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PREFACE

Helen has often been misunderstood and undervalued becausc of its apparent
rcfusal to follow the ‘rules’ of its genre, yet in fact it embodics the variety and
dynamism of fifth-century Athcnian tragedy perhaps more than any other
surviving play. The story of an cxemplary wife (not an adulteress) who went
to Egypt (not to Troy), Euripides’ ‘new Helen’ skilfully transforms and sup-
plants carlicr currents of litcraturc and myth. Nevertheless, Euripides uses
his unorthodox heroine and her phantom double to explore many of the
central issues connected to her more traditional sclf: the role of the gods in
human sufTering, the limits of mortal knowledge, the importance of reputa-
tion, the consequences of overwhelming beauty and desire, among others. By
turns playful and scrious, Helen is an extraordinarily exubcerant and inventive
drama that deserves to be read (and performed) more widely. To that end,
this cdition of the play aims to discuss a broad spectrum of issues (intellec-
tual context, stagecrafi, language, style, reception, etc.) in an castly accessible
manncr. Like many other tragedies, Helen has sulfercd from being interpreted
anachronistically: as a tragicomedy, for example, or as an indictment of war;
the Introduction therefore sceks to reconstruct the original audience’s core
values and expcctations as a more accurate guide to understanding the play.
As arcsult, the Introduction is comparatively long for this series, but the many
preconceptions about Helen (and Euripidean tragedy more generally) therein
addresscd are of such pervasive and continuing influcnce as to merit detailed
analysis. Its wider discussion of Euripides’ dramatic art is intended to com-
plement and support the Commcniary, whose goal, naturally, is a nuanced
apprcciation of /Helen in its own right.

I am extremely grateful to Justina Gregory, Mark Griffith, Albert Henrichs,
Gordon Howic, Gregory Hutchinson, Adrian Kclly, Brad Levett, Pantelis
Michelakis, Robert Parker, Christopher Pclling, Richard Rutherford, the late
Charles Segal, Laura Swift, Oliver Taplin, Martin West, Christian Wildberg,
and Froma Zcidin for much helpful discussion and advice. David Kovacs
and Donald Mastronarde read an carlicr draft of the Introduction, James
Diggle an carlicr draft of thc Commentary: to this great trio of Euripideans
go my heartfelt thanks. Finally, | would like to express my gratitude to the
cditors, Pat Easterling and Richard Hunter, for inviting me to work on Helen
in this series and for their dctailed and salutary corrections thereafter, and

%
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to Michael Sharp and Muriel Hall, for their patient and expert guidance
throughout the process of publication.

W. R.A.
Oxford
December 2006
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INTRODUCTION

1. EURIPIDES AND ATHENS
(a) Life and works

Euripides appcars to us as onc of the most vivid and recognizable pocts of the fifth
century B¢. Compared to Acschylus and Sophocles, more than twice as many of his
plays have survived complete, while the greater quantity both of quotations in ancicnt
authors and of sizcablc papyrus fragments of the lost plays (reflecting his popularity
throughout antiquity) gives us a more dciailed picture of his dramatic oeuvre.' In
addition, wc posscss a varicty of sources purporting to chronicle the life of the poct,?
who even appcars as a character in three of the surviving comedics of Aristophanes
(Acharnians, Women at the Thesmophona, Frogs). Yet the very abundance of ancient ‘evi-
dence’ for Eur’s life and character has had a paradoxically confusing impact on the
intcrpretation of his works {(on which morc below). Tor with the exception of a few
dctails securely bascd on the Athenian didascalic records, all the surviving evidence 1s
of highly dubious rchability,3 and the bulk of it is little morce than anecdote based on
naive ‘inference’, whether from the plays themselves! or from the absurd caricatures
of Lur’s art and lifc generated by Aristophancs and other comic pocts.S

' For a completc collection of the fragments of Euripides (hereafter Eur), see the edition by
R. Kannicht, TrGFv (abbreviations arc listed above); also Jouan and Van Looy (1998-2003) with
translations and notes (in French). The more substannal fragments are cdued by J. Diggle in
1:G1S, and arc iranslated with excellent introductions and commentarics by Collard, Cropp, and
Lee (1995: Telephus, Cretans, Stheneboea, Bellerophon, Cresphontes, Erechthaus, Phaethon, Wise Melanippe,
Captire Melamppe) and Collard, Cropp, and Gibert (2004: Philoctetes, Alexandros, Palamedes, Oedipus,
Andromeda, Hypsipyle, Antiope, Archelaus). A 1.och cdition by C. Collard and M. Cropp is also
forthcoming.

? "'hc five major sources for the life of Eur. arc cdited by Kannicht, 7rGF v (Testimonia 1-5):
these are the Tévag kai Pios Euprwidou transmiticd in some medicval manuscripts of the plays;
a chaptcer (15.20) in Aulus Gellius' Attic NMights (published ¢ ap 180); an cntry s.v. EGpimridng in
the mediceval encyclopedia known as the Suda; a skeich of the poct’s life by Thomas Magister
(thiricenth 10 fourteenth century); and papyrus fragments of a longer Life of Eunpides in dialoguc
form by Satyrus, a grammarian of the third century pe. For these texts with English transladon,
sce Kovacs (1gg4b) 2-2q.

3 The varicty of ancedotc and fiction in the lives is revealingly explored by Fainveather (1974);
cf. also Lefkownz (1gB1) 88-104 and Kovacs (1gg4a) 1—4 on Eur. For a less distrustful view of the
biographical tradition, cf. c¢.g. Matthicssen (2002) 14-17.

1 E.g thc notion (related in the Tévos: T:GF v T 1.74-6) that Eur. wrote his first Hippolytus as
a respansc to his wile's infidclity.

5 ‘Thus the plot of Ar. Thesm. is trcated as biography by both the évos and Satyrus, with cach
claiming that the women of Athens conspired to kill Eur. during the Thesmophornia (TrGF v T
1.99-100, T 110). For satirical trcatment of Eur. by other comic pocts, cf. Ar. [1asps 61 (from a list of
tired gags the audience should not expect) 608’ abfis dvacedyaivépevos Edpim(Bng. Teleclcides
(whose first viclory was ¢. 445) associated Eur. with Socrates (frs. 41-2 K-A), for example, which
suggests that there were stock jokes about Eur. even before Aristophancs.



INTRODUCTION

In fact we have very lide rehable evidence for Eur’s dramatic carcer and know
almost nothing about his lifc. He was evidendy dcad by the time of the first production
of Anstophancs’ Frogs a1 the Lenaca (in carly January) of 405, and the Marmor Parium
(a marble stcle from Paros inscnibed ¢ 26473 with various dates from Grecek history)
puts his dcath in 407/6 and his birth in 48574, dates which arc as rcasonable as
any preserved in the sources.® Like his father Mnesarchides (or Mnesarchus), Eur.
belonged 1o the Attic deme of Phlya (part of the Cecropid tribe and to the north of
Mt Hymeuws). The musical and poctic training necessary for Lur.'s carcer implies
a wealthy background, and it is clear from the range of contemporary intcllectual
issucs handled in his plays that Eur. was a man of great learning and cunosity. As
usual the biographical tradition deduced from Eur.’s broad cultural interests that he
must have been a pupil or friend of nearly every major philosopher, rhetorician, and
sophist of his day (7rGF v T 35-48), and thc image of Lur. the radical, coniroversial,
and cven alicnated intellectual has had a major (and often misleading) influence on
the subscquent interpretation of his works (and cqually, via Aristophanes’ Frogs. those
of the allcgedly ‘unphilosophical’ Acschylus).?

Using the public records of the City Dionysia a1t Athens, ancient scholars calculated
that Eur. had competed 22 times (= 88 plays).? 11 is possiblc that Eur. staged new plays
clsewhere3 including the large deme theatres of Autica, and he is said 10 have ended
his Ifc in Macedonia wnung plays for king Archelaus.'® Nevertheless, the bulk of
his work was intended for Athenian audiences at the City Dionysia. and it is their
world-view we must try 10 reconstruct as we interpret the plays. Lur. won first prize at
the Dionysia four times during his lifctime and once posthumously (when his son, also
called Eur, produced a tetralogy that included Iphigenia at Aults and Bacchae). Given
the siereotype of the alicnated pocet, Lur.’s four viciories (compared to Acschylus' 13
and Sophocles' 18) have often been taken to show that the Athenians were uncasy
with, or cven hastile to, his plays, yet this is hardly plausible, since Eur. was chosen
22 umcs by the eponymous archon 10 be onc of the three tragic competitors at the

city's greatest dramatic festival, and a playwright under such a cloud would not be
repeatedly sclected 1o vie for first prize. "

& For the conflicting and suspiciously synchronizing dates of Eur.x birth and dcath (including,

for exainple, the tradition of his birth on the island of Sakunis on the very day of the great battle
in 480), sce TrGFv T10a-17c¢.

7 Sce Allan (2005) 74-5.

8 Alihough g2 plays were catalogued by ancient scholars under Eur's name, some were
deemed spurious: sce TrGF v p. 8o For a sceptical view of the transmitted ligures for Eur’s
productions, sce Luppe (1997).

v The Andromache was long thought to be such a play, but the available evicdence suggests that
the play was first produced in Athens, but written so as to appeal (o audiences clsewhere (Allan
(2000) 149- Go).

' For 1the surviving fragments of the Archelaus usclf, sec Harder (1985) 125- 272, The play told
how the king’s mythical ancestor and namesake killed the double-crossing Cisscus of Thrace
and founded the Macedonian city of Acgac. Eur’s 1ime in Macedonia is the subjeci of four of
the five fictional Icuers composed in his name ¢ AD 100: sec Gasswein (1975), Costa (2001) 171-4.

" Stevens (1956) refutes the notion of Eur’s unpopularity with the Athenians. The poet's
allcged lack of success was used in the biographical tradition 1o explain why he went to work for
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Of Eur’s 17 surviving tragedies (not including the probably spurious, fourth-
century Rhesus or the satyr-play Cyclops) Helen is onc of nince plays for which we have
fairly sccure produciion dates based on the information recorded in ancient hypothe-
scs and scholia. The remaining plays can be dated relauve to these on stylistic grounds,
thc most important critcrion being the raic and type of resolution (i.c. substitution of
two short syllables for a long) found in the iambic trimelers, since Eur.'s plays show a
gradual incrcasc over time in the raie and varicty of resolved positions.’ The cumula-
tive cvidence allows us to reconstruct Eur’s theatrical carcer as follows (extant works
arc in bold):'3

455 Eur. compcetces for the first time at City Dionysia (plays included Peliades)

44 first victory

438 Alcestis (fourth play in tctralogy with Cretan Vomen, Alcmaeon in Psophis,
Telcphus), wins second prize

43! Medea (first play in (ctralogy with Pluloctetes, Dictys, and satyr-play
Thenstae); wins third prize

€. 430 Children of Heracles

428 Hippolytus; wins irst prizc

¢ 425 Andromache

€ 424 Hecuba

¢ 423 Suppliant Women

¢ 420 Electra

¢. 416 Heracles

415 Trojan Women (third play in tetralogy with Alexandros, Palamedes, and
satyr-play Sisyphus); wins sccond prize

€ 414 Iphigenia in Tauris

¢ 413 Ion

412 Helen (olhcr plays included Andromeda)

411-409 Phoenician Worten

4o8 Orestes

408/7 Archelaus (performed in Macedonia)

407/6 Kur. dics in Macedonia

405 -400 Iphigenia in Aulis, Alonaeon in Corinth, and Bacchae, produccd by

Eur.’s son; wins posthumous first prize

Archclaus (7rG;F v T 1.44-50). However, Eur. was only onc of many pocts and artists who took
up commissions at the court of a Hellenizing king, as Acschylus had done many years before
while a guest of Hicron, tyrant of Syracuse, writing a tragedy on the foundation of the city of
Actna (frs. 6-11 Radt = TrGF 1); cf. Pind. Pyth. 1.58-70.

' There are approximaicly 445 resolutions in 1253 iambic tnmeters in Helen, the cquivalent
of (on avcrage) one resolution every three lines (or more preciscly 35.5%, compared to 6.7% for
Alcestis in 438 and 49.3% for Orestes in 408).

'3 For the mewncal criteria used to date Fur's plays, both sunviving and fragineniary, sce
Cropp and Fick (1985); also Devine and Stephens (198t), Stinton (1990) 349-50. T'he list omits
both Rhesus and Cyclops, in the latier case because it is uncertain whether the stylistic features
uscd to date the tragedics apply with cqual force to satyr-plays.
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Helen was produced in 412 along with dndromeda.'t The two plays resemble
onc another in both plot and theme, as the central couples (Helen and Menclaus,
Andromeda and Perscus) escape to Greeee from a foreign land (Egypt, Ethiopia) after
overcoming the apposition of a barbarian king (Thcoclymenus, Cepheus). Eur. rings
the changes on the story-patterns of rescuc and escape, and on the crisis faced by cen-
tral characters who arc in love but threatened with permancent separauon. So, whereas
Heclen (hercafter H.) and Menclaus (M.) arc alrcady husband and wife, and must out-
wit Theoclymenus (Theoc.), H.'s aggressive suitor, to escape from Egvpt, Andromeda
must first be rescued from a sca monster by Perscus, who falls in love with her, and
the young lovers must defy the Ethiopian king Cepheus, who is Andromeda’s father.
Given the surviving evidence for Andromeda,'s we have na way of knowing which play
was performed first,'® or what the other plays in the tetratogy were.'?

(b) Hclen in its Athenian context

As with any other work of art, Helen is deeply embedded in its own time and place. It
is therefore essential that we see (and endcavour to interpret) every Athenian tragedy
in its historical and social cantext. In later sections of this Introduction we shall
take into account the various backgrounds (of law, social structure. ¢thnicity. religion,
philosophy, ctc.) against which Helen is 10 be read."™ But it is important that we first
consider the political and military chimate at the time of the play’'s production, not
because this is the most significant factar for the original audicnce's response, but
because Helen has ofien been (and continues o be) read as an “anti-war’ play.'

The placc and function of tragedy in Athens are subjccts which in this context
cannot receive the full atention that they deserve, but it is important 10 consider them.

" Cf. scholia w0 Ar. Frogs 53 (Andrumeda produced cight years before Frogs), Thesm, 1012
(Andromeda produced wogether with /lelen), B30 (Helen produced onc vear before Them.).

5 CI Klimck-Winter (1993) 53-315; Callard, Cropp, and Gibert (2004) 143 68: TrGF v
PP 233-7 and frs. 114-56 Kannicht. Sophocles wrote an cdndromeda. also dealing with the story
of her rescuc by Perscus, who killed the sca monster with the head of the Gorgon Medusa (for frs.
and commentary, sce Klimek-\Vinter (19g3) 23- 34). Vase-painting suggests a production date ¢
450, but such evidence must be uscd with caution.

'C For an allusive reference in Helen which may suggest that Andromeda preceded it cf. 76gn.
Andromeda’s opening inonedy begins with an invocation of ‘holy Night™ "W v iepd. fr. 114
Kannichy), but this is no guaranice that the play was performed in the carly morning (parce
Hourmouziades (1963) 44, who inferred from these opcnming words that AAndrom. was the first play
of the 1cimlogy).

"7 Wright (2005) 43-55 argues that the /T was part of the same production (cf. Siciger (1908)
232-7), thus forming a thematically connccted ‘escape trilogy”. This is. however, extremely
unlikcly on stylistic and metrical grounds: cf. Cropp and I'ick (1g85) 5, 60-1. Devine and Siephens

(1981) 44, 48, 52. Similar objections apply to other proposed trilogics or tetradogics, such as
Androm., Hel., Jon (so c.g Fantuzzi (1990) 22, Zachara (2003) 3-7), ~Androm., Het.. and Cyclops as
satyr-play (Austin and Olson (2004) Ixiti-Ixiv), or even Androm., Hel., IT, and pro-saryric Jon (Hosc
(1995) 17, Gg).

' For a comprehensive and uscful bibliography of recent sccondary lncrature on the play
(not limited 10 English-languagc discussions), scc Knobl (2005).

9 Cf. c.g most recendly Pallantza (2003) 275,
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albeit briefly, since the various anachronisms at the heart of ‘anti-war’ interpretations
of Helen have their roots in equally inappropriatc models of what fifth-century Auic
tragedy is doing and what it is for.*® So lct us start by considering what kind of views
contemporary scholars take of tragedy's relationship to the political life of fifth-century
Athcns. There is of course a wide rangce of opinion, but it will be helpful to focus on two
of the most influenuial, which also happen te be at opposite ends of the spectrum in the
vicw they take of tragedy’s social and political functions. At onc ¢nd of the spectrum
arc thosc scholars who arc rcluctant to tic tragedy too closcly to day-to-day political
issucs. They focus instecad on tragedy’s acsthetic qualitics as poctry and drama, on
the pathetic suffering ol its characters, and on the moral dilemmas that it poscs.?' At
the other end of the spectrum arc critics who sec tragedy as fundamentally political -
indced, as fundamcnially questioning and interrogatory, even subversive. For them
tragedy cxposes the core valucs of fifth-century Athens o glaring scrutiny, and finds
them wanting.** Ncither school appreciates the aflirmatory impact of tragedy - the
former because they take 100 narrow a view of the palitical, the latter because they
rcgard the best art as that which challenges or subverts. But did Aeschylus, Sophocles,
and Furipides intend to undermince their audience's sense of identity and core beliefs?
Or did they want 10 appcal to as wide a swathc of the public as possible in the hope
of winning first priz¢?*3

It is against this background that we must view the claim that Helen represents a
critique of Athenian war poliey. For the theme of war is central to many readings of the
play, including that of Kannicht, whosc commcntary is a monument of scholarship.
Thus studics of the play abound with such comments as ‘the Helen delivers an implicit

39 ] hopc 10 analyse in greater detail clsewhere the ramifications of ahistorical literary inter-
pretations of iragedy.

?' Cf. ¢.g Griffin (1998). Such reluctance 10 recognize tragedy's political and social functions
is nficn mativated by the idea that political (and aflirmatory) literature can be littke more than
‘propaganda’ and part of a staic-sponsored conspiracy. Yet litcrature and other forms of an
can be political without being propaganda — and it reveals a very anachronistic picture of ant
(developed after the Romantic cra, certainly, but mostly in the wake of Hitler, Stalin, and Nao)
to say that art which celebrates the community must be suspect. Have these critics looked at
Athenian public art of the fifth century (c.g sculptures and temple friczes)? It affirms Athenian
state idcology quite unabashedly.

*2 Cf. c.g. Goldhill (1990), (2000). There is, however, no ancient evidence that tragedy was
seen ta be subversive of core polis values: indeed, one could say it is preciscly tragedy’s lack of
such cnticism that makes Plato hate it so much. Plawo after all ceriainly did want to challenge
and change the Athens of his day, and if tragedy was so questioning of the standard values of the
Athenian people, onc would expect Plato to like it — but he categorically rejects it: ¢.g Gorgras
502b-d (tragedy as specious mass rhetoric), Laws 817a-d (tragic pocts as nvals of the philosophers
who arc 10 be cjecied from the idcal city).

3 To continue in Platonic terms, onc might say that tragedy offers a rival (and, in political
terms, posilive) dialectic. In other words, rather than sceing tragedy as a series of questions that
flummox and discomfort the audience, we should sce it as a process of questions and answers
in which more emphasis is put on the answers. Naturally, in arguing that Attic tragedy had an
aflirmatory function for the watching community, I do not mean to imply that it cvades the
rcally hard issues which are not capable of being solved: cf. esp. §§6(a) and (d) below.

1 Cf. esp. Kannicht (196q) I.53--7.
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cvaluation of the Sicilian expedition's or ‘Despite its ostensibly comic aspect, the
Helen is a far more vehement anti-war statement than The Trojan Women.'*® But docs
Helen refiect the disillusionment of a war-wearied generation? A varicty of factors
suggest that such an approach is misguided.

Firsuy, pity for the wastc of war, especially the Trojan War, and sympathy for the
defcaied are traditional epic (and tragic) themes (cf. especially Od. 8.523—31, where
Odysscus, weeping at Demodocus’ song of the Trojan Horse and the fall of Troy,
is compared to a woman gricving over the corpse of her dead husband as she is
dragged ofT to captivity). Morcover, the specific sentiment expressed by the Chorus of
Helen — that conflicts should be resolved by diplomacy and reciprocal justice instcad
of warfare (1151-60) — is itscll a traditional idca (c.g. Hes. MWD 225-9, Acesch. Supp.
701-3). To rcad a chorus or character’s insistence on the foolishness of war (cf. 1151
agpoves doal . . ) or their yearning for peace (c.g Eur. Supp. 488-93. Or. 1682—3, Bacch.
419-20, fr. 369 Kannicht) as criticism of Athenian war policy would be exceptionally
naive and anachronistic (for reasons we will turn to in a moment). Those who desire
(0 sce Helen as a protest against war overlook the fact that M. still wins H. by violence
and that the Trojan War is part of a divincly conceived plan for the end of the race of
heroes. The notion of Eur. the proto-pacifist or anti-imperialist is no more plausible
than the comic caricature of Eur. the immoralist, misogvnist, or athcist.

Sccondly, the idea that Helen is in part a responsc 1o alleged Athenian disillusion-
ment with the Peloponnesian War betrays a misconception that lics at the heart of
many conicmporary rcadings of tragedy, which is to assumc a morc or less simple
cquation between the play world and the world of the audicnce. No one would now
endorsc the most simple-minded form of historicism, where events on stage arc 1aken
to refer dirccily to the here and now of the audience.”” Instead it is generally agreed
that “in an important sensc cverything that happens on stage is metaphorical. and
there is never a literal identification between the world of the drama and the world of
the audience.”® Nevertheless, the full significance of the distance between the heroic
world and the contemporary world is not always recognized, as critics map onc onto
another, thereby revealing (so they claim) the play's purpose, which is usually 1o point
up some terrible deficiency in Athenian culture. Let us consider, for examplc, the
Messenger’s report of the Argive assembly in Orestes (866-956). The current scholarly
consensus on this scene might be summed up as follows:* in depicting the warring
voices and factions of the Argive assembly Euripides is covertly cxpressing his reser-
vations about, and criticisms of, the deficiencics of the contemporary Athenian polis,
where democradc debatc is hijacked by unscrupulous demagogues and self-interested

factions. In Orestes, and especially in the Assembly scenc, it is often said, Euripides
is questioning the ideals of debate and freedom of speech that formed the core of

25 Hosc (1995) 77. “6 E. Scgal (1983) 248 n. 8.

1 Cf. c.g. Drew (1930) for whom the ten-year Trojan War becomes the ten-year Archidamian
War (¢31-21), and M.’s seven years of wandenng arc made (o stand (or the seven ycars of war
from 419-13!

8 Easterling (1995) 80. 8 L.g E. Hall (1993); cf. Porier (1994) 73—,
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democratic idcology. In other words, by having the Argive assembly, which is simul-
tancously a kind of law-court, be swayed hy vociferous speakers, Luripides is pointing
to the negative fcatures of the assembly and popular courts of his day.

In arguing like this critics cither explicitly or implicidly make usc of what Pat
Easterling has called ‘heroic vagucness', that is, the peculiar idiom and sctting of
tragedy which ‘cnabled audicnces to project themsclves collecuively into a shared
imaginative world which was firmly linked with both past and present but stricdy
represented neither and could be constantly redefined.3® However, it would be more
accuratc to spcak of herotc inversion, since in Orestes, as elsewhere in tragedy (and not
only in Eur.), we arc shown repeatedly how fAfth-century Athenian norms do not work
in a heroic scuting — yet the point is zot that Athens is a (ailure, but that the excessive
and dangcrous figures of heroic myth are the problem.3' So whether we talk of “heroic
vagucncss’ or follow Christianc Sourvinou-Inwood and usc the cinematic metaphor of
‘zooming’ 3 the aspects of tragedy that have a contemporary ring (popular asscmblics
and law-courts, for cxample) arc not there to provoke the audicnce into thinking, “They
arc acting just like we do; they get things wrong, so our system must be at fault’, but
rather the heroic inversion points the diflerence between the malfuncuioning world of
the heroes and the way such institutions functioned in the world of the fifth-century
Athcnian audiencc. In short, it is not Afth-century Athens or democracy that is at fault
in Orestes, but it is the inability of the heroic world 10 accommodatc Athenian norms
which marks that world as doomed to conflict and ruin 33

Thus when we interpret those aspects of tragedy which have a contemporary
ring, we should consider not only the distance between the two worlds but also the
pattern of inversion that marks their relationship.3t In the case of Helen the pnnciple
of heroic distance applics as much to the issuc of Sparta and Spartans as it does to
war. Therc is no anti-Spartan polemic in the play and the references to Spartan cult
and riwal (c.g. 228, 245, 1405—75) scrve to underline H. and M.’s scparation from

3% Easterling (1gg7a) 24.-5.

3" Pace c.g Mchzer (2006), fifth-century Attic tragedy docs not ecmbody nostalgia for an
idealized heroic age, but explores current issucs in an imaginary world of the past which is
systematically unlike that of the audicnce, and docs so in a way that confirms the validity
of cantemporary Athenian norms. However, this tragic patiern of heroic inversion docs not
constitute a simple dicholomy ol then (all bad) versus now (all good), since many heroic figures
arc admirable in some respects (cspecially, it should be added, when their outlook comes closest
10 that of the fifth-century Athenian audience: c.g Eur. Supp. 429-55). In other words, the
heroic and contemporary worlds cxist as part of a continuum rather than a dichotomy, so that the
heroes can be presented as more, or less, removed and diflerent from the watching community;
nevertheless, the world of the audience ecmerges as in most respects better than that of the heroes
(cf. nn. 259-60 below).

37 E.g. Sourvinou-Inwood (2003) 25-40.

33 “The notion of Eur.’s ‘disillusion’ with Athenian politics is itsclf closcly conncected to exag-
gerawed ideas of cultural “crisis’ in the last decades of the fifth century. Such assumptions have
in turn contributed to a distorted view of tragedy's development as a genre in which the plays
of ‘latc Euripides’ arc scen as a symptom of the genre's ‘decline’ (sce §7 below).

3V When the alierity of the heroic world is neglected, a misleacding onc-to-onc mapping
between it and the world of the audience is often the result.
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their homeland and from onc another.3® The heroic distance is missed by critics who
arguc that ‘Euripides’ staging a story with a glamonizcd Spartan heroine who returns
home to a gloriously portrayed Sparta must have had a shocking impact upon a late
fifth-century Athenian audience.”® Such an approach is gravely mislecading: Athens
had been at war with Sparta for much of the fifth century, yet tragedy abounds with
Spartan and Donan figures throughout the century, and docs so hecause these heroes
stand at the core of the panhellenic radition of divine and heroic myth. Part of the
genius of Athenian tragedy is to draw these Dorian (and also non-Grecek, c.g. Cretan
and Egyptian) heroes into Attic myth, often showing (especially in those plays where
Athens is strongly focalized: ¢.g. Acsch. Eum., Soph. OC, Eur. Held., Supp.) how non-
Athcnian communitces lack the henefits of the Athenians. Yet this aspect of tragedy
is not foregrounded in Helen (where Athens is never mentioned), and Eur. has chosen
H. and M. not because they are Spartans (whom he can then usc 10 make a topical
point) hut because they are central to the myth of the Trojan War which is the raw
matcnal of his work. The play itsclf displays the same patterns of heroic inversion and
disaster that we find throughout tragedy, but it docs so in a way that is not explicidy
anti-Spanan.

Thirdly, and most tellingly perhaps, the interpretation of felen as an anti-war play
is profoundly anachronistic. Many tragedics portray the horrors of the Trojan War
(among other mythical conflicts), but this does not mean they are criticizing Athenian
policy (Athens was at war almost constantly throughout the fifth century).3? Athens
was not a militaristic socicty as Sparta most famously was, but the Athenians were
immenscly proud of their military skill. 3% The centrality of warfare o the Athenian
statc and the Athemians' Jack of sentimeniality about it arc shown most clearly in
he state’s practice of presenting suts of armour to the sons of men killed in war3

33 Cr. Taplin (1999) 50 ‘There is cven a notable amount of favourable Spanan material in
Helen, including the actiology at 1666-9."

5 Zweig (1999a) 220.

37 Perhaps the most common example of such misrcading is the view that Trpan Homen.
produced in 415, is an indictment of Athenian action on the island of Mclos in the winter of 416
(cf. Thuc. 5.84-116). Yeu, as van Erp Taalman Kip (1987) has shown, there was too litle time
between the fall of Melos (around December) and the Dionysia of 415 lor Trgjan 1lomen (o be
reacting ta it. Morcaover, this approach exaggerates the peculiarity and topicality of the play (the
sack of Itoy is a theme of tragedy throughout the lifih century), and disregards both its impact
within the tnlogy (for which we have substantial information: 7rGE v pp. 174-203. 596-0603,
657-9; cf. Kovacs (1997)) and the tradition of war poctry which it continucs. Trojan Homen is a
profoundly lliadic drama, which combines sympathy for the defeated with a wider framing of the
cnmitics that undetlic the war. For a Greck audience raised on Horner, it is self-cvident that the
{had poct presenis the war as just and that Zeus himself approves of ‘'roy’s fall {sce Allan (2006)),

and these assumptions will have guided the Athenian audience's response to Trojan |Vomen (cf.
c.g Acsch. Ag g24—37).

38 Both thesc points are stressed by Thucydides' Pericles in his funcral oration for the Athenian
war dcad (2.39, 2.42; cf. also 2.64.3). Public honours for the war dead were a fundamental pan
of Athenian idcology: scc Herrman (2004) esp. 1—g for the idealized Athens of the suniving
funcral orations.

39 Cf Pl. Menex. 248¢6-249b2, ending ‘Afier they reach manhood, it [the city] sends them
off to their own responsibilities, after equipping them with full armor and reminding them of
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Morcover, this was carried out cach year as part of the pre-play cercmonics at the
City Dionysia itsclf, and the orphancd sons were paraded in full armour in the theatre
and given (ront-row scats. ! Just as no onc doubted that war was horrific, so no onc
doubted that some wars were necessary and worthwhile, an idca embodied in Greek
myth by the Trojan War itsclf] which was both part of a divine plan and beneficial to
humans in some ways (cl. Hel. 36-41, 453n.). That the majority of Athenians felt the
Pclaponnesian War could be beneficial 10 them can only be doubted by critics who
arc scaled off from history in a literary bubble. For to poruray Helen as Eur.'s reaction
to a particularly bad patch in the war (the final failure of the Sicilian Expediton
in the summer of 413)," as is ofien donc, overlooks the fact that the majority of
Athcenians continuced to vote for the war, that they wanted to win it at all costs, and
that they did so because cach of thein believed they had something to gain if they did
win. ¥

Finally, a frequent alternative to the claim that Helen is about the futility of the
Pcloponnesian War is to present it as a ‘lighthearted’ or ‘romantic’ escape from the
awful prescnt. 4t Yet this is no more convincing, since quite apart from the dubious
assumptions about the tragic genre which underlic interpretations of the play as a
‘romantic tragedy’, ‘tragicomedy’, ‘cscapist mclodrama’ vel sim. (sec csp. §7 below),
there is no contradiction in a tragedy with an ‘upward’ movement, or positive outcome
for the protagonists, also having scrious political, cthical, and rcligious resonances for
the Athens of its day.

their fathers’ habits by giving them the wools of their paternal virtue. With good omens it sends
them out, decorated in arms, 10 begin the strong rule of their father's home.' ([rans. Herrman
(2004) Gr.)

V" Isoc. On the Peace B2, Against Clesiphon 153-5; cl. Pickard-Cambridge (1988) 59, 67, Csapo
and Slater (1995) 137- 18,

' I'here is no recason to doubt the tradition that Fur. himself (who will have completed the
requisite military training and service far an Athenian citizen of his class) wrotc an cpitaph in
honour of the Athenians who died in Syracuse (Plut. Ve 17.4 = TrGF v T 92).

1 The Athenians’ determination to perseverc (albeit with necessary cconomics) despite the
Sicilian disaster is acknowledged by Thucydides (8.1.2--3; cf. 8.15.1, where in 412 they arc forced
to use the 1000 talents set aside at the start of the war). Though the Persians were supporting the
Spartans from 412 onwards (cf. Cawkwell (2005) 136-40), the Athenian regime of 5000 voted
in 411 to continuc the war, unlike the much narrower (and less represeniative) regime of the
400, who had carlier in the same year sought peace terms with Sparta (cl. Thue. 8.70.2, go.2,
97-3).

1 Besides the lirerary bubble just mentioned there is the serious problem that many critics
remain in thrall 10 the biased accounts of late fifth-century Athens oflered by Thucydides and
Plato. For example, the Athenians (prace ‘I'hucydides) were not simply hoodwinked into fighting
by devious sclf-serving ‘demagogues’, and various groups had plenty 10 gain from maintaning
and cxpanding the cipire (the aristocrats could get more land, the poorest classes could get paid
for rowing in the flcet, ctc.). So we must not take these central (in part because they are extant)
accounts it face value, and we should also beware of translerring these authors' anu-democratie
bias onto others.

4+ E.g Post (1964) 118 ‘For Athenians in the errible situation produced by the Sicilian disaster,
the lighthcarted Helen was just right.”
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2. THE FIGURE OF HELEN IN EARLY GREEK CULTURE

(a) Myth

The story of H. is central to the myth of the Trojan War, onc of the best known
and most frcquently handled in all Greek hierature and an#5 Since all myths arc
collective narratives, told by a vanety of pecople for a variety of purposes, there can be
no definitive version of any onc myth, and the same principle (of purposive variation)
applics to the cenural figures of myth like H. hersclf. Thus H. is presented in a variery
of guiscs, ranging from the cosmic figure created by Zcus to destroy the race of heroes
(cf. Cypna fr. + Bernabe/Davies, discussed below) to the goddess who confers beauty
on girls at Sparta (Hdt. 6.61.2-5). Each manifestaton purports 1o present an aspect
of the ‘real’ H., yet cach has been created to suit the mentality and objectives of a
specific society. Nevertheless, even as the different versions of H. reflect the purposes
of particular audicnces, so they also share a basic story (H.'s role in the fall of Troy,
the defining cpisode of her hife) which it is the poet’s (or artist’s) task 10 recreate in as
compclling a manner as s/he can.i
The central themes of the Helen myth in the Greek literary tradition are already
present in (and are crucially influenced by) Homer's presentation of H. and her past.
Whether she is presented by later pocts as regretful and ashamed or as a calculat-
ing and vain adulteress, such characterizations have their mots in Homeric poetry,
which presents a varniety of perspectives and judgements on H.'s conduct.*? The Jliad
foregrounds her clopement with Paris as a catalyst of the war (c.g 2.160-2, 354-6,
3.441-6, 9.337-9, 19.324-5), and her great shame and remorse as a result (3.173-6,
242, 410-12, 6.344-8, 24.764).4® The principle of ‘doublec motivation' mcans that

¥ The major poctic cycles (Trojan, Theban, lolcan, Actolian-Elcan-Pylian) and the connee-
tions between them arc well discussed by West (1gHg) 147-8.
46 for surveys and discussion of the vardous versions of H.'s story before Fur., sec RE 72824 35
s.u. Helene (L. Bethe), Roscher (1886-go) cols. 1928-78, Prelicr-Robert (18q4 -1926) 2.1077 84,
Becker (1939), Lindsay (1974) 13-174. Cladcr (1976), Homeyer (1977). Prost (1977). Schmid (1082).
Backes (1984), Guardini (1987) 24-69, Adams (1988), Suzuki (1989) csp. 18 gr. Gantz (19y3)
564-76, Austn (1994) 23-136, Fredricksmeyer (1990), Gumpert (2001) 3- 98, Zajonz (2002 11-
19, Wright (2005) 56-157 csp. 67, 76 -7, Pallantza (2005) esp. 34-43. 61 -59. g8 121, 2G5-75.
The iconographic tradition of H's myth is discussed in detail by L. Kahil, /JAC s.x: Helene
(= vol. iv.1, pp. 498-5G3, with further bibliography on p. 501). As Kahil obsenves (p. 3g9), there
is no evidence of the ‘new’ or Egyptian version of H.'s myth in archaic and classical art. Insicad.
the artistic tradition is dominated by a few key scenes from H.s life: her unusual birth figures
promunendy (LIMC nos. 1-13), but the most popular scenes by far are those dealing with her
abduction by Paris (nos. 70-185) and her reunion with M. aficr the war (nos. 210-472). In the
latier scenario there is a particular focus on M.'s violent scizure of H .. followed by the dropping
of his sword (nos. 260-77, all but onc of which datc from 470- 400 &c: cf. Eur /ndr. 628-31). For
a possible allusion to a feature of Eur.'s new H. myth in fourth-century ar, see n. 328 below:
17 Cf. Reckford (1964), Groten (1968), Kakridis (1971), Clader (1976) 523, Worman (2001).
48 H s regret, self-condemnation, and disgust at her own behaviour help create an intriguing
character, with a vivid intcriority. The harshness of her insults (esp. in calling herself a “bitch':
3.180, 6.344, 356; also Od. 4.145) conirasts with the poem's generally positive picture of her as
both repentant and sorrowful (cl. Graver (1995)).
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Aphroditc’s role docs not exoncrate H; it is typically Grecek 1o focus on the ramifica-
tions of an individual's actions," and there is no doubt that H.'s lcaving Sparta had
terrible consequences. The issuc of how willing H.’s clopement was is closely linked 1o
the extent to which she can be blamed, which in turn is open to rhetorical debate and
ncgotiation by humans, since the precisc extent of divine influcnce is always unknow-
able.3® Thus when Priam tells H. oU i poi aitin toai, Beoi vU por attiof eiowv (‘you
arc not at all 10 blame in my cyes, it is the gods who arc to blamc’, 3.164), we have
to take into account both the rhetorical function of his words (to comfort H.) and
the fact that they do not annul the appropriatencss of her own guilt and sclf-criticism
(repeated by H. herself at 3.173-5). So, although H. is a sympathctic character in the
Iltad (who fecls regret and shamce for her actions), this does not change the fact that
she is 1o blame for the destruction of Troy (the samc is truc of Pmam and Hector,
who, although sympathectic figurcs, cach make disastrous crrors in the course of the
pocm).3' In addition 10 H.’s responsibility for what she has done, the fliad also fore-
grounds H.'s remarkable sclf-awarencss,? both of her own part in the war and of her
role within the wider plan of Zcus. Yet for all her good sense when compared to Pans,
H s inability to deny her disastrous presence in Troy is decisive.

H. is no less an unsculing figurc in the Odyssey, where the poct depicts her in a
dillerent sctting (she is home once morce and in apparent control of the domestic
sphere)3 but in a manncr similar o the /had (focusing on H.'s intclicctual superionty
to M. rather than 1o Paris). For H.'s obvious power over M. - she is both cleverer and
morc impressive3! — is (in terms of Greek cultural norms) disturbing, especially given
the importance of the wifc as the centre of the heroic quest in return songs (rostor) such
as the Odyssey.» The uncasy rcunion of husband and wifc is signalled most clearly by
the juxtaposition of H. and M.'s contrasting tales of H.’s encounters with Odysscus at
Troy (4.234-89). In H.'s account of her kindly reception of the disguised Odysscus,
she presents hersclf as wholly delighted by the prospect of Troy’s fall because (she
claims) shc wantcd to rcturn home to Sparta. By contrast, M.’s story prescnts a very
differcnt version of her loyaltics, as H. attempits to exposc the stratagem of the Greceks

49 Sec Williams (1993).

5 CI. Scodcl (200z2) 112 *The auditor who knows many variants about Helen - some excul-
pating her, others blaming her ~ is ideal.’

5' On the issuc of H.'s sensc of responsibility see also p. 64 below.

3 Including 1he parucular awarcness of her lasting fame (3.125-8) and its dependence on
poctry (6.357-8), an insight which, within the /iad iscll, points 1o Homer’s own creative trans-
formation of H. as a figurc in the cpic tradition, but which also underlines how H.'s reputation
will be variously handled in subsequent versions of her tale.

53 Dalc (1g67) vii describes H. as ‘restored 10 domestic tranquillity® but this is to gloss over the
various sigms of uncasc at Sparta. This is, afier all, a houschold that nceds drugs (administered
by H. hersclf) 10 forget its sorrows (cf. 4.219—32)!

5 H. preempts the slow-witted M. in interpreting the bird-omen that appears as Telemachus
departs from Spana (15.169-81), and she knows the extra valuc her gift (a dress for Telemachus'
bridc) will have in comparison to M.'s because she gave it (¢l 15.125-7).

35 For H. as (like her sister Clytemnestra) a foil 10 the faithful Penclope, sce 11.436-9, 23.215~

24.
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by imitating the voices of the wives of the men hidden inside the Trojan Horse (it
was only Odysscus’ quick thinking in restraining the Grecks, M. says, that saved their
lives). The audience is encouraged 10 compare the two storics and thus realize that
H.'s defence should not be 1aken at face value.>® Both H. and M. do their best to
maintain the fagade of a happy houschold,?? but there are signs that H. retains the
potcntial to upset the balance.”®

The cosmic significance of the war fought for H., though not absent from Homer
(cf. esp. Il 12.8-33), 1s handled mare explicidy clsewhere in carly Greek cpic, where
H.’s birth, mamagc, and departurc for Troy arc presented as important stages in the
destruction of the age of heroes (cf. Hes. 117D 156793, which views the wars at Thebes
as well as Troy in this light; Sem. fr. 7.117-18 W). In the cyclic epic Cypria, Zcus brings
about the Trojan War in order to relieve Earth of the excessive burden of mankind
(fr. 1 Bernabé¢/Davics), and the war is prepared for both by the marnage of Thetistoa
monal (Pclcus) and by the birth of Zcus's daughter H. As in the myth of Pandora, the
kaAov kaxoév (Hes. Theog. 585) fashioned by the gods 1o punish Promethcus’ deception,
H. 1s presenied as a woman whose beauty is exploited by Zcus for his own ends, and
whase creauon Icads 10 a world order which is the direct result of power politics among
the Olympians.

H. thus functions in the Cypna as both a Pandora-like origin of cvils for mankind
and as an instrument of divine punishment, purposes which are emphasized by the
circumstances of her birth, as she is made the offspring of Zcus and Nemesis (fr. g
Bernabé = fr. 7 Davics; cf. 16—22n.). H.’s cosmic role is similarly 10 the fore in the
Hesiodic Catalogue of IVomen, where Zcus's plan to destroy the race of herocs is furthered
by H. as catalyst of the Trojan War. As befits the importance of H.'s marriage in the
preparations for the war (the suitors swear an oath to pursuc anyone who abducts H.),
the poct includes an extensive cataloguc of H.'s suitors (frs. 196 -204 MW).* Like the
Cypna, the Catalogue also integrates Achilles into its account of the war. since although
he was too young to be onc of the suitors (T1ai8’ €7 ¢6v|[ 1], Ir. 204.89 NW), he and H.
are central agents of Zcus’s plan to end the race of herocs.™

55 On M s rejection of H.'s sclf-justifying ale, cf. Zeithin (1996) 409, Scodel (2002) Bo. Fur.
adapts the myth to express similar doubts about H.'s loyalties, as she reveals Odvsseus™ identity
10 Hecuba, thus forcing Odysscus 10 supplicate the Trojan queen for his life: Hee. 230 48.

.57 H. ends her speech with explicit flauery of M., *my husband who lacks nothing in cither
wisdom or looks’ (4.263- 4), while M. suggests that H. must have been compelled 10 act as she
did by somc pro-Trojan god (4.274-5).

58 M.'s 1ale not only undercuts H.'s, but alse mentions Dciphaobus, her second Trojan pariner
after Panis’ death (4.276; cf. 8.517) - can she ever be trusicd? In addition, Telemachus® visit to
Sparta began with the double wedding of M.’s son and daughter. The son. significantly called
Megapenthes, is M.'s by a slave woman, since the gods prevented H. from bearing him a secand
child after Henmione. The lack of a male heir underlines how far their union is from being

successful (cl. 4.3-14).

39 Sec West (1985) 114-19, Cingano (2003). esp. 124-7.

Go According to Proclus’ summary, the Cypna told how Achilles desired 10 see H., and the nwo

were brought together at Troy by Aphrodite and Thetis (Arg. p. 42.59-60 Bernabe = 32.77-8
Davies). Although we do not know the details of this episode (cl. Burgess (2001) 16g). onc can
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H. is an cqually controversial figure in lyric poctry, where her actions and predica-
ment provoke a range of approaches.* Sappho fr. (6 V is especially interesting, since
it combincs sympathy for H.’s subjection to the all-conqucring power of love (1--6)*?
with condemnation of her error in abandoning her family (H.'s husband. daughier,
and parents arc all emphatically mentioned: 7-10).% The multifaceted presentation
of H.’s conduct is matched by the movement of the poem itsclf, as the narrator begins
by comparing her own love (for Anactoria) with that of H. for Paris, but cnds by
likening hersclf 10 those thoughtlessly left behind by H. (as the absent Anactoria has
abandoncd her).% The narrator's awarcness (and exploitation) of the power of love
docs not free H. from blame, but by presenting her as ‘led astray’ (H. is the object of
mapdyay, 11) the speaker implics that H.'s basic sensc of duty to her family was upsct
by Aphroditc. Thus Sappho uses H.'s story in a sinkingly complex (and Homeric)
manncr, and onc can best appreciate the sophistication of her account if we set it
against the less nuanced wradition of invective dirccted ar H.

In Alcacus fr. 42 V, for example, the narrator contrasts a virtuous Thetis with a
blamcworthy and ruinous H. Wherecas Theus, a ‘delicate maiden’ (rapBevov afpav,
8). gave birth to a finc son, Achilles, H.'s cvil deeds resulted not only in the death of
heroces like Achilles but also in the destruction of the Trojans and their city (1-4, 15-16).
In Alcacus fr. 283 V there is no female foil to H., but the cflect is no less damning.
The narrator focuses on H.'s crazed passion for the treacherous Paris (Tpoiw &' [U]
av[8pos | Exuaveioa Elev]vamdra, 4-5) and on the abandonment of her daughter
and husband (7-8). The last two surviving stanzas dwecll in moving and bloody dctail
on the death of Paris’ young brothers in batde *for that woman’s sake' (Ev]exa xrjvas,
14)." Such visions of H. as a {igurc of loathing and exccration formed over time a
tradition of hlame poctry which pocts could cither renew (as they did in variously
critical ways)*™ or rcact against. Stesichorus, as we shall see in §4(a), did both.

see why a poet might think of depicting an erotic encounter between the nva main instruments
of Zcus's will.

U Jor an overview of H.'s appearances in carly Greek lyric, cf. Homeyer (1977) 13—22; Scgal
(1ag8) uflers more detailed ireatment of Sappho, Aleacus, and Ibycus.

“ In a newly discovered poem of Sappho, the narrator is similarly sympathetic to the dawn-
goddess’s unconquerable love for Tithonus, since Tithonus is young and handsome, but also
maortal and doomed 10 deerepiude: cf. West (2005) 3-0.

83 Scholarship has tended to focus on whether Sappho mcans 10 censure or excuse H. (for
cxtensive bibhography on both positions, sec Fredricksmeyer (2001} 75 n. 3), while the narrator
in [act exploits a range of responses 1o H. which are already found in Homer.

G4 Cf. also Macleod (1974) 217 ‘Sappho is compared to Helen because both prefer their
beloved 10 all else, but so 100 is Anacioria because both she (in Sappho's cyes) and Helen are the
most beautiful thing in the world (cf. 1-4, 6-7).’

65 Pindar pictures the homes of the Trojans ‘sct on fire for H.'s sake’ (dp¢’ ‘EAévar mupawBév-
Tag, yth. 11.33).

5 Jhycus, for cxample, foregrounds Aphradite's role in causing the war, but also underlines
the importance of the human agenis, H. the ‘fair-haired beauty” (el Pind. Paean 6.95-8 wepi
& Uyixdpwr | 'EXévar xpniv Gpa MNépyapov elpuv GioTdoar | ofhas alBoptvou | Trupés) and
Paris the ‘host-decciver' (S151.5-10 PAIGF; cl. Bacch. Dithyramb 15.57-61 (cndtled Avrnvopibal
1\ "EAévns ArraiTnois) on Paris’ disastrous OPp1s). The paralysing eflectof . s beauty was treated
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([)) Cult

There is no explicit mention in Homer of H.’s futurc status as a goddess. However,
M. is told by Protcus in the Odyssey that he will not die but be conveyed by the gods
1o the Elysian plain because he is marned to H. and thus Zeus's son-in-law (4.561—9).
This passage appcars to foreshadow H.'s apothcosis, because M.'s enhanced status is
cntircly duc to her (as in Hel.: cf. 1676-7n.), which strongly suggests that somcthing
cxceptional will happen 1o H. herscll % Yt the Odyssey poct leaves open the possibilitics
of what cxactly is going 10 happen, perhaps in order to encompass a broad range of
precisc local possibilitics, since H., as we shall sec, might be worshipped in different
communitics as a hcroine or as a goddess (onc might compare the places in which
Achillcs, for example, was worshipped as a hero, and how many places claimed his
corpsc). As a goddess H. received cult of various kinds in scveral places, but some
aspects of her myth have been 1aken 10 point 10 her ongin as a Minoan goddess of
vegetation or as an Indo-Europcan goddess and daughter of the Sun who is abducied
as part of an agriculiural myth resembling that of Perscphone.® It must be stressed,
however, that H.’s status as a vegetation goddecss per se is never mentioned in conncection
with any autested cult.®
The major centres of H.'s worship were at Spana and Therapne in Laconia. ™
At Sparia H. appcars to have been worshipped in the context of a planc-trec cult
(Paus. 3.15.3),”" while she shared the shrine at Therapne with M. (and the Dioscuri:
cf. Alem. fr. 7.6-13 PMGI).”* The Therapne shrine is onc of the carlicst auesied

by bath Ibycus (fr. 296 PAIGF) and Stesichorus (fr. 201 PAIGH), the former concentrating on M. s
parucular inability to punish his alluring wife (he drops his sword). which became a recurrent
reproach (the motif of H. haring her breasis 1o disarm M. first appcars in Eur. AAndr. 629- 40: cf.
Ar. Lys. 155-G).

H.’s apothcosis and M's translation to Elysium might both be compared 1o Achilles’
extraordinary fatc, as told in the Cyclic Aethiopts (Arg, p. 69.20-2 Bernabé = 47.26 8 Davies),
where Thetis snatches him from the pyre and 1akes him 10 1he White Island in the Black Sea.
Indecd, Pausanias records a tradition in which H and Achilles cnjoycd a blissful after-life togrther
on that very island: 3.19.13.

68 Cf. West (1975), Clader (1976) G3- 83. Skutsch (1g87), Puhvel (1987) 141-3.

% The Dioscuri are also said (0 resemble the Vedic brathers called the Asvins, but in the
Greck version (il such it is - the mcagre and disparate evidence does not prove a commaon
sourcc) of the (Indo-Europcan) myih they are made brathers of H. rather than suitors of the sun
god's daughter (cf. Skuisch (1g87) 189, Puhvel (1987) 59-60).

7°. Cf. Wide (1893) 340-2, Farncll (1g21) 322-5, Lyons (1997) 8-9, 45-6. and espccially the
dctailed survey of H.'s myths and culs status, with partcular reference 10 the ‘Mcenclaion®™ at
Therapne (once and a half miles south-cast of Sparta), by Rohert Parker (fonnhcoming).

' H.'s Spanan plane-tree cult (whase origins arc explained actiologicallv by Thcoc. 18.43-8)
hasa p?mllcl in the icmple 10 "EAévn AevBpitis on Rhodes (Paus. 3.19.9-10 gives the actiology of
H. having been hanged on a tree there by Polyxo 1o avenge the death of her husband Tlepolemus

at Troy); for the Rhodians' local traditions and their relaion 10 wider cpic patterns, sec Higbic
(2003) 218.
72 Calame (1997) 191—202 distinguishcs sharply between the two cults, sceing H. as an ado-
lcscc_n.l and heroinc in Spana and as a marricd woman and goddess at Therapne. but onc
swviving source connects I'herapne with maidens (Hesychius k 675 xévwaBpa, which describes
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heroic cults, revered from the cighth century onwards.” It is ofien referred 10 as the
‘Mcnclaion’, but this name is attested only in later sources (Polyb. 5.18.21, Paus. 3.19.9),
and Hcrodotus speaks of the temple as H.'s (6.61.2~5).7* H.’s rolc as an initiatory
hcroine and role modecl for young girls of marnagcable age may be a local (and
pro-Spartan) countenweight to her role as the canonical adultcrous wifc in the wider
poctic tradition, but it was in any casc well enough known in Athens lor Aristophancs
to cvoke the cultic dancees of Spartan maidens with H. herself as their chorus-leader
(Ar. Lys. 1296-1321, csp. 131415 &yfiTtar 8 & Andag ais | dyva xopayds eltrperrns).?s
However, the traditional vicew that H. was a goddecss in her own night throughout the
Grecek world must be treated with scepticism, since in truth (as Robert Parker shows
in his forthcoming study of the ‘Mcnclaion’) it is only in association with the Dioscun
that her cult passes beyond Laconia to any significant extent.

H. was the recipient of cult in Attica. The sacrificial calendar of the castern Auic
deme of Thoricus records the offering of full-grown sheep to H. and the Dioscun
(the laucer identificd by their Athenian title of Anakes) on the grounds that ‘when they
invaded Attica [i.c. to rescuc H. from Thescus] they harmed none of the people’.?
H. was also linked with Aphidnac (north-cast Attica) in the myth of her childhood
abduction by Theseus, a story lefi undeveloped in Athenian literawre as being cnitical
of the idcalized Athenian monarch;”? Stesichorus, by contrast, makes Iphigenia the
daughter of Thescus and H. (fr. 191 PAMGHF). Finally, although we cannot be surc if
H. reccived divine or heroie cult in Attica,” the distinction between these nwo forms
of warship is in any casc not so rigyd or important as was formerly thought, and Helen
certainly looks forward to her worship as a goddess throughout Greece (1666—gn.).78
An Athcenian audience would thus have a muhifaccied conception of H. (as of most
other major hero(in)es presented in tragedy), combining her identity as a human

the special wickenwvork wagon used by the parthenoi in their procession), whilc another celebrates
I1's wedding, i.e. transition 10 adulthood, hut also links this 1o her tree-cult a1 Spana (Theaoc.
Iyl 18.43-8): cl. Larson (1995) Bo-1.

71 Cf. Cating (1976) 9a, Antonaccio (1995) 155- 66, Whitley (2001) 153.

N H.'s prominceni role in the joint cult with M. at Therapae is also suggested by the fact thay
of the dedications lound there so far live (including the oldest, ¢. Goo) arc to H., while three arc
to M.: cf. West (1983) 157.

5 CI1465- 7n.; Dillun (2002) 211-12.

1 SI2G 33 147.37-8, ¢ 430 8C: of. Parker (2005) 65 n. 58, 92; 1666G-gn.

77 Cf. Flower and Marincola (2002) 237--8 on Hdt. g.73.

7 Equal treaument with the Dioscur at Thoricus may suggest divine honours there at least.

79 lndced, such concepts as ‘divine versus heroic cult’ (a distinction now exploded by Ekroth
(2002) as far as sacrificial ritual is concerned) and ‘faded goddess’ (still applied o H., but already
criticized by Farnell (1g21) 323-4) may be liide more than inherited lumber. In Greek myth
the dcification of such heraes as Heracles and H. is exceptional (and linked 10 their status
both as children of Zcus and as instruments of his wider cosmic plans); yet one can imagine
circumstances where the distincuion bewween H.'s precise status as goddess or heroine would
make litde difference 10 the worshipper or petitioner (whether in Autica ar clsewhere: ¢f. Hdr.
6.61.2-5). lsocratcs’ insistence that ac Therapne H. and M. were sacrificed to ‘not as 1o heroes
but as 10 gods' (oUy s Npwaiv &AX s Beois, /el 63) docs point to a basic hicrarchy of ritual,
but one must also take into account Isocrates’ aim of boosting 1. as much as possible.
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character in the diverse narratives of myth with her status in cult as an immortal
goddess or onc of the powerful dead.®

3. HELEN ON STAGE

Fifth-century Autic drama engages with many of the central cpisodes in H.’s myth,
ranging from her unusual birth,* through her clopement (or abduction) from Sparta,
to her eventual (and controversial) return to Greece. H. is rarely an on-stage character
in surviving tragedy, and appears as such only in Eur. (7r0., Hel., Or),* but she is
frequently referred 1o by other figures, most insistently in those plays dealing dirccdy
with the Trojan War and its aficrmath (Aesch. Ag, Eur. Andr, Hec., El., Tro., IT, Hel.,
Or, L1).8 Given wragedy's focus on the suffering and losses of the Trojan Var, it is
hardly surprising that H. is generally presented in a negative light.*! She is an apyn
xaxév (‘beginning of evils’) because her clopement sparked the war, and as such she
is hated by the Greeks® as much as the Trojans.2 She is frequently vilified as a whore

Ba H ' role as daughter of Nemesis was reflected in the colossal marble staiue made for the
goddess' shrinc a1 Rhamnus in Attica by Agoracritus (active «. 140-400; Paus. 1.43.3): scc 16-
22n. Eur. has also incorporated H.’s conncction 1o the Attic island named aficr her into his
unconventional account ol her role in the ‘Irojan War (1670- 5n.).

8 H sbinhfromancgg(leda'sin Hel: cf 257 g)auracied the comic imagination of Cratinus,
who portrayed H. as the offspring of Nemcsis (cl. Nemesis K-A v [rs. 11.4-15: Jouan (1966) 150~
sees the cgg as a symbol of the Peloponnesian War). while his Dionysalesandros iprduced ¢ 430)
had Dionysus (disguised as Paris) taking H. off 10 Troy. Eupolis is said to have called Aspisia
*Helen' in The Prospaltians (prohably produced in the carly g20s: of. Storey (2003) 2:31). 'T'he comic
pocts Philvllius, Anaxandrides (boih carly fourth century), and Alexis (e. 375-273) all wrote plays
entided Helen, but we know nothing about their content.

92 She appeared in a fifth-century tragedy by lon of Chios on Odysseus” secret expedition 10
Troy (TrGI'1 19 ¥ 43a-49a). Tragedics entitled Helm are ascribed 1o Theodectas and Diogenes
(founder of 1he Cynic school of philosophy), who were both active in1he first half of the fourth
cenwury nc (TrGF 172 F 3, B8 F D).

83 Although H. docs not feature in the surviving tragedies of Sophocles. she almost certainly
appeared in his The Danand for Helen's Return (frs. 176-8oa Rad: cf. Bacchyl. Dithyramb 15). The
Rape of Helen (TiGE w pp. 180-1), and Felm's Wedding (frs. 181-4 Rad1), which linguistic evidence
suggests was a satyr-play (cf. Redondo (20073) 428).

A Typified by the ominous ctymologizing of /g 6go tAévaus EAavBpos EAérrTolis (‘hellish 1o
ships, hellish to men, hellish 1o cities’, trans. Collard (2002)). On the figure of H. in filth-century
tragedy and comedy. cf. Homeyer (1977) 22 -37. Pallaniza (2001) 265-75: lor her deploymem by
Eur. in pariicular, sce de Romilly (1988), Harder (1993), McClure (1999) 186 93, Lange {2002)
125~7, 174-87. Pace Pallaniza (2005) 263, who overlooks the disquiciing aspects of Homer's H.,
tragedy docs not represent a ‘radical change’ in the presentation of H., but is simply more explicit
and insistent 1n s depiction of H.'s errors and guil.

85 I'hc Chorus of the sgamennon, for examplc, sce the aim of the war as *to punish a woman®
(yvvaixkomoivawy | moAépwv dpwyadv, 225-6), but doubt whether she was wonrth the lives of so
many Grecek soldiers (c[. 62-7, 445-51, 799-801, 1455-61). The /gamennon is remarkable for
the exient to which (picking up on the Odyssey, where Agamemnon is presented as the victim
of H. and Clytemnesira's wickedness: 11.435-9) it conflaies H. with her sister, the murderous
Clytemnesira, who is the very antithesis of the ideal Greek wiafe (f. esp. 1448--67).

8 Among many examples: Hecuba argues that H. (not her daughter Polyxena) should be
sacrificed on the tomb of Achilles, since she caused his death no less than the Trojans (Hec.
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who lcft Sparta willingly,*? overcome by desire not only for Paris but also for barbarian
luxury.®® Yet, as in cpic (Little Niad Ir. 19 Bernabé/Davies), H.'s extraordinary heauty
gives her a hold over M. that prevents him from punishing her after the war has ended
(cf. c.g. Tro. go1-2, 1033-1051, IT §21-6).

Tragecdy's debt to cpic is also evident in the complexity of H.'s situation, for despite
the many criticisms madc by both Greeks and “Trojans, we are reminded that H. is not
solcly responsiblc for the war or the many disasters that followed in its wake. The myth
of H.’s phantom doublc may represent the most extreme (and paradoxical) defence
of her conduct, but cven within the more canonical tradition, which asserts her actual
presence at Tray, it is clcar that the cfforis of various characters to scapcgoat H. do
not succeed. This complexity is present cven in such plays as Trojan Women, where
scholars have 100 oficn assumed that Hecuba, the mater dolorosa of the Trojan War,
wins her debate with “the steely glamor-girl™® hands down. Yet although Hecuba is
right to refute H.’s claim that she was merely the victim of an overpowcring goddess
(cf. 938-50, 983-90),™ Hecuba cannot escape her own share of responsibility, since
(in clexandros, the first play of the trilogy) she and Priam took Paris back into the
royal houschold, despite her dream that Paris would destroy Troy.' Indeed, Hecuba’s
central role (via Paris) is pointed out not only by H. (9tg-20) but also by Andromache
(597-8), whilc her attempt 10 deny that the Judgement of Paris cver took place clearly
fails (969-82), sincc the audicnce arc well aware of the divine background to the
war (the play began with Athena frecly admitting 10 Poscidon her former hatred of
Troy: 48-66).% This is not to deny that H.'s argquments are ruthlcssly sclf-serving (as is
Clyiemnestra’s defence of H. at Ag 1462-7), but our lack of sympathy for the speaker
docs not mcan that her position is wholly groundlcss.

Nevertheless, it remains the case that H. is generally a negative character in fifth-
century tragedy (as Electra says of her in Orestes, produccd four years after Helen in
408, éom1 &'y waAan yuvny, ‘She’s still the same old Helen’, 12g), not simply becausc of

262 70); the Chorus of “I'rojan captives hope they will not be transported to Sparta, the hated
home of H. (Tro. 210-13).

M CI c.g Aesch. /g 62 ToAudvopos &udl yuvaikés; 407-8 PePaxer pinga Bia | TuAdv,
&rAnta TAGoa; Fur. Ll 106 (Electra 10 Clytemnestra) f ptv yap apmraofeia’ ékoUg’ amreodeTo,
Et 1027 -8 (Clytemnestra hersell complains of her sister's crimes) ‘Exévn papyos fiv 6 1° o
AaPwv | GAoyov kohalev wpobéTiv ouk NwloTato (el /4 1202-5).

Y E g T gq1-3 (Hecuba 1o H. on Paris) 6v elaiBoloa PapPdpors toBnuaciv | xpuod: Te
Aaumpov Eeuapywbng ¢ptvas.

8) Sianford's ((1983) 59) description of H. in Trojan 1Yemen is typical insofar as it tells only one
side of the story:.

9% M.'s attemplt to excuse H. on similar grounds (-lndr. 680 "EAtvn &' tnéx8na’ oy Exoua’ GAN
&x Becov) is no more convincing in its context.

9" Cf. Scodel (1980) 35-40, Cropp in Collard, Cropp and Gibert (2004) 36-42.

9% The disjunction between human judgements of H.'s character and her place within the
larger cosmic scheme is starkest in Orestes, where Pylades urges Orestes to blot out the shameful
title of unTpodbvrng by becoming ‘EAévng Tg ToAukTtdvou $povels (1140-2), yet their attempt
on H s life is thwarted as she is whisked away and made a goddess in accordance with Zeus'’s witl
(1494~7, 1629-42). It is a fundamental aspect of H.'s myth that no wradition records her being
punished.
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tragedy’s generic focus on the sufferings of the Trojan War, but because H. combines
within herselfthe qualitics that make her, in a patriarchal socicty such as Athens, both
hugely powerful (no woman is more desirable than she is) and utterly dangerous (she
is an adulicress who repeatedly outwits her hushand: §6(1)).

4. THE ‘NEW* HELEN

Although the mythical radition surrounding H. was predominandy critical, this also
gave pocts and other authors the opportunity to display their skills in relation (and
rcaction) 10 it. The boldest response was to deny that H. ever went to Troy atall, and
this version was claborated by various authors, cach with their own particular nuance
and purposc. Three accounts of this kind have survived (by Stesichorus, Herodotus,
and Eur), but we should be cautious in concluding that these were the only ones
availablc or that they necessarily influcnced cach other. After all we possess only a few
droplets from the large strcam of Greek myth, and although it is iempting to make
conncctions benween them, we can never be sure if they are as significant as they
scem. The same caveat applics to the question of innovation, for we cannolt be certain
that Stesichorus was the first to develop the myth in this way, or that Herodotus was
the first to rationalize i, or that Stesichorus and Herodotus were the only ‘sources’
availablc to Eur.

In any casc, while cach of these versions of H.’s story is very diflerent from the
ceniral tradition, it is clear that their ‘new’ H. is still anchored in traditional myth and
‘hat they arc dealing with the same themes. This is not in itself surprising, since Greek

nyths arc not only protcan (1o suit the needs and purposes of the ever-changing socicty
that produces them), but also remarkably cohesive, as pocts strive 10 integrate their
innovatons within a wider framework, thereby boosting the authonity and credibibiry
of their particular versions. The very unorthodoxy of the aliernative H. (the heroine
is an cxemplary wile, not an adulteress; she wem to Egypt. not to Troy; cic.) has
often obscured the pervasive continuity that exists between the *new’ versions and the
canonical tradition they depart from. Yet such creative intertextuality is fundamenial
1o Greek myth and thus to Greek poctry of all periods. The striking effects of Fur.’s H.
thercfore become clearer not only when we consider her peculianty within tragedy,
but also when we appreciate the ways in which her ‘new’ story skillully transforms
and supplants carlicr currents of litcraturc and myth.

(a) Stesichorus

Stesichorus, who was active in the first half of the sixth century, is said to hawve written
among other pocms a Flelen, a Vooden Horse, a Sack of Troy (lliupersis), a Homecomings
(Aostor), and an Orestera. Although we cannot be sure that these tites were given by the
poct himsclf;%% they must be representative of the pocms’ content, and thus point to

93 This caveat applics to all carly Greek poctry: Nachmanson (1941). The tides of Greek
draina, by contrast, arc likely 10 stem [rom the pocts themselves: cf. Sommerstein (2002).
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Stesichorus' repeated engagement with the story of the Trojan War and its aficrmath,
H. is mentioned in the surviving (ragments of the Sack of Troy (S 103.5 6 PVGEE|avBa
& 'EAéva lpfiauou | BajoiAfios doibiuos), but it is the work allegedly named after her
(frs. 187—g1 PMGI) which most concerns us here, since it scems to have depicted the
kind of tradivonal (i.c. adulicrous) H. to which the so-called Palinode (discussed biclow) is
such a striking reaction. (Indeced, as we shall sec, the works later referred o as the Helen
and the Palinode arc probably parts of onc singlc poem on H.) Morcover, Stesichorus’
rcputation as the ‘most Homeric’ of pocts (whether in subject-matcer, metre, or style:
cf. 18 5-18 PMGF) makes his anti-Homcric H. all the morc conspicuous.

The so-called Palinode of Stesichorus constitutes onc of the maost radical and reveal-
ing cxamples of myth revision in carly Greek poctry. Our carliest sources for the work,
Plato and Isocratcs, not only quotc three lines of the poem but also offer a fascinating
account of its genesis. Having delivered a speech on love, which he fears insulted the
god Eros, Plato’s Socratcs insists that he should imitate Stesichorus, who recanted his
carlicr slander of H. (Pl. Phaedr. 243a-b = fr. 192 PMGF):

lor thosc who offend in their telling of myths there is an ancient made of purifica-
tion, known not to Homer but 1o Stesichorus. For when he was blinded because
of his dcfamation of Helen, he was not, like Homer, unaware of the reason,
but being a Musc-inspired poct he understoad the cause and at once wrotc:

‘1t 1s not vrue, this account:
You did not go on well-benched ships,
Nor did you recach the owers of Troy."!

And having completed all of his so-called Palinode, he immediatcly regained his
sight.

Isocraics, like Plato, presents Stesicharus composing his Palinode in reaction to a pre-
vious pacm of his awn which offendcd H. (Isoc. FHel. 64 = fr. 192 PMGF)

She (Helen) demonstrated her power 10 the poct Stesichorus as well: for aficr he
had said somcthing insulting about her at the beginning of his song, he stood up
deprived of his sight; but when he had realized the causc of his misfortune and
had written the so-called Palinode, she restored him 10 his former condition.

T'he manner in which the three lines of the Palinode are cited by Plato strongly
umplics that they give the essential thrust of the poem (or at lcast that part of it
which contained the ‘new’ H.), which was ta deny outright the wraditional account
of H.’s journcy to Troy% I'he triplc negatives (oUx . . . 008’ . . . oU8') make for an
arrcsting intraduction to the poct’s unfamiliar tale.

9t ouk EaT' ETupog Adyos oUTos, | oUB’EPas v vnualv EuoaéApais | ol ikeo épyaua Tpolas.

95 ‘T'he arguinent of Wright (2005) 86-110 that Pliao's quotation is a fake and that Stesichorus
did nat overturn the vaditional account of H.'s conduct and location is ingenious, but averly
so. Somc of the later sources lor the Palinode(s) are contradictary, but this need not compel us to
rcject the evidence of Plato and [socratcs.
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However, these are not likely to be the opening lines of the poem, since the phrase
‘all of his so-called Palinode’ (r@oav Thv kaloupévny MaAwwiiav) implics that the
narrator went blind in a separate part of the poem, which in turn suggests that the
quoted lines were prefaced by a reference to the poct’s previous offence and subsequent
blindness. We may therefore posit a work with two scctions,? the first proemic and
party in the first person, wherein the poct oudined his carlier (traditional) account of
H.’s lifc (pcrhaps dealing with her birth and marriage)%’ and dwelt on its disastrous
conscquences for himself, the seccond devoted (largely in the third person) to the ‘new’
H. of his revised tale, beginning with the (in Plato’s time) famous words oux Eor éTupos
Adyos oUtog kTA. Marcover, the narrator's bold reformation of traditional (Homenc)
myth is undcerlined by his agonistic use of the blindness motif. whose purposc is to
show that he (Stesichorus) is a better poct than Homer (the famous blind bard) because
he can lcarn from his crror, sing a new version of H.'s story, and recover his sight in
the process.?®

Two of the most striking features of Eur’s plot — H.'s presence in Egypt and her
phantom double’s at Troy - scem to have been part of Stesichorus’ account. Our
carliest evidence linking Stesichorus with the phantom H. comes again from Plato,
whosc Socraies compares the multitude's senseless pursuit of illusory pleasures with
the warriors' batde for H.'s phantom at Troy in ignorance of the truth (GoTep 16 RS
"EAévns €i8whov UTo T év Tpoial Zoiyopés ¢nor yeviaBar TepiudaynTov dyvoian
ToU dAnBoUs, Pl. Rep. 58Gc).9 Since Stesichorus does not deny that the Trojan War
aciually took place,'™ he still nceds to explain why the war was fought despite H.'s
absence {rom Troy (ou8' ikeo wépyaua Tpoiag, as he says 1o H.). Given the presence
in cpic of other phantom doubles, one can see how Siesichorus (or a predecessor) may

1ave come up with the idea for H.'s."' Indeed, the depiction of the phantom Acncas
:reated by Apollo in the /hiad resonates most tellingly with thav of H. (/1. 5.445 53)-

96 Far reconstruction of Stesichorus' pocm along the following lines, sce the brlliant study by
Kclly (2007).

97 We know that H.s marnage was trcated by Stesichorus in a work later called the Helen (cf.
frs. 187, 18g-go PAIGF); but as Kclly (2007) has shown, the cvidence suggests that this was in
fact the first part of the same pocm as the Palinode.

98 The connection between blindness and poctie skill is traditional (cf. Garvic (1gg4) 2501
on Od. 8.63-4, where we are 1old that the Muse blinded Demodocus when she gave him the mift
of song), as is thc motif of the singer being stripped of his poctic skill as a result of an ollence
to the gods (cf. /I. 2.59,-600, where the Muscs punish Thamyns). Stesichorus has deployed a
skilful vanauon on hoth themes in which the punishment of blindness prompts him 10 compose
a ‘beuer’ song and thereby win back his sight.

79 Wnght (2005) 107 n. 146 abolishes this evidence for Siesichorus’ €i6wAov of H. by claim-
ing that it is ‘rcally a ludic reference 1o his [Plato’s] own argument - and the Stesichorean
forgery ~ in the Plaedrus’. This is, however, special pleading, necessitated by \Wright's overly
sceptical awatude (0 the Stesichorean wradition.

'?® The Trojan \War is spectacularly denied in Dio Chrysostom’s display-speech, the Trojan
Oration (Dio Clirys. 1), wriuen in the late first/carly second c. an.

' Cf. the €i8wAov of Iphimede at (Hes.] Car. fr. 23(a).21 M-\V; the evidence that Hesiod
himsclf invented the phantom H. is dubious (fr. 338 M-W). For a fascinating siudy of the Dop-

pelganger mouf in the western literary tradition, sce Frenzel (199g) g4-113 (gg on Stesichorus
and Eur. Helem).
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During his aristeta Diomedes bows to Apollo's warning and ceases from attacking the
wounded Acncas. Apollo then removes Acncas 1o his shrine in Troy (where he is
hecaled by Leto and Artemis), but Icaves the warrior’s €i8wAov on the batdcehceld so
that the Trojans and Achacans fight over it (cf. 5.4511. &ugi & Gp’ eidcdAan Tpddes kai iol
Axaiol | 811ouv xTA). Thus the idea of a phantom double as something to be fought
over is not new in Stesichorus, and although the basic motif of the €18wAov as a source
of strife is elaborated (in the case of H.) far beyond the Homeric cxamples, it 1s clear
that Stesichorus (or his predeccessor) is dressing his innovation in Homeric garb (in
itself a typical poctic technique: cf. ¢.g. Pind. Pyth. 6.28-43, where Pindar’s version
of Antilochus’ death has been influenced by the Iliadic account of Nestor’s rescue by
Diomcdes (/I. 8.80-117)).'%

Furthermore, if, as scems likely, Stesichorus' H. went to Egypt rather than to
Troy,'3 this innovation (like H.’s phantom) has not been conjured ex nihilo but repre-
sents a skilful vanation on epic wradinon. For in both the Odyssey and the cyclic epic
Nostoi M. and H. are blown ofT course by a storm on their return from Troy and land
in Egypt.'™ Stesichorus (or a predecessor) may thus have adapted the cpic narrative in
much the samc way as Eur,, so that M.’s dctour via Egypt after the war reunited him
with the real H. In any casc, the Stesichorean H.’s stay with Protcus would represent
not only a further ransformation of a familiar Homenc cpisodc,'® but also a clear
precedent for Eur.'s treatment of H.'s stay in Egypt (though Eur. has naturally altcred
the figure of Protcus vet again 10 suit his own version of the myth), '

In conclusion, Stesichorus’ poem represents a daring revision of the H. myth,
which reacts against the purely negative view of H. as a Pandora-like ongin of evils
(sccn in the Cypna). Morcover, it emphasizes the change by incorporating (to follow
our rcconstruction above) the mare cntical version of H.’s conduct in its opcning
scction, which in wrn wiggers the so-called Falinode. Yet Stesichorus’ new version
is sull madc up of traditional cpic motifs (H. as a xahov xaxov and cause of war;
fighting over a woman; the phantom double) and he is (like Eur. aftcr him) essennally
picking up on a tcnsion inherent in Homenc myth (where H. is presented as a more
positive figure than in the Cypna) and 1aking it a stage further.'®? A comparison of H.’s
story in Homer, Stesichorus, and Eunpides shows all three claborating on a variety

2 Cf. Kelly (2006} 13—24, who cites further Pindaric examples.

'3 CI. fr. 193 PMGFE (P Oxy. 2506): aUvd(s 8]¢ ¢nofiv 8] Zrnoixopo(s] 10 wév e[ibwAo]v
EABei|v &) Tpoiav Tiv &' "EAévnv wwapd] Téi Mpw el kataueivial].

'3 Cf. Od. 3.276-300, Nostoi Arg. p. 94.6-7 Bernabe (= 67.g-11 Davics).

'3 M.'s encounter in Egypt with Proteus, the prophetic and shape-shifting old man of the
sca, described in Od. 4.351-56g, formed the basis of Aeschylus’ satyr-play Proteis; M.'s uncentain
fatc is foreshadowed carlier in the Oresteia (cl. g 617-35, 674-g, Cho. 1040-1 ). However, the
suggestion of Cunningham (1g9g4) that the Protews wso included the story of H.’s €i8wAov is not
supported by the sunviving cvidence (frs. 210-115 Radt).

1096 [f Siesichorus' oU8' éPag tv vuaiv ElaoiApors suggests that his H. did not board any ship
{not just the ship going to Troy), his narrative presumably involved H.'s conveyance to Egypt by
the gods (cf. L2ur. Hel. 44-6), which is in any casc likcly given the necessity of divine involvement
in the creation of the eiwov itsclf.

'97 Stesichorus’ rehabilitation of H. is often traced 1o the poct’s desire to please his hosts and
audienccs cither in Spanta or in the Dorian colonies of Magna Graccia where H. was worshipped
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of traditional motifs and pushing them in new directions. In short, there is a basic
continuity between what all poets - epic, lyric, and tragic - arc doing. and the various

storics of H. which they tell embody that continuity.

(b) Herodotus

Hcrodotus (like Stesichorus) endorscs a version of H.'s myth in which she ends up with
Protcus in Egypt rather than at Troy (Hdt. 2.112-20). However, whereas Stesichorus’
revised account was intended to exoncrate H., Herodotus accepts her adulicrous
liaison with Paris (cf. 2.114.2) and uscs it as the basis for a radical rcinerpretation
of cvents at Troy, where the Greeks are presented destroying the city (in accordance
with the will of the gods: cf. 2.120.5)"®® despite the fact that the Trojans were telling
the truth when they said H. was not in their possession. Herodotus introduces his
very un-Homeric account of the Greek past while discussing the sacred precinet of
the Egvptian king Proteus at Mcemphis; for, he says, the king's precinct also contains
a tcmple built in honour of H. (2.112.2).'® In responsc to Herodotus™ questions, the
pricsts at Mcemphis tell him how Paris and H. had been blown off course by a storm to
Egypt, coming ashore at the Canapic mouth of the Nile; Thonis, the warden of that
arca, rcported Paris’ abduction of H. 10 Protcus at Mcemphis (¢. 120 miles south of the
Mediterrancan coast), who confiscated hoth H. and the treasures Paris had stolen from
Sparta; Pans was allowced 1o return 1o Troy empty-handed, but the Greeks destroyed
the city in ignorance of the truth, and only after H. could not be found did the Greceks
belicve the Trojans’ explanation and send M. to Protcus in Egypt.

Unlike Stesichorus (and Eur.), Herodotus has H. being detained in Egnvpt on the way
to ‘I'roy, so that his narrative makes no attempt to exculpate H.""® Related to this is the
sccond major diffcrence from Sicsichorus’ (and Eur.’s) version, namcly: the absence
of any mcndon by Herodotus of H.'s €i6wAov. Though we cannot be certiin that
Herodotus knew Stesichorus’ pocm, it is quite ceriain that he did not invent the story

as a goddess (c.g. Kannicht (190g) 1.37-8, Burkert (2001) 210, Pallantza (2005) 112 18). This i an
auractive cxplanation, yet it is also possible that Stesichorus arnved ar his version without any
explicit poliucal or religious motivauon, but rather by a process of poctic competition, wheren
his narrative persona cngaged agonistically with the Homeric tradition (and the blind hard
himscll) and created a radically different view of H.

198 This passage (2.120.3) is often taken to refer to divine punishment of the Greeks. T'he
phrasc mavwAeBpini daroAdpevor, however, refers primanly o the Trujans, and Herodotus has
alrcady stressed the transgressiveness of Pans’ hehaviour (cf. 115.4-6, esp. Prateus’ & xaxiove
&vbpdov), making it clear that the Trojans suffer because of his misdeed (the rape of H.), an event
that is basic even (0 lHerodowus® othenwise atypical account of the war.

'®3 Herodotus' identification of the ‘foreign Aphrodite’ (= Astarte), the temple’s ostensible
honorand, with H. is rendcred plausible (for Hdt. and his Greck audience) by H.'s association
with desire, especially sexual desire (cf. Hdt. 1.3 on Panis’ rape of H.). Plutarch speaks of honours
still eing paid to H. and M. in Egqypt (The Malice of Herodotus 857b). Harrison (2000) 214 nolcs
thai only here *docs Herodotus present an equation overty as his own innovation’.

"® Cf Hdt 1.4.2 on the Persians’ assumption (shared by most Greek men) that no yvoung
woman gets abducted unless she wants to be. Herodotus® catalogue of kidnapped women (o,
Europa, Mcdca, H.) constitutes in itself a whole scrics of rationalized myths (1.1-5).
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of H'’s failure to go to Troy. Morcover, the Stesichorean motif of H.'s sojourn with
Protcus is also present in Herodotus’ narrative (Herodotus says that he had heard of
H'’s time at the court of Proteus before he questioned the Egyvptian pricsts about her:
2.112.2), so that the historian faces the same task (as did Stesichorus) of explaining
why the Trojan War was fought despite H.'s absence from Troy. The reasons for the
absence of the €idwAov from Herodotus’ account (assuming that he knew of i) are
threcfold: (1) Herodotus is dealing with the traditional figure of the adulicrous H.,
and so 1t is Homer (rather than Siesichorus) who is the main ‘target’ of his historical
corrcctions, so that any mention of the €i8wAov would be out of placc; (ii) Herodotus'
rationalizing version of the past is directed 10 explaining why the Trojans did not
rcurn H. (for, he reasons, surcly they would have danc so, faced with such heavy
losscs and the threau of complete destruction: 2.120.1-3),"? and again the presence
of H. (whether real or phantom) at Troy would destroy Herodotus' argumen; (iii)
an £idwAov, manufacturcd by the gods, is not in the spirit of ratonal cxplanation
that Hcrodotus aitributces to his sources (onc might compare, for example, the way he
dispcnses with Gyges’ magical ring: 1.8-14; cf. Pl. Rep. 359d-360b).

Hcrodotus rationalizes Homer in the sensc that he (like Thucydides) views Home-
nc cpic as a kind of pocticized faci-boak which he can treat as a source for the past,
but onc thau is distorted, since pocts (as cveryone knew) also exaggeraic and lic (cf.
c.g Solon fr. 2g W moAA& wetBovtal ao18oi).' Thus one of Herodotus' tasks as a
historian is o strip away the distortions and crrors of pacts, crcating a morce truthful
and authonutative version of the past.'! Indecd, Herodotus alleges that Homer him-
sclf knew of H.’s sojourn with Protcus (in the form given by the Egypuan pniests) but
chose 1o suppress it as being ‘not so well-suited to the composition of cpic poctry as
the onc he actually used’ (2.116.1). However, the Homeric passages that Herodotus
cites as cvidence of this theory (/. 6.289-92, Od. 4.227-30, 4.351—2) mcrely show
that Homer presented H. going via Phocnicia on her way 1o ‘Troy with Pans, and
via Egypt on her way back to Greece with M. Morcover, Herodotus’ own version
of H.’s stay in Egypt shows the historian refiguring traditional 1ales just as readily as

""" Siesichorus’ poctry was presumably well known in Athens, even if it is disdained as old-
fashioncd in fifth-cenwury Athenian comedy: cf. Storey (2003) 178-9, 322, 332.

'""“ On Herodows™ argument here from what is likely (ekos) and this method's philosophi-
cal/rationalistic background, sec Thomas (2000) 168 with n. 1. Philostrawss, Vir. Apoll. 4.16.5
allers a more cynical explanation: the Grecks, Achilles reports, having learned of H.'s abduction
o Egvpt, fought on regardless ‘so as not 10 leave in disgrace’ (g pi aloypdds &méABoipev)!

'3 Thucydides’ rejection of Td puBides (1.21--2) is an cssential part of his application of eritical
rcason ta the past (and his sourccs far it, including Homer: cf. 1.10.3 on Homer's poctic tendency
to cxaggceraie).

N Hcerodotus clearly belicves his version of H.'s story (o be an ‘improvement’ on the cpic
uradition of the Trojan War. However, Herodotus' reason for believing that Homer's version is
infcrior 10 that of the Egyptian pricsts (i.c. the Trojans, and Priam in parcular, would surcly
have handed H. over) depends upon an over-simple reading of the Miad itsclf, since Priam’s
mistaken decision not 10 return H. aficr the duel between M. and Pans (an error admiued by
the “lrojans themsclves: csp. /L 7.350-3, 389-93) is an important factar in the poem’s account
of Troy's destruction: cf. Allan (20006) 3-8.
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Homer, Stesichorus, or Eur. Thus Homer’s H. acquires her sorrow-banishing drugs
in Egypt from the wife of Thon (©vag mapdaxoiTis, Od. 4.228), whereas Thonis in
Hcrodotus is an Egyptian official who informs Proteus of Paris’ crime (2.114.1-2). We
do not know if Thonis had already featured in Stesichorus, as did Protcus the king of
Egypt (contrast the Odyssey’s Proteus, a shape-shifting master of scals). but Herodotus
is in any casc drawing on (and reshaping) a varicty of mythographical sources.''>

(¢c) Eurpides

The ways in which Eur. engages with the mythical past arc very much like those
of his poctic predecessors. For like other pocts he took the traditional tales of his
culture and articulated them afresh to suit both his own dramatic purposes and the
expectations and preferences of his audience."® As often in the study of Euripidean
theatre, however, the Aristophanic picture of Eur. the dangerous and iconoclastic
innovator (sce §5 below) has blinded many critics to the fundamental continuitics that
cxist between Eur. and other pocts, so that he is often presented as being more extreme
or othenwise atypical in his attempts at mythical innovation. Yct cvery trcaument of
every myth in Grecek literature before Eur. is new in some sense, and although not
all trcatments of myth constitute as radical a revision as Stesichorus’ pocm about
H., no two pocts tcll the same myth the same way.''7 Thus Eur. himself adds to the
Stesichorean tale of H.'s eibwAov, and though he innovatces in various respects (as
with the introduction of Theonoe and Thcoclymenus, for example), he generates
his new H. as much from the novel combination of pre-cxisting story-patterns and

motifs (especially, as we shall sce, elements drawn from the Odyssey) as from outright

innovation."®

"5 Unlike Herodotus, Hecatacus (floruit 499-4 ve) and Hellanicus (r. 480 395 8c) fallow
Homer in having H. blown ofl course to Egypt on the way back from Troy with M.: Hecatacus
FGriist 1 ¥ 3079, Hellanicus #GriHust v F 153, Interestingly. Hecatacus presents the couple
staying with king Thon in the city of Thonis, while Hellanicus describes how the king himself
(called Thonis) tned 1o rape H, and was killed by M. [t s not possible to say whether Hellanicus
tale of H.'s ncar rape by the Egyptian king preceded or followed Lur.’s depiction of the lustful
Theoclymenus in Helen (412 oc); in any case it is clearly (like Eur.’s) a variation on the siory
of Paris at Sparta, since Thonis (now host rather than guest) abusces the protocols of Eevia by
approaching H. while M. is absent.

"0 For a briefintroduction 1o the techniques of mythical innovation used in tragedy (introduc-
ing a ncw character into an established plot, inscriing nesw episodes into an cstablished narrauve
framework, ctc.), sce Anderson (2005) 130-3; for Eur. in particular, cf. Stephanopoulos {1980)
21-41.

"7 Thus poets can use the ‘samc’ myth, but produce very different plots: ef. c.g Dio Chrys.
Or. 52 and 59 on the Philoctetes plays of Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Lunipides; or the same
dramatists’ extant tragedics dealing with the murder of Ciyiemnestra and Acgisthus.

8 Of coursc the audience did not need to know Stesichorus’ poem in order to appreciate
Lur’s new version, For even if the details of specific myths were known to only a few spectators
(as Anist. Joet. 1451b25-G claims), all will have known of the Trojan War (a cataclysmic cvent for
the generaton of fulBeai, ending the ‘heroic time’ of Greck myth itscll: cf. Hes. 1D 156-65,

Hdt. 3.122.2) and of H.’s traditional rolc in it.
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Mythical innovation and cven explicit disagreement with previous versions are
standard fcawrcs of Greek pactry: onc thinks of Pindar’s remoulding of the story of
Pclops (where Pelops is kidnapped by Pascidon, who felt in love with him, rather than
dismembered, partally caten, and resurrected by the gods) and the poct's declaration,
vit¢ Tavrdhov, o 8 dvtia TpoTépwv $Béy {opai (0L 1.30), yet no-onc is tempted (in the
spirit of Aristophancs’ caricaturc of Eur) to call Pindar a renegade. Like Pindar (and
Acschylus and Sophacles . . .), Eur's task is 10 create a new angle on a familiar story -
in fact even the myth of H.’s phantom double may not have been as unfamiliar to an
Athenian audience as it seems."® So in Orestes, for example, Eur. adds the figure of
Tyndarcos (absent from the other surviving matricide plays) so that the audience can
sce the killing from his perspective, thereby adding the viewpoint of Clytemncestra's
vindictive father 10 the more familiar onc of her own guilt-ridden children.

Even when doing somcthing radically novel (as in the example of Pindar's Pelops),
the poct remains aware that the audicnce must be able 10 link his new version with
the accounts they alrcady know.® This can be scen most strikingly in the grave-
oflcrings scene in Euripides’ Electra (487-584), where (despite the speculations of
somc modern cnitics) Eur. is not debunking the myth in a sophistic or ratonalistic
spirit, but rather incorporating a traditional element (the siblings' recognition-tokens —
that is, somcthing an experienced audicnce of tragedy, or somconc familiar with the
myvth, would look out for)'*' and recreating 1, so that 1t generates new meaning in
context. ‘Thus Electra gets the tokens all wrong and the recognition is achicved by
the even more heroic symbol of Orestes’ Odyssean scar (£L 572-5; cf. Od. 21.219—
25). Far from launching a caustic or parodic ‘challenge’ to his predecessors (especially
Acschylus), Eur. is rather deploying a typical poctic technique — namely, appropriating
a well-known version and then capping it with his own variation or addition - in a
particularly overt way, and so advertising his poctic skill as he carves out something
ncew'” from a combination of traditional scenes and motifs (cf. 255-66, 1055-6nn.).'*3

"9 At the close of Kur.'s Elecira Castor refers very bricfly to the innocent H.'s sojourn with
Protcus in Fgypt, the el8wAov's presence at Troy, and H.'s function as part of Zcus's plan for
the ‘Trojan War (MpwTéws yap éx Béuwv | fixer Aimoba’ Alyunrtov oU8’ fABev Opuyas: | Zeug
§. s ép1s yévorTo kai ¢ovos BpoTav, | €ibwAov ‘EAévng Etrepy’ s “IAiov, 1280-13). The fact
that the audience is expecied to make sense of such an allusive summary suggests that stories of
H s phaniom and timce in Egypt were fairly well known in Athens (the manner in which Plato
cites Stesicharus’ poem also supporis this). Such 1ales will always have heen unconventional (H.
clopes to Troy in most versions), but they need not have been as rare as our sources suggest,
since (as was noted above) only a fraction of myths and 1heir versions have survived.

v CI. Mastronarde (2002) §6 “Fhe poets made their innovations more sausfying and
“convincing” by interlocking them with mythic events and details known from previous
sources.’

'7' “Fhe lock of hair as a token of recognition is said to have been taken by Aeschylus himself
from Sicsichorus (Cho. 164-204): cf. Stes. fr. 217 PMGI.

"1 Central 10 Eur.'s version is the contrast benween a cautious Odysscus-like Orestes and an
Elccira whose daily humihauons have made her both obsessively resentful and impatem for
heroic vengeance.

'3 Though Agathon's Antheus (TrGF 1 pp. 161—2) with its tatally invented plot and characters
‘pleases no less' (according 10 Arist. Poet. 1451023), it proved 1o be an unusual experiment, and
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Turning 10 Helmm, we can sce that its novel plot is generated in the same traditional
way. For, as we have observed, H. had been associated with Egvpt, Protcus, and her
phantom double¢ long before Eur., and these arce the basic elements from which his play
is constructed. Yet one cannot simply say that while these features are inhcerited, the
rest of the plot is pure invention, because (i) Eur. (like Stesichorus and Herodotus before
him) introduces his own vanations on these inhented [eatures, so that, for example,
Egypt becomes a place of danger rather than a refuge; and (i1) much of the ‘invented’
plot is claborated along familiar lines: thus M. relives many episodes from the Odyssey
(sce further below), while H. replays the expericnce of her courtship by a barbanan,
but this time managcs to resist him successfully. And since the tragedians (no less
than other poets) regularly gencrate new plats by replicating patterns in the inherited
myth,'*4 onc can appreciate Eur’s decision 1o shape the story of his unconventional
H. simply by cxtending the most familiar feature of her myth, namely M.’s struggle
10 frec her [rom a lover (or, in Theoc.’s case, a would-be lover) in a foreign land.

Although there is no way of proving Eur.’s debt to Stesichorus, some influence
scems likely, since two of the most prominent aspects of Stesichorus’ tale, the €i8wAov
and the virtuous Proteus, arc central to Eur’s version too. Yet simply to call Eur’s
play 'a staging of Stesichorus' Palinode’'*> would be no less misicading than to describe
it as a ‘synthesis’ of Siesichorus and Herodotus.'* For quite apart from the fact
that we cannot be sure Stesichorus and Herodotus werc the only precedents known
1o Eur,"”? cach of these formulations seriously neglects the exient 10 which Eur's
version goes beyond theirs, not least in the introduction of Theoc. and Thceonoe.

Morcover, cven if we accept that the Stesichorean tale of H.'s eidwAov provided the
basic raw maicrial for Eur’s play, we must not underestimate the extent to which
Eur.’s claboration of the myth is indebted 1o even older (cpic) modcls.”® For just
as Eur. responds 10 myth clsewhere in a Homenie (rather than a Herodotcan or
rationalizing) way, so in Helen he puts a non-Homeric - and even anti-Homenc -
cpisode in Homeric clothing This transformation of the cpic past is a natural result

larer (fourth-century) tragedy remained cssentially mythological, deploying the same traditional
matcrial and mcthods of combination (1o judge from the few surviving fragments: e NXanthakis-
Karamanos (1980)). The very fact that the same tides recur repeatedly in Attic tragedy (cl.
Burian (1997a) 184) suggests thar the pacts were returning again and again 10 familiar storics,
but handling them in new ways.

2% Onc might compare, for example, Lur’s version of Iphigenia’s fatc in the 73 what appears
at first sight 1o be a total reversal of tragic tradition (Iphigenia does not dic at Aulis: ¢l e /g
228-47) 1s in [act a novel extension of elements already present in her myth, as Iphigenia (who
had been offered up to Aricmis by Agamcmnon) sunvives 1o become the pricstess of an Artemis
cult that practises human sacrifice.

%5 Gumpert (2001) 52. 126 CI. Austin (1994) 137 n. 1.

'?7 Herodotus was well known in Athens [rom public performances of his work in the third
quarter of the Aifth century: cf. Olson (2002) Lini-liv, Hornblower (1996) 1948, 122-45. For HdL.
4107 as the likely source of Eur.'s account of Taunan custams in /T, see Cropp (2000) 45.

28 “I'hus in the ‘invention’ of Theoc. and Theonoc, for example, Eur. is clearly adapting
features of the Homenc 1ale of Protcus and his daughter Lidothea, where the Egyptian figures

arc vanously thrcatening and helpful and both arc associated with prophecy (Od. 4.351-564): cf.
4-15, 10-11nn,
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of the poctic technique cliscussed above, wherein each poct takes clements from the
myths known to him and rcconstructs somcthing credible. Yor verffiability is an important
issuc in Greek myth-making (the poct cannot innovate arbitrarily, but must take care
to integratc his changes within the accounts alrcady familiar to his audicnce) and the
best way to decal with the challenge of verifiability is to make what is ncw look rather
old - hence the importance of the epic tradition in the gencration of tragic plots.

Onc of the most pervasive (and productive) cpic patterns at work in felen is that
of the hcroic nostos or rcturn-story. As has long been recognized, M.'s eventful home-
coming is modclicd on that of Odysscus in a varicty of ways.'” But it is also important
to ecmphasize that M. is already cast in this way in the Odyssey itsclf — where, like
Odysscus, M. is stranded on a distant island (Pharos), helped by a goddcss (Eidothca),
hides himselfl with the aid of an animal (scal-skins), has to dissemble and endure, and
is dclayed in his rerurn by neglect towards the gods (cf. Od. 4.351-480) — so that Eur.
is cssentially expanding an analogy which is alrcady present in cpic. Indeed, we can
scc this technique operating with particular effectivencss in H.'s scenc with Teucer
(68~163). For just as M.’s talc in Od. 4 is a prescursor to Odysscus’ in Od. g-12, so
Teucer’s story of the war and its ternble aftermath is a structural precursor to that
of M. In other words, Tcucer functions as a ‘pre-ccho’3® of M. within the play, but
onc whosc failure 10 achicve his desired homecoming (cf. go—104) contrasts with the
eventual return of M. and H. to Sparta. Eur. thus draws attention to his own skill in
shaping the myth along Homeric lines even as he plays with the Homenc model, since
in Eur.’s version (as opposed to the Odyssey) it is Teucer rather than M. who gets to
Egypt first, and Teucer who provides H. with an account of what has happened to M.
since the fall of Troy (as M. and H. do of Odysscus when questioned by Telemachus:
0d. 4.240-89, 551-60).

Significandy for the characterization of M., Eur. also reworks the cpic pattern in
which M. is depicted as a lesser version of Odysscus. For both heroes are cast ashore
as naked shipwrcecks, but instcad of mecting the nubile and (cventually) welcoming
Nausicaa, who instructs Odysscus on how to reach her father’s palace (Od. 6.28g-
315), M. is conlronted by a grumpy old woman who rcluscs his repeated requests for
hospiality (435-82n.). This cpic diminution of M. is carricd through further in his
intcllectual inferiority 10 H. (cfC 1049n.), which is (as we saw: p. 11) such a striking
fcature of the couple’s presentation in the Odyssey. Moreover, in linc with the final
phasc of the nostos story-pattern (wherce the hero defcats his encmies and regains his
wife and kingdom), Eur. adapts the basic plot of Odysscan disguisc and deception, but
rclocates it to Egypt and stages the recogniuon of husband and wifc before the defeat
of the wile's new suitor (contrast the Odyssey, where the recognition-scene between
Odysscus and Penclope comes aficr the killing of the suitors). This reversal underlines
the iniuative and cleverness of H., without whosc help the slow-witted M. could not
win back his wilc (cf. 1032-92). Indced, Eur.s H. draws on a varicty of epic models of

179 Cf. csp. Eisner (1980), Lange (2002) 46-9, 131-41.
'3° | owe this illuminating tcem to Donald Mastronarde (personal communication).
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womanhood: she mnay be unexpeciedly Penelope-like in her fidclity. endurance, and
cleverness (cf. Od. 23.173-204, where Penclope tests and outwits the crafty Odysscus
himself), but she can also deploy the seductiveness of her shameless double (cf. 1231n.),
albeit as part of a scheme that reverses the ¢pic model of her clopement from Sparta,
as she here dupes her forcign suitor and makes off with her own husband back to
Grecce.

Eur’s handling of the H. myth displays the kind of productive intertextuality with
previous accounts (including his own: sce §3 above for H. in other plays of Eur.) which
is typical of tragedy,'?' and we should not be misled by Helen's particularly overt denial
of the heroine's traditional story and character into treating Eur’s handling of the
myth per se as in any way aberrant or ‘uniragic’. For just as Helen continually reworks
motifs typically associated with H.'s more familiar role in the Trojan War, so it deals
with the same central themes as more traditional versions: (i) H.'s role within the
wider cosmic frame of the A1ég PouAty (i.c. her function as catalyst of a war which 1s
ultimately the will of Zcus); and (i) her struggle as a human figure to make sense of her
own responsibility for the war and its consequences.™3? We shall return in more detaill
to the play’s divine frame and the issuc of H.'s liability, but may note here that far
from being iconoclastic in its presentation of these idcas, Helen is Jargely an extension
of clements alrcady inherent in more traditional accounts. Nevertheless, it is also a
peculiarly daring cxample of the poct’s 1ypical mythographical iechniques. since it
panially rewnites the myth of the Trojan War itsclf, a myth that played such a central
rolc in the Grecks' sense of their own past and identity (especially in Afth-century
Athens, where the Trojan War was appropnated in all forms of art).'33

In conclusion, Eur.'s Helen is strikingly original, yet also anchored in traditional
accounts of H. and the Trojan War, and Eur.’s continual engagement with previous
versions (typical of the interiextuality of Autic tragedy) encourages the audience to
appreciatce the individuabity of his treatment of such a famihar figure and famous war.
In this way the poct not only differenuatces his work from that of his predecessars, but
also strengthens the impact of his own achicvement.

'3' Hutchinson (2004) 26 discusses the conrasiing Phacdras of Eur's two Jippolytus plavs
in 1his light. As he observes (pp. 27-8), the Athenians would (as connoisscurs of tragedy) enjoy
companng differemt presenianions of the same mythical figure, whether in the plavs of unce author
or between dramatists.

37 Thesc idceas arc also ceniral to the encomia of H. composed by Gongias and Isocrates.
Though both authors assume 1he raditional siory of H.'s clopement with Pans to Troy. cach
composes a defence of H.'s conduct that is no less daning or ingenious than Eur’s revision of
the myth. For while Gorgias denics outright H.'s responsibility for her actions by depicting her
as the vicuim of various forms of cocrcion (the gods, force, persuasive speech, love), Isocrates
accepts H.'s pan in causing the Trojan War but celebrates it as a reason 10 praise her. since the
war brought Grecce many benefits, including freedom from barbanan rule (Isoc. Hel. 67; cf.
H.’s sunilar argument at Tro. 932-4); for Isocrates’ sirategy of praise rather than apology, which
makes his ircatmen (so he says: Hel. 14-15) superior to Gorgias’, scc Zagagi (1g85) 82. Gargias’
work cannot be dated, though Isocrates’ is cenainly aficr Eur.'s Helm, ¢. 393- 380.

'33 Cf. Andcrson (1997) 192-245 for the fall of Troy in Atic vasc-painting; also Casiriola
(2008), who discusses a range of iconographic evidence.
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5 THE PRODUCTION
(a) Setting and staping

In sctung the play at the palace of king ‘Theoc. in Egypt, Fur. is building upon older
traditions that connccted H. 10 this unusual location (i.c. far from Sparta or Troy).
And as with the placement of Iphigenia in /7, the choice of Egypt, while based upon
carlicr versions of the myth,'3 also provides a usefully distant and cxotic location for
the action, making the threat to the Greek protagonists, and the nccessity of their
rescue, seem all the more insistent in the cyes of a Greek audicnce.'3s Though we

know of no other tragedy sct in Egypt, '3

there is a parallel to Helen'’s presentation of
it as a placc of danger (as all barbanan lands potentially are, according 1o the popular
Greek Welthild) in Acschylus’ Suppliant Women, where the audience sce Egypt through
the 1errified cycs of the Danaids, who have been pursued to Greece by their cousins,
the sons of Acgyptus. Like cach of the Danaids, H. is under pressurc 10 marry the
son of an Egyptian autocrat, but her situation is imtally cven more pressing, since
she is stranded in Egypt and has no male guardian or Greek allics to protect her (the
Chorus, though Greck and sympathcetic, are powerless female slaves).

H.’s opening words set the scenc with vivid local detail (1—3):

Neidou ptv aile kaAMirapBevor poai,
8¢ &vTi Siag yaxkados AlyutrTou médov
Aeuktis Takeions y1ovos Uypalver yuas.

Hecre arc the lovely virgin streams of the Nile, which waters the ground of Egypt’s
ficlds not with rain sent from Zcus but with melted white snow.

The cxotic location, which is clcar from the very first word (NeiAou), is peopled with
various forcign figures (cf. 4—15n.), so that when the audience realize who