogism is different frohetone | am pursuing, nevertheless his
suggestion that Sapphic poetry is not dialogiches@ely based on intertextual criteria,
is, | believe, unfounded.

On the other hand, William Batstone's argumentsitpto the problem of the
Bakhtinian denial of a lyric dialogism. According him, the problem lies in the
Romantic roots of Bakhtin’s theory. It is the Romaroncept self of as a self-presented
object that haunts his theory of lyric. It is, tighy evident in Bakhtin’s psychology that
he emphasizes the dialogic nature of consciousr@ssinhabited by others, “an
interpersonal entity constructed by the voicestbérs”® It can be concluded then that
dialogic lyric is possible if it is thought as bgirbased on such a “dialogism of
consciousness®

Moreover, dialogue in lyric has to avoid the hiehazation of voices under the
dominant poetic voice. For lyric polyphony to exidte represented self cannot be the
single voice of a poet. It needs to be seen asvaedi, elusive self, a self under
construction- or even under deconstruction- a veeseunding the voices of others. This
interpersonal self, put together by many differdistourses, seems to be more precise a

description than the Romantic ideal of a singlecggouring out unified feelings. Since

18 For Sappho's reworking of Homeric epic see alsBdsiin Greene, 79-88.
19 Batstone 2002, 104.

20 Batstone 2002, 104.
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it is, then, the representation of an elusive, nalized self, that is the main prerequisite
for a dialogic lyric, Sapphic poetry can be seerpalyphonic precisely because of its
fragmented, elusive qualify.

In Problems of Dostoevsky's PoetiBakhtin describes the polyphonic self as "a
conversation, a struggle, of discrepant voices weich other: voices speaking from
different positions?* It is this quality of the polyphonic self, | belie, that the Sapphic
self is predicated upon. Moreover, it is this kiodl self from which an equally
polyphonous voice emerges: a fragmented voice é&fagmented self as read in a
fragment.

Under that light, Sapphic fragments will be readhisearch of the Sapphic self, a
self constructed to be disparate and elusive. Tappldc self will be seen as a
fragmented Sapphic body and Sapphic corpus. Funthrer, not only is Sappho a woman
but her voice is a female voice, uttering a diatdgric self. Thus, giving voice to many
women, being performed by a chorus, and being hiegral female audience (although
not exclusively female, | believe), Sapphic poetgn be perceived as a polyphonic
poetry, a voice which is not one, defying the Bakhnh insistence on lyric monologism.

Moreover, | will argue that feminist criticism cée employed in order to support
the possibility of a polyphonic lyric if read asapplement of the Bakhtinian theoretical
framework. Critics like Kristeva, Irigaray and Cix® have tried to map the
characteristics oécriture feminineemphasizing the openness, polyvocalism and lack o

a totalitarian form of thought and discourse in &antexts. Reading Sapphic poetry as

21 Batstone 2002.

22 Bakhtin 1984, 217
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an exemplary feminine discourse, since it is thg erample of a female poet in archaic
Greece with a considerable amount of extant workfoeces the possibility of
polyphony in Sapphic lyric. Consequently, such adneg can be used in order to open
up new possibilities within the Bakhtinian theolf.feminine texts as such promote
multiplicity of voices by denying totalizations, they try to avoid the repression of
different voices by undoing the extant hierarchys ithen evident then that they can be
seen as dialogical texts in the Bakhtinian sense.

In addition, for Irigaray the concept of the fragrteey female self is crucial since
it also describes female writing and female vofsecording to her, female discourse is
essentially different from the male one: a womatésire cannot be expected to be
spoken in a male languadi.For, female voice is limitless, open, always expag and
stretching, fluid, without boundarié$.However, woman'’s voice has to “pass through
the master discourse” and woman’s desire has bdameyged in the dominating male
discours€> As a result, the role of femininity is prescribley this same discourse and
fails to correspond to her desire, putting the wonra the position of experiencing
herself only fragmentarily?® Irigaray insists on seeing the woman as “several
“never being simply one*’ Fragmentation and multiplicity then charactertmeth

women and their discourse.

3 Irigaray 1985, 25.

% |rigaray 1985, 213-5.
% |rigaray 1985, 149.
% Irigaray 1985, 30-1.

" Irigaray 1985, 31.
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Engaging with female language and discourse, Cixissusses the possibility of

female writing in the dominant framework of a mdiscourse. A female text, female
writing in general, is both impossible and existifk@llowing Irigaray, Cixous argues
that female and male discourses are radically rdiffe As a result female writing needs
to exploit different resources in order to convey differentiation. Exceeding the
traditional phallocentric discourse, female writicgnveys meaning with the body.
Writing and voice are entwined and interwoven. Fermaiting is exposure, it is body.
It is then, the expression of a radical alteritfyerhale libidinal economy: fluid, abundant
and multiple it is opposed to the masculine econdraged on exchangg. In “The
Laugh of the Medusa”, Cixous calls women to subtletmasculine libidinal economy,
by writing the overflowing, unending, multiple, grmented female body.Both Irigaray
and Cixous avoid the tarp of essentialism by sugggshat feminine voice can be
appropriated by both sexes. Similarly, Kristevaa(#akhtin) describes a fragmented,
ununified, anti-phallic writing, possible for bosiexes to produce. By using the work of
J. Joyce to prove the possibility of such an ahalic writing, Kristeva has been
frequently criticized for excluding female authdtsAlthough lIrigaray, Kristeva and
Cixous focus on the female body and feminine dsfifiee, they still define femininity as
a non- biologically defined position, a positiomthhis dissertation is based on.

Taking up the discussion of a feminine voice thide, voice of Sappho will be

considered as a paradigmatic embodiment of femidiseourse: a fragmented, elusive

2 Cixous- Clément 1986, 92-97.
2 Cixous- Clément 1986. 79-83.

%0 Cixous 2000, 259; 262; 269. Cixous never denieptssibility that a feminine text can be male-
authored. She actually discusses Joyce as suctaampte.

31 Tolan, 2006, 337.
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self, a never-ending and a never-to-be-read texgvér lost. Sapphic poetry defies
closure because it is a feminine text, as Cixouslldvgut it. At the same time its

fragmented quality is not seen as problematic Isuexpressive. It is not a lack of
meaning we are dealing with. On the contrary, seea female text the fragmentation of
the Sapphic text seems almost organic. Defyinguckognd singular meaning, it is an
open text ready to be re-opened and re-read.

With a close reading of Sappho’s texts, then, ¢hspter will attempt to map the
feminine poetics of Sappho and to provide answemnatters of lyric construction of
selfhood by emphasizing the construction of fensalé It is evident so far that writing a
female self is considered as staging a fragmemdedive self, a self under construction.
In addition, such an understanding of Sapphic psefioints to a possibility of a
polyphonic lyric by decoding the inherent polyphon¥ feminine poetics and its

relationship to male poetics as encoded in ardBagek poetry.

ii.  Remembering female selves: time, space, memory, apdlyphony
in Sappho fr 94.

TEOVAKMY & ABOAMC BEAM:

G e YICOOUEVO KOUTEALUTOLVEY

TOAAO Kol TOS” Eeime [jLot

A ®OC detvo TeEMOVOJOUEY,

Yane', q p&v 6" GEKOLC ATVAUTEVO.
TV 8 €y TGS apelPopoy:

XO1polC €pYe0 KANUEDEV

HEUVOLC, 01CBOL YOp G <G>E TESNTOUEV-
oi 8¢ uf, GALGE C Eyw BEL®
Opvoucotf....][...].eon

oc [ ] kol KAA' ETACKOUEV-
no[ AlolC yap otepdv]olC imv

kol Bp[6dmv ..Jximv T Dot

KoL [ ] map Epol m<e>pebhka<o>
kol TO[AAaC Do ]Ovpdoc
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TAéx[ToC G’ &rndion dépait
avltwv .g[..] memonuuévoic
Kol TOAAOL.....[ ]- popmt
Bpevoeimt.| lpv[..]v
gEod<e>lyao ko[l Bac]iAniot
Kol Ctpdpv[ay €]mt poAbdxoy
andiov mwop[  ]...ovev

€EinC méBo[ v ].vidwv
kobte Tig[  oU]..1e T

ipov 008 V[ ]

E€mAeT OmmoBev QILEG ATECKOLEY,
oVk BAcoC [ ].poc

[ Iwopog

[ ]...o1d00t

Honestly, | wish | were dead. She was leaving rhedding many tears, and saying this:
«Alas, what a dreadful thing happened to us, Sappbhm leaving you, honestly, without my
will". And | replied to her thus: Go, farewell anemember me, for you know how we cherished
you. And, if you don't, | will remind you ...thaebautiful things happened to us. Many garlands
of violets and roses and saffron you put around Yying close to me, and round your tender
neck you put woven garlands made from flowers, andch perfume...made from
flowers...royal...you anointed, and lying on th& souch you used to kindle the desire of young
women...nor shrine...from which we were absent. gnove...nor dance...sound...s6Ag.

The fragment begins with the utterance of a deasi wollowed by a description
of a separation scene between two women, one afhwibi named Sappho. Since the
beginning of the poem is missing, there is no cladrcation of who the speaker is.
Scholarly opinions are therefore dividédAccording to the first edition of the poem in
1902, it was the girl to whom the first line belsngsoon enough, though, scholars
concurred that it had to be uttered by “Sappho’t. Fchadewaldt, the attribution of the

death wish to Sappho should not be doubted any.fioiéevertheless the matter was

%2 All Sappho fragments follow E. M Voigt's editionTranslations are mine, reflecting the discussion
hand.

3 For an overview of the past scholarly debate sgedt 1983, 292-3 and esp. n.38.

34 Schadewaldt 1936, 364.
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not settled. Gomme and Danielewitz challenged Ipision again in the late 60%.
Against this opinion Anne Burnett argued that ithe addressee who utters the wish to
die in the opening lines, suggesting that the pedivided between two points of view:
the desperate, disconsolate weeping girl and tbeageous Sappho who commands her
to go remembering the good times they spent tog8th&long the same lines, more
recently, Ellen Greene concludes, "attributing thgening line to the other woman
heightens the tension of the poem between the psakers, whose different approaches
toward the separation, reflected in their corresiugly different modes of discoursé.
This reading will then try to explore the questminthe speakersia the question
of self. Is it one or two different selves descdbe the poem? Are we dealing with two
“points of view” of two different people or is ine splintered self this poem is dealing
with? The presentation of the lyric self is the méocus of the poem. The fragment
accidentally-albeit quite appropriately- opens wihfirst person singular. Later, the
speaking person is named by her interlocutor irat@mpt to point to a specific self.
Now we know it isSapphospeaking, it is her own self being exposed andest¥g The
poem opens with a wish in present, first persogudar Pclw) and the focus to a self is
emphasized by the use of the first person singalaminative personal pronouéyf-

twice). As the poem moves on time shifts and, at $ame time, the self is further

% Burnett 1983, 292.

% Burnett 1979, 23.

%" talics are mine, Greene 1996, 239-40. Snydetpalih she does not align with Burnett in attribgtine
first line to the second person, strongly emphasikepolyvocalismandopennessf fr. 94. See p. 56; 58-
9.

3 By Sapphd mean the self the poem stages not the histopierson with whom the present discussion is

not concerned.

41



exposed. Thus, time works in different levels sigghe lyric self. It is then, | suggest,
this staging of self though time that is importantr. 94.

The fragment begins with a present utterance ofyile self in a moment of self-
destruction: | wish | were dead. Then the timetshid the past moment of separation:
she was leaving me, shedding teargt€ripravev). Then a dialogue, as present in the
past: she was sayingeire pot) Sappho | leave yowgvipundvm) unwillingly, and |
said @uepoupav), go, farewell (xaipois' €pxeo), and remember meuépvoico). A
second person emerges not only as a person inrainey but as an interlocutor, who
addresses, by name, the lyricH§ro"). Then another time shift, while memory helps to
go again back to the past, even before the separatiis the time of togetherness:
"remember how we lived together, and if you ddnijll remind you"@&éAm dpvoricot).
Although it is a narration of past times, the fetuwrops up. The lyric | will go on to
describe the previous experience of their commt® trying to preserve, store and
secure the memory of the past. The self then isgoved in future perfect, as past and
future combine. Memory is both "what we were" amthdt we will have been". What
the speaker wants is both to create and sharer¢léed memory to be preserved in the
future.®

The self then emerges in three different time kevebw, then, and before. Three
different selves, three different feelings: despera courage, and bliss. Is it a shattered
self, torn in three pieces, a disparate selfPioblems of Dostoevsky's Poetidd.

Bakhtin suggests that:

% A possible schema of the construction of time larthe following:
Present— death wish

Past |- time of departure — future: | will remind you

Past ll—time of togetherness> past future: will have been
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Language imagines self as a conversation, a stuggldiscrepant voices with
each other, voices speaking from different posg#jand invested with different degrees
of authority?°.

In this poem, | suggest, three different voiceshaf same self- struggle: not only
from different spatial positions but from differeleimporal positions as well. Space and
time change, as the voice changes: present tirdesgferation and death wish, first level
of past, place of separation, and a second leveast, a time and place of blissutapia
of togetherness, smells, beautiful sounds, and.l|oMee self then emerges as
polymorphic, even changed: it is not the stagingwad different selves, two different
persons the poem deals with. It is not one unifekperate self whose feelings the
poem expresses. It is the staging of a changirfg aetather a lament for the lost old
self, even a lament for a changed self, or selves.the courageous lyric | of the past
has now become the desperate | of the first linelewor because, the desperate | of the
separation scene has also changed. The poem thiesefy with at least 19 out of the 29
preserved lines of it, on the memory of the pagetioerness, in a last desperate attempt
to preserve, by memory, the lost selves.

Furthermore, the poem stages two distinctively ferspaces: the present scene of
separation and the memory of past bliss in the émonk of thehetairia. Sappho’s
description marks both spaces as female. In théenbeg, the dialogue between the
friends is marked with grammatically feminine ergfinDuring the departure scene the

grammar is heavily gendered with the use of patési and pronouri€. When the

“‘Morson -Emerson 1990, 217-8.

“ine 2,4, yiodopéva; line 5, ¥ang', déxows' (o); line 6tav; line 7 xaipois'(a). Although feminine
forms are common in Sappho this is actually they antant fragment with such concentration of
feminine forms (6 forms in 6 lines) .
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person addressed as Sappho begins talking, shestmknemory a past female space of
female reciprocity, song, smells and female botfies.

Luce Irigaray describes female space as the spastich women are together in
a relationship based on nearness rather than owper®wnership and property
according to her demarcate the master (male) diseotror woman is traditionally an
exchange object, exchange value between men. Oatliee hand female discourse is
based on a nearness, proximity and reciprocity @sosed to the hierarchy of male
discoursé’?

Often being read as a poem of a friend departextdar to get married, thus to be
a part of the male hierarchies, the poem bringth fardifferent, female world, a world
opposed to the prevailing male economy. It is advior which speaking among -and as-
women is possible, a world in which female desirepoker!? Sappho then goes on to
explicitly stage such a world: descriptions of féensinging, a sound of multiple female
voices, smells, and touchéS. All senses come into play evoking desire. Linés32
explicitly describe the intimate space of femalsige which is named in line 238&fing
n60o[v ].vidwv, with most scholars readingavidmv). The lines have provoked many
scholarly arguments and a great deal of lgn@chaniato scholars who tried to conceal

any hint of Sapphic homoeroticisth. It is nevertheless evident that there is an eitpli

“2 Similarly in Greene 1996yia Irigaray.
3 Irigaray 1985, 31.

* Irigaray 1985. “ the problem of speaking (as) wariseprecisely that of finding ...that speech of
desire”, 137.

* Irigaray, 1985, 209. “In all senses. Why only onag one speech one text at a time.”

“© Burnett 1979, 25 esp n. 31.

44



scene of female homoerotic desire, as a markelgdest, of female discourse, or rather
femalehomilia.

In female discourse, Cixous argues, female bodyt meswritten. Sappho writes
(about) the body, the soft neck on which the galdaare placed, the bodies anointed
with perfumes, the bodies reclining on couchedjrfgesoft to the touchdue' &]rdion
dépa, e€adelyao, otphduviay &]nl poAbdxkav , andiov). Women are also talking or
rather singing’ As these voices of the past become voices in plesent of
performance, another function of feminine writisgaccomplished:

In feminine speech, as in writing, there never stagverberating something that,
having imperceptibly and deeply touched us, st the power to affect us-song, the
first music of the voice of love, which every womkeeps alive...Within woman the
first, nameless love is singing.

Participating in the scholar controversy, it hagrbeny intention to explore the
attribution of the first line to Sappho as it cae tead within the framework of the
construction of a polyphonic lyric self that thiager tries to explore. Seen as polyphonic
Fr 94, then, discloses not only the Sapphic voige dbso the voice of the departing
friend. This sense of polyvocalism does not meaargued, that the first line has to
belong to another speaker. The poem stages a dalbgtween two women bringing
forth two female voices, in a discourse, | suggesirtked as feminine. The poem, then,
intentionally marks the discourse as such revedhegconstruction of a female self and

shedding light on female poetics.

" For singing and dancing see the last fragmentes liyo].pog, wogog

“8 Cixous 1986, 93.
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Poem 94 then can be read as a process of comsgracteminine self: a disparate,
elusive thus polyphonic self, constructed througémmary. Constructing a feminine self
through different time levels create a unique djal between time, place and selves. It
is time and place that shift together with the riateutors, creating a palimpsest of lyric
dialogism. The self in 94 is double-folded: thesehe self as shown to the other person
of the dialogue, the courageous, hopeful self, #red self as shown to self in the
beginning of the poem, the self wishing for its theaVoreover, in the context of a
performance, a third self emerges, as the seljasnashown to others. This unfinalized,
open-ended self is then expecting the audiencexeéocise their surplus, so that they
might finalize and complete the speaker.

Attributing the first line to "Sappho" rather thme second person of the dialogue
emphasizes the presentation of a disparate, eluslfewhich dialogism calls for.
Furthermore the “indeterminacy’’of the speakers, | suggest, adds to the effethef
disparate selves in a female discourse. It is ennioment of separation that the female
discourse exercises its power of bringing the latertors closer. In a female space,
women speak in “nearness so pronounced that it snakediscrimination of identity

impossible™®

iii.  Polyphony in “absentia”: Fr. 96

[ 1Capd.[..]
[ moA]hakt To1de [] GV Exolca
ocr.[...].oopev, [...].x[..]

% borrow the term from duBois 1995, 138 ff.

*0 Irigaray 1985, 31.
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Sardis...often having her mind here... how we litegether... (she honored) you as a
being a goddess, Arignota, and she rejoiced moall of your song. Now she stands out among
the Lydian women like the rosy-finger moon aftee gunset, surpassing all the stars. And the
light evenly spreads among the salty sea and twveefly fields; the beautiful dew is shed, the
roses blossom and the soft chervil and the flovirenyey-lotus. But she, roaming about far and
wide, remembers gentle Atthis with desire and bBadér heart is devoured inside, for your fate.
...come there...shouts... sea... middle...

Poem 96 seems at first glance monologic. In contrath Fr 94, there is no
dialogue; it is a narrative in third person, uttel®y an anonymous, albeit omniscient
narrator. The main characters of the poem do rkttta one another. The narrator
addresses Atthis and talks about a departed fridngnota. The selves of the two
women appear in the poem, constructed, again, ghratemory and several time levels.
However, it is not a speaking person that constritstown self. In 96, the self seems to

be reflected while constructed by the other.
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The narrator, a friend of both, talks to Atthis abarignota®. The departed friend,
according to the speaking person, still remembsesathole group but still desires her,
the same way she did back then. It is through tbatmofthe persona loquenshen,
that Atthis is reminded of their past relationshhpe now missing friend’s past feelings
for her: she thought you looked like a goddessygging made her happy. At the
same time the narrator sees Arignota in her presete, as she now lives in Lydia,
knowing what Arignota now thinks and how she fe@st not only does she have a
privileged vision and knowledge over both women ¢he can also see through the eyes
of the other: she can see through Atthis' eyes wghernwas casting her eyes on Arignota.
She knows how she felt, how she saw her. The wmarsems to have a surplus of
vision. Is Sappho then a typical omniscient narfa#nd if so, why does she choose to
have an addressee she talks to? Moreover, why steesave to talk about Arignota’s
present thoughts, feelings and even words? If tsgmtation of Arignota’s feelings was
the point of the poem, why didn’t she have Arignotier her state of mind, pouring out
her own inner emotions in first person singular?hi presentation of a self was the
point why does Sappho need to stage the poem tvgnmore persons besides herself?

For M. Bakhtin, self consists in 3 categorie®r myself | for othersandother for
me2 And, since one cannot occupy the place of therpthne always misses one
category of selfthe | for othersIn Bakhtinian terms this is the othesisrplus which is

what the other can see about you that you canihet sélf then, according to him, cannot

*1| am translatingipiyvota not as an adjective (prominent, well-known) buttesname of the departed
friend. For parallel comparisons of the beloved tgod in Sappho see fr. 31 and 44. For the suggestie
Campbell, 123,n.1. This choice, far from being dosiwe, can be supported by the Sapphic practice of
naming the other, and makes the discussion abeytersons in the poem much easier.

52Morson -Emerson 1990, 180.
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be fully presented unless through the eyes of theroThe Sapphic self then seems to
be aware of its incompleteness, since the presefidbe other, an addressee or an
implied audience, is the prerequisite for its fithergence.

The narrative of the self cannot be completed wnéesneone else desires it. As a
result, the narrator stages two selves separated éach other. Through this separation,
the selves of both protagonists of the poem emettye:narrator helps Atthis and
Arignota fully see themselves, enabling them t&klaball the categories of self. Thus, it
is through the eyes of the others, Sappho andttier bwo speakers that all selves fully
emerge.

"Everything that pertains to me enters my conseiess, beginning with my name,
from the external world through the mouths of astie?

Atthis can now see thé for others though Sappho’s privileged vision over
Arignota’'s point of view. At the same time Sapphowss her the for herself enabling
her to see herself as not the subject but as tjgetol\tthis can see herself as Arignota
sees her and at the same time she sees herskd ather. Moreover Arignota's self is
shown first as the for others as she is seen through the eyes of the Lydianemom
Then, thel for her as she wonders alone longing for Atthis. The narrapeaks her
desire, and utters a desperate attempt for diaJagueg to prove the impossibility of the
communication. Or, is the communication possible?

It is through the narrator, | suggest, that thencwnication becomes possible in a
dialogue of selves. Through the narrator, all selseem to be disclosed, while missing
images come together. As the moonlight sheds gist lon both sea and fields, the

narrator sheds her privileged vision to both Arign@and Atthis. The selves of the

3 Bakhtin 1986, 138.
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protagonists seem to be enlightened by her gazshAscan look at both, they seem to
be able to look at one another. As the moon mirpboith land and sea, she mirrors both
women, together. Then, quite opposed to the imageroin vain shouting to the sea, an

image of communication seems to coincide with tharal performance.

i.Gardens of nymphs and Sapphic voices: Toward a disarse in the
feminine.

It has been argued that it is through performathet the discourse becomes
possible, the dialogue takes place, and the desidfilled. The poem, addressed to a
female you, talking about the desire of a secomdafe, is a poem about desire in the
feminine: Arignota and Atthis, the woman she desii2esire is not however spoken in
the first or second person. It is spoken by a tmadrated or better read as the desire of
the other. If it is Sappho who speaks the desih@fwomen involved in the poem, is it
then a female desire? Can the discourse of desira female discourse? If desire is
written in an always masculine poetic discourse itdpe a female desire, can it be
uttered by a female voice?

The poem begins with an enigmatic Sardis standiogeain the first line of the
fragment. There is no way to know if this is thegin@ing of the poem, but at the
beginning of the fragment Sardis seems to be theepthe poem is set. The setting
however quickly moves from Sardis to hemife) with a similar movement from
present to the past. Being in Sardis now her miadets to Lesbos and the memory of
past life, how we used to live together is the sabmatter of the three following lines.

The third person narrator talks about her dediiie:here in Lesbos her mind comes back
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to all the time, it is you who she saw as a goddess your song she liked the best.
Atthis is addressed directly in the second persencot) as she becomes the object of
Arignota’s desire. The speaking subject of Arigrtdesire though is not she. It is
Sappho reading her desire, the desire of an aggéta the one present.

In another shift of time though, the next line cenmack to the present but the
place changes back to Sardis: she is now in Lydiaeminent among the Lydian
women. As time a place shifts so does desire: Arignota now who is the object of
desire of the Lydian people, it is Arignota who masses in beauty all others, as the
moon outshines the rest of the stars. Arignotaesirdd, not only by the Lydians but
perhaps by Atthis as well. In describing Arignokee tspeaker employs a simile: the
picture of the moon surpassing the stars gives twag description of the moonlight
spreading over the sea and flowery, dewy meadowatoviing the moonlight, desire
crosses the sea from Sardis to Lesbos and vice.véise boundaries of space are
blurred, so do time boundaries: for the image sésoand soft grass bring back the times
of togetherness. If Sappho’s poetry is nothing ‘igardens of nymphs, wedding songs
and love affairs” as Demetrius assures as, itas tio those gardens of erotic euphoria
that the description points ¥ However, it is not clear if the erotic sceneryersfto the
past, present or future: is it the gardens they igéde together at a past time that their
desire was fulfilled? Are the empty gardens the lsyinof a paradise lost, or are there as
reminder that they can be filled again?

I will come back to the theme of erotic space, fouthe moment let me go to the
next shift of time and place. After the descriptarthe idyllic gardens, the time shifts to

the present timeBpntoar) and space (Lydia). There Arignota roams restlessly

** DemetriusOn Style 132.
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remembering Atthis, her heart devoured by desine. Sates her desire to go therge(

3" éaemv), she shoutsyfpier) but her voice gets lost at the uproar of the Hdhis is the

end of the poem, the image of Arignota at a despeaiempt to project her voice, to
utter her desire, then is it a poem about the imipday of uttering female desire. The
words Arignota tries to utter are lost both in #ea staged by the poem and because of
the corrupted state of the last lines. Moreoverthidt desire is not uttered either.
Although we hear about her, we never hear her. Wileatlo hear is Sappho’s words,
reading the desire of both, maybe her desire ak @@t if it is impossible for female
desire to be uttered how, is it then possible ghat, a female, can utter her own desire
and the desire of others? What is then that makddwre possible to utter?

For Sappho, composing and performing a poem deadle desire is at the same
time an act of reading and writing: reading theirgesf others in order to write a poem.
But while writing is usually taken to be an actfitoa certain meaning, for Sappho it is
not. In Sappho’s world fixity and stability of aett” are undone by performance. For
every time it is performed the time and spatial kearof the poem (here-there, now-
then) change. If the poem itself enforces time apdce shifts, permitting fluidity, a
blurring of boundaries, performance goes one sighdr. Space and time become even
more fluid since “here” and “now” change at anyegivperformance and the act of
saying the words is not an attempt to fix the momémt the acceptance of the
impossibility of its fixity. By the same token, aitempt to write desire yields to an
attempt of reading desire as an acceptance offisity. Writing the poem then is an act

of “fixing” desire by admitting at the same timeetimpossibility of such fixity.
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The desire Sappho reads is a feminine desire:Haupérson that desires and is
desired is not easy to read. Did Arignota reallgideAtthis when she was there? Did
she really enjoy her song? Does she now roam sebt|estill lovesick? Is now Arignota
really desired, looked as preeminent by the Lydimmen? Or is it Sappho projecting
her own desire for her? Is Arignota the mirror ihieh a collective desire for Atthis is
reflected? Whose desire is it anyway? Sappho’satizgéence’s? Is the poem the voice of
desire that Arignota fails to project across tha?salthough Sappho’s reading of desire
seems to be conceptualized as an ever receding paesire that is read but at the same
time cannot be uttered, nevertheless the poem stasdin attempt to utter desire: in
order to do so Sappho needs to read feminine desitke framework of masculine
discourse. Why is masculine discourse necessaryfeimale desire to be uttered?
Because, | argue, it is the only the male symhtblat poetic discourse is possible. In this
sense, writing a poem is by itself an attempt totevfemale desire within male
discourse? Is this possible? Or is the desire gtonge transformed into male desire
through male discourse? Sappho’s attempt to dteale desire is an attempt to “create”
female discourse. By using male discourse Sapplalsis trying to supply her own
female reading of it: a reading that attempts takshthe illusion of fixity that male
discourse professes by upsetting the boundarigmef space and language. In an act of
destabilizing Sappho uses podtpoi and language that evoke epic with twist of female
reading.

The poem begins with a very “Homeric” metaphor @ng continued with an
equally “Homeric” extended simile. Both figures speech evoke epic, masculine

discourse. Whether Arignota is a name or an epithetdescription of a girl as godlike
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is full of Homeric undertones: in Odyssey 6, Odyssis uncertain whether Nausicaa is
mortal or not and decides to play it safe by asking
"vouvodpal og, dvaocoa- 86 vO Tig 1 Bpotog Eoot; (0d.6.149

"Queen, | come here as a suppliant to you. Areaygaddess or a mortal, |
wonder?

The question is not of course a real one: Odyskeaw/'s Nausicaa is mortal but
the question works as a “captatio benevolentiabé fact that a mortal might resemble
an immortal works as a compliment. It is also a lddmway to describe outstanding

individuals using epithets that mean similar to g@ddiog, Beoeldng Or fibeoc. It is

very interesting also that the epitlégtiyvatoc does appear at the same scene although
not characterizing Nausicaa. But in an extendedleirlomer compares Nausicaa and
her companions playing with Artemis playing witte thymphs as following:

TooAmV &' VTEP 1 Ye KapN €xEL NOE PHETOTQL,

PETQ T' APLYVOTN TELETAL, KOAOL € TE TACOL:

WG N 7' apeinoérolot peténpene napbevog adung. (0d.6.107-9)

[just as Artemis] holds her head and eyebrows hlgbve them all,

S0 recognizing her is easy, though all of themba@utiful—that's

how the maiden stood out then from her attendants.

Nausicaa is then compared to Artemis. Again itasanly the fact that Nausicaa is
compared to a goddess that brings this close tet®gpbut also the terms of the
comparison between the mortal and they immortabth Artemis and Nausicaa look
preeminent among a team of beautiful maidens. Wtorcourse, brings us back to

Arignota, preeminent among the Lydian women? Moeeokioth Artemis and Nausicaa

are singing, being member of a chorus of womendimgis and dance. They are however

5 My discussion benefits from J.Winkler's discussioiGardens of Nymphs. Winkler reads Sappho 31 as
a re-creation of the same scene in@ysseyMy reading re-creates both Winkler’s reading ap@o 31
and Sappho’s reading of Homer.
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having a leading role in song. Also the word usedthe pre-eminence of Nausicaa
among the other girls jseténpene, a term that evokes the Sappbigipénetar. Sapphic
imagery then is closely following the Homeric: amabis compared to a goddess as a
sign of her preeminence. At this point the presesfclomeric diction is also evident.
The epithet attributed to the moon ppododaxtvriog evoking very well known
formulaic phrase. However, it is noteworthy thag t@hdjectiveBpododdxtoroc is here
used to modifyserdvvo unlike Homer where is used to modios.”® As a metaphor, the
image of rosy-finger Dawn makes a lot of senseesthe sun rays look like fingers and
the color of the sky in early morning is reddishaase. When the epithet is used with
moon though it is quite puzzling: what does it nfe&mce the metaphor is not anchored
to the resemblance of the two objects compareddtb ether, the metaphor works in a
different level of literary resemblance: the conigam is not between to objects but two
texts that are in dialogue with one another. Thagasof the same adjective points
toward the traditional Homeric, male, discourset 8ithe same time the use of different
noun, moon is contrary to the audience expectatiath the defamiliarization pointing
to a different, female, poetic discourse.

This image, | suggest, is written within femalecdisrse. A well-known Homeric
epithet used to modify Eos, sunrise, rosy-fingeiediere used in an innovative way
pointing to a difference: unlike the Homeric tettie Sapphic reference to the moon
seems to have had associations with femininityhm mind of the audience. Sapphic
imagery though goes further: the simile is exparslegh more. What starts as a simile is

almost lost in the lines following. At first it iArignota that looks like the moon but

*% The adjective used in Homer 27 tinswaysmodifies Eosfo805d&ktvdog "Hhg)
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further it is the image of a real moon that is séemoon that spreads its light over the
sea, over the flowery meadows. The figure of speastihe figure of Arignota, is fluid,
changing. What starts as a simile is now a desenpBut a description of what? As the
space and time described is unidentified, withermogo-spatial demarcation, at the same
time this (un)epic light shows Arignota like a gedd or maybe a goddess like Arignota.
This space and time then, | suggest because ahfisity is female space, a space in
which female discourse can be uttered.

Luce lIrigaray inWhen our Lips Speak Togethemphasizes the differences
between male and female discourse, explainingithatale discourse the spatiotemporal
relationships have a definite end; time and plaeelianited and vertical. On the other
hand, female space and time are limitless, endlesd,and horizontal. In this light, the
limitless spatiotemporal relations as produced iy poem again point to its visibly
feminine quality. The poem, | argued, presentsnaafe limitless space in contrast with
the confined male space.

In addition, the simile of the moon seems to ptomtard female discourse as well.
The image of moon is always close to the femalen@®@erammatically feminine
oeldvva is closely connected with female fertility and fieenale body.’” The period of
the moon seems to allude to female bodily functf8rBerévve is of course also a

mythological person, a Titan, the goddess of themid In mythology there is also a

°" Stehle in Greene 1996, 148 and n. 12.

8 Hence the etymological connection §funvog (meaning both monthly and menstruaith M#Avn
(another name for Selene, see Homeric.Hymn 32, len8p In English menstrual also comes from the
Latin mens>month.

%9 Sappho seems to have written a poem on the tovg af Selene and Endymion, according to the
ancient scholiast see Campbell, v I, fr 199.

56



variety of goddesses associated with the moonpfalvhom have connections with
women'’s cults?®® In Plutarch, Hera is connected to the moon as Zeaonnected to the
sun. Therefore, he says, Hera is connected with emomexpecting a child, clearly
pointing to the connection of moon with female ifiyt ®*

Moreover, Irigaray argues that a male space iscatrtfollowing the idea of rigid
hierarchy, while female spaces are horizontal. @gnbiack to Fr 96, the image of moon
usually brings to mind a vertical division (heawsarth). In the Sapphic poem, though,
the image of the moon is horizontal, stretchingrdhe earth, creating a limitless space
without fixed boundaries merging Lesbos and Saffdi® moonlight is spread over the
sea; the moon is no longer up in the sky but onstee The movement of the female
voice as a result is not upward:

Stretching upward, reaching higher, you pull yolirsgvay from the limitless
realm of your body. Don’t make yourself erect, ybléave us. The sky isn’t up there:

it's between ug?

The sky is between them, spread horizontally asyraing to Irigaray, it should in
all female discourse. In addition, her voice isrdeim the space betweemopber ...
péooov) in the last (?) fragmentary line.

Fr 96 can be read then as a poem writing femaleespad time, writing female

desire and a plurality of female voices. SapphgesteFr 96 then not as monologic as it

80 Usually Hera, Hekate, Artemis, Eileithyia justrtame the most prominent. All have connections with
female fertility and childbirth. For Hekate as theddess of the moon and associations of Artemistand
moon see Johnston 1990, 29-48 espec. 31, n.8.

®1 PlutarchAetia282c4 ff.aAL” odtov &v DA Alo OV ikov, kod adtiy Ty “Hpow v HAn v
celqvnvi kol Aovkivay “Hpav kahoDoiv olov gaeviy fi potilovoav kol vopilovoty v talg
Aoxelong kol @diot Pondetv.

%2 Irigaray 1985, 213.
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might seem at first sight. The narrator enables gederates a dialogue, creates a
discourse blurring time and space, writing desweiting of a body without fixed
boundaries, in an unceasing mobility and restlessni is a dialogic presentation in
which one persona enables the presentation of tther;ca dialogic discourse that the
choral performance will turn to polyphony. Moreovés discourse is feminine.
Unfinalized and open, without boundaries, evenrditg: another fragment without
beginning and end voicing the fluidity of femalesaburse. A fragment ending in the
middle with its last word beingéooov, not separating but mediating between past and
present, enabling a dialogue regardless of spatérar, not only between Arignota and

Atthis but also between Sappho and Irigaray.

Iv.  Sappho’s Homer: performing feminine voice in an e world

Sappho, Aphrodite and the Homeric Diomedes: Fr 1

TOLKIAO0pOV' BOOVAT AppOdiTaL,

7ol Alog 80AOTAOKE, ALCCOMOL CE,

un 1 Gcotor pnd' dvioiCl dqLva,
noTVIOL, OOHOV,

aAAa TULS' ENO', o ToTO KATEPWTOL
TOC Epoc adoc dlolca TAAOL
£KAVEC, TATPOC &€ dOUOV AlTolCo
xpOCLov RABEC

Gpp' drocdevéaioa- kbhot 8¢ ' dyov
@KeeC CTpoVOOL TeEPL YOC PLEALVOC
TOKVO SLVVEVTEC TTEP' AT DPAvVe oibe-
pOC d10t LECTW*

alyo &' é€ixovto- €L &', @ pdkopa,
pedoiColC dBovAaTmL TPOCHTWL

fipe' 6111 dNDTE METOVOL KATTL

dNvTE KAANUUL

KOTTL Lol HEALCTO BEL® YEVECBOL
povoron OOpmL- Tivo dndte Telbw

.. Caymv €c cav eradtata; Tic C, @
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Yame', &d1KNCL;

Kol yop ol eedyet, TayEwc dimet,
ol 8¢ ddpo un déket', AALX dhCeL,
ol dEEUN QLAEL, ToEMC PLANCEL
KoUK €0€Lo1Co.

£M0e pot kol vOv, yarénoy & ADCov
€K Lepipvay, 6C0o B¢ Lot TEAECCOL
OVOC LuEPpPEL, TEAECOV, CV &' aDTOL
COppLOY0G €CCo.

Ornate-throned, immortal, Aphrodite, daughter otiZeweaver of wiles, | beseech you.
Do not overwhelm my heart with pain and anguishstrass, but come here, if even before
hearing my voice from afar you listened, and caeavihg your father's palace the golden one
chariot you yoked. And pretty, swift, sparrows gbtiyou to the black earth, quickly fluttering
their wings from the upper sky through the air, andn they arrived. And you, blessed one, with
a smile in your immortal face, you asked what iswg with me, again, why am [, again, calling
for you, and what | most wanted to happen to megyrfrenzied heart. «Whom am | to persuade
this time to come quickly to your love? Who wrorygsl, Sappho? For if she now flees, she will
soon pursue, and if she now does not accept yétstr ghe will give them to you, and if she does
not love you, she will soon want it or not." Coneerhe now, again, and free me from harsh
cares, and fulfill whatever my heart desires, ama yourself be my ally!

Fragment 1 has been often read as “Homeric”. Adngrth many scholars Sappho
stages her prayer to Aphrodite after the Homerragigm of the prayer of Diomedes to
Athena inlliad 5°%° For Leah Rissman, the Homeric allusion suppdtts fetaphor of
love as war in the poetry of SappH8”.According to her readings, Sappho alludes, via
language and content, to books 3, 5, and 14 ofilthé.°> Although she points to
Sappho’s “Homericity”, Rissman fails to account f8appho’s choic® Svenbro’s
reading proves to be richer in that he explainspBajs “adaptation of Homer” as a

response to the socio-historical circumstanceseofdge. According to Svenbro then,

83 For scholarship see Winkler 1996, 89-109 espgc@lin.17. Also duBois 1996, 79-88 and Rosenmeyer,
1988.

64 Rissman, 1983,1.
% Rissman, 1983, 1-19.

% Rissman, 1983, 109.
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Sappho turns to the epic world seeking the sodslilgy that her era lacks, in an
attempt to “re-establish the authentic values ef @histocratic class”. However, his
reading falls short to explain why Sappho’s hymnAjhrodite is composed in first
person singular with Sappho being thersona loquensFor him this makes Sappho a
paradoxical poet since she fails to fully entetha epic world, failing to live the epic
tradition®®

Svenbro’s rather awkward explanation fittingly @sirio the importance of the
presentation of self in Fr 1. For, in an attempptesent a lyric self, using epic language
creates a doubleness. Jack Winkler, in his reaglirigy 1, argues that the importance of
gender consciousness in the reading of this podomdamental for the identification of
self. Discussing the affiliation of the poem wittetHomeric poems, he points out once
more the kinship of Sapphic prayer to Aphroditehvitie prayer of Diomedes lhad 5,
but more importantly suggests that "Sappho's uselaheric passages is a way of
allowing us to approach her consciousness as a wand poet reading Homet".
Winkler then explains Sappho’s choice by pointiongtSapphic “double consciousness”,
a consciousness “both of her ‘private’, woman-cextteworld and the other ‘public’
world”.”®

However, Sappho’s “setting up a female perspedivenale activity”, as pointed
out by Winkler, emphasizes the role of gender atekpense of the role of genre. Genre

and gender, | believe, are emphatically intertwime&r 1, pointing to the construction

57 Svenbro, 1975, 48-9.
% Svenbro, 1975, 49.
% Winkler 1996, 94.

O Winkler, 1990, 162-6. Full quote in 166.
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of a “double” self, both lyric and epic, both maed female. In this reading, first | am
going to explore the ways in which Sappho creatpslgphonic self, emphasizing the
idea of dialogism, while at the same time she eggptbhe Homeric allusions in order to
work more voices into her poem. Opening up a diaogf lyric with epic, of female and
male, constructing polyphonic selves, Sappho erplothe whole spectrum of
possibilities of dialogism as opposed to monolapc.

In Fr 1, time, memory, and the other are, once morportant for the construction
of selfhood. The poem begins in the present utjeoina prayer to Aphrodite: "do not
overwhelm my heart, mistress, with pain and angusih come here". The | ask for the
other not only to listen, but also to be there,ppesent. It seems that Aphrodite can
actually act from afar: the first person has fék impact without being next to her.
However, she is now asking.i6oopot) for her presence: come here, as you came
before. The prayer now shifts its time level: &l tverbs used are now in past tense,
aorist: you heard my prayergxfvec), you left your father's palacé.ifoica), you
yoked your chariotifracdebéaica), you flew through the sky, you camgifec), you
smiled (iewdaicaioca). The description of the past interaction, of tlstpdiscourse is
recalled by memory: you asked me what | wanted, Whglled upon youtpe' &ttt
dnvte mémovBa kdTTL / dndTte kdAnpup). Instantly though, the time level shifts again to
a pseudo-present: for it is not really a preseatodue, although it is in present tense
(BEA, TE1OM, AOLKNEL).

However, the past seems to safeguard the preRemtgoddess now speaks to her
addressee, who is for the first time named: whayalo wantthis time Whom do you

want to bring to your love, who wrongs you, Sapphb@ fact that the | is named for the
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first time is important. First, because it is nantgda you: it is the addressee, you, that
says her name. It is the other who discloses tiarse its passion. The other, the former
addressee of the prayer is now the speaker, widddrmer speaker is the addressee.
But, the former subject in now the object, not oafyAphrodite's speech but also of
another woman's desire. The shift in roles is cangtd through another time level shift:
for this time Aphrodite speaks about a future: ifaahe now flees, she will soon pursue,
and if she does not accept your gifts, she willnsgiwe them to you, and if she does not
love you she will". In this constructed pseudo-fetiméer, dwoel, iAnocer), the
object becomes subject: the beloved, becomes ledgle Sappho becomes the beloved,
the object of her desire. The self is actually fhas the object of somebody's interest: if
love is actually out there, if Aphrodite hears nmayer, then the beloved will take my
voice, she will become me, she will respond usirygwords.

By the end of the poem, the time shifts again eoghesent. However, the present
is always intertwined with the memory of the pasti(vov) and the fabrication of the
future, emphasized by the use of imperatiio€, télecov, £660): come and save me,
again, now, and fulfill whatever my heart desirasd be my ally. The memory of the
past favor is crucial: for it safeguards not onhe trepetition of the favor, but the
coherence of a self: for doing again what you dithe past means that you are the same
person as you were in the past. Moreover it mdaatsl tam the same person | was, since

you recognize the unchanged the

"™ The construction of time can be outlined thus:
present— utterance of prayer
past Il— aorists (former prayer, travel)
past I— former dialogue
pseudo-present> what | wish for
pseudo-future—~promises
present— utterance of prayer (ring composition)
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In Bakhtinian terms then, the Sapphic self only egas through the presence of an
addressee and the statement of the other persesisedSelf is being recognized as
external, been seen and heard “through the motiththers.”? It was indeed Aphrodite
who uttered the name of the subject and its desiveas through her that self was seen.
Then, according to Bakhtin, it is only Aphroditeleplus, and the other person's surplus
that allows the self to finalize and complete itgge by the end of the poé&in

While it is evident that Aphrodite's surplus cdgibt onto the subject, by naming
and helping it see itself, the poem seems to discémother, different Sapphic self. It is
a different Sappho, not the interlocutor of Aphteds(appho) - but the composer of the
poem -S(apphdf. There is a division of the Sapphic self. Thus lgmE polyphony in
Sappho consists not only in different voices inoam, but also, and more importantly,
in different voices of a self Sappho is able to manipulate time by constructing
mixing the time levels in the poem. She has a ssrpision of both interlocutors. She is
the other of both Aphrodite and sappho. Sappho lsetlssAphrodite as weaver of wiles,
the goddess of love who can help and torment, apgh®, as the always tormented by
unfulfilled love subject. Her surplus of vision g the ironic tone of the poem, as she
(S) gazes upon the ever-complaining, ever-seelordpire sappho. Moreover, the

performance of the poem gives the complete picwfreself: for only by acting,

2 Bakhtin 1986, 138.
Morson -Emerson 1990, 184-5.
" The S and s will be used hereafter to signify Sapms a poet (S) and as an interlocutor (s) reispéct

S Batstone, 2002, 105.
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performing can self be seen, only by retelling @ystcan self be artistically finalized
and completed.

"I am conscious of myself and become myself tayy while revealing myself

for another, through another, and with the helpradther*’.

The poem then, being performed by a group becoma® rthan a prayer. It
becomes a consolation, to lovers whose love isliiligd. Moreover, it is both a self-
disclosure and a self-consolation from Sappho ppisa.

The Sapphic staging of self, already shown as palgj, enables more voices to
come on stage, when considering the Homeric alhssi®@eing performed before an
audience well-versed in the Homeric poems, Fr Inspg a wider spectrum of voices.
Is Sappho’s Aphrodite the same as Homer’'s Aphr@digeSappho Diomedes, or is she
Aphrodite, wounded by a mortal in battf8?Sappho inscribes the interlocutors of the
poem within the epic tradition, creating richer,eevmore polyphonic lyric selves.
Aphrodite comes down through the sky, leaving th&age of her father, as Hera and
Athena do in the lliad. Moreover, her lyric interlocutors speak the lamge of epic.
Sappho’s Aphrodite talks about giving and receiwgifgs, a well-known lliadic theme.
At the same time the perspective seems to change.lyfic chariot is carried not by
horses but by sparroW8. The lyric gifts are not going to persuade a veartd go back

to the battle, but a beloved to fall in love. I thad women themselves seem to be the

®Morson -Emerson 1990, 188

" Bakhtin 1984 ,287.

8 On this “multiple identification” see Winkler, 189170 (his term).
" Winkler, 1996,93. lliad 5,719-72.

8 Rissman, 1983,9.
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gift, the exchanged object. In Sappho though, wogmest like Homeric heroes, ensure
their friendship though gift- giving. In Homeric vocabularypetyn and dibkw
describe warriors chasing each other, not lovefsusT in the lyric context epic
vocabulary both carries on the allusion to warnpog once more to the metaphor of
love as war, and on the other hand reverses tleevegabulary, giving it a new lyric
twist.

Thus, Fr 1 sets up a lyric perspective for an gmdd, as interplay between genre
and gender. According to Bakhtin, polyphonic tealow “multiple speakers present
their value centers and their consciousness withoatarchy and using different
language styles”, even different genfésSappho is using Homer as one of her voices in
her poem, re-reading the Homeric poems, in an fac-ariting monologic, epic male
discourse as polyphonic female lyric discourse.dit@pand re-writing Homer, Sappho
takes part in the writing of dialogic discourse.eTfoem then reenacts a double poetic
self, a male and a female self as well as a lyrct@n "epic" one, expanding the limits of

her prototyp&®.

v. Sappho’s Helen: Fr.16 and 44

If fragment 96 can be seen as Sappho’s re-readorger her engagement in
Homeric poetics is even more evident in fragmentTiere Sappho discusses Helen’s

choice in a mythological example that re-works liredic narrative through a much

8- Wohl, 1998, 65-6.

8 Morson-Emerson 1990, 236; 238-9; 241.

8| follow here Winkler’s discussion on fr 1: Sapph@s a double consciousness because she knows both
the male and the female world, while Homer is ladito the male point of view. Winkler then sees ldom

as monologic. Contra, see Peradotto and Nagy ihrizma, 2002.
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different perspective. Is the difference in perspecdue togenre the ideology of
lyric as opposed to the one of epic, or is dugender Sapphic fragments pointing to
an ideological difference between Sappho’s and Ht@mweorlds? Can Sappho’s re-
writing of the epic world be seen in antagonisgaris? Does Sappho come back to
epic themes in order to subvert them and turn threm lyric or female narratives?
Does she privilege her point of view as opposeith¢oepic one, female discourse over
masculine discourse?

Fr16. 1-20

O]t pev innnov ctpdTov ol 8t mECIwV
ol 8¢ vwv euic énfi] yov péla[v]ov
E]lupevorl kdAALCTov, Yo O kR’ 61-
T TIC EpoTot

n&]yxv &' edpopec covetov moOHNCOL
nt]dvtt T[0]0T', & Yop TOAL TEPCKEBOLCH,
KaAAocC [avB]panwv EAéva [T0]v Evdpa
Tov [ ap]ictov

koAA[iol] € €Ba 'C Tpotoy TAEot[Co
K®Od[€ Ta]tdoc 0vde Pilmv To[K]HwV
no[pmov] Euvacon, dAAe mtopdyoay' adtov

[ Jcav
[ Jopmtov yap [
[ ]..xobewcC 1] Jon.[.]v

..Jue vOV "Avaktopi[ac o]vépvou-

C' 0¥ ] mapeoicag,

T0]C <k>¢ BoAloipoav Epatdv Te Phpo
KOUAPLYHO AAUTPOV 13NV TPOCOT®
1 10 AWV Gppoto K&V OTAOLCL
neCdop]dxevToC.

Some people say it is an army of horsemen, othersantry, still others of ships is the
most beautiful thing on the black earth: but, 1,94ys whatever one desires. And, it is utterly
easy to make this understood to everyone. For,rtislee who surpassed mankind in beauty by
far, abandoning her most noble husband saileddffoy. Nor did she think of her child, nor her
beloved parents, not at all. But she was led awdightly...Which now reminded me of
Anactoria, now absent. For | would rather see lemirdd walk and the sparkling beauty of her
face than the Lydian chariots and armed infantry.

The poem begins with a priamel, a very hierarchidattorical device. Different

ideas about what is the most beautiful thing a@pced in ascending order with the
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final element being privileged among the otherd=1ri6, popular ideas about what is the
most beautiful thing are set forward only to beuted: but | say, it is whatever you love.
The priamel as a devise then is very climacticran@ghical: going from the least to the
most important and concluding with what obviouslythe most important of all. The
priamel is used, for example, in martial elegy tove the point that nobody deserves to
be the subject matter of poetry but the brave ealdi
oVT' AV pvnooiuny ot €v AdymtL avopa TIOeiny
0VTe TOdAV APETNG 0VTE TOANLLOGVVNG,
003" el KukAdmwv pev €xot péyedoc te Binv e,
vk 8¢ BEwv Opnikiov Bopény,
004" el TBWVOTO PUVNV XOPLECTEPOG €IM,
wAovToln 8¢ Midew kot Kivipew pdiiov,
00d' el TavtoAridew ITElonog PaciiebTepog €ln,
YA®Goov &' "AdpNoTOL HELALYOYNPLV EXOL,
oVd' €l macav £€xot dOEav ANV B0VpLdog dAkng: (Tyrt. 12, 1-9)

I would not rate a man worth mention or accouritegifor speed of foot or wrestling skill,
not even if he had Cyclops’ size and strength @aalal outrun the fierce north wind of
Thrace;l would not care if he surpassed Tithotasks,or Cinyras’ or Midas’famous
wealth, or more royal than Pelops and TantalusadrAdrastus’ smooth persuasive tongue
or fame for everything except military prowé&ss.

The choice for Tyrtaeus is obvious but it is alsohaice directed by higenre
martial elegy is all about military excellence dnd priamel, mythological characters are
refuted in favor of real soldiers that deserve &the subject matter of poetry. It is
interesting that Sappho begins where Tyrtaeusoféfishe is comparing soldiers to each
other, only to state that it is not soldiers, or Waat are the most desireful thing. As she
moves away from military elegy her subject matteoves from soldiers to the most
famous military expedition, the Trojan war; as &rgenre is concerned she also moves
from elegy to epic both diction and a mythologieaample. Sappho uses the phagg

yov péraa[vlav to point to a specific poetic genre. Being a well-kmofermulaic phrase it

8 For Tyrtaeus | used both the edition and trarmtatith minor changes) of M.L.West.
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directly points to Homeric epf€. Also, as far as subject matter is concerned, Sapph
goes back to the mythological characters Tyrtaefiges by letting Helen be her case
study. Helen is a great example not only becausasstine most beautiful woman anyone
can think of, but also because she left her exaelasband behind and went to Troy not
caring about her children or parents. In Heleniampel then, it was not her husband, or
her children or her parents that were the mosttifahthing but it was him, the Trojan,
unnamed, prince. It is interesting to notice thap@o starts talking about the objects of
men’s desire-army, cavalry, and navy- to continbeua Helen as both an object of desire
but also desiring subject. Helen is the woman winpasses everyone in beauty and for
that she is desired. But she is also a subject addsires: not her husband, children or
parents but someone else. Seeing Helen as a famlaject of desire leads to the next
stanza where the speaking subject is again suabjacs. Helen’s story reminds Sappho
of Anactoria- her object of desire. It is Anact&iatep in dance not the formation of
soldiers, her shiny face not the shining armor et desires. The end of the poem then,
in a ring composition brings back the priamel: satasire the army, some infantry, yet
some cavalry; but it is Anactoria, | desire.

| discussed above how the priamel, a common pagtizice, changes from
Tyrtaeus to Sappho due to thenreof the two poems. What about the gender in the two
or better three poems: for if you take the refeeetw Homeric Helen into account,
Sappho’s poem is re-working not only martial eldgyt also Homeric epic, both
examples of masculine discourse. The referencemsrrted soldiers is a reference to

masculine ideals, military prowess, bravery, kldog, also masculine desire : the three

8 For the phrase see Il 2, 699; 17,416;22,494; Q86B111,587;19,111. Also in Sappho Fr 1, another
“Homeric” fragment.
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different male versions of ideal beauty are thest foresented, in order to be concluded
by her own personal idea of beauty: “I say, bedstyhatever each of us desires”.
Beauty is then a personal, subjective desire. Tisengasculine aesthetics, the aesthetics
of war, the aesthetics of epic. There is also aroffoint of view, the feminine lyric
aesthetics: beauty is desire. Inscribing the maeodrse of war and masculinity in the
discourse of desire is then Sappho’s innovativatpaof view. Military prowess, courage
or love for the fatherland, all belong to the mdiecourse, the way male poetry presented
the desire of war. It is nothing but desire; desmremasculinity, the discourse of war is
simply the masculine version of erotic discoufée.

As a device priamel usually compares elementsthae something in common.
Sappho’s priamel seeks what is #@\Aictov among people and answers the question
by equatingcaArog with desire. The most beautiful is whatever ongirés: this is what
both Helen and Sappho know, this is what Homer duas If the poem then is about
desire, then Sappho’s privileged final element séerbe not confining, limiting one’s
choice, as the priamel usually does. In Tyrtaeagnp for example the subject matter of
poetry is limited to military excellence, while akthers- athletic, rhetoric, monetary,
physical- are less, if at all important. In Sappmothe other hand, the final element does
not limit but expands one’s choice. The final elemewhatever one desire is all
encompassing: one’s desire does contain armiesalrgavinfantry, navy, beautiful
women, both male and female desires. This is a a&stiyhierarchical manipulation of a
typically hierarchical rhetorical device. Sapphpisamel is not a catalogue in ascending

order: it is an all encompassing circle, a ring position as the structure of the poem

8 Similarly in Winkler, 1996, 97 “it is clear to Sglpo that all men are in love with masculinity aficepic
poets are in love with military prowess”.
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reveals. The mentality of masculine discourse,sasvident in both elegy and Homeric
epic leads to a narrow set of options that giveg weSappho’s more dialogic possibility.

Jack Winkler in his “Gardens of Nymphs” uses theaidf double circle to talk
about Sappho’s consciousness: hers is a largele aieclosing that of Homer¥.
Winkler reads fragment 1 as a case study for Sdppleereading the Homeric scene
between Aphrodite and Diomedes. He then arguesSdugphic poetry is not, contrary to
common belief, confined in a narrower circle of feme interests but it is more
expansive because her poetry re-reads and thelefmgorates masculine interests. In
Winkler's discussion the fact that Sappho idergiffeerself not only with feminine but
also masculine Homeric characters represents Sapphapability of adopting multiple
points of view in a single poeffi.Fragment 16 then can be also seen not only as a re
reading of masculine discourse but also as an pttearexpand the horizons of its limited
viewpoint: even if one does not read ptv .. oi 8¢ .. oi 8¢.. as masculine but rather as
generi¢ some not necessarily methe three first elements of the priamel are lingtthe
idea of desire to war, while the fourth, Sapphienent expands it to whatever one
desires. Sappho’s circle of desire then is doublegncentric circle that it encompasses
the three aforementioned elements. At the samethere is no hierarchy, but a dialogue
between the elements, a dialogue of desire. Ael@giich is not one, a polyphonic desire
that includes both masculine and feminine discows®whasized by the non gender
specificétto Tic.

Sappho begins the poem with a discussiorddfrog. In an attempt to answer the

guestion what is the most beautiful thing in therldioshe first presents a triple version

87 Winkler 1996, 96.
8 Winkler, 1996, 94.
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of beauty: army of horsemen, infantry or ships. Tigle oi genderizes the voice of
people who think troops of soldiers are the mosaub&l thing. The question of
aesthetics is then for Sappho closely tied to gancegender.

The version of male aesthetics is then at the samme the epic version of the
Homeric tradition. In Book 3 Paris is getting reddy battle and the poet dedicates ten
lines in description of his armor, a descriptiorediggain for Patroclus in book .
But these male aesthetics go beyond the limitatodrgenre. Denys Page, in his classic
Sappho and Alcaeusotes that Alcaeus follows the same order of migsan of the
armor that is found iliad ® devoting Fr 140 to the description of a hall fodlarmor:
shining bronze arms fill the room exuding masctyigind warlike sentiments. After 12
lines of armor description Alcaeus concludes: “Ehese have been unable to forget,

ever since we first undertook this task”lt is this aesthetics of masculinity as presented

89| 3, 328-38 (Paris) and 16, 130ff (for Patroclu=)r armor see Page, 1955, 211-223.
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in the Alcaean and Homeric male discourse that B@apalluding to, trying to establish
the difference between them and her female aesshdthe shining armor and the men
unable to forget the war are then contrasted wghSapphic idea of beauty and what she
is unable to forget and at the same time with Helddea of beauty and her
forgetfulness.

The first stanza problematizes the idea of beal®ome say, some say, some say,
but | say..” Beauty is certainly not the same for everybodlge three different male
versions of ideal beauty are then first presentedyrder to be concluded by her own
personal all enveloping idea of beauty: “I say,utgas whatever each of us desires”.
Beauty is then a personal, subjective desire. 4eneasculine aesthetics, the aesthetics
of war, the aesthetics of epic. There is also arofioint of view, the feminine lyric
aesthetics: beauty is desire. Inscribing the maeodirse of war and masculinity in the
discourse of desire is then Sappho’s innovativatpaf view. Military prowess, courage
or love for the fatherland, all belong to the maliscourse, the way male poetry
presented the desire of war. Sappho then strifgs disicourse of all pretenses. It is
nothing but desire; desire for masculinity, thecdigse of war is simply the masculine
version of erotic discourse.

Sappho’s poem then gives a comprehensive accousupglying the feminine
version of erotic desire. When talking about Hel8appho both follows and separates
herself from the poetic tradition in both speakthg language of epic and at the same
time translating it to her own. According to theicepoint of view, Helen is the
embodiment of beauty and the meeting point of vl laeauty: her beauty is notorious

as the cause of war. Moreover she is always thetif@aobject of erotic desire. In
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Sappho though Helen is not the object of erotigrddsit the subject. What is important
for Sappho is to present not the beautiful objecielveryone to see but Helen’s personal
idea of desiré” Helen is then acting upon her own judgment disctp$ier personal
version of what beauty is. Not children, husbandparents, but a subjective desire.
Helen is not following the masculine code of valugkich prescribes what is acceptably
desirable for women. She is choosing and followieg own desire. In Sappho it is not
the name of her lover that is important. She evarisothe names of Paris or Menelaus
altogether emphasizing not the male but the fermalbgectivity. It is Helen as a subject
and the active pursuit of Helen’s desire, whichvesoher point.

Sappho’s Helen refuses to comply with the rulesmafsculine discourse and
escapes her epic persona, becoming a lyric Helen.Sappho then, Helen is the
embodiment of this translation, a meta-phora, wiappho represents as a transfer
from male to female discourse. Being in the midafl&er poem, Helen, herself moving
from the epic-masculine system of values to her personal space dominated by her
own desire, becomes the poetic means of tranditton male to female discourse, from
the Homeric or Alcaean to Sapphic.

The idea of transition is actually the common demator between Helen and
Anactoria. It is probably the way that Helen mowesin Sparta to Troydovewc) that
triggers Sappho’s memory and reminds her of theudeg friend. Inliad 3 the elderly
Trojans, seeing Helen coming to the tower, admét tbhe is worthy for all their

suffering. InAgamemnonHelen is described to flee Sparta in the same, wsing the

%2 For Helen as both viewer- subject and viewed-difee Worman 167-169. For Worman she is both an
active pursuer of beauty and the object of Aphegslipersuasive power.
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synonympipga, with an emphasis to her st&pAnactoria’s step is now remembered as
generating desireégatov Bapa), the shining beauty of her face is evoked through
memory. It is now Sappho’s voice, stating what Iea&ifor her. According to Sappho,
the ideal embodiment of beauty is Anactoria, a moissing friend, with a beauty as
legendary as Helen. The analogy between the twoemaois) clear: both beautiful, both
departed, both beauties captured by poetry.

Following the Bakhtinian terminology then, in Fr,18appho is presenting the
idea of desire and beauty as polyphonic and dialegpt only a dialogue of genres, epic
and lyric, or discourses, masculine and femininestfFcomes the idea of beauty, as a
desire for war, then an epic idea of beauty as sekElelen’s version, and finally the own,
all encompassing lyric version. The Sapphic voaeg the chorus of the multiple points
of view, of the many voices that the poem stages.\udice however is one of many, not
the prevailing one. This is exactly what makes gbem dialogic: many voices without
hierarchy. Given though that Sappho’s lyric ideglag) different that the epic, how can
those ideologies be presented without hierarchlag& Kristeva, discussing the ideology
of polyphony, explains that:

“The polyphonic text has no ideology of its owhisl an apparatus for exposing
and exhausting the ideologies in their confrontefid

Sappho then shows the difference between epicyaindidea of desire, staging a
confrontation of ideologies emphasized by the amjitvocabulary. On one hand, epic
discourse in which desire equals masculinity thlowgarfare. In the Sapphic poem,

Anactoria, although she left is not the cause afa. On the contrary the speaking

%3 3,154-8. Aesch. Ag. 407:BeBdicet pippo d1d /moAGY dTANTO TAAGHL:
% Kristeva, 1973,114.
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person, Sappho, finding herself literally betwebausands of soldiers, she denies the
masculine idea of owning desire, while naming Hgect of desire. But there is no wish
for taking back what is lost. Anactoria is the abjfor her desire but at the same time she
is a subject of desire: seen as such, as subfemtevpersonal idea of beauty might have
been different from Sappho’s opens up a varietghofices. Did Anactoria leave because
she was seeking her own desire? Does Sappho than inéo be a self-consolation
poem? Anactoria’s desire is as valid, as imporéaniy desire? At the end, it is all about
whatever someone desires. Sappho, once more, statandifference for hierarchies,
ownership and monologism opening up space andrg@ding an unfixed and unfixable

fe(male) desire.

vi.  Exchanging women: male vs. female discourse in Sappand Alcaeus

The idea of ownership as a basis of the masculhgevsystem is easily detected
not only in epic, but also in lyric male-authorezkts. The idea of owning is usually
closely connecting with exchanging. Owning alwayseg the owner the right to
exchange his property. The movement of the objesh fone man to another defines
their subjectivity as well as their relationshipiftGhanging inlliad 6, for example,
establishes the renewed friendship between GlaandsDiomede&® Women seem in

this context to “play the role of precious objetsind to be “the supreme gift among

% Wohl 1998, 62.

% vernant 1980,49.
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those which can only be obtained as reciprocas'giff The movement of the female
object from one man to another defines the two aseBubjects, a giver and a receiver,
but on the other hand defines woman as an objeexafange® Helen then can be seen
as such in the context of the aforementioned valygtem. Being exchanged from
Tyndareus to Menelaus -after agon between suitors, Helen is taken from Paris and
Menelaus fights to get his prize-bride badeKhelliad revolves around anothagonto
take Helen back. Helen herself is often seen assagssion, regularly closely connected
with the booty of war’® Presenting the same story, as the frame for tkerig¢ion of
Peleus and Thetis, Alcaeus paradigmatically explkbieé dynamics of this value system,
engaging himself in a discourse similar to the Hooa¥

Alcaeus 43%
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" Morris, 1986, 8, quoting Lévi-Strauss. For womergits to be exchanged see 11i&d263; 11.123;
19.194.

% Wohl, 1989, 29.
% For marriage exhange as an agon see Wohl, 1988, xi

10T hus the formulai®@révny xai ktiparo “Helen and possessionsliad 3, 281-2 £1 pév kev Mevéaov
"AMEEQVpog Kortomépvn /adTog Emel® EAévny éxétm kol kthpote wévia. Also 3,285;3, 458;7,350;7,401;

22,114;See Woh| 1983, 84.
101 Alcaeus 42. Also Ibykos 1.

192 For Alcaeus | am using the edition of Libermanh@ws usually in agreement with E. M. Voigt's older
one). Page’s edition is also taken under consigerabainly for its valuable although ample addiso
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As the story goes, because of your evil deeds,riidigter anguish came once to Priam
and his children from you and Zeus destroyed hobyWwith fire. No, she was not a woman of
the same kind, she who the righteous son of Aeaouiing all the blessed gods to wedding,
married, taking her from the palace of Nereusad maiden, toward the house of Chiron. And
he loosened the chaste girdle of the maiden, amtbtre of Peleus and the best of the daughters
of Nereus flourished, and at the same year she batleto a son, the best of the demigods,
blessed rider of chestnut horses. But they peridlesduse of Helen -both the Phrygians and
their city.

The poem begins with Alcaeus stating that his poeiscourse conforms to the
dominant masculine discour§®. He is going to be a part of the narrative of enhant
ideology @Qo6yog) that blames Helen for the destruction of Troy byuZ Alcaeus is
going to conclude his narrative by blaming Heler omore time. However, the main
body of his poem refers to another woman. Alcague®m polarizes an antithesis of
feminine behavior: on one hand, the example tovoedad, Helen, and on the other, the
bride of Peleus and mother of Achilles, the panaddd the womarpar excellence

The woman, unnamed from the beginning to the ertreas Helen is named
twice, is the exemplary woman, exchanged from h#reir to her husband in order to
bear legitimate children and carry along the pathal line. The daughter of Nereus is

becoming the wife of Peleus and the mother of Aesilf* Thetis is everything Helen is

not. She does not act, does not choose. She imladhe one household to another, as a

1931n Kurke 1992, 100, marriage is identified witke tiworld of men “where the bride is exchanged as a
precious object between two men and the househeldrepresent”.

194t is actually the case that both Peleas and $laet named by patronymics. For the significandaef

“name of the Father” in male ideology of exchangenen based on Marx (and Lacan), see Irigaray 1985,
173.
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frail, passive maiden, she soon becomes a motlengBhe daughter then a bride and
finally a mother, she fulfills all the requiremerascribed to women. Helen, on the other
hand, destroys Troy, abandons her husband and &blillvs her lover, and chooses to
live in an illegitimate, childless union. Alcaeusen, presents the two possible models of
female behavior: the woman who conforms to pathniareddeology and the one who does
not, bringing destruction to innocent victims.

According to Irigaray, male discourse is based loa ideology of women as
exchanged objects between masculine subjects. lgasm fathers to husbands,
women do not have a right to their own desire;gb@nomy of exchange -of desire- is a
man’s busines¥” It is then exactly this ideology that Alcaeus’ poeeinforces by
showing the marriage as an exchange between mepraisthg Thetis’ denied desire by
juxtaposing her desired silence with Helen’s agtitierefore shameful, pursuit.

Alcaeus returns to Helen in Fr 283. There he deesriHelen as maddened
(éxpaveron) following Paris from Sparta to Troy, abandoning hesband and children.
6:!.06

The description of Alcaeus resembles Sappho’s ghésor in Fr 1 In Alcaeus

19 |rigaray 1985, 177.

1% Alcaeus 283
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€ometo vou,
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neld' Epwt B0po[
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[ x]acryvitev toreao.|
[l-€xer Tpowv mediom dof
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though, Helen is maddened, totally irrational, daling Paris after being deceived by
Paris and persuaded by Aphrodite. The fragment entts another phrase of blame
against Helen&yvexa knvoag,) and a description of a bloody war scene of Trail,df
dusty chariots and killed soldie@pfiat’ £€v Koviouot, eove ).

According to Irigaray’s understanding, female disse creates aaporia, exactly
because it does not conform to, or simply diffemf male discourse. The feminine is
then “envisaged as a limit of rationality itselfising a question, even a crist8”
Helen’s voice then, is simply irrational, since leoice does not conform to the wishes
of the male discourse. This Helen is closer togpie Helen, the self-blaming Helen. In
Sappho, Helen’s decision is rational, based onpleesonal opinion on what beauty is.
Her judgment is based upon her idea of beauty, witsidifferent from other people’s.
Sappho then dissociates rationality from passioos Boes not make people irrational; it
is different kind of rationality. However, Sapphddgjical coherent, determined Helen is
nothing like Alcaeus’ Helen. The latter preservad aontinues the epic ideology while
the former attempts to resolve thporia, not by conforming to the traditional idea of
rationality but by creating a new female rationalit

Sappho’s interest in epic is further pursued withd&. The poem is composed in
dactylic meter, although not dactylic hexameter ahdres certain features of the epic

108

dialect.™ More importantly, Sappho one more time demonsrhaér innovative look at

epic material. Choosing a subject matter that dedsappear in—at least extant- epic

[ 1-ev, mO[A]Jhor &' éLikwme[g
[ Joti..[ Jvovto @évw 8.[

197 |rigaray 1985, 149.
198 page 1955, 65 refers to the “abnormalities” inenand diction.
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cycle she gives her own version of epic. Sapphpis & not the bloody battles, men
fighting for military prowess or because of an uthifial woman. Subtly alluding tdiad

6, for some an anti-epic scene between Hector ardtodnache, Sappho does not focus
on their lasthomilia followed by their ultimate separation, but the ineghg of their life
together. Sappho then uses characters the audiendd know from the epic cycle in
different roles. With the sound of epic still irethears though, the audience again is met
with a polyphony of voices. The epic voice meets lijric, masculine discourse meets
the feminine. Once more Sappho’s poem is both g and utterly feminine:

Kvonpo[ -22- ] ac:

KkOpvE NABe Bg[ -10- . Jerg[...].0e1C

“IdooC tadeka...@[..].1g TéyvC dyyehoC

<" >
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OnBac € iépac IMiakiac 1 ar’ [ai]v<v>baw
aBpov "Avdpopdy oy Evi vadCly €T GALVPOV
novToV- O &' [EAL] Yot XpOCLOL KEWLOTOL
nopeOp[a] kataUt[ue]va, molkid' adbppota,
apyopa T avép[]duo [roth]p[io] kdAtpoic”.
¢ ein's 4Tporémc &' dvopovse mdt[n]p eiloc:
eapo &' MABe kT TTOALY £0pVYOPOV GLAOLC.
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[ 1o . of
< desuliq@ot versus >
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Gyw Becnecio yeA[

névton &' MC kot 6d0[

Kkp&TnpeC plorol T 0f...Juede[..]..eax[.].[
poppo kKol KoClor APavoC T' OVERELY VVTO
yOvoukec &' EAEAVCioV BCoit mpoyeveCTepa[t
TAvTeC &' BvdpeC Emnpatov Tovyov OpBlov
IT&oVv' dovkahéovteg EkABorlov eDAOPOLY,
duvny &' "Extopa k¥ Avdpopdiyoy 8goetkéNO[LC.

Cyprus... Idaeus the herald came, a swift messeagdrspoke those words... and of the
rest of the Asia undying fame. Hector and his filerare bringing the bright-eyed, lovely
Andromache from holy Thebes and Plakia in the shiing the salty sea. And there are many
bracelets and perfumed purple dresses, ornateetsingountless silver and cups and ivory. Thus
he spoke. And his father excited leapt off his tleroAnd the news spread to the friend in the
wide city. At once, the sons of Troy yoked the msute the well-wheeled carriages, and the
whole crowd of women and young maidens with fakles went on them. And the daughters of
Priam rode separately and men yoked the horseshdoots...similar to gods...similar to
gods...holy song.... rose in Troy. Sweet pipe mingleith Wyre and the sound of the castanets,
and maidens sung clearly a holy choral song, aedb#autiful sound reached the sky...and
everywhere in the streets...bowls and cups and casdianyrrh and frankincense were mingled.
And older women cried out joyfully and all men edsa loud cry calling Apollo Paean, the
Archer, the player of lyre praising Hector and Asrdache, similar to gods.

Sappho’s rewriting of epic is then both a re-wgtiaf subject matter and epic-
masculine ideology. Sappho’s description of Tropas Homeric. The Homeric Troy is
the city of war, the city within the walls. In Sdppit is a city of peace, a city opening its
walls for the bride and the groom to enter. Theeereo arms, soldiers and chariots, no
death. Priam does not mourn for his son, Andromalci®s not lament Hector. There are
no descriptions of chariots or battles, and thaldeborings happy news, the news of an
up-coming wedding not a funeral. The carriagesfalteof gifts for Troy, not booty of
war coming out of Troy. The Sapphic poem is thengispic language, its motifs, even
its characters to a different effect, in orderdenrite epic in a totally feminine way.

The male aesthetics of war is the first to be res@r There is no catalogue of war
booty; cattle, women, or armor; this is an un-Hameratalogue of gifts. There is

jewelry, drinking cups, ivory, purple cloths, ohkjemf peace, not war. Although the
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catalogue itself is an epic feature, its subjectigersed by lyric. It is not a catalogue of
ships, but a catalogue of wedding gifts.

Sappho’s insistence on the idea of immortalitynpartant in this poem. Three
times mortals are described as “equal” or “simitargods™®® First young men, then
probably Trojans in general, and finally Hector axtbdromache. The emphasis on the
resemblance to gods, alluding to the idea of imatityt differs from the Homeric
depiction of Trojans, Hector and Andromache. Inkb6pwhich the audience probably
had in mind when listening to this poem, presehts ¢touple as close to death as
possible. Hector himself refers to his death; Anazohe refers to her destiny after
Hector's death. Finally, thé@omilia is concluded with a lament, when Andromache
laments her still alive husbaftdl

The difference between the two passages then becaear. The female
discourse of wedding songs opposed to the maleoulise of war and death. The
fragment describes Andromache’s wedding day prgbaicking up to a little reference

in Homer. In book 22 Andromache faints upon heathgynews of Hector's death'!

109 ideot (18), lkedot BEotg (21) , BeoetkéAo[ig (34)

11911 6, 495-502.
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While collapsing the veil she was wearing at heddweg day falls. Sappho then
explores the lliadic reference focusing on Androhega@s a bride, not as a widow.
Instead of the inversion of a wedding, with thel ¥ailing on the ground denoting the
end of the marriage, Sappho chooses to presend-#ikge immortalized couple and a
wedding song. The song, in a sharp contrast wethlltadic lament, fills the end of the
poem. The description of the song recalls one miore, feminine discourse reversing
the epic world of death. It is a seemingly Homemarld but on a closer look there is
nothing Homeric about it

Feminine discourse in Sappho’s song is again datems an open-ended, sensual
language that defies dichotomy and categorizatiorSappho, all senses seem to be
engaged in the description of the festivities. $nsund, and vision are mingled in a
way that celebrates fusidft Indeed, all senses seem to be mingfedhe sounds
mingle, the smells mingle, when the crowd minglgsmen and men singing together
and so does the wine in the mixing bowls. Even Ap®Ilhames are all called together.
Apollo is called in their song by all his epithetse is Paean, archer and lyre player.
Categories then are fused, in this ecstatic desmnijpf a wedding ceremony, nothing is

static, everything is moving, both metaphoricallgdaliterally, since Hector and

fpatt Td Ote piv kopvboioiog fydyed' “Extmp
£k d6pov "Hetiwvogt

12 page 1955, 71,esp n.2-5. notes that the catalufguigiects is certainly not Homeric. The words for
incense, castanets, ivory, bracelets, cups etotoatur in Homer.

113 Breaking the categories and schemas of the maénamt discourse is for Irigaray the perquisite for
female discourse, 1985, 212 “how can we speak asdape from their schemas, distinctions, oppasitio

141t is the actual word for mingling that appearscenin the poendvepeiyvoto, ovepiyvo[to. Also note

that the different spelling of the same verb poiata futher mingling of dialects, more obvioughe
ancient listener than the modern reader.
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Andromache and the crowd is moving in carriagesdratiots. It is the same quality of
woman, in lrigaray’s description, that Sappho’glaage reenacts:

“You remain in flux, not congealing or solidifyingVhat will make that current
flow into words? It is multiple, devoid of meaningsmple qualities'™

Not only does Sapphic language then transform épiguage into feminine
discourse, but it also challenges male ideologyleymy the description of a wedding,
usually used to reinforce such an ideology. It isag&us’ description of the wedding of
Peleus and Thetis, discussed above, that preseréseamplary male description of a
wedding as exchange of women between men. In Sapphsimilar description
celebrates the feminine point of view, female lagg and feminine voice. A
polyphonic, fused voice, a sensual celebratiomsah of smells, sounds and images.

Sappho’s Homeric fragments visibly disclose thdedénces between male and
female value systems, showing both sides of Helatdsy: the epic one but also
including her own personal side of the story, ipayphonic female discourse where
Helen’s voice is heard next to Sappho’s voice, autidisregarding Homer’s voice. This
“double ideology” points once more to the polyplwoquality of Sapphic poetry. Thus,
instead of ascribing any kind of ideology to Sapppoetry, any kind of imitation or
failed imitation of the male world, as Svenbro wbsuggest® it is, | argue, more
poignant to see Sapphic poetry as an arena nontaigenism, but discussion and
evaluation of ideologies, as Kristeva suggests.sTline fragments point not only to

fragmented selves and voices but also to fragmedesdogies.

15 |rigaray 1985, 215.

11¢ svenbro 1975, 49.

84



vii.  Voicesin and asfragments: Sappho 31 and Catullus 51.

As for the “voice” it is not thgghonéwhich comes down to us from Greek texts
and is identical to the speaker: it is a disemlsbgieonéwhich has lost its truth and is
anxious about the locale of its emission: the ptedbe speaking subject.

-Julia Kristevahe ruin of a Poetics

Fr.31
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He seems to me equal to gods, this man who sitestepyou and listens to your sweet

voice and your lovely laughter; but my heart, halyefutters in my chest, the time | look at you
I cannot speak any longer, but my tongue breakenag fire runs through my skin, my eyes
cannot see, my ears ring, cold sweat pours fronten@r seizes me, totally, | am more pale than
grass and it seems to me that | am close to dBatheverything must be endured, for even the
poor...

The staging of this poem involves three persons,mpore time: a male person is
identified: he is similar to gods, and the objettanother person's affection, a female
speaking, and laughing, subject, and a third fenpalg, uttering thephoné of the

speaking subject.
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The speaking subject, the lyric | is totally shete presented in pieces. On the
one hand, every part of the speaker's body is bratkke heart is trembling, fire flows
under the skin, the tongue is in pieces, eyes d¢as@®, ringing ears cannot hear, a
tremble seizes the body: all senses are dysfurattiersion, hearing, speech: all vital
signs declining. It is nothing but a person clasdeath; it is an image of an almost dead
person. On the other hand, totally contrastinglyiie | are a godlike person sitting
across, facing the third, speaking, subject whalkgdaughs, is heard and seen. The self
is presented in pieces but almost magically alsa asole: in a mirror image the self
and its opposite: a speaking, laughing, beautlhwed, desired, immortal self and a
silent, pale, undesired, dying other.

However the dying, dysfunctional self, is more pdwethan it seems. For, it is in
this critical point the self actually sees itsélfis the moment of self-mirroring, of self -
consciousness: This self is able to see both tlieasd the other(s). Compared to the
happy couple, two people seeing each other, ohiy self's vision is more privileged. It
sees what other people cannot see. However shthitei@d disparate this self is, it is
nevertheless a self that sees itself, findingfitsehere it cannot be. In a critical point,
self emerges: this self is not only disparate bseanf its dysfunctionality. It is also a
divided self who is both disabled (because of tss lof all senses) but, at the same time,
able for poetic composition. For this shattereaikbn self is uttering a very accurate
description of erotic pathology. The self in 31 Ihas different voices: a voice uttering
incapability and another uttering capability. Wkatd of self is that?

It is a lyric polyphonic self, | suggest. Using tBakhtinian categories, the | for

self is here: the subject is aware of how she |la@oid feels. The subject is also capable
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to comment her situation, to encourage the selth(tvie last extant line of the poem).
She is also capable of seeing the other: how heshadppear to her. What about the |
for others, though?

It is this form of otherness, | suggest, that peeformance of the poem supplies.
Through this performance, the shattered lyric selfjttered by many voices, and heard
by many ears. Self appears to others, and the thiieory is completed, self is shown
at its complete form. Composing the poem is notstmme. As Bakhtin suggests, seeing
the self in the mirror is not finding thefor others it is just impersonating such another:
“My body, my voice cannot be the same form, as for someone else. You cannot be a
real other*’. It is only through performance though that tHeeotappears, exercising its
surplus vision on the self. It is the moment offpenance in which what could not be
seen before is seen by the others, and the imagelbiis completed. The function
described here is artistic; for the surplus of doelience allows it to create an image of
the speaking |, to create a finalizing environmantwhich the | is located for the
audience. It is the same function of an authora @oet relating to her/his hero, since
she/he provides an image for the H&toThe performance then works as the mirror in
which self is seen as complete. The poet can sepdbm as other, the speaking | can
hear the voice as other, and the audience carmsem®mmplete image and hear the whole
spectrum of polyphony this poem orchestrates.

Is there room for another self in this poem? Isg¢lr@om for more voices in this

polyphonic lyric choir? Catullus seems to think Bor he thinks that the choir can be

17 Morson -Emerson 1990, 180.

118 Morson -Emerson 1990, 185.
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not only larger but also bilingual: so, he "tratstd the poem in Latin, adding more
voices, remembering, recomposing, and at the saneeperforming the Sapphic poem:

Poem LI

llle mi par esse deo videtur,

ille, si fas est, superare divos,

gui sedens adversus identidem te
spectat et audit

dulce ridentem, misero quod omnes

eripit sensus mihi: nam simul te,

Lesbia, aspexi, nihil est super mi

lingua sed torpet, tenuis sub artus

flamma demanat, sonitu suopte

tintinant aures geminae, teguntur
lumina nocte.

otium, Catulle, tibi molestumst:

otio exsultas nimiumque gestis:

otium et reges prius et beatas
perdidit urbes.

He seems to me equal to gods that man- if It isngerd to say- he surpasses the gods,
who sits opposite to you and gazes at you over et and hears you laughing sweetly-
miserable me, that snatches away all my senseghdaminute | set my eyes upon you, Lesbia,
nothing is left in me; my tongue is numb, a sulfidene runs through my limbs, both my ears
resound their own sound, my eyes are covered byt.niggisure, Catullus, will be the ruin of
you. In leisure you rejoice and desire it too mugakisure has destroyed before kings and blessed
cities.

There is of course a poetic dialogue taking placeoetic dialogue between two
poets of the same genre: Catullus, talking to Sapgafines himself in poetic terms: he
actually imitates her voice, he takes her words, la& makes her poetry hide talks to
her not only metaphorically but also literally: addresses the woman from Lesbos with
her own words, and she answers batk.

The resemblance between the two poems is, | thatker obvious. What | am
more interested in is the differences: it is na toice of a woman suffering that we

hear, but of a man's. It is not Sappho, who isesinf, it is Catullus. She is now the

19 For a discussion of the poems, to which this disian is much indebted, see Miller, 101-103. Miller
however talks about the impossibility of Sapphdédagjism in his 1993 article, an idea | am directly
opposed to, as my discussion of Sappho's poem shows
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object of desire, not the subject. The differenicie$ a resemblance. In both cases it is
the lyric | who is suffering. But, it is the Romaonet who becomes the lyric | now. It is
Catullus who, by stating is incapability, proves hapability of writing poetry. It is not
only a poetic consciousness emerging, but alsota-puetic one. Catullus' intertextual
game casts another light on lyric self-definitias, the Catullan lyric self is defined or
redefined by its Greek predecessors.

Taking for granted that his poem would not be pentd, how does Catullus
complete the image of self, how can he supply #ievath the | for others, that in the
case of Sappho was supplied by performance? It thdvery act of mimesis, of using
Sappho's words, | suggest, that Catullus becom#s danember of Sappho's choral
performance and a member of the audience: for gagier words, makes him a
performer of that song, a song he heard befora,rasmber of the audience.

At the same time, his utterance is not identibgl:differentiating himself from
Sapphic tradition he utters a different poem. Hisvppoem though is filled with echoes
and reverberations of the Sapphic poem. His poefillasl "with other utterances to
which it is related by the communality of the sgeemmmunication*?® it is this
Bakhtinian dialogism that the poem performs. Caslillself is more disparate than
Sappho's. While she presents a two-folded selg @bking, unable to speak, Catullus'
self encompasses both his disparate self and théiseence of Sappho's disparity
ending up with an even more disparate self. Moreavigh the reversal of the roles new
meanings become possible. For Sappho is no longgt unable to speak. It is Catullus,

who takes her place and functions as Sappho. Gatbicomes a Sappho, a Sappho who

1208akhtin 1986, 91.
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sees addresses and gives advice to Catullus ifashestanza. Catullus then acts as a
member of Sappho's chorus. His self is in threegspa poet, a choral singer, and
audience.

Having lost the performance, Catullus insertspgldormance in the poem. Filling
it with dialogic overtones, the performance is hast. In order to fully understand his
utterance, we need to become an audience of batharmil Sappho's performance.
Catullus tries to supply the missing performancthwioetic means fully understanding
the necessity of the audience for a completediselfe. For it is only through the other
that the self can be found, it is only by polyphahat self can be emerged.

If Sappho 31 is already a dialogic poem preserdipglyphonic self then Catullus
51 is more so, by engaging in a further dialoguth \&n already dialogic text. Moreover,
Catullus as the speaker of Sapphic lines becomtesnalex speaking subject. | think the
discussion on Sappho 31 has made it clear thavdlee of the poem is much more
complex that “gphonéidentical to the speaker*?* For staging a dialogic self, with a
dialogic identity doubles thphonéand presentinga problem: if the self is different at
different time levels, as seen from different andes then how can the “voice” be
identical to thephonéof speaker? Whose phoné is this? Moreover, whatrbes when
Catullus borrows thehonéof Sappho? Whose voice is it? Is it Catullus at Bappho,
or is it both? Or, if the voice heard in the lasinza is Sappho’s addressing Catullus by

name, which Sapphjghonéis this? Is it the same he hears in her poems?

121 kristeva 1973, 110:As for the ‘voice’ it is not th@honéwhich comes down to us from Greek texts
and is identical to the speaker: it is a disembibgleonéwhich has lost its truth and is anxious about the
locale of its emission: the place of the speakingjexct.”

90



Bakhtin in Problems of Dostoevsky's Poeticdescribes polyphonic self as
following:

"[it is] a conversation, a struggle, of discrepawices with each other: voices
speaking from different positions and invested wiifferent degrees of authority®?

It is this struggle and discrepancy, | think, tieathe main characteristic of lyric
self. The uttering of this self then becomes mbentaphonéidentical to the speaker. It
becomes a dialogic voice. For, the expression efirfg, turning to the traditional
Romantic view, is not the expression of one, ofiedivoice. It is the very struggle of
selfhood, as it is processed through the otheoutiit memory, through different time
and place. It is more the process of constructingelf than the performance of an
already made, stable, unchanged self which lyrjgosgs. For lyric selfhood is not a
single phoné within but a particular way of combining many wesc within.
Consciousness only takes shape as a process odciim@ among authoritative and
esoteric, persuasive discussion. It is a disembpdiagmentaryphonéin an attempt to

find its body.

122 Bakhtin 1984, 217
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CHAPTER 2

Weaving the body: feminine voice and alterity in Kher’s Iliad

i.  Inthe beginning was the (masculine) word

Although the discussion about the composer(s) ef HHomeric poems has not
settled yet, it can hardly be disputed that Heed is a male —authored, androcentric
poem. Unlike the sex of the poet of tB@elysseythe gender of the poet of thH&ad has
never been contested. It is mainly a masculine dvbdsed on masculine virtues given
away by many different masculine voices, as it [goam in which men are fighting or
talking about courage, military prowess, braverndAalthough the project of finding a
feminine voice in thdliad needs to be carefully argued in order to soundiioomg, it
seems that the project of finding masculine voisesther self explanatory. In discussing
epic speech and performance in thiad, for example, Richard Martin argues that
muthos a technical term implying authority and power has undeniably male
orientation’ In the masculine epic world, masculine languagkraasculine behavior are

inextricably connected: in the words of Phoenixpan needs to be both a warrior and a

! Martin 1989, 87. For definition ahuthos see 22-3.
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good speaker ahuthoi.? To be a man you have to talk like a man. Thabisto say that
the matter of masculine voice is a simple one, thate is one, unified “masculine
voice”. Unlike the feminine voice, masculine voicelliad is however an uncontested,
“real” voice, be that the voice of its male autboits male protagonists. In the context of
the discussion about feminine voice in thad then, a digression is more than needed: if
thelliad is the language of heroes, does the languageroines fit into it?

Moreover, apart from being composed by a male et spoken by male
characters does the Homeric masculine voice manttedf as “masculine”? And if so
how is this masculinity defined? In a project mginbncerning feminine voice then, it
would be useful first to listen to the masculinéceoin an attempt to find a definition of
it. Listening to masculine voices in th&ad would be of great help: men talk about what
it means to be a man, defining or re-defining mhsity, but also problematizing the
concept itself and sometimes challenging its botuadaWhat is a masculine voice, what
makes it masculine? How do men talk and define olesty? Consequently, mapping
masculine voice then will provide some insight lte thore obscure feminine voice and
find its place in thdliad. At the same time, | will argue that although bgémdered
voices are a construction that is based on a biopppsition system that privileges the
masculine over the feminine and situates the femainin the margins of a

“phallogocentric” system.

211.9. 443 pvBoV e pNTip’ Epevon TpMKTpd e Epyov. Also Martin 1989, 27 “the heroic ideal of
speaking and fighting virtuosity is always beinggpounded in the poem”.
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In the beginning of book 3 Paris challenges thestloé the Achaeans” to fight with
him in a single combat. Menelaus seizes the oppiytto fight his wife’s lover and take
revenge for his wounded manly honor. But when Psges Menelaus coming his way, he
is panicked; he draws back seized in fear. Of euilsis unbecoming reaction invites
Hector’s wrath. For Hector this is not a man’s hata There is a certain male code for
man behavior and Paris seems to have forgottéfedtor needs to remind him and define
manliness since his brother clearly exhibited latknowledge on the subjett.

AboTapl, €180¢ BPLOTE, YUVOLULAVES, ATEPOTEVTH
ol6' dpeleg Ayovog T Epeval Ayopog T AmorécOo-
Kol k€ 10 POVAOIUNY, KOl KEV TOAD KEPSLOV MEV

1 oVt AaPnv T Euevorl kKol DTOYLOV GAL®V.

N mov Koy aAdmot képn Kopowvteg "Ayoiol
QOVTEG GPLOTHOL TPOUOV EUUEVOL, OVVEKD KOAOV
eldog €n', GAL' 0Ok £0TL Bin epeciv 00dE TIg AAKA.
N TOL00de £V £V TOVIOTOPOLOL VEECTL

TOVTOV EMTADGCUG, ETAPOVG EPINPOS AYELPOG,

iy Beic dAlodamolotl yuvaik' eDEBE AVTiYES

€€ aming yoing voov avap@v oiypunTomv

ToTpl 1€ 6O PEyo THUO TOANL 1€ ToVTl TE SN,
SVOUEVEGLY HEV XOPHO, KOTNPEINV dE GOl QLDTR;
oLk Ov d1 pelvelag dpnipiiov Mevédoov;

yvoing %' olov ewTog £xELg BOAEPTV TOPAKOLTLY:
0oVK GV TOL XPOolonT K100pLg TG T€ 3P’ "APPodiTNg
1 Te kOUN 16 1€ €idog &T' £V Kovinot piyeing.

AAAO péihor Tpodeg deldNUoveg: 1 T Kev 1o
Aduvov €660 yLthva kKakdv Evey' 6ooca £€opyog. 3.39-57

“Evil Paris, best in looks, mad woman- seducer. Howish you never had been born or died
unmarried. That's what I'd prefer, and it would $®much better than to live in shame, hated by
others. Now long-haired Achaeans are mocking ushgave've put forward as a champion one
whose looks are good, but there is no might inhieigrt or prowess. Were you like that back on
that day you gathered up your faithful comradeided@eafaring ships across the ocean, mingling
with foreigners, and carried back a beautiful \onfrom that far-off land a bride of warrior
spearmen, thus bringing on great suffering for yfatiner and your city, all your people—joy to
your enemies and to yourself disgrace? And canngw not face Menelaus? If so, you'd learn
the kind of man he is whose wife you took. You'd ge help then from your lyre, long hair,
good looks—Aphrodite’s gifts—once face down, mirhleith dirt. Trojans must be very timid
men. If not, for all the evil things you’ve done bgw you'd be wearing a coat made of stones.”

3 For Homeric passages | use the edition of Allen.
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It is very interesting that in defining masculinityr his brother Hector feels the
need to rename him: he is not Paris; h&listopig his evil twin. Having failed the test of
proving himself as an adequate man, Paris’ owntifigation is at risk. For part of his
identity, is his identity as a man. Paris thougheisuked with epithets not appropriate to a
man: he is beautiful, crazy as a woman and deteitfiHector’'s eyes Paris a woman.
Or at least a man that does not deserve to be adeanved of reproduction, better off
barren and unwed. At least this is a better opti@t being the laughing stock of the
Achaeans, calling him a beautiful coward. To thesegf the enemy, but also to the eyes
of his brother Paris possesses beauty, a feminitieeybut not any male virtue, strength

and valor. It is3in ppeoiv and &Akn) that a man should have. HavingkaAov €idos is

for a man useless quality, and in tiiad the phrase is only used for men an only as a
flyting device? It is not surprising that the phrase is used anoee to characterize Paris
but other than that is reserved to characterize @voim thelliad. Even the punishment for
his cowardness is not one appropriate to a warH®.punishment is a coat, a dress, a
suitable way of death for a woman like character.

As a man-warrior Paris is inferior: he is not tlestof the Trojans, he is the best in
looks. After all, he abandoned the battle figlRaris is however a prince, he should

therefore act as a general. What Paris now calts qnestion is the Trojan’s ability to

* The phrasexaAov eidos is used only once in Homer. Most common is the ggwBos &piotos/n is
used 8 times in the lliad mostly for women (5 tilnekhe phase is used once more for Paris by Hector
(13.769), and once for Hector by Glaukus (17.142).

®0Or in the words of Odysseus, 11.407-10: | know thase who leave the war are cowards. The man who
wants to fight courageously must stand his grouitd ferce, whether he’s hit, or whether his blowrike

the other man.”

95



choose, be represented and commanded by a vadinataj. Paris’ beauty seems to be his
only asset, but this is hardly appropriate for ariwa Hector goes back to Paris’ past to
unfavorably judge his “military expeditions”. he meto Sparta to get Helen. Of course,
this is hardly a war affair. In Hector’s words tlgbuit is a military expedition: Paris sailed
over to Greece in his ship having gathered higytraemrades, bringing back the daughter
of warriors who wield the spe&iUsing Homeric stock phrases, Hector describesriele
abduction as warfare. His description however us#isary language only to undermine
his brother’s deeds. Even his so called militargesition, the closest he will ever get to
war is unmanly. On the contrary his opponents, é¥elen, are measured by a masculine
scale, she is the bride of valiant warriorsqv &vdpdv aiypntomv, 49)

Showing his brother that his own definition of twar is distorted, Hector argues
that this was hardly a war appropriate to a reah.ntde mixed with the foreigners,
brought a foreign woman to Troy a misery for thiy,c joy for his enemies and shame to
himself. If Paris were a real man first he wouldméve abducted Helen. Or at least now
he could stay, fight Menelaus. Since Paris doesknowv how to be a man, fighting
Helen’s husband is again going to be a lesson ifar he will learn what kind of man
Menelaus is, a better man than himself. He wilbdésarn that his own “weapons”, hair,
beauty, lyre and sensuality are useless for ama@al Again according to Hector, Paris is

described as a coquettish woman in sharp contriéistMenelaus, a real warrior- man.

® 11 1.269-72 Nestor to Achilles:

Kal HEv Toiow éycd peBopiieov ek TTUAou eABcov
TNASBev EE amins yains: kaAéoavTto yap avToi-

Kol HaxOunv kaT' #l' autodv £y - keivolol 8' v ol Tig
TGV ol viv BpoTol eiow émixBévior paxéotto-
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Using Menelaus, his opponent, and Helen’s husbarad@aradigm of masculinity, Hector
is trying to shame his brother and bring him bagckbattle. His flyting speech was
successful since Paris proposes Hector to setsipgée combat with Menelaus to decide
the outcome of the war: whoever wins gets Helen @hthe wealth. This very manly
single combat will have a feminine prize, becaussculinity is not only defined in terms
of the feminine-since masculine is the non-feminibet also prized and exchanged
through the feminine: the prize of a man is a wonTdre definition and worth of a man
cannot be accomplished without reference to therothe feminine.

As in the aforementioned passage, talk about byaaed defining masculinity is a
favorite subject in heroes’ conversations. In baék Diomedes has been wounded by an
arrow that Paris -secretly- hurls at him. Of courBeomedes, mocks him for his
“feminine” ways: real men fight man to man:

Tov &' 00 TopPNoOC TPOCEPN KPATEPOS ALOUNONG:
T0E0TaL APNTNp KEPQ AYAOE TOPBEVOTITOL

el pev oM avtiflov oLV 1eLYeECL TELPNOBELNG,

0VK GV TOL XPOIoUNoL PLOg Kol TopPEeg 1ol

VOV 8¢ [’ Emypliyag Topcov Tod0g eVYENL ADTOG.
ovk AAEYW, ®G €1 pe yovn Barol §j maig Gepwv:
KOQOV Yop BEAOG AvdPOg AVAAK1B0E 0VTIOOVOTO.
N T dAlog V' éuelo, kol €1 K' OALyov mep €modpn,
05V Bélog méLeTO, KOl AKAPLOV olya TiBNGt.

TOV 8& YLVOUKOG HEV T AUELdpLEOL £l01 TTapeLait,
Toideg &' opeovikol- O 3¢ 6" aipatt yolov €pebBmv
nO0eTaL, olmvol Ot Tepl TALeg NE Yuvaikeg. (11.384-395)

“You useless archer, brave only with your bow, sedu€ you stepped out to face me with real
weapons, that bow and clutch of arrows would bes®to you. So now you've grazed me on my
foot, and you boast like this. It's nothing—Ilikense blow from a woman or witless child. A
weapon from a coward has no bite at all. But froe itis different, even a slight hit. My spear is
sharp. The man it hits, it kills. His wife tearshatr cheeks, his children then are orphans. Esrth i
blood-soaked where he rots, with vultures instdasdamen round him.”
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Diomedes, again, talks about masculine behaviochvis mainly warrior behavior. In a
poem like thdliad a man is usually equated with a warrior and matityuette is usually
warrior etiquette. A real man then, that is a nealrior, should not shoot from afar,
hiding. On the contrary only man to man fighting &g acceptable. Dying in battle is not
the warrior’'s fear. Diomedes anger does not conteobuhe possibility that he could
have died, but out of the possibility that he dat die an honored death. For him dying
struck by a spear is a welcome-manly death.

In order for Diomedes to explain what it meanfve and die as a man he refers to
the other. Paris is a guy with beautiful hair- looks likegal, looks at girls, and throws
like a girl. However Diomedes does not care abbetarrow that just wounded him, not
at least more than he would care if a woman ordawauld have thrown it. However,
Diomedes, a real man, can thrown a spear like and, the desired death is one
appropriate to a man. His dead opponent is lameoyelis wife, and the birds flying
over his body are more than the women crying afumeral. The imagery Diomedes is
using to sketch what it means to be a real maniwvaagain uses the feminine as a
reference. Not only is the warrior behavior antited to the feminine, i.e. Paris’
behavior, but the feminine is called upon as theeioside of the war coin. Diomedes in
his speech is clear on how different a role maseuiom feminine is and how important
is this separation to be sustained. He ridiculessHar crossing the boundaries: by

looking like or even at girlsgépa &dyAat TapBevormima). Diomedes by presenting the

ridiculous idea that a woman or a child would etlmow an arrow also draws a firm line
between the two: war is for men to fight. Then imeaduces the only space that men and

women can coexist in war that is at the hero’s fané®n one side the death of the hero,

98



on the other the lament of his wife and the othemen at his funeral. This is the only
time of co-existing without crossing of boundaraesl quite appropriately, it is the scene
that will close thdliad itself. Andromache first lamenting her dead husbarth Hecuba
and Helen following with their laments and the r@fsthe women wailing. The worlds of
man and woman seem to be firmly distinct. Men rééewvomen as the other, as what
they are not, what they should not be. Even meetimgh them are scarce, with the
exceptions of the time of death.

Thelliad seems then to be divided in two worlds that uatt¢he time of death:
men and women meet there in the presence of thex.dththe case they meet before,
with death lurking anyway, the division between the worlds holds strong. The
meeting of Andromache and Hector in book 6 is adgexample of this. In that Hector
points out to Andromache that he himself thinkstadeaving her back after his death
but he cannot comply with her request, leave thidebeld and wage war from within.
The space enclosed by the walls is not the apmigpspace for s hero. Hector himself,
goes in the city to talk to his mother about ofigra prayer to Athena but is in a hurry to
go back. He will not even sit although both Hecalnal Helen ask him to. Men in the
lliad belong outside th@ikos An inversion of this model results to blame. Pds
mocked by his brother for being in his chamber matifighting? Equally for Hector,
waging war behind the wall then would be a sourfqaublic blame:

N Kol &poi Thde mTavTo PELEL YOVOL: GAAX LOA' oiviG

aidéopar Tpdag kol Tpwadog EAKECITETAOVG,
ol Ke KokOG WG vOopLy GAVoKAL® TOAELOLO-

8 Arthur, 1987, 9-44
%11.6.326ff.
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0VOE |LE BLIOG BiveYeV, Emel LABOV Eppeval E6OL0G
alel kol TPOTOLOL PETH TPOECTL by ecOot
APVOLLEVOG TTATPOG TE HEYO KAEOG MO ELOV QDTOD.
(6.441-6)

“Wife, all this concerns me, too. But | feel drealdf shamed among Trojan men and women in
their trailing gowns, if | should, like a cowardink away from war. My heart will never prompt
me to do that, for | have learned always to be dardw fight alongside Trojans at the front
striving to win kleos for my father and myself.

Hector will deny all the things that make him adyewill deny himself of hikleos
For Hectorkleosis also tight withaidos It is shameful for the hero to stop fighting
because he is afraid of his own life. His duty agaarior and as a man is to fight: leaving

war will mean that he igakos. (443) Hector however igc0Aos (444); therefore he

needs to fight for his country, be at the firseliand bring -but also preserideosfor
himself and his family (445-6). Hector does not twindie in battle and he knows that
this is possible if he goes out to fight. Howekreing war is not an option for a hero: he
is accountable to the Trojan peopdedps, and his family Kleog. His relationships with
his family and fellow-Trojan are defined througleosandaidosand so do past, present
and future actionsHector is embarrassed of what the Trojans willif&g abandons the
battle-field but also of his possible failure tonwas muchkleos as his father did.
Moreover, his quest fdtleosholds strong even in the future. If they lose Wae, then
Andromache is going to be a slave in Greece ane gtee will still be seen as the wife of
Hector. And only if he keeps fighting he will bemembered as the best of the Trojans:

Kol TOTE TG EIMNOLY 1W0MV KOUTO dGKPL XEOVOUV:

“EKTOopog Mde yuvn O¢ Gplotedecke péyecdol

Tpowv innoddpmv 61 “TAov AUEELAYOVTO.

d¢ moté TIg £péet- ool &' ad VEov E6GETOL BAYOG

XATET T010D" &vdpoOg G OVELY d0DALOV ARLOp.

GALL pE TEBVNAOTA VTN KOTO YOTo KA DTTOL
nplv Y€ 1L o1ig t€ Bofig 60D 0' EAknBuolo Tvéchat. (6.459-65)
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‘That woman is Hector’'s wife. He was the finest Ma@rin battle of all horse-taming Trojans in
that war when they fought for Troy.” Someone wilyshat, and it will bring still more grief to
you, to be without a man like that to save you frdays of slavery. May | lie dead, hidden deep
under a burial mound, before | hear your screanasgjou are dragged away.”

Hector’'s unwillingness to fight will bring the falbf Troy and slavery for his
family. He is the only one who can fight for théieedom. But their freedom is still
closely connected to hideos even when his wife will be dragged in slaveryppe in
Greece are going to talk about him, how he was mirgent in battle

(aproTeveoke paxeobar). This projection of her gruesome future servearaargument

against Andromache’s unrealistic suggestion. Heldvoather die before he sees her
become a slave. However, in Hector's mind his deatthe battle —field is combined
with the idea that hikleosis going to be spread beyond Troy, in Greece highwidow
being a living proof of his heroism. Hector's essems defending his city, his wife, and
his people. Past, present and future are all de®udh his identity as a warrior and a
man. For in his mind the notions of a man and warare as inextricably connected as
they are distinct from the notion of a woman. ltingperative that the two notions to
defined and separated by spatial tetfhs:

QAL gig oikov todoo T 6" adTHG Epyo kKOpLLe

1oTOV T MAoKATNY T€, Kol GUELTOAOLoL KEAEVE

£€pyov émoilyxecOan: mOAEPLOC &' AVOPECTL LEANCEL

Tao1, parioto &' &pot, tol TAlw £yyeydooiv. (6.490-3)
So you should go into the house, keep busy withr yoark, with your loom and wool, telling

your servants to set about their tasks. War willHeeconcern of men especially mine, of all those
who live in Troy.

1% For a discussion of the Homeric polis as iderdifigth the feminine see Scully 1981, esp.11-14.
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War is men’s care, especially his own. Andromachdh® other hand should go back

home, take care of her ovipyov. There is a sharp line between the two; Hector aann

possibly cross these boundaries without his mastg#and thekleos derived from it-
being at stake. The fact that is Andromache cagia him advice on war; this is not
simply her job. Similarly, if Andromache ends up @reece, carrying water from the
spring, crossing the boundaries of bé&ws abandoning her household tasks, her identity
as a free Trojan woman would have been lost. Tleevirlds of men and women are
distinct, divided by the walls of Troy. Are therethwo voices, masculine and feminine,

divided? Can we even talk about such a division?

ii.  Toward a possibility of feminine voice in theHomeric epics

In a poem about war, whose subject matter is thdogls deeds of menkiéa
avdp®dv”, any question regarding feminine voice would sealmost irrelevant. The
poem was composed by a male (or males) in an amliroc tradition and was performed
in a male dominated society. Be that as it may,llibd does contain a big number of
feminine voices as well. This thesis is not goiogtgue that the masculine voice of the
lliad is more real than the feminine one because itomagosed by a male poet. Nor am
| going to argue that the voices in the poem ageatierized by the sex of the character
uttering them. It is completely clear to me thathbmasculine and feminine voice is a
construction of the same male poet. Seeing gendevie@® as a cultural construction,
instead of a biological distinction, then, pernatsy poet, whatever their sex might be, to

construct gendered voice that cannot be simplyudsed under the headline of realistic,
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or psychologically appropriate but need to be dised in the context of ideology. But
even if we define feminine voice as a cultural ¢argion, not as a physical voice uttered
by a woman, feminine voices in thed are still male constructions of “Woman” and as
such it is still worth asking the question: why #rey constructed as feminine?

It is not to be forgotten that according to its @a®er thelliad can be seen a
feminine voice as a whole. In both proems of thernppboth in its opening and what is
traditionally called the second proem in book 2 poet names the Muses- traditionally
feminine divinities- as the source of his inspatt In the opening lines of thiéiad the
Muse is summoned to sing the wrath of Achiliggiviv Geide 0Oear TImAniddew
"AxtAfoc, 1). Again, in book 2 the poet asks the Olympian Musesh&lp*? The Muses
know, while the poet does not)uglg yop Ocol €ote mapeocté 1€ 10T€ 1€ TAVTOQL, /
NHETg 8¢ kA€og olov dkovopev 00dE 1L (duev, 2. 485-6. He needs their help in order to
remember and sing. The invocation to the Muse ietielcannot be simply dismissed as
an epicopos The attribution of the origin of a poetic voieethe feminine remains a fact

to be considered and serves as a basis for lliadigvell as archaic poetics in general, to

M For the femininity of the Muses see Murray in Zajkeonard 2006 and Sharrock in Spentzou-Fowler
2002. For the Muses in Hesiod see Arthur 1983 asrgjig@n 1983.

121 2.484-93

“Eomete VOV pot Modoat "OAdpuTIa dbpot Exovooat:
VUElC YOp Beoil €0Te mApeoTE 1€ 10T€ TE TAVTOL,
Muelg 8¢ kAEog olov dxodopev 008¢ 11 Iduev-

ol Tiveg NMyepdveg Aavadv kKol kolpovor noov-
TANOLV & obK &V £yd PLBNCOpHAL 0V dVOUNV®,
008’ €f pot déko pev YA@dcoot, déka 8¢ oTOpT elev,
eovn & GppnrToc, xGAKeov 3¢ ot fitop Eveln,

el pun "Orvpmiddeg Modoot Alog aiydyolo
ovyatépeg pvnooiad oot vo “TAtov AABOV-
apyxoVg od VAV £pEm VGG Te TPOTACOG.
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be thought in gendered termStill, again the feminine voice evoked by the paetl
“heard” by the audience is a male construction.

Considering archaic poetry in those terms, Ann Bergn “Language and the
Feminine in Early Greek Thought” discusses Tinieogonyas an exemplary text for the
relationship between language and the femininauity &reek thought. According to her,
the process is always the same: “a male authoibasca kind of speech to a feminine
and then makes it his own®.For Bergren, the attribution of such knowledgethe
feminine is based on the idea of a feminine capdoitboth truth and imitation of truth,
as is stated in the well-known lines of thieeogony(28-9):

1dpev yebdea TOAAN AEYELY ETONOLOLY OpOLQL,
{dpev & e01 €0EAmUeV GANBEa YnphoacOlL.

We know how to tell many false things like to réahgs, but we know to sing the
reality when we wilf**

The poet, according to her, is first confrontednvitie double nature of feminine speech,
but thanks to the Muses’ inspiration, acquiresrtisapacity for knowledge and speech
and thus appropriates those feminine attribtites.

The idea of feminine speech as capable of both &nt imitation of truth is more
explicitly stated inTheogonythan it is in thelliad or the Odyssey Nevertheless, the
inherent duplicity of feminine speech is evidenttiie Homeric discourse as well. But

what is more important is that the ambiguity of fieime speech as such, thus, resembles

13 Bergren, 1983, 69.

% The translation is Bergren’s following West antess. Contra, Heiden 2007, translating “lies egjeint
to truth”. For Bergren we are dealing with “fictidimat imitates fact”. Heiden, however, argues that
Muses only speak the truth since even their liessame how equivalent to it and demonstrates how
Hesiod is trying to “argue” against such a dichogdmpoetic discourse. see 171 ff with detailedesot

1> Bergren, 1983, 71.
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the ambiguity of poetic speech: women and poedny looth tell the truth, or deceive.
Poetic discourse is then inextricably connectedh f@minine discourse via its relation to
truth in the Greek mind. But does this metaphoovalthe presence of a discernible
feminine discourse in a male-authored poem likelliael? Or is the possibility of a
feminine discourse silenced by being a part ofgelamasculine discourse?

Another traditional epic metaphor connects poetith weaving: the poet himself
is a “weaver” or a “sewer” of wordghapsodoy'® The metaphor is easy to explain:
weaving is about binding threads together in otdecreate a cloth. Thus, the song is
necessarily a fabric: stitching words togetheeating atext’” Moreover, the object of
the verb to weavevfpaivm) can be either a weliqtoc) or pveog (words) a word itself
connected with poetic composition. Another clustewords as the object of weave can
be pndea (devices, plots) oborog (ruse) andufitic. As a result, weaving is connected
not only with poetry but more specifically with thmotentially deceptive quality of
poetry. The analogy between weaving, deceptionthedeminine is reinforced by two
divine figures: Miitig is the mother of Athena, goddess of weaving, pase of
Odysseus, the man of many guile®Xbuntig). And since weaving is traditionally

connected with women, the wotgaive brings poetry, deception and women together

18 For the wordrhapsoidog(he who stiches the words together) and the cdiomet weaving see Durante
1976,177-9. Also for Nagy 1989, 297-8 the very ndtoenerosmeans “he who fits the song together”. For
the metaphor of poetry as weaving see Snyder 1981193-4 and Scheid-Sverbro 1996.

" The term is used by Nagy and Durante as an imreed@nnection witloral poetry. For Martin, the
poem as we have it is not an action, a poem coeapimsperformance, but an artifact. Moreover,ioed
text is useful in the present discussion since it egdke connection between composing and weaving .
Barthes ,for example , talks about writing as tvedving of voices”. For him thisterweaving(sic) of
voices create the text (S/Z, 21.) | think readimglliad as a interweaving of voices is a very fruitful and
provocative way to read the poem.
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one more timé® And as the embodiment of this notion in Homerc€iand Calypso,
both deceptive women, weave and sing at the saneti

Bergren delineates feminine poetics by connectiggvieaving ability of women
in archaic poetry with the making of signs and tlth composing poetry. Moreover,
she establishes the idea of doubleness as an empatement of feminine voice and
pfitic as an inherent characteristic of feminine spé@cfihe connection between
weaving and poetry had, of course, been previoesigblished in epic and lyric tradition
alike; however, there was no attempt to identify teatures of this feminine poetfcs.
However, for Bergren, the connection between lagguwand the feminine is primarily not
linguistic. “Greek women do not speak, they wea%eThe woman’s web then becomes
according to her “a metaphorical speech, a silabstitute for the lack of verbal af®.
Bergren’s argument is reinforced by the fact tHa discusses the story of Philomela
who literally weaves as a substitute for her last@. Homeric mortal heroines, however,
do speak. Helen, Andromache and Penelope, (to @xche semi-divine Circe and
Calypso) all speak. There are also all weavershen Homeric poem, which begs the
guestion: can their weaving be seen not as a sutiestf female voice but as a metaphor

for a different kind of speech?

18 For the connection of métis and weaving see Barfg83, 73.
9 0d. 5.59-62 (Calypso); 10.220-3;10.226-8;10.25Gi5ce)

2 Bergren 1983, 73.

% Snyder 1981, 193-96.

% Bergren 1983, 71.

% Bergren, 1983, 72.
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In the beginning of theéDdyssey when Penelope asks the Phemius to sing a
different song, Telemachus asks her to refrain frdtaring such a judgmentuthoiis
none of her business. It is her web that she shoad about? Telemachus does not
deny his mother the right to speak. What he deRmselope is the right to talk about
poetry, the right to uttemuthoi 2> The lines remind us of Bergren’s comment. She
cannot speak muthos but she can weave. Her web is herthos Penelope then is seen
as a poetic figure because she is a weaver. Addahe time, as her weaving is inherently
tight to a trick she is an embodiment of feminingtic. Deception, poetry and the
feminine are then coming together one more timeg@a’s comment though seems to
see textiles as a substitute for discourse: yowwdgcause you cannot talk. Penelope
however does both: she both weaves and utigtoi 2°

The aforementioned passage is usually discussadsearch of the Penelopean
self. Is Penelope an agent, a subject or an objdtte suitor’'s desire? As Felson-Rubin
suggests, “she functions both as a subject, a wedy@ots, and as an object constituted

by the gazes of male charactets. The fact is that Penelope can be seen as a subjec

24 0d. 1. 356-9:

AAM' gic olkov iodoa Th ¢* adthig Epyo kOULE,

10TéV T AAOKATNY 1€, Kol AUPLTOLOLOL KEAEVE

£€pyov émolyecBait- pdBog 8' Gvdpecot LeEANOEL

OO, HEAALOTA & €HOol. TOD YOp KPATOC 0T €Vi OTK®.

% For the distinction betweenuthosandepossee the classic discussion of Martin, 1989. Fortida
muthosis authoritative speech that implies power andlsge be seen as performance connected to a
specifically recognizedenre(12) Note that Ford (1981) argues that the cotimeof the wordeposto
epic poetry is later than the sixth century. Alsten the fact that both Penelope in @@yssey andso
does Helen, 3 times in the Iliad and twice in trdyssey( 11.3.171, 3.427, 6.343 and Od.4.234, 240).
% some good passages for Penelope: 17.497;19,282;23,301.

*" Felson-Rubin1994, 15.
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only when she is connected with her weaving. Heb vgeher voice but it is not only

though that trick she becomes an agent. HoweverlBge is also an object, frequently
seen as the ultimate prize. And for Marylin Katzsithis indeterminacy that constitutes
the main characteristic of the poem whose embodinierPenelope herself. As a
character, Penelope “calls into question the mhathetween identity and the self it
represents® As a poet-weaver figure, the essence of the Ppeaioself, “Penelope's

renown”, according to Katz, seems to be a doubteaanbiguously problematic concept
and this ambiguity is carried further when connéatéth her function as a weaver-poet
figure.

Barbara Clayton's recent book discusses how Odyssdgw®larship refers to the
text using weaving images and she finds that thaniindication of “a poetic mimesis of
the weaving process that lies at the heart of tlys€ean text”?® Furthermore,
according to Clayton, weaving and reweaving areciatuin the context of a
“Penelopean”, thus feminine, poetics. Continuinggden's idea, Clayton argues that just
as métisevokes a feminine method, so poetic activity bpdhape's web constitutes “a
feminine poetics that brings together notions aidg, language and poetic production
that challenge androcentric ideology. The [malagdtpseaves a feminine alterity into the
fabric of theOdysse}*® Clayton, exploring a “Penelopean poetics”, bednosn the

idea that Penelope's web, being done, un-doneeaddne, never fixed, always the same

2 Katz 1991, 193.

2 Clayton 2002, 4 with notes. Clayton refers to pegasuch as “woven episodes”, or “interweaving of
passages” phases echoing the Aristotelean commehedwoven” or perplexeddysseycvvéotnkev]
1 8¢ "'0dbooelo memheypévov [roinpa] Poetics1459b.14)

%0 Clayton 2004, 19.
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yet different, models bardic performance. She dmelthis by incorporating Cixous'
ideas of a feminine writing of the body. For Cixpademinine text defies closure, it does
not stop, and therefore it is difficult to refdOn this basis, th&dysseywith its endless
stories, is a celebration of feminine poetics.sltindeed the process of reweaving, of
doing and undoing the text that is distinctly femer Penelope's web is the text of
alterity, an open-ended text positioning itselfrafimm themythoiof men?®?

Clayton’s idea, however, seems to ignore the taat the epic poem, seen as oral
poetry and performance is inherently open-endedisTltonnecting the openness of
feminine discourse with only one of the two poerasmss to me as problematic. Her
discussion begins from the premise tkatysseyis an explicitly “feminine” poem in
sharp distinction with the “masculindliad. According to her, “there is an important
linking of the weaving metaphor with a specificalBdyssean poetics”. And Clayton
goes on to argue,Odyssey’'sapparent affinity with weaving reveals a gendered
difference from théliad”.* For ClaytonOdyssey’'sffinity to weaving is double- folded:
on one hand the poem’s structure and the way sdgbatalks about it, always bringing
up the weaving metaphor and on the other the premifigure of Penelope, a weaver.
However, her argument is more based on Aristot¢ ¢ghhe actually admit©dysseyis

woven, perplexed while thdliad simple Euvéotnkev n pev TAwdg GmAodv Kol

TadNTIKOV, N 8¢ 'Odbooeia memdeypuévoy [noinuo] Poetics1459.13ff.)

3L Clayton 2004, 44.
32 Clayton 2004, 83.
3 Clayton, 2004, 5.
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Scholars however have argued that @dysseyis as tightly structured as the
lliad. Thelliad might not contain the embedded stories of the ©elyshere is however a
tight structure of episodes that repeat in a moventieat resembles weaving. Bruce
Heiden, for example, discussing the book struciirine lliad shows very convincingly
how it follows a cyclic design based on themat&oreance describing the epic path (sic)
as “a helix with three revolutions?. Although Heiden does not employ the metaphor of
weaving, the idea of interweaving episodes is cieahis discussioi> The idea of
weaving is connected with the structure of the po€hayton, | believe, does not explain
what makes Penelope unique as a weaver image adtfsseyparticularly feminine. If
the figure of the feminine weaver-poet can be foumdoth poems why doesn’t the
figure of Helen, a prominent weaver in thed, become an equal invitation to think
about thelliad as feminine discourse? If Penelope’s blank weblages us to do our
own reading®¥, doesn’t Helen’s web, the only Homeric web whdg@sare visible, beg

for our reading?

3 Heiden 2003, 162. For extensive bibliography se&léh, esp. nn 1,3, and 6.

% | am very tempted to connect Heiden’s idea witheH's appearance in three (3, 6, 24) nodal books of
his division. It seems to me that her appearantecise books reinforces her connection with poetic
fabrication.

¥Clayton 2002, 34.
3" The “content” of Homeric webs is usually not désed. Circe’s and Calypso’s and Penelope’s aremev
described. Andromache’s web is described as emémeidwith flowers (22.441). Helen's web with the

depiction of the battles of Greeks and Trojan&iésdnly web Homer describes as a web that telisrg.s
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li.  Feminine voice and female poetics in thiéiad, or Why Helen?

This chapter is then going to discuss a possibdftfeminine voice in thédliad
using Helen as a model weaver -poet. However, dloe remains that Helen is not the
only female character or the only feminine voic¢halliad. So, why Helen, or why only
Helen? Because, | believe, the poem itself preddaten as a special case of feminine
voice, a voice connected with poetituthoi Such a connection cannot be established
regarding other female characters, as for examplirémache, the presence of whom as
a weaver | will discuss later. But, if one folloWsartin’s distinction ormuthosandepos
only the former seems to be connected with poetryauthoritative speech. Not
accidentally, the only two mortal women using theravin the Homeric epics are Helen
and Penelope.

Moreover, the figure of Helen then as a female-posdver emerges in tikad
in a similar way that Penelope is presented inQbgsseyIn lliad book 3 Helen weaves
a double purple carpet featuring the many battles of Greskd Trojans. Weaving the
only web that is described as telling a story, Hddlecomes a prototypical poet-weaver, a
semiotic woman, as Bergren would have put it. Mglkantextile that evokes the subject
matter of the poem, the scene brings together wgaand feminine poetic discourse in
the context of thdliad in the most obvious way. In addition, the imageHs#len is
closely connected with poetry itself not only thgbuweaving but also as a self-aware

author ofmuthoi She is also aware of herself as a fit poeticestitgince, while talking to

38 Martin 1989, 12. For Martinhuthosalways implies public speech and involves a pertorce before an
audience”, 37. Moreover, he concludes that “thenteuthosis the name that the poet gives to actual
genres of discourse which are also poetic gend&s"lFor mythos and Helen see Worman, 2001.
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Hector she knows they are going to be a song fgmerations to confé. Given that
female speakers, as much as female poets, can #@itespecial kind of feminine
discourse or even feminine poetics, is it then bsdo imagine Helen not only as a
speaker or even a protagonist but also as a ppatfiweaving her own poem, her own
epic, in Homer'slliad? Is Helen weaving her own alterity in Homer's wdb%o, why
does Homer let her do so? Focusing on Helen, asawav and speaker, this thesis will
consider her as a poet-figure composing her owratiee in thelliad and theOdyssey
My discussion will first be engaged with Helen apaetic figure, trying to map the
characteristics of her poetics. Is her poetics attaristic of the feminine poetics found
when considering Penelope in Beyssey Or is Helen’s poetics different?

Most scholarship on Helen focuses on characterrhatbric: Nancy Worman
suggests that Helen's style in Homeric epic istiskif changeable, inclusive, and
therefore difficult to categorize, signifying natlg dangerous aspects of women but also
of poetic and rhetorical effé€t Helen appears as a threatening and attractiveefignd
thus her presence arouses an anxiety to her aedasno how this style might be a threat
to a right-minded judgment. Helen’s speech is foorivan mainly deceptive. Helen

fashions a versatile performance that borrows siglihabits of male speakers in an

39 & o nnn N . - . , PP . , ;
olow &mi Zebg Bfike kokOV LOPOV, OG Kol Omicow / &vBphrolct Terdped doidipor Eocopévorot .(lliad 6,

357-8).Helen references to posterity have oftesd®mn as manifesting an anomalous (for a feminine
character) concern wittleoswhich connects her with the poet as in Bergrer8l88&onnection of Helen
with the Sirens and the Muse see Pucci, 1979, andks 1989. Also for an extensive discussion ef th
Siren’s discourse see Doherty, 1995. For the sdegas connected to Helen's sensitivity to how she
represents herself and how she is perceived byso#iee Worman, 2002, 47 and esp.n.19 for detailed
bibliography.

402001, 19. Worman discusses Helen’s discoursedraiticles (1997, 2001) and more fully in her 2002
book.
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attempt to deflect blam®. In her speech there is a gap between meaningnsetion
since she transposes locutions from their usuaksento form locutions unique to Hgr.
Moreover, according to Worman, in th@dyssey Helen's speeches invoke various
models of authoritative speech: the Muses, the, @@l the prophet. The changeable
quality of Helen's voice reflects her indetermimaldnd yet authoritative status in
Homeric epié®. And yet, Helen is always involved in the “mectwsnif deception®?

Helen is therefore seen as a constantly elusivering a voice "that is not one,
that is multiple and layered”, according to Worrsaligarayan phrasin§. Seen as a
polyphonic, multi-layered voice how does this voiiteghe Homeric narrative? Can it be
seen as a parallel narrative within Homer’s prafesa different, feminine poetics within
the Homeric text? In théanguage of HeroesR. Martin discusses and dismisses the
possibility, argued by Friedrich and Redfield tAahilles in thelliad is characterized by
individual speech patterns and thus one can tatkitah “language of Achilles®At the
same time he does accept the fact that Achillegulage can be seen as more complex or
pleonastic, even more poetic, but this is only beeaHomer chooses to make his speak
like that. In other words, for Martin, Achilles sgles differently because he is different;

he is after all the monumental hero of the poem.hiim though Achilles can be seen as a

*1 Worman 2002, 54.
*2\Worman 2001, 21.
3 Worman 2002, 56.
*4Worman 2002, 56.
*5Worman 2001, 20.
“% Friedrich and Redfield 1978, 265-7.
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poet figurequa performance; in other words it is his own poetiafitHomer reveals in
the speeches of Achilletn Achilles “we can hear the speech of Homér. In the
context of a discussion of feminine voice in tliad, then, the question arises: is the
speech of Helen the speech of Homer as well?

Richard Martin does briefly refer to the speechiesl@en*®Although his book is
focused on the language of (male) heroes, his siéson of the use ghuthosis necessary
because the poet uses the wanathosto refer to speeches of Hel&hGiven the fact that
the word muthosdoes have “a male, heroic in-group orientationid an that way
shouldn’t be expected to be uttered by heroine tiklargues that the use of the word can
be explained by the fact that the word introducémeent- a form omuthosappropriate
for a womarr® There are, however, more speeches of Helen, mefaith amuthos
formula: in theTeichoskopiaintroducing the heroes, to Paris, the famousdmedrscene,
and to Hector in book 6. Those speeches are ndicdaments. In what follows | will
argue that Helen’s speeches are aatuathoj and therefore can be seen as examples of
poetic performance in tHead.

Helen then can be seen both as a speaker andoarperfin thelliad. Connected
with weaving she can also be seen as a prototypaetl Can she also attest to a different
kind of feminine poetics composing her own epichimtthe Homeric epic? This

discussion will attempt to answer some of the ngaiestions that arise from this premise.

*" Martin 1989, 223.
*8 Martin 1989, 87-8.
*911. 3.171; 3.235;3.427;6.343.
0 Martin 1989, 88. Also n. 73.
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How can we define this peculiar kind of feminineepes? Moreover, when emerging
from a male-authored text, what is its connectiati whe "masculine” poetics of the text
it is incorporated in? Does a feminine poeticsmfteto subvert the "male” text or simply
engage in a dialogue with it? Alternatively, do timasculine poetics try to silence or
dominate the feminine poetics? Why does the malioauchoose to incorporate
"feminine poetics"” in his work? Finally, do the femme poetics of a male author attempt
to imitate the feminine poetics of a female authbi®v can we read his "imitation
process"” in order to reveal the essence of a femipoetics as at least the author
perceived it? Is the feminine voice of the malehautdifferent from that of the female
author? The present discussion will then try torasisl the manifold problems concerning
feminine voice stated above by looking at the cadesomen as speakers and women
“composers” of poetic diction in the Homeric poefiagusing to the voice of Helen.

As a poet-performer, | propose, Helen narratesltamative story; a story that is
left out; her personal story of guilt, mistakest keffering, and her actions. Through her
muthoi the Trojan War is narrated again: not with thettvraf Achilles as its central
piece but with Helen: the war is now revolviagbund herwovenin the main narrative.
A world of her story, her war, and hkleoscombined with her blame and her eternal
fame. This counter epic is not counter fighting iaglthe lliad. It is incorporated,
interwoven: if thdliad is the epic about the war in the camps and bitlitefHelen's epic
is about the inside war, the war of Helen and agditelen: her private battles and her
private opponents.

In treating Helen as a poet-weaver, weaving her alternative text(ile) in the

lliad, 1 will also see her as an embodiment of doublenii®t only because as a poet-

115



performer she is Homer’'s double, but also becaesedbplicity is spatial, ontological
and discursive: As a Greek in the Trojan camp,islefigure of spatial doubleness. Her
mobility and spatial doubleness are legendary terdiure: for Stesichorus, Herodotus
and Euripides she is actually in Egypt and Troytte same time. Moreover, her
doubleness goes beyond the spatial sphere; ittesitust the core of Helen, at the very
essence of her being. Her national, human or tigezdbidentity is double; she is a Greek
by birth and a Trojan by marriage, born by a huraat a swan, both a mortal and divine
figure®®, But, also as poet-figure being herself elusiliéfjcult to be categorized and
duplicitous, she is a paradigmatic embodiment ef ¢tusiveness of poetic discourse.
Helen’s status is thus a-priori double. Where osfes belong? What is her perspective?
Discussing the scenes of Helen and about Helen, thiasis will discuss the duality
pertaining not only to her place but also her pahwiew: belonging to both worlds,
Helen shares a privileged vision and knowledge riagitg only to gods and the poet.
Helen’s discourse carries this inherent doublen8sgn as a poet-weaver then, she is
composing her own epic in the epic: a story of wayund her. As a result, Helen is
constructing her own “Homer” against, or througé épic bard.

The feminine poetics of Helen | will be discussuhg differ from the Homeric.
Helen’s is based on the idea of unfixity and movemé is, | suggest, the poetics of
mutability. As a semiotic woman (weaver) Helen gatessemataas she renames or
negotiates new significations. As Worman showsngpasition of locution is a

characteristic of her discourse. At the same tigie herself needs to be interpreted,

51 Clader 1976.
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recognized acting assema’ Trying to see and interpret Helen is not a sinmpéter as
she cannot be a definis@ma She then can be sees@maof unfixity. At the same time,
trans-positioning herself, moving herself from @aenp to the other, in the sense that she
does not belong to the Greek camp or to the Trogawe; becomes an embodiment of
transposition. Helen, as a speaker and paisfers, destabilizes, docates

As a poet creating newémata Helen's narrative generates stories within the
Odyssey: Menelaus responds to her story with anattery in Odyssey4. She also
generates controversy outside the epic Cycle. E¥ethe legendary Stesichorean
Palinodewas never an answer to a first invective agaireder it can be at least seen as
anothersémaof a poetic quality generating different versioEsen Helen's body, is
divided: is it a real body or agidolor? Helen's body is then discussed on poetic terms,
problematized in the same way that poetry doeggrims ofmimesisand verisimilitude.
Helen's body is not only a poetic body, but al$§erainine poetic body: a fertile feminine

body bearing unending stories.

*2 For the word see Nagy 1983. Nagy connects senfienwibs since sema requires recognition , an act of
interpretation. (36) The word connected with thisdtion is usually anagignosko, a word whose meganin
later became “to read”. Nagy also connects semfapdgetry and its audience “the Greek poem is a sema
that requires the noesis of those who hear it".(5) discussion of Helen as a sema will build this
connection to reading and “textuality” in Helediscourse. Nagy also connects sema with poetrytand
audience “the Greek poem is a sema that requieesdésis of those who hear it”
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Iv.  Weaving the double: Helen as a poet

When we first see Helen in thikad she is in her chambers, weaving a tapestry,
when Iris, in the resemblance of Laodice summomg’hidelen is here presented in the
process of making an artifact, emphasizing hertim@ability. She is weaving double
purple web:

Ty &' eVp' €v peybpw- 1 8¢ pPEyoy 16TOV VPove

dimhako TopPLPENY, TOAENS O' EVETAGOEY AEOLOVG

Tpowv 6" ITTOdAPOV Kol "AYoLDY XOAKOXITOVOV,

oVg €0ev eivex' Emaoyov V' “Apnog talopdmv- (1. 125-8)

She found Helen in her room, weaving a large clattipuble purple textile, and she was weaving
into it the toils of horse-taming Trojans and brenttad Achaeans, which the suffered for her
sake at the hands of Ares.

Scenes of women weaving are to be expected in thmaerc epics. The scene

though bears further consideration for a coupldifferent reasons: first of all it is
Helen’s debut in thdiad and, as Kennedy points out, her debut to wortddiure>* At

the same time, Helen is weaving in this first appeee and given the fact that weaving
and poetic discourse are connected, Helen’s fppearance connects her with poetry.
Moreover, unlike Penelope’s web, her web is beiegcdbed. At this point the verbs the
poet is using to describe Helen’s activity shouddidioked at more closely. The first one
is the common used verb to wegWeoive). But it is the second verbvéracoev that
bears further consideration. First because itiiara word used only in two passages in
Homer or archaic poetry in general. And second lez#& brings up a further connection

to poetics. The verb means “sprinkle into” andhis tcase “weave into” pointing to the

3. 3. 125 ff
¥ Kennedy 1989,5.
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fact that the pattern is rather woven into at thiiee not embroidered afterwards. It is
then again a comment on structure as the scenesdot the carpet, are a structurally
tight to the artifact. The verb is again is usedliad 22 in a similar context: Andromache
weaves another web with a floral pattern when steedthe news of Hector’s death. The
use of the same verb in those scenes can be &tttibucontext, but the use in fact of the
same line, marks the two passages as parallel iy mhiferent ways®>® The scenes are
staged in such a way as to provoke the readeraiw tteem together, not only because
they share a lot of similarities but also becauseytare fundamentally so different.
Reading those scenes together, | believe, helgseti@r investigate the connection of
weaving with poetry in Homer and illuminates Hekeminique connection with poetic
activity.

Both scenes open in the same way. Helen and Andtoenboth weave a web
described to the audience of the lliad. Howeveth lmmmestic scenes are interrupted by
war. Helen is summoned by Laodice to go up to thblsvof Troy in order to witness the
duel between her ex- and her current husband aare sler knowledge about the warriors
with Priam, while Andromache hears the lament chlsgethe death of her husband. They
both leave their chambers to go out, there are sothmoned to witness the war. Helen
will identify the warriors at the battlefield, anctevity that will emphasize her

omniscience. Andromache is going to see her deadama. Both passages though share

%5 Kirk, 1983, 280.

*Compare 11.22.44Binhaka Topeupény, év d¢ Bpéva motkir’ Enacoe with Il. 3.126
dimhako TOPPUPENYV, TOAENG & EVETOOOEY AEOLOVG
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the weaving theme. But are Andromache and Heleh tuobe seen as poet- figures? In
other words, is weaving always connected to theipaetivity merelyguaweaving?

It is my intention here to show that there is alatjae between to scenes, a
dialogue that connects Helen but not Andromaché wie poetic activity. In using the
weaving imagery the text creates two different fmkises; to read the web as text or not,
to read the weaver as a poet or not. Opening up possibilities the Homeric text
becomes more inclusive. At the same time, thedk&bses Helen as a trope for the web
of song. She is moving back and forth the same thaythread does, creating a web.
Helen’s mobility creates a story as the movemethénloom creates the carpet. Homer, |
suggest, does not merely employ a well- known nietapAs he connects her mobility
and her discourse with poetry he initiates a trdpelen is seen as a text, a trope to be
used in literature ever sincédelen does not weave thiad; lliad weaves Helen.

When Andromache is described as weaving in therinost part of her chamber
her web is described as a floral patteddL’” 1 Y iotov Veoive poxd d6pov VYNAOTo
‘dimAoko TopeLPENY, €v dEEBpOVa molkiAd Eémacoe. 440-1). Unlike Helen, weaving the
battles of Greeks and Trojans Andromache’s welntsconnected with an epic subject
matter. Moreover, Andromache’s disconnection whité Hiadic story-line is emphasized
in the passage. Andromache does not know Hectdeasl. Although the audience, as
much as the internal audience of all the Trojart @reeks know, Andromache does not

know. No messenger has yet come to*fleAndromache is secluded. Unlike Helen, the

*" See for example Suzuki and Gumpert, 2001 for Hielékoman, English, French, German, and Modern
Greek literarure.

%8|, 22.437-9 :
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embodiment of mobility, Andromache is in the chamivbere she does not hear or see
she cannot even be seen. Andromache’s seclusionishgeen as opposed to Helen’s
omniscience. She is the one who can see everytkirayy everything, even summoned
to share her knowledge with the others duringTtiiehoskopiaAndromache’s inability
for poetic knowledge and activity is then evoked the passage at hand: when
Andromache does hear and realize Hector's deatinghediately drops her shuttlang

& €AleAlyxOn yvla, yopol 3¢ ol €xmece kepkig, 448). Her sufferings are not going to
become the subject matter of her web, her knowledgder vision is not emphasized
and are not to be compared to the poet’s as isabe for Helen. On the contrary, the text
does point to Andromache’s blurred vision and kremlgle: she does not know about the
death of her husband until she hears the lamentyib®n is almost lost as she almost
faints. And the only garment described is not hebwut her headband, which is not at
the making, as Helen’s web, but torn dutOpposed to Helen’s ability to create new
sémata, Andromache is destroying a séma. Her heddigasen to her by Aphrodite, a
wedding headband as a symbol or marital blissoi® destroyed just like the union it

symbolized. The headband is now an empty, useésa.s

“Qg¢ £pato KAOLOVG', GAoY0G &' 0V D TL TETLOTO
“ExT0pog- 00 Yap ol TIg ETNTVHOG Gy yerog EABRV
yyell' 617t & ol mdo1g €KTOOL HiLVE TUAGWV.

1. 22, 466-72

Vv 8¢ Kot 0PBOALDY EpePevvn VOE EkdAvYEY,
npine &' €€omicw, &noO 8¢ YLV EKATVGCE.
Thie 3’ O KpaTOG PhAe dEoHOTO OLYOAOEVTQL,
Gumuko KeEKPLPAAOV Te 1€ TAEKTNV GvadEoUNY
KpNOeUVOV 0", 6 & ol ddxe xpvoT "Appoditn
frott @ Ote piv kopvbaiolog RYAyed' “Extop
€k d6pov "Hetlwvog, £mel mOpe poplar £3VaL.
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On the contrary, it is the description of Helemeb and the connection of its
subject matter to thiéiad itself that emphasizes her creative-poetic fumctider text(ile)
is first described and discussed: it is a doublplpuveb. Double can first denote sfZe.
The carpet also is two-dimensional: there are texels; there is a background (the
purple cloth) and a foreground (the battle sceki®yeover, this double artifact points to
a double subject, since it depicts both Greek amgams. But most importantly Helen is
weaving the war: her web touches the core ofllilading theme itself. Is Helen then
weaving thelliad? One dares to say so, since tied is a poem about the battles of
Greek and Trojan%. But, it is not to be forgotten that accordingit®proem thdliad
professes to be a poem about the wrath of Achilieten’s textile then is and is not the
lliad since it is diverging from it. Helen’s carpet- pogictures the many battles both
camps endured for her sak&bgv eivex’). Helen’s poem is about the war for her,
switching the thematic center of the lliadic egtcesenting Helen as weaving a different
version of the Trojan War, the poem brings ourrdite to the alterity of Helen’s poetic
voice. Helen is weaving a podike thelliad, thelliad’s double. But her voice is going to
be distinctly different from the poet’s bringing @psecond level of poetic discourse in
the epic®?n this context then, Helen herself is a level leé tHomeric textile, and the

lliad a double textile just like Helen’s web.

% Large enough to be worn double: Kirk 1985, 280
1 Gumpert 20015 with past scholarship (n .6).

%2 See also Kennedy 1986, 6. Kennedy points to ttietliat Helen's web as a visual counterpart to the
bard’s song. | am hoping to show how Helen’s poatitivity can also be seasperformance that is
Helen’s web is not only seen but also performete fact that Helen does not sing, which is Kennedy’
deciding factor (1989,8) does not mean, | belieat she cannot be seen as performing poetry. S2dgs
is often seen as a bardic figure although he nengss (see e.g Pucci or more recently Worman)
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The fact that Helen’s carpet functions as poetscalirse can be further discussed
when looking at the scene more closely. Laodiceyadly Iris in her likeness, calls Helen
to see the wondrous deedsTpibwv 6' iTTodGU®V Kol "Axou®dv xorkoyttdvoyv (131).
The line repeats 127 verbatim. The repetition, liele, points directly to Helen’s web:
what Helen is weaving is exactly what is happeranthe battlefield. Laodice summons
her to see her carpet. Moreover, the web of siganiite here is much more complex.
Laodice serves both as a reader (reading whatest®) and performer, as she recites her
words. Moreover she calls Helen to listen to herkwmut at the same time she calls her
to look outside, to see thikad. The whole scene then can be seen as brief butrien
comment on poetry- performance, text-author andeawgd, emphasizing the metapoetic
flavor of the whole scene. At the same time it bana metapoetic comment pointing to
the inherent duplicity of poetic discourse andhet $ame time emphasizing a duplicity
that Helen as a speaking subject embodies.

Helen holds a unique, double place in ilreed. Her duality can be first located in
spatial terms. Her status as both the wife of Maumeblnd Paris places her in both camps.
She is the only Greek living among the Trojanstl® same time, as the cause of war,
she is the woman for whom Greeks went to Troy. Keleanges places and causes others
to change places as well. As she changes plase§rideks move closer to Troy and her
walls are under attack. In an epic space rigidljddid between two opposing camps,
Helen seems not only to belong in both but alsadémand that the boundaries be
negotiated.

Helen's double existence is then mirrored in #ymestry: she belongs in both

worlds: Greece and Troy, in and out. She is botke&and living in Troy, belonging in
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the oikos and outside theikos as a foreign woman. She is as the embodimenteof t
carpet, bringing war in theikos She is in the house but the war outside is wgeker.
Thus, she is identified with the artwork she is mgkShe is double, as the carpet, she is
telling a story, as the carpet does. She broughtaviaeroikosby deserting it. Now being
in a differentoikos she is bringing war in it. Helen then stands ia thiddle, she is the
borderline. Outside a single combat between helpdnds is going to take place: the two
men are going to fight for her, or better around (mept octo, 137): she is the middle
point of their actions. Helen is between two husisafighting for hef? But at the same
time she is transgressing the boundaries betweerc@&rand Troy, private and public,
male and female, text and author.

It is the crossing of boundaries, this movemeninfithe inside to outside that is
already figured in the passage at hand. For theetaself points to the movement from
inside to outside and vice versa. As a domestifaett a carpet is made in tlwekos
usually in the women’s chambers. This carpet thobgings in theoikos scenes
belonging to the battlefield: there is then a mogatrfrom inside to outside. Moreover,
the war-the external and masculine-, invades wosmemambers- private and feminine. A
tapestry can then be seen as a war irotkes then negotiating the boundaries between
in and out, domesticity and battlefield, Greek anojan.

But Helen’s poetic activity cannot only be connecteth her weaving activity
but also with her function as a narrator. As a kpeadelen calls attention to this peculiar

position between Greeks and Trojans. She keepgingfdo Menelaus as her husband,

89)1.3. 136-138 arbtip "AAEEVEPOG Ko dpritpriog Mevédaog/ pokpfic £yxeinot poxhoovrat mept
o€l0 1@ 8¢ Ke VIKNOWVTL IAN KEKANON GKOLTLC.
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but the same applies for Paris, as well. The samest tooig or dxkoitig) are used for
both Paris and Menelalis.She calls Menelaus a former husband, but a husband
nonetheless. The same applies for her kin. Agamansaalled brother in-lawdéep)
just as Hectof> When a dual between Menelaus and Paris is decideten is
announced as thicoitig of the winnef?® As anéxottic her position is marginal and at
the same time mobile. The word seems to gain ameaning with Hele¥: she is no-
one’s wife or the wife of both. As afxoitic she creates a grammatical indeterminacy:
thed- seems to become both privative and cumulativejssheth without a partner and
having too many?® Hence, the indeterminacy of her situation becoaremdeterminacy
inscribed in language. Helen’s language then casdam as poetic discourse not only
because as a weaver she is connected with poetrythenpoetic duplicity, but also
because she is herself connected with mobilitydoubleness both as a subject and as a
speaker. Not only does she change places but &wudse shifts linguistic use. It is then
the ability of her poetic discourse to produceftsind alter language.

Before the single combat between Menelaus and,Pegamemnon prays to Zeus

after a sacrifice and swears an 8&tfif Alexander slays Menelaus he will keep Helen

% For Menelaus 3.424. For Paris 3.329;7.355;8.82631.
8 Agamemnon : 3.180. Hector: 6.344:6.355, 24.762.
%81]. 3, 138 1 8¢ ke ViKHoOVTL GIAN KEKAOT BKOLTLC.

7 Semantically the word is connected with stabilitge for example the stable bed of Odysseus and
Penelope as a sema of her loyalty.

% see LSJ su-: it can be eithefotepnticév (expressing want or absence) ag@vatog Or &OpoicTikov,
EMTATIKOV: AS in &KOLTLG .

9. 3, 276-91
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and the treasure, if not then the Trojans will hevgive back Helen, the treasure and pay
such a recompenseyinv) as seems right. In Agamemnon's words then Helarpart of
the tiuny they are fighting for. In the warriors’ mouth, ldalis the recompense of war,
talked about and connected with the treasure, with same formulalEAévnv xoi
kthnato’’. The image of Helen as a prize is pertinent in tle epic, especially in
formulas as the one mentioned before. It is impdrta remember that the sign is not
only generated by the others. It is also a selegated sign. Helen sees herself as a prize,
and presents herself thus. In weaving her carpetistbroidering not the war but the
contests of Greeks and Trojan®Xcog ' évémaocoev aeBLovg, 127). "Aebrog is a
contest for a prizé! The Trojan War is a competition, it is a war fotfgr her, with her

as a priz&.

Helen is moreover always standing, as a ptize the middle of men fighting for
her: the single combat will take plaégaei yovouxi. The prepositioripuei emphasizes
Helen's status as in between the two spaces, thek@nd the Trojan, and picks up the
duality | discussed before. The preposition, adogrdo LSJ, followed by a dative,
usually signifies place and means on both sidearound, usually without a distinct
notion of plac€? It is interesting that LSJ gives second meaninghef preposition, a

causal one, but the passages quoted refer onlyetenHthey are therefore translated

" For the formula see 3.70;3.91;3.282;3.285;3.438(7.7.401;22.114.

1SJ sv.

2 Clader, 7.

3 In another passagaiot is used with another "prize": Patroclus’ corpsé in369.
" See LSJ suppl.
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becauseof Helen. Although Helen is the cause of war, #mel causal undertones are
always there in her case, the preposition, | suggesnainly used as a construction of
place. It denotes the doubleness of Helen, her ldolklonging in both places, both
sides®. It is however an unnamed Helen, a woman. Helsna &ign, generates more
definitions; she generates, by the very act ofdie@ng exchanged, one more vocabulary
entry. Helen generates more signs, creates langodmge unstable extends its boundaries
without being able to be named, stabilized. Inaalitronal genre as epic, governed by
formulas and motifs then, Helen seems to be anrupgBon, an alterity that causes
language extent beyond its usual boundaries. Asémee time Helen cannot be defined
as one, she is always defined as multiple. Thengit¢o define Helen generates more
Helens, more language in order to define her. And in Aeschylus that the attempt to
name Helen creates a compound H&ten
Xo. 1i¢ Mot OVOpUEEY ('

£€¢ TO TAV ETNTOROG—

UM TG 6vTLv' ovy Op®d-

LEV TPOVOL-

0oLl T0D TETPOUEVOL

YADGoOV €V TOXQ VEL®V; —TOV

doplyaufpov Gpeivelki
0' ‘EAévay; €mel TPETOVIMG

EAEVOG, EAOVIPOG, ENE-
TTOALG. ..

Whoever gave her that name,
a name so altogether true—
was there someone we can't see
with some perception of fate
whose tongue happened to bestow upon her
that war bride the prize of both —Helen.

5 The two quotes are 3.1570178' el yovaiki ToAdy xpévov diyeo mhoyerv- and 3.2541akpiic
£YXEINCL HOYNOOVT GUEL YOVOLKL.

8 AeschylusAg. 681-91. For Aeschylus | use the edition of Gitduarray.
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Hellen indeed-how fitting
a hell for ships, a hell for men,
a hell for cities, too.

The chorus wonders how Helen is naméaofiagev) but language fails them.
Whoever did so need to divide, separatedccov vépwv) language in order to name
her, exactly because she is multiple. Helen israbatween two husbands, between two
people fighting for heré(u(pwemﬁ).”The Aeschylean chorus then is confronted with the
impossible of naming Helen. Finally, the chorus esmp with a whole list of names for
Helen. And her name (s) is befitting for her: ieses for a moment that there is a sign
with Helen as a signifier. But only for a while.rHa the next line Helen generates more
signs, in order to be named, she again becomes tmamneone, she is a pun, a figure of
speech.

v.  Performing duplicity: Helen as a performer

Helen decides to follow Iris to the wall. Beforeesbxits her room, though, she
covers herself. Helen, going outside is veiled watlshining head-covergyevviiot
koAvyopevn 66ovnorv). The veil is covering, yet shimmering, bringing atten to the
person carrying it. Helen walking toward the walhtinues to be connected to a work of
art. She is something to look at. At the same tirthe word 666vn is evoking
performative contexts. The usual word for head-caserémioc. However the word

occurs one more time in thiad in the description of the shield of Achilles. Tadyoys

and girls are dancing, girls bearing veilerftac 006vac).”® Hence, the word choice

" Note that the prepositiaiuei is in use again for Helen.
7811.18.595.
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provides one more connection between Helen andnpoperformance and art, a
connection which Andromache’s torn off headbandeten

When Helen appears before the Trojan elders shigsts seen and admired
thought worthy of the long war. What they see thoagnnot be Helen's face. She is seen
from a distance and she is covered. What theyssetat looks like Helen. Moreover the
elders do not say anything about Helen’s faciarattaristics, or even her beauty. Helen,
they say, looks like an immortal godd&ssn a traditional Homeric simile something is
usually compared to another known part so that firet is better defined via its
resemblance with the second. In the same scersxéonple, the Trojan elders are similar
to cicada®. The cicadas, lazily chattering on a tree durtiggummer time is an image,
and sound, known to a Greek audience. Howeverseébend simile is not exactly of the
same kind, because nobody actually knows how anontaigoddess looks like. When
seeing Helen the elders talk about a likeness toefuing they have not seen before.
They are then not talking about a person but adigusing at the same time a simile, a
figure of speech.

Helen is then spoken of as something that demarfidsir@ of speech in order to
be described. Helen then cannot be described withl@ady existing discourse. She
forces language to change in order to serve her puvposes, since language cannot
adequately express her. The sight of Helen thetabidiges language, just like poetry
does. The connection of Helen to poetry is reirddraith the cicadas’ simile before. For

in Plato cicadas are the representatives of theeMlum earth, the ones who can

"9L1.3 158.0ivig &bavénot Oefic eic dnow Eotkev
81, 3.150-3. The same verb is employed here toepithe simile fettiyesoty éotkdtec)
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appreciate poetry and know who appreciates pobeyntost’. Not only do the Trojan
elders see Helen, they see Helen as poetic spaadhthey are both the audience of
Helen and her poetic performance. Moreover, in tustext, cicadas are not only the
audience of poetry but also function as literanyias. The Trojans then, as the Platonic
cicadas, can see and appreciate a work of arbamt) endowed with the gift of the
Muses, being themselves artistic, can talk aboirt the proper way. What the Trojans
say about Helen is not very sensible. They montest see Helen they decree that it she
is worth fighting for:

ot & &g oV €idove” ‘EAévny €mi mwhpyov iodoay,

nKa TPOg AAANAOVG Emear TTEPOEVT AYOPELOV

0oV vepeolg Tpdog Kol EVKVARLING “AYoovg

TOL{id” GUPL YOVOLKL TOADY XpOVoV GAYEQ TAOYELY

oiv@dg aBavatnot Betic eig oo £owkev (lliad 3.154-60)

Seeing Helen approach the tower, they spoke wingeds softly to each other: “There’s nothing
shameful about the fact that Trojans and well-aridiedaeans have endured great suffering a
long time over such a woman. For she looks just ik immortal goddess, awe-inspiring.

Critics have emphasized the fact that it is the smwee beauty of Helen that
makes the Trojans forget their sufferings whileirsgéner. However, the Trojans see the
figure if Helen, and yet they know how to decipttes figure, As an audience of Helen’s

performance, as the elders not only see but thewlale decipher its meaning. Helen’s

81 plato,Phaedrus259h6-c6

Aéyeton &' (¢ mot Moav 0DTol GvBpmmol TV TPy Moboag YEYOVEVOL, YEVOUEVOY 8¢ Movo®dv Kol
Qo velong (T oVTMG Gpa TLVEG TV TOTe EEemMAGYNOoOV DO’ NOOVHG, DoTe GdOVTEG NUEANCOV CLTMV
Te kKol ToTAV, kol EAobov Tedevthoovteg 0bToOG: € @V TO TeTTiyV YEVog et xelvo ehetat, YEpog
10010 Tapd Movodv AaPov, undev Tpoetic detcBot yevopevov, GAL' &o1TOV 1€ Kol GmoTOV £VOVG
Gdelv, €mc v TEAELTNOT, Kol HETH TADTO EAOOV Topd MoOooG ATy YEALELY TG TIVHL ODTAV TILY
1OV EVOAdE.
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image is then looked upon as a work of art, symzigdi the cause of war. She is then
seen not only for what it is to the bare eye buatlies beneath, literally, for what is
under the veil. Her face is again described asibl, a rhetorical figure, or akasia a
likeness, an imagédikev).

However, Helen is a performer that cannot only éens but can also speak and
see for herself. Her performative skills are goittg be further explored in the
TeichoskopiaThe word itself can be interpreted in both wasfee is seeing and also she
is seen from the wall. Helen then is both the dbpéthe elders’ gaze and as a subject of
gaze as she is looking down to the battlefieldating a double gaze. But Helen’s gaze is
double in one more way: Not only she can see dt bamps but she also conveys a
different perspective, a perspective acting as abldoto the poet’s. Acting as a poet
herself, Helen’s gaze differentiates itself frome tmain Homeric narration. Shifting
Homeric narration, emphasizing different or left @arsions of the Trojan War Helen’s
discourse is performed as different.

Priam calls Helen besides him. In his address terHésion is prominent. Priam
himself can see. But it seems that he does not kilmw can Priam not know who the
Greek warriors are after 10 years of war? Grarteds not fighting because of his old
age, but still he should have seen them before.fattethat poetry does not have to be
realistic does not answer the question. The propéeni see it, remains. Why does Priam
need to hear from Helen? Or, to take it one stejhéu, why dowe (both the modern and
ancient audience) need to hear it from Helen?

Priam calls Helen in order to identify Agamemnamhtm he is a man that looks

like a king. It is not a matter of sight but a neatbf knowledge. Knowledge and naming
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is going to be Helen's task. Again knowledge anthing is commonly the task of the
poet. Before asking her to name the heroes thoBghm goes on to talk about his
personal gaze on Helen. He sees her as his dedy @hd he does not blame her for the
war. Then he asks her to see, but at the samehenseadopting Helen's gaze for a while.
Priam asks her to take a look at the battlefieldhstd she may see her former husband,
her kin and her beloved ones. For a while, he satsthe eyes of Helen, the double
vision that can look at both sides and talk abauibde husbands, kin and friends. As
Helen’s audience, Priam and the elders can novasdainderstand, seeing through her
eyes as we do reading the Homeric poems. But sdbnogigh her eyes, we gain a
different perspective of the Trojan War. Helen rwitly narrates, she stages her
performance, she is now the director, directing gaze to her world, a world slightly
diverging from the Homeric.

After listening to Helen, Priam goes on to talk aiobis point of view. He does
not believe it is her to blame for the war, but goels. It is not clear that Priam is taken
by the sight of Helen. Yet he, just like the Troglders shares the opinion that it is not
her fault. And like them he finishes his speechhvatsimile. Agamemnon looks like a
king the same way Helen looked like a goddess ¢mnthHowever, Priam’s simile is a
real one, he has seen a king before, he is actadting himself. Priam talks about the
things he knows and looks for Helen’s guidancelHerthings he does not.

Helen begins her speech by naming. But she is aoing Agamemnon just yet.
Helen in addressing Priam names him, not as thg é&infroy but as her father in law.
Helen is shifting the discussion to the privateesimbt the public side, to the side of the

Trojans, not the Greeks, inside the walls not detsEpace in Helen’s discourse keeps
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shifting. Then another shift occurs; this time mperal one. Helen goes one to talk about
the time that she decided to follow Paris to Tr&yong with the temporal shift the
doubleness is reinforced by a double perspectiaderHsays, | left Greece following
your son, Priam’s perspective, and leaving my ¢hilg companions. Helen is divided,
one more time between Greece and Troy; in onellif¥e Helen is following Paris and
leaving Greeceuiél 6@ £mOUNY BAAALOV YV®OTOVG TE AToVoo / TOldd T€ TNAVLYETNV

Kol OpmAlkinv épatelvny, 174-5), embodying the spatial shift which is structurally
reinforced by the enjambment. As Helen is leaviagguage and structure follows her.

In addition, the shift is also a temporal one lestw past and present. Her words
include a wish “if only | died before | did thoS@ngs” (g 6peilev B&VOTOG Lol AOETV
kakog). ¥ The wish is projected to the future but it referghe past. On the other hand,
the infinitive adetv refers to the past but it actually refers to thespnt (for now she
knows death would be pleasing to her but not baek)t And she concludes with the
present. Things did not happen that wayX& t& y' ovx €yévovto) so all she can do is
cry (xhaiovoa tétnka). 22 While everything happens outside and in the preséeien
shifts the story line inside and in the past. Sdlkstto Priam about her, giving her
perspective, her story. She then talks about hearifeelings and her emotional situation
shifting the focus of her narration to herself, Mhiime and space constantly shift.
Finally Helen names Agamemnon. In naming the her®riam she keeps giving her
personal mark: Agamemnon is of course a great kaogpbeing named by Helen he is a

double, both a great warrior and her former brothdaw Gonp odt' éuog €oxe, 180).

8211 3.173
81 3.176.
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In naming Agamemnon he is also re-defining him adiog to her own view point. To
everyone else, Agamemnon is the king, to Prians ltka enemy but to her it is a brother-
in-law. It is Agamemnon as physically and metaptadly seen by Helen.

Continuing her performance, Helen talks now abausélf, how she sees herself.
The covered figured gets unmasked but what it vealked is not a real face but yet
another figure of speech; she looks like a dogomidoc, 180 Helen now calls herself a
bitch, redefines herself, altering the way peopleklat her. Her self-definition is self-
gazing: to herself she looks like a bitch. In shemptrast to the gaze of the elders Helen
is not a goddess, she is a beast. In another Blaifen, is now transgressing the
ontological realm before she denies her mere exdsté€i not' €nv ye, 180). In her
ontological shift from the human to bestial, froiséence to non existence, language
again moves with her. The forémv being first but also third person singular creates
indeterminacy. Is Helen or Agamemnon the subject®dre an “I” implied or is it a she,
Helen again gazing at her former self?

Priam’s reaction to her speech is astonishmentantler fiydocato pwvnoev
te, 181). The verbdyoapou is usually used in contexts of storytelling, pamgtito Priam’s
reception of Helen’s story as poetic discodfseln addition, Helen’s stories not only
excite the old man but they also make him narrabeenstories. Priam is not only the
audience of Helen: following her lead he takes pater performance, mimicking her
voice. The story of Priam seems to have createlehlat sliscomfort to scholars. In his

commentary on theliad Kirk notes “there is no detectable logic in alisth Kirk

84 udBov dryacodpevol Atophdeog inmoddporo. Il. 7.404; 8.29; 9.51,431, 694,711
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primarily fails to understand the need for Amaztmbe presented as enemies of Trojans
since in other passages they fight beside them.hButlso notes that his narration “is
probably a result of adapted materials althoughntight also have been anxious to
impress Helen® Kirk's uneasiness is justified since Priam does usually utter these
Nestorian narrations. And, his explanation is pattue. Although | do not quite
understand his alleged need to impress Helen Heesomment about adapted material
goes straight to the point. For, Priam’s storiesudgest, bear the mark of Helen, as he
adapts her discourse, shifting the time and space here and now to there and past, and
creating a transgression similar to the one of Hetaming to Troy.

Priam’s story is not a story about Agamemnon, exdame way that Helen’s story
was not about him. Priam talks about his journePhoygia where he fought as an ally
against the Amazons. The time has shift to the, pds¢n Priam was still a young man,
able to fight. The place is not Troy but Phrygiat a battle between Greeks and Trojans
but a battle between Phrygians and Amazons. Puaatrlike Helen transgresses time and
space, personalizing his story. He also brings ia $tory the same kind of
indetermination Helen carries with her. For the &ores, the feminine warlike nation,
are presented as enemies although, as Kirk obsetlreg are usually their allies.
Amazons, like Helen, are the foreign, the feminiaad the indeterminate. Between
friend and enemy, Helen and the Amazons, are tteggio, distractive powers that haunt
Priam’s narration and make him mimic Helen’s voigad he is not going to be the only

one.

8 Kirk 1985, 291.
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After Priam’s second question about a hero, Heleny vshortly recognizes
Odysseus, emphasizing his cunning intelligengelA{untic, €idwg mavtolovg Te
dolovg kol pndea mokvé, 200, 202). It is however Antenor-another follow fpemer-
who narrates a long story about Odysseus in tHadiaf Helen’s stories. The story is
about an embassy concerning Helen. Menelaus ands@dy talk to a Trojan assembly.
The story is then again about transgression, aBoegks mingling with Trojans, just as
Helen does. The verfuiybev (209) emphasizes the peculiar situation of Greeks in a
Trojan assembly, and its sexual overtones bringnitad the resemblance with Helen’s
situation. Moreover, the emphasis on performanaggbrthe two speakers very close to
Helen; both Menelaus but mostly Odysseus are destas performers and therefore can
be connected to Helen’s poetic performance.

AAA’ 6te 81 ToADUNTIG Avai&eley "OdVGGEDG

6TAoKeV, VIOl dte 1deoke Kot xBovog Sppata THEG,

oKATTPOV & 0VT OTicw 0VTE MPOTPMVEG EVDLLLL,

QAL BoTELQEG ExecKEV AIOPEL PWTL £01KMG-

eaing ke Laxotov € TV Eppevor depova T adT!G.

QAL Ote OM OmoL TE peYGANV €k 0TNOEOG €1N

Kol ETE0 VIQASEGOLY £01KOTOL XELLEPINGLY,

ovk Gv Enelt’ "Odvoiit 7' éploocele BpoTog GAAOG:
00 161 Y @' "Odvofog dyaccdued eidog idovteg. (Il. 3.216-224)

But when Odysseus of many wiles got up to speakuystestood, eyes downcast, staring
at the ground. He didn't move the sceptre back famth, but gripped it tightly, like some
ignorant man. You would say the man were some dodomeone idiotic. But when that great
voice came out from his chest with words like winsmowflakes, no man alive could rival
Odysseus. We were no longer so astonished at pesasgnce.

The connection of the passage with contexts ofipg@etrformance, indeed with
rhapsodic performance is, | believe, rather obvi@ysseus stands there holding a staff
(both a sign of a herald and poet) and beginsgesech. Moreover, there is a peculiarity

in this speech. Odysseus looks like a fadldper pwti €owkmg) but talks like a wise
136



man, there is a discrepancy between appearance@uad. Odysseus is either playing a
role, or his words have the deceptive power of fyoétis position, standing fixed in the
ground then contrasts his mobile words (fallinglo® ground as snowflakes). As a poetic
figure, both fixed and mobile, Odysseus stands asit a poetic figure, causing
wonderment to the Trojans just as Helen’'s words tidPriam some lines ago
(dyaocoapedbo). The scene of Odysseus then is a performancamwahperformance:
while both Priam and Antenor were performing at légned of Helen, while yet another
major performer-figure comes to join Helen’s chorus

The last person Priam asks about is Ajax. Here rHedsponse is limited to a
single line. For the rest 13 lines of her respom$aen does not talk about Ajax. Her
response shifts to Idomeneus and then her brotbastor and Polydeuces. One more
time Helen’s words show her duplicity and fluiditglomeneus himself embodies this
shift. He stands besides Ajax, among the CretamsisHa liminal figure, between the
Greeks, between gods and mortals pointing agaith@éomarginal position of Helen
herself®. Her marginal position is then again mentioned.gisst friend of her former
husband Menelaus, Idomeneus used to stay with thary time he travelled in Sparta
from Crete foAddxig piv Egtvicoev dpnipilog Mevédoog / olk® €v MUETEPW OMOTE
Kpntnobev/ ixoito, 232-3). Helenstill calls the oikos of Menelaus in Sparta "ours"
(mpetépw), again emphasizing her duality: for she is now nmrm's oikos, actually

talking to him still referring to Menelaus’ house taer§’.

8lliad 3.230-231I80pevede & Etépmbev évi Kpfiteoot Bedg ¢ Eotni’, dpel 8¢ piv Kpntdv dyol
nyepébovrat.

87| suggest that the usage of the pronoun refleptsetic choice and it is not only a metric choice.

137



Along with her duplicity, Helen’s poetic discoursealso well-informed. . Going
on with her description she emphasizes both héorviand her knowledge: she sees and
knows all the heroes and she is able to name tR&8&%-6§). Again, there is a twist that
makes her story different from the lliadic stonydi Helen appears as a poetic figure in
contest with Homer. In the second proem of thel]le passage with a heavy metapoetic
tone, the poet confesses his inability to namehalwarriors £An6vv &' ovx av €ym
pvdnoopot 0dd' dvopnve, 2.488).% Helen however is able to name every single of
them, but she will not. The language Helen usestpdirectly to the proemofvopo
pubnoaiuny - pvénocopot ovd' ovounvm) to emphasize both Helen’s poetic ability and
her superiority directly engaging in a poetic cehteith Homer. The position of both
passages reinforces one more similarity and fodteRls speech within an antagonistic
context. Helen is introducing her own catalogue vedrriors just as Homer was
introducing his catalogue of ships in book 2.

In the Language of HerogsR. Martin discusses how both the poet and his
monumemetal character, Achilles use the same ibatatevice, comparing the second
proem we discussed above with a similar phrasectillés during the Embassy (9.379-

86): he will not stop being angry at Agamemnon ewére gives him “10 or 20 times as

88 2. 484-493

“Eomete vOV ot Modoo ‘'OAOUTLa SOPOT Exovoot:
VUETG Yop Beal €0Te TAPeCTE TE 10TE T TAVTWL,
Nuelg 8¢ kAéog olov dkobopev 0S¢ T Idpev:

ol TLVeG NYEROVEG Aava@dV Kol Kolpavol ooy
TANOVY & 0VK &V €YD PLLOHGOROL 00O dVOUNV,
008 €1 pot déxa pEv yYAdooot, déxka 8¢ oTONAT £ley,
owvn & ppnKTog, ydAkeov 8¢ pot fTop £vein,

€l un "OAvpumiddec Modoot Atog aiyldyoto
dvyotépeg pvnoaiod oot IO “TAtov AABOV:

apyog ad vndv épéw viidg e TPomdoaG.
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many gifts”. The device is similar: specify a camah, state hyperbolic numbering, offer

a counter conditioff! The device then | also similar with Helen’s rhetal device, but
there is certainly a reversal. Helen is able tdquer the hyperbolic condition, she says
she can do exactly what the poet cannot, but clsoeseto. If Martin can see Achilles’
rhetoric functioning as the poet’s alter ego, lided Helen can be seen as an alter ego as
well. The difference is this: although Achilles @s performer (playing the lyre and
singing, or speaking like Homer), Helen acts likentér, weaving her speeches within
his poem, imitating and at the same time competiitg him. And the competition, an
inherent characteristic of antagonistically perfednpoetry, is not from Helen’s side
only.

Although Helen says she can see everyone, shessasféhat there is someone
she cannot see. Her look upon the battlefield isiragersonalized and, once again,
double-literally; she is looking for her twin bretts, Castor and Polydeuces, another
famous double. She wonders about them and hefigasibn is again double: they either
never came to Troy or they are unwilling to figheing ashamed for their sister
Helen’s knowledge is this time limited but the posho just before lost a race against
Helen, strikes back: he does know. In a very emphapostrophe, the poet-talking
directly to his audience- states his knowledge. iAddelen’s narrative and Homer’s
compete against each other, and this time Hom#reisvinner: he knows they are both
dead. {Q¢ @dito, ToVg &' 10N kdtexev puoiloog oo / €v Aakedaipove adBL @iln &v

ToTPidL yoin, 243-4).

8 Martin 1989, 224

9liad 3, 235-42.
139



The traditional story about Castor and Polydeubtesigh is a little different.
According to Pindar, for example, Polydeuces anteiare the children of Zeus and
Castor and Clytemnestra children of Tyndareus. WiGastor is killed by Idas,
Polydeuces surrenders half his immortality to histlieers and they alternate days on
Olympus and underworlf. The myth is known to Homer since in t®elysseyHomer
explains that Castor and Polydeuces are dead ibatatlthe same time in a passage very
similar to thelliadic one:

Kd&otopd 6' innodopov kol € dyodov oA vdevked,
ToVg Epem {mwovg katéxel uciloog aio:

ol Kol VEPOEV YHC TIUMV TPOg ZNnvog EYOVTEG

GAAote pev {mdovc' Etephpepot, GALOTE &' adTE

teBvaoLy-Tiuny 8¢ Aeddyyoowv Tica Beotot. (Odyssey 11.300-4)

Horse-taming Castor and Polydeuces, the illustriooser. Life-giving earth has buried them
both but they are still alive. Even in the worlddve Zeus honors them. On every other day they
are alive and then, on alternating days, are d&ad they have won respect reserved for gods.

Doesn’t the poet of thiiad know what the poet of th@dysseydoes? Or is it that
he prefers not to mention it? Why does he silehee tersion in thdliad? The poet of
thelliad, | suggest, does not want this ambivalence. Hammetics in theliad need to
be limited to one version, letting all ambiguity aegpart of the poetics of Helen. In this
way the text draws a firm line between the poaticklelen and Homeric poetics. For the
lliadic poetics the ambivalence is closely tighttie sub-realm of the poetics of Helen.

Helen is connected with poetic activity as presgénteough weaving and
performing. Helen is connected with poetry becalseis weaving a story on her carpet,
a story narrated, performed and seen by the Horaad@nce. It is a story that brings out

the similarity and at the same time points to theriy of Helen’s voice with théliad

% pindarNem 10 49-90.
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itself. The web then is not only connected gengnaith poetic activity but especially
with Helen. The poetic discourse of Helen is intaven in the Homeric poem,

emphasizing her mobility and duality not only asharacter but also as a poet.

vi.  The language of Helen: memory, praise and blame.

Coming back to Richard Martin’s discussion, &eplains thatmuthoi always
correlate with three discourse genres: commandliyting (defined as a boast-and-insult
contest) and recollection. According to him, thésee genres “demand to be treated as
“poetic” performances® If the poet of thdliad employs those three genres in his poem,
then Helen could be characterized as a poet-peefoshould she employ similar or same
genres in her performances? Unlike Martin, | seéeilenot only as a performer of
lament, but as a performer ofiuthoj which allows her to be seen as a conscious
performer and a poetic figufé.Unlike Andromache and Hecuba, only participating i
lament while speaking in public, Helen appears asigue feminine voice engaging in
genres other than lament in both public and prisattings’ In what follows, | argue
that Helen does employ both performances of merandyflyting, someone might say all
three genres since Martin admits that command itichd as complimentary and “at

times minimal”, which further demonstrate her poefiunction in the epic>

92 Martin 1989, 89.

% Martin 1989, 88. For Martin, Helen’s usemfithoiis anomalous because of the male orientationeof th
word. For him it be explained by the fact thatétels performing a lament-a legitimate public geofre
female discourse, 87-8.

% As Martin observes, Hecuba does use the word Asluring the lament.

% Martin 1989. 67.
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Consequently, | will show that Helen not only usdélsgenres but also uses them in a
different way emphasizing thus the alterity of peetic voice.

Blame and praise is a basic dichotomy in ltregl. Warriors are praised for their
noble deeds, courage in battle. The opposites, rcihvwass, insolence, disrespect are to
be blamed among them. The dichotomy is well prextrand involves even physical
appearance: Agamemnon is praised, for exampleribynRn theTeichoskopidor being
both handsome, powerful king, and good wartforOn the other hand, Thersites is
blamed not only for being disrespectful toward kineg but also for being ugly and of
lower class. The dichotomies are rigid: noble-hanus-brave versus lowly-ugly-coward.
In flyting then, Homeric heroes employ both as theame their enemy by boasting, thus
praising themselves. Furthermore, when the lliddimes are shown as performing acts
of memory, they usually engage simitagthoiusing “lies or boasts™ In thelliad the
language of heroes draws a sharp line betweenepeaid blame, the first being self
inflicted while the latter directed to the addresdeis in Helen discourse, then, that those
dichotomies are deconstructed. Helen seems togmess the boundaries set by the
mainstream lliadic discourse between praise anohdldeauty and ugliness, noble and
coward. She also seems to mix the boundaries obulise as seen above: while engaging
in performance of flyting (boast and insult) sheslinsult without boasting or praises her
addressee while insulting herself. Similarly, whilerforming feats of memory she does

not do so in order to praise herself, as she efiteses others or blames herself.

%11 3, 167-70 (for Agamemnon). For Thersites 1R22ff
" Martin 1989, 77.
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In book 3, Helen’s meeting with Aphrodite and suusntly with Paris seems a
rather traditional Homeric scene. The goddess appeaher in the likeness of an old
maid, and summons her to go to her chamber whete Wwaits for her. In thdiad there
are a lot of similar scenes were an immortal indisguise of a mortal visits a hero. It is
however this traditional scene that is going to dhered in the presence of Helen.
Aphrodite appears to Helen in order to lead hethe arms of Paris. Her words to
Aphrodite, however, are not appropriate when adungsa goddess. Helen is using
language of blame, language used either the umhtty Imortal warriors or in any case by
warriors trying to pose themselves as better thair addressee. Aphrodite on the other
hand is immortal, beautiful and undeniably betteant Helen. Why is Helen using
language of blame toward the goddess, challengiedraditional epic diction? Again, |
will argue, Helen alters language by evoking tiadi@l language but at the same time
upsetting its dichotomies between blame-praisetatonmortal.

Aphrodite appears in the likeness of an old Spartaid to Helen, or better to the
audience to whom the poet explains the disguisth@fgoddess. The superiority of the
gaze of Helen is obvious as she does not see makdp an old maid. She sees and
speaks to Aphrodite. Again, Helen's vision is peged: not only does she see the
goddesses' beautiful neck, lovely breast, and fpgr&yes but she also understands who
is in front of her despite the disguisévdnoe 6edc mepikaAiiéo deipnv/otnOed 6'
ipuepdevta kol dupata poppaipovia, / but she perceived the goddess’ beautiful neck,
he breasts full of desire and her glittering e&§-7). Helen can probably see the face of
the maid, as Homer explains, but it is her knowméetttat makes her gaze different. What

she sees, in contrast to what the Trojan elders baen, is not a likeness, a simile; it is
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the goddess: her neck, breasts, and eyes. Ihthgoddess to whom Helen resembles to,
according to the Trojans? If so, Helen sees what the audience or the Trajansot see.
Her reaction is amazemei{ipnoev), just like the Trojans. But her words, unlike them,
are not of reverence toward an immortal god. Usiregaddressoipovin Helen denotes
a close relationship with the goddess, a relatipnstmong equal® Helen then is
looking at her double: she is looking not at Aphiedhut at another Helen. Not only does
she look like her but she also acts like her. Héilexsts points to her mobility, her own
double status: she asks the goddess where is @hg tgolead her now, to what race of
people dear to hef(rn pe mpotépm moriwv €0 vaopuevamv / dEegig, are you going to
take me still further off, to some well-populataty somewhere, 400-1), suggesting that
it was Aphrodite who lead her to Paris, and Tray. $he, after Menelaus' victory will be
expected to go back to GreecBlefelaog/viknoog €0Elel oTLYEPNV €pE OTKOWD
ayecbo, and Menelaus has just won and wants to take me&spised woman, back
home with him?)Helen is again between two worlds, between GreadeTaoy, moving
back and forth. However this time, Aphrodite isirgtlike her double. After all leaving
Troy, someone should take her place: Helen sugbestAphrodite might want to do
that: "you can be his wife, even his slavei kelvov 61ve kol €pOAacoe, / eig 6 k€

¢’ 1 dAoyxov motnoetol 1 6 ye dovAnv, and lead a miserable life with him, caring for
him, until he makes you his wife or slave.408-% says disrespectfully to Aphrodite.

As a double, Aphrodite must act just like Heleanigressing not the space from Troy to

%] 3.158.

% The address is always used among equals, eitdertgayods (1.561;4.31) or more often mortal to
mortal (2.190;2.200;6.326;6.407;6.486;6.521;9.4(81G;24.194;. This is the only passage that a rhorta
addresses a god with this word.
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Greece but the civic space from wife to slave, frgmadess to mortal. It is this double
nature that Aphrodite as double needs to mimicblaming Aphrodite then Helen is
emphasizing doubleness both by focusing on traesgme and by identifying herself
with the goddess. Helen in blaming Aphrodite blamesdouble, she is blaming herself.
And it is exactly this same position between twacgs that Aphrodite recognizes and
uses as a threat against her:

N p' €pebe GYETALN, U1 YOOUUEV OE HLEOEL® ...

HLECO® ' APEOTEPMV UNTICOHOL EXOEQ AVYPXL

Tphwv Kol Aavadv, oV 8¢ Kev kokoOv oitov SAno (414-7).

“Don’t provoke me, you obstinate girl. | might losey temper; abandon you,

...lest | devise grievous hatred from both sidesge®&s and Trojans alike. Then you'd
suffer death in misery.

It is actually a double threat: Helen belongs & $sipace in betweepdcow) and
the goddess has the power to make it a hostileesjpadher, turning both camps against
her. At the same time what Aphrodite threatenswidr is that she will stop being her
double. Aphrodite is going to leave her, be sepdrditom her. She is going to devise
evils and Helen is going to suffer. Language sphissdouble Helen into two now. There
is an “I” and a “you”, breaking the mirror and pot Helen in a different position from
Aphrodite. Now Helen will then be trapped in thizshile middle not being able to move
anymore. Isn’t this a dreadful punishment, steafingy the essence of Helen?

Following the goddess silently, Helen comes into dleamber where Paris waits
for her. The goddess gives her a sit opposite Pseiting the stage for their dialogue.
The scene is loaded with metapoetic terms, poirtbrg performance. Helen has walked

in the room covered, lest the Trojans see herhAtsame time Paris enters the room in
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his own costume, looking more like a dancer thavaaior'® But once more Helen is
not going to follow directions. In what is set t@ lscene between lovers, at least
Aphrodite’s stage directions are pointing to thesmige, she upsets the expectation. Helen
reproaches her husband using harsh words. Butnobtisonly harsh words that do not
belong in a bedroom scene. In Helen’'s words spaaagain transgressed, and binary
oppositions deconstructed.

Helen’s performance is again identified asathosalthough not a public speech
or lament. During thisnuthosHelen’s discourse seems to be mimicking mascudie
language. In flyting her husband Helen talks asaiar herself, trying to shame a fellow
warrior so that he will go to battle. The sceneenelsles to the one between Hector and
Paris at the beginning of the bok. There, Hector said similar harsh words to Paris i
order to make him fight with his challenger. Helemow in Hector’s place.

The scene deserves further consideration in orderthie differences and
similarities with Helen’s speech to be further dissed. Hector rebukes his brother for
not fighting against Menelaus. The scene is vepycl for masculine epic discourse
since a warrior commonly rebukes another warriobfing coward. However, the scene
is very interesting for one more reason. In blanieagis, Hector emphasizes the rigid
dichotomies of the masculine discourse, settingndaties that are not to be crossed.
Paris is blamed exactly because he crosses thedaoes; he is then not fitting subject

matter of a masculine epic. Paris is shown as Hgtusetting the distinctions: he is both

1004), 3, 392-4 k&ALt 18 oTiMBav Kol elpooty: 008¢ ke paing / avdpl poyecobpevov v v EAeLY,
AAAO xopov B¢ [Epyec®d’, e xopolo vEov Anyovio koBilely.

101, 3, 38 ff.
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good looking and a coward, he is leaving Troy td@another country, he is “mingling”
with foreign people [(1x6elg aAlodamoiol, 48. Paris is himself an embodiment of
transgression. But this is not the way a Homerio Ishould act. He is therefore going to
die if he keeps acting this way. His death is edokeice, the first time Hector wishes
that he were deadx{0' 6pelec Gryovog T Euevar dyopnog 1 dmorécbor, 40) and the
second he imagines his death’' (¢v xovinot piyeing, 55). In the world of masculine
epic transgression is not appreciated, it is blamed

In the case of Helen, the evoked similarity betwdentwo scenes is already a
transgression of boundaries since Helen entefseimiasculine realm ohuthoi Is Helen
then performing a masculimeutho® Or is hemuthosdifferent?

HAVOEg €K TOAELOV: MG DPEAEG aDTOO' OAEGOOL

Avdpl dapelg kpaTep®, O¢ EUOC TPHTEPOG TOOLG NEV.

M pev dn mpiv ' edye' dpnigilov Meveddov

ofi te Pin kol xepol kol Eyyel péptepog eivat-

AAA' 101 VOV mpokdihecoon dpmipilov Mevédoov

£E0VTIC poxEcaoBal EvovTiov: GALL o' Eymye

TovECOOL KEAOLOL, UNdE EavO® MeveAdm

avtiflov moédepov morepilery nde phyecbo

APPodEmG, PN Twg Ty VT avToD dovpl dopunng (3.428-36)

“You've come back from the fight. How | wish youttied there, killed by that strong warrior
who was my husband once. You used to boast you stewager than warlike Menelaus, more
strength in your hands, more power in your spearg® now, challenge war-loving Menelaus
to fight again in single combat. I'd suggest yoaysaway. Don't fight it out man to man with
fair-haired Menelaus, without further thought. Yamight well die, come to a quick end on his
Spear.”

Just like Hector, Helen both wishes he were deabifantasizes his death in the
hands of Menelaus and alludes to the superiorithisfopponent. But unlike Hector,
Helen’s speech does not attempt to persuade hitvagk to battle: on the contrary she

wants Paris to stay behind, lest he died in thelar her former, husband. For Hector,
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Paris needs to be shamed toward battle, for Hedeis BB received back home, in shame.
The two scenes are then complementary: the nagrbgiore complements the narrative
after the single combat, the gaze of the warrierdhze of the wife, the public life the
private. More importantly, the feminine discourdeHelen complements the masculine
discourse of Hector. Helen’'s discourse mixes th@: tmirroring Hector’'s heroic
language, she transforms it to something totallyedint reversing the genre she is
employing. A generic flyting scene would consist self boast and insult of the
opponent. In this scene, Helen performs both ralee:does insult Paris at the same time
she reverses Paris’ previous boasts. Througimiignos both his words and his deeds are
deemed unworthy. Paris fails as a Homeric heroiduescued in her own version, her
own epic.

Her muthosis then again connected with her poetic functidme scene brings the
war in theoikosin the same way that Helen’s carpet did. Lookirgkdito the carpet
scene this scene stages an indoor war betweewdhi®itmer husbands with Helen in the
middle. Helen then, like Hector, dares Paris tdlehge Menelaus, but upon saying these
words she hastens to take it back. The scene lemdedr anaporiaz how can she
challenge him to go fight and then ask him to stbl¢Pen though is again a double:
challenging him to fight, following Hector's pargtn, and then asking him to stay
following Aphrodite’s.'®? Helen is a double, a split self between the v more time.

And her language conveys this shift: Her talk heguith a death wish for Paris and ends

192 Compare openingfAvbeg ék morépov- O Gpereg adToO dAECOOL / dvdpl Saelg Kpotep®, OC
£p0g TpdTEPOG TOOLG NeV” (3.428-9) with closing statemengodtic payécacoul évaviiov: GALE ©
€yoye  mobeohat kéAopaL, .. A TOG Ty VT adToD dovpl daping” (3. 433-6)
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for a fear for his life, capturing the doublenedsher discourse. It is, again, this
doubleness that separates her discourse from timelladic one.

Hence Helen’s discourse is again seen as diffdsgrtomparison, as the main
lliadic discourse strives to manifest its princgpaHowever, it is also interesting that, in
trying to present its need for rigid boundariesntdoic language manifests its lack. It is
then necessary for it to fashion a sign, the same Melen’s discourse does to describe
her. In calling himdborapt (39) then male discourse transgresses the limits & toe
sustain, and falls under the spell of Helen’s disse.

Blame does show up again in Helen’s discourse Huigttime it is self inflicted
blame, a motif that transcends the entire poem foook 3 to book 24. What is then the
poetics of this self-blame and how does it worktlie poem? How is self-blame
connected with the alternative discourse of Helen?

The next time we see Helen in the epic, in boogh, is still in her chamber with
Paris. Paris is looking at his weapons, while He¢esitting among the maids, working.
Hector rebukes Paris for his idleness: he shoulddmeg his weapons not look at them.
The scene is actually divided in two dialogueswaein Hector and Paris and between
Hector and Helen. In the first dialogue, Hectorules Paris and Paris defends himself,
practically saying that he is going to follow hiro battle. The second dialogue is
constructed in a similar way. Again, there is aukebfollowed by compliance. However,
in the second dialogue, both the blame and thaliviglcome from the same person,
Helen. Helen's blame then is self-constructed. Algh blame for all other characters
comes from different persons, Helen's blame coms herself. Helen engages herself

in a different poetic activity. While the masculigpic poetics construct both blame and
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praise for the characters in it, Helen's poetiasstroicts blame as a part of identity, as a
poetic activity that allows her poetic discourseb® stabilized. Moreover, while in
Homeric poetics characters engage in self-praisderts self-blame is unprecedented.
Or, to be more precise, blame for Helen unpreceatet is only through her own voice
that Helen is blamed in Homer.

Helen's speech begins with an address to Heitiep, (344). The point of interest
in this dialogue though is not Hector. The focushef speech shifts quickly with the
second word, from Hector to hersatbhvog kaxounydvov dxpuvoécong (Hector, brother
of this horrible, conniving bitgh344. With this triple genitive Helen again addresas
her brother-in law. Again, as in th&eichoskopiain book 3, Helen in her narratives
always shifts the focus to her. She addressesIhersle shameful words, in the same
fashion that Hector addressed his brother not &myg His reproach consisted on the fact
that Paris had forgotten his duty as a warrior.eHddoth justifies Hector's reproach but
also differentiates herself. Paris is obliviousicei he does not know people's indignation
and reproach against him: On the other hand she madize her guilt, her mistake, and
she knows that she should be blamed. Helen thes tivi see and name herself in a way
that language could not up to this point. She gttsrto finally the séma for Helen to go
from the image of Helen to a stable self.

Her attempt for stability then appears as a deasi,vthe ultimate rest: In her
words to Hector she repeats her wish to die, a stgted before when talking to Priam:

@G 1 OpeL’ LaTL TM OTE [LE TPADTOV TEKE UNTNP

oilyeoBo TPoPEPOLOQ KoKT AVELOLO BVEALDL

eig 6pog 1 €ig KDpo ToAVPAoicPoilo Baddcong,
£vOa pe kOU' dndepoe mhipog Tade Epyar YevEsOat. (6.345-7)
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| wish that on that day my mother bore me somewivitl had come, carried me away,
and swept me off, up into the mountains, or towhges of the evercrashing sea. Then | would
have died before these deeds happened.

Although Helen wishes she were dead, her deatmdidsng to do with stability.
Her desired death is as mobile as her life. Indeath fantasy Helen is as mobile as ever,
moving in the sky, sea and water, transgressingyepessible boundary. It is then
language itself that denies the possibility foréteto be stable. In her discourse stability
is not an option; Helen will be forever differemcadeferred.

Helen seems to realize this fact so she commentseoriame both in a social,
moral but also theological level. She speaks apeaple's opinions and moral judgments
(vépeotiv te kol oioyeo TOAL" &vBpomwv, 351). She moreover talks about Zeus' plan
(olow €mi Zevg Biike kakov popov, Zeus gaves us an evil faBb7) but also Paris' folly
(&tng). She is also in a position to know that innogegple like Hector suffer because
of her gnel oe pdhiota movog epévag apeBéPnkev, since this trouble really weighs
upon your mind355). Her vision and knowledge are presented as broaderdther epic
characters, a vision only pertaining to the poetwklver her vision seems to be
challenging the poet’s. She not only knows abouisZelan, a basic part of the lliadic
structure, but she moreover seems to be aware robvme deeds as a possible poetic
subject matterdfg kol omicow GvOpOTOLoL TEADUED QOLdLOL E0COUEVOLOL, SO We
may be subjects for men’s songs in human generajiento come, 358Not only is this
another comment that emphasizes her poetic stamidpoi also a direct comment of the
importance of her story. In a poem about Achillesath Helen points to the fact that she
is going to be famous, as an epic character. $sdpic thdliad? Or is she talking about

her own discourse, her own alternative epic? Helpoetic statement points to the fact
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that Helen speaks as a poet, a poet who not oslyhHeaability to use tropes, metaphors
and similes but also to know the effect of the po&t its audience. Her comment also
points to the immortality of her poetic discourkker epic is going to transgress time and
space the same way she does. Her song is as raslsle is.

It is then not surprising that her last appearandee epic is also connected with
poetic activity and performance, emphasizing the fiaat Helen’s discourse is and will
always be mobile. Even after the death of the lieab foreshadows the sack of Troy,
Helen keeps composing and performing her own é@an exarchousa she is lamenting
Hector (Erévn tprtditn €€fpxe voo10, 761). Although she is not the only one to sing a
lament (the lament of Hecuba and Andromache prédedkien's lament does not fall to
the same category. Although Hecuba’'s and Andromaclament talk about their
imminent fate in slavery her lament is the charareher to compose more lines of her
epic narration, a narration that is not going tgpsn the end of the poem. Moreover, her
narration is anuthos a poetic performance of memory, praise and (bédine.

The lament again begins with the expression of ques perspective: she
addresses Hector as her brother in law, turningdbes to her. She then goes on to say
her own story. Now the epic is shortly narratedrfrioer perspective from the beginning
till the time being. Helen is performing her memoter following Paris, abandoning her
country and going to Troy twenty years ago, andlifernn the palace of Priam. All the
details of Helen's life, never mentioned by nove described. This narrative is clearly
presented as a different one: this could not haaenba part of the main Homeric
narrative. It can only be narrated as a part ofehfsl epic. It is the story of her own

personal war that Helen describes: the personalestin theoikos and the Trojan

152



hostility against her. Hector was the only persdmwever said anything bad to her
(AL 0D o oD Ekovoa kakdv Emog 008 acveniov). ' On the contrary he always
would take her side and cease the strife in thespit strife arousing because of her:

el Tig pe kol AAAOG €V LEYAPOLOLY EVITTTOL

daépav N YOOV T ElvaTEpOV EDTETA®V,

7l £KVPA, EKVPOG OE TOTNP O TTLOG Ol

AALQ OV TOV ENMEECOL TOPULPAIEVOG KAUTEPLKEG (768-71).

In fact, if anyone ever spoke rudely to me in toede—one of your brothers or sisters, some
brother’'s well-dressed wife, or your mother—for yéather always was so kind, as if he were
my own you’'d speak out, persuading them to stop.

Hector was not only the bulwark of Troy; he wasoalhe bulwark of Helen. Her
death leaves her, as Troy, without defense in tiogam palace. It is her personal drama
exposed here, her living in a hostile city whererglody shudders at h@tavteg 6¢ e
neppikooly, 775). Helen's lament again engages in both blardgemse. Trojans blame
against her and self -blame, and on the other gidase for Hector. In her narrative
though both praise and blame come not from pulginion, or commonly accepted epic
moral principles. They both focus on her personaivw Hector is praised but not as a
warrior, a characteristic commonly emphasized ie thain epic narrative. In her
narrative, Hector is praised for his mildness, geod nature, his gentlenessi(t'
ayovoppoovn kol colg dyovolg €énéecot, 772). This is certainly not Hector, as we
know him. It is not his strength, his courage, gpasriotism, all the values he embodied in

the context of thdliad. It is a different value center, a new shiftedspexctive. Helen's

103 weloe & éymv odk el - vepeoontov 8¢ kev ein / kelvov mopoavéovoa Aéyoc - Tpwol 8¢
omioow / macol popncoviot €xom & Gxe dxpito BVUd. (2. 410-12).
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lament is therefore personal: she mourns the lbss faend (piiog) not the Homeric
hero:

T0 o€ 0' Guo KAol® Kol €U’ Gpopov &y vopevn Knip:

0V Yap Tig pot €T GAAog €vi Tpoln evpein

fimog 00d¢ PlAog, TAVTEG OE e Teppikaoty. 774-5)

Now | weep for you and for my wretched self, sksit heart, for there’s no one else in
spacious Troy who's kind to me and friendly. Théyaok at me and shudder with disgust.

Hector is dead as far as the lliadic epic is camegr But for Helen his death is the
opportunity for a new song. And she knows that ble still going to be alive in her
song as she told him the last time they met. Inethe of thelliad Hector is a séma of

death andleosin Helen's performance, as he is himself in a s€tha

vii.  In place of conclusion, or Helen’s doubles
Helen’s epic has not ended yet. As she transgréissdad to theOdysseyshe is
still an eidolon an unfixed image. Helen in the Homeeigic is the embodiment of the
double and the mobile. And although the image dkeRl¢hat inspired many poets after
Homer there is, however, a difference between Hoamer the poets after him. While
Homer realizes that doubleness is the essence lehH8tesichorus for example misses
the importance of this doubleness. While understander mobility, the idea of
doubleness troubles him. As a result he deniesitimeric Helen and presents his own

version of the Helen.

1091, 24779 plLeo Ot ofip’ Exeav
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0¥k €01’ €Tvpog Adyog 0VTOG,
0o0d' €Bag €v VLGV EDGEAULOLG,
004" Tkeo Tépyapa Tpoilog:

This is not a true story. You did not embark in thell-built ships. You
did you go to the citadels of Troy.

The Stesichorean version presents Helen’s molaktya problem to be “fixed”.
Helen is too mobile, too double to be just onas ltherefore rather ironic that trying to
fix her double nature he presents a self-undermgisiolution: there are, after all two
Helens. In trying to subvert the Homeric myth, get of the doubleness of Helen
Stesichorus reinscribes the myth by affirming it. dn attempt to erase her inherent
doubleness Helen becomes two. At the same timedtubleness is predicated on
hierarchy and morality. Of those two Helens ona isal, superior, chaste Helen, and the
other is a fake, inferior, deceptive Helen.

Karen Bassi discusses Stesichorus’ Palinode asedlase of denial”. For Bassi,
Stesichorus’ poem is set up as textual antagoniamviiich Stesichorus intends to affirm
the validity of his poem by pointing out Homer'sirfficiency°® Stesichorus’ version of
the Helen story is, according to Bassi, pietistid paternalistic. He attempts to present a
chaste Helen who could never go to Troy leavinghesband back. In (re)inventing a
chaste Helen however, Stesichorus reaffirms theceqn of feminine subject as
duplicitous and deceptive. His Helen is createthanlikeness of Pandora, following the
tradition of the ambiguous and deceptive female.

In discussing th&alinodeas a text in a dialogue with the Homeric, the bidisi

as well as the Platonic text-in which it is fourBhssi concludes that tHealinodeas a

105 Bassi 1993, 51.
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text reveals a desire “both to chasten Helen amfLatance to do sa®® In this way the
Palinoderetains the duplicity that the text tries to erdsefighting a double Helen, the
Palinode creates two. What is more, tiiRalinode itself is predicated on doubleness.
Being not an ode but one more ode, a Palin-odetettteis already a double. According
to LSJmawv- in a compound word means doubiléBy re-visiting his first poem, the
one that caused Helen’'s angry response and hidnggs, Stesichorus goes on not to
write a different poem but to write on his previqaegem. The beginning of the Palinode
then sounds as his first poem negated. It is inapbtb remember that Stesichorus refers
to his own poem as much as he refers to Homer. Assalt, in claiming truth and
proving Homer wrong, he first needs to disprovefbrser self. Thevk £tvpog Adyog
(non true story of the Palinoderefers to Stesichorus himself as much it mighéred
Homer. In writing a poem about Helen then Stesighdiimself attains the “ambiguity”
of feminine discourse he is trying to erase. Heohezs the poet who is able to tell truth
and lies as the Hesiodic Muses'dd.If this latter version is true it is thavpog Adyog
that can only mean that that the former washdeo.'®® At the same time, as Bassi
observes, there is a discussion about likenesshencbntext of thePalinode The

discussion again evokes the Hesiodic Muses whdeatBfmany lies equivalent to truth”.

106 Bassi 1993, 69.
07183 sv

198 Eor a discussion of the passage see Bergren 698Band Pucci 1977, 8ff. Also for the translatiamd
discussion of the phrase see Heiden, 2007, esf.171f

199 see the well-known Hesiodic claim in Theog,i8ifev yed8ea moAhd Aéyely étdpolowy dpoia,
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Hesiod refers toopolo €tbpoiolv, equivalent to truth, leaving the nature of the
equivalence unresolved. And Stesichorus never seyshePalinodeis €tvpog Aoyog;
he goes only as far as to say that the prior was no

After hisPalinodethen, does Stesichorus establish himself as laftituhale poet,
a poet who can affirm his own validity by represegteminine discourse as ambiguous?
The answer is, of course, negative but we shouldrmsh to attribute the failure to
Stesichorus alone. One should not forget that Stesis’ poem was handed down to us
via Plato. Seen in the context of tAkaedrughe whole Recantation story is narrated as a
discussion on poetic discourse. Given Plato’s msstconcerning poetry then the story of
Recantation is a comment on the misrepresentafidruih by poets. Socrates’ point in
narrating the episode of Stesichorus’ blindness deny poetic discourse. If the Palinode
is a discourse of denial, as Bassi discussespitldmot be forgotten that it is a paradigm
for Socrates’ denial of poetic discourse. Socratggerforming his speech will be “wiser”
than the poets, both Homer and Stesichorus. Foishgoing to recite his speech
uncovered and free of shart8. Socrates recantation evokes both Homer and Hesiod
both the shameful Helen and the deceptive Pand®oth women are presented as
covered in Homer and Hesiod. Helen goes out toamdlé covered in a shining veil and
Pandora will be presented covered in a similar. \®ilth veiled women are connected
with feminine discourse and deceptiveness andishexactly the type of discourse Plato
denies. Plato refers to Stesichorus’ Helen becalmse wants to connect her with

deceptive poetic lies or mirages of truth as opgoge the essence of truth only

10 see PlatdPhaedr.243b3-7.¢yd 0dv copdTepog ékeivov yevicopal kot adtd ye TodTo. Tpiv Yép
TL TV 310 TNV 100 "EpmTog KoKNyoploy TELPACOHOL DTG GmodoDval THY ToALV@dioy, YOUVR TH
KEPAAR Kol 00y Aomep 10Te DI ooy VNG EYKEKUAVULLEVOG,.
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philosophical discourse can reach In the Republiche will again refer to the same
story. What made the Greeks fight for Helen wag tiignorance of truth>** What they
did not know was the fact that what they saw inylwas not Helen but her “eidolon”.
What is then important in the discussions of Bas&l Gumpert is the fact that
they recognize an agon between Plato, Stesichblesipd and Homer in the context of
both the Palinode and the text in which it is found. What | woulkdi to suggest
nevertheless is that the same preoccupation ewtblon mimesis and poetic discourse
can be found already in the Homeric text as comaewtith Helen. Helen can then be
seen as problematizing the nature of poetic dissand raise a discussion about truth
and illusion. At the same time the fact that she ifeminine character connects her
discourse with feminine discourse. Thus, in Honielen becomes a séma of feminine
poetic discourse, and an embodiment of its mobiBging connected with doubleness
and unfixity Helen and her discourse are accepteldiracorporated n Homeric discourse
as différance. Homeric Helen will never be stalsid Bnmobile; she will never belong to
one place. However, unlike the Homeric Helen, $Stesus’ Helen cannot move. She

never left, always stayed in Sparta. Stesichoras th trying to crystallize Helen, make

1 For a discussion of Plato and Helen with refersrioghePalinodesee also Gumpert 2001,18 and 47-
50.

H125ee Plato’sRepublic586b7-c6.7Ap” 0dv 0dk &véykn Kol fidovaic cuvelval pepelypévorlg Admatg,
elddlolg ThHg AANBoVG MNdoviig Kol  E0KLOYPUENUEVOLS, VWO 1ThHg 7op GAAMNAag B€oewg
ATOYPOLVOLEVOLG, OOTE CEOOPOVG EKATEPAG QaiveSHOl, Kol EPOTOG £0VTAOV AVTTOVING TOIG
Goepociy évtikTely kol Tepiuayntovg eivon, domep 10 THg EAévng eidwlov bdmd tdv €v Tpoiqg
Tnoiyopdg enot yevécBot TepLayNToV Gryvola To0 &AnBog;
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her immobile. His attempt however fails for what dreds up with is not Helen; it is a
fake, aneidolon Helen then, one more time seems mobile, unfizesBma of unfixity.

It is then obvious to this point that Helen carsben as a poetic voice in thiad.
Herself a poet-figure seen both while composingb{wand performing Teichoskopig
her position in thelliad, | suggest, is a different poetic voice, a voideatierity,
differentiating herself from the main Homeric vaiddoreover, not only is she different
but this difference needs to be seen as the mairacteristic of her discourse. In a wider
context of lliadic discourse then, Helen’s disceuis a different, feminine discourse not
only situated in the heart of a “masculine” poemf mterwoven in it. The poetic
difference then is also gendered, not only becduseauttered by a feminine but because
it carries with it, and moreover displays as it maharacteristic doubleness associated
with the feminine in archaic poetry. And it is ireldn, the ultimate subject, or object, of
desire that both alluring beauty and doublenesst.nté@wvever, doubleness is not, |
believe, synonymous with deception. Helen’s wordghelliad are neither beautiful nor
deceptive. They are- simply stated- different, abgythe rules of an alternative
discourse. Understanding her discourse as markeddiffjerence, an alterity, will help to
map down the characteristic of her discourse, ani@m discourse contesting and co-
existing with the main lliadic one, a discourseergtl by a woman who embodies
difference, doubleness and alterity in all possimays: ontological, linguistic,

spatiotemporal and gendered.
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CHAPTER 3

Performing the other: female choruses and (fe)mafeice in Alcman

i.  Introduction: problems and questions

In a discussion of female voice, female choral grenbnce needs special
consideration since it is a public voice. Althowgiholars have discussed the problematic
even paradoxical nature of a public female voiajentheless choral performance is a
locus for female voice to be uttered and heardgesithe female performers present
themselves in public to a mixed audience whichsmmand hear thehfrom the dances
of Heliconian Muses and Delian maidens to LesbiaSmartan girls, representations of
female choral performances are not scarce in AccBagek poetry, starting from Homer
and Hesiod and of course Alcaeus, Sappho and theeHo Hymns. Fragments of choral
poems composed to be performed by female chorbhesggver, are preserved neither
well nor in abundance. Alcman having flourishedtie 7' ¢ B.C in Sparta and having
composed songs for women's choruses is the eartieetal poef In a fashion

appropriate to archaic poetry, his most extensiatheit fragmentary, piece of

! Stehle 1998, 73-4.

2 For dating problems see Davison 1968, 176-9.
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femalechoral performance was recovered to us by goance; a badly damaged papyrus
from Saqqara, brought to light in 1855, containdch#an’sPartheneion

The fragment, published most recently by Calam&983 as Fr 3, has provoked
many readings, with no consensus. The scholargrest about thPartheneionseems to
be unabated to this day, as the 2008 book by Fetearly demonstrates. Moreover, it is
undeniably very important in a discussion of feméoice for many reasons: Not only
because its members are female but also becausegén®mrmance is a point of self-
reference. The chorus refers both to the visuakammce and the voice of the female
dancers, presenting itsedfs a female chorus. They explicitly name twarthenoithe
chorus-leader, Hagesichora, and Agido and alsoigeo® catalogue of members of the
same chorus. The chorus refers to itself in fistspn singular or plural, using feminine
participles and pronouns. Performed on an occasionected to a female deity, sung by
a chorus of women, and referring to its virginatfpemers the poem can then be used to
enlighten questions regarding female identity aoide. Therefore, | am going to read Fr
1 as a gendered-and sexeperformance, emphasizing both the gender and &éxeo
performers; not only female bodies are on displatydbso the girls refer to their female
identity and their female bodies, staging and emjingy their female identity before an
audiencé'

In this point one more fact should be taken undeswleration: the feminine voice
although performed by a female chorus, neverthédl@ssa male author, Alcman. The

voice of the choral dancers then is both a phylsi¢amale voice and a feminine voice, a

% | use the terms gender and sex to distinguishémsvtheir social and biological dimension respetyiv
* Stehle 1998, 71.
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construction of female self. The fact that the feime voice of the chorus is emphasized,
regardless of its author, further points to voice aaconstruction. Feminine voice is
important to Alcman and by constructing a female®de makes a meaningful choice.
He considers it as a position in language thatlmmadopted by both male and female
authors since it does not essentially belong tosmxe Traditionally Alcman’s choice is
seen as a convention of the genre sinardheneionneeds to be performed by young
womenqua genre. But this necessity of genre does not @&dta# emphatic reference to
the femininity of the chorus, or the self-referahtomments. If he is trying to be realistic
or immortalize the moment of the performance, whgslhe constructs the performance
as a gendered one? How does the gender of thershithor the performer matter, does
it change the audience reception? What | will dsscis why who utters and who
constructs the voice matters. Alcman choosingRagheneionas the genre of his poetry
also chooses to present an institutionalized cocstn of a public female voice. The
guestion | am going to ask is whether the constnaf a feminine voice in the case of
Alcman result to the construction of a “real” femi@ voice, as seen in Sappho but also in
the male-authored Homeric text, or a voice dictdigdnale ideology. Furthermore, my
discussion will show how the text deals with thentcadiction of male-authored and
female performed voice, of representation of femenvoice as “real”, in other words

how the text stages female performance, identityfaminine voice as ideology.
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ii.  The fragment
Fr.1 (3C)°

] TTeoAudeUkns-

oUK ¢y]v AUkaicov év KapoUotv aAéyw
"Eva]popdpov Te kal ZEéBpov modcokn

Jv te TOV BraTtav

]. Te TOV KopUOTAV

EdUTeixn] e Favaktd T' 'Aprjiov

]& T' éEoxov fucicov-

v Tov &ypéTav

O PN PN

] uéyav Evputdv Te

10.]mOpw KASvov

IT.]. TE TCS &PIOTWS

12.] T PT|OOUES

13.].p Aloa TTavTév

14.] yepaitaTol

15. &T[édiAos dAK&

16. avB]pcdmeov &5 pavov ToTnobw
I7. TN]PNTW yauiv Tav 'AppodiTav
18.] av[aJoocav 1} Twv'

19.] fj Taida TTopkewd

20. Xd]pites 8¢ Aiods 8[S]uov

21. Jow époyAepapot:

22.]tdTol

23.]Ta daipwv

24.]i Pihots

25. Jeoke dédpa

26. lyapéov

27.]cdAeo’ 1iBa

28.].ovov

29.].Taiag

30.]éBa- TGOV &' &AAog idt

31.] HapU&pl HUAGKPL

32.].ev "Atdag

33. JauTol

34.]mov: &GAaoTa B¢

35. FEPYQ TTACOV KAKX UNOaévol:

® For the text | follow Calame’s edition, 1983 urdetherwise indicated. The translation, unlessratise
indicated, is mine.
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36. €0TL TI5 OV TiOIS

37.6 &' 6ABios, oTIs VPPV

38. auépav [dijawAékel

39. GKAaUTOS: Eycov &' &eldw

40.” Ay1865 TO PAds: Opdd

41. F' &OT &Aov, SvTrep &uiv
42."Ay18c papTUpeTal

43. paivnv- €ue &' oUT' Emaivijv

44.0UTe poopunobal viv & kAevwa xopayods
45.0Ud" Auds Efjl- DOKET y&p THEV aUTa
46. EKTTPETITS TCIS COTTEP Al TIg

47.8v PoTols OTACEIEV (TITTOV

48. Tayov aebBhopdpov kavaxaToda
49. TGV UTTOTETP1SicoV dveipov:

50.1) oUx Opfiis; & HEv kéANS

5I. EvnTikds: & 8¢ xaita

52. TAS EUAS AVEWPIAS

53. Aynoixoépas émaviel

54. Xpuoos [T aknpaTos:

55. TO T' &pyUplov TpOcwTIOV,

56. dlapadav Ti Tol Adycw;

57. Aynoixépa pev auta-

58. & 8¢ deuTépa Ted' "Ay1dco TO FEIdOS
59.1mos 'IBnvédt Kodagalos dpauniTat:
60. Tal TTeAnades yap &uiv

61. ' OpBpial papos pepoioals

62. vUkTa dt' auPpoociav aTe onplov

63. &OTPOV AfFnNPOUEval paxovTal:
64.0UTE yAp Tl TOPPUPAS

65. TO00OS KSPO§ OOT' &uuval,

66. oUTe TroIkiAog dpaKwov

67. Tayxpuolos, oUudt HiTpa

68. Audia, veavidwv
69.lavoy[Alepapwv &yaAua,

70.0Udt Tail Navvéds kdual,

71. AN’ oUd' "ApéTa oleldns,

72.0Ud¢ 2ZUAakis Te kail KAenoionpa,
73.0Ud" €5 AlvnouBp[d]tas évboica paoeis:
74. AcTa@is [T]é pot yévorto

75. Kol ToTiyAémor QiAuAAa

76. Aapaplé]ta T' épaTtd Te Fravleuis:
77. @A\ “Aymnoixopa Ue TelpEL.

78.0U yap & k[a]AAiopupog

79. Aynoix[d]p[a] Tap' aUTel,
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80.’Ay1d0l ..€.. apuUEvel

81.cwoTnp[ia T'] au' émaivel.

82. AAA& Tav [..]..[..Jtol

83. déEacbe: [o1]dov yap Gva

84.xal TéAOS- [xo]pooTaTls,

85. feirotui &', [¢]ycov pev alta

86. Tapogvos paTav &tmo Bpdve AéAaka
87. yAaug: éyco[v] 8¢ Tl pEv "AcdTI HAAIOTA
88. Favdavnv €pdd- VWY yap

89. &uw iaTwp [éyelvTo-

90.¢E ‘Aynoixoplas] 8¢ vedwides

91.ip]nvas épaTdas éméPBav:

92. TGt Te yap onpagldlpwt

93. aU]Tcds €d...........

94. T[&]s kuBepvaTal 8¢ xpn

95. KNV va&t p&[Aliot' [&]lkoimv-

96. & d¢ Tav Znpnv[idlwv

97. &dodoTépa W...[

98.01al yap - avtfi

99. Taidwv dek.....].[]et-

100. POéyyetan &' [...1.[..]1.[.] Z&avBw poaiol
101. KUKvos: & &' E[inépcot Eavbal kopiokat
102. [ ]

103. ]

104. ]

105. ]

106.

107.

...Polydeuces. As for myself, | will not count Lythes among the dead or
Enarsphorus and swift-footed Sebrus and the violamd the helmeted Euteiches and the king
Areius and ...preeminent among the demigods. As fpgatherer of the army, and great Eurytus
in the press of the battle, and ... finest...we wilt pass over. For Fate and Poros (?) most
ancient of all gods...their unfounded power. Let ranrfly to heaven or attempt to marry neither
Queen Aphrodite nor some ...nor a daughter of Rofthe Graces with love dripping down their
eyes in the palace of Zeus...more...god...to friends...gaveifts...lost
youth...throne...futile...went...of them one did by an arranother by a marble millstone...in
Hades...and unforgettably they suffered since thejtgd evil. There is such a thing as the
revenge of Gods. Blessed is the man who happilyesethe web of his day to the end, a stranger
to tears.

But | sing of the light of Agido. For | see herthg sun; whom Agido calls to shine as a
witness for us. But | cannot either praise or bldmaefor our illustrious choregos does not let me,
not at all. For she seems to me preeminent, just@se sets among the grazing herds a strong,
prize winning horse, with clashing hooves, a steedinged dreams. Well, don’t you see? The
one is an Enetic race horse. But the hair of mysitcotlagesichora is blooming like undefiled
gold. And that silver face of hers! Do | speak cleaough? Here is Hagesichora! And that
second one in beauty is Agido, she runs like a X&a@la horse next to an Ibenian. For these
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Peleiades, rising up like Sirius, the star, arétfitgg us in the ambrosial night as we are bringing
our offerings to Orthria. For to defend ourselvegher the abundance of purple is enough, nor
the ornate solid golden dragon, or the Lydian haadbthe pride of soft-eyed girls, or Nanno’s
hair will suffice, or Arete, the godlike, or Thylakand Kleesithira. Nor going to Aenisibrota’s
you are going to say: | wish Astaphys would be mimaad Phillylla look at me, or lovely
Damareta or Vianthemis...But Hagesichora wears me..&ar is not fair-ankle Hagesichora
close to us, but close to Agido, praising our celébn? But receive their prayers, Gods! For both
accomplishment and end belong to gods. Chorus igddemay speak, | am only a young girl,
screeching in vain like an owl on a rafter. Butrevebove all yearn to please Aotis. For she is
the healer of our toils. But it was thanks to Hagesra that the young girls trod the path of
lovely peace. For just like the trace-horse orip &bo, one must obey the helmsman most of all.
For she is of course not as melodious as the Sifenthey are goddesses, but ours choir of ten
sings as loudly as one of eleven. And she singssagan by the waters of river Xanthus. And she
with her lovely golden hair...

iii.  Recent scholarship

In reading the Partheneia of Alcman, decipherirg\thices of the female chorus
has been addressed by scholarship using diffemgrbaches and methodological tools.
In his groundbreaking study of the Louvre Parthengi Claude Calame uses
anthropological models of tribal initiation to diss Alcman’s poem. For him “the ritual
activity of adolescent girls ...is comparable to ftimstitution of tribal initiation™
Calame’s discussion emphasizes on both the soothkitual aspect of girl’'s choruses.
According to him, choruses of young boys and gité/ed an important role in the social
life of the archaic city as an institution of tréien: through choral dancing and singing
society attempts to “integrate adolescent boys @irld into adult society by preparing
them for the role of citizen and his wifé”As a result, Calame reads the fragment as a

rite of passage from girlhood to adulthood, frora #tatus of a young virginzgdp0évoc)

to a woman and wifey(vn).

6 calame 1997, 262.

" Calame 1997, 264.
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Eva Stehle is again using the anthropological matletussing th&artheneionas
a community performance as well. Emphasizing thedgeed voice of the chorus she
concludes that choruses generally “publicly demasttheir internalization of gender
roles, while reinforcing the construction of thesées for the audiencé”.Discussing
matters of performance and self-representationesmghasizes the chorus’ references to
their own voice, concluding that female performemsphasize their inability to speak. In
doing so, Stehle admits, reading @theneionwe are faced with a contradiction: their
performance needs to follow the commands of a sothat more or less forbids them to
speakl The desideratum of their performance is therpubticly demonstrate their lack
of voice” X

Furthermore, it has been noticed in recent schularthat the interesting problem
of feminine voice and subjectivity is reinforced the structure of the poem: Based on
the bipartite division of the song, Robbins disessshe first, heavily damaged and
largely ignored by scholarship, part of the poeynty to recover the mythological story
but also emphasizing its connections with the secpart. For Robbins there are

“important thematic connections” between the twatgathe first part of the poem

introduces the themes of battle and race and ttendepart brings back and reworks the

8 Stehle 1998, 72.

® Zeitlin 1990 and Goff 1990 discuss the complesited women speaking in public. Their discussion,
although focusing in tragedy, is also helpful here.

10 stehle 1998, 73.
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same themes. As a result, she concludes, the legeadnts a moral and the second part
“puts the moral into practice” enacting the ideattlorce “cedes to gracé®.

Going back to Robbins’s discussion about the imteetidence between the two
sections of the poem, Clark emphasizes the corgtnucf a gendered body and voice in
the poem? Discussing the poem, she concludes that the divisietween the two
sections of the poem reveals not only a differemiad model for men and women to
follow, but also a differentiated authority as &8 the narrator is concernéd.ln her
explanation, the girls, having internalized thacially subordinate role, undermine their
own speech and at the same time reproduce maldtstd codes for the next generation,
codes that will make them passive, desired, beduijects.**At the same time both
Robbins and Clark agree that the fact that firstiee, the catalogue of warriors, employs
a strong authoritative male speech while in th@sddhe authority of the chorus’ speech
is problematic, almost impossiblgMoreover, in both discussions, the themes of race
and war are discussed as insignia of male discourse

Robbins’ article touches upon the metaphorical lagg of the poem in passing
under the rubric of masculine discourse. For hee, language of race and battle are

employed as metaphors anchored in the world of Thém.her article then there is no

! Robbins 1994, 14- 16.

12 Clark 1996, 143, 146-7.

13 Clark 1996, 151.

4 Clark 1996, 168.

!> Robbins, 1994; Clark, 1996.
' Robbins 1994, 9.
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further discussion of the metaphoric language othan it is gendered. However, the
network of metaphors is too complex to be explaiaedy in two categories. Metaphor
as an important subject for the Partheneion has pesviously discussed by scholarship.
Scholars have been intrigued and perplexed by tmplex networks of metaphors
attempting to connect them with the performanceitofl. According to Lonsdale, for
example, the use of animal and bird metaphors eatirbctly related to the performance.
Although he does not argue that the chorus membietdd be dressed up as animals,
nevertheless he believes that choreography wastimpino the metaphor, through
mimetic dancind” The metaphors used in the poem however cannofl lex@ained
away through performance. Most recently Peponiedhithe question discussing the
perplexing imagery and use of metaphoric languagbe fragment, discussing how the
metaphor of light is used interchangeably with tleipronouns creating a shift between
vision and visualization asking the audience bathsee and contemplate on the
performance?® In an insightful reading, she argues that “thegimary world (described
via metaphors) is constantly remodeled and restidddeor example, in the extended
horse race metaphor, the images (and breeds) efhases change. Why would that
happen if the only purpose would be either desagbihe choreography or in an
allegorical level allude to competition that poirtis male military organizatioA?

Furthermore what is the function of the specifictap@or? Why are the dancers

" Lonsdale 1993, 200.
18 peponi, 2004.

9 Peponi 2004, 303.
% onsdale 2004, 202.
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compared to specific race horses? Keeping that imd,mwe can also see that the

metaphors employed by Alcman are not exclusivedgnaby the world of race and battle

nor do they always reinforce the opposition foreegvace that Robbins attempts to read
in the poem.

In the present chapter then, | will show that déstng the underlying problem of
representation of female speech can shed light roblgms of perplexing imagery,
fragmentation or metaphorical language. My mairsihdegins from the fact that the
maidens of théartheneionfail to perform a feminine discourse to show tthas can be
seen as a double failure: As a performance of diseoconsists on both the visual and
vocal element then maidens are staged not onlgeechless but also as unrepresentable.
Speechless, because they are either incapabldaearingt any voice or as mimicking a
language that does not belong to them. Moreovangumsetaphoric language while
describing the dancers, the chorus is pointingnte\aer-changing, shifting spectacle that
cannot be fully seen. It is through metaphors that young girls are represented as
animals, racing horses, doves, swans or metals @&sigihg their unrepresentable quality.
The performance described then is a blurry, abisimzage resembling the subjectivity of

the dancers.

\2 Scholarship and methodology
Discussing gender relationships in Alcman both Btamd Clark turn to modern
theoretical approaches. Claude Calame uses modethropological models to
reconstruct the ritual practice behind thartheneion Clark uses the theoretical work of

Cowan and Bourdieu to talk about the body as saoiattruction while Stehle is heavily
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indebted to Zeitlin’'s work on female identity arfeetconstruction of the female persona.
For my own discussion of gender in thartheneior turn to the work of Luce Irigar&.
Since | want to emphasize not only gender relakipss but also female discourse,
Irigaray’s discussion will help to elucidate masteaf female voice in th€artheneion
Irigaray’s discussions dispute the male-structwsidctures of language and attempt to
find a place for female discourse within society. this context, thePartheneion
presented in and as a public performance probleesafiemale discourse in the public
sphere. Since Stehle argues that the voice ofdhag/girls in théPartheneions deemed
impossible, then why the need of performing fenvaliee as such? How does it bring up
social structures or civic ideology? Is tRartheneiorsimply a manifesto of phallocentric
discourse or does it challenge a male structuradititonal society such as Archaic
Sparta?

In his study of thePartheneionClaude Calame uses anthropological models of
tribal initiation to discuss Alcman’s poem. For hithe ritual activity of adolescent girls
...is comparable to the institution of tribal iniia”.?*> Calame also points out that
poems like thePartheneion“confirm the role of tribal initiation in the ingtction of
sexuality’™ In other words, in Alcman’s archaic Sparta youirts@re educated through
certain ritual activities. The passage from girlido womanhood is concluded by a
choral performance of songs as tRartheneion performed in a public festival. The

young girls dance in public as they are initiatetb ithe realm of adult life prepared for

L Irigaray 1985, especially 8, “Women on the Markatt 9, “Commodities among Themselves”
%2 Calame 1997, 262.
23 Calame 1997, 261.
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the next step, their marriage. In Calame’s wordie fiublic forum played a central role in
the system oflistribution and exchangeof new womenplaced at the disposal of the
adult social bodyby initiation”.?* Calame’s choice of words is very important hé&er,
reading the poem with a Marxist theory of exchanfjgvomen is, | propose, going to
help solving some of the enigmas of fartheneiorf”

Moreover, Luce Irigaray in her essay “Women on kharket” further develops
Marxian ideas when she points out that the orgéinizaf patriarchal societies is based
upon the exchange of women. The passage into @fdarsociety, into the symbolic
order, is then linked with the institutionalized zgag upon women as objects of
transaction; if that fails the society falls backo animality or anarchy. Women, like
signs, myths and commodities are made to be exeldamgd always refer back to nfén.
Women, signs, myths, commodities and men seem tbébbasis of th€artheneionas
well: the poem can be read as the representatioinesfe exchanges, or even as an
exchange itself. For performance is in itself achange in which, performed by and
referring to women, to myths but also commoditibes,poem publicly signals a transition
and the beginnings of a series of (marital) tratisas.. In such a performance, female
voice and representation are critical. Discussimg Rartheneionwith Irigaray brings
together matters of ritual, gender, female voice @presentation in an unexpected but, |

believe, most fruitful way.

% See Calame 1997, 262 (ltalics are mine).

% For an anthropological view on the exchange of eoisee also the seminal work of Gayle Rubin 1975.
In classics, important discussions can be fouriduirke 1991; Rabinowitz 1993; and Wohl 1998.

% |rigaray 1985, 170-1.
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Often seen as a ritual transition the fragmentlzanead not only as a passage into
order of a society but also as a (failed) attenfghe female to enter into the symbolic
order. Since according to Lacan, entry to the syiomlwder happens in the register of
visible, in other words the self needs to recogrigelf through a visual experience, |
believe performance can be seen as a mirror, irclwlelf and audience see and
recognize each other. Under this light, the fen@lerus is constructed as otherness,
alterity, even non-being, and in the context of Bertheneion as silent. Regarding
language, an attempt to find their own voice enplgaube a futile one: female citizens
can only enter the city performing male discousgeeaking a male language. Moreover
their performance then is then linked to male disse qua performance: both elements
of performance (the visual and verbal) become pafrta male discourse. The female
dancers of the chorus both gaze at each otherughra male lens and engage in an
institutionalized gazing upon women as objects odndaction; Women in the
Partheneion like signs, myths and commodities are made t@dmhanged and always

refer back to men.

v. Singing the other: feminine voice in Alcman’'sPartheneionl (1P, 3C)
The Partheneion “begins” in a quite enigmatic way, presenting ughwan
interesting problem right at its beginnifgThe fragmentary quality of theartheneion

prevents any certain arguments about the lengtheopossible beginning of the poem.

27 Even the titlePartheneionis more of a traditional, working title than a genThe title probably comes
from Alexandrian categorization since there ismtigation that is was an established literary gesre
least in the archaic period. The consensus igptirdiheneiaare choral songs performed by young women
(in Calame’s opinion for an audience of young woroaly). For a discussion of the problems concerning
the genre, see Calame 1997, 2-3.
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Scholars have been speculating on both matterse, Aaghis commentary on the
Partheneionpoints to the fact that in the papyrus one motama-now lost- preceding
our first column and consisting of 35 lines woulpea the poem. Thus, according to
Page, the missing two and a half stanzas wouldistomis an invocation to the deity and
the beginning of the legend, the middle part ofckhis the beginning of our fragment. If
he is right, the whole poem would have consisted@unomplete 14-line stanzas; the first
five are devoted to the legend and the secondtdivipersonal reference$®. According

to Page then this peculiar girl song is indeed ddigi in half: beginning with the
mythological example containing the catalogue,ndsewith the personal references to
members of the chorus, a catalogue of female danttewvould be fair then to conclude
that the fragment is divided in two parts, a “mad@t a “female” part.

Scholarship from Page’'s commentary until the nitsFocused on the second
part of the poem, sometimes briefly discussing finet before getting to the most
“important part”. On the other hand, some scholaesl to recover the myth of the first
part, discussing it in detail but missing -or evéenying- any thematic resonances
between the twé’ Robbins’ discussion is important mainly becauseshs the first one
to bring out interdependence between the two sextd the poem.

Robbins, however, does not draw any solid conchssi@bout the overall
significance of this bipartite division: a merepogition Force vs. Grace does not seem

very convincing especially in the context of pemi@nce. Why would a chorus of girls

% page 1951,1-2.

2 page 1951, 26-44. Clay 1991, 53, summarizes swstions about the legend and even denies any
connections of the two parts.
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reenact the particular themes of force and batfiéfat is the function of the double-
gendered language of the poem? Admittedly war and metaphors evoke a male world
but the question that should be asked is how tlaike hanguage works when performed
by a girl’s chorus, and whether the fact that tasistructed by a male author matters.

Regarding the gendered language of Blagtheneion Cristina Clark on the other
hand does emphasize its role, but inadequatelysies the role of gendered voice. For
example Clark points out that the authority of therus in the first section of the poem is
stronger unlike the second part. This “problematithority” comes into play when “the
chorus shifts character” between the two sectidnthe poent® It is not, | believe, a
change otharacterbut a change ofoice it is the same physical female voice that shifts
from authoritative to non authoritative becausghitts from a male paradigm of warriors
to the feminine paradigm of chorus dancers, frorsaubine to feminine voice. Thus, it is
imperative to discuss the shift from one voice lie bther: why does the chorus even
make this shift?

More importantly, | will argue, the interaction wiion and speech is crucial for a
discussion of female voice because of its bipartiteision but also because it
problematizes the inherent division between theenalthority of the author and the
female “authority” of the performers. The male-féenavorld division is at play at all
times in thePartheneionunderlying its structure and its performance. Imatvfollows
then, | will discuss the bipartite division with @mphasis on the female voice of the

second part of the poem. How do these two voicesdnt with each other, if they do,

30 Clark 1996, 168.
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and why the division? Is it connected with the ‘demmatic authority” of the chorus? Do

the two parts join in forming an integral whole?

a. Gender and structure: the male paradigm

Restoring the lost stanzas of the poem can be n@ ri@an pure speculation.
Traditionally the poem should have begun with arogation to a deity. Page and Calame
both agree on the rough outlines: the mythologes@&mplum following is a catalogue of
the sons of Hippocoon probably in reference to ltlagtle with Heracles and some
connection with the Tyndarids. It is also possitilat the myth was connected with a
local cult or Laconian legend. If Page is righte tmyth narrated in th@artheneion
would be connected with a local legend accordingvhich the Hippocontides fought
with the Tyndarides for a bride or brid&sln such a context, the advice that no mortal
should attempt to marry a goddess, or the dauglfePorcus and maybe the Graces,
would be appropriate. What follows is a problematiention of Poros and Aisa as the
eldest of Gods, and finally after some lines thahmot be restored, a mention of
enigmatic sinners-who offended the gods? - Thabainty proves the maxim: there is
such a thing as the revenge of the Gods. Thentrdéinsition through thgnometo the
more secure and self-referential second part ofpthesn, marked with the first person
personal pronoun and veryaov &' deido, 39.%° But is this the first self- reference of the

chorus?

¥ page 1951, 31-33
32 page 1951, 30-44 with a summary in 44. Calaméd 132, 52 ff.
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If the Partheneion as both Page and Robbins claim, begins with atsho
introduction, maybe an invocation to a female geddeight before the legend then the
introduction of the chorus to the audience wouldbably belong there. However, the
first personal pronouréfw) we have referring to theersona loquenss to be found in
line 2, followed by a first person plural verb ind 12. Those first self-references of the
chorus are connected with its poetic activity: tferus refers to its own song, its
composing process. The speaking | refers to its catalogue of the heroes and the mind
process behind it: the | does not count Lycaethusrg the dead onesik &yw]v
Abdxaioov €v xapodolv aAEym, 3). The speaking | either excludes Lycaethus from his
catalogue of herod% or states that all the heroes mentioned shouldbacconsidered
dead because of their glorious deeds. Togetherthéthapnoopeg in line 12 (omit, pass
over) the chorus speaks first in first person siaigand then in first person plural about
its own cataloguing of heroes, the thinking procasd the composing of its own song
but also the performance: this is what | choosenémtion, this is what matters to me,
seems to be the underlying issue. In narratindatpend, the persona of the chorus is not
a simple narrator; the persona does state its owd,followed by the gnomes. First a
prohibition in lines 17-8un tig &vl]pdrwv £€¢ @pavov motnobw / [undeenn]pntm
youtiv tov "Aepoditav (let no mortal try to fly in heaven or marry immadrégohrodite)
and then an affirmation in 3&11 11 cu@v tiolg (there is indeed such a thing as the

revenge of Godsfollowed by a gnome that leads to the second giatthe poem:o &'

¥ Following Page 1951, 27 and 82. If it is a cata®gf the sons of Hippocoon, Lycaethus (son of tBeri
according to the marginal note) cannot belong there
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OABlog, 60Tl ebppwv auépav [diJanréxel dxloavtog (blessed is he who cheerful
weaves through the web of the day not sheddingra 3&-8).

Although the second part of the poem is usually seeself-referential, | think that
there are enough references at the first part distlnad support the argument that the
chorus referring to itself in line 39 should notdeen as a first. The second section of the
poem though should be studied more carefully focdnnection with female voice since
the parthenoido speak about themselves and their activity aseta. What | would like
to stress, though, is that there is a strong cdioreof their female voice with the first
part of the poem. Thparthenoirefer back to the first section, and this “dialeghelps
to elucidate this interesting but also strangee.oic

b. Gender and structure: the female paradigm
The first line of the second section of the pgemts to the self reference with a
double marker.
eycov d' &eidw

"AY186ds TO Pids Op&d

F' T &Aov, Svtrep &uiv

"Ay18cd papTUpETal

paivnv- éue &' oUT' émavijv

oUTe peopnobal viv & kKAevwa xopayos

oud' aucds €Nt (39-45)

But | sing of the light of Agido. For keeher as the sun that Agido summons to shine on us

as a witness. But | cannot either praise or blaerefdr our illustrious choregos does not let me,
not at all.

The personal pronouéiyov marks the chorus as the subject and the ¥2ibw
refers to the vocal function of the speakers. Theras describes its function and in the
next line starts describing Agido a prestigious rhenof the chorus. The focus is now on

the performance of a special chorus member. If Agapresents the chorus at its finest,
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the member that all chorus members look up to iazement, then their representation
will be crucial for the identity of the whole ch@uAgido is first mentioned in genitive.
They do not sing of Agido but of Agido’s lightAiddg 10 o, 40). The metaphor
continues as a simile: the chorus sees her asuthgds' Giiov, 41). 34 In the chorus'’s
words then Agido is light, a very bright image tllaes not however have a voice. The
description of the chorus then falls short anddherus goes on to talk about their rather
inadequate description of her vocal talent. Therahaotself cannot actually talk about
Agido, cannot either blame or praise hebo émouviv /oVte popncbot, 43-4). The
chorus refers to its two basic functiogea chorusbut only to say that here they are
negated>® This chorus cannot do what other choruses do,isheither blame or praise,
for the choregos in no way lets thet €Aevva xopoyog / o0d" audg €ft, 45-6). The
main function of a chorus, of course, is to spgmtform a song, and utter a voice. But
this specific chorus, in its own words cannot siegher in blame nor praise. What is the
genre of their song then?

The chorus first sings in line 3&4{idw) followed by the description of its inability
to sing®® Moreover, descriptions of the sound of their sang even more perplexing.
The references of the chorus to its own voice a@armaconnected to a network of
metaphors. We do not have a further descriptioth@fsong at this point but later in line

85, the chorus resorts to a metaphor:

gy [v] 8¢ alTd/ Tapoévos patav amo Bpdavw Aéhaka /yAaug

3 For metaphors in general and images of light iigaar see Peponi, 2004.

% See Nagy, 1999 for the terms ainos (praise) amadlin Greek lyric.
36 Parthen.43-%u¢ &' oVt émaivijv /oUTe poounobal viv & kAevwd xopayds /oud’ audds il
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I, myself, a parthenos, screeichvain from the roof beam, an owl. (85-7)

The exact meaning of the metaphor is hard to goasphe reference to the screech
of an owl however does not seem like a complim@fitether it is an ill-omened cry or
not, the screech of an owl is a comparison to thegsof a chorus and cannot be a
favorable oné’ Moreover, the maiden’s voice is not only unmelobist also futile

(uaTav) . Their voice is then disqualified in terms of bgthilology (it does not belong

to a genre), aesthetics (does not sound good) féinekecy (does not have any point) by
being likened to an owl screech. Moreover, the #@¢ the women is nothing but a
likeness, not an actual voice.

Again when the chorus refers to Hagesichora’'s sihvegdescription is again a
perplexing metaphor:

a 8¢ Tav 2npnv[idlcwv

aodoTépa ...

olal yap - avtfi

Taidwv 8ek.....J.[.]Jer (96-99)

But she better in singing than the Sirens... Foy i@ goddesses, but instead of ...ten
childrensing.

The marginal notes can help to restore the texbynmng as that chorus usually
consist on ten or eleven members and most schotaisrstand the passage as follows:
“yet, she is of course not more melodious thanSinens, for they are goddesses: but this

our choir of ten sings as well as eleven childf&The passage is still problematic and its

meaning rather mysterious, but is certain that dimpera’s voice is compared to the

37 Stehle 1996, 76.

*For marginalia and emendation see Page 1951, ¥ Catame 1983, 347-8. Translation is Campbell’s .
Ferrari’'s discussion argues for 10 as a numberexted with cosmic order, Ferrari, 2008, 98ff
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voice of the Sirens, again not a human voice bstrange divine voic& If the aim of
the comparison is to describe her voice, doestitally help to describe how her own
voice sounds like? Hardly, because Hagesichora eWem she is given a voice, she does
not have a voice of herself.

Hagesichora however, is mimicking the voice of thgher, the Sirens. The
comparison should probably be read as favorablenSiare divinities and in Alcman
they are identified with the Muses in fr. 86 Calamé& Mdoa kékAay'

a Aiyna Znpnv (the Muse, the clear-toned Siren, cries out). Moeeovheir divine
voice is described in the Alcmanic fragment as a-homan voice. The verbdokce is
commonly used to describe a bird cry, a sharp,cisigrsound® Again the voice of
Hagesichora-no matter whether described as divmbird like- is described as non
human with the use of the same verb used earlieleseribe the voice of the chorus
maidens in line 86. The voice of maidens there wdavorably compared to the screech
of an owl. The same verb is however used in fragr8énto describe the voice of the
Muse. Then it is not only the voice of Hagesicharghe chorus that cannot be described
in human terms. Generally, female voice, divinenartal, cannot be described in human
terms; it resembles either the divine or the bkstia

And later when the chorus refers to the voice ofjé$achora her voice is again,

nothing but a likeness: she sings like a swan at streams of Xanthus (100-1):

% For a discussion of Hagesichora as a Siren seeCalame 1977, 80-2
“0See LSJ sv and also Calame 1983, 467.
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POéyyeTan &' [&p'] ¢ [T émi] Z&vbw podaiot /kukvos*. Swan song is traditionally
considered as beautiful, but notice that the voicthe choregos, i$heis singing, is still
compared to a bird. In fact, Alcman uses the webbyyetai, a verb used for both

human and animal cry to denote the problematic,inkin nature of female
voice*Although it is evident that the choregos’ voicebis far superior to the voice of
the chorus, it still remains a non-human voice.

This example is not the only one in which the voiéehe birds and women are
connected in the Alcmanic corpus. In fragment 9&, fimd out that Alcman learn to

compose poetry by listening to bird voites

FETN TAdE Kal HéAos "AAKUAY
eUpe yeyAwooauévav
kakkaPBidwv éma ouvBéusvos

Alcman devised these verses and choral songs hbingub words the tongued cry of
partridges.

Both words, movements and music then, accordintbedragment, are inspired by
birds and thus, Alcman composes his choral songmamitation. To Alcman, female
voice sounds as a different voice, different froomian voice. Both the voice of the
choregos and the one of the chorus is then, add®nAn otherwise unrepresentable

voice, represented only via similes. Composing sdiog young women then, Alcman

*I| follow Calame who translates Hagesichora as titest of the verb. Page, 1951,97 takes the Ctasus
the subject opbéyyetal

“2 |t is a matter of contestation if the subjectlad verb is Hagesichora or the chorus. Calame lesiighis
Hagesichora (1983,347-8 while Page 1951, 97 bdietlgerwise. Be that as it may, the verbs in bates
describe a female voice.

43 Also fr 140 Calamevoida &' dpvixwv véuws /TavTddv
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chooses to represent female voice as different frmman voice, stressing a matter
inherent to female voice: its alterity and probléimeepresentation.

The maidens in thPartheneionalthough they have a voice, cannot have their own
language. They can only mimic the voice of the nthaimal voice or the only possible
human voice, the voice of the male subject. Thenptieen emphasizes the problem of
language for its female protagonists. Since plagthenoiin Alcman’'s poem cannot
become subjects in language, they use the langtlegeis available to them. The
language formed by the male-only possible-subjéldte. only possible way of existing
and speaking is if women look like men, they figtampete, and make war and peace.
Then, they not only look like men, but also spak& men. In the existing structure of
Spartan society, to be a subject is to take the masition, re-enact the masculine order
by identifying with the Name of the Fath#r Mimicking a language that does not belong
to them, the women in theartheneionseem to carry on the Father’s name as their own,
mirroring also structures that it is not their owkor, to assume masculine language
means assuming masculine roles and masculine gieolo

Coming back to the first, male part of the poere, ¢htalogue of the male warriors
plays a very important part. Naming the warriorsthe first part of the poem is to
identify them as subjects, warriors and citizerapable of language. The second female
catalogue mirrors the first: one more attempt foe female speakers to identify
themselves as subjects. The catalogue of the fechal@l dancers is the only part of the

poem that comes closer to a possible subjectitynaming the subjects. Does the

44 Whitford1999, 37.
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second catalogue of girls work toward subjectiag/the first one? Do the girls of the
chorus finally find their own voice by naming thezhses?
Claude Calame, discussing the names of the Spgirtarpoints out the following:

“With its reference to merit and reputation in teges of the people [Areta,
Damareta, Kleesithira], its appeal to feelings écion evoked by diminutives [Nanno
and Phillyla], and its metaphors inspired by thanplworld [Sulakis, Astaphis and
Vianthemis], the system of signifiers of the nanséghe adolescents taking part in the
Spartan choruses seems to conform to the Greek’form

For Calame then, the names of the girls not ordycate their identity but they also
mark their social role. During the performance lod Partheneionthen the girls identify
themselves in front of the Spartan society anddeddi their social role by projecting the
values appropriate to their gender. Moreover, atingrto his discussion, the name is a
metaphor for their identify:

“In its literary usage the Greek proper name becorte equivalent of a
rhetorical figure: In addition to its designatingle, it performs an indisputable
figurative and descriptive function, one derivimgrh the play on etymology. The name
is a metaphor for the identity of its bearer”.

In an attempt to name themselves then, find a lagguor their subjectivity, the
girls of the Alcmanic chorus have to resort to rpatas. Their names asemataas they
are, they mirror a foreign language. Via their natheir identity is taken away, deferred.

They become metaphors, figures of speech. Theynameed, called and seen as either

mirror images of men, little hunters, plants orlslddut never as young womeer se

5 Calame 1995, 181. As far as the meaning of thpgsrnames Calame, 180 discusses it as following:
Excellence (Areta), Damareta (who excels in thettefaDemos), Kleesithira (famous in hunting), Sisa
(poppy heart), Astaphis (raisin), Vianthemis (vipl&anno (the little doll), Philylla (the belovethild).
Agido (leader) and Hagesichora’'s (who leads thewd)care named after their choral function. For a
discussion of the names as fictional see also FeP@08.

6 Calame 1995,185. “In its literary usage the Gredper name becomes the equivalent of a rhetorical
figure: In addition to its designating role, it flmms an indisputable figurative and descriptivediion,
one deriving from the play on etymology. The nama metaphor for the identity of its bearer”.
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Even the names of protagonists of the poem, peréodescriptive function. Hagesichora
and Agido are both inextricably connected with ttlodioral identity. As the former is the
one who leads the chorus and the latter the leddeir, identity is defined by their

performance as if they only exist for and during trerformance. In the level of poem
structure, the second catalogue of women then mirthe first catalogue of male
warriors points to the problem of female subjetyivand female language. The first
catalogue points to mythical figures. The secortdlogue mirrors the first: what is seen
in the mirror is a likeness just as female languag®thing but the mimicry of the male
language by female speakers, a language made bfpanthers. Uttered by women the
language then sounds as either non-human, animeal or mimicry of the other. By the

same token, women are in tRartheneiomot only speechless but also invisible.

i. Seeing the other: Feminine representation in Alcmas
Partheneion

gycov d' &eidw
"AY186ds TO Pids- Op&d
F' T &Aov, Svtrep &uiv
"Ay1dcd papTUpETal
paivnv- éue &' oUT' éTavijv
oUTe poopnobal viv & kKAevwa xopayos
oud' audds ENt- (39-45)

But | sing of the light of Agido. For | see herthag sun that Agido summons to shine on us
as a witness. But | cannot either praise or blaerefdr our illustrious choregos does not let me,
not at all.

Going back to the introductory lines of the chortise representation of a

phantasmatic Agido seems as problematic as heeyvdiscussed earlier. Since Agido is
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a chorus member par excellence-as both her nameepnesentation proves- then her
representation will be crucial for the identity thle whole chorus. How is then Agido
represented? What are her facial characteristittoAgh the chorus refers to her they do
not actually speak about her: in their own wortdsytsing of Agido’s light’Ayiddg 10
o®g, 40). The metaphor continues to a simile: the chores &er as the sub{ aAov,
41). *" In the chorus’s words then Agido is light, a vérjght image that does not allow
her physical characteristics to show. The desonpdif the chorus then falls short and the
chorus goes on to talk about their rather inadegukscription. Then the chorus’

descriptive gaze moves to the choregos:

BoKEl yap TjUEY aUTa

EKTTPETINS TGOS COTTEP AlTIS

€v BoTols oTaoElEv TTTTTOV

Tayov aeBhopdpov kavaxamoda

TGOV UTTOTETPIdIov dveipwov. (45-9)

For she seems to me preeminent, just as if oneasetgg the herds a strong, prize
winning horse, with clashing hooves, a steed of@thdreams.

It is the chorus’ impression of what we hear: thHeregos seems to them
preeminent, she looks like a glorious triumphansbamong the common grazing ones.
The description is again more suggestive and stibgethan descriptive and real. The
verb isdoxel not éoti, followed by yet another metaphor: Agido was like sgun, the
choregos is like a horse. The metaphor seems td fichoral representation since the
verb otdoelev suggests a further similarity between the imagéafses and dancers.

The verbtotnu followed by the nounopov is used as a technical term for setting up a

“’"Peponi, 2004, 299.

186



chorus?® A prize winning horse among everyday common hoisdike a preeminent,
beautiful girl among everyday girls. Again the al®seems to undermine its status while
praising the preeminence of the choregos.

The sight of the chorus however, is not a diseght. what they say they see is
conveyed by a highly metaphorical language. Thegania not realistic, it is rather an
impressiori? The line to follow though seems to work as aitg@heck:q 0dy 6pfic;
don’t you see? Who does the chorus address now laddressee the other dancers or
the audience of the choral performance? | belibaé the audience of the performance is
directed to look at Agido. As their gaze is turnitg her it constantly goes from
description to metaphor, from image to imagerytha&schorus asks the audience to see at
the same time it is asking them to visualize: Thgoally speaking, what follows should
have been a realistic description of what one ean s

n oux Opfiis; O uEv KEANS

‘EvnTikds & B¢ xaita

TAS EUAS AVEYIAS

‘Aynoixdpas eTavOel

XpPuoos [w]s aknpaTtos

TS T &pyUplov TPOCLTIOV,

Slapadav Ti Tol Aéyw;

‘Aynoixopa pev auta

& Ot BeuTépa med’ "Ay1dco TO FEIdOS

{rmos “IBnvéot Kohafalos Spauntat

Don't you see? The one is an Enetic race horsethlguhair of my cousin Hagesichora is
blooming like undefiled gold. And that silver facé hers! Do | speak clear enough? Here is
Hagesichora! And the second one in beauty is Agstie, runs like a Colaxean horse next to an
Ibenian.

8 See for example line 84 where Agido herself itecdlxo]pooTtdTis,for the phras@stmut yopov see
for example Pind. Pyth.9.114; Bacch.11.112; AesdhyR04; Soph. El. 280 etc. Also see Peponi 2004,

315-6 for a connection of the veshdceiev with Alcman himself.

“9 Peponi 2004, 302.
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The race horse metaphors though still go on: the gifl looks like an Enetian
horse. Then the choregos is finally named as Helgesa but the description of her facial
characteristics is still a metaphorical one: her [mof gold, her face of silver. Once
more Hagesichora is mentioned in genitive: it is IHagesichora but it is Hagesichora’s
hair, her face. Then the chorus again addressesnifsterious second person for a
comment on its own description: “Do | speak cleaowgh?” The chorus’ description
was neither clear nor visual but it goes on toouiice Agido as well, as the second in
beauty, using more metaphors: she is a Colaxea® lmanning next to an Ibenian. There
has been a lot of philological talk about the exaeaning of the equestrian metapfor
What is important for this discussion, though,hattthe description that carries on the
race horse metaphor does not describe realistiballyagain metaphorically. Even when
she is named and shown to us with the use of thectide pronoun
(Aynoixdépa pev auta-, 57) she is never described as a girl: she is eithgieee of
gold, or silver, or a race horse. But how are gidanected with horses?

In Spartan rites young boys had to live in bands gmrt of their education and
passage to adulthood. The bands are knowinyéso (herds). If the race of horses then
does not stand as a metaphor of a ritual race, tinermetaphor could have been to
invoke similar initiatory Spartan practices for Boyhe metaphor is further corroborated
by the use of ternBorta, in line 47, another synonym faryéin. If this hypothesis is
right, then Alcman is comparing a chorus of youitsgvith a herd of young boys. Why

the gender leap?

* For a detailed summary and bibliography see Cl1886, 157-8. For references and discussions on the
breed of horses see Devereux, 1965;1966.
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What follows are four lines that have generated @mse controversy among
philologists but might be helpful to elucidate therse race imagery. It seems very
probable that the chorus would go on to describeld\gnd Hagesichora further and this
is how the ancient scholia interpreted the linag &yain the reference does not describe
actual characteristics of the girls but carriesaodifferent metaphor, equally difficult to
decipher: A metaphor of the chorus girlsTdsAnades, that is eithestars, or doves

fighting what seems to be the rest of the chotus .

Tai TTeAnades yap auiv

opBpial papos pepoicais

vukTa 3’ auPpoociav aTe onplov

&oTpov aunpouéval paxovtal (60-3)

For these Peleiades, rising up like Sirius, the st fighting us in the ambrosial night as
we are bringing our offerings to Orthria.

The metaphor has been variously connected to tihal But it is yet unclea? The
papos the choral dancers are offering to the deity cdineeibe a robe or a plough, a
papos offered to a fertility goddess.What is important though is that both metaphors
connect the chorusith some kind of amgon a race or battle. The metaphor of running
horses points to a race, Hagesichora is secon@anty to Agido, again some kind of

beauty contest, a differemagon Then lines 63 and 65 point to a battlee use of the

*1 The controversy is created by two different seholie of which explains Peleiades as doves and the
other as stars. For Bowra there seems to be noos@nsy since, according to myth, the Pleiads weee
daughters of Atlas who were turned into doves aed set on the sky as constellations. See Calaiig 19
72 n.52 for a summary of scholarly arguments os tatter . Most recently, Ferrari 2008 argues vioifa
of Pleiades. For her the metaphor evokes the imadance of constellation. For Ferrari the dance
symbolizes the cosmic order reflected in the ocdestate.

2 See for example Page 1951, 52-7 for straightfadve@proach and Clay 1991, for a detailed summary
and more recent references, especially 58-67.

>3 page 1951, 78-9 prefers the spellinpos based on the marginal comment.
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verbs uaxovTai (fight) and audvai (defend) point to some kind of war. It is rather

obvious that the chorus is using battle languagdetcribe its performance, but why?
How can battle language be used by virgin girls ahg?

The question can be better enlightened when sele icontext of the next lines:

oUTE yd&p TI TOPPUPAS

TOOO00§ KOPOS COOT auuval,

oUTe TrolkiAos Spdkwv
TayXpuotos, oudt piTpa

Audla, veavidwv
tavoy[Alepapwv &yaiua,

oudt Tail Navvas kéual,

&AN" ou[®'] "ApéTa oiedns,

oudt >UAakis Te kal KAenowonpa,
oud’ &5 AivnoPpldltas évBoioa paoels
"AocTais [T]é pot yévorto

kai ToTryAémor PiAvAAa
Aapaplé]lta T épaTtda Te FlavBeuis
aAN “Aynoixdpa ue Teipel. (64-77)

For to defend ourselves neither the abundangaugdle is enough, nor the ornate solid
golden dragon, or the Lydian headband, the pridofifeyed girls, or Nanno'’s hair will suffice,
or Arete, the godlike, or Thylakis and KleesithiNor going to Aenisibrota’s you are going to
say: | wish Astaphys would be mine and Phillylleok at me, or lovely Damareta or
Vianthemis...But Hagesichora wears me out...

Now auuvai, picks up paxovtal carrying on the battle metaphor. It is not
however a battle description that it is going tbofw. Quite contrary to expectation it is
not a war, or weapons we are talking about, ortalague of warriors: It is now a
catalogue of female adornments: abundance of pucfdéhing, golden bracelets,
headbands, followed by yet another catalogue ofushgirls. The catalogue of girls
parallels the catalogue of warriors in the firsttem of the poem, the catalogue of the
sons of Hippocoon, opening the poem, a catalogneemied with battle and violenck.

The two catalogues are connected in many ways: oSevs quick in feet

54 See Robbins 1994, 11
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(Z€Bpov modcokn, 4), picking up the race mentioned earlier. A hero sehname is now
lost is wearing a helmet, in line &djfpuotav ). The position of this hero seems to be

symmetrical with the mention of the Lydian headbamdhe second catalogife The

object mentioned before is also a pure gold brac&lee adjective isTayxpvoeos, a
rare adjective connected with Athena’s aegis te@sédomer® Another unnamed hero

is preeminent among the demigoé§dxov nuicicwv, 8), while in the second catalogue
Arete is godlike ‘ApéTta oedris, 71). The two catalogues then seem to be connected

with the second picking up themes form the first.oAnd of course the similarity goes
on to the catalogue of names. The first catalogeations the names of the sons of
Hippocoon, while the second names the choral dariaking place in the performance of
the Partheneion Robbins mentions the fact that the sons of Hippacaccording to
tradition were eleven; the number of the choralcéam is eleven as wéll.l do not
believe that numbers are very important here athothe symmetry would be
remarkable if we had eleven warriors and elevercela®® What is important here, |
believe, is again the division: the double cataésguThe structure only highlights

ideology: the identity of the dancers (this bluriethge | discussed before) can partly be

> They are both at the 4rth line of the catalogue.

0 seell. 2.447-8aiyid’ &xouo’ ¢piTipov aynpwv abavdtny Te,
Tiis EKaTOV BUoavor mayxpuvoeol nepedovTal.

>’ Robbins 1994, 10. For the eleven warriors alscPsegE 1951-26-30.

8 Robbins 1994, 11, n.25. counts the eight girlénies 70-6 Nanno, Arete, Thylakis, Kleesithira.
Astaphys, Phillylla, Damareta, Vianthemis (exclugiienesimbrota following West and Puelma) and also
three more unnamed girls in lines 66-69 (wearipgi@le robe, bracelet and headband respectivehgt T
gives her a catalogue of 11. | think it is easteonly count the girls mentioned in the poem: they

eleven if you count the 9 mentioned here plus Hagesa and Agido mentioned earlier. Female choruses
of 10-12 are well attested.
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described to the audience by the only means avVaildlhat is via the similarity to the
already known: a catalogue of warriors, languageatile, language of boy education, in
other words a masculine world and point of viewwlnat follows the, | will attempt to
show that the catalogue of female dancers mirtehe of male warriors: women again
not only sound as men, as discussed in the pregectson, but are also represented as
men were. Both the structure and the language eofpptiem points to a mirroring: both

language and representation in language can omydseuline.

vi.  Being the other: social order, performance and fema chorality in Alcman

Since we lack the evidence of a clear descriptibideology in archaic Sparta,
poetry can be used to infer such an ideology. Ireaslistic to believe that choral
performances, as public events, would both pressg@o certain ideological common
ground and serve a social function. For Lonsdaleexample, Alcman is composing not
only a choral poem but also a script: the hierashihe order he imposes to the dancers
reflects similar social hierarchies and orders.aA€horeographer of social order” then,
to borrow Lonsdale’s terminology, Alcman teachesngl with the choreography and
song a new order, an order appropriate to wom&parta guaranteeing the order of such
a society’” If the Partheneionis a choral performance of young women markingr the

initiation into womanhood and preparing them forrneal life, as Calame would argue,

9| onsdale 203-5.
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then the function of such performances would beabrng the ideas of Spartan society
regarding gender roles .

If the social function of th@artheneiathen is connected with the passage of young
women into the next stage, married life, the femeaierus as protagonist would be
performing their ideal roles. As we have seen, worde speak, speak of themselves,
emphasizing both the choreography and their singlig maidens are represented as
performing in front of their audience; their voiseheard, their body is seen. The young
women of thePartheneion however have a peculiar, problematic voice andrthe
subjectivity is highly questionable.

Let me start with the subjectivity of the chorus mibers, a matter closely
connected to the representation of the young wowfethe chorug® It has been
mentioned earlier that the subjectivity of the efsomembers, including their choregos is
rather unclear. Although we do have referencebdoybung girls, a proper self, or a face
is hard to be seen. What we have instead is a hestwork of metaphors that describe
what the chorus members lodike. Agido is like the sun, she looks like a racehorse
among herds. Hagesichora’s hair looks like gold; faze is like silver. Not one

description of a girl, although our eyes are fortedook at themyj oUx Spfiis; “can’t

you see?” followed by what | can only take as a taheal question

Siap&Sav Ti Tol AMycw;. “Do | speak clear enough?But does the chorus speak clear?

Does it actually reveal anything? The adveBxpddav comes from the verb

% For a good discussion of exchange and female stidifg in Athenian tragedy see Wohl 1998, xxix-
XXXVii.

81 parth. 1, 50 and 56.
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diapaive, to let a thing be seen, to show or shine throudirodgh what? What is

between us and the choral performance? What keggsom seeing what is actually

there? What we can see then is more a likeness ratherttteanmage itself, a phantom-

like reality, shown through a screen. It is vertemesting that although the chorus does
insist on verbs of sight, although it insists omgamages and metaphors full of light, it
does not really shed any light on what we seeednss that the chorus is pointing to a
spectacle that cannot be fully seen; a shiny, lifehand yet abstract or veiled image.
Seen as a dialogue between the audience and tmasctien, thePartheneion
would work both ways: the young girls perform thder of the society as an agreement
to a social contract as it were; the audience renlelw agreement and functions as a
witness for the new members. But what exactly laeg tvitnessing? What do they see?
Going back to the metaphoric images projected ley Rartheneion Agido is
described as an Enetian horse, and some linesHaggsichora is compared to Agido as
second in beauty. It is not however their beautgids they measure against but their
speed as horses, the third term employed by thaphet: she runs as a Colaxean steed
next to an lbenian. The lines have generated sdhotantroversy: are Agido and
Hagesichora compared to each other or are botthesh tcompared to the chorfs?
Whatever that may be, the comparison between tte igia comparison between race
horses: she does not dance better, sing bettereorleok better than the other girl. The
poet does not compare them in terms of their “Vaagechoral dancers, or young girls.

The comparison is possible only through a thirdntethe relation between them is only

52 Robbins 1996, 8-9.
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possible “in terms of equivalence foreign to bdth’Again, some lines before,
Hagesichora is described as pre-eminent amongttiex ochorus dancers: it is again a
metaphor that enables such a comparison: she iisreemhorse next to a grazing héfd.

The young girls are represented as animals, rdoimges or later as doves if we
take Peleiades to have such a meaning. We alreadyhsw the use of the metaphor is
used as a third term according to which comparidgmtween the girls can be possible.
Thcannot explain however the use of the specifitapteors. Why the animal imagery?
The use of the horse imagery has been interpratathmlars in a lot of different ways.
Discussing the network of the race horse, dovessteird metaphors, Peponi suggests
that a possible connection of the image of horsieds and stars can be traced in Homer
where Diomedes’ running horses lift high up adlyfng: ol 8¢ ol imnot /[Oyoo'
depéoOny.... 10 dt¢ omebdovie metéodny (11.23.500-506)° For her then, the logic of
the metaphors goes as following: the two girls aseialized as running (race horses);
they lift high up (doves), as high as the starsyS)°’

C. Clark believes that animal imagery evokes ‘finysical attributes of grace,
speed, sleekness, and playfulness” attributes pppte to young girl§® Such an

evocation though is rather inconsistent with Clark'stimation that horse imagery is

%3 Irigaray 1985, 176.

64, . ~ oy » > \ N »” > ~ , o
Partheneiorn.45-8. Sokel y&p fuev alTa /EKTTPETITS TCos COTEP AiTIs /év BoTols OTAGEIEV {TTTTOV
/ Taydv aebAopdpov kavaxdmoda ...

% See Clark 1996, 156-7 and especially ns 49-53dbolarship.
% pPeponi 2004, 304-5.

7 Peponi 2004, 306.

% Clark 1996, 155.
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further used by the poet to describe female ledokesrause “no other leadership paradigm
was available to him**How can the poet on the one hand emphasize fematiributes
and on the other evoke male paradigms? And iues tihhat the aforementioned attributes
belong to horses, but are they emphasized in teenpar connected to the girls? The
attributes emphasized are speed and predominancenmected to a ritual race event
speed makes sense but the evidence is rather insor&®. Furthermore, there is no
mention of girls running as for example in Theawsit“Epithalamion of Helen”! Can
the metaphors, then, elucidate the blurry imaghetdancing maidens?

“When women are exchanged”, says Irigaray, “woméaody must be treated as an
abstraction.” Women are not exchanged as such;dheyeduced to their price, objects
that manifest only that in their production humabdr has been expendéd. On that
premise, the young girls of thBartheneionare presented to us according to this
principal: they should all have the same phantdm-tjuality, no personal characteristics.
It is then, | believe, because of this exchange ehdbat the young girls in the
Partheneionare describedia metaphors. As commodities their value does natrian

them, is not connected with their own subjectivRather, their value can be measured

only against a third term that two commodities campare to: the value of two women

8 Clark 1996, 156.

0 Both Pausanias and Hesychius talk about cedi@imoi, races between maidens in Sparta. See Page
1951, 56-7 and Calame 1977, 192-3, 195-6.

7]"Theocr. 1d.18,2Zupes 8 ai m&oat ouvopdAikes, als Soduos wiTds /xploaugvals avdploTi
Top’ EUpcdtao Aoetpols, /TeTpdkis éErkovTa kdpat, BfjAus veohaia
2 |rigaray 1985, 175.

196



can only be stated in relation to a third termeexal to both of ther® This is exactly, |
propose, what the horse metaphor is employed to ttee Partheneion

According to Marx, commaodities have two forms, agbal or natural form and a
value form’*Given this distinction, girls as commodities wi presented as having two
forms, a form that is not going to be their ownt the form of a commodity. Presented as
animals, the girls acquire their natural form, anfofound in nature, in the animal
kingdom. On the other hand their value form is ed®#d as well. Hagesichora is
described as having this double form: on one hadhhir is made of gold, her face is
made of silve(a 8t xaita ... Aynoixdpas emavlel xpuods [wls axknpaTos/Téd T dpyU-
plov Tpdocwotov, 5I1-5) . At the next line her natural form is a horse ragnnext to
Agido. Represented as both animals and metalsitisdapk more like commodities and
less like real girls. Seen as such, female obj@sused as a metonymy for the girls: a
purple robe, a snake-shaped golden bracelet angdarl headband are mentioned
instead of three girls that are wearing th@nThe three girls are not only they
commodities, they are also described as such.

For Irigaray, it is also important that for a conufitg “its value is never found to
lie within itself”. Consequently, commodities cammirror each other or themselves,
like a man can be mirrored by another man. Wheonantodity is mirrored what can be

seen instead is a likeness expressingdbéacatedcharacter of the commaodity, the fact

3 Irigaray 1985, 176.
" Marx Capital 1.1 , via Irigaray 1985,1975.
5 See also Robbins 1994, 11, n.25.
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that it is a product of man's lab8t.The young girls of the chorus are then clearly
represented as valuable objects, or valuable psissss clothing, jewelry, or horses a
valuable object mostly appropriate to men. Yourmdsgare then not described by their
facial or bodily characteristics but with the useé metaphor or metonymy. Their
characteristics are then replaced with others lgghgnto a different sphere, that of male
activity. “Commodities, women, are a mirror of value of and rfari. In order to
facilitate such use women give up their bodies $pecularization: they serve as a
“mirage” of man’s activity. Women become a mirrbrdaugh which man can see his own

labor, the value he puts into things.

vii.  Mirroring the other: metaphors and specula

Women in thePartheneionthen do display their bodies: by performing ipublic
ceremony they make themselves seen. But the prooespecularization is more
perplexing. What the audience sees is women disygathemselves as reflection of
women maddoy andfor men. Their value, even their appearance is coadegtth the
world of man’s labor and activity. The emphasis the fabricated character of their
appearance is one piece of evidence for that. Si&gotne metaphors that describe the
actions or appearance of women belong to the spiferen’s activity as well. C. Clark
mentions the fact that the girls of the “chorusceére themselves through a male leffs”.

| am not sure if the girlperceive themselves such a lens; | think it is more the case that

® Irigaray 1985, 176.
""Her italics. Irigaray 1985, 177.
8 Clark 1996, 147.
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they project themselves in such a way since itathar a construction of self than

perception of self that the poem enforces. Butcthestruction of self, is a construction of
a (fe)male self that seems in appearance to baléebut proves to be essentially male.
“Commodities thus share in the cult of the fathad aever stop striving to resemble, to
copy, the one who is his representatiVdh a similar fashion, women in the

Partheneion act like men: fight, defend themselves, see aongept themselves as men.

And of course, they talk like men.

Let me once more go back to the race horse ima@erglark has already pointed
out the fact that the poet uses the male horsedmadto describe the female leaders
because there is no other leadership paradigm af@ilto him”®® What is more
important is that in fact the poem needs a leadenséwradigm to begin with. In talking
about relationships between women, the male poqilag the male paradigm of
leadership, of authority. One needs to be the ledlde others need to follow. This is how
male hierarchies work. This is not the only modelugh. Sappho for example in her
work uses a model of equality, not of hierarchydéscribing a female chorus, why do
we need to employ a paradigm of leadership? Whwyéeeal for an emphasis in rivalry, in
agonistic relationships, why the need for a leader?

The poem emphasizes agonistic relationships betweenembers by resembling
them to race horses: the first preeminence of amsehnext to the others is emphasized.

The horse is a running horse, one that wins in éomace contests

(Trayov aebhopopov, 48.) Then the imagery returns to one more race: there a

" Her italics, Irigaray 1985,178.
8 Clark 1996, 156.
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Ibenian and a Colaxean horse running against ethen m what seems to be a contest is
the term against which Agido and Agesichora comparerhrough this metaphor, the
relationship between the girls becomes one of pvd&anking them as second and first
in beauty or speed, the poet emphasizes the idegaf that will unfold to one more
metaphor: A star metaphor in which stars competéh vdach other. Agonistic

relationships culminate in battle vocabulaptxovtail- auivvai. Why the need for
battle language3ince the relationship between the women is fagdorafter

relationships between men, the language of womedshto be men’s language as well.
Not only because they are talking about war, wiéch male practice, but also because
they evoke the male language in the beginning @fiiem. Bringing to mind the idea of
war the poem is here connecting the first parthefgoem with the second: the warriors
of the first part, “revive” in the second, only dsed as chorus dancers. Once more their
fabricated character is emphasized: they are indekxddancing before an audience, but
they describe themselves as race horses, andatkegbtout war and horse races like men
would do. The abstracted, fabricated figures of mmdities become in likeness of their
models. This is the model for the girls: actingliken, being a part of a man’s world.
The structure of the poem then becomes an imagheofocial structure | am
describing: the first section is mirrored in the@ad. A list of male warriors fighting
each other becomes a list of female dancers figitnHagesichora’s erotic allure. If the
first list is a list of the Hippocontides in a mighexemplum that would narrate the
abduction of the Leucippides, the second list isstaof women in yet another erotic
rivalry: they all fight for each other’s erotic ainas. Thought it is clearly a description of

a homoerotic relationship between the chorus mesnliee relationship is fabricated in
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the likeness of a male world: that of women-commesli Whether metonymies of
valuable objects or named in a list, women are aldki objects, objects to be seen,

admired and possessed, but also baneful objects:

"AcTtagis [T]é pot yévoito

kal oTiyAémmor QiAuAAa

Aapaplé]lta T épaTta Te Flavbepuis

AAN “Aynoixdpa ue Teipet. (74-7)

May Astaphys be mine, and Phillylla look at me, abDdmareta and erotic
Vianthemis. But Agesichora wears me out.

The presence of erotic relationships between timalie chorus members, | believe,
does not give us evidence in favor of female subjgg. On the contrary, although we
are talking about erotic relationships betweenntigenbers of the chorus, women still see
each other as commodities. They see themselvesgihrine male eye. Being objects of
economic exchange does not leave them space &paaate point of view. Their point of
view is the male one, it is destined to be phattde. Women in thd?artheneiondo not
have the chance to look at themselgaa women, and desire each other as such. In an
economy that reduces women to commodities any elebetween women is
inconceivable. Commodities only enter such relamps under the watchful eye of their
“guardians”. And their interest requires that themenodities relate to each other as
rivals; exactly as the exchange relationship amarm alone are always rivalrous as

well.®* Female homosexual behavior is nothing but an tiniteof male erotic behavior,

and as such women need to be involved in rivalesaic behaviof?

8 Irigaray 1985,196.For rivalry also 184.
8 |rigaray 1985,194.
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Going back to th&artheneionthe agonistic relationships between the memblers o
the chorus find a better explanation: women needotopete with each other because
they are made in the likeness of men. Girls compegalo and Hagesichora, they
imagine them racing against each other like ragsdso Then, all chorus girls compete
for each other’s erotic interest, and again Hadeseis the one most desired. Once more
though the desire is described as a destructivalrous force: Hagesichora wears them
out. The use of the verb is rather curious sineevidrb is never used with person as a

subject. Page, for example, suggests that themisees sense iAynoixdpa ue Teipel

is meant to be equivalent &bcos ‘Aynoixépas ue Teiper.®® In Homer, for example, it
is usually old age that is used as the subjesh& oe yfipas Teiper ) or the verb is used
in passive voice meaning to be distressed, to sdiféres$* The wordépcos however is

not present. The desire is not named,; it is digglisnder the cloth of destruction and
suffering. And when some lines later the word doesur in its verb form £p) it is
again connected with some kind of suffering or gaitivcov ), physical or emotional:

...r Eyo[v] 8¢ Ta1 pEv "AcdTI padAloTa

Favdavny €pcd: TOVWVY yap

auw aTwp [EyelvTo: (Parth. 86-8)
But | above all yearn to please Aotis. For shééshealer of our toils

83 Page 1951, 91 for example says it only makes séisgnoixdpa ue Teipel is meant to be equivalent
of épcos “Aynoixopas ue Teipel. Page is probably thinking the Hesiodic fragmen®©(28N\)
Bewos ydap uw Eteipev €pws TTavotnidos AlyAns (in reference to Theseus) preserved by Plutdrié,

of TheseusAs far as | know this is the only example for wo$¢he verb in erotic context. It is tempting
therefore to connect Theseus abduction of Ariagitle the legend in the beginning of tRartheneion

84 See LSJ s.\liad 4.315 ;also 5.153;13.251;16.510;17.376; 21.51364 etc.
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It is interesting that the desire of the chorusemphasized with the use of the
infinitive favdavnv. The desire is doubleNot only is there a desirédc) but also a
desire to pleaser¢vdavnv). However, this desire takes place in an emotistate of
suffering, since the wordrévos is used to describe the present state of the colkectiv
persona loquens(auiwv). The lines have provoked much discussion since the
identification of the possible deity invoked in thassage is still uncertain. Who is Aotis
and how is she the healer of their toils? What kahdoil is the chorus talking about?
®Diels, for example reads tHeartheneionas an appeasement song (Suehnlied), the
chorus performs in order to placate Orthria, an@rka wants the sufferings to refer to
the second Messenia war, taking the lines with steement concerning peace in lines
89-90, in which the chorus enters the path of pebhgeHagesichora’'s agency
(€€ “"Aynoixdplao] 8t veawdes /ip]nvas épat[a]s éméPav). Both interpretations rest
on unconvincing evidence, but note Jurenka’s cammewmf maidens with war. The
chorus then seems to pick up the battle referefpéxovTai-auival lines 63-5)
discussed previously. Through their choregos, Habers, the passage suggests, the
maidens enter the path of peace after being vaierin some battle. Although | do not
believe it is necessary to conclude that this seferan actual war (following Jurenka’s
interpretation), nevertheless the peace-war reterén difficult to ignore. Why does the
chorus go back to the war motive while talking abitgl desire? Even again, why does

the chorus need to talk about war every time gneto itself? Constructed in the likeness

8 See Page 1951, 93-6.
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of men, as shown before, the chorus lacks not salyjectivity and desire but also

language.

viii. ~ Performing the other: Metaphor and performance in the second Partheneion
(2P, 26 C)

Another case in point would be the secdtaitheneion The poem seemss to be
anotherPartheneion a poem written to be performed by a chorus ofgowomerf®The
poem is a display of the characteristics of fenvaliee as shown in the fir§tartheneion
The chorus is again speaking about themselves hadchoregos. But again the
presentation of the female selves is happeningigira network of metaphdfs

"Alo]Tupéroloa B¢ W' oudev aueiBeTal
TO]v UAeddV' Exoloa [ ]

[¢5] Tis aiyAd[e]vtos doTthp [ ]

WPAVE daITETNS

N} XpUotov €pvos 1) aTTaAd[v wik]ov

[ .]v

[ ]. 3iéBa Tavaois mo[oi:]

[ -kJouos voTia Kivipa x[&plis

[ ém mapoevikdv xaitaiow {odet-

[ "AloTtupéloloa KaTd oTPaTOV

[ ] LEANua Sdpucot

[ Juav Eoioa

[ IAéyco-

[ levaBaA' ali] yap &pyupiv

[ ][]«

[ o o' ai meos pe...o. pikot

ac]oov [io]io’ &Trahds anbg A&Bot,

aquc'x K [é);dov ilkeTis knvag yevoiuav (64-81)

8 Calame 1983, 393ff. Also Calame 1997, 4-6.
87 For an interesting discussion of metaphoric laggtia the poem see Peponi 2008.

204



For Astymeloisa does not respond to me, but , hgldi garland, like a star crossing the
sparkling sky or a golden branch or a soft feathlee, passed through with her delicate feet. The
moist charm of Cinyras sits upon her virginal lackstymeloisa goes through the crowd, indeed
the darling of the people.taking...l say... If only s to see her loving me. If only she came
nearer and took my soft hand, immediately | wowdchbr servant.

As Astymeloisa is the only named member of the ehoshe is possibly a choregos
figure®. Again, as in the LouvréPartheneion Astymeloisa’s characteristics are not
described. She is described through metaphorstostks like a bright star, or a golden
branch or she is a soft feather. The girl in quests again beautiful, but unrepresentable.
The only human characteristic is her soft feet lagdhair, moist with perfume. Other than
that she is an image of light and softness. As éggddescribed as light, so Astymeloisa
is described like a star, or like gold, as Hagewsials golden hair. The nexus of metaphors
is similar between the two poems. And, as in th&t Rartheneionthe name of the girl is
mentioned. Moreover, there is a sophisticated ngrgame in this poem. Astymeloisa’s
name is closely connected to her identity: shealked Astymeloisa, and indeed she is
“the object of solitude for the citizens”. In Calai® words “the poet takes apart her name
attributing to her the signified indicated by iteraents™ In naming her, Astymeloisa
becomes a subject, but her subjectivity is stididen under a name. Astymeloisa’s self as
well as an image is still not represented. Her nHmzugh an etymology game becomes a
figure of speech: she is no more than a role, anpokaracter named after her part.
Astymeloisa’s voice is not heard, at least not he surviving lines, nor is her face

described. Quite the contrary, her lack of spes@mphasized: Astymeloisa says nothing

8 See Calame 1977, 46, 92, 138ff and Calame 199hid.is not however what Clay 1991, and Pavese,
1992 believe.

8 calame 1995,182.
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in responseA[o]tupélolca 8¢ p' oUdtv apeiBetal. What we hear and see is an image
of a beautiful, desired, albeit silent object.

Although we cannot hear the voice of Astymeloika, toice of the chorus is heard
throughout the poem proclaiming their desire f& ¢horegos. Astymeloisa then is surely
the object of chorus’ desire, but is the desirefoice of the chorus a female voice?
Astymeloisa goes through the crowdxra otpaTtdv) being the darling of demos. The
phrasecaTta oTpaTdv is a common Homeric phrase meaning “throughoutithey™°,
Using a very well known epic phase, then, the plretctly evokes the lliadic atmosphere
and points to a masculine world: the world of leatérmies and military prowess.
Although Astymeloisa seems to be seen through yles ef the female chorus, their
vision is tampered, altered through the interfeeeoicmale perception. Their vision goes
through an epic lens reflecting a masculine woAdd when the vision of the chorus
turns into words, it is hardly a female vision,eanfale voice. The shift from a seemingly
female voice to a masculine voice is further supgabiby the re-naming the choregos:
when the chorus etymologizes the name of the clsrethere is a subtle change.

Although originally the name Astymeloisa derivesnfrthe wordskotu anduéAcw, the

chorus will instead derive it fromtjuos and yéAcwo . The slight shift from&oTtu to

% see LSJ sv. The phrase occurs 21 times itligtte

91 s Ve a2 \ , < ~
Compare Il. 11, 211-13"Extcop &' 2§ dxécov ouv Teuxeow &ATo Xaudle,
T&AAwvV &' &Eéa BoUpa KATA OTPATOV IXETO TAVTT)
oTpUvwv paxéoacbal, Eyeipe 8¢ pUAomv aiviiv.
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dfjuos seems again to lead to a more “masculine” choitevards, a shift from
geography to politics, from city to the (male) oith.?

Through the chorus’s gaze Astymeloisa herself se@mshift as well. In the
beginning of the poem the chorus sees Astymelaghaimage of supreme beauty. She
is however but an inconsistent beauty, hard topgrsise is soft, tender and delicate as a
feather but at the same time she walks througltitigeas a general would walk through
an army camp. Her image then seems to shift frdemanine image of a soft girl, to a
masculine image of the valiant general. The dontimanver of Astymeloisa is further
exploited at the end of the poem. The voice ofdherus wishes Astymeloisa would only
love her and hold her hand, but the relationshipcdleed is not among equals. The
chorus, now described as a female with soft hawdshes is to be subjugated, to be a
suppliant; arikeTis. The desire of the chorus is then a desire for gatjan, a desire as
seen through male eyes. The desire of the femdleers described as a male desire: the
desire for dominating over the female. When spaakof) female desire the female voice
seems to only be able to identify with the maleagagm; as a result desire can only be
described through the male eye and male voice.

If Calame is right though, Astymeloisa although stever address the chorus
nevertheless she looks at them. Astymeloisa’s gatteen described as following:

AUGIUENET TE TTOOWI, TOKEPW TEPX

&' UTve kal cavdaTw ToTIdépkeTal:
oUd¢ TI paydicos yAuk..nva: (61-3)

92 Also see Peponi, 2007, 362. Peponi sees Astynaedsishe embodiment o desire suspended between the
female chorus and the male audience reading a ticat@asion between the two.
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With a limb-paralysing desire she looks at me miargyuishingly than sleep or
death, and not in vain is she sweet...

Astymeloisa’s gaze then is one of melting, swésatb-loosening desire. Is the
desire described, a desire you can see in hereochtbrus’ eyes? Does she look at them
full of desire or does her look alone induce désiho is looking at whom? If this is not
her gaze is it then nothing more than a mere plioje®f the desire of the chorus? A
chorus melting of desire, wishing to become heip8apt, a chorus that reads their own
desire upon her eyes. A desire that is again,desfructing: for the desire of the chorus
instead of bringing the two subjects together doilys the boundaries between them. It is
hard to see who is who, who sees what. The subggetseduced into dreamy abstract
images, between sleep and death, with their limbssdned. This is hardly a
representation of dancing girls: their loosenedbndeprive them of their choral identity.

If indeed the beginning of the poem describes tiweus ability to dance then their desire
cancels it:
Utrvov &]mo yAepdapeov oked[a]oel yAukuv
Is B¢ W' &yer wed' ayddV' Tuev
na]hiota kép[av E]avBav TwvaEe:
[ Joxl aTt]aAol Todes (7-10)
...will scatter sweet sleep from my eyes and leadsagm to the assembly where |
shall rapidly shake my yellow hair ... and soft feet.
If then choral dancing is described as awakeniomfsleep, shaking of golden hair
and soft feet, then the desire for Astymeloisa seémdisrupt the choral activity by
returning them to the inertia of sleep: limbs agaia loosened, eyes close again. The

chorus then, as in the Louvre Partheneion, undesrimeir ability to perform adequately,

both sing and dance, an inability created by thesire for the choregos. It is also the
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case that their desire for their choregos, is desdraspothos longing for someone
absent froocor), although Astymeloisa is there. The word choice them only

undermines their singing ability but also the perfance itself by challenging
Astymeloisa’s visibility. Moreover, unlike the LotesPartheneionwhere Hagesichora
and Agido are described as singing, Astymeloisalént. There is however a description
of a female chorus singing in the beginning of Bagtheneion
"OAJupmades Tepl pe ppévasg
Is dodas
Jeo &' axovoat
Jas o1ds
]..pa KaASV Upvioloav pEAos

Olympian Muses ... all around my heart...to hear theev@f those singing a beautiful
choral sond1-5)

Unlike the longePartheneion we can be certain that this is the beginninghef t
choral song. The song then begins most probablly at invocation to the Olympian
Muses; this is the safest conclusion that the fesgary state of the lines will allot.
Although we cannot be sure of the subjects (it inibghthe choral dancers or the Muses),

nevertheless it is evident that there is a desonpif choral performance: there is singing

and dancing &oidas, omds, upvioioav puéAos) and there is an audience listening
(&kovoar). The problem of who is the singer and who | the enicie has been previously

discussed in scholarship: we are to take the Masdbe performers of the choral songs
and the maidens as the audience of their chorapadexcellencepr Astymeloisa, the

choregos might be singing, or there might be twmisghoruses, one singing, one

% See Calame 1983, 396f.
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listening?it is unfortunate that we cannot be sure of whathis subject of the only
female voice described in the poem, although wesare about the gender because of the
feminine participle {uvioiocav pélos). It is most probable that the female chorus of
virgins invoke the Muses to fill their heart witbrgy, so that they themselves can sing
after their fashion. But the song they are so eé@aing themselves is undermined by
their pothosfor the choregos. If we can emenddiépwt véag &owacg in line two,
following Page and Snéfl then the desire for the song seems to be cadcklfethe

limb-loosening desire for the eyes of Astymeloisa.

ix.  Sapphic skies: Toward a possibility for female dee and language

If desire for the choregos makes it impossibletifie Alcmanic chorus to sing, then
desire in Alcman seems to be cancelling the pdigibor the utterance of female voice.
Is it then feminine voice, especially when conndatdth desire, at all possible? Or is it
always tangled in a network of metaphors, silenend deferring the female subject?

In Sappho Fr. 96, both desire and feminine voicehe context of a female group,
are the subject matters of the fragment. Althodghdircumstances of this performance
are largely unknown, the poem might have been pedd in an occasion similar to the

one of thePartheneion Whatever the case might be, the fragment is anakample of a

% Calame 1983, 396 with scholarship.

9 Calame 1983, 396. For the phrase imeros peridrafsm seeiTolo yAukepoio Tepl ppévas fuepos aipei. Hymn.
Apol 461 andsiTou Te yAukepoio Trept ppévas iuepos aipel, Homer lliad 11, 89
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public feminine voice, even if it is only performad the context of the Sapphic

hetairia.%®

[ 1Copd.[..]

[ moOAJAaxt Toide [] v Exolcn

ocn.[...].oopev, [...]--x[..]

Ce 1tOediL ikélav "Apt-

yvortot, Cal dEEUaAoT Exaipe HOATOL:

VOV 8EEADSOUCLY EUTPETETOLL YVVOIL-

KECCLY B¢ TOT AeM®

d0VTOC & PpododdikTLVAOC <CeEAdVVO>

TAVTOL TEP<P>EYO0LC’ ACTPOL- Pdlog &' Emi-

Cxel BdAoCcCoy € AALOPOLY

{Cwg Kol TOAVOVOENOLC dpoPaLC:

& &' <é>EpCal KAAO KEXLTOL TEOG-

Aouct dEeBpodor kAol Grv-

Opucko Kol LEAMAWTOC &VOEUDINC:

oA 3¢ Lapoitons' dydvog Emt-

UvaCHels' “ATH180C EpmL

AémToy ol epéva K[.]p... Bopnra-

k70 &' EABmv dup.]..]..1co 168" 00

vovta[..Juctovopu|...] TéAvc

yoapOet [...JadoV]......].0 pEccov-

Sardis...often having her mind here... how we liviegether... Arignota
(honored) you as a goddess, and she rejoiced rhaditio your song. Now she stands
out among the Lydian women like the rosy-finger madter the sunset, surpassing all
the stars. And light spreads among the salty sdatlam flowery fields; the beautiful
dew is shed, the roses blossom and the soft chemdilthe flowery honey-lotus. But
she, roaming about far and wide, remembers gerttldsAwith desire and her tender
heart is devoured inside, for your fate. ...conedh.shouts... sea... middle ...

It has been noted before that the Sapphic fragmesembles the Alcmanic
Partheneiain multiple ways: the utterance of homoerotic desihe ties between a group
of young women, even the metaphoric language seemlosely connect the three

fragments. Moreover, in fr. 96, the extended sinmlevhich the lost friend outshines all

% For a discussion of performance of Sapphic poeteyStehle.
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Lydian women like the moon outshines the starsndsrito mind the image of
Hagesichora, looking like the sun in the eyes ef ¢thorus, or the one of Astymeloisa,
walking like a bright star of the starry heavéhBesire, beauty and images of light seem
to be inextricably connected in the lyric imagioati Do Alcman and Sappho merely
employ a poetidopos stock imagery or metaphoric language as it wkn®wn and
expected by their audience? Is the effect sametim poets? Can we talk about the same
impossibility of female desire and language ind¢hse of Sappho?

Let me first examine all three images of light. Attman the chorus leader is
compared to the sun: “she looks to me like the says the chorus in admiration of
Agido’s beauty. In the seconBartheneion Astymeloisa walks pass the chorus as a
shining star crosses the sky. In Sappho howevdowad a double comparison: she is to
the rest of the Lydian women as the moon is testhes. She is the brightest of the bright.
The images of light keep returning in both AlcmandaSappho: in Sappho the
simile/analogy progresses to description dbe@us amoenusvhile in Alcman the light
becomes gold, to come back in the image of the sipgd®(e)leiades compared to Sirius,
the star. The second image might be closer to appldc as a comparison but notice that
the image does not describe the choregos this &intk the difference between the
forceful Alcmanic vocabulary according to which theeleiades fight against
(Tal TTeAnades &uw... &Te onjplov &oTpov afFnpopéval paxovral) and the Sapphic
surpassing all the starsdvto mep<p>€xolC actpa). The polemic language, supported

by more elements of the poem as shown earlierpbserg from Sappho although the

9Parth.12ycov 8' &eideo "Ay18éds TO pids- Gpéd £ AT &hiov,
Parth. 3[c¢5] Tis aiyAd[e]lvtos dotip [ Jcopavéd SiaiteTrs
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comparison is still clear. In fact, the girl becaren image of a moon-girl as it glides
from simile to description of landscape, to degaipof the girl followed by a voice. The

voice of a singing girl as treasured by memory gadine voice of performer(s) and the
lamenting voice of the absent friend connectingtiteelandscapes via the image of light.

And while the element of comparison is common betwéhe members of the
chorus and the hetairia, in Sappho the relationghipot situated in an antagonistic (or
polemic) context. There is still the element ofgoeral preference, but the absent friend
wishes to go back to the circle, go back to thefid( &' EA6nv aup...).

Homoerotic desire is still there in all three pgenbut while in Alcman the
feminine voice is silenced by desire, the Sappbiceris reinforced and inspired by it: it
is the voice of desire, a past and present feminoiee, a voice reverberating and a
voice performed. Thus Sapphic poetry finds a wayféminine voice to be heard, for

desire to be uttered in feminine.

ii. Conclusion
As seen in botlPartheneiathen, young women have a peculiar, problematicesoi
and subjectivity. Women in theartheneion act like men: fight, defend themselves, see
and project themselves as men. And of course, tiady like men emphasizing
hierarchical models, or models of desire that eraizleathe objectification of the beloved.
Moreover, the inability of feminine discourse is@msized: women in theartheneion
either mimic a male language or utter animal crasptherwise unrepresentable voice,

represented only via similes.
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Composing songs for young women then, Alcman clotsaepresent feminine
voice as different from human voice, stressing dtenanherent to feminine voice: its
alterity and problematic representation. Mimickiaganguage that does not belong to
them, the women in thBartheneionseem to carry on the Father's name as their own,
mirroring also structures that it is not their ovkor to assume male language means
assuming male roles and male ideology. The voicthefchorus then is a “feminine”
voice: a voice constructed as a female discourletorhighlight its inadequacies and its
problematic nature and finally accept its defeatntiynicking the only possible male
discourse. Hence, the young women of Betheneionact, fight, compete and see as
men. And of course, they talk like men emphasiziregarchical models, accepting and

reinforcing the laws and ideological conventions @af patriarchal society.
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CONCLUSION

A Voice of Her Own

La femme n'existe pas
- J. Lacan
Can the subaltern speak
- G. Spivak
This dissertation about feminine voice in archare€ge began with both Spivak’s
qguestion and Lacan’s assertion in mind. Should tilwing Lacan, exclaim that there
is no such thing as a Woman or should one lookMuatever possibilities for voice the
subaltern woman has? .This first set of questi@ts more complicated in the context of
Greco-Roman literature and scholarship, followedrimre questions. .Why is Diotima a
woman? Why is Sappho a woman? Or even “Why is Sapphman?® The
aforementioned questions hind to the major problei the possibility of a
female/feminine voice, and since archaic Greetleadirthplace of the “Western attitude
toward women” then archaic poetry seemed the olsvitarting place for discussioh.

How can Sappho, as a prototypical female poetthisdéanguage and symbolic systems

of a male dominated poetic discourse to speakvamaan? Attempting to answer this

1| am here referring to the articles by D. Halpekh Skinner and P. Gordon, see bibliography.
>See Arthur 1984.
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question, | tried to build a case for a femininaceothat is historically contextualized,
since it is constructed within the context of aich@reece. At the same time, such a
discussion would have implications outside the #pgedime and place, opening
guestions about the possibility of female speechGneek and Roman literature in
general. And since the term voice is seen as angyndor “construction of female
voice” such a broader analysis, would include ndy demale-authored but also male —
authored texts. A discussion about female voicenabhegin with Sappho and end with
Sulpicia.

In such a discussion, my objective was to explofenainine voice that is neither
essentialist nor victimized: if Sappho is able peak at the same time within and against
the specific androcentric society, then indeeddsiniealtern woman, and her voice, does
exist. Moreover, if Sappho’s feminine voice is aathored on her gender, it is a position
in language rather than a biologically defined posj then thiscriture femininecan be
composed by male writers as well. As a result, sschscussion can be expanded not
only to Corinna, Anyte, Erinna, Sulpicia, but altsoHomer, Catullus or Ovid. There is
much work that can be done once the “feminine Voisesituated within the cultural
institutions that create it.

This dissertation explores the oppositional nawfréSappho’s discourse in the
first chapter. In a dialogue with Winkler, | use KBén's and Kristeva's view of
dialogism and polyphony to find a Sapphic a selttkludes temporal and spatial
constraints. First of all, the voice of Sappho enhsidered as the representation of a
feminine voice and also self-representation: aevoican elusive self, a polyphonic voice.

Sappho’s dialogic, polymorphic, feminine voice dsfthe system of binary oppositions.
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Sappho re-reads, re-writes epic but this time & f@minine epic: polyphonic, dialogic
and against dichotomies and hierarchies. The “Hmh@oems then reenact a double
poetic self, a male and a female self as well Bsi@aand an "epic" one, expanding the
limits of her monologic prototyfe Reading “Homeric” passages and transforming
Homeric to “feminine epic” Sappho invites the reade do the same. Be a reader
between control of meaning -a male gesture- andfémale) recognition that meaning
can be shifting, elusive and uncontrollable, a eeadthose voice is not one. Or in
Irigaray’s words a reader who:

“... Remain in flux, not congealing or solidifying. W&t will make that current
flow into words? It is multiple, devoid of meaningsmple qualities™

Concentrating on Homeric epic, Helen, both as a&-peaver figure and as the
subject matter of poetry, is discussed as the paradic embodiment of feminine
discourse. | argue that in the Homeric epics Hakean alternative poetic figure: building
on Martin’s distinction betweemuthosandlogos | show how Helen is a speaker of
muthoj not connected with poetic authoritative speech dso performing all three
genres traditionally reserved for male “poetic figgl: flyting, commanding and
recollection. But although she is staged as a figete, being an outsider Helen can only
be seen as other, her voice as the voice of alterit

| mainly argue that Helen is seen as a figure afbfieness, and therefore not
belonging in the masculine rigidly dichotomized aquigm. At the same time, being

herself elusive, difficult to categorize and duptas, she is the paradigmatic

3 For a discussion of Homer and dialogism see NagyReradotto in Branham, 2002.
* Irigaray 1985, 215.
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embodiment of the fluidity of feminine discourseeleh is therefore seen as the
constantly elusive object, uttering a voice "tfganot one, that is multiple and layeréd".
Helen’s narrative in théeichoskopiais read as not only an alternative, polyphonic
discourse but also a generator of such discouidass, Helen can be seen a different
feminine poetic voice, a voice of alterity, diffeteating herself from the main Homeric
voice. The poetic difference then is gendered,ombt because it is uttered by a feminine
but because it carries with it, and moreover digpks its main characteristic doubleness,
mutability. Seen under a Derridian light, Helenth® embodiment of alterity, spatial,
temporal and linguistic transgression, not onlyoatie body, but also a feminine body
giving birth to unending stories.

The last chapter then offers a counter-example dmét’s inclusive discourse:
Alcman’s Partheneiastage a feminine voice only to exclude any acoéske feminine
to the symbolic system. His “feminine” voice sucdsrto male dichotomies and male
concerns and speaks a language whose polyphonyteximand silenced staging a rite of
passage in to an androcentric society.

| argued that Alcman fails to stage a feminine alisse, although the male post
can have such a choice as discussed in the Homanacligm. Although the girls of the
Partheneionutter a female voice in thRartheneionare shown as either incapable of
uttering any voice or as mimicking the predominauale discourselhe chorus is using
battle language to describe its performance refgritback to the first section, the

catalogue of male warriors. Accordingly, at theaset section a catalogue of feminine

®> Worman 2001, 20. Also for a larger discussionheftorical quality of Helen's speech see Worman 1997

218



adornments parallels the first catalogue. It is emtnloquized voice, performing a
masculine discourse; a female chorus staged ttgihg a part of a patriarchal society.

| also argued that the young women of Batheneionstage their function in the
Spartan society via their representation as comtmesdyvith no subjectivity, no voice, no
desire, no language. Using metaphoric language ewléscribing the dancers for
example, the chorus is pointing to a spectacledhanot be fully seen; an abstract image
blurring the subjectivity of the dancers. Thus, tbenstruction of selfhood is a
construction of a (fe)male self that seems in apgreze to be feminine but proves to be
essentially male, emphasizing hierarchical mod®isnale models of desire. Composing
songs for young women then, Alcman chooses to septefeminine voice as different
from human voice, stressing a matter inherent tmirfene voice: its alterity and

problematic representation.

*kkkk

Protinus est oculis cognita nostra tuis-
An, nisi legisses auctoris nomina Sapphus,
Hoc breve nescires unde movetur opus?

Ovid, HeroidesXV

This dissertation does not claim to be an exhagstigcussion of feminine voice.
The feminine voice, as Irigaray argues, is not driepe that | have shown its multiple
possibilities rather than fix a list the charadcs of feminine voice. This dissertation is
also the writing of a feminine voice, itself fragnmed, ununified with no tendency to

categorize and form hierarchies. Hence, it doespost as an exhaustive discussion of
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female voice in archaic poetry. Sappho, Homer aloth&n function more like examples.
An example of a female-author, one of a male pdet uses Helen as a figure of his own
female speech, and another male author, Alcman, fasloons and silences feminine
voice within the masculine discourse. Similarlye ttonclusion can also be read as the
beginning of a search of female/feminine voice Imelythese examples. | did not discuss
all of the female speakers in Homer: Penelope carsden as another female poetic
figure. A further discussion on the speech of gedds in thdliad, especially Hera and
Athena would inform our understanding on how fengddesses negotiate their female
position in the Pantheon. Do the same gender agedy? Does the voice of a goddess
come from a subaltern position as well? What algodtdesses in Hesiod, or Pandora, the
mother of “the most female women”? What about ofeerale writers? Do they choose
the same position in language that Sappho has? w@antalk about a “double
consciousness” in the poetry of Corinna, or Nos8is@ even more importantly, is their
reading of Sappho similar to Catullus’ or Ovid’s?

| already discussed Catullus’ re-reading of Sapmuetry in the end of my first
chapter. A few last remarks can be added. WhenllGsitte-reads Sappho he plays her
game, understanding the fact that female voicebsamentriloquized by the male poet.
By doing so, he himself enters the position ofghbaltern that can speak, can repeat the
same words that the male poet does. He, of coigsemale poet. Then why does he
need to speak through Sappho? Is it a gestureeahtie re-claiming the poetic discourse
that rightfully belongs to him? How do the same d#gsound coming out of his mouth?
Is Catullus self-sarcastic when speaking to “Leskbis Sappho? Is he a poet in drag,

caught in the act of gender-bending? The word glags Sappho the double role of the
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lover and the Lesbian poet, a poet who listens peréormance of her own poem. Does
Catullus point to the fact that the female poedlisays an outsider, always listening to
her own poetry in a man’s voice, in a man’s words?

The couplet in the beginning of the sections coritem different reading of
Sappho, that of Ovid. Or, most probably Ovid. Batading to tradition the letter is
composed by Sappho herself, this is yet anotherdRemale translation of her poetry.
Ovid, like Catullus, needs to speak with the vax¢eSappho. Is his a way of morally
legitimizing the lesbian poet by giving her a miaieer? Why does he need to re-assign
to Sappho the lines that Catullus used to desdribeown erotic anguish, words first
composed by Sapphb? believe it is not about a leshian poet but dlibe Lesbian poet.
And, more importantly, about the female post whaend to the canon. Sappho is again
ventriloquized by Ovid, who now does not translag poem but gives Sappho her
“female” voice back. The voice of the subalternt tt@nnot speak, the “feminine” voice
of the Alcmanic maidens.

But, ironically, this is the male voice of Sappliois not accidental then that the
letter begins with a question of authority-a qestRoman auctoritas. “Did you know it
was me writing the letter, did you know as soory@s picked it up, or did you have to
read the nameXanotg, or else you wouldn't know where this letter confesm?”
There are multiple levels of irony here: thesetheefirst lines of the poem. The question

does not only refer to the fictional reader-Phabut most of all to the reader of the

® For a good discussion and scholarship see Goréign. 1

| refer to lines 111-2 et lacrimae deerant ocelisrerba palato/adstrictum gelido frigore pectust.er
Compare with the Catullan lingua sed torpet, tesuts artus / flamma demanat.
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Heroides The readers then enter a game of authorshipgjexpuate (male) readers we are
supposed to know Sappho is writing the letter. @id® Any learned reader, knowing his
meters and grammatology would know that it canoShppho; it is a Roman male poet
composing elegy, not a Greek female poet usingria peter. But Sappho’s name is
there, in Greek, in an ironic, almost naive attemgpestablish Sappho as the author.
Maybe Ovid is trying to embellish his work with semealistic detail. Or maybe, he is
trying to ask the same question this dissertatgks.aHow can we tell whether it is a
female voice or not? Is there such a thing as alemoice, or is the poet the master
puppeteer who decides what words he will put infédmale character’'s mouth? Is it a
voice that matters?

Discussing Spivak’s influencial work, R.Young delses how the subaltern woman
“is written continuously as the object of patriayeh If he is right, then feminine voice is
always an act of re-writing: not only the feminv@ce of Sappho by the Roman poets is
a re-writing, not only Sulpicia’s appropriation Bybullus, but also Sappho’s own voice
can only be a re-writing of feminine voice throutife male voice. But this is where
Sappho’s, or Sulpicia’s for that matter, succestsreShe succeeds nat the field of
male poetry butaigainstthe field of male poetry. The acts in which thenkRm poets try
to appropriate Sappho’s voice- by borrowing hercepiwriting letters in her voice, or
include Suplicia’s poetry in Tibullus’ table of demts, they are both acts of re-writing
and a mis-writing. Their acts have political impliilons; as Sapphoé&criture femininds,
of course, political. She writes the rupture ofiabstructure by writing a rupture in

language, by writing a fragmented, dialogic sethea than a unified stable self. For,

8 Young 1990. 164
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situating the “feminine voice” within the culturaistitutions that create it, seeing it as
multiple and disruptive, and at the same time a®miae of repetition and parody, the
premise on which this dissertation is based o, p®ssible way to frame the answer of
the question this dissertation asks: “is therenairiene voice?”.

According to this thesis then, it is evident thaemfnine voice can be found in
Archaic Greek poetry. | see such a voice not asataral, physical voice but as a
constructed gendered voice. Building on French mehiwritings and late Bakhtinian
discussions, | tried to map down polyphony, muiipy, fluidity and mutability as its
main characteristics. This discussion tries to @vessentialistic conclusions: for that
matter, | demonstrated how both male and femaleoasiare able to construct a feminine
voice with the aforementioned characteristics. emhoth Sappho and Homer produce a
feminine voice, a multiple, dialogic, unfixed voida the case of Sappho feminine voice
is constructed as the voice of the persona loqubasthat Sappho or the female
performer. In Homer, such a voice is constructethasvoice of Helen, a poetic female
figure. | have also tried to show that the useudfhsa feminine voice is an ideological
choice with sociopolitical implications: in Alcmathe possibility of the construction of a
feminine voice is denied to the female chorus. A®sult, the voice of the chorus is
mimicking the masculine language while reinforcpagriarchal structures. In conclusion,
by showing that feminine voice can be constructgdth female and male authors |
argued for the possibility that the feminine casapfrom the subject positioEcriture
femininethen offers a different position from which merdamomen can speak from an

alternative position free from structured oppositesvoice heard in Archaic Greece.
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