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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Mimesis as Metamorphosis in Classical Greek Literature

Zachary Borst
Doctor of Philosophy in Classics
University of California, Los Angeles, 2021

Professor Alex Purves, Chair

The aim of my dissertation is to trace an intellectual and theoretical trend in classical
Greek literature and philosophy that ironizes and theorizes dramatic mimesis as transformative.
The texts I will examine in my dissertation are locz classict for thinking about ancient literary
criticism (e.g. Aristophanes’ Frogs) as well as mimesis (Plato’s Republic), and the originality of my
project lies in bringing these texts together in order to think through a cluster of related concepts:
mimesis, the body, and being and becoming. I will show show that the literary texts of
Aristophanes and Euripides, in particular, shed light on dramatists’ views of mimesis, and I argue
that they offer an alternative to the view of mimesis in Republic Book 10 as an image
impoverished of being and knowledge. In Aristophanes and Euripides putting on a costume can
change one’s bodily comportment and ultimately one’s character and behavior.

By sketching a history of mimesis that precedes the work of Plato and Aristotle, my

project brings out an alternative view of mimesis. I read the language surrounding mimesis in
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Aristophanes, Euripides, and Plato closely in order to show how mimesis is put into conversation
with important thematic binaries such as being/becoming and seeming/being. Mimesis is often
depicted not merely as a disguise or copy, but as a transformational force that affecting poets,
actors, and audiences. By unpacking the depth and diversity of the discourses surrounding
mimesis, we can see that it is connected to other topics in the intellectual revolution of the 5th c.
BCE, such as nomos and physis and the development and profusion of rhetoric.

In the dissertation I use the term “mimetic metamorphosis” to convey this notion of
mimesis as metamorphosis. “Mimetic metamorphosis” is a helpful term because it covers both
the scenes that depict poets or characters becoming or representing different people (such as
Dicaeopolis becoming Telephus in Aristophanes’ Acharnians) and the theoretical discourse
surrounding these scenes. In order for authors of literary works to theorize mimesis as
transformational, the scenes in which these transformations are depicted are often highly
metatheatrical. This allows for commentary on the nature of mimesis. Thus, “mimetic
metamorphosis” applies both to the metamorphoses that are represented through the enactment
of dramatic mimesis and to the metatheatrical, often ironic, commentary surrounding mimesis as
a transformative force. Characters draw attention to the costumes, gestures, and language they
put on to appear like another, and the language surrounding these scenes reveals a concerted
interest in recurrent themes of being and becoming, often with reference to the words eipi (“be”)
and ytyvopau (“become”).

Ultimately, my aim with this project and the term mimetic metamorphosis is to revise the
view of mimesis as a mere imitation or copy that is inherited from Book 10 of Plato’s Republic. 1
trace these alternative views of mimesis in order to show that there is a rich conception of

mimesis prior to Plato and that this discussion has an undercurrent in Plato’s poetics. My project
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offers new insights into the texts in question as well as ancient literary criticism and mimesis. By
placing these texts in conversation with each other, I argue that Aristophanes, Euripides, and
Plato theorize that mimetic poetry is a medium affecting authors, performers, and audiences in a
similar way. By imitating a character and taking on that character’s defining traits, one differs
from the person one was before. This kind of transformation and self-likening to another also
allows for one to empathize with a fictional character. By reading for the literary representation
and theorization of mimesis, or “mimetic metamorphosis,” I argue that classical Greek literature

views poetry as an affective, transformational force that challenges being and notions of the self.
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Introduction
I.  Abstract

The aim of my dissertation is to trace an intellectual and theoretical trend in classical
Greek literature and philosophy that ironizes and theorizes dramatic mimesis as transformative.
The texts I will examine in my dissertation are locz classict for thinking about ancient literary
criticism (e.g. Aristophanes’ Frogs) as well as mimesis (Plato’s Republic), and the originality of my
project lies in bringing these texts together in order to think through a cluster of related concepts:
mimesis, the body, and being and becoming. I will show show that the literary texts of
Aristophanes and Euripides, in particular, shed light on dramatists’ views of mimesis, and I argue
that they offer an alternative to the view of mimesis in Republic Book 10 as an image
impoverished of being and knowledge. In Aristophanes and Euripides putting on a costume can
change one’s bodily comportment and ultimately one’s character and behavior.

By sketching a history of mimesis that precedes the work of Plato and Aristotle, my
project brings out an alternative view of mimesis. I read the language surrounding mimesis in
Aristophanes, Euripides, and Plato closely in order to show how mimesis is put into conversation
with important thematic binaries such as being/becoming and seeming/being. Mimesis is often
depicted not merely as a disguise or copy, but as a transformational force that affecting poets,
actors, and audiences. By unpacking the depth and diversity of the discourses surrounding
mimesis, we can see that it is connected to other topics in the intellectual revolution of the 5th c.
BCE, such as nomos and physis and the development and profusion of rhetoric.

In the dissertation I use the term “mimetic metamorphosis” to convey this notion of
mimesis as metamorphosis. “Mimetic metamorphosis” is a helpful term because it covers both

the scenes that depict poets or characters becoming or representing different people (such as



Dicaeopolis becoming Telephus in Aristophanes’ Acharnians) and the theoretical discourse
surrounding these scenes. In order for authors of literary works to theorize mimesis as
transformational, the scenes in which these transformations are depicted are often highly
metatheatrical. This allows for commentary on the nature of mimesis. Thus, “mimetic
metamorphosis” applies both to the metamorphoses that are represented through the enactment
of dramatic mimesis and to the metatheatrical, often ironic, commentary surrounding mimesis as
a transformative force. Characters draw attention to the costumes, gestures, and language they
put on to appear like another, and the language surrounding these scenes reveals a concerted
interest in recurrent themes of being and becoming, often with reference to the words eipi (“be”)
and ytyvopau (“become”).

Ultimately, my aim with this project and the term mimetic metamorphosis is to revise the
view of mimesis as a mere imitation or copy that is inherited from Book 10 of Plato’s Republic. 1
trace these alternative views of mimesis in order to show that there is a rich conception of
mimesis prior to Plato and that this discussion has an undercurrent in Plato’s poetics. My project
offers new insights into the texts in question as well as ancient literary criticism and mimesis. By
placing these texts in conversation with each other, I argue that Aristophanes, Euripides, and
Plato theorize that mimetic poetry is a medium affecting authors, performers, and audiences in a
similar way. By imitating a character and taking on that character’s defining traits, one differs
from the person one was before. This kind of transformation and self-likening to another also
allows for one to empathize with a fictional character. By reading for the literary representation
and theorization of mimesis, or “mimetic metamorphosis,” I argue that classical Greek literature

views poetry as an affective, transformational force that challenges being and notions of the self.



II. Mimesis as Metamorphosis

Much work has been done on mimesis in classics as well as in literary theory. As a result,
there 1s some ambiguity about the term. In my dissertation I define mimesis as “representation,”
especially dramatic representation, which encompasses the embodiment entailed in
impersonation much better than the translation of mimesis as “imitation,” which suggests a copy
of a model rather than enactment.! The prefix re- of “representation” suggests something that is
presented again (re-presented). The repetition inherent in representation allows for differences to
arise both in the performance and in the viewing of the representation. Something novel arises
out of representation because of this repetition.2 Many of the scenes of mimetic metamorphosis
in my dissertation examine how mimesis transforms characters and hybridizes them. In
Aristophanes’ Frogs the slave Xanthias impersonates Heracles, thereby reproducing an image of
Heracles while also drawing attention to the differences between them. After donning the
Heracles costume, Xanthias becomes “Heracleoxanthias,” changing into someone slightly
different from who he was before.

I situate my project in conversation with works on mimesis and ancient literary criticism
such as Stephen Halliwell’s Aesthetics of Mimesis (2002), in which Halliwell claims that the pre-
Platonic use of the word mimesis has a broad variety of connotations but is not fixed as a literary
and philosophical term until Plato (2002: 15, 37). James Porter’s focus on the materiality of
aesthetic experience in 7%e Origins of Aesthetic Thought in Ancient Greece (2010) and Anastasia-
Erasmia Peponi’s work on affect in Frontiers of Pleasure (2012) have also influenced my thinking on

mimesis as bodily transformation. My dissertation differs from work on ancient literary criticism

! On history of translating mimesis as “imitation” and “representation,” see Halliwell (2002:
13f)). On choral mimesis as embodied reenactment, see Nagy (2013: 227-56).

2 Cf. Deleuze’s Dufference and Repetition: “Repetition changes nothing in the object repeated, but
does change something in the mind which contemplates it” (1994: 70).
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that begins with Plato and discounts treating the work of literary figures such as Aristophanes or
Euripides as “criticism.” Even if we do not take Aristophanes to be a critic, he reveals something
essential about conceptions of mimesis (and, in particular, tragic mimesis) in this period:
representation through embodiment, performance, and composition can enable someone to
empathize and merge with another person. By attending to the language of mimetic
metamorphosis in Aristophanes and Euripides, I show that we can observe several recurrent
themes and concerns surrounding mimesis in these literary works.

My treatment of mimesis differs from Erich Auerbach’s monumental Mumesis: The
Representation of Reality in Western Literature ([1946] 2013) in one key respect—my interest in
representation is not primarily in its realism. The subtitle of Auerbach’s work shows the link of
literary realism to mimesis. Many of the scenes I examine are unrealistic, such as Euripides’
Bacchae, which depicts the activities of a god in human form. In the seminal chapter of Mumesis,
“Odysseus’ Scar,” Auerbach compares Homer’s Odyssey with the Hebrew Bible in order to
investigate the “literary representation of reality in European culture” (23). Through this
comparison he sets up two basic styles for the representation of reality: 1) a fully externalized
description, with all events in the foreground and few elements of historical development; and 2)
the balance of elements in focus as well as those that are made obscure, with a deep background

and claims to a universal history. Auerbach categorizes mimesis in the Odyssey as that of the first

3 E.g. Halliwell criticizes readings of Aristophanes’ Frogs that claim the play makes a point about
politico-ethical judgment of poetic values (2011: 98). Porter claims that Aristophanes is “best seen
as a symptom of the age,” not as a critic (2010: 261). Hunter begins with Aristophanes’ Frogs and
mostly reads it in relation to Aeschylean criticism (2019: 10-52). Else’s chapter on Gorgias,
Aristophanes, and Euripides primarily focuses on Aristophanes’ representation of Euripides in
Frogs, not on the comic poet’s treatment of literary topics such as mimesis (1984: 80-106). On the
criticism of poetry as part of song culture, cf. Ford (2002: 1-22). Telo shows how Aristophanes
uses different textures, textiles, and affects to differentiate his work from other Old Comedy poets

(2016: 1-23).
4



style because there is “no secret second meaning” (13). The reality represented in the Homeric
poems is available on a surface level. Dramatic representation must be immediate, and in that
sense 1s completely available to the viewer. But I aim to show in the body of the dissertation that
the metatheatrical commentary and irony of Aristophanes, Euripides, and Plato complicate
understanding mimesis as a literary style that operates purely on the surface. Eurycleia recognizes
Odysseus for his childhood wound, but his body 1s much more plastic than the recognition of the
scar would have us believe. Athena changes Odysseus’ body as well as his garments, and his false
narrative helps to sell his role to his household. It is not until he can reveal the secret of his
marriage bed to Penelope that she believes his identity.*

A quick example will show the difference in focus between my project and that of
Auerbach’s. According to the natural historian Pliny the Elder (1st c. CE), Zeuxis famously
entered into a painting contest with Polygnotus to determine who was the superior painter.
Zeuxis’ entry into the competition was a painting of a bunch of grapes so realistic that it
deceived a flock of birds, who pecked at the painting believing the grapes depicted therein were
real.5 Socrates in the Republic criticizes painting precisely because of this kind of illusionist
mimesis:

Todto 81 adtod oKOTEL TPOG TOTEPOV 1) YPAPIKI] TETOINTAU TTEPL EKATTOV; TOTEPQ
TPoG TO BV, WG Exel, pupfoaca, i TPOg T parvopevoy, we paiveta,
pavtaopatog 1 dAnBeiag odoa pipnoig; (Pl Resp. 10.598b1-4)

“Then consider this very point: What does painting do in each case? Does it

imitate that which 1s as it 1s, or does it imitate that which appears as it appears? Is
it an imitation of appearance or of truth?” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)

4+ On Odysseus’ concurrent selves, see Dougherty (2015).
5 This story is recorded by Pliny the Elder (Plin. N/ 35.35.64-66). Cf. Mansfeld: “The story of
Zeuxis’s grapes reinforces this lesson. Representation—no matter how closely it approximates

reality—remains a falsehood. To mistake the image for true form results in disappointment for
the bird and humiliation for Zeuxis” (2007: 27).
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Plato’s Socrates grants the effect of realism present in trompe [oeil painting, but relegates realism to
the imitation of appearance. The interlocutor Glaucon responds in the affirmative to Socrates’
question whether painting “is an imitation of appearance or of truth” (pavraopatog 1] GAnBeiag
ovoa pipnotg, 10.598b3-4). As I show in the dissertation, mimesis can imitate and indeed
transform being (10 dv), a possibility that Socrates excludes here. He offers to Glaucon the two
options that mimesis imitates “that which is as it is” or “that which appears as it appears.” While
the literary and philosophical works I examine make use of visual art for their arguments
concerning mimesis, I focus on mimesis as representation that occurs in the body, rather than in
art. My dissertation raises the possibility that mimesis represents a combination of appearance
and being. How can one’s appearance affect one’s being? To amend Socrates’ question to
Glaucon, does mimesis represent that which appears not as it appears but as it is? Aristophanes,
Euripides, and Plato all grapple with this question in varying ways.

Instead of focusing on narrative realism, then, my project takes on the depiction of the
act of mimesis itself within a literary work. We find examples of representation such as a
character putting on a costume, a poet discussing his strategies at composition, or an audience
empathizing with the actions of characters like them. Affect intersects representation in
interesting ways because the trademark emotions of poetry, such as fear, requires a recognition
that a character is like oneself in some way.® This situates mimesis in the body much more than
when we consider mimesis as illusion. Thus, my interest is both in mimesis as an action or process
and in how it 1s theorized within literature and philosophy of the classical period. I argue that we
can see that mimesis is tied to questions of being and becoming from the start of these

discussions in classical Greek literature.

6 Cf. Arist. Poet. 13.1453a2-7.



With this view in mind, mimesis is not so much an image of an image of the truth, as in
the Republic, nor does it have much to bear on realism.” Instead, I claim that mimesis has a
bearing on identity and referentiality. Mimesis interacts with being and becoming, where being is
often depicted as the result of becoming. As I show, this view of mimesis is sketched out in
metatheatrical contexts that allow for reflection and commentary on the dramatic and literary
context. For example, Old Comedy’s flexibility as a genre, namely that it can both dramatize
present issues and directly address the audience, allows Aristophanes and his characters to discuss
and criticize tragedy as a medium of poetic representation.® Gregory Dobrov claims that
metatheater can be read in mutually-constructive ways that examines “deep structure” of the
larger frame, e.g. City Dionysia (15).9 Euripides and Plato write in dramatic forms (tragedy and
dialogue) and comment on this power of poetry through metatheater as well.10

By surveying the works of Aristophanes, Euripides, and Plato, I show the developing
discussions of mimetic metamorphosis over the classical period (5th—4th c. BCE). It 1s useful to
read these authors together not only because they write on similar themes but also because of
their allusions to each other, showing how the idea of mimetic metamorphosis is adopted and

adapted by each author. Much work has already been done on the special relationship between

7 E.g., PL. Resp. 10.598al-3.

8 Gf. Rosen: “It was left to comic poets, therefore, to serve as public commentators on
contemporary tragedy, not so much because any of them—even Aristophanes—necessarily had
anything resembling a coherent critical agenda or aesthetic mission, but because it has always
been the business of comedy to poke and prod at precisely those aspects of a society which
appear to be most stable and authoritative” (2005: 265).

9 Ultimately this creates a muse en abyme. More than exposing duplicity of drama, metafiction
amplifies the theatricality of the scene by structuring it like a performance (Dobrov 2001: 23).

10 For Euripides’ awareness of literary precedents and metatheatrical commentary on them, in
particular in the Electra, see Torrance (2011). For a reading of Plato’s characters and dialogues as

dramatic form, see Blondell (2002, esp. ch. 1).



Aristophanes and Euripides, for example.!! Even in the classical period the references these two
poets made to each other were commented upon by their contemporaries. Cratinus mocked
Aristophanes’ work for borrowing Euripidean phrasing and plot points and calls him a
“Euripidaristophanizer.” I claim that Plato, too, writes in response to Aristophanes’ and
Euripides’ depictions of mimesis, in particular its capacity to arouse one’s emotion and alter one’s
behavior.!2

Aristophanes, Euripides, and Plato locate mimetic metamorphosis in the body and mind,
affecting not only poets and performers but audiences as well and transforming those who
perform and experience it. My reading of mimesis as metamorphosis develops out of recent
trends in classics, especially work on affect and New Materialism. James Porter’s The Origins of
Aesthetic Thought in Ancient Greece traces a history of the materialism of aesthetic experience in
ancient Greek thought (2010). Part of this materialist bent includes classical scholars who situate
their work on the emotions as part of the larger “affective turn” in the humanities and social
sciences.!3 Porter himself aligns materialist aesthetics with feeling: “talk of sensation gives us a

unique and privileged access to... structures of feeling’ in antiquity” (2010: 16). In his book on

11 E.g., Zuckerberg (2016) shows how Euripides self-consciously adopts the trope of the beggar in
disguise in response to Aristophanes’ Acharnians.

12 E.g., the communist state Socrates sketches in Republic Book 5 may have been influenced to
some extent by Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazusae. Views on this issue are mixed. Adam sketches the
similarities between the two sources and thinks that Plato has Aristophanes and Eeclesiazusae in
mind in Rep. Bk. 5 (1902: 345-55). According to Aristotle, Plato had no philosophical antecedents
for this idea (Pol. 1266a, 1274b). Ussher finds it doubtful that Plato alludes to Aristophanes in
(1973: xv-xx). Halliwell is more in favor of common source (1993: 224f.).

13 E.g., Cairns has examined the Greeks’ materialist conception of viewing and its relationship to
emotion, in particular love and envy (2011).



textiles and affect in Aristophanes, Mario Telo adopts “affect as a material concept, a feeling
transmissible from body to body” (2016: 15).1#

Mimetic metamorphosis results not only in affective but material and physical changes.
Characters experience change from the outside in when they put on a costume; they also are
changed the from the inside out, resulting in new behaviors, gestures, and language. Much
scholarly engagement on empathy and poetry turns to the Republic and debates whether
performers and audiences empathize or sympathize (or neither) with characters represented in
poetry.!®> Ismene Lada has argued that ancient Greek audiences were primed to respond to poetry
with “empathetic transpositions of the ‘self”” (1993: 112).16 My dissertation does not seek to
replicate Lada’s claim that audiences respond empathetically. Instead, I trace the theorizations of
mimetic metamorphosis, which includes a conception of losing oneself in another person’s

perspective and feeling another’s pain (as opposed to simply “feeling for,” or sympathy) in

4 In addition to books and articles that incorporate affect theory, there has been a number of
recent publications on New Materialism in Classics. Telo and Mueller situate the affective turn
within this broader scholarly trend (2018: 2). See the introduction to their edited volume on
tragedy and materialism for a useful overview (1-15). In a similar vein, Porter engages with new
materialism, speculative realism, and OOO and finds ancient counterparts to these theoretical
discourses in a recent book chapter (2019: 189-209). For other classical work that incorporates
affect and situates itself within New Materialism, see Chesi and Spiegel’s edited volume Classical
Literature and Posthumanism (2019); Canevaro on women as objects in Homer (2018); Gaifman and
Platt on the embodied object (2018: 403-19); Bassi on materiality (2016); Mueller on objects and
props in Greek drama (2016); and Purves on vibrant materialism and objects in Homer (2015:
75-94). For cognitivist approaches to classics, see the recent volume edited by Meineck, Short,
and Devereaux (2019), especially the chapters on embodiment performance: Noel (2019:
297-309); Olsen (2019: 281-96); Varakis-Martin (2019: 310-27).

15 Halliwell reads Book 3 of the Republic as positing an empathetic relationship for poets and
performers, but in Book 10 claims that the audience sympathizes with characters, i.e. they do not
empathize (2002: 80). On the other side of the spectrum, Lear claims that mimesis in the Republic
is only concerned with appearances and thus requires no internal change of mind or beliefs (2011:
206).

16 Lada claims there are typically two kinds of emotional response: 1) captivation, bewitchment,
or transportation; and 2) empathy, identification, or sympathy (1993: 100).

9



comedy, tragedy, and philosophy.!7 I situate these questions in the Republic within the larger

discussion of mimesis occurring in the classical period by examining earlier treatments of

dramatic praxis in Aristophanes and Euripides.

ITII. Classical Greek Literature

The concerns of mimetic metamorphosis are in keeping with broader intellectual trends

in the classical period, especially those of rhetoric. I claim that mimesis can transform characters

in part because of the physical effect of putting on a costume or changing one’s gestures. In this

period there 1s already an interest in language because of its physical effects, such as the arousal

of emotion. In Gorgias’ rhetorical display piece Encomium of Helen (5th c. BCE), for example, he

gives several reasons or causes to exculpate Helen for her affair with Paris and, ultimately, her

role in the Trojan War.!8 The final cause Gorgias offers for her defense is language (Adyog):
Adyog Suvaotng péyag €otiv, 0¢ TRIKPOTATY ThpATL KAl APavestaty, Beldtata
gpya arotelel - dvvata yap xal pofov mtadoa kal Aomny adeAely xai yapav
évepyhoacBa kai Eleov éravifjoar. (DK 82 B11.8)
Language has a mighty capacity, despite its very small and invisible body, to
accomplish supernatural effects, since it can put an end to fear, take away pain,
introduce joy, and increase pity.'?

Gorgias argues that if Paris resorted to persuasive language, then Helen must be found innocent

because of language’s powerful effects. Many of the “works” (lit. “very divine works,” Beiotata

€pyq) that language accomplishes in this passage are related to affect: Gorgias claims that

language can take away negative feelings of fear and pain, produce joy in an individual, and

17 Cf. Cairns on “feeling with” vs. “feeling for” (2015: 85).

18 The causes are four in total: 1) the gods, 2) physical force, 3) love, and 4) speech/language (DK
82 B11.6). On the mixture of genres in this speech (encomium, defense speech, and “plaything”),
see Porter (1993: 274). Porter argues that even the causes for Helen’s departure become difficult
to separate from one another (274f.).

19 All translations are my own unless noted otherwise.

10



increase one’s sense of pity or empathy.20 Gorgias treats language as a physical force with a “very
small and invisible body” (opipotatw oopatt kal apaveotdtw), much like an atom.2! Gorgias
utilizes his typically playful style by repeating with same variation the cognates €pya (“works”)
and the denominative verb évepyalecBa (“work in”) to show that language is powerful because it
produces physical effects in the world, such as Helen leaving Menelaus.?2
Gorgias defines poetry as language in meter, and, as a subset of language, poetry can also
arouse emotions in its listeners.23
fi¢ [sc. momjoewg] Todg drovovtac elofjABe kai ppikn Tepipofog kai EAeog
ToAOSaxpug xal ToBog Pprhomevir|g, e’ AANOTPIWY TE TPAYPATWY KAl CWPATWY
ebtoyiaug kal Svompayiaig 1810V Tt TdBnpa did TV Aoywv Erabev 1) poyn. (DK
82 B11.9)
Terrified shuddering, tearful pity, and melancholic yearning invades poetry’s
listeners. The soul, through language, experiences its own particular emotion at
the good and bad luck of both the affairs and bodies of others.
Those who listen to poetry may experience various feelings of terror, pity, and longing, but
Gorgias claims that poetry also affects the body. The audience may shiver (¢pixn) or weep (lit.

“very tearful,” moAdSaxpug).2t George Walsh writes that for Gorgias “words are experienced

immediately as things”; they have a “psychically real” effect on the listener (1984: 83, 84). Just as

20 On pity verging on empathy, cf. Lada (1993: 101).

21 Atoms are sometimes referred to as cwpata in Democritus (e.g.,, DK 68 A47).

22 Gorgias diverges from Democritus here by focusing on the divine effect on the audience
instead of the divine inspiration of the performer, but Democritus, too, treats language as
physical. Cf. Segal (1962: 126). On Gorgias’ treatment of Helen’s body as a parallel to sophistic
language because of its fluidity and persuasiveness, cf. Worman (1997: 171-80).

23 Aristotle objects to classifying poetry by meter, treating it instead as a medium mimetic artists
use: “Homer and Empedocles having nothing in common except meter. Therefore, it is right to
call the former a poet, and the latter a natural philosopher rather than a poet.” 00d¢v 8¢ xovov
éottv ‘Oprfipw xai ’EpmredokAet Ty to pétpov, 810 oV pev momtv dikaov kadelv, tov 8¢
Ppvooddyov pdhhov 1 oty (Arist. Poet. 1.1447b).

24 Cf. Segal on the psychological and physiological elements of this passage (1962: 106). On the
power of language and poetry in Gorgias, see Franz (1991: 240-48); de Romilly (1973: 155-62).
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sound enters the ear, emotive responses to poetry come from without and invade (elofjABev) the
audience. The Encomium of Helen reveals a nascent literary theory of affect and poetry in the 5th-
c. BCE that classical authors will elaborate upon.?

In Plato’s fon, one can see the affective and physical qualities of poetry situated in the
bodies of performer and the audience. Socrates’ simile of the magnetic chain accounts for more
than an epistemological hierarchy that precludes Ion from technical knowledge.

3Q. Kai 6pd, & “Twv, xai Epyopat ye oot drodpavodpevog, & pot Sokel todto
elval. 0Tt yap TodTO TéYVI Pév oDk dv mapd ool Tepi ‘Oprpov ed Aéyety, & vov
d1| Eleyov, Beia 8¢ dvvayg, 1 oe xivel, Gomep €v tf Aibw, v Edpuridng pev
Mayvijuv @vopaceyv, of 8¢ moAdol ‘Hpaxeiav. xal yap avtn 1 AiBog 0d pdvov
adTodg Todg daxtvohiovg dyel Todg a1dnpods, AMA xal Svvapy évtifnot tolg
Saxtohiorg, (ot ad Shvachar Tadtov TodTo motely bmep 1) AiBog, AAovg dyery
daxtodiovg, Mot éviote 6pnabog paxpog Tavo odnpiwy xal daktoliwy &€
AAANAwV fptntan - Tdot 8¢ todtolg €€ exeivng Th¢ AiBov 1) Sdvapg avrpna
obtw 8¢ kai ] Modoa évBéoug pév moiel adtr], did 8¢ TV EVvBEWV ToDTWV AMNWY
évBovaialdvtwy oppabog e€aptatar. (Pl lon 533¢9-¢5)26

Socrates: I do see, Ion, and I am going to reveal to you what I think is happening
here. For you do not have a skill to speak about Homer, which I was just saying,
but a divine power which moves you, as in the stone which Euripides called
Magnesian, but everyone else calls Heraclean. For in fact, this stone not only
attracts iron rings, but also implants its power into those rings so that they too
can perform this same task as the stone, i.e. attract other rings, so that sometimes
a very long chain of iron rings hang from one another. The power depends on
that stone for all these rings. So, too, the Muse herself inspires poets, but on these
inspired poets depends a chain of others in the throw of inspiration.?’

In addition to explaining how it is that Ion is inspired by, rather than knowledgeable of, Homer,
Socrates’ magnet analogy confers upon poetry, and therefore Ion, a persuasive power. As Maria-

Silke Weineck puts it, Ion is not a “hermenut of meaning” but a “mediator of affect” (1998: 39).

25 Cf. Segal: Gorgias® “approach to...the emotional reaction to art, suggested and stimulated a
line of development which proves highly fruitful in the fourth century and culminates as a full-
blown ‘scientific’ theory in the Poefics of Aristotle” (1962: 134).

26 Greek text of Plato’s Jon from Burnet’s OCT (1903).

27 For brevity and clarity I translate 1) AiBog (“the Heraclean stone”) as “magnet.”
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A magnet can move iron and be drawn to it because of the emanations that come from both
objects, and lon, too, is as liable to be moved by the audience as he is to move them. In the
dialogue, the titular rhapsode agrees that he is inspired when he discusses and interprets Homer.
Socrates forecloses the possibility that Ion has knowledge of his subject when Ion admits that he
feels the effects of the poems he recites.

3Q. "Exe 81 pot 168¢ einé, & "Twv, kai pry droxpdyn, 6t dv oe Epwpat - btav ed
elmng émn xad exmAnéng pakiota tovg Bewpévoug, 1) tov ’Odvocéa dtav ém tov
0080V Eparrdpevov Qd1G, EKPavi] yryvopevov Tol¢ pvnothpot Kai Ekyéovta Todg
dloTodg TPO TV TGV, ﬁ Aydéa émi tov “Extopa 6ppdvta, 1) kai TdV mepl
AvSpopaxqv élervov i 1 epl ‘Exafnv n mepl leqpov TotTE TEOTSpOV epq)pwv el
f) €lw oavtod YlYVI] xal Tapad IOlq Tcpaypamv oletai oov efvai 1 lI)UXI] 0lG Aéyelg
évBovaialovoa, 1) &v ’10axn ovow 1 év Tpoiq 1 drwe Av td Emn Exn;

ION. Q¢ &vapyég pot TodTo, & JMKPATES, TO TEKPAPLOV EITES - 0D YAp OE
ATOKPUPAPEVOGS EPK). Eym Yap OTav EAeevOv T Ayw, dakpdwy épmimhavtai pov ol
opBaApoi - brav te pofepov 1 detvov, dpbal ai tpiyes {otavtal vrod Gpofou kal 1
kapdia Q.

Socrates: Come and tell me this, Ion, and don’t conceal what I ask you! Whenever
you recite verses well and especially when you stun the spectators—either when
you sing Odysseus as he leaps upon the threshold, becomes conspicuous to the
suitors, and sheds forth his arrows before their feet, or Achilles when he rushes at
Hector, or even some one of the pitiable events that happen to Andromache,
Hekabe, or Priam—are you in your mind then or outside of yourself? And does
your soul, inspired as it 1s, think it’s at the events where you recite them, or at the
events taking place in Ithaca or Troy or wherever the verses are about?

Ton: How clearly you have told me this proof, Socrates! I will answer without
hiding anything from you. For whenever I say something pitiable, my eyes fill up
with tears. And whenever I say something fearful or terrible, my hair stands on
end out of fear and my heart races. (Pl. on 535b1-c8)

The magnetic force of poetry affects the performer not only with poetic knowledge, but with the
same emotions that an epic character would feel in Troy or Ithaca. Just like a magnet, poetry
attracts and empowers each successive iron chain in the line of poetic production and
performance (poet, performer, audience). Ion himself weeps at the pitiable and fearful elements
in the Homeric poems. Socrates asks whether Ion is outside of himself (€w cavtod yiyvn,

535b7-cl) during his performance. The verb ytyvopat (“become”) shows that the action of
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reciting epic poetry affects Ion in some way, changing him so that he takes on the view of
Odysseus or Achilles, becoming something more than just Ion the rhapsode for the duration of
the performance. This verb is an important linguistic marker of mimetic metamorphosis that
recurs throughout the texts under discussion in the dissertation.

This language of being outside oneself in relation to the emotions and imagination
inspired by literature is used to describe Euripides in Aristophanes’ Acharnians. Euripides’ slave
explains to Dicaeopolis that his master is in the house, but “his mind is outside” (6 vod¢ pév £€w,
Ar. Ach. 398) in the midst of composition. Socrates aims to discredit Ion as an interpreter, but the
rhapsode’s visceral response to the poem as an affective force also marks him as present.28 Plato
uses the verb arokptmtw (“hide”; med. “hide from sight,” “conceal”) for lying and obfuscation in
the discussion between Socrates and Ion. Socrates asks Ion to avoid hiding from answering truly
(xail pry aroxpdn, 535b1), and Ion responds: “I will answer without hiding anything from
you” (00 yap oe amoxpupapevog £pd, 535¢H). The verb dmoxpdmtw can also be used of literary
representation. In the Frogs, Aeschylus explains to Euripides that “the poet must conceal
wickedness and must not introduce or teach it” (AAX’ amoxpdmrtery ypr| O TOVNPOV TOV YE
mom Ty, / xal pr) mapayewv unde diddoxerv, Ar. Ran. 1053f.). The language of seeming that
appears throughout these works implies that poetry in some sense conceals the truth of being,

hence Socrates’ desire for a transparent Ion. The request that Ion represent himself honestly

28 Murray writes that Ion’s response 1s unlike that of the poet: “T'he rhapsode—and he 1s a
rhapsode, not a poet—1s transported into the scenes he evokes, but in the //iad it is the Muses who
see the events of the past, not the bard. Furthermore, the ecstatic state of the rhapsode has no
parallel in Homer: we are simply told that the Muses were present and saw the events” (1981:
93).
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without concealing anything also reminds the reader of fon that the dialogue is itself a dramatic
form that requires some concealment, especially of the author Plato.2?

After Ion describes how he is affected by poetry, Socrates tells Ion that he affects his
audience in the same way. lon discusses his view of the audience when he performs which gives
us a bird’s eye view of how mimetic metamorphosis can be transmitted both to the reciter and
audience of poetry.

3. Ol0a 0dv b1t kai TdOV Beatdy Tods ToAODE TadTd tadta dpels épyaleade;
ION. Kai padia kaA®g oida - xaBopd ydp ékdotote adtodg dvwbev amd tod
pripatog kAaiovtég te xai dewvov épPFAérovtag kal cvvBapodvtag tolg
Aeyopévoig. Sel yap pe kal opodp’ adtolg TOV VOBV TPoTEYEY - (g €AV Pév
KAaiovtag adtodg kabiow, adtog yehdoopat apydplov Aapfavwy, éav 8¢
YEAQVTAG, A0TOG KAaboopal Apydplov AroANG.
Socrates: You know, then, that you also produce these same effects in many of the
audience members?
Ton: Yes, I know that very well. For every time I look down on them from the
platform above, they’re weeping, looking terrible, and astounded at what is being
said. For I have to pay very close attention to them. Since, if I make them weep, 1
will laugh and take their money, but if I make them laugh, I will cry because I've
lost my money. (PL. fon 535d8-¢6)
Socrates leads us to think of Ion’s recitation of poetry as a mode of relation like a magnet: Ion
affects his audience with emotions like pity and fear when he sings and he is affected not only by
the emotions of the poem but also by the audience’s reaction (the next link in the chain) to his

performance.?? Jon is outside of himself when he performs Homer, but he must also pay close

attention (o¢podpa...tov vodv mpoaéyerv, 535e4) to his audience as he does so0.3!

29 On dramatic form of Plato’s dialogues and the inaccessibility of the author, see Blondell 2002
(esp. ch. ).

30 Following Lord and Parry on oral composition as process-in-performance, Murray claims that
“Inspiration in oral epic poetry is inextricably connected with performance” (1981: 95).

31 Becker argues that even in the midst of performance, not just in his explication of the Homeric
poems, lon must pay attention, and therefore uses his nous. This ambiguity may not redeem the
rhapsode, however, but poke fun at the alternative that he is truly inspired (1993).
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The affective relationship between Ion and his audience parallels Ion’s visual perception
of the audience and their view of him. Ion looks down (kaBop®, 535¢el) from the stage in order
to gauge how his performance is going, and when Ion looks from his position above the audience
(AvwBev, 535¢2), the audience looks back from below. lon can empathize with the characters in
the poems he recites and also be present for his performance.3? Indeed, Ion enables his audience
to undergo the same experience (tadtd tadta épyalecbe, 535d8-9) he undergoes when he is
transported by the Homeric poems.33

While Gorgias and Plato do not use the word pipnoig (“representation,” “imitation,”
“mimesis”) in the passages above, their treatment of the affective and physical qualities of
language, in particular poetry, look forward to a theory of mimetic metamorphosis.3* Mimetic
metamorphosis is not only a process of identification or feeling, but a transformative experience
that can change a person for a moment as well as over time, informing their character and habits.
Gorgias shows how poetry can cause the listener’s soul to experience its own emotion (1816v Tt
naBnpa) at the fortune or misfortune affecting the bodies of others (AAAotpiwv). In scenes of
mimetic metamorphosis, a character is often transformed by costume or language to such an

extent that the division between self (“one’s own,” 1810¢) and another (AA\dtpiog) becomes

difficult to parse. Similarly, Plato’s Jon presents the perspective of the inspired performer as

32 Dorter argues that participating in an aesthetic experience requires this sort of possibility of
distraction (1973: 73). Cf. Lada: “...Greek theatre appears to be constructing for itself an
‘implied’ spectator who is both ‘engaged’ in the fiction and capable of penetrating it, both
bewitched and ready to understand the subtle interplays of representation-levels, 1.e. the ways in
which they interact not only with each other but with non-fictional reality as well” (1993: 122).
33 Pace Cairns, who claims that it is uncertain whether Ion and his audience’s response is an
empathetic or sympathetic one (2015: 85).

3% Ar. Thesm. 159. For the etymology and meaning of pipnoig, see Else (1958). He views this
instance as s an example of mimésis’ meaning rooted in mime: “Thus it i1s noteworthy how often
in Aristophanes, the comedian, mimeisthar and mimésis (he never uses miméma) seem to bring us a

whiff from the world of mime” (1958: 81). Cf. Muecke 1982: 55.
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analogous to that of the poet, both of whom become caught up in the lives and behaviors of
characters: “Homer impersonates his characters no less than Ion does, so that in this sense at
least mimesis and enthousiasmos, so far from being incompatible, are actually one and the same
thing” (Murray 1992: 41).

IV. Chapter Overview

In this dissertation I trace the themes and vocabulary of mimetic metamorphosis across
classical Greek literary genres from the 5th and 4th centuries BCE including Aristophanes’
comedies (Acharnians, Thesmophoriazusae, Frogs, Ecclesiazusae), Euripidean tragedy (Bacchae), and
Plato’s dialogues (Republic). I will show that these authors treat mimesis as transformational,
allowing poets, actors, and audiences to empathize with different characters, ultimately changing
not only the appearance but also the behavior and characteristics of the person involved. I have
arranged the dissertation chronologically, by author, and by genre (5th-4th c. BCE; Aristophanes,
Euripides, Plato; Old Comedy, tragedy, philosophy) in order to trace the development of mimetic
metamorphosis as a concept. My dissertation concludes with a discussion of Aristotle’s Poetics in
order to show how the language of mimetic metamorphosis and the theme of transformation are
adapted for Aristotle’s treatment of mimesis and poetry in that work.

The idea for this dissertation arose from reading Plato’s Jon. Admittedly, Socrates treats
the rhapsode and the art of literary interpretation as ridiculous in the dialogue, but I grew more
and more interested in thinking about how the irony of the fon could reveal a more serious
concern in Plato about enactment and offer an alternative way to think about poetry in the
classical period. While the chapter I initially planned for the fon no longer fits into the dissertation
in its current form, this approach led me to reading Aristophanes and Euripides in a similar

fashion. Why do these dramatists return to these metatheatrical scenes of crossdressing? What
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does it mean for Dicaeopolis or Dionysus to appear to be (¢paivopar) and become (yityvopau) the
characters they depict? My dissertation returns to these works of classical Greek literature and
incorporates them into the tradition of ancient literary criticism because they shed light not only
on questions of aesthetics and epistemology, as in lon or Republic 10, but of ontology also. How
much can one change before one is a new person entirely?

In addition to being the source of inspiration for this project, Plato’s Jon is a helpful way to
conceptualize the organization of the dissertation. Socrates’ magnet analogy affords a view of
literature that 1s dynamic and transformative when he claims that just as a magnet draws an iron
ring to itself, implants its power in it, and enables it to attract other iron rings, so, too, the Muse
inspires the poet, who inspires the performer, who then inspires the audience.?> Scholars have
taken interest in this metaphor because of Socrates’ epistemological claim that Ion’s ability to
speak about Homer comes from divine possession that inspires him.36 While Socrates does not
use the word mimesis in the Jon, Ion’s embodied experience as Odysseus on the threshold “bears
a marked resemblance to the notion of mimésis in Book 3 of the Republic” (Murray 1992: 41). 1
liken mimetic metamorphosis to this chain of inspiration and explore in the dissertation how
each link in the literary chain of production (poet, performer, and audience) is transformed by
mimesis. While Socrates treats both magnetism and literary inspiration as a top-down hierarchy,
my conception of mimetic metamorphosis is not so neat. The transformations enacted by
mimesis are depicted with a similar vocabulary and raise questions about being and becoming,
but Aristophanes, Euripides, and Plato introduce essentialist conceptions of identity alongside

depictions of mimetic metamorphosis. These paradoxical treatments of mimesis show how

35 P1. Jon 533c9-d5.
36 See Tigerstedt 1970 & Murray 1981.
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contested representation is and serve as an entry point for my reappraisal of mimesis in the
classical period.

In the first chapter “Mimesis as Metamorphosis in Aristophanes,” I investigate scenes in
which Aristophanes depicts poets (Agathon, Euripides) as well as actors (Dicaeopolis) imitating
tragic characters. These scenes complicate notions of being and identity. For Aristophanes, tragic
poets and actors embody and represent other characters and, in doing so, empathize with them
and take on their mindset. Dicaeopolis and Agathon imply that embodiment makes empathy for
certain tragic characters possible, that tragic emotion is not entirely cognitive but rooted in the
body. I read Aristophanes in order to think about the intersection of mimesis and embodiment.
Aristophanes suggests two paradoxical ways for thinking about identity in 5th-c. BCE Athens:
first, identity is natural and reflected in our garments; and second, identity 1is fluid and produced
by the clothes we wear.37 In Acharnians, Dicaeopolis believes that Euripides’ natural state is
reflected in his characters, revealing how an essentialist belief of identity interacts with theories
of mimetic representation. After seeing the poet, Dicaeopolis’ response is “no wonder you write
beggars!” (00K £10¢ Trwyodg Tolel, Ar. Ach. 413) and reasons that Euripides must represent lame
beggars because the poet is lazy and slovenly dressed. The poet’s physical appearance serves as
an aetiology for his work.

We can consider Aristophanes’ representation of Euripides a mockery of the tragic poet’s
fashion sense and his poetic praxis. If we read Euripides in this way, he is akin to Agathon in the
Aristophanes’ Thesmophoriazusae: both tragic poets play dress-up with their costumes at home. In
the 7hesmophoriazusae Euripides even admits to his Kinsman that he, like Agathon, dressed in

costume when he was a younger poet: “For I, too, was like him at that age when I started writing”

37 Cf. Duncan (2006: 6, 47).
19



(xad ydp &y Toodtog v / Qv AikodTog, fvik’ fpyopny moiety, Thesm. 173f). We can read
Euripides’ representations of a particular type of character as dependent upon his physical
comportment and dress. Whether Euripides is naturally slovenly or not may be uncertain, but he
can connect with characters such as Telephus and Oeneus because of his physical similarity to
them. I show throughout the dissertation that mimesis problematizes the referentiality of
adjectives and pronouns. Euripides’ claim to “be such” (tolodtog) raises this problem: if’ Euripides
was “such” a one as Agathon, how and why is he different now? Euripides suggests that mimesis
performed with costumes and props offers the poet and performer the capaciousness to be
“such.” Although Dicaeopolis rebukes Euripides, he still asks the poet to outfit him as the tragic
character Telephus. After putting on the costume, Dicaeopolis continues to ask Euripides for
props to add to his character, but the rags he wears enable him to compose a pity-inducing
speech, 1.e. to be “such.”

Aristophanes mocks tragic poets who effect this writing practice, but what happens when
we take seriously the fact that mimesis is a means by which poets and actors become their
characters? Because Dicaeopolis and Agathon have likened themselves in dress to their
characters, they are able to compose and perform poetry and oratory that represent their
characters. This “likeness” 1s not necessarily an inborn, natural one (e.g. Euripides), but one
effected through mimesis. Aristophanes returns to these themes throughout his work, as I show by
reading Frogs and Ecclesiazusae. In Frogs, the god Dionysus attempts to liken himself to Heracles
but fails. In Ecclesiazusae, Praxagora and her fellow Assemblywomen transform into male
assembly members in order to transform the workings of the state. By mocking the overly serious
affectations of tragedians, Aristophanes precedes Plato’s concern for the affective, transformative

power mimetic poetry will have on the guardians of the Ideal State in the Republic.
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In the second chapter “This is That: Mimetic Metamorphosis in Euripides’ Bacchae,” 1
argue that Euripides picks up on the language of mimetic metamorphosis in Aristophanes and
draws attention to the metatheatrical context of the Bacchae as a religious festival in Athens. This
constant interplay between the level of the drama and the metatheatrical commentary shows
how seemingly simple elements of language such as demonstrative pronouns become ambiguous
when mimetic metamorphosis is in play. In the prologue of the play, Dionysus makes use of
deixis to create a metatheatrical commentary on the mimesis the theater and its environs undergo
in the drama. He refers to the stage, set in Athens, as “this Thebes” (tvde Onfaiav x686va, Eur.
Bacch. 1).

The transformation enacted by mimesis suggests that “this 1s that” simultaneously. Many
of the ironic misrecognitions that recur throughout the Bacchae are due to the transformation of
one character into another through mimesis. Agave fails to recognize her son Pentheus partly
because of the Dionysian ecstasy inspiring her, and partly because he is dressed as a woman. In
Aristotle’s Poetics, he defines mimesis as the recognition “that this is that” (611 0dtog &kefvo).
Dionysus tells Pentheus that the latter looks like “those” (éxeivau), his mother and aunts: “When I
look at you, I think I see them!” (adtag éxeivag elocopav dokd o’ 6pddv, 927). Dionysus’ claim to
Pentheus that “you” are or appear to be “them” raises the question of identity and recognition.
At what point is misrecognition no longer a failure but a recognition of one’s changed being? No
one recognizes Dionysus as the Lydian stranger throughout the play, yet Dionysus claims in the
prologue that he has taken on the nature of a human being (54). If Dionysus can change his very
nature through mimesis, is this a misrecognition?

In addition to the similar vocabulary and themes that occur in Aristophanes and

Euripides, Euripides also makes use of irony and metatheater to comment on dramatic praxis
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and mimesis. In the famous crossdressing scene, Dionysus outfits Pentheus with a woman’s
costume, after which we see that Pentheus’ behavior is markedly changed. This scene can be read
as the depiction of Dionysian ritual, but the ritualistic aspects do not take away from the
metamorphosis of the initiate.38 After taking on the costume of a bacchant, Pentheus asks how to
properly stand and arrange his clothes. As Agathon claims in Aristophanes’ 7hesmophoriazusae,
Pentheus “hunts out” the characteristics and body of a woman through mimesis.

In the third and final chapter “Mimesis on Seeming and Being in Plato’s Republic,” I turn
to Plato’s Republic where Socrates critiques poetry because it installs false beliefs in the audience
and affects them with powerful emotions. In this chapter Plato moves from the first elements of
the chain we see in Aristophanes and Euripides (poet, actor) to the final chain of the audience,
the guardians of the ideal city. I focus on Socrates’ critique of poetry as it pertains to affect in
Books 2-3 and 10 of Plato’s Republic. I view these sections of the Republic as a sequel to the fon in
some sense, as Socrates returns to poetry with an earnest concern for its affective power. Socrates
claims that when we listen to poetry “we give ourselves” (Ev3dvteg fpag avtovg, Resp. 10.605d3)
over to the characters we listen to, just as Ion loses himself in Troy and Ithaca when he sings the
Homeric poems. The participle Socrates uses for “surrender” (évd6ovtec) derives from the verb
évOidwpt which can mean variously “to give in,” “give into’s one’s hands,” or “give up.” The
audience “gives up” their identity momentarily when they empathize with the characters on
stage, and the &v- prefix recalls the Jon’s language of enthousiasmos, especially where the magnet
“implants” (évtiBnp) its own power into the piece of iron. In this way, perhaps we can think of

the audience as giving themselves into, responding to, the characters on stage or in a poem.

38 Pentheus’ crossdressing is a form of initiation, resulting in double vision and the view of
Dionysus as a bull (Eur. Bacch. 918-22). On initiation into the rites of Dionysus as a cause for
Pentheus’ vision and behavior, see Seaford (1987: 77).
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In the Zon the rhapsode loses any claim to technical knowledge but still leaves the
discussion as an “inspired” performer who can also inspire his audience. In Book 10 of the
Republic, Plato’s Socrates returns to poetry because he finds mimesis’ capacity to transform poets,
actors, rhapsodes, and audiences troubling. Socrates suggests that the audience takes seriously
and praises the poet who can affect them and make them surrender their own identities. It is
precisely this transformative aspect of poetry that Socrates fears since the representations of male
characters lamenting on stage, while tragic, befit women (éketvo 8¢ yovaikog, Resp. 10.605d9), not
men.3 Penelope Murray has argued that tragedy is excluded precisely because it is gendered
feminine in the Republic (2011).

While the concern for much of Books 2-3 1s the truth-value of poetic content and its use
in education, the affective dimension of poetry underlies the first critique of poetry as well.#0
Socrates claims that when a moderate man (pétpiog) narrates the speech or action of a good man
(@vdpo¢ ayaBod), “he will want to report the speech as if he were that man and will not be

ashamed by such a mimesis” (€0eArjoelv (g AdTOG v €ketvog amayyéAey kal odk aioyvveloBat

39 Writing on the same passage, Murray argues that the exclusion of poetry is inextricably tied to
Socrates’ exclusion of the feminine from the state: “Homer, tragedy, lamentation and ‘womanish’
behaviour are all to be eliminated from the lives of the guardians, as from the city as a whole, and
their interconnection is made abundantly clear in this passage” (2011: 183). Although Socrates
concedes that both men and women can be guardians, this is only possible by desexing women
and making them appear to be men. Cf. Murray: “In effect Book V attempts to put forward a
view of human nature which dispenses with the notion of gender: men and women are to be
treated in exactly the same way and to perform exactly the same functions” (2011: 176).

40 Lear claims that the arguments against poetry in Books 2-3 and 10 are similar, not, as he
claims, because they both are concerned with appearance-making (2011: 195f.), but rather
because of their emphasis on empathy. While the issue of appearance arises in both critiques,
Socrates also discusses mimetic empathy and transformation. In Book 10 Plato includes painting
as an example of mimesis that does not require the performer’s body. For this reason, Lear argues
that scholarship claiming that the crux of Book 3 is the poet’s empathy with another character is
mistaken (2011: 196). Johnson and Clapp, on the other hand, argue that Plato’s main critique of
poetry in Republic 10 is against emotion (2005: 144£.). Plato’s critique of poetry as an affective
medium lies primarily in the fact that he wants reason to be in control for decision-making and
behavior, but poetry arouses emotions in a powerful way, which Plato finds problematic (149).
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émi Tf) toadTy ppnoey, Resp. 3.396¢6-8). Socrates’ concern centers on the outcome of an affective
education where guardians learn through mimesis how to feel both towards characters like and
unlike them. Socrates imagines the performer identifying with his character, but we can imagine
that the guardians in the audience, who share the same education as the performer, will also be
able to empathize with representations of a good man and his actions. The adjective tolodtog
(“such,” “such as this”) in the phrase “such a mimesis” hints at this possibility. Much like
Euripides was “such” a poet in his youth—if a guardian-performer recognizes himself in the
representation of “such” a character and story (variously called “good,” “serious,” or “noble”),
then the guardian-spectator or -reader will recognize himself as well. At the end of the first
critique of poetry, Socrates and his interlocutors allow mimesis in the educational program of the
Republic because it will enable the guardians to become “such.”

In the conclusion, I turn briefly to Aristotle’s Poetics to show how his treatment of tragedy,
mimesis, and recognition are indebted to mimetic metamorphosis as it has been sketched in
Aristophanes, Euripides, and Plato. In this way, the organization of the dissertation parallels the
overall argument. Instead of beginning the dissertation with Poetics, I end with that work in order
to highlight how ancient literary criticism of mimesis arises from and is influenced by these
dramatic works. By concluding the dissertation with Plato and Aristotle, I show that the popular
depiction that their treatment of mimesis as an image or as a purely intellectual experience is
only one way to read mimesis in the classical period. By following Aristophanes and Euripides, 1
model a way of reading of mimesis that re-presents the embodiment and transformation central
to representation. Thus, when I turn to the philosophical works that discuss mimesis, I show that
they respond to these earlier works and more importantly that they can be read for embodiment

and transformation, which allows for a more nuanced reading of the Poetics and Republic.
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Chapter 1
Mimesis as Metamorphosis in Aristophanes
I. Introduction
Aristophanes frequently parodies tragedy and incorporates metatheater in his works. In
this chapter I argue that these passages reveal an Aristophanic conception of mimesis as
metamorphic. In the Acharnians, Thesmophoriazusae, Frogs, and Ecclesiazusae characters transform
into other characters on-stage, and while some insist on their costumes as disguises, mimesis has a
transformative effect upon them, ultimately changing their character or behavior. I focus on
Aristophanes’ language and his depiction of transformation insofar as it contributes to a theory
of mimetic metamorphosis. In Aristophanes’ metamorphoses, the language of being and
becoming are often used interchangeably to great effect. For example, Aristophanes often uses the
verb “to be” (eipi) not only to indicate a character’s essential being, hidden by a disguise, but also
the end result of a transformation. By attending to Aristophanes’ language, I argue that we can
see how Aristophanes works through theories of mimesis, in particular how mimesis affects being;
Scholars often comment that Aristophanes is no literary critic despite his propensity for

allusions to and parodies of tragedy.*! Ralph Rosen suggests that because tragedy had strictly
mythic content for plots, tragedians could not discuss their own literary merits in the same way
Aristophanes does:

It was left to comic poets, therefore, to serve as public commentators on

contemporary tragedy, not so much because any of them—even Aristophanes—

necessarily had anything resembling a coherent critical agenda or aesthetic

mission, but because it has always been the business of comedy to poke and prod

at precisely those aspects of a society which appear to be most stable and

authoritative. (2005: 265)

1 Porter, for example, claims that Aristophanes is “best seen as a symptom of the age” (2010:

261). Cf. Halliwell “Aristophanes’ Frogs and the Failure of Criticism” (2011: 93-154).
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Even if we do not take Aristophanes to be a critic, In this chapter I claim that he reveals
something essential about conceptions of mimesis (and, in particular, tragic mimesis) in the
classical period: mimesis as a form of embodiment, both in composition and performance, can
make one more like another. This “likeness” is not necessarily inborn or natural one, which is
why the Kinsman becomes distressed at Agathon’s indeterminable gender.#2 The fact that
throughout his career Aristophanes repeatedly dramatizes scenes that parody tragedy and depict
characters changing into other characters shows a concerted interest in mimetic metamorphosis.
By mocking the overly serious affectations of tragedians, Aristophanes precedes Plato’s concern
for the affective, transformative power poetry will have on the Guardians of the Ideal State in the
Republic.

In the first section of the chapter, I turn to Aristophanes’ Acharnians. I read Dicaeopolis®
transformation into a beggar from Euripides’ Zelephus as a process that occurs over time. In this
play Aristophanes introduces a vocabulary and themes surrounding metamorphosis that appear
in his other works as well. Dicaeopolis stresses the importance of the acquisition and possession
of props in order to be recognized as a particular character, but by wearing the rags of Telephus,
his speech and behavior are changed. The transformation that occurs reveals that Dicaeopolis 1s
in some ways naturally predisposed to a character like Telephus. It also shows how Dicaeopolis
acquires not only Telephus’ attendant costume and props but also that character’s qualities, such
as being importunate. Later in the play, when the braggart soldier Lamachus recognizes
Dicaeopolis as a beggar, Dicaeopolis does not deny that he is a beggar, which problematizes

reading his costume merely as a disguise or Lamachus addressing him as a beggar as a

42 Cf. Sissa: “To Inlaw’s binary thinking, Agathon responds with a poetics of versatile, protean
shape-shifting. Fluidity of language; fluidity of gender. Mimetic malleability of the visible body.
Who cares about penetration?” (2012: 57).
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misrecognition. In parodying Euripidean tragedy, the Ackarnians lingers over concerns of identity
and being and sketches a theory of mimesis as transformative upon a person.

In the second section of this chapter I turn to the famous scene in the Thesmophoriazusae
when Euripides and his Kinsman visit Agathon. Kinsman is troubled by Agathon’s apparent
effeminacy because he does not know how to read Agathon’s gender. Agathon possesses props
(e.g. a comb and a lyre) that fail Kinsman as recognition tokens. 7hesmophoriazusae shares some of
the same concerns as Acharnians but also raises questions of referentiality. When Kinsman
addresses Agathon, he wavers between using masculine and feminine gendered nouns and
pronouns to refer to him. By the end of the play, Thesmophoriazusae suggests that it is not easy to
turn back into your previous self. Kinsman asks to be stripped of his dress because of his sense of
shame, but the Athenian Council demands he wear it because it marks him as a
“wretch” (panourgos). The costume Kinsman first uses as a disguise becomes an extension of
himself, subverting his own expectation that stripping his costume would reveal his true, inner
self.

In the third section of this chapter, I turn to Aristophanes’ Frogs. The Frogs 1s often viewed
as an early example of ancient literary criticism, but, more significantly, in it Aristophanes shows
a continued interest in mimesis and metamorphosis. Imitation is at stake from the beginning of
the play when Dionysus visits Heracles while wearing a lion skin and holding a club. Yet
Heracles’ laughter at Dionysus suggests that mimesis does not produce a perfect simulacrum.
Instead, mimesis hybridizes Dionysus. He wears a lion skin in imitation of Heracles but his
saffron robes and boots show from underneath. Later in the play, Dionysus and his slave Xanthias

switch roles, but when Xanthias puts on the Heracles costume, he calls himself
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“Heracleoxanthias” and not “Heracles.” This is the first instance where two characters transform
into each other in Aristophanes.

In the final section of this chapter I turn to the Eeclesiazusae. In this play we have the first
example of women transforming on stage. Praxagora and the Chorus of Athenian women
impersonate Athenian citizens by stealing their husbands’ clothes, recalling Aristophanes’
conceptualization of mimesis as the acquisition and possession of qualities and costume earlier in
his career in the Acharnians. Ultimately, after Praxagora’s metamorphosis she does not become
hybrid in the same way as an Agathon or Xanthias. Instead, she utilizes mimesis as a way to
transform the state. By turning over Athens to Athenian women, public and political space
becomes private, domestic space. Likewise, in taking her husband’s clothes, Praxagora becomes
“brave” or “manly” while her husband Blepyrus, left at home with only Praxagora’s things to
wear, 1s affected by the costume he puts on.

By putting these four plays in conversation with each other, I show that Aristophanes has
a concerted interest in thinking through and theorizing mimesis, especially as it affects a person’s
being. Aristophanes plays with language to humorous effect but also develops a vocabulary for
these themes of mimesis and metamorphosis. He shows how mimesis has metamorphic potential
by using the verbs “to be” (elpi) and “to become” (ylyvopau) interchangeably for on-stage
transformations and by complicating the referentiality of names and pronouns. To whom do
pronouns such as “he,” “she,” “this,” or “that” refer when someone becomes another person?
Many of these passages can be read as a commentary on tragedy. Aristotle prizes recognition in
tragedy, but mimesis makes this difficult because of the change involved. Aristophanes’ theory of
mimetic metamorphosis can be situated in the intellectual discourses happening in classical

Athens surrounding language and being.
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L. Acharnians (425 BCE)

The Acharnians, Aristophanes’ earliest extant play, is centered around a metatheatrical,
paratragic scene in which the protagonist Dicaeopolis disguises himself as the titular character
from Euripides’ Zelephus (438 BCE). Dicaeopolis desires to look like Telephus but to remain
himself. This tension between appearance and identity occurs throughout the Acharnans,
especially in recognition scenes. During the Assembly scene, near the beginning of the play,
Dicaeopolis introduces this theme when he recognizes Cleisthenes despite the latter’s attempts to
disguise himself as a Persian eunuch accompanying Pseudartabas.
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Gobs of money indeed! You're so full of bullshit. Get out of here! I alone will
test this guy. Come on, you, tell it clearly to my fist so I don’t dye you a nice
Sardinian crimson. Will the Great King send us gold? Or are we merely being
deceived by the ambassadors? These guys nod the Greek way—there’s no way
that they aren’t from this very place. Of the two eunuchs, I know who this one is,
it’s Cleisthenes, the “son” of Siburtius. Hey you, shaver of a hot and heavy
asshole, you came to us dressed as a eunuch, you monkey, with a beard like that?
Whoever is this guy? Surely not Strato?

Dicaeopolis begins his inquiry into Pseudartabas’ intentions with a request for clarity (ppaoov

époi oadpdg, 111). This implies that the ambassadors’ story of Persian aid obfuscates the truth.

43 Greek text of Aristophanes from Wilson 2007. Translations are my own unless noted
otherwise.
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He recognizes Cleisthenes and Strato, another famously beardless Athenian, because they “nod
the Greek way” (‘(EAAnvikov Y’ émévevoav avopeg ovtoll, 115), revealing a belief that gestures
reveal the truth of their identity and, conversely, that costumes obfuscate the truth and disguise
them.*

In this scene Dicaeopolis insists on the stability of being by emphasizing Cleisthenes’
essential identity (“who he is,” 6¢ éot): “Of the two eunuchs, I know who this one is, it’s
Cleisthenes the ‘son’ of Siburtius!” (kai Totv pév edvodyotv oV Etepov Tovtovi / 2yd’ 8¢ ol
KieioBévng 6 Zifoptiov., 116f.). Dicacopolis’ claim that Cleisthenes is “son of Siburtius,” an
owner of a wrestling gym, reveals a kind of slippage between one’s identity and disguise. The
patronymic serves as a joke that Cleisthenes is not manly enough to be a wrestler or that he is the
passive partner of Siburtius.*> For Dicaeopolis, Cleisthenes’ pretense has no transformative effect
on his being because the costume serves as a disguise, an outer layer that can be peeled back and
reveal what lies beneath.* He even finds Cleisthenes’ disguise ridiculous: “With a beard like that,
you ape, you’ve come to us dressed up like a eunuch?” (to16ve y’, & ke, OV TOywV’ EFYwv /
gdvodyog futy NABe¢ éoxevaopévog; 120£).47 In the passive voice the verb okevalw means “to

dress up.”#8 This passage also introduces the notion that possession of a quality (toidvoe...tov

+ Ar. mocks Cleisthenes for beardlessness: Fg. 1373f.; Th. 235, 574-5, 582-3; cf. 119f.; Nu. 355;
Av. 829-33. Strato is also mocked at Ar. Eg. 1373f. with Cleisthenes, & fr. 422. Later, a Chorus
Member nods (avévevoe, 611) to Dicacopolis to signify that he has never served on a paid
embassy, showing how this gesture reads as Greek when the two connect about Athenian military
duty.

# Cf. Olson (2002: ad loc.) & Sommerstein (1980: ad loc.).

46 Olson (2002: ad 117-22) suggests that the eunuchs wear false beards because eunuchs have no
facial hair. Olson covers Dover’s view that their faces are swathed in clothing.

47 Sommerstein (1980: ad loc.) takes the joke to be Dic. being sarcastic that Cl. 1s too manly to
pretend to be a eunuch.

48 1.S] s.v. oxevalw (A.IL.2). Olson (2002: ad loc.): ““dressed up like a eunuch’, i.e. in elaborate
Persian robes.”
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Toywva Exwv) is essential to identity—Cleisthenes “has” the kind of beard that both makes him
who he is and also allows Dicaeopolis to identify him. For another example of the possession of a
quality and its connection to identity, in the 7hesmophoriazusae Euripides asks Agathon to intercede
on his behalf because, he reckons, he will be recognized by his own beard: “I’ll be recognized first
thing since I'm gray-haired and have a beard” (rp®ta pév yryvwokopart - / €rerta mohog eipt kad
TOYwY Exw, Ar. Thesm. 189f.). But this raises a question that conflicts with Dicaeopolis’
essentialist conception of identity: can you acquire a new nature by acquiring different attributes?
Although the disparity between an Athenian citizen and a Persian eunuch may seem
great, there is a certain symmetry between Cleisthenes’ hairless face and the fact that he “shaved
his rash asshole” (G BeppoBoviov Tpwktov éZvpnpéve, 119).49 The distinction between costume
and identity unravels further when we note that Dicaeopolis’ beard joke puns on an Archilochus
fragment: touvde 8’ @ miBnxe v moyny Exwv (“With an ass like that, you ape,” fr. 187).50
Dicaeopolis addresses Cleisthenes as the man who shaves his mpwxtog (“asshole), and the stage
beard (mwywv) in Aristophanes’ version of the line may already put in mind for the reader the

word omitted from the Archilochus allusion, mvyn (“ass”), due to their similar sound (p-g-).5!

49 Dover (1963) reads the Persian line of trimeter at 1. 100 and suggests that the embassy is made
up of Persians, not disguised Athenians. West argues (contra Dover) that the Persian of
Pseudartabas is nonsense, made up of Persian-sounding syllables that Aristophanes might have
recognized from hearing the Persian message of Great King in Greek assembly (1968: 6).
Chiasson (1984), following Dover, analyzes Pseudartabas’ trimeter line as Persian and argues that
Pseudartabas and the eunuchs are all Persians, not Athenians in disguise. He suggests that the
eunuchs actually wear beards, however, reading to1ovde tov tywva as “so bushy” (1984: 135).
Miller (2006/07) shows how Athenian depictions of Persians in Attic vases gradually became
more effeminate and fantastic (to the point of winged, beardless Arimasps).

50 Greek text of Archilochus from West 1971.

51 Cf. Olson (2002: ad 120-21). On mdywy as stage beard, Olson writes (ad 117-22): “Eunuchs
ought to have no facial hair and Pseud.’s attendants (on stage since 94) are accordingly not
identified as such until just before Dik. rips a false beard off first one (118) and then the others
(122).”
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Cleisthenes’ costume, body modifications, and his comportment ultimately make his disguise as a
eunuch fitting, not jarring. Dicaeopolis insists upon a clean divide between who Cleisthenes is and
who he pretends to be, but both Cleisthenes’ beardless face and costume reveal his effeminacy,
what Dicaeopolis considers is Cleisthenes’ essential nature, that is who he is (6¢ éot, 118). These
also point to a further transformation Cleisthenes undergoes: from Athenian citizen into someone
more and more exotic and effeminate, someone like a Persian eunuch. In mocking Cleisthenes,
Dicaeopolis impresses upon us who the Athenian politician is becoming as well as who he is. And
in doing so, the joke reveals an implicit fear that mimesis will change you. In the

T hesmophoriazusae, Kinsman makes this anxiety surrounding mimesis and gender explicit when he
mocks Agathon and fails (or refuses) to recognize him as a man.

Dicaeopolis may criticize Cleisthenes for his transgressive disguise, but he shows an
awareness of costume’s potential later in the play.>? After he brokers a private treaty with Sparta,
he asks the Chorus to allow him time to change: “Now, first, before I speak, let me dress myself
up as wretchedly as possible” (vbv 0dv pe mpdTov mpiv Aéyery doate / évokevdoacdai p’ otov
abhotartov, Ach. 383f.).53 Aristophanes uses the verb évoxevalw, a compound of oxevalw, the
same verb that describes Cleisthenes’ eunuch costume, for Dicaeopolis’ costume change.
Dicaeopolis realizes he is not sympathetic enough to move the Chorus of Acharnian elders, so he

goes to Euripides in order to acquire pitiable attributes in the form of Telephus’ costume.>*

52 See Compton-Engle on Dicaeopolis’ control over costume (2015: 90-94).

53 Cf. Phryn. Com. fr. 39.1 SovAik®¢ évokedaoar (“dress slavishly”).

5% Aristophanes’ parody of Telephus in Acharnians is not only mockery. Zuckerberg argues he
imitates and appropriates the trope so that it works as a pitiable costume for the internal audience
and for the external audience as humorous (2016: 208).
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In Aristophanes’ doorkeeper scenes, slaves often reflect their master’s character. When
Dicaeopolis meets Euripides’ slave, the slave answers with a “typically Euripidean riddling
paradox” (Olson 2002: ad loc.).

OEPAIION ti¢ odtog; (395)
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The.: Who are you?

Di.: Is Euripides inside?

The.: He 1sn’t at home, but he’s inside, if you know what I mean.

Di.: How can he be inside, and not at home?

The.: Quite right, old man. While his mind collects versicles outside and isn’t at

home, he composes a tragedy inside with his feet up.

Di.: Euripides, you're triply blessed since your slave acts so cleverly. Call him out.
The slave puns on the meaning of the adverb &vdov (“inside”), by applying it both to Euripides’
location and his frame of mind: Euripides is inside the house, but not in his mind (o0x €vdov
gvdov éativ, 396). This passage contains the earliest attestation of the word tragedy (tpaywdia) in
ancient Greek, and here the genre is paired with the notion of behaving differently in order to
compose poetry.® The slave’s comment “if you understand [sc. what I mean]” (el yvéopnyv &ye,
396) reminds us of the importance of possessing a quality for identity and transformation in

Aristophanes. In order to understand Euripides’ thought process, his slave must “possess” (€yw)

Euripides’ “understanding” (yvenn). The slave possesses this through habituation, having been

5 For spatial metaphors for inspiration, cf. Pl. Jon for being outside of oneself (535b7-cl). See
introduction (pp. 12-15). The fact that Euripides can be o0k €vdov évdov éati (Ach. 396)
according to his slave shows that someone can be two things at once.
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accustomed to Euripides and his mannerisms. This understanding can be acquired through
bodily comportment and costume, as we will see with Agathon when he wears women’s garments
simultaneously with their yvopn.

3 <

According to Dicaeopolis, Euripides’ “slave acts so cleverly” (6 8odAo¢ ovtwoi codpdg
vmoxpivetal, Ach. 401) during the doorkeeper scene. The middle verb drokpivopai can be
translated as “answer” or “reply” and is later associated with acting on stage (“speak in a

3 (¢

dialogue,” “play a part”).56 The slave “acts” like Euripides, because clever, and can both speak as
him and understand him.57 There are two readings in the textual tradition of this passage:
oapdg arexpivato (3) (“he answered clearly”) and codpdg Omokpivetan (R) (“he acts cleverly”).58
This textual confusion leads us to waver between reading codpd¢ or capdg. Does Euripides’ slave
“answer clearly” or “act cleverly”? The former has no bearing upon mimesis and
metamorphosis. “He answered clearly” shows that the slave performed his role in answering
Dicaeopolis’ question. The latter reading, however, suggests that Euripides’ slave possesses some
sort of quality that allows him to act Euripides-like. The slave answers with riddling obfuscation,
so he answers not “clearly” (ca¢p®g), but in a typically Euripidean, or clever (codpdg), way.>?

Through this clever reply, the slave reflects his master Euripides so clearly that Dicaeopolis

recognizes Euripides in him.

56 Cf. LSJ s.v. dmoxpivw B.IL

57 Aristophanes uses same qualities to describe Eur. as a poet as in his parabases that set Ar. apart
from other poets (cleverness dexiotes, originality kainotes, artistic skill sophia) (Zuckerberg 2016:
203f))

38 Olson reads co¢pdg anexpivato (“he answered cleverly”) instead of dmoxkpivetrar (2002: ad loc.).
Wilson keeps codpirg dmokpivetat (as quoted above), as do Henderson (1998) & Sommerstein
(1980).

59 The distinction between “clear” and “clever” reappears in Aristophanes’ Frogs. During the
contest between Euripides and Aeschylus, Dionysus says: vi] tov Ala tov owtijpa, dvokpitwg Y’
Exw -/ 6 pév coddg yap elmey, 6 8’ Etepoc oadag (Ar. Ran. 1431£). Cf. 1444f.: nidc; 0d pavBavw.
/ dpaBéotepdv mwe elne kai cadpEoTePOV.
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Upon seeing Euripides at his home, Dicaeopolis says that Euripides depicts disabled and

impoverished characters because of the poet’s own physical appearance and behavior.
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£Zov kataPadnv; ovk £TO¢ YwAODG TOIETC.

atap ti ta paxt’ ek tpaywdiag Eyeig

€oB T’ éAeviv; 00K £TOC TTWYOVG TTOIETS.

AAN avtiford mpog TdV yovatwy o’, Edpuridn,

80¢ pot paxiov Tt T0d TaAawod dpapatog. (415)

Sel yap pe AZau 1 xopd PpRoty pakpay -

avtn 8¢ Bavartov, v kakdG Aélw, pépet. (Ach. 410-17) 60

Di.: You write poetry with your feet up when you could do it with your feet on

the ground? No wonder you write lame characters! Why do you wear the rags

from a tragedy, such pitiable clothes? No wonder you write beggars! Still, I

supplicate you at your knees, Euripides. Give me some ragged garment from an

old play because I have to give the chorus a long speech, which will be the death

of me if I deliver it badly.
Dicaeopolis criticizes Euripides for his dress and comportment because he believes it is more
fitting for a tragic character than an Athenian citizen and tragic poet to compose with his feet up
(avaPadny moiet, 410) and to wear rags from one of his dramas (dtdp ti T paxt’ €k Tpaywdiag
€yeig, 412). Dicaeopolis exclaims “no wonder you write beggars!” (00k £tdg mtwyodg Tolelg,
413), reasoning that Euripides represents lame beggars because the poet is lazy and slovenly
dressed.6! The poet’s physical appearance serves as an aetiology for his work and reveals two
implied theories of poetic composition: 1) Euripides composes lame beggars because he 1s

naturally lazy and slovenly; and 2) Euripides composes lame beggars because he has habituated

himself to sympathize with such characters through costume and behavior.

60 T follow the punctuation of Henderson (1998), Sommerstein (1980), & Olson (2002) rather
than Wilson (2007) after katafadnyv and paxa (411, 412).

61 Cf. Sommerstein (1980: ad 410-13): “the idea is that expounded by Agathon in 7hesm. 148-70,
that a dramatist’s characters will resemble their creator. Euripides wears rags and avoids exercise;
therefore his characters too will wear rags, and be physically crippled. For the allegation that
Euripides’ plays were full of beggars and cripples cf. Peace 146-8, Frogs 842, 846, 1063-4.” Olson
(2002 ad loc.): LS]J s.v. moiéw A.L.4.b ought to include a reference to this passage because there
are no other uses of the verb moiéw with acc. in this sense cited before Plato.
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Aristophanes’ representation of Euripides mocks the tragic poet’s fashion sense and poetic
praxis, but if Euripides wears the clothes from an actual tragedy (ta paxi’ éx tpaywdiag, 412), the
essentialist conception of identity comes into question.®? Karen Bassi argues that dressing in rags
was considered “a sociopolitical transvestitism” in Athens because wealthy citizens dressed in this
way to avoid paying for public expenses (1998: 117). This trend bolsters the claim that mimesis 1s
transformative because Euripides dresses up as a beggar and not naturally like one of his
“beggar-hero” types.®3 Euripides’ representations of a particular type of character are dependent
upon his physical comportment and dress. He can connect with characters such as Telephus and
Oeneus because of his physical similarity to them, but that empathy does not rely on or (or at
least no only on) an innate similarity or identity, but a similarity effected through gesture, bodily
comportment, and dress. Euripides wears costumes when he composes tragedies in order to
change from his natural state to a new mindset. In the Thesmophoriazusae, he admits to his
Kinsman that he, like Agathon, dressed in costume when he was a younger poet: “For I, too, was
like him at that age when I started writing” (kai ycp &y To10dto¢ v / Qv tAikodTog, fvik’
neyopny moetv, Thesm. 173f£.).6¢ Aristophanes’ parody of the pretensions of tragic poets and
actors hints at the tragic feeling they attempted to convey. Tragic props and costumes affect the

atmosphere of a tragedy, but these same props and costumes have a different effect in comedy.

62 Aristophanes parodies tragic language here, too. Euripides speaks in a tragic style and uses
tragic vocabulary in this scene. Cf. Rau (1967: 30-36).

63 See Zuckerberg (2016) for the “beggar-hero” character seen as typically Euripidean after
Aristophanes’ comic depiction of Telephus in the Acharnians.

64 Austin & Olson read this line very differently (2004: ad loc.): “fjvix’ fpyopny mowetv refers in the
first instance to Eur. himself, but the real function of the clause is to cast Agathon (to whom Eur.
is comparing himself) as a rank—and quite pretentious—amateur at the art of tragedy, despite
the fact that he had won at the Lenaia five years earlier... What Eur. means in 173-4 is ‘I used to
talk very similar nonsense’. But Inlaw takes him to be saying ‘I used to dress and behave in the
same way’, and he accordingly reacts with contempt and disgust.”
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Mario Telo, considering the affective and material components of drama, asks: “Does tragedy feel
different from comedy—and are there, in fact, tactile differences among tragedians, as there are
among comedians?” (2016: 161, emphasis in original). By mocking Euripides for his rags and
Agathon for his feminine apparel, Aristophanes claims that (whether or not it is explicitly
theorized by tragedians) props in some sense make the tragic and that tragic costumes affect the
poets and performers who wear them .

Although Dicaeopolis rebukes Euripides for his devolution from Athenian citizen to tragic
character, he still asks the poet to outfit him as Telephus.%5 After putting on the costume,
Dicaeopolis continues to ask Euripides for props to add to his character, but the rags are sufficient
enough to affect his ability to compose a pity-inducing speech.

AL & Zed Siomta xal katomTa mavtayi, (435)
évokevaoaaBai p’ olov dBAiktatoy.

Edpurtidn, *redrmep éxapiow tadi,

KAKETVA pot 8O¢ TakOAoLVOA TOV PAKDV,

10 TAISI0V Ttepl TV keaAr|y o Moaoiov.

Set yap pe S6Za Trwyov elvat ThHpEPOV, (440)
elvat pév domep eipi, paivecBau S& pry -

oG pév Beatag eldéval p’ O¢ elp’ Eyw,

Tod¢ & ad yopevtdc AMBiove TapeoTaval,

OTw¢ Av adTONE PNPATIO OKIPANoW.

Ev. 0®ow - mukvij yap Aemtd pryava ppevi. (445)
At eddapovoing, TnAépw 8’ dyw ppovd.

Dy’ - otov 81 pnpatioy Epripmiapa.

atap déopai ye mrwykod Paktnpiov. (Ach. 435-48)

Di.: Zeus, who peeps through and oversees everywhere, outfit me to be as
wretched as possible. O Euripides, since you have granted me these rags as a
favor, give me the those things that complement them, too. That Mysian cap, for

65 Cf. Rosen: “If Aristophanes actually intended to criticize Euripides in Acharnians, one faces a
potential paradox: Dicaeopolis—the play’s central character who becomes closely identified with
the author himself—goes to Euripides in order to become one of his characters, 1.e., Telephus. In
other words, Dicaeopolis actively seeks out a means of impersonating a #ragic figure in order to be
persuasive within a comedy. Why; if Aristophanes wanted to ‘criticize’ Euripides through parody,
would he then have Dicaeopolis ‘act Euripidean’ in order to make what he claims to be a serious
point?” (2005: 257)
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instance. For I have to seem to be a beggar today, and not to appear to be who I

really am. The spectators must know who I am, and those chorus-members must

be disposed like fools so that I will give them the finger with my pet phrases.

Eu.: I'll give them to you since you’re making refined plots with a clever mind.

Di.: Bless you! “...and what I intend for Telephus.” Well said! How I'm already

filled with pet phrases! But I need a beggar’s staff.
Dicaeopolis highlights the transparency of costume by jokingly addressing Zeus, who can see
through (d16mta, xatonta, 435) everywhere, especially through hole-y rags. As a character in
disguise, Dicaeopolis is visible through his costume; likewise, the audience can see the comic actor
through the Dicaeopolis costume. Tragic character depends upon props, too, as we see when
Dicacopolis asks Euripides for the “props that go with with the rags” (tak6AovBa TtV pakdv,
438) to fill out his Telephus character.56 Once Dicaeopolis has put on the rags, he is inspired with
in-character phrases to say (oiov fidn pnpatiwv épmipmiapar, 447) and cites half of a line from
Euripides’ Telephus as a result.57 This scene depicts transformation as a process.58 Dicaeopolis has
already become Telephus-like enough to speak and act in character, making the transition from
being himself to becoming Telephus as transparent to the audience as his rags, but he does not
think his transformation into Telephus is complete (he requires more props).

The quotation of Zelephus is interesting not only because of its paratragic and comic

aspects but because it raises concerns that arise in other scenes of mimetic metamorphosis,

especially the question of identity as it relates to grammatical person. Dicaeopolis speaks in the

first person when he mentions Telephus in the third person (“and what I intend for Telephus,”

66 Mueller argues that theatrical audiences at Athens were educated, sophisticated theatergoers
who could recognize intertextuality of props and objects in addition to quotation of literary
sources (2016: 2).

67 This line and the following contrast an exclusively Aristophanic and pejorative word (pnpdra,
447) with the tragic citation of Euripides Zelephus (448). Cf. Olson 2002 ad loc.

68 Pace Olson (2002: ad loc.), who claims that Telephus’ “clothing brings with it an automatic and
immediate (110n) gift of Euripidean verbal agility.”
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TnAépw & ayw ppovd, Ach. 446), but Dicacopolis appears to be and speaks as Telephus in this
line. Telephus speaks of himself in the third person when he is in disguise as a beggar.%9 Thus,
Dicaeopolis’ “I” can refer at once to himself, the beggar, and Telephus-as-beggar in the Zelephus.
Dicaeopolis attempts to disentangle this when he insists on the appearance of costume. He tells
Euripides, “For I have to seem to be a beggar today” (Set yap pe 86Zat Trwyov eival Thpepov,
Ach. 440). By Dicaeopolis’ reckoning, costume does not have a transformative effect on his
character. Instead, he creates categories for being (his identity) and merely seeming to be (his
costume). Aristophanes uses the same beginning half of the line at 440 as in 416: “For I have to
speak” (3et yap pe Aé€ai, 416). The beginning of these lines have the same metrical weight (—— v
— / —), and the infinitives §6Zat (“to seem”) and Aédau (“to speak”) appear in the same position in
the line and are grammatically identical (aorist active infinitive). This parallel raises the question:
what do seeming (86&a1) and speaking (Aé¢Zat) have in common? Are they as interchangeable as
they are in this metrical formula? Costume enables Dicacopolis to speak as Telephus—at what
point does seeming become speaking? And at that point, is the imitation of Telephus through the
beggar costume only an imitation of appearance?

This insistence on being belies a kind of paranoia that Dicacopolis may somehow be
transformed: “I must be who I am, but not appear so” (elvau pév domep eipi, paiveaBar 8¢ pn,
441). For Dicaeopolis, appearance merely covers over or disguises being. Thus, he believes that
costume is transparent: he can be recognized by the audience, yet not by the chorus. The act of

recognition relies upon this essentialist notion that being is secure from becoming. Dicaeopolis

69 Cf. Olson (2002 ad loc.): “A parody of E. fr. 707 xahd¢ &yot pot (vel co?; cf. Ath. 5.186¢) -
TnAépw & ayw ppovd (‘May it go well for me—and for Telephos in accord with what I am
thinking’; doubtless said by the disguised Tel. himself as a covert wish for good fortune; contrast
below)....1.e. ‘and Tel. can go to hell”’, although Eur. is intended to hear something very
different.”
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wishes for the audience to recognize him (eidévai, 442) for who he really is (6¢ eip’ €yw), so long
as the chorus 1s not in on the joke. The pronoun and identity of “I” become ambiguous though
when the actor speaks out of character as the poet, “so that I will give them the finger with my
pet phrases” (6rtwg av adtodg prpatiog oxipaiiow, 444).70 For Aristotle’s intellectual reading of
tragedy in the Poelics, recognition, especially when paired with a change in fortune, is the most
stirring and tragic plot.”! Aristophanes parodies tragedy’s dependence on spectacle and hints at
another kind of recognition that is essential to theater-going: all the action happens within the
space of the theater, and the audience recognizes that the characters they see are at the same
time actors. This kind of recognition requires being to be stable, that the actor (in this instance,
Dicaeopolis) will come out of the mimesis ultimately unchanged and that the audience will be
able to recognize him for who he is, not for who he appears to be.

At the end of the passage above, Telephus’ rags inspire Dicaeopolis to speak in character.
Dicaeopolis may insist on the difference between seeming (86Zat Trwyov eival, 440; paivesdau,
441) and being (efvau pév domep eipi, 441), but he becomes clever at speaking as a result of his
transformation into Telephus. Regardless of Dicaeopolis’ identity, he is beginning to act like, or
become, Telephus. He asks Euripides for Telephus’ costume not only so that he can appear to be
more pitiable and make his audience more amenable to his argument, but also for the character’s

capacity for making speeches. Euripides first suggests loaning Dicaeopolis the rags “that this lame

70 Cf. Olson (2002: ad loc.): “Once again...the actor speaks momentarily ‘out of character’, not
in propria persona (since the real identity of the individual playing Dik. is of no particular interest),
however, but as ‘the poet’ and probably quiet specifically as ‘Ar.”’; Sommerstein (1980: ad loc.):
“again he speaks as an actor.” Although not technically a parabasis, Dicaeopolis addresses the
audience also at 497-501. On this, see Rosen (2005: 257f.). Dobrov writes of the parabasis that it
is the best known move from the world of the play to the extradramatic world in Aristophanes
(2001: 22).

71 On complex plot comprised of reversal of fortune and the recognition of actions, the object
tragedy attempts to imitate, see Arist. Poet. 1452a36-b3.
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Bellerophon wore” (& BeAepodovng elye 6 ywhog odtoot; 427), but Dicaeopolis clarifies that he
does not want to imitate just any Euripidean beggar, but someone who is also “clever at
speaking” (dewvog Aéyerv, 429): “No, not Bellerophon. But that one [whose costume I want]| was
also lame, importunate, chatty, and clever at speaking” (00 BeAkepodpovtrc - AAAG KakeTvog pév oV
/ YwAOG, TpooaT®V, TWPOAOG, detvog Aéyery, 428f.). When Dicaeopolis asks Euripides to outfit
him so that the audience can tell who he is, he asks to be recognized (eidévau) as himself,
highlighting the transparency of costume. But in asking for the costume and props of Euripides’
Telephus, he asks to be recognized as that tragic character by clear tokens of recognition.’?
Additionally, he asks to take on the characteristics and capacities of Telephus. Dicaeopolis reveals
an actor’s transition from everyday self to the otherness of a newly-assumed persona, but when the
audience sees Dicaeopolis, whom will they see?73
Dicaeopolis thinks his costume is incomplete without props, but he is able to will himself

to get in character in order to beg Euripides for more props (which he does successfully).

O BOR’, 6pac yap h¢ drwBodpat Sopwy, (450)

TOAQV Oe0PEVOS oKEVAPIWY * VOV O1| YEVOD

YAioypog, Tpocairtdv Aimapdv t'. Edpuridn,

8066 pot omvpidiov dakekavpévov Aoy vw. (Ach. 450-53)

My soul, do you see how I'm pushed away from these halls still in need of many

props? Now become importunate, begging, and persistent. O Euripides, give me
a basket burnt through by a lamp.

72 Olson claims that Euripides may give Dicaeopolis his own clothes here because he asks the
slave to hand over Telephus’ clothing but does not say anything else to the slave while he gives
each article of clothing: “0cwow: Eur. orders the slave to hand over Tel.’s clothing at 432-4 but
does not speak to him again until 479, and one obvious explanation of this is that the tragic poet
himself gives Dik. the cap, the staft’ (448-9), the basket (453-7), the cup (458-60), and the greens
(469-70), and that these are in fact all part of the ‘tragic costume’ he himself is wearing (412-13)
and of which he is gradually stripped (esp. 464) as the scene proceeds” (2002: ad loc.).

73 Lada argues that the two different reactions of the internal and external audience are two
reactions of Athenian audience: they can feel pity for the tragic character (Telephus) and be
keenly aware that the character is played by an actor (Dicaeopolis) (1993:120). Cf. Rosen (2005:
258); Zuckerberg (2016: 208).

41



When Dicaeopolis addresses his soul (& 8dp’, 450) in a typically heroic way, he exhorts himself to
become (vOv Or| yevod, 451) the heroic character he is already costumed as in a manner befitting
that character.’* His language is inflected by the character of Telephus, revealing that he has
already become Telephus-like during his costume change. The verb arwBodpai is a common
verb in both Sophocles and Euripides, but it only appears twice in Aristophanes, lending
Dicaeopolis more tragic gravitas before he completes his transformation.” The adverb vov
(“now”) and the simple aspect of the aorist imperative yevod both suggest that a transformation
takes place at the moment Dicaeopolis commits to pretending to be an importunate beggar. But
Dicaeopolis does not turn completely into a tragic character here; the word oxevaplov
(“garment,” but also, as here, “prop”) is exclusively comic. Dicaeopolis transforms into a tragic
character but he retains features of Aristophanic comedy in his language, becoming a hybridized
tragicomic character.”6

Dicaeopolis not only takes the accoutrements and characteristics of Telephus, but,
according to Euripides, the entirety of his tragedy. Aristophanes suggests that props and costumes
comprise the majority of Euripides’ tragedies. After Dicaeopolis asks for greens for his basket
(Euripides’ mother was a grocer), Euripides says, “You’ll kill me! Here you go. My plays are
gone!” (amoelg p’. 1800 oot Pppodda pot ta Spapata, 470) and tells him to leave on the grounds
that he is taking the entire tragedy: “You’ll take my whole tragedy! Get out now you’ve taken

it” (QOvBpw’, Apaiproet pe TV Tpaywdiav. / drelBe tavtvi Aafcv, 464£).77 As we have seen

74 In Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazousae, Praxagora tells another woman to tie on her beard and become
a man, using the same imperative: 181 d1) 60 Tep1B0d ki Tayéwg avrp yevod (Ar. Fed. 121).

75 At Pax 776, a lyric passage. Also at adesp. com. fr. 208. Cf. Olson (2002: ad 450-52).

76 Cf. Ar. Ran. 172; Plu. 809, 1139; Olson (2002: ad loc.).

77 Olson interprets tpaywdia as “the art of tragedy” (he cites Ran. 95, 798 for comparison)
instead of “my tragedy” (2002: ad loc.).
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with Dicaeopolis’ costume change and the recognition of Cleisthenes through his disguise, the
possession of a quality allows someone to be like another person and to be recognized for that
quality. Likewise, the acquisition of that quality allows one to become like someone with that
quality. The verb Aapfavw in the aorist tense is an ingressive of €yw, the entry to or beginning of
an action,’® so when Euripides tells Dicacopolis to take (Aaf3cwv) his tragedy, he asks him to
possess (Eywv) it, to be characterized by it. After Dicaeopolis asks for a cup with a chipped lip,
Euripides equates Dicaeopolis’ acquisition of this prop with his character: “Damn you, take it!
But know you are being importunate in my home” (¢pBeipov Aaficrv 168’ - 166’ dyAnpog wv dopolg,
460). This line is composed of sentences with a parallel structure of imperative verb and
nominative participle revealing a parallel structure in thought: the concepts of acquiring (Aafwv)
a prop and being (®v) in character are interrelated. Acquisition implies a transition that results in
possession. Similarly, Dicaeopolis “being importunate” (dyAnpog v, 460) does not reveal his
essential being but the result of his transformation, the result of becoming like Telephus.
Previously Dicaeopolis urges himself to become importunate (vov 81} yevod / yAioypog,
npooat®v Mapdv T, 451f), and while the adjective dyAnpog does not appear in this list of
adjectives, it is synonymous with them and has a paratragic cast, as it is not used in comedy prior
to this instance.”?

Euripides’ recognition of Dicaeopolis as importunate shows that he has changed into the
Telephus character. Just as the end result of acquisition is possession, the end result of becoming
is being, Aristophanes marks Dicaeopolis’ transformation with the participial &v but, in doing so,
shows how becoming is constitutive of being, destabilizing the notion of a fixed, essential identity.

Before leaving Euripides, Dicacopolis recognizes that he is (eipi, 470) bothersome, which he

78 Gf. LSJ s.v. AapPavw (A.I.12b). On aorist aspect as ingressive, see Smyth § 1924.
79 Cf. Olson (2002: ad loc.).
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wanted to become earlier: “No more, I’'m off. For indeed I am very importunate” (GAN’ odxet’,
QAN amepe. kad yap eip’ ayav / oyAnpog, 4711£). Mimesis is depicted as metamorphic here—
Dicaeopolis says he “is” the thing he wanted to become not that he “appears to be” importunate.
Dicaeopolis, now in the guise of Telephus, speaks in the voice of the poet himself and

addresses the Athenian audience.

Aw p1y pot ¢pBovrionT’, avdpeg o Bedpevol,

el TTwyog Qv emert’ &v ABnvaiog Aéye

€AW Tepl THG TOAEWC, TPLYWIAY TOIDV.

10 yap dikauov oide xai Tpuywdia. (500)

gyw 08 Aélw dewva pév, Sikaua 8. (Ach. 497-501)

Di.: Don’t begrudge me, gentleman in the audience, if’ as a beggar among

Athenian citizens I intend to speak about the city, I who compose trugedies. For

trugedy, too, knows what’s right. I’ll say things that are clever and just.
When Dicaeopolis addresses the audience, he does not ask them to forgive him for “appearing”
as a beggar, but rather for “being” one (el Ttwyog v, 499). As Ralph Rosen has argued,
Aristophanes’ self-reflexivity allows Dicaeopolis’ address to work on two levels: 1) Dicaeopolis
addresses the Acharnians, and 2) Aristophanes the Athenians (2005: 258). At a metathetical level,
the audience (avdpeg ol Bewpevor, 497) is reminded of the fact that the actor playing Dicaeopolis
1s not the character he represents.89 To whom does the pronoun “me” (poi) refer in this context?
Likewise, the audience has seen Dicaeopolis costume change and knows that he is not actually a
beggar, but the participial form of elpi suggests that Dicaeopolis is a beggar. He has become
Telephus, at least momentarily.

The language in this passage reveals Dicaeopolis’ tragicomic hybridity as well. Lines

497-98 parody a fragment of Euripides’ Telephus, when Telephus delivers a speech to Argive

80 Whitmarsh describes this passage as a moment of metalepsis that draws attention to the
dramatic frame of the comedy and likens it to the parabasis in Old Comedy: “The parabasis,
then, 1s not simply of a piece with the play of representations elsewhere in the play; it marks a
distinctive moment of frame-breaking” (2013: 13).
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commanders while in disguise as a beggar: “Don’t begrudge me, O highest of the Greeks, if a
beggar dares to speak in the presence of noblemen” (ur] pot pBoviiont’, avdpeg ‘EAAvwv

axpoy, / &l mrwyog Tk’ év éobloioy Aéyerv, Eur. fr. 703, ed. Nauck). Aristophanes invokes the
tragic Telephus while simultaneously creating a comic distance for parody. A similar effect occurs

3 ¢

with the word tpuywdia (“trugedy,” “comedy”). The phonological transformation of an alpha to
an upsilon results in the genre #rugedy, which recalls tragedy while referring to the present comedy

Dicaeopolis’ preface to his speech echoes what he desired for in a beggarly character. He
warns the audience that he will speak terrible yet just truths (eyw 8¢ Aé€w Sewva pév, dikaia O,
501), echoing the language he uses when he asks Euripides for the costume of a “lame,
importunate, chatty, and clever at speaking” (ywAdg, Tpooait®v, atwpdAog, devog Aéyety, 429)
beggar. Aristophanes puns on the potential meanings of the adjective dewvog, “terrible” and
“clever,” in these lines.8! In the earlier passage, dewvdg describes Dicaeopolis as the subject who is
“clever at speaking” (Servog Aéyewv), but in the second passage, dewva is the object. After his
transformation, he has become a person who can and “will say terrible things” (Aé¢Zw deva). Yet,
according to the Chorus, Dicaeopolis delivers a “terrible” speech even before he visits Euripides,
that is, before his transformation: “This speech just now is terrible and heart-stopping, if you will
dare to speak to us on behalf of the enemy” (todto tovmog dewvov 1101 xal tapalikapdov, / &l ov
tolproelg UEp TOV ToAepiwy Nuiv Aéyev, 315£).

Dicaeopolis speaks terrible truths both before and after his transformation (todmog dewvov,
315; Aé&w dewva, 501), revealing a natural predisposition or innate similarly to the character of

Telephus before he puts on his costume. The use of the adjective dixcua (“just”) is ironic as well,

as it calls attention to Dicaeopolis’ identity even as he is now speaking cleverly as Telephus. The

81 Cf. LSJ s.v. 8ewvog (A, III).
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Chorus’ charge that Dicaeopolis is audacious (toApnoeig, 316) for speaking on behalf of the
enemy echoes the Euripides fragment (tétAwke, fr. 703) from Telephus’ speech to the Argives.
This even before Dicaeopolis’ request to make himself appear wretched. The Euripides fragment
and the Chorus’ lines (315-16) have a similar structure and both emphasize the audacity of
speaking transgressively: conditional &f; subject noun (Ttwydg) or pronoun (o0); verb of daring
(tétAnxe, toApnoel); prepositional phrase highlighting the inappropriate context or subject of
the speech (&v éaBAotoy, Omeép OV molepiwv); and the complementary infinitive Aéyerv. The only
unique syntactic element in Aristophanes is the indirect object fpiv. Aristophanes’ allusion to the
Telephus speech shows that there is a preexisting similarity between Dicaeopolis and Telephus at
the start of the play, not only in visual appearance but also in their character. Dicacopolis desires
to become a clever speaker (3ewvog Aéyerv), undergoing a transformation that results in the ability
to speak persuasively to the Chorus, but he also becomes even more like Telephus than he was
previously, despite his anxiety that he only seem to be a beggar but remain who he really is.
After his speech, Dicacopolis encounters Lamachus, mules gloriosus and parody of the

Achilles character in Euripides’ Zelephus. Lamachus feels slighted because the Chorus reveals
Dicaeopolis has been speaking badly about the entire city.

Aa. pgroq, oL TOApGG TTwYOG v Aéyery Tade;

At o Adpay’ fipws, AAAG ovyyvopny Exe,

el TTWYO¢ QV EITOV Tt KAoTwpuAapny. (Ack. 577a-79)

La.: Hey you! You dare to say these things even though you’re a beggar?

Di.: Lamachus, my hero, pardon me if even though I'm a beggar I said

something and chatted.
For Lamachus, it is impudent of Dicaeopolis to speak so audaciously because of his status as a

beggar (ttwyog v, 577). Curiously, Dicacopolis does not offer the excuse “I only appear to be

beggar.” Instead, he asks Lamachus’ pardon for speaking despite being a beggar (el mrwyog v
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elmov 1, 579). Dicacopolis also apologizes for chattering (xdotwporapny, 579). The
denominative verb otwpdAhopat derives from the adjective otwpdrog (“chatty”), the same
adjective Dicaeopolis uses to describe Telephus’ character to Euripides during the costuming
scene (429).82 Dicaeopolis now performs the same actions that Telephus performs in Euripides’
tragedy, and his current state of being (¢v) is the end result of a metamorphosis. Does Lamachus
misrecognize Dicaeopolis when he claims that he is a beggar?

Eventually Dicaeopolis reveals the fact that he is a citizen. While he does not reject
outright being called a beggar, he shrugs the question off as if it is ridiculous: “Me, a
beggar?” (yw yap el Trwyds; 594). He does not contradict the possibility that one can be both
a beggar and a good citizen (moAitng ypnotog, 595), or that a citizen may become a beggar, as
was the case during the Peloponnesian War.

Aa. oip’ &g tebvnes. (590)
A mdapde, & Adpaye -

0d yap kat’ ioydv éoty - &l & loyupdg &f,

T’ 0Ok AmePmAnoac; eDomAog ydp &l.

Aa. Tautl Aéyeig od TOV oTpatnyov TTwyog wv;

At €y yap elpt Trwyog;

Aa. AN Tig yap ef;

AL 607T1g; TOAITNG YPNOTOC, 00 oToLdapyidng, (595)
AAN’ €€ OTov Tep O TOAENOG, oTPATWVIONC,

o0 & €€ dtov mep 6 mOAepog, poBapyidng. (Ack. 590-97)

La.: Oh my god, you're a goner!

Di.: No way, Lamachus. This isn’t about strength. If you are strong, why haven’t
you docked my cock? You are well equipped.

La.: You, a beggar, say these things to a general?

Di.: Me, a beggar?

La.: What else are you?

Di.: What? A good citizen, not a politico. Ever since the war started, I've been a
soldier, but you’ve been on the payroll.

82 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) & Frisk (1960-72) s.v. atwpdAog.
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Aristophanes highlights the class difference between Lamachus’ position as a general and
Dicaeopolis’ status as a beggar by contrasting “general” and “beggar” and placing them next to
each other (tavti Aéyeig od OV oTpatnydV mrwyog v, 593).83 But Aristophanes also gestures to
the notion of being a multiplicity—Dicaeopolis is both a citizen and a soldier. As we have seen
with Dicaeopolis’ transformation into Telephus, metamorphosis is a process that takes time.
Dicaeopolis says so himself: since the onset of the war, he has been a soldier (AA\’ €€ 6tov ep 6
TOAEPOG, aTpATWVIONG, 596).
IL. Thesmophoriazusae (411 BCE)

At the beginning of the 7#kesmophoriazusae, Euripides reveals his plan to his Kinsman to
send Agathon to the Thesmophoria. Just as the Megarian vendor in Acharnians, Euripides’
“plot” (pnyavn, 87) involves disguising another person for his own personal gain.8*

Kn. vij tov [Tooed® xai dikaua y° av maboig.

atap v’ elg tadtag ob pnyaviy EYeig;

Ev. AyaBwva mtetoat tov tpaywdodidaokaiov

elq Oeopoddpory ENDelv.

Kn. i Spaoovt’; elré pou.

Ev. éxxAnoidoovt’ év taig yovaidi yav 8én (90)
Aelovl’ Orep épod.

Kn. notepa pavepov i) Aabpaq;

Ev. AaBpa, otonv yovaikog npdpiecpévov.

Kn. 10 mpdypa xoppov xai opddp’ €x tod cod tpdrov -

00 Yap teyvayew nuétepog 6 mopapods. (Ar. Thesm. 86-94)

Ki.: By Poseidon, you would suffer justly. So what’s your plan against them?
Eu.: To persuade Agathon the tragic poet to go to the Thesmophoria.

Ki.: To do what? Tell me.

Eu.: To assemble among the women and, if he has to, speak on my behalf.
Ki.: Out in the open or in secret?

83 Dicaeopolis also brings attention to a perceived difference between himself and Lamachus with
his joke at 591f. Where Lamachus claims he 1s superior to Dicaeopolis because he is a general,
Dicaeopolis inverts this hierarchy by joking that Lamachus 1s “well-equipped” to sexually excite
him, thus relegating Lamachus to a servile and passive role. See Smith (2017: 652f.).
8+ Cf. Ar. Ach. 738f.: AN Eoti yap pot Meyapika tig payavd, / yoipovg yap dpé okevaoag ¢packd
pépery.
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Eu.: In secret, wearing a woman’s robe.
Ki.: This act is clever and very much like you. For we take the cake in crafting

plots.
Euripides equates infiltrating the Thesmophoria “in secret” (AaBpq) to going in disguise: “In
secret, wearing a woman’s robe” (AaBpq, otoh|v yovaikog fpdiecpévov, 92). The adverb AaBpa
derives from the verb AavBavw (“to escape notice”), with Euripides elaborating upon its meaning
by putting the rest of the line (“wearing a woman’s robe”) in apposition. Euripides plans for
Agathon to be hidden in plain sight, to be (mis-)recognized as a woman through costume. As we
saw 1in the Acharmans with Euripides’ slave answering Dicaeopolis “cleverly” (copdg, Ach. 401) in
the Acharmans, cleverness and obfuscation are characteristic of Euripides and Kinsman applauds
this plot by saying it is in character (6¢p63p’ €x T0d c0d TpdHTOUV, 93).

Kinsman fails and subsequently refuses to recognize Agathon as a man when the latter is

wheeled out on the ekkyklema, revealing the difficulty of recognition.

Ev. oiya. (95)

Kn. tiéoriv;

Eo. AyaBwv elépyetau.

K. xai mod ’otv;

Eo. d1ov "oTiv; 00TOG OUKKUKAOVPEVOC.

Kn. A\’ 1] todpAog pév eip’; €yo yap ody 6p&

avdp’ o0déV’ EvBad’ dvta, Koprivnv 8’ 6p&. (Thesm. 95-98)

Eu.: Shut up!

Ki.: What 1s it?

Eu.: Agathon’s coming out.

Ki.: Where is he?

Eu.: Where is he?! He’s right here being wheeled out.

Ki.: Am I blind? Because I don’t see any man here, but a Cyrene.
Kinsman acts as if he is at a loss by asking where Agathon is (kai od *otiv; 96), but Euripides

insists that the man wheeled onto the stage is Agathon (and that he is a man) with the masculine

demonstrative pronoun ovtog.8> Aristophanes uses the demonstrative pronoun in a marked way,

8 On demonstrative pronoun odtog emphasizing a preceding subject or object, see Smyth §1252.
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similar to the use of the verb eipi, signifying simultaneously the ease and difficulty of
referentiality. One the one hand, Euripides’ identification of Agathon as “this man” is
uncomplicated, but, on the other, Kinsman’s refusal to recognize Agathon as a man
problematizes this. Kinsman questions the grammatical gender of the pronoun—should
Euripides have used the pronoun avtr), to agree with Kvprjvn?>—and also reveals how mimesis
destabilizes being since “this man” is on some level not actually “Agathon” because played by an
actor.

Just as when Dicaeopolis appears in the form of the beggar, Aristophanes uses a
participial form of eipi in this passage to mark the end result of transformation: “Because I don’t
see any man here” (Eyw yap ody 6p®d / avdp’ 00dév’ evBad’ ovta, Thesm. 97f.). The use of the
masculine accusative participle 6vta is redundant, but perhaps we can read this use of the verb
elpi as performative, as if Kinsman means to say “I don’t see any man who s being a man here.”
Dicaeopolis is a beggar (rtwyog wv) because he wears Telephus’ rags, and, similarly, Agathon is
not a man (avryp o0deig Gv), at least in the eyes of Kinsman, because of his effeminate
appearance and apparel. While Euripides claims Agathon is the man they’re looking for,
Agathon’s dress and comportment affects his being to such an extent that he can both be and not
be a man at the same time.

Kinsman’s confusion concerning Agathon’s gender compels him to attempt to read the
props surrounding the tragedian, props that would determine whether the tragedian is male or
female.

K. ¢0¢ 180 10 pédog, @ motvian TevetvAhidec, (130)
kai OnAvdpIddeG kai kateyAwTTIopévov

kal pavdaiwtdv, Got’ €pod Y’ Akpowpévo

omo v Edpav adtv drfiAbe yapyarog.

xai o’, & veavioy’, fjtg el, kat” Aioydlov
éx th¢ Avkovpyeiag épéabau fovlopau. (135)
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modamdg O YOVWVIC; TG TaTpa; TiG 1| OTOAL;
Ti¢ 1} Thpadi tod Piov; ti fapPirog
AaAel xpokWTY; T 8¢ Avpd KexpLPAAW;
i MkuBog kai oTpdPLov; wg 00 Lopdopov.
Ti¢ dal katpomTov KAl Eipoug Kovwvia,; (140)
o0 T’ adTog, W Tal, TOTEPOV (WG AVI|P TPEPEL;
Kal o0 meog; Tod yAatva; mod Aakwvikai;
5 s ¢ \ A3 0 ~ \ ,
AA\” ¢ yovr| OfT’; elta mod td Ttbia;
’ ; ’ ~ b} N A YD ~ ’
Tt P1G; T orydg; AAG ST €k ToD péloug
NT® o, emedn) Yy’ adtog ov fodder pphoay; (Thesm. 130-45) (145)

Ki.: By the Holy Gentyllides, how sweet a song! Effeminate, too, and french-
kissed, and snogged! As I listened to it, my whole ass tickled! Young man, as in
Aeschylus’ Lycurgeia, I want to ask you who you are. Where does this girlyness
come from? What is its fatherland? its robe? What disturbance of life is this?
What does the lyre say to saffron robes? Or a hairnet? What do an oil jug and a
bra have to do with each other? They just don’t go together! What do a mirror
and sword have in common? And you yourself, boy, were you brought up as a
man? So where’s your dick? your cloak? your Spartan shoes? Or, as a woman
then? Then where are your tits? What do you say? Nothing? Or must I search for
you 1n your song since you yourself don’t want to say?
Agathon performs his gender through clothing, but Kinsman requires further proof in the form
of props in order to recognize him, just as Dicaeopolis asks Euripides for props in addition to a
raggedy costume in order to become a more convincing Telephus. Kinsman calls Agathon’s
gender fluidity a “confusion of life” (] tapalic T0d Biov, 137). Agathon’s transformation is one of
hybridity: he has become an androgynous figure with masculine and feminine objects around
him (e.g., a mirror and a sword), and his body is difficult to read as well, lacking both the comic
phallus (“Where’s your penis?”, xai mod méog; 142) and breasts (“So where’re your tits?”, eita mod
ta ttbia; 143). As Anne Duncan has argued, Agathon is not merely a drag-queen but a
““/disrupter of categories’ (masculine/feminine, poet/actor, actor/character), and thus less easily
dismissed” (2006: 35). This disruption (or confusion, tapalig) influences Kinsman’s language—he

cannot make up his mind on how to read Agathon. Consequently, he addresses him both as

“young man” (veaviokog) and asks him who “she” is with the feminine interrogative pronoun g
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in immediate succession (o veavioy’, fitig ef, 135). The chiastic structure of this address adds to
this confusion: a long vowel sound (&) is followed by a masculine noun (veavioxoc), then feminine
pronoun (fjtg), and finally another long vowel sound with the diphthong ei. While Kinsman
wants to contrast genders, Aristophanes utilizes near rhyme (neanisk’, hetis) to emphasize the sonic
similarity of the words “young man” and the feminine pronoun “who,” and by addressing
Agathon as “child” (& maf, 141), Kinsman introduces a kind of third term that can be perceived
as either masculine or feminine.

Agathon explains to Kinsman that he crossdresses because it aids him in writing women’s
roles.

Ay. & mpéafo mpéafu, Tod PAOVOL piv OV Poyov

fkovoa, Ty &’ AAyn oy 00 TapeayOpnV -

gyw & v €000’ pa T yvoun ¢popd.

¥P1) Yap mom )y avdpa mpog td dpapata

a Oel motely, mpog TadTa TOVG TPOTOVG EXELV. (150)
adtika yovaukel’ v oif| g dpapara,

petovoiav Sel TV TPOTWY TO oGP’ EEy.

Kn. odxodv kehntileig, dtav Paidpav moifg;

Ay. avdpeia 8’ v molf TG, &V TQ ocwpatt

gvea’ tapyov T0d0’. a 8’ ov kextpeda, (155)
pipnoig N tadta ovvOnpedetal. (Thesm. 146-56)

Ag.: Old man, old man! I heard your envious blame, but I didn’t feel pain. I wear
the clothes together with the mindset. For, to be a poet, a man must have the
character in regard to what he has to do in his dramas. If someone writes
dramas about women, his body must participate in their character.

Ki.: So, when you write a Phaedra, you ride on top?

Ag.: If someone writes plays about men, this subject is present in his body, but
what we don’t possess, mimesis already hunts those out.

Agathon uses a sartorial metaphor to compare the character’s mindset to a costume: “I wear the

clothes together with the mindset” (&yo) 8¢ tr|v €060’ dpa tf] yvoun ¢popd, 148).86 Costume

86 In Sophocles’ Antigone Haimon uses the same verb ¢opéw when he asks his father Creon to
reconsider his judgment: pr) vov €v 18og podvov &v oaut® Ppopel, / w¢ Pprig o0, koddEV aAlo, TodT’

0pO&G Exewv (Soph. Ant. 7051).
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enables Agathon to become somebody else, to inhabit their body and character, because it affects
his own bodily comportment. Interestingly, the inverse seems to be the case when women take off
their clothing. For example, when Candaules orders Gyges to look at his wife naked, Gyges says
“a woman takes off her modesty at the same time as the chuton is taken off” (Gpa 8¢ kBt
exdvopév ovexdetal kal v ald® yovr), Hdt. 1.9.3). For Agathon, putting on another’s clothes
changes one’s mindset, but for Gyges, when a woman takes off her own clothes (as opposed to a
costume) she strips away her modesty or sense of shame. This Herodotean example highlights
the transformative nature of putting on and taking off clothing. The act of stripping does not
merely reveal a woman’s body and her essential being, but transforms her into someone
shameless, something she was not necessarily before.57

In order to compose parts for his tragedies Agathon claims that “it is necessary for a poet,
being a man, to possess the characteristics in accordance with those dramas he writes” (ypr) yap
oV avopa tpdg td Spdpata / @ del molely, mpog tadta todg Tpomovs Exerv, Thesm. 149L).
While the sense of these lines suggests something like “a poet must possess the characteristics for
the dramas he writes,” the parallel structure of Agathon’s “overelaborate” style implies a
correlation between the ideas that the poet must “perform” or “do” (roieiv) something in
character and also that he must “possess” (€yewv) the characteristics of those he represents.88
What a poet must do and possess are not abstract personal qualities, but embodied: “The [sc.
poet’s] body must participate in their character” (petovoiav et T@V TpdTWY TO odP’ Exery, 152).

Agathon revises the concept that the possession of a quality informs one’s being (as we have seen

87 Outside of the environment of PL. Symp. of male self-love, Ag. in Thesm. attracts phthonos &
psogos from the Kinsman (Sissa 2012: 28). in comedy, Agathon can only be met with scorn & envy
(2012: 56).

88 Following Austin and Olson’s reading: “An awkward way of saying tpdmovg €yerv mpog td
dpaparta & moet, but the clumsiness (or overelaboration) is part of the implicit critique of
Agathon’s poetic style” (2004: ad loc.).
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in the Acharnians) by focusing on the plasticity of the body. He claims that he can become another
person and possess (€yw) a portion of her characteristics (ol Tpomol) by wearing different clothes.
Kinsman does not take this answer very seriously, continuing to joke about Agathon’s sexuality.89
In response, Agathon explains that male characters are already present in his body: “If someone
writes plays about men, this subject is present in his body” (avdpeta 8’ fjv mod TG, €v @

oopatt / &vead’ drhpyov todd’, 154f.). His response may seem to be a non-answer to Kinsman’s
joke, but it serves two functions: 1) as an apology for Agathon’s effeminate dress; and 2) and as an
answer to Kinsman’s criticism of his ambiguous gender. Agathon can both dress like and
represent women while also being a man, hence the emphatic use of the noun avrjp in the
predicate position.%

While Agathon’s emphasis on his capacity to represent male characters because of his
being male may seem essentialist, he continues to say that transformation is possible through
mimesis: “What we don’t possess, mimesis already hunts those out” (G &’ o0 kextipeba, / pipnoig
N0 tadta ovvBnpevetal, 1551).91 In Aristophanes, the possession of a quality is aligned with
being, but Agathon suggests that even that which we do not possess (@ 8’ 00 kextpeba) can be
acquired. The ovv- prefix of the verb cuvBnpedopat “may mark the completion” of the action of

a compound verb,92 so we can infer that mimesis “completely hunts out” (i.e. it succeeds in its

89 While clearly a joke about Agathon’s sexual preferences and femininity (odkodv xeAntieg,
dtav Paidpav moifig; 153), it is interesting that Kinsman’s idea of “character” is one dictated by
behavior. On praxis as central to plot and character, cf. Arist. Poet.

90 Cf. Austin and Olson (2004: ad loc.).

91 Muecke argues that the use of the word mumesis in Thesm. may not point to any artistic theory
and claims that Aristophanes means something like “disguising oneself as a mime actor does”
here (1982: 55). Else sees this as an example of mimésis’ meaning rooted in mime (1958: 81):
“Thus it 1s noteworthy how often in Aristophanes, the comedian, mimeisthai and mimésis (he never
uses numéma) seem to bring us a whiff from the world of mime.”

92 Smyth §1648.
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hunt) the attributes Agathon needs to compose feminine dramatic parts. The cuv- prefix reveals
Agathon’s view that mimesis is an additive process: Agathon will acquire the characteristics he
does not currently possess while he represents a woman, but he will not lose anything in the
process. This recalls his statement that he wears women’s clothes “at the same time as” (or
“with,” Gpa) their mindset. The present tense of the verb suggests that this process of becoming
is continuous and never complete even if it is sufficient for Agathon’s purposes.

Anne Duncan has argued that even if Agathon may seem to embody a postmodern
theory of a constructed identity, he ultimately embodies the sex-gender system of classical Athens
where one’s “innermost nature [is] expressed naturally in one’s body and appearance” (2006:
36).93 Agathon even claims that poets produce tragedies that are characteristic of themselves:

Ay. xai Dpidviyoc—rtodTov yap odv dxkrfkoac—

adTHG TE KaAOg v kai KAAGDG NPmTioyeTo - (165)
Sic TodT’ dp’ adtod kal kAN Qv Td Spaparta.

opowa yap molelv avaykn tf| ¢pvoel.

Kn. tadt ap’ 6 PrrokAéng aioypog wv aloypdg Tolet,

0 8¢ BevoxkAéng Qv kaxog Kakdg molel,

6 8 ad Ofoyvig Puypodg v PuypdS TOLEL. (170)
Ay. arac’ avayxn. Tadta yap Tot yvog eyw

gpavtov éepamevoa. (Ar. Thesm. 1641YL))

Ag.: And Phrynichus, of course you've heard of him, he both was beautiful and
and beautifully dressed. Because of this, then, his plays were beautiful, too. For
one must compose plays similar to one’s nature.

Ki.: So because Philocles is ugly, he composes ugly plays! And Xenocles, since
he’s base, composes basely, and, again, frigid Theognis composes frigidly!

Ag.: Completely out of necessity. In fact, because I know these things, I treated
myself.

Agathon claims that “one has to write things similar to one’s nature” (dpowa yap mowelv avayxn i

¢voe, 167), alluding in his theory of poetic composition to the 5th century debate between nomos

93 Duncan also argues that Agathon is more like an actor than poet because he is changeable in
style and fluid in identity even if he, like Euripides and Aeschylus, is identified by the kinds of
plays he wrote (2006: 26). Cf. Muecke: “Perhaps then Agathon’s maxim is truer of himself than
he will admit, and the fact that he is effeminate means that he writes effeminately” (1982: 54).
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and physis. Yet while Agathon may be naturally effeminate and express that in his cross-dressing,
he suggests that nature is malleable from the outside in, especially through clothing.9* Agathon
notes that Phrynichus is beautiful (kaXoc v, 165) but also that he dresses beautifully (kahd¢
nprioyeto). It is Kinsman who reduces poets’ creative output entirely to their nature. He does not
consider poets’ dress; instead he thinks of poets as characterized by a singular quality,
emphasizing this with a participial form of eipi: Philocles is ugly (6 ®oxAéng aioypog dv, 168),
ergo he writes in an ugly manner; Xenocles is base (6 8¢ EevoxAéng dv xaxog, 169); and
Theognis is frigid (6 8’ ad Oéoyvig Poypog v, 170).

In order to persuade Agathon to infiltrate the Thesmophoria, Euripides claims that he
cannot play the role of a woman because he will be recognized.

Ay. Tic 0dv Tap’ [pQY EoTty OdEAed gor;

Ev. 1) mdo’ - éav yap éykabelopevog AaBpa

&v taig yovaudiv, 6 Sok@v eivat yovi, (185)
UTEPATTOKPIVI] POV, TAPDG CWOEL EPE.

povog yap av Aéeag aliwg epod.

Ay. Ererta TG 00k adTOG ATOAOYET TAPLIV;

Ev. éyw ¢ppaow oot mpdra pév yryvookopar -

gmerta ToAog elpt Kal TYwV’ Eyw, (190)
od & edmpoowTog, Aevkdg, ELvpnpévoc,

yovaikopwvog, ararog, edprpemng i0etv. (Thesm. 183-92)

Ag.: Then how can I help you?

Eu.: Completely—for if you sit among the women in secret, since you will seem
to be a woman, and defend me, you will obviously save me. For you alone could
speak worthily of me.

Ag.: Then why don’t you attend and speak on your own behalf?

9% Cf. Sissa: “This is a metamorphic theory of mimesis. The poet mimics whatever he is
representing; the poet actually becomes each one of his characters. No ontology here: just the self-
shaping of the poet, whose art consists in altering himself” (2012: 56). Muecke suggests that
Agathon may be dressed in a longer chiton, which lyric poets such as Anacreon would have worn.
The Kinsman is incapable of reading his ambiguous clothing, though, and therefore thinks he is
dressed as a woman (1982: 43). Cf. Bassi’s reading of gender and women’s clothing in Lysistrata

(1998: 108).
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Eu.: I'll tell you: I'll be recognized straight away since I'm gray-haired and have

a beard, but you! You have a beautiful face and a womanly voice, you're pale,

clean-shaven, tender, and fine to look upon.
Euripides says he will be recognized, “since I'm gray-haired and have a beard” (Ererta mohiog eipu
xal Thywv Eyw, 190), equating being (eipi) with the possession of a quality (tdywva €yw) by
means of the conjunction xai, whereas Agathon can pass as a woman because he is clean-shaven
(Zvpnpévog, 191), the same adjective used to describe the effeminate Cleisthenes in the
Acharnians.?> Euripides does not make the same mistake as Kinsman, who misreads Agathon’s
ambiguous gender and vacillates between masculine and feminine gendered words. Instead, he
consistently applies masculine gender participles and adjectives to Agathon, such as
éykabelopevog, Soxdv, povog (185-86). Euripides may favor the idea that Agathon merely
“seems to be a woman” (Sok®v eivai yovij, 185) and has not undergone a more definitive change,
but the list of Agathon’s effeminate qualities points to the idea that Agathon is somehow different
than the typical Athenian male. Apart from Aevk6¢ and Graldg, Euripides uses compound
adjectives to describe Agathon, reintroducing a kind of ambiguity to Agathon’s gender despite
the consistent grammatical gender because both masculine and feminine compound adjectives
share the same ending (edmpdowmog, e€upnuévog, yovaikddpwvog, edprpem|g, 191f).9 These
adjectives show how Agathon can pass both as a woman and as a man and how mimesis has
affected Agathon’s being, effectively making him hybrid. In addition to being a two-ending
adjective with the same masculine and feminine forms, the adjective yovaikodpwvog is a possessive

compound, with which “the idea of having (Eywv) is to be supplied.”” Thus, the predicative

9 Ar. Ach. 119.

9 Both Aevkd¢ and arahog are frequently used to describe women, and arahog, while simple,
looks and sounds like a compound adjective as well.
97 Smyth §898. For adjectives of two endings, see Smyth §288.
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structure of the phrase “you are woman-voiced” (o0 8¢ yovaikoé$pwvog) can also be thought of as

a possession of a quality: “You have the voice of a woman.”

Although Agathon would play a convincing woman, he refuses to infiltrate the

Thesmophoria.

Ev. 1i 8’ éotiv 6t 8é8oikag éABely adtooe;

Ay. xaxiov aroloipnyv av 1 od.

Ev. ToG;

Ay. OmWG;

SOKQV yovak@V £pya VOKTEPEITIA

KAémtery Dpapralew te Bnieiav Kompuy. (205)
K. i800 ye khémtery - viy Ala, PrveioBar pev odv.

atap 1 podaois ye vi Al elkotwg €yer. (Thesm. 202-7)

Eu.: Why do you fear going there?

Ag.: I would die a worse death than you!

Eu.: How so?

Ag: How so?! I'd seem to steal women’s nighttime works and to snatch away
their feminine sexuality.

Ki.: Stealing?! By Zeus, more like getting fucked, but his excuse is pretty likely.

The phrase “seeming to steal women’s nighttime works” (Sok®v yvvaik®v €pya voktepeioa /

KAémtety, 204f) echoes Euripides’ claim that Agathon will “seem to be a woman” (Sox®v efvat

yovrj, 185). But the fact that Agathon worries only that he will seem to be stealing, in addition to

Kinsman’s response (“Stealing?!, i{§o0 ye kAémtewy - 206), implies that he already possesses a

feminine sexuality, that he does not need to steal it.98 Agathon will neither seem to be a woman

nor seem to steal (kAémtewv, Opapmalerv) anything pertaining to women if he can become a

woman, as he has already, because he already possesses those qualities.

Kinsman volunteers to dress up as a woman in Agathon’s stead. What follows is his

onstage transformation into a female character. Euripides tells Kinsman that first he must strip

98 The adverb 800, formed from the aorist imperative of 6paw, can be used to mean “look!” or
“behold!” but here it adds a quizzical tone to the verb kAémtewv that follows it. Cf. LS]J s.v. ido0 (A.

4).
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off his cloak (“Take off your cloak,” ar66vbt tovti Bolpdrtiov, 214) and then proceeds to shave
him.

Ev. pry ppovrtiong - g edmpemnn|g pavel Tavo.
[BovAer BedoBat cavtdv;

Kn. el okel, Ppépe.
Ev. 6pdg oeautov; (235)
Kn. o0 pa AC, aAAa KhewoBévn. (Thesm. 233-35)

Eur.: Don’t worry about it, you’ll look very handsome. You want to see yourself?

Ki.: Ok, if you think so.

Eur.: Do you see yourself?

Ki.: My god! No, I see Cleisthenes!
Kinsman no longer recognizes himself, seeing “Cleisthenes” in the mirror (00 pa A’, AAG
KAeio6évn, 255) instead because he is clean-shaven. This is another example of a running
Cleisthenes gag in Aristophanes, but Kinsman also shows how possessing certain qualities affects
character and identity. While Kinsman 1s not actually Cleisthenes, he sees a similarity in himself
to the politician that was not present until he changed his appearance. At the beginning of the
passage, Euripides assures Kinsman that the latter will become very beautiful (g edrpen|g pavel
mavo, 233), using the same adjective, ednpemnr|¢ (“comely”) he used to describe Agathon (192). By
shaving his face, Kinsman becomes a Cleisthenes or an Agathon. That is, at this intermediate
stage of his transformation into a woman, he has already changed into an effeminate man.
Kinsman is not play-acting or imitating the politician or tragedian here.?? He does not recognize
himself because he did not consider himself like Cleisthenes or Agathon previously, but now that
he has physically changed, he and Euripides recognize this in him.

Euripides asks Agathon to supply Kinsman with his own clothes, including a dress

(ipdriov, 250), bra (otpddov, 251), wrap (Eykvkdov, 261), and sandals (Orodnpdatwy, 262), as well

99 The masculine Kinsman seems to be changed by cross-dressing as well as affected by Agathon’s
earlier performance, realizing Socrates’ concern of men becoming unmanly through mimesis in

the Republic (Duncan 2006: 46).
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as a wig (kepairn mepiBetoc, 258).100 Much like the scene where Dicaeopolis slowly accretes more
and more props to become Telephus, Kinsman’s transformation is depicted as a process where he
adds more and more pieces to his costume. Before exiting, Agathon tells Kinsman, “You have
what you need” (xeig yap cov Séer, 264), reiterating the need to possess certain props or clothes in
order to become someone else.!! Kinsman clearly makes a ridiculous figure, but he has the
requisite costume and props to pretend to be a woman, and Euripides recognizes this.

Ev. dvijp pév fipty odtoot xat 81y yovn

16 Y etdog " fiv Aadfig &, 6mwg ¢ ¢pOéypatt

yovaikielg v kai mbavag. (1Thesm. 266-68)

Eu.: Our man here is a woman, at least in appearance. If you speak, make sure
to really play up the woman with your voice.

The enjambement between the first two lines results in a couple possibilities for reading
Kinsman’s transformation: 1) because of the predicative structure of this sentence, Kinsman, a
man (avnjp, 266), &s a woman (yovr), ibid.); yet 2) the following line undercuts the transformation
as only occurring “in appearance” (t0 Yy’ 180¢, 267), i.e. superficially. Aristophanes suggests that
costumes and props allow for a kind of double identity where an Agathon or a Kinsman remains
a man but is also a woman.!02 This effect becomes greater over time as, for example, with
Agathon, who becomes more and more habituated to being a woman to such an extent that he

would be the most beautiful woman at the Thesmophoria. The audience 1s aware that Kinsman

100 Following Muecke, who argues that we can determine what Agathon wore by looking at the
scene when Kinsman gets dressed because the order in which they are given to him seems to be
the order in which Agathon would have to strip them off (i.e. outer wear to inner wear, ipatov,
otpodov, kpokwrtog) (1982: 50).

101 Similarly, Dicaeopolis says he “needs” props to fully transform into Telephus: dtcap Séopai ye
TTwykod Baktnpiov (Ack. 448); & BOR’, 6pag yip hg drwBodpat Sopwy, / TOAGOV Sedpevog
oxevapiwv (Ach. 450£.).

102 Tada-Richards argues that the comic perspective of double identity is similar to Brechtian

Verfremdung (1997).
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is pretending to be a woman, that he is both at once, but in tragedy, this doubleness is
purposefully not given attention because it disrupts suspension of disbelief.

The Chorus Leader opens the Thesmophoria by cursing women who make peace with
Euripides or the Medes, equating the tragedian with Athens’ longtime enemy. The women
censure Euripides because of how he represents them, but the problem is not misrepresentation.
Rather, Mica says, Euripides represents women as they are, so “We can no longer act as we did
before” (Spdoa &’ €0’ fpiv 00dev omep xal mpo tod / E€eott, Thesm. 398L.). Before Euripides’
fate can be decided, Cleisthenes enters the scene to warn the women of an imposter.

Kp. radocacBe hodopodpevar - kai yap yovi) Tig npiv

gomovdakvia TPooTPEYEL TPV 0VV Opod yevéohay,

oy@®’, v’ adtiig koopiwe ToBhped’ drra Aéel.

KA. ¢pidar yovaixeg, Eoyyevelg todpod tpomon -

Ot pév ¢pikog eip’ dptv, emidnlov taig yvaboig. (575)

yovaikopavd yap tpolevd 0’ dpdv ael. (Thesm. 571-76)

Cr.: Stop abusing each other, for some woman is running towards us in a hurry.

So be quiet at once before she gets here so that we may hear from her what she

has to say.

CL: Dear women, kinswomen of my character. It’s quite clear from my cheeks

that I'm dear to you. I’'m simply crazy about women and will be your ally

forever.
As Cleisthenes approaches, Critylla recognizes him as a woman (yovr| ti¢, 571) and refers to him
with a feminine participle (¢omovdaxvia, 572) and pronoun (avtiig, 573). Cleisthenes refers to
himself with the masculine adjective ¢pirog (“dear,” 575), a morphological correction of Critylla
gendering him female, but he calls the assembled women “dear” (¢pidar yvvaikeg, 575) and asserts
that he feels a kinship with women because of their shared character (uyyeveig toopod tpomov,

573). The adjective ovyyevrg (“inborn,” “akin”) is used metaphorically here to suggest a kind of

kinship beyond family lines.103 Cleisthenes is a man but his position as a friend (¢pirog) and

103 Cf. LS]J s.v. ovyyevrig (11.2).
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relative (ovyyevrg) to women puts him in an intermediary position. He says he will act as their
proxenos or “public ally” forever (mpoZevd 6’ bpdv aei, 576), further emphasizing his special
relationship with women and his position adjacent to them.!%* Critylla’s recognition of
Cleisthenes as “some woman” can be read either either as a recognition or misrecognition since
Cleisthenes is dear and cognate to women, highlighting his closeness and similarity to them, while
also being an ally of a foreign power, a man. Cleisthenes points to own his clean-shaven cheeks as
a sign (¢midnAov taig yvadoig, 575) or token of recognition of this special relationship. After
Cleisthenes mentions the risk of a spy’s presence at the women’s assembly, Critylla calls him by
the third term “child”: “What’s the risk, child? For it’s fitting to call you ‘child’ for as long as you
have bare cheeks” (ti 8’ otiv, O mal; Taida yap o’ eikd¢ kakely, / £wg Av odTwe TAC yvaBoug
PAGG EYRG, Ar. Thesm. 582f.). The noun maig is a common noun and can be either masculine or
feminine. By calling Cleisthenes a child, Critylla neuters him. This works as a joke at his expense,
likening his effeminacy to prepubescence, but it also shows how Cleisthenes has become
ambiguous or hybrid like Agathon since he is no longer easily categorized as male or female.
Cleisthenes’ close kinship to women may explain his understanding of how a man could
hide in plain sight among an assembly of women: “Euripides singed and plucked him and he
furnished him like a woman with everything else” (dpevoev adtov kamét’ Edpuridng / xal TaA\’
aravd’ domep yovaix’ éokedacev, Thesm. 590L). Cleisthenes understands the plan because of his
own liminal, ambiguous gender and propensity for transformation. Cleisthenes’ second-hand
description of the plot echoes the language from earlier in the comedy with the verb agpedw
(“singe off ”). When Euripides costumes Kinsman, he shaves him and singes off his hair: “I'm

going to shave all this and singe off everything downstairs” ([sc. péAMw] amolopety tadi, / Ta

104 Later, during the same exchange, Critylla addresses Cleisthenes as a “public ally” as well (&

npoleve, Thesm. 602).
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kGtw 8 agederv, 2151). Cleisthenes treats Kinsman’s transformation as a costume change with
the metatheatrical verb oxevalw, which Dicaeopolis applies to Cleisthenes himself when he is
disguised as a eunuch (tov Thywv’ Exwv / edvodyog fipiv NABeg Eokevaopévoc; Ach. 120£).
The women at the Thesmophoria treat costume as a disguise, and not transformative.
Ko. 10 mpaypa tovti dervov elcayyéhhetal.
AN, w yovaikeg, o0k eAvoewy expijv,
ARG oxomely Tov avdpa xal {ntetv Omov
AéANBev Npag xpumTog Eykadrpevog. (600)
xal o0 LuvéLevp’ adTOV, G Av TV Yapv
tavtn Vv te xakeivy Eyng, w mpoeve. (Thesm. 597-602)
Cho.: This matter you have announced is terrible. But we mustn’t sit back and
relax, women! But look out for the man and seek where he’s sitting hidden and
unnoticed. Help us look for him, ally, so you can earn our favor for this as well as
your report.
The Chorus Leader genders the infiltrator as masculine, revealing the prevalent view of costume
as disguise: Kinsman is only hidden (kpvrtdg) and unnoticed (AéAn6ev)—his essential identity is
unchanged. When the Chorus Leader realizes she they does not recognize Kinsman, she tells
Cleisthenes: “Wait a minute and look closely at her, for her alone, sir, we do not
recognize” (Qvapeve Sfjta kai okdmel Y admv agpodpa -/ poviy ydp adthy, Gvep, od
yryvwoxopev, 613f). Yet, although Kinsman is suspected to be a man, the Chorus Leader still
refers to him as “her” with the feminine pronoun adtr| (613, 614) and the feminine adjective
povn, just as when she misrecognizes Cleisthenes.
When Cleisthenes tests Kinsman, he is unable to give Cleisthenes any particulars,
referring to her husband as “Mr. So-and-so” (6 defva, 620) and her roommate “Ms. So-and-
s0” (] 8eiva, 625). Kinsman’s language has no clear referent, so Mica reasons that Kinsman has

never been to the Thesmophoria before and therefore must not be a woman: “You aren’t saying

anything. Come here, here, Cleisthenes. This man is the one you mentioned” (00d¢v Aéyeig. dedp’
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¢NOE, Sedp’, O KheioBeveg. / 68 éativ dviip Ov Aéyeig, 634£). Mica’s orders to strip Kinsman
recall Kinsman’s interrogation of Agathon earlier in the play because they share an essentialist
understanding of gender determined by physs.

M. @¢ kai otapa T paivetar kai kaptepa

xal vi| Ala TitBodg Y domep 1pelg odk Eyel. (640)

K. otepipn yap el xodk éxdnoa torote.

M. vovor 8¢ prinp noBa raidwv évvéa.

K. dviotao’ 4pBog. ol 10 méog wbels katw; (Thesm. 639-43)

Mi.: How stout and strong she appears to be! And, by Zeus, she doesn’t have tits

as we do.

Ki.: Because I'm barren and I've never been pregnant.

Mi.: You were just now the mother of nine children.

Cl.: Stand up straight. Where are you pushing your dick down there?
Kinsman only “appears” (paivetai, 639) to be a woman, but that appearance is not convincing
because of how “stout” (cuffapa) and “strong” (kaptepd) she is. Mica ironizes Kinsman’s
femininity by using feminine adjectives, implying that Kinsman’s strength and sturdy build
undermine the artificiality of his costume and that his inner, essential nature is revealed under his
feminine clothing. Kinsman cannot be a woman because “he doesn’t have tits like we
do” (ttBovg Y’ domep 1pelg odk Eyel, 640). This lack determines how the women at the
Thesmophoria read Kinsman’s gender. Cleisthenes assumes Kinsman’s maleness with the
masculine adjective 6p86¢ and then looks for Kinsman’s penis as a marker of who he really is
(Aviotao’ 6pBOG. ol 10 TEog WOl kATw; 643). Yet the past tense of the verb eipi echoes the
language of transformation we have seen in Aristophanes. Until proven otherwise, Mica tells
Kinsman, “You were just now the mother of nine children” (vovdry 8¢ pijtnp qofa maiSwv évvéa,

642). Mica says this in order to show how Kinsman has contradicted himself, but it reveals that

before he was discovered, Kinsman “was” a woman because of his costume and behavior.
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After Kinsman’s arrest, the Chorus exhort themselves to find any other men hidden on
the Pnyx.
Xo. Npag toivov petd todt’ {8 tag Aaprddag apapévag ypr (655)
Lulwoapévag ev kavdpeiwg TV B’ ipatiwv aroddoag
{ntelv, el mov xaAog g avip émeAhube, kal tepBpélau
TV Tokva Tdoav kal tag oxnvag kail tag 0iodovg diabpfioat. (Thesm. 6554Y.)
Cho.: So after this we now must light our lamps, gird up our loins well and
bravely, strip our clothes and inquire whether somehow some other man has also
invaded. We must also run around the whole Pnyx and examine both the tents
and passages.
The Chorus Leader’s imperative to search for men works on several levels: 1) at the basic level of
the plot, it is a command to seek out more spies among the women at the Thesmophoria. 2) On a
metatheatrical level, it’s a joke that the women on the Pnyx should strip (Groddoag, 656) and join
the search “bravely” (kavdpeiwg, ibid.), with the adverb punning on the Greek word for man,
avnjp.105 Of course, if the women stripped off their costumes, it would reveal that the actors are
men. And 3) after the search, the Chorus insults the audience, another joke, but this time
breaking the fourth wall, when they say: “But it seems to us that everything looks fine. For we at
least don’t see any other man sitting among us” (AN’ €ory’ nuiv drravta twg dieoképBar kaAdg. /
oy Opdpev Yodv €T’ aAhov 00déV’ eykabnpevov, 686L.).
In the Acharnians Dicaeopolis becomes a tragic character as he puts on a costume and
acquires props, but in the 7hesmophoriazusae Kinsman introduces us to the inverse idea, that
stripping something will reveal its inner essence. Both plays parody the hostage scene from

Euripides’ Telephus but to different effect and with a different emphasis on how mimesis works:

when Dicaeopolis abducts the Acharnians basket of coal, it adds to his characterization as

105 At the end of the Thesmosphoriazusae, Euripides tells Kinsman to run act “like a
man” (AvOpixdg, 1204) and run off to his wife and kids. Does he need a reminder because he’s
been in character?
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Telephus; but when Kinsman takes Mica’s baby hostage as leverage for his own escape, the focus
is on the revelation that the baby is a wineskin.
Kn. dpamrte kai xatabe - o0 8¢ 10 Kpnuikov (730)
arodvdL tayéwg - tod Bavartov &, w radiov,
ROVIV YOVAUKOV aiTi®d TV prtépa.
Tout T EoTv; Aokog Eyéved’ 1) kOpn
olvov TAéwg, kai tadta [lepowdg Exwv.
w Beppotatal yvvaike, w rotiotatal (735)
KA TavTog BRels pyavopevat mety,
w péya kamAoig ayabov, fpiv 8’ av kakov,
kaxov 8¢ kal tol oxevapiolg kai T xpox1|. (71 hesm. 730-38)
Ki.: Kindle and light it! Quickly strip the Cretan garment. Child, blame your
mother alone of all women for your death. What’s this? The girl has become a
sack full of wine and wearing Persian slippers too. You hot-headed women,
dipsomaniacs continuously plotting to drink, you’re a great boon to bartenders,
but a terrible evil for us, evil both for our glassware and saffron.
When Kinsman strips (an6dvBi, 731) Mica’s child, he reveals its true identity: “The girl has
become a sack full of wine” (Goxog éyéved’ 1) kOpn / oivov TAéwg, 733L). The predicate structure

3% ¢

of this sentence and the aorist tense of the verb yiyvopat (“become,” “come into being”) suggest
the end result of a transformation or coming into being that happened sometime in the past,
implying that the child transformed into and is now a wineskin. Yet this verb of becoming is used
for a non-transformation: the wine-skin has always been a wine-skin, but covered in clothes.
Aristophanes inverts the language of being and becoming. As we have seen, he uses eipi to mark
transformations that affect a character, and here he characterizes costume or disguise as
superficial, not transformative, by using the verb ytyvopat to mark the child’s identity. Stripping
the child’s clothes away reveals the true being of the wineskin, and it becomes a prop to
characterize Mica. According to Kinsman, Mica and women generally are dipsomaniacs. Despite

the fact that the wineskin is not a child, Kinsman metaphorically treats it as such, claiming that

Mica is a “good mother by nature” because she will not allow him to cut the wineskin with his
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knife: “You love your child by nature, but nevertheless she’ll have her throat cut” (¢prAdtexvog g
el pooeL. / AN 00y firtov {8’ dmoopayroetal, 752f.). While Dicacopolis treats his hostage, the
basket of charcoal, as a metaphorical child as well, the humor of the scene is in his insistence in
treating the basket as a hostage while it clearly is a basket, whereas in the 7#kesmophoriazusae there
is the added element of revealing an inner being by stripping the exterior facade of clothing. By
calling Mica a naturally good mother (¢piAdtexvog pdoer), Kinsman, albeit sarcastically, treats her
wineskin as a child in fact and not in word, complicating the physis/nomos tension at stake in the
disguise.
In order to extricate himself from the situation, Kinsman draws inspiration from

Euripides’ Helen, because more successful than Palamedes, in order to escape.

@ ST Av abdtov mpooayayoipnv Spapaty

eywda - v kawnv ‘EAévnv pprjoopat. (850)

Tavtwg & Ohpyet pot yovaikeia otolr. (Ar. Thesm. 849-51)

With which play could I draw him to me? I know! I’ll imitate his recent Helen,
especially since I have a woman’s dress.

Kinsman states that he can imitate Helen because he already wears a dress.10 Kinsman’s
possession of the costume, which is indicated by the dative of possession (Urtapyel pot yovaikeia
oTtoAn, 851), not his natural predisposition, enables him to imitate another (puprjoopat, 850).107
Kinsman may believe that this is no transformation and only a disguise, but the dress he wears
has had an effect on him. Agathon uses the verb Orapyw (“be already in existence”) to suggest

that there i1s an underlying substrate or subjectivity present in his body that allows him to

106 Whitmarsh states that this paratragic scene in Thesm. “is already metaleptic, as it stages the
author Euripides entering the world of his own play” (2013: 8). Euripides and Kinsman use
deictics to say they are in Egypt, but Critylla “punctures the illusion” by referring to their
Athenian context.

107 Else argues that the notion of parody is important in this passage, so he reads the line as a
moment of self-reassurance “that he is at least dressed for his mimic role: he can at least look like
a woman” (1958: 80).
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represent male characters: “If someone writes plays about men, this subject is present in his
body” (avdpeta & fv moifj g, €v T owpatt / €vead’ ddpyov todd’, 154f). But here dmdpyw
suggests that the dress has transformed Kinsman, enabling him to imitate other women, and
although Kinsman uses the verb to express possession, we can think of it working predicatively as
well—there is something feminine present in Kinsman already (Ortapyetr yovaikeiov) because of
his previous transformation and the costume he has at hand. Critylla is not deceived by
Kinsman’s new disguise as Helen and responds critically: “You’re turning into a woman again
before paying the penalty for your first female role?” (adBic ad yiyver yovn, / mpiv th¢ £tépag
dodvau yovaukioewg diknv; 862f). Critylla uses the present tense of the verb yivopau in the phrase
“becoming a woman” (ytyvet yovrj, 862). The transformation occurs in the present as a process.
Kinsman’s dress, as Agathon explained, allows him to take on the mindset of another person.
Kinsman’s ploy successfully attracts Euripides’ attention. The tragedian enters as a
shipwrecked Menelaus, and Kinsman responds by welcoming him to Egypt: “This is the hall of
Proteus” (Ilpwtéwg 1ad’ €oti péhabpa, Thesm. 874). This phrase references Euripides’ depiction
of Helen, who remained in Egypt during the Trojan War, but the allusion to Proteus works on a
metatheatrical level because Kinsman and Euripides change into various characters in this scene.
Euripides and Kinsman stay in character, but Critylla insists on who she is: “By the two
goddesses, I'm Ciritylla, daughter of Antitheus from Gargettus!” (pa to Bed, / el pry KpitoA\a y’
Avubéov I'apyntrobev, 897f). In doing so, she rebuts Kinsman, who pretends she is Proteus’

daughter Theonoe, and insists on who Kinsman is: “You’re a wretch!” (o0 8’ el mavodpyog,

898).108

108 Dobrov argues that with the metatheater of Thesm., Ar. moves towards an explicit play within
a play with the endpoint of muse en abyme (2001: 24).
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Critylla reveals an essentialist position that emphasizes being over becoming, a belief that
transformation is ineffective, but Euripides comically recognizes Kinsman as Helen, and
Kinsman recognizes Euripides as well.

Ev. ‘EAévn o’ 6poiav 81| pahiot’ eidov, yovar.

K. éyo) 8¢ Mevehéw o’ 6oa Y’ €k TV apdiwv. (910)

Ev. &yvwg ap’ 0pBdxs avdpa dvotvyéotatov. (Thesm. 909-11)

Eu.: Dear woman, I have seen that you look especially like Helen.

Ki.: And I see you look quite like my Menelaus from your clothes.

Eu.: Then you've recognized rightly a most unlucky man.
Euripides and Kinsman recognize each other because they are visibly “like” (6poiav, 909) the
character they represent. We are precisely aware of the fact that Menelaus is in fact a character
played by Euripides and Helen by Kinsman, but their exchange suggests that likeness not only
enables comparison to another but recognition of one’s identity. Euripides and Kinsman model a
doubled recognition that takes into account being and becoming—they each recognize the other,
both as a player and as the character the other plays.

Kinsman asks the Magistrate to be stripped of his disguise of women’s clothes before he’s
executed, but the Magistrate says his costume befits his character as a Tavodpyog.

Kn. YORVOV arodboavta pe

kéNeve TpoG T oavidl delv tov ToloTnV, (940)

{va pr| v kpokwtolg kai pitpaig yépwy avip

Yélwta mtapéyw tolg kopally EoTdv.

ITp. Eyovta tadt’ €80e tf] fovAi| o delv,

iva tot¢ Tapodot dfjAog n¢ Tavodpyog wv. (Ar. Thesm. 939-44)

Ki.: Tell the archer to tie me to the board after he’s stripped naked so that as an
old man I’'m not a laughing stock wearing saffron robes and scarves to the crows
as I feed them.

Pr.: The Council decided you must wear these things so that it’s clear you're a
criminal to those present.

Kinsman wants the Scythian policeman strip him (yopvov droddoavta pe, 939) before tying him

so that he 1s no longer dressed as a woman when he dies, but the Magistrate argues that his dress
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will make it clear that Kinsman is a criminal (8fo¢ fi¢ mavodpyoc v, 944). Aristophanes uses
the participial form of eipi to show that Kinsman has become and currently is a criminal, at least
according to the Magistrate. Kinsman’s desire to be stripped emphasizes his belief that the dress
has not had an effect on his character, but the Magistrate argues differently that the dress has
become a clear sign by which Kinsman can be recognized for what he is. The dress is no longer a
costume serving as Kinsman’s disguise but a marker of what he has done and who he has
become.

Just as Kinsman gives up hope for his rescue, Euripides returns on stage as Perseus to save

his “Andromeda.”

Kn. tavt ta Bédtiot’ arorédavk’ Edpuridov.

€a - Beol, Zed odrtep, €10’ €T’ EATideg.

avilp €oixev 0d TPOdWoELY, AAAA poL (1010)
onpetov drednAwoe [lepoeds éxdpapwyv,

Ot Bel pe yiyvead’ Avdpopéday - mhvtwg 8¢ pot

1 Séop’ rdpyet. Silov odv TodT’ £68’ bl

et pe oowv - 00 Yap av tapénteto. (Ar. Thesm. 1008-14)

Ki.: These events are fun for Euripides. Wait! O gods and Zeus my savior, there
still is hope! The man seems like he won’t betray me. Instead, he’s run out as
Perseus, signaling that I must become Andromeda. Especially since I have the
chains already. Clearly this will save me, for he wouldn’t fly by.
Kinsman takes this as a sign (onpetov, 1011) “that I must become Andromeda” (6t det pe
Yiyvea®’ Avdpopédav, 1012). Kinsman uses the same phrase to explain why this change is
reasonable as he did for, a dative of possession with the verb Omapyw and adverb mavtwg:
“Especially since I have the chains already” (mavtwg 8¢ pot / ta déop’ Orapyer, 1012f).109
III. Frogs (405 BCE)

When Dionysus visits Heracles at the beginning of the Frogs, Heracles cannot help but

laugh at his half-brother’s get-up.

109 Cf. Thesm. 851 (above).
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Hp. odrtor pa v Afjpntpa dovapar pr| yeAdy -

xaitot 3axvw Y’ pavtdv - AAN Opwg yeAD.

Al @ Sapdvie, Tpdoede - Séopar Yap ti oov.

Hp. GAN’ 00y oi6g T elp’ amoooffjoal tov yéAwv, (45)

Op®V AeOVTHV €T KPOKWTR KEIPEVIV.

Tig 6 vodg; Ti kOBopvoug kai pomarov LovnABétnv;

mol Yiig amednpeig;

A énefarevov KhewoBével. (Ar. Ran. 42-48)

He.: By Demeter, I can’t help but laugh. Even though I bite my tongue, I still

laugh.

Di.: Good sir, come here. I need something from you.

He.: But I can’t stop laughing when I see a lion skin lying on a saffron robe.

What do you have in mind? How do boots and a club go together? Where on

earth have you come from?

Di.: I was just boarding (with) Cleisthenes.
Dionysus misreads Heracles’ response to his costume as fear (“How greatly he feared me!” ¢g
o$podpa p’ €deioe, Ran. 41), but Heracles finds Dionysus’ appearance ridiculous because he wears
a mixture of masculine and feminine attire. Dionysus has become hybrid, neither fully effeminate
or masculine. Dionysus, unlike Dicaeopolis or Kinsman, has come in costume, needing neither
clothes nor props, yet he needs something from Heracles to fully transform into him (8éopaut yap
Tt oov, 44).110 Just as Kinsman asks Agathon in 7hesmophoriazusae, Heracles asks how both
masculine and feminine garments and props can coexist on a single body: “What do you have in
mind? How do boots and a club go together?” (ti¢ 6 vodg; i k6Bopvoug kai porarov LovnABétnv;
47). Dionysus is difficult to read, and his intentions (6 vodg) are unclear, because of his change in
appearance. The lion skin lies on top of] or covers, his saffron robe (Aeovtijv émi xpoxwt®
Kelpévny, 46), revealing a belief that essence underlies appearance or costume. Dionysus jokes, “I

was just boarding (with) Cleisthenes,” which has both a naval and sexual meaning. émfatedw

(“board,” “be a passenger”) suggests that Dionysus rode in a ship with Cleisthenes for a naval

110 For extensive bibliography on views for and against Ar. Ran. as a landmark in literary

criticism, cf. Halliwell (2011: 93f.).
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battle, but since the verb takes Cleisthenes as its object, the joke is that he had sex with this
comically effeminate man. Just as Dionysus’ hybrid costume reveals his apparent doubleness, so
too the verb émPatedw works doubly, hinting at martial prowess while also reminding us of
Cleisthenes’ and Dionysus’ effeminacy.!!!

Dionysus dresses up as a hero, just as a tragic actor would do, in order to journey to
Hades, revealing a belief that his disguise will help him succeed if not change him into being the
kind of person who could succeed in this task.

AL @A Govrep Eveka TV TV okeviy Exwv

NABov katd oty pipnoty, fva pot todg Zévoug

TOOG G0od¢ Ppacelag, & Seoipny, oiot o (110)
Exp® 60, fivik’ QABeg &mi tov KépPepov,

T0OTOVG PPATOV pot, Aipévag, Aptommlia,

Topvel’, Avaradiag, EKTponds, kprvag, 6300,

noleig, daitag, Tavdokevtpiag, Hov

KOpelg OAtylotot. (Ran. 108-15) (115)

Di.: But I've come wearing this apparel in imitation of you, so you would tell me
about those guest-friends you stayed with that time when you came for Cerberus,
if I needed them. Tell me about them, and also the harbors, bakeries, brothels,
inns, side roads, springs, streets, cities, ways of life, innkeepers, where there are
the fewest bedbugs.

Dionysus possesses (xwv, 108) something that characterizes him, but here it is not an innate

39 ¢

quality but a garment. The noun oxevr (“garment,” “apparel”) can also mean the dress of an
actor.!12 He possesses the clothes that will allow him to transform, showing that he has a

changeable character. Dionysus does not require props or costumes from Heracles. Instead, he

tells Heracles that he has need of (el Seoipnv, 110) the relationships (todg &évoug, 109) Heracles

11 Foley writes of this scene that Dionysus’ “ludicrous fussing” over the Heracles costume in the
Frogs is repeated with Pentheus in the Bacchae. “In contrast, the smiling god of the Bacchae
expresses his divine authority by his control over role change and his ability to make those
onstage believe whatever he intends....Again, change of role/costume simultaneously effects
comic exposure of self-ignorance and tragic entrapment” (Foley 1985: 226f.).

112 See the use of the verb oxeval{w and compounds above, which are derived from the noun

oxedog/oxevr|. Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) and Frisk (1960-72) s.v. okedog.
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gained from his twelfth Labor. The god of theater believes in mimesis’ potential for producing
change as he reveals with the phrase “in imitation of you” (xata onyv pipnowv, 109).113 For
Dionysus, the Heracles costume enables him to travel to the Underworld and accomplish the
same kinds of deeds as Heracles.

After making their way to Hades, Dionysus asks Xanthias, “What's this?” (tovti ti €0ty
Ran. 181), to which Xanthias responds, “This? It’s a lake” (todto; Aipvn, 181). In the Poetics,
Aristotle argues that this kind of “this is that” correspondence is at the heart of the educational
aspect of mimesis. In the Frogs, Aristophanes uses deictics as a means of exposition: Dionysus and
Xanthias tell the audience that “this is a lake” while pointing at the orchéstra, effectively telling
them “the orchéstra 1s a lake.” This encourages the audience to suspend their disbelief and also to
recognize the orchestra’s change. We can think of this in terms along the same lines as costume and
identity, the referent of a deictic is made clear by gestures on stage, but the certainty that
underlies referentiality 1s subverted.

Pronouns and names, i.e. being, become problematic in Frogs because of the
metamorphosis effected by mimesis. Xanthias swears by Heracles when he sees the monster
Empusa, but Dionysus rebukes him for invoking his name.

Ea. arohodped’; wval ‘Hpaxeg.

A 00 ) kaAeig B’

OVBpw’, ikeTedw, pnde katepelc Todvopa.

Ea. Aiovouoe toivov. (300)
A 00T #0’ frtov Batépov. (Ran. 298-300)

Xa.: We're goners, lord Heracles!

Di.: Do not call on me, mortal, I beseech you, don’t speak my name.
Xa.: Dionysus, then.

Di.: That’s even worse than the other one!

113 Else reads this as an example of mimesis meaning “mime” in 5th c. BCE (1958: 81).
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Xanthias calls on “Heracles,” but Dionysus reacts negatively, telling him “do not call on me” (00
pn xadeig p’, 298). Dionysus uses the first pronoun to refer to himself as Heracles. But when
Xanthias corrects himself and addresses Dionysus by name, he is also forbidden from saying
“Dionysus.” In the space of a few lines, Xanthias has called upon two different gods by name, yet
both names refer to Dionysus. By dressing up and acting as Heracles, Dionysus claims that the
name “Heracles” refers to him while still identifying as “Dionysus.” The disguised god of theater
reveals a doubled identity—he 1s both Heracles and Dionysus simultaneously—fashioned by
mimesis.
Dionysus hesitates before knocking on Aeacus’ door, but Xanthias tells him to knock like

Heracles.

AL aye 81, tiva tpomov v Bdpav ko6Ppw; Tiva; (460)

QG VA’ Apa KOTTOLOIV 0O WPIOL

Ea. 00 pr) dwatpierg, AAAQ yedoer i BOpag,
xa®’ ‘HpaxAéa to oyfjpa kai to Ajp’ £ywv.

Au mat ad.
Awa. Ti ovTOG;
A ‘HpaxAijg 6 xaptepog. (Ran. 460-64)

Di.: So then, how should I knock the door? How? How do the natives knock
here?

Xa.: Stop wasting time. Just take a taste of the door since you have the form and
courage like Heracles.

Di.: Boy! Boy!

Aea.: Who 1s 1t?

Di.: The mighty Heracles.
Dionysus wonders how (tiva tpomov, 460) he should knock the door, but the noun tpomog
(literally meaning a “way” or “turning”) can refer to a person’s habits or character. He is timid to
continue his adventure into Hades and hesitates because he does not know how to act in

character as Heracles. Xanthias responds by saying “just take a taste of the door” (GAAa yedoet

tfi¢ BVpag, 463), simultaneously advising Dionysus to get on with it as well as giving an answer to
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the implied question about character: Dionysus should act the way Heracles is depicted in
comedy, as a glutton. This didactic element of metamorphic mimesis is novel here. Xanthias
guides Dionysus in acting like Heracles, showing how behavior and character can be transformed
through mimesis and practice. According to Xanthias, Dionysus should act like Heracles because
he possesses his attire and courage (xa8’ ‘HpaxAéa to oyfjpa xai to Afjp’ €ywv, 463).
Aristophanes’ use of rhyme and the connective conjunction xai shows that there is a relationship
between schéma and lema, between appearance and mindset. Xanthias implies that Dionysus’
possession of both the Heraclean props and inner quality of courage are enough for Dionysus to
become Heracles and act like him. Costume transforms his appearance and also affects his
psychology. When Aeacus asks who is at the door (ti¢ odtog; 464), the pronoun odtog raises a
further question for Dionysus. Who is “this”? Has he changed at all? By answering that he is
Heracles ((Hpaxfig 6 xaptepdc), Dionysus shows how “this” can become “that” through
mimesis.

Although Kinsman and Euripides take on multiple roles in Thesmophoriazusae we do not
seem them become each other. Dionysus tells Xanthias to switch places with him dressing up as
Heracles out of fear of Aeacus’ reprisals, offering him to become the porter “for a turn” (¢v t®
pépet, 497). Dionysus suggests that mimesis has only partial, temporary effects, that he can be a
either a porter or a hero temporarily, but his flattery of Xanthias suggests otherwise.

AL 101 vov, émeidny Anpatiag kvSpeiog €l,

oD pév yevod "y To pomaiov tout Aoy (495)
xal TV Aeovrily, eimep apofdomiayvog el -

gyw & Eoopai ool okELOPOPOG EV TR pPéPEL.

Ea. ¢pépe O1) tayéwg adt’ - 0 ydp AAAA Telotéoy.

xail fAépov el Tov ‘HpaxieoavBiav,

el del\o¢ Egopal kal katd o TO Afjp’ Exwv. (500)

A pa AP, AN d&AnBdg 0ok Melitng paotryiag.
Ppépe vov, Eyw ta otpwpat’ ailpwpat tadi. (Ran. 494-502)
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Di.: Come on now, since you’re courageous and brave, you become me and take

this club and lion skin. That 1s, if you are fearless of heart. And I'll become your

porter in turn.

Xa.: Give me them quickly, for surely I must obey. Look at Heracleoxanthias and

see whether I become cowardly and have a spirit like you.

Di.: My god, no! Truly, you are the whipped Melitan. Come now, let me lift up

these bags.
By praising Xanthias’ bravery (Anpatiag kdvdpetog ei, 494), Dionysus reasons that Xanthias is
predisposed to imitating Heracles because brave. Xanthias is already a“high-spirited
man” (Anpatiag), a noun related to Afjpa (“will,” “courage”).11* Dionysus flatters Xanthias for
being (ef) the very thing Xanthias exhorted him to use (16 Afjpa, 463) previously, when he advised
Dionysus how to behave like Heracles. Xanthias possesses some of Heracles’ traits already and
therefore is already akin to him, but in order to imitate the hero, Dionysus tells Xanthias to take
the Heracles costume and props (10 poémadov tovtl Aafcv / xal v Aeovriv, 495f.). The
participle Aafwv echoes the Acharnians transformation scene when Euripides tells Dicaeopolis to
take his tragedy (ovBpwr’, dpaiprioet pe v tpaywdiav. / dmeAbe tavtnvi Aafcv, Ack. 465).
Dionysus uses the same participle here as his favorite tragedian, reminding us of the potential
costume has for effecting change and of Aristophanes’ continued interest in mimesis. The verb
Aapfavw means to “take,” but the tense of the aorist participle Aaf3cv suggests a one-time,
simple action, “to take and to keep.”!1> Thus, Dionysus tells Xanthias to acquire what he lacks
(the lion skin and cudgel) in order to become Heracles, and by possessing those external markers
and his inner bravery, he will effectively become Heracles.

Xanthias’ predisposition and his acquisition of the Heracles costume and props serve as

an aetiology for his ability to imitate Heracles, but, curiously, Dionysus tells Xanthias, “Become

114 Both nouns derive from the verb A& (“will”). Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) and Frisk (1960-72) s.v.
AD.
115 See ch. 1 (pp. 43) above on aorist tense of Aapfdvw as an ingressive of £yw.
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me” (o0 pév yevod ‘yw, 495), not “Heracles.” Dionysus uses the first person pronoun &yw not to
refer to himself but to the character he represents. The phrase is mirrored a couple lines later
when Dionysus says “I will be your porter” (¢yo) 8” €oopai oot oxevopopog, 497). The correlative
particles pév and d¢ suggest a contrast between these two phrases and also a logical connection.
The word order is mirrored, with slight variatio in the second part: Dionysus commands Xanthias
“You become me” (second person pronoun, verb, and nominative first person pronoun); and says
of himself “I will be your porter” (first person pronoun, verb, second person pronoun, noun).
The word order and particles lead us to expect “I will be you” (¢yo & Egopai ov), with the
second person pronoun in the nominative case, instead of “I will be your porter.” The correlation
of these two phrases also draws attention to the similar use to which the verbs are employed.
ylyvopat and eipi are both put to work to describe an on-stage metamorphosis effected through
costumes and props, 1.e. mimesis. In the aorist tense, ylyvopat can be translated as “come to
pass,” “happen,” or, as here, “be.”116 While Dionysus effectively tells Xanthias, “Be me,” and uses
the verb “to be” in reference to himself a couple lines later, both verbs are deployed to describe
becoming and not being.

But this becoming is not a transformation into a completely different person. Xanthias
refers to himself by a new name compounded from his own name as well as Heracles’,
Heracleoxanthias (498). Xanthias acknowledges the process of becoming, and his new name
encompasses his own transformation from Xanthias into Heracles. Dionysus may refer to himself
as Heracles in the first person above, but Xanthias recognizes him as a kind of hybrid of
metamorphosis as well. Xanthias asks Dionysus to consider whether he will be as cowardly

(dehog) as Dionysus was during his tenure as Heracles. Dionysus’ portrayal of Heracles exhibited

116 Cf. LST s.v. yiyvopau (A.L.3).
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some of his own traits; he was a “Heracleodionysus,” gluttonous like Heracles and cowardly like
himself. Xanthias’ question implies that by becoming Heracles he may become also like
Dionysus. When he asks if he will have a spirit like Dionysus (katd o¢ 10 AMjp’ €xwv, 499), the
second personal pronoun troubles who it is exactly Xanthias is becoming. The phrase kata oe
recalls Dionysus when he tells Heracles he came “in imitation of you” (kata orv pipnouv, 109) at
the beginning of the play. Dionysus’ affirms this view that mimesis somehow hybridizes Xanthias
by saying, “My god, no! Truly, you are the whipped Melitan” (pa A, AGAN AAnB&G 0ok Meitng
paotryiag, 500). The phrase 6 éx Melitng paotiyag points to Xanthias® hybridity as

Heracleoxanthias: there was a sanctuary dedicated to Heracles in the Attic deme of Melite, but

3 ¢

the noun paotiylag (“whipping post,” “rogue”) is often used for flogged slaves.!!7 This noun pays

attention to Xanthias’ previous slave status but can also refer to Heracles’ servitude to Omphale.

Dionysus insists on switching places with Xanthias at the prospect of food and
entertainment provided by Persephone. When Xanthias orders Dionysus to pick up his baggage,
Dionysus pretends he was not serious before.

Ea. 161 v, pphoov tportiota taig opynotpioty

taig Eviov odoaig adTtog OTL eloépyopal. (520)
0 maig, axohovBel dedpo T okev] PEPWV.

AL émioyeg, 00TOG. 0b Ti OV TTOVSI|V TOLET,

ot oe mai{wv ‘HpaxAéa *veokedaoa;

od 1) proapnoeic Exwv, o Eavlia,

AN’ Apapevog oloeg TaAy Td oTpwpaTa. (525)
Ea. 11 8’ éotiv; 0b Tl mob p’ aperéoBar Siavoet

adwxag adtog;

Au 00 tay’, AN’ 101 Tol.

katdBov 1o déppa.

Ea. TadT’ €yw paptdpopat

xal ol Beolowy émitpénw.

Au moloig Beoig;

10 8¢ mpoodokfioa ¢° 00K AVONTOV Kal KEVOV (530)
w¢ d0DA0G Qv kal Bvitog Adkprvrg €oe;

117 Cf. Dover 1993: ad loc.
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Ba. apélel. kal@g - €y’ adt’. Towg yap toi mote
épod denBeing av, el Beog BéNoL. (Ran. 519-33)

Xa.: Go on now, tell the dancing girls inside straightaway that I myself am

coming inside. Slave, follow me and carry the bags.

Di.: Hold on, you! You aren’t really serious, are you? Because I was playing when

I equipped you as Heracles. Don’t talk any more nonsense, Xanthias, but pick up

the bags and carry them again.

Xa.: What’s this? You don’t really intend to take away what you yourself gave

me, do you?

Di.: I'm not doing it soon but now. Take off that skin.

Xa.: I bear witness to these events and entrust it to the gods.

Di.: Gods?! Isn’t it thoughtless and vain to expect that you, a slave and mortal,

will be the son of Alcmene?

Xa.: Never mind, fine. Take them. Perhaps you’ll need me again, god willing.
Xanthias uses the reflexive pronoun adtog to emphasize that he is Heracles (“I myself am coming
inside”; adtog Ot eloépyopar, 520), but when Dionysus attempts to take back the role, he uses the
pronoun avtog to refer to Dionysus as Dionysus when he played Heracles, and not as Heracles:
“You don’t really intend to take away what you yourself gave me, do you?” (0d ti mod @’
aperéoba diavoet / adwkag avtdg; 526f.). Dionysus takes umbrage at being called “slave” (6
naig, 521) and being told to carry the bags (ta okedn pépwyv) despite his promise to be Xanthias’
porter (£ya 8 €oopai oot oxevopopog, 497). He claims that assigning Xanthias the role of
Heracles was a playact (rai{wv, 523) and suggests that Xanthias, perhaps naively, takes his role
too seriously: “You aren’t serious are you?” (o0 ti wov omovdnv moiet, 522). Dionysus couches
costume (évoxevalw, 523) as a kind of play. In each appearance in Aristophanes, the verb

(év-)oxeval{w and the related noun oxevr] suggest that costume provides a cover or disguise while

the wearer’s being remains unchanged underneath.!'® Dionysus implies that there is no

118 |, g T016vSe Y, & midrKE, TOV TOYWY EYwy / evvovxoq qplv NABeg okevaopévoc; (Ach. 120f.);
vov ovV pe Tp&TOV TIPiv Aéyerv edoate / évokevdoaoBai p’ otov aBhibtatov (Ach. 383L.); AAN
Gvrep Evexa T vde Ty okevi)v Exwv / NABov katd orjv pipnoty (Ran. 108f)).

79



transformation involved in Xanthias’ becoming-Heracles, relegating acting and costume to the
realm of disguise and pretense, mere play.

Dionysus wants Xanthias to return to his previous role as a slave and tells him, “Pick up
the bags and carry them again” (Gpapevog oioeig Ty td otpopata, 525). In order to make the
point that Xanthias no longer is a fitting actor for the Heracles character, Dionysus utilizes the
language of being we’ve seen in Aristophanes, emphasizing Xanthias’ identity as a slave with the
participial form of eipi: “Isn’t it thoughtless and vain to expect that although you’re a slave and
mortal, you’ll be the son of Alcmene?” (10 8¢ Tpoodoxfjoal o’ 00k AvonrTov kai kevov / w¢
dodhog v xal Bvntog Alkpnvrg Eoet; 530f.). Dionysus emphasizes Xanthias’ identity,
undercutting his pretensions to becoming Heracles by ascribing the silliness of pretending to be
Heracles with the particle ¢¢ and causal participle.!!¥ Similarly, Lamachus rebukes Dicaeopolis
for speaking audaciously to him since he’s a beggar (ttwyo¢ v, Ach. 577). Dionysus’ claim that
Xanthias cannot be a Heracles because enslaved and mortal is doubly ironic here: 1) Heracles
himself was both enslaved and mortal; and 2) human beings must play Heracles in the Frogs as
well as any other immortal character (even Dionysus). Dionysus’ exclamation, “Gods?!” (roloig
Beotg; 529), gets to this problem as well: Xanthias entrusts the matter to the gods, which Dionysus
thinks is ridiculous because he is divine. But the exclamation can also be read ironically, as a
metatheatrical nod to the mechanics of drama: “Gods? We’re all humans here.”

The Innkeeper recognizes Dionysus as Heracles. She and Plathane mark their certainty
of Dionysus’ identity with pronouns emphasizing his being;

[Ta. ITAaBavn, IThaBavn, dedp’ EAD’, 6 Tavodpyog odTooi,

119 On the particle g with participle of cause or purpose, see Smyth (§ 2086): “This particle sets
forth the ground of belief on which the agent acts, and denotes the thought, assertion, real or
presumed intention, in the mind of the subject of the principal verb or of some other person
mentioned prominently in the sentence, without implicating the speaker or writer.”
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0 €i¢ T mavdokelov eloeABV ToTE (550)
éxkaidex’ aptovg katépay’ fHueOvV—

ITA. vi| Ala,
gxkelvog avtog Ofta.
Ba. KAKOV TKeL Tvi.

[Ta. xai kpéa ye mpog Tovtoloy avafpact’ elkootv

av’ fuPwehiata—

Ea. dwoel tig Sikny.

ITa. xai Td ox6poda T ToAAA. (555)
A Anpeic, @ yovau,

KoK 0108° & Tt Aéyelg.

ITa. 0d pév odv pe mpooeddxac,

ot koBOPVoUC ElyEC, Avayvival o° £

i Sad; O TOAD TapIyog 00K elpnKa Ttw. (Ran. 549-58)

Pa.: Plathane! Plathane! Come here! This is the wretch who invaded the inn
once and destroyed sixteen of our loaves—

PL.: Oh my god, that’s the very one!

Xa.: Someone’s in trouble.

Pa.: —and in addition to those twenty cuts of boiled meat worth half an obol—
Xa.: Someone will be punished.

Pa.: —and many, many cloves of garlic!

Di.: You’re mad, lady, you don’t know what you’re saying.

Pa.: You don’t expect me to recognize you still because you’re wearing boots?
How? I haven’t said anything yet about all the fish you ate.

The Innkeeper uses the demonstrative pronoun odtog strengthened with the -i suffix to refer to
Dionysus as Heracles (“This is the rogue,” 6 mavodpyog ovtooi, 549). The Innkeeper uses the

9 <«

noun mavodpyog (“rogue,” “wretch”) to refer to Heracles’ previous misdeeds, but the attribution
of this noun to a character’s identity is problematized when we recall Kinsman from the

T hesmophoriazusae. Both Critylla and the Marshal refer to Kinsman as a mavodpyog, not because
of his disguise as a woman, but because of his actions while in disguise.!20 The Marshal in fact
says that Kinsman’s dress identifies him as a rogue, not as a woman. The Innkeeper

misrecognizes Dionysus as Heracles but in doing so brings to the audience’s attention the comic

knavery of Dionysus, who is willing to do anything (rav-odpyog), including transforming into

120 Cf. o0 8 &l mavodpyog (Thesm. 898); Tp. Eyovra tadt’ E8oe th Povrfy oe Setv, / Tva toig
rapodot diiAog NG Ttavodpyog v (Thesm. 943L).
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another person, in order to retrieve his favorite tragedian from Hades. Thus, the misrecognition
of Dionysus as Heracles and the naive belief in the ease of referentiality are revealed to be
correct on some level. Dionysus is not “this rogue,” i.e. Heracles, but he is a rogue for the things
he has done, including pretending to be Heracles. Plathane responds by using the demonstrative
pronoun ékefvog and intensive pronoun adtog to identify Dionysus as Heracles: “Oh my god,
that’s the very one!” (vi] Aia, / éxetvog avtog dfjta, 55 11.). This passage raises the problem of
referentiality in a mimetic situation; to whom does “this” or “that” refer? Is recognition ever an
easy proposition?

The Innkeeper tells Dionysus that she can recognize him despite any change in his
appearance: “You don’t expect me to recognize you still because you’re wearing boots?”(00 pév
odv pe mpooedokag, / oty koBopvoug eiyec, Avayvavar o’ Eti; Ran. 556f). At the beginning of
Frogs, Heracles laughs at Dionysus’ boots because they clash with the rest of his costume (ti
k6Bopvog kai porarov LovnABétnv; 47). Similarly, in Thesmophoriazusae, Kinsman laughs at
Agathon’s “confusion of life” (tig 1] tapalig tod Biov; Thesm. 137) because of the tragedian’s
androgynous appearance. Both Dionysus and Agathon are the objects of ridicule, both are
depicted as hybrid because of mimesis, similar to Xanthias as Heracleoxanthias. The Innkeeper
misreads Dionysus’ boots as a disguise meant to hide his identity as Heracles, ignoring his
hybridity in order to recognize (avayvdvai, 557) him, but the boots are not meant as a disguise.
Rather, they trace the temporality of Dionysus’ transformation from one form into another. They
are the vestige of his initial form as Dionysus. The Innkeeper and Plathane insist on Dionysus’
identity, his being, but Xanthias reveals a distrust in identity and recognition. His mumbled
remarks are in keeping for a slave but they reveal an understanding of the ambiguities arising

from mimesis and transformation. Twice during this exchange Xanthias expresses a similar idea
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with tig: “Someone’s in trouble” (kaxov fjket twvi, 552); “Someone will be punished” (3coer tig
diknv, 554). Xanthias makes no claims of recognition, calling his master neither Dionysus nor
Heracles. Xanthias shows an awareness of the difficulty of recognition considering the
transformations and reversals occurring in the play, and refers instead to g, “somebody.”12!

The problem of referentiality continues when, after the Innkeeper and Plathane recount
what Heracles ate and did, Xanthias says, “That us his work! This is absolutely in
character” (todtov Thvo Todpyov - 00TO¢ 6 TPOTOG TavTayod, Ran. 563). In the first half of the
line the demonstrative pronoun odtog (“this one”) can refer to either the person who has done all
the things Innkeeper and Plathane have listed, Heracles, or the physically closer person,
Dionysus. The word- and sound-play of the line reinforces this ambiguity: the pronouns todtov
and obrtog, while appearing closely, refer to the doer of the deeds in the first half of the line and
to his character in the second half. Likewise, adverbs formed denominatively from na¢ appear in
both halves of the line,!22 and, like the doubleness of Heracles and “Heracles,” mavo and
mavtayod resemble each other but are not identical. Finally, the sound -ou 1s repeated throughout
the line, denoting a kind of sonic similarity, but, grammatically, these words do not agree (todtov,
gen. sg. masc.; Tobpyov, nom. sg. neut.; o0TOG, NOM. §g Masc.; Tavrayod, adv.).123

Because the Innkeeper and Plathane recognize Dionysus as Hercules, Dionysus wants to
trade places with Xanthias again in order to avoid punishment.

Av. xéaota drodoipnyv, Eavbiav el pi gAd.
Ea. 018’ otda tov vodv - rade made tod Adyov. (580)

odk Av yevoipny Hpaxhijg ad.
A pnoapdg,

121 Cf. Dionysus’ nearly identical line when Aeacus bursts in to punish Xanthias as Heracles in a
(fixet Tw kaxov, Ran. 606).
122 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) and Frisk (1960-72) s.v. mdg.

123 Cf. xai TodT0 TovTOL TODPYOV (Ran. 568).
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w Eavoidiov.

(=) \ A, N [ 4 p) 1

Ba. xal thg av AAprvng eyw

ViOg yevoipny dodAog apa kai Bvntog v;

At 018’ 018’ 6T Bopol, kai Sikaiwg adto Spdg -

kv &l pe TorTolg, odk av avreiroyi oot (585)
) 5 3 ~ ~ s 3 7 ’

AAN’ 1|V o€ 10D Aouod ToT’ agEAwpal Ypovou,

npopprlog adtdg, 1 yovr, Td Taudia,

kaxioT’ drodoipny, kapyédnpog 6 yAapwy.

E. 8é&yopau tov 6pkov kam tovtoig Aapfavw. (Ran. 579-89)

Di.: May I die most terribly, if I don’t love Xanthias!
Xa.: I know what you’re thinking. I know! Stop speaking. Stop! I won’t become
Heracles again.
Di.: Nooooo, dear Xanthias.
Xa.: How could I become the son of Alcmene, anyway, when I’'m a mortal and a
slave?
Di.: I know, I know you’re angry, and you’re right to be. If you hit me, I wouldn’t
blame you. But if I take it away from you any time in the future, may I myself
utterly, most terribly die, and my wife and children and that squint-eyed
Archedemus.
Xa.: I accept this oath and on these terms take the costume back.
Xanthias uses Dionysus’ words against him by asking whether it’s possible for him to become
Heracles while being a human and slave (xai T&¢ av AAkprjvng £yw / viog yevoipnyv dodAog dpa
Kkai Bvntog Gv; 582f). The adverbs ad (“again”), Gpa (“simultaneously”), and mote (“ever”) as well
as the genitive construction tod Aoirov ypovov (“for the remaining time,” “in the future”)
emphasize the temporality of being and becoming. Xanthias refuses to become Heracles
“again” (av), implying that one can change more than once, or change back into something.
From this point of view, transformation is not final but a process. While Dionysus promises that
he will not take the costume, which may lead Xanthias to believe his possession of the costume

and identity of Heracles are not at risk, Dionysus’ promise reveals that he could take the costume

back. The adverbs ad and morte reveal the back and forth, present and future, of transformation,

84



but Gpa v reveals instead the continuity of being.!2* But this being is not stable and unchanging:
The sarcasm inherent in Xanthias” question implies the answer, “Well, of course, I can be
something (8odAo¢ dpa kal Bvntog Gv) and at the same time become another thing (yevoipnyv).”
When Dionysus acknowledges Xanthias’ anger as just (ikaiwg), he admits that his previous
argument is lacking: being does not stand in the way of becoming. Indeed Dionysus seems to
already be on his way to becoming a Xanthias-like figure. Xanthias interrupts Dionysus with a
repetition of the verb oida (018’ 0ida tov vodv, 580), and shortly after Dionysus echoes this
phrase (018’ 018’ 6t Bupot, 584). Before they exchange clothes for a second time, Dionysus’
speech is already in character and Xanthias-like.

The Chorus fails to conceptualize transformation as a process—Xanthias must either be
Heracles or Xanthias—but they advise Xanthias to get “back” into character, highlighting a kind
of temporality to transformation.

Xo. vdv o0V Epyov €0, Emeldr) (590)

TV 0TOAV elAndag fvrep

etyeg €€ apyfig maAw,

avavealewv av tO AMjpa

xal BAémery adbig T0 devov,

00 Be0d pepvnpévov

wmep elkaleg oeavToy. (595)

v 8¢ mapaAnp®v AAQE Q)

KAKPAANG Tt paABakov,

avbig aipecBai o” avaykn

‘ogtal TaAw td otpwparta. (Ran. 590-97)

Now, since you have the clothes you previously had again, it’s your job to refresh
your courage again and look frightful again, in a way reminiscent of the god to

whom you liken yourself. If you’re caught being foolish or saying anything soft,
you will have to pick up the bags again.

124 modifying the participle ®v, emphasizing the temporality of being and becoming, adv. Gpa
used in connection with circumstantial participle = “at the same time.” “...though strictly
modifying the main verb, are often placed close to a temporal participle which they modify in
sense” (Smyth § 2081, emphasis in original).

JE——
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The adverb vdv and present tense of the verb elpi (vdv oov €pyov éoti, 590) situate Xanthias’
transformation as occurring in the present, but there is also a sense of repetition to this
transformation. The Chorus says Xanthias has the costume “back from before” (&€ apyfig T,
591), implying that the costume, or otoAr), enables Xanthias’ transformation, and that Xanthias
switches back and before between two identities, Heracles and Xanthias. They refer to Xanthias’
transformation as a kind of return back to his previous state and as a repetition: “refresh your
courage again” (avavealerv ad o Ajpa, 592); “look frightful again” (kai PAémery adic o Servév,
593). Heracles 1s Xanthias’ past identity but that transformation has no lasting effect in the
present. And if he acts out of character in any way, he’ll go back to carrying bags again (a8,
maAw), back to being a slave. The depiction of changing back and forth from one character seems
to be a dichotomous, essentialist notion of identity with no in-between state or aftereffects of
transformation, but the verb dvavealew (“to become young again”) suggests an alternative to the
Chorus’ thinking. Xanthias must become young again in his “will” or “courage” (1o Afjpa, 592),
which he already possesses (Anpartiag, 494). He must go “back,” ava-, to his previous, younger
self in order to fully transform into Heracles, bolstering the idea of a processual change in a
person over time. We may consider Xanthias likening himself to Heracles ((mep eixaleig
oeavtov, 395) as mere imitation, emphasizing Xanthias’ being, (i.e. he is not actually Heracles
only like Heracles), but this likening occurs after other processes of change take place in
Xanthias’ body. In addition to Xanthias’ costume (1} otoAr)), he must look (fAémewv) a certain way,
be courageous (10 Afjpa), and remember (pépvnpar) the person he imitates. The Chorus tells
Xanthias to do his “work” (£pyov, 590), casting his costume change as part of his role as a slave,

so ultimately not transformative, but we can also think of the word €pyov as a kind of Heraclean
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labor.12> His “work,” like costume and language, works doubly, reminding us of Xanthias’ being
while also allowing for the possibility of becoming.

Xanthias suggests that Aeacus torture him and Dionysus in order to test whether
Dionysus is truly a god.

At d8éavatog eivai pnut, Advocog A,

todtov 8¢ odAov.

Awa. Tad T AKOVE;

Ea. PP’ Eyw.

Kal TOAD Y& paAAAOY 0T paoTywTéog -

elmep Beog yap éotiv, odk aloBrjoetar

AL i ST, émeidny kai od ¢r)g etvar Bedc, (635)
00 kai o0 TOTTEL TAG Toag TANyAg Epot;

Ea. dikaiog 6 Adyog * ymotepdv Y’ av vpv 10ng

KAadoavta TpOTEPOV 1| TPOTIPUNoAVTA Ti

TOTTOPEVOV, fyoD TODTOV elvau pir] Bedv.

Aa. 00k £60’ dmwg odk el ob yevwadag avip - (640)
YWpETS yap eig to dikawov. arodveabe 1. (Ran. 631-41)

Di.: I say I'm immortal, Dionysus son of Zeus, and this man’s a slave.

Aae.: You hear that?

Xa.: I do. And he should be beaten all the more for it, for if he 1s a god, he won’t
feel 1t.

Di.: Since you also claim you’re a god, why don’t you take a beating with the
same strikes as me?

Xa.: Good idea. Whomever you see of the two of us cry or notice the beating
first, consider that one to be no god.

Aae.: There’s no way you aren’t a nobly born man since you go towards what is
right. Now strip!

Dionysus cannot persuade Aeacus that he is a god merely by claiming he is immortal (ABavatog
etvai pnpt, Aibvooog Aidg, 631). Using the demonstrative pronoun to identify Xanthias as a slave
(todtov e dodAov, 632) also fails, raising the problem of referentiality since the deictic does not
work, Aeacus believes Xanthias is the god. In scenes of transformation, and especially in a

metatheatrical situation such as Frogs, identity becomes unstable and difficult to determine. Both

125 The noun £€pyov is used in reference to Heracles’ deeds as early as Homer: ¢&08’ ‘HpaxAfja,
peydAwyv émiotopa épywv (Hom. Od. 21.26).

87



Xanthias and Dionysus claim to be a god (dBavatog efvai pnpi, 631; od ¢pig efvar Bedg, 635), so
Aecacus decides to test them by their reaction to pain, their behavior. But this heuristic fails as well
because Xanthias and Dionysus humorously cover their yelps of pain and also because Aeacus
misrecognizes Xanthias as noble man (yevvadag avrp, 640) for his interaction with him.126
Aeacus reasons that by ordering them to strip (artod0ecbe 81|, 641) he can investigate the

truth, but the stripping of a costume does not reveal their essential character as we saw expressed
in T hesmophoriazusae. In the Frogs stripping reveals how alike the two are. Xanthias may reveal his
own experience as a slave and anxieties about torture when he asks Aeacus, “So how will you test
us fairly?” (m&g odv facavieis vor Sixaiwg; 642). The verb facavilw (“to test”) can also be
translated as “torture,” a method used for making slaves testify to the truth in a legal procedure.
But Aeacus’ test does not reveal any difference between Xanthias and Dionysus. In fact, he
cannot tell who 1s who.

Awa. odtor pa myv Afjpntpa Sdvapai tw pabetv

OmoTEPOG VPOV €0t BedG. AAN eloitoV -

0 deomoTS YAp adTog PAG yvwoeta (670)

¥1| Peppédpatd’, atr’ Ovte xakeivw Bew. (Ran. 668-71)

Aea.: By Demeter I still cannot tell which of you is a god. Come in though! For

the master himself will recognize you and Persephone, too, since they’re both

gods.
Aeacus reveals his belief that being and similarity enable recognition—he thinks that “since
they’re both gods” (G’ dvte xakeivw Bew, 671), Hades and Persephone will recognize Dionysus
and Xanthias for who they are. Aeacus’ inability to recognize Xanthias and Dionysus shows how

much they have changed over the course of the comedy. They have not only imitated Heracles

and switched places imitating him, but their roles as Dionysus and Xanthias, as master and slave,

126 Pluto’s slave uses the same language, calling Dionysus a “noble man™: vi| tov Ala tov cwtijpa,
yevvadag avip / 6 deomdtng oov (Ran. 738K).
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are not as immediately recognizable as they were in the first scene. The joke that Xanthias is
“well-born” and that Aeacus will “torture” the truth out of them plays on the audience’s
knowledge of their identities, but Aeacus recognizes that he cannot tell which of the two is a god
and which is a slave. They both have equal claims to becoming Heracles through mimesis, so
either of them could fit the bill for Aeacus. Alternatively, this scene may have a metatheatrical
valence for Aristophanes: Aeacus fails to tell the difference between Xanthias and Dionysus
because neither of them are gods, because played by actors.127
In addition to the on stage transformations in the play, both Aeschylus and Euripides
believe that poetry transforms their audiences. Euripides claims that an audience marvels at a
poet “for his cleverness and admonishments because we make people in the city
better” (8edidtntog kai vovBeaiag, 6T feAtiovg te moodpev / Todg avBpwmoug &v talg ToAeoty,
1009f.).128 Aeschylus asks what punishment befits a poet who makes his audiences worse than
when he received them.
TadT’ odv &l pi| memoinKag, (1010)
AAN &k xpnotév kal yevvaiwy poybnpotépoug dnédedag,
i TaBelv prioeig aog etvay; (Ran. 1010-12)

So if you haven’t done this, but made good, noble people more immoral, what
will you you say is a fitting punishment?

In a rhetorical move like the Socratic elenchus, Aeschylus first asks Euripides a hypothetical about
what the poet deserves for worsening his audience before claiming Euripides is guilty of that very

mistake. Aeschylus tells Dionysus to “consider, then, what kind they were when he first took them

127 There 1s a similar ambiguity at the end of the agon between Aeschylus and Euripides.
Dionysus says he cannot choose because one is wise and the other enjoyable, but it is not clear
which poet he is referring to in each case: Gvdpeg pitor, kayw pev adTodg 0d kpvd. / o0 yap O’
€xBpag 00deTépw yeviioopat. / TOV pév yap fiyodpat copov, @ 8’ fidopat (Ran. 1411-13). On the
ambivalence of Aeschylus’ win and Dionysus’ choice, see Rosen (2005: 262-64).

128 On “cleverness” as a Euripidean trait, see Zuckerberg.
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from me” (oxépau toivov oiovg adtods Tap’ épod tapedélato Tpdrov, 1013), revealing a belief
that transformation is a process that happens over time. According to Aeschylus, the Athenians
were better previously (tp&tov) when he was the leading tragedian of Athens, but “as they are
now” (Gomep vov, 1015), they have departed from that standard. When Aeschylus asks if
Euripides “made good, noble people more immoral” (éx ypnot@®v xai yevvaiwv poyOnpotépoug
anédeldag, 1011), he suggests Athenian citizens have become worse (poyBnpdtepol) over time
from their previously good nature (¢x ypnotdv kai yevvaiwv). Aeschylus claims Euripides makes
Athenians worse, but Euripides’ anédeldi¢ (lit. “a showing forth”) can be considered in its other
sense of a publication or revelation—he has shown or revealed that human beings are worse
through his dramas. Aeschylus’ famous statement that poets are the teachers of Athens
strengthens the idea that Euripides’ plays display humans worse than Aeschylus’ characters rather
than making them worse. Aeschylus tells Euripides, “the poet must conceal wickedness and
mustn’t introduce it or teach it” (GAN” amoxpOmTewy ypr) T Tovnpov TOV ye o Ty, / kal pry
rapayewv pnde diddoxerv, 1053f). Mimesis and change are often depicted as a form of
concealment that covers being and identity in Aristophanes, and here concealment is an aesthetic
imperative for the poet. While ostensibly arguing about the representation of immoral subjects,
Aeschylus reveals a fear of the transformative effect poetry has on its audiences that plays with

the language of concealment and being.!29

129 In the battle of the prologues, Eur. says saying “Oed. was at first blessed...and then became
very wretched,” but Aesch. denies the becoming. He says he never stopped being wretched.
(11821T.). Gill claims Aesch. in Frogs critiques Eur. on the grounds that he represents the wrong
ethical norms, not on the fictionality of his works (Gill 1993: 73).
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IV. Ecclesiazusae (392 BCE)

At the beginning of the Ecclesiazusae, Praxagora and the Chorus of Athenian women
utilize costume in order to infiltrate the Pnyx. These are the first women to transform in
Aristophanes.

xaitol Tpdg 0pBpov Yy’ €otiv - 1) 8’ ékkAnoia (20)

adtika pa\’ €otan - katalafetv 8’ fpag £8pag

det tag taipag kaykabillopévag Aabety,

ag Popopayog ot elmev, el pépvnod’ €t

Ti 0T Av el1); THTEPOV 0DK EPPAPEVOVE

EYOVOL TOVG TWYWVAG, 0UG e1pNT EYELV; (25)

N Balpatia tavdpeta khepaoag Aabety

1V yaherov avtaig; (Ar. Eccl. 20-27)

Yet it’s nearly dawn. The assembly will start straightaway. We women must

acquire seats and sit down unnoticed, as Phyromachus once said if you

remember still. What then is holding them up? Don’t they have the false beards

we agreed to get? Or was it difficult for them to steal their husbands’ clothes

unnoticed?
Praxagora emphasizes that the women must acquire and possess masculine clothes and objects in
order to pass as men in the Assembly. She worries that the women do not have stage beards
(00k. ..Exovot Tovg Tywvag, 241.) and that they struggled to steal (kAepaoaig, 26) their husbands’
clothes. Additionally, the acquisition of seats in the Assembly and costumes must be done in
secret (kdykaBillopévag Aabetv; khepaoaig Aabetv, 26). While Praxagora waits for the women, she
hopes that they are not too late to “take” (xataAafetyv, 21) seats in the assembly. This vocabulary
of taking, having, and stealing highlights the theme of acquisition and possession of a quality or
of costumes and props that we have seen throughout metamorphic scenes in Aristophanes, but in

this passage there is the additional sense of not only taking and wearing male dress and stage

beards in order to pass for Athenian citizens, but also the possession of political power. By taking
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on the aspects of men, these Athenian women can take the seats of the Assembly and transform
the state, and thus effect political change.!30
Praxagora makes sure that all the women are wearing fake beards before they go to the

Assembly and exhorts them to practice speaking and acting like men. After one woman expresses
a desire to card wool while waiting for the Assembly to fill up, Praxagora says that will give her
away.

1000 y¢ o€ Laivovoav, v T0D 6PATog

o0&V Tapadfivau toig kabnpévoig €det.

o0KoBV KaAA Y’ av maBopeyv, el TApng ToyoL (95)

0 dfjpog Qv karel®’ drepPaivovod Tig

avafarlopévn deileie Tov Poppioiov;

nv & éykabil{opeoba tpdtepal, Ajoopev

uotel\apeval Baipatia - Tov moywva te

dtav kaBdpev Ov mepldnodpecd’ éxet, (100)

Tig ovk av Nuag avdpag fynoad’ 6pdv; (Eecl 93-101)

Look at you, weaving! When you mustn’t reveal any part of your body to the
Assembly! Nice things indeed would happen to us if the citizens fill up their seats
and then some woman steps over, hiking up her cloak, and gives them a glimpse
of her Phormisius? But if we sit down first, we’ll wrap our cloaks tightly around
us unnoticed. When we let our beards down there, which we’ll tie on presently,
who won’t think we’re men when they see us?
Praxagora claims that the women’s behavior, such as carding wool, will reveal a part of their
body, which they should cover out of modesty. This inverts Agathon’s claim that by crossdressing
his body participates in the character he imitates. Instead, Praxagora betrays a belief that
costume conceals the body and can ultimately be unveiled, reminding the women to neither
“uncover” (tapapaivw, 94) nor “show” (deikvopy, 97) their body: “You mustn’t reveal any part of
your body to the Assembly” (fjv T0d ocwpatog / 00dév mapadiivar, 93f.). Weaving and carding

wool are typically feminine work. Not only will this behavior reveal women’s bodies but it will

also reveal the character hidden by their disguise. The participle in Praxagora’s example of a

130 lanthano, cf. lathra in Thesm.; imatia andreia, cf. Ag. in Thesm.
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woman “stepping over” (Omepfaivovoa, 96) a seated citizen and revealing her sex works both as
a joke and also as a marker of how transgressive the transformation from man to woman or from
woman to man is (as we have also seen with Agathon), as Orepfaivw can also mean in an
extended sense to “overstep” or “transgress.” In Ecclesiazusae transformation is politicized—
women transgress the lines of gender through costume and behavior and become political actors.
While Praxagora considers costume as a means to an end, merely as disguise, her

interlocutor gives an example of the Athenian politician Agyrrhius, who also uses costume in
order to transform.

I'v. a. Ayvpprog yodv tov [Ipovdpov thrywv’ €xwv

AéANOE - kaitol TpdTEPOV NV 0DTOG YOV -

vovi §'—0pag;—mpattel Td péylot év Ti) mohel. (Eccl. 102-4)

Gu. A.: No one noticed Agyrrhius wearing Pronomus’ beard. And he was a
woman before. Now, you see, he’s the biggest politician in the city.

The woman’s formulation that Agyrrhius wears a beard as a disguise (lit. “unnoticed,” AéAnBe,
103) echoes Praxagora’s description of costume as a means of disguise, not of transformation.
Praxagora emphasizes the need for discretion with the verb AavBavw (“to escape notice”) above
(at1l. 22, 26, and 98), highlighting costume as disguise. Likewise, the woman says that Agyrrhius
needs to possess an object or quality (tdywva Eywyv, 102) to take on the characteristics of
another person, and that this additional layer must be deceptive and unnoticed by any observer.
For Praxagora, the Athenian women’s transformation will deceive the minds of Athenian citizens
but not have a lasting effect on the women themselves: “Who won’t think we’re men when they
see us?” (tig ovk av nuag avdpag fynoad’ 6pdv; 101). The Athenians will only think (fyéopa)
that they are women, but there is no transformation beyond the deception of the men in the
Assembly. Although Praxagora’s co-conspirator Woman #1 uses a similar language of disguise,

she suggests that mimesis entails a becoming that happens over time effected through costume
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and mimesis. Woman #1 marks the process of transformation with the temporal adverbs
wpotepov and vovi: Agyrrhius may currently wear a beard, but he was a woman
“before” (mpdtepov, 103), and “now” (vuvi, 104) that he is not a woman, he is a politician. The
tense of the verbs marks the change effected through mimesis. The imperfect tense of elpi marks
Agyrrhius’ previous state of being (he “was” a woman,” fjv, 103) before he puts on the beard
prosthetic, and currently he practices politics, by the present tense of mpattw (mpatret, 104).
Agyrrhius’ transformation also troubles the easy use of the pronoun odtog (“he”) since the
grammatical gender of the masculine demonstrative pronoun and the subject complement, a
feminine noun, do not agree. This language can easily be applied to Praxagora and the other
women as well: should the Athenian women (yovaikeg) refer to themselves as “these men” (0btol)
or “these women” (a0tai) now that they, like Agyrrhius, have put on beards?
Praxagora may consider costume a form of disguise, but she hopes that it will ultimately

have a transformative effect.

ITp. tobdrov yé toi, vij v émodoav fpépav, (105)

TOApNpA TOAPOPEY TOGODTOV OVVEKQ,

v twg Tapalafely the Tolews Ta Tpdypata

Suvoped’, ot’ ayabov t mpdda v ToAw -

vV pév yap odte Béopev o0t Eladvopev. (Ecel. 105-9)

Pr.: It’s because of him, by the coming day, we dare to do such a deed. In the

hope that we can take over the city’s affairs so as to do something good for the

city. For right now we aren’t going forward by sail or oar.
Praxagora turns the woman’s example of Agyrrhius into an a:tion for their actions: it’s “because
of him” (tovtov ovveka, 105f.) the women dress up as men and infiltrate the Assembly.
Praxagora uses the same verb mpattw (mpadai, 108) to express what she hopes the women can

achieve politically, echoing Woman #1 on Agyrrhius, and suggests that transformation can affect

behavior. The women not only undergo the same physical transformation as Agyrrhius, but the
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transformation also will enable them to become political actors like Agyrrhius, who “does the
greatest things in the city” (rpatrtel ta péyot’ év tf] mohey, 104). After these Athenian women
transform and take over the Assembly, they can “do something good for the city” (Gbote ayaBdov T
wpadat v oA, 108). The natural result clause follows from the apodosis, “In the hope that we
can take over the city’s affairs” (fjv mw¢ mapaiafely thig méAews ta mpaypata / Suvioped’,
106f.). Mimesis enables Praxagora’s acquisition (rapaAafetv) of political power (ta mpaypata
tf|¢ TOAewg) from men. Praxagora also uses a compound derived from Aapfavw for taking the
physical seats in the Assembly before it fills up (kataiafetv, 21). We have seen the verb Aapfavw
elsewhere in Aristophanes to mark the acquisition of props (in Frogs) or even an entire tragedy (in
Acharnians). Here, in addition to the theme of acquisition and possession of clothing and props in
order to take on the character of another person, Praxagora reveals a desire for mimesis to
enable women to transform the state and not only themselves.

But costume 1s not enough for the Athenian women to imitate men, so Praxagora suggests
that they must also rehearse their roles. In doing so, Praxagora offers two views of the
temporality of becoming: 1) she views transformation as occurring quickly with a costume
change; but 2) she also reveals a belief that change requires habituation and that becoming is a
process.

ITp. odxovv émitndeg Luveréynpev évOade,

Omw¢ mpopeletriowpey akel Oel Aéyewv;

ok av pBAvolg TO Yévelov av mepidovpévn

M1 8’ 6o Aaketv pepeetrikaci ov.

I'v. B. ti¢ 8, w péX’, nudv 0d Aadely émiotatay (120)

ITp. 161 81y 00, mepidod xal tayéwg avip yevod.

gyw 8¢ Beloa tovg ateddvoug mepdrioopat

kaOT| ped’ dpdv, v T pot 86N Aéyerv. (Eeel. 116-23)

Pr.: Isn’t that why we assembled here, so we can practice beforehand what to say

there? You can’t tie on your beard too quickly, and the others, too, who have
practiced speaking.
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Gu. B.: Sweetie, who among us doesn’t know how to chit-chat?

Pr.: Come on, then, tie on your beard and quickly become a man. I'll put down

my garlands and tie mine on with you in case I decide to say something.
Praxagora tells one of the women that they have gathered together “here” (év8ade, 116) in order
to “practice beforehand what to say there” (rpopeletiowpev axet det Aéyewv, 117). The spatial
adverbs évBade and éket create two distinct spaces of rehearsal and performance. There is a
temporal dimension to becoming marked by the prefix mpo-, as the women have assembled to
practice in advance (rpo-peAetaw). The verbs ¢pBavw and peAetaw both add to this idea that
transformation happens over time through habituation. The verb ¢8avw when paired with a
participle means to do something before another or to do it first, thus the woman Praxagora
addresses “can’t tie on the beard too quickly” (o0x av $pOavoig o yévelov av tepidovpévr, 118).
Additionally, the perfect tense of the verb peAetaw marks the timing of transformation. The
other Athenian women “have practiced speaking” (AaAelv peperetnikaot, 119) before their
performance on the Pnyx.

Praxagora reveals an alternate view of mimesis, the belief that transformation is quick,

when she tells her interlocutor, “Come on, then, tie on your beard and quickly become a
man” (161 81| 00, Tepidod xal tayéwg avip yevod, Eccl. 121). The aorist tense of the imperative
yevod (“become,” “be”) along with the adverb tayéwg (“quickly”) suggest that the woman must
merely tie on her stage beard (repid0d) and she will be a man. From this view transformation
seems superficial, effected only through costume change, not affecting the woman’s being in any
way. However, in a joke suggesting that women talk too much, the woman says that assembled
Athenian women already “know how to speak” (Aadetv émiotatal, 120). That is, they already
have a similar disposition or possess a quality typical of male citizens that enables their

transformation. The imperative yevod has appeared previously in on-stage transformations in the
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Acharmans and Frogs, where the emphasis is on the physical becoming another person.!3! In all
three of these transformations, the character already possesses the qualities they need to act in
character, but they require additional costumes or props. The woman’s interjection in this
passage makes a case that women are already similar to political actors, so Praxagora tells her to
put on her beard and become a man. This perhaps is reflected in the repetition of the verb
mepdéw (118, 121, and 122). The beard is a supplement or a prosthetic that goes “about” or
“around” (from the prefix mepi-) the face, suggesting a superficial transformation that does not
affect the character’s being
Ultimately, mimesis takes practice, lending credence to the view that becoming is a

process. Praxagora tells another woman to put on a garland and also to modulate her voice and
body in order to act like a man.

101 81y otepavod - xal yap o ypiip’ épyactéov.

aye vov, 0mwg avoplot kai KaA®g Epelg,

diepeloapévn 1o oyfjpa tf] Paxtypiq. (Eeel. 148-50) (150)

Come on, then, put on the garland, for the business must be done. Come on,

now, see that you speak in a manly and beautiful way, and lean your body on the

staff.
The garland and the staff (otedpavopar, 148; 1 faxtnpia, 150) serve as part of the costume and as
a prop for the woman to become a male Athenian citizen. But this transformation is not only a
form of disguise—it occurs in the body. The performance is a kind of work or physical labor
(¢pyaotéov, 148). The verb épyalopau is frequently used to describe the physical labor of farmers
and slaves, and although the meaning is more metaphorical here—*"“the business must be

done”—the verb connotes the contortion and movement of the physical body. In addition to this

metaphor that locates mimesis in the body, Praxagora tells the woman to lean on the staff

131 Ar. Ach. 451, Frogs 495. See discussion above.
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(Siepetoapévn 10 oyfjpa tf faktypiq, 150), giving the woman concrete choreography. A bearded
figure leaning on a staff, especially one involved in politics, suggests an aged Athenian man
(perhaps a professional juror). The feminine participle Siepeicapévn reminds us that the Athenian
woman is a woman, but Praxagora tells her how to perform like a man, and not only how to be
disguised as one.

In addition to modulating her body, Praxagora tells the woman she must speak like a man
(avdpioti, 149) and beautifully (xaAdg, ibid.), invoking a performative view of mimesis akin to
Agathon in Thesmophoriazusae, who uses tragedians’ behavior as an aetiology for the quality of
their tragedies.

adTd Te kaog fv kai Kadg Npioyeto - (165)

d1d Tod T’ ap’ adTod xal kKA’ v td dpapata.

opowa yap moielv avayxn tf| ¢pvoer. (Thesm. 165-67)

He [sc. Phrynichus] both was beautiful and and beautifully dressed. Because of

this, then, his plays were beautiful, too. For one must compose plays similar to

one’s nature.
Agathon offers an aetiological formula where the quality of a poet (adjective, kaAdg) and his
behavior (adverb, kadc¢) explain the qualities of his plays (kia v td Spapata). Praxagora
suggests this in a compressed fashion: by telling the woman, “See that you speak in a manly and
beautiful way” (drtwg avdpiot kai kaA®g épelg, Eecl. 149), Praxagora implies the end result of
transformation. If the woman speaks like a man (adverb, avdpioti) and beautifully (adverb,
kaA®), she will convincingly portray a beautiful male citizen (avrjp, xaAdg) in her
performance.!32

We see language marking the end result of transformation when one of the Athenian

woman makes a mistake. Despite Praxagora’s coaching, the woman misspeaks by swearing by

132 When Praxagora gives her speech, she says a woman praises well (kaA®q) after her earlier
mistake of invoking Aphrodite: w¢ Euvetdg avijp. vOv kahd¢ énfivecag (Eccl. 204).
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Demeter and Persephone: “By Zeus, as a man you swore by the two goddesses, although the rest
you said was very clever” (pa A’ @A\’ avijp v T Bed xatwpooag, / kaitot t@ y’ AAN eirodoa
deliwtarta, 158f.). Praxagora says that the woman playing a man was “being a man” (avi|p v,
158). The participle of eipi suggests the end result of transformation: she has become and is
currently a man. This is echoed by the masculine gender of the participle. Praxagora uses v
instead of odoa to describe the woman’s transformation. Praxagora reveals her own paradoxical
views of transformation when she contradicts herself in the next line, however, by using the
feminine participle eirodoa (159): she considers mimesis as a kind of transformation (the woman
has become a man) and as a disguise (she truly is a woman underneath the costume)
simultaneously. This paradox also shows how mimesis can hybridize characters by asking: how
can a woman be a man (¢v) and a woman (girodoa) at the same time?

Praxagora reveals in her speech how she is in the process of becoming. While rebuking
the woman for swearing by the two goddesses (tw Bew katwpooag, 158), she herself swears by an
appropriately masculine-gendered deity, Zeus (pa Aia, ibid.). Her oath does not show that she is
essentially a man, but rather that she has accustomed herself to speaking in a manly way. When
another woman swears by Aphrodite, Praxagora tells her, “Don’t get accustomed to saying it
now,” (pnd’ €6iov vov Aéyerv, 192). The Athenian women must become accustomed not only to
changing the way they speak but also they way they move and gesture with their bodies. One
woman comments that while they are in character as men, they will have to remember to raise
their hands to vote, “For we are accustomed to lift up our legs” (eiBiopévau yap éopev aipev Ty
okélel, 265). The verb €6i{w, meaning “to be/become accustomed” in the passive, implies the

repetition and process of habituation. The denominative verb derives from the noun €8o¢, which
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can be used as a counterpart to ¢pvoig (“nature”).133 Agathon says “one must compose plays
similar to one’s nature” (6powa yap moielv avayxn tf pvoel, Thesm. 167), but he suggests that
pvoi¢ (“nature”) is malleable through costume and habituation. While Praxagora and the
Athenian woman suggest that one’s character is also malleable, by focusing on habituation, they
claim that transformation destabilizes ¢pvo1g even more so than in Agathon’s conceptualization of
mimesis. In the Eeclesiazousae a character’s speech and bodily comportment do not reveal their
nature but only how they are accustomed to speak and move. There is no ¢pvoig, only £€60¢.
When Praxagora rehearses her speech for the Assembly, arguing that the citizens should

hand over the reins of state to women, she speaks of women in the third person and men in the
first: “I’ll explain how they are better in character than us” (¢g & elolv fipOV TOOG TPOHTOVS
PeAtioveg / eyw d18Glw, 2141.). Praxagora has transformed into an Athenian citizen, referring to
Athenian men as “us” (f{p&v, 214) and women as “them” (e.g. the third person plural verb eloiv;
the nominative plural adjective eAtioveg). The Chorus Leader also refers to these Athenian
women as men.

Spa mpofaivery, OvSpeg, fiptv éott - ToHTO Yip XN (285)

pepvnpévag aei Aéyerv, wg pirot’ eoAiodn

Npag. 6 kivduvog yap odyl pikpde, v aAdpev

gvdvopeval katd okotov ToApnpa tAodtov. (Fecl. 285-88)

The hour has come for us to depart, gentlemen. For it’s necessary that we always

remember to say this, so that it never slips out from our memory. For the danger

is by no means small if we are caught putting on such daring under cover of

dark.
The Chorus Leader addresses the rest of the Chorus as “gentlemen” with the masculine vocative

noun avopeg (285), making it clear that she means the Athenian women by including herself in

that number with the first person plural pronoun fjpeig (fjptv, 285). Mimesis allows women to

133 Cf. LSJ & Chantraine (1968-77) s.v. elwba.
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transform into men, not only marking a change in gender, but also a change in perspective. They
acquire the costume and objects of another and also their perspective. The first person and third
person become inverted. When the Athenian women costume themselves and speak in-character
during their on-stage transformation, the workings of mimesis as a form of metamorphosis
become transparent. They take on the perspective and actions of the characters they would
otherwise represent verbally in the third person.

The Chorus Leader speaks in character as an Athenian citizen by addressing the Chorus
as men, but she also reminds them of their gender during the transformation. The feminine
participle évdvdpeval, from évddw (“have on” or “put on”), marks the Athenian women’s gender
and suggests with a sartorial metaphor (“They have put on such daring,” évivdpevaut. .. toOApnpa
mAwodtov, Eeel. 288) that their current form is only temporary and their essential being is intact.
But the Chorus Leader’s metaphor also suggests that dressing as a man can affect the Chorus
more deeply than a disguise. Similar to Agathon’s belief in the 7hesmophoriazusae that he can wear
a person’s clothes simultaneously with their mindset, in the Eeclesiazusae the Athenian women
must put on their husbands’ clothes and courage to infiltrate the Pnyx.13* The Chorus Leader
also uses a feminine participle when she tells the Chorus they must “remember” (pepvnpévacg,
286) to address each other as men. But the imperative to remember works in both directions,
before and after the Chorus’ costume change: the Chorus Leader reminds the Chorus to to speak
and act like men, to be mindful of their present form, but in telling them to remember with a
feminine participle, she reminds them at the same time of their previous form as women. The
adverb aei (“always”) gets at both of these notions, the Chorus’ hybridity as women and men and

the temporality of transformation: the Chorus must continuously (aei) remind themselves that

134 For Agathon’s use of ¢popéw for clothes and mindset, see discussion above on Thesm. 148-50.
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they are men while they are on the Pnyx, but the grammatical gender of the participle suggests
that they must also continuously (aei) remind themselves that they are women so they do not
forget themselves. Aristophanes plays on the Chorus’ hybridity with the first person plural
pronoun 1jpeig. The Chorus Leader, speaking first as a man, tells the Chorus “it’s time for us [i.e.
us men| to go” (fjptv, 285), and then genders herself and the Chorus as feminine with feminine
participles, reminding them to be mindful of their disguise “so that it never slips out from our [1.e.
us women’s] memory” (g primot’ €€ohioBn / npdg, 286f.). Aristophanes plays on the different
cases of the same pronoun (fpiv, 285; fjpag, 287), but his use of polyptoton also plays on the
different referents and genders of the first person plural pronoun.!3> The Chorus Leader uses the
pronoun in both instances to refer to herself and the Chorus, and their transformation proves
how “we” can be and refer to multiple things simultaneously.
Praxagora’s instructions to the Athenian women contextualizes transformation as

something occurring in multiple places in the body.

aye vov avaotédeod’ dvw td yrrovia |

vrodeiobe &’ (g tayota tag AakwVvIKAg,

womep oV avdp’ €0edad’, 6T eig éxkAnoiav (270)

péMot Badilerv n BOpal’ éxaorore.

grert’, émeldav tadta Tavt Exn KaAdg,

rep1deiobe Todg Thywvag. fvik’ av &€ ye

TOUTOVG AKPIBWOTTE TEPIPPOTPEVAL,

kail Baipdtia tavpet’, arep Y xAéparte, (275)

énavaPdiecbe, xata talg faxtnpialg

enepeldopevat fadilet’ ddovoar pérog

pecfutikov T, TOV TPOTTOV ppodpeval

TOV TQOV Aypoikwv. (Eccl. 266-79)

Come on now, hike up your robes and tie on those Laconian shoes as quickly as

possible, just as when you watched your husband each time before he went to the
Assembly or in public. Then, when all these things are on tight, tie on your

135 In another instance of polyptoton with the pronoun fpeig, the Chorus urges each other not to
be seen as they change out of their disguise: pr) xai Tig 69ed’ npag ynpdOv lowg xateinn (Fecl.
495).
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beards. When you arrange those precisely after you have fastened them on,

throw on over the clothes you stole from your husband. Then walk leaning on

your staffs and singing some old song, imitating the way of country folk.
The verbs in Praxagora’s list of commands gives us a lexicon for metatheater and costuming, but
what also interests me here is Aristophanes’ use of prefixes to show how mimesis affects every
part of the body. Praxagora tells the Chorus to “hike up” their robes (Ava-oté\Aeabe, dvw, 268),
to “tie on (under)” their sandals (Oro-8etabe, 269), to “tie round” their beards (repi-Oetobe, 273),
to “throw up and over” their clothes (¢rava-Baiecbe, 276), and to “lean on” their staffs
(émepeidopevan, 277). Praxagora choreographs how the Chorus is to interact with their costumes
and props in order to successfully imitate old Athenian men. They must modulate their voices as
well when they sing a rustic song, “imitating the way of country folk” (tov tpomov ppodpeva /
OV TOV aypoikwy, 278f).136 Coming at the end of this list of imperatives and participles, the

noun tponog (“turning,”

way,” but also “character”) suggests that the Chorus must move their
bodies and turn in a particular way to fully represent their characters, and if they do, the Chorus
of Athenian women can become a Chorus of rustic (dypowog) Athenian men.

In addition to situating mimesis in the body, Praxagora gives a narrative of mimetic
transformation with temporal adverbs and particles. The Athenian women must infiltrate the
Pnyx at a singular moment in time, but they also must inhabit the character of men accustomed
to going to the Assembly routinely, in a ritual or circular temporality. Praxagora tells the women
“come on, now” (ye vov, 268), to stir them into action, and to put on their shoes “as quickly as

possible” (¢ tayota, 269). Both of these phrases suggest a moment of transformation that

happens in the present, but they are not the end to the transformation. After these changes,

136 Else reads this instance of pupéopai as “imitation” deriving from the initial meaning of
mimesis as “mime,” because “aping of gesture...a kind of quasi-dramatic performance” (1958:

80).
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Praxagora says that after these changes, they have to tie on their beards “then” (Ererta, 272),
“whenever” (éreidav, 272) their other garments are in order. They can only throw on their
husband’s clothes “when” (fjvika, 273) they have scrutinized their appearance. And only

“then” (eita, 276) does Praxagora command the women to walk, lean on their staffs, sing, and
represent old men. The adverbs add a continuity and tempo to the imperatives, suggesting a
sequence of transformation as women gradually become old men. This temporality suggests a
linear progression, but Praxagora also tells them to dress: “Just as when you watched your
husband each time before he went to the Assembly or in public” ((omep TOv avdp’ €Bedad’; 6T
elg éxxAnoiav / péAot Badilewv 1) Bpal’ éxdotote, 270L.). In addition to the many verbs for
changing costume, the verb Bedopat (“gaze out,” “behold”) gives the passage a metatheatrical
tone, as it also denotes the watching an audience does in the theater. Thus, the women are getting
dressed as they have seen their husbands do, but it also marks the audience’s observation of the
Chorus changing to go to the skéné~-cum-Assembly: “Just as when you saw the man each time he
was about to go to the Assembly or in public.” The correlatives 6te (“when”) and éxdotote
(“whenever”) show that Athenian citizens go to the Assembly regularly, offering a repetitive
notion of time. With the metatheatrical tone of the passage and these lines in particular,
Praxagora orders the Chorus to dress up gua Chorus, 1.e. as they do regularly for dramas as
actors. This blends the narrative temporality of mimesis, happening in a progression of temporal
adverbs (“first,” “then,” etc.), with a ritual or repetitive conceptualization of time. “Whenever”
actors change clothes and are beheld by an audience, they do things they would not otherwise do

(such as women going to the Assembly).
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Praxagora’s plan for women to take over the power of the state and transform it into a
domestic space effects change before she and the Chorus return from the Pnyx. Her husband
Blepyrus comes out on stage after the Chorus’ song wearing his wife’s slip and Persian slippers.

Tl 0 mpdypa; mol o’ 1) yuvr| ppovdn oti po;

émel Tpog Ew VoV Yy’ Eotv, 1] 8 00 dpaivetal.

gyw 08 xataxepat Tahatl yelnudv,

146 epPadag {ntdv Aafety év 1d oxdTw

xal BolpdTiov - Ote 81| éketvo PrAaddv (315)

ovk €duvapny evpety, 6 &’ 18 v Bvpav

gmetye kpodwv pod Kompetog, Aapfavw

TouT TO THG yuvakog NudITAoidiov

xai tag éxeivng [epowag dpérkopar. (Eeel. 311-19)

What’s going on? Where in the world has my wife gone? It’s now almost dawn,

and she isn’t to be found. I'm lying down for a long time, needing to shit, so I try

to grab my slippers and cloak in the dark. When I grasp for it blindly and I can’t

find 1t, Kopreius continues to knock on my door, so I take my wife’s robe here

and pull on her Persian slippers.
Blepyrus describes his situation negatively by noting the absence of his wife and his inability to
find his clothes. By asking, “Where in the world has my wife gone?” (ot o6’ 1} yovi| ¢ppo0dn| *oti
poy; 312), he unwittingly comments on Praxagora’s transformation. He cannot find where his
wife is (1] yovi] éo1) because she is not currently his wife, but a citizen at the Assembly.
Additionally, by using the adjective ¢ppoddog (“gone”), he draws a connection to Dicaeopolis’
transformation in the Acharmans, when Euripides tells him “My plays are gone!” (¢podda pot ta
dpapata, Ach. 470). Dicacopolis transforms himself into Telephus, but by taking Euripides’
costume and props, Euripides loses his plays. Similarly, Praxagora’s transformation into a man

comes at the expense of her being Blepyrus’ wife; that person is gone (¢ppo0dn)). Blepyrus’

comment that Praxagora is not visible anywhere (1} 8’ 00 ¢paivetar, 312) can be read as an effect
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of her costume: she does not appear to be (f} 8’ 0d dpaivetar efvar) who she was before her
transformation because she currently is someone different.!37

Blepyrus defines his own situation by lack, by the absence of Praxagora and also his own
lack of clothing. He says he “[tries] to grab [his] slippers and cloak in the dark” (tag épfadag
ItV Aafety év 1o oxdtw / kai Bolpatiov, Eccl. 314L). Blepyrus wants to possess (Aafetv) his
clothes, a marker of his being a male citizen that his wife has stolen from him, but fails to do so.
The participle {nt@v (from (ntéw, “seek” or “try to do”) highlights the lack driving Blepyrus’
search, but it also plays on the participle ye{nu®v (“wanting to shit,” 313) from the previous line
(zé-ton, khe-ze-ti-on). The desiderative form of the verb ye(ntidw expresses a desire or need, “to
want to ease oneself.”138 Similarly Blepyrus’ search ({ntéw) is one defined by the desire (another
meaning of the verb) to reacquire his clothes and identity. Blepyrus’ lack of clothes is further
highlighted by his blind groping (pnAadpdv, 315) and inability to find (0dk édvvapny evpetv, 316)
his clothes and shoes. Blepyrus takes (Aapfavw, 317) Praxagora’s robe and puts on (OpéAkopau,
319) her slippers, but in doing so he admits a lack of mastery over his own clothes and identity as
a man.!39 He gestures to the robe he currently wears as belonging to “his wife” (Aapf3avw / tovt
10 Th¢ yovakog nudumoidiov, 317f) but the deictic Tovti (“this here”) and the actor’s costume
may cause the audience to revise their opinion as to who possesses the robe and therefore has the
feminine quality associated with it. Thus, “I take this robe belonging to my wife” becomes “I take
this robe belonging to a woman,” suggesting that Blepyrus, who wears the woman’s garment, has

become a woman. There is a similar effect in the following line when Blepyrus puts on “that

137 Cf. chaeopohs who does not want to appear (paiveoBan) to be himself: et yap pe d6&au
TTwYOV elval Tpepoy, / eivat pév bomep eipi, paivecBau 8¢ pny (Ack. 440£).

138 LSJ s.v. ye{nuw. On the formation of desiderative verbs, see Smyth § 868.

139 On “mastery” over costume in Aristophanes, see Compton-Engle 2003.
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woman’s” shoes (kai tag éxeivng [epowag Opérkopal, 319). We have seen that when characters
transform in Aristophanes, names and pronouns no longer easily refer to characters they once
referred to. If Blepyrus’ wife is “gone” (¢ppo0dr)), and he now wears her clothes, to whom does the
pronoun ékeivr refer?

Blepyrus’ new costume not only transforms his visible appearance and sense of self, but it
also affects his character at the level of his speech. He invokes Eileithyia, the goddess of
childbirth, to help him take a shit.

& moTve’ Theiboa pny pe wepidng
dappayévta pnde Pefaravwpévov, (370)
tva pn yévopar okwpapig kwpwdwn. (Eecl. 369-71)

Lady Eileithyia, don’t overlook me tearing at the seams and constipated, so I
don’t become a comic toilet!

Blepyrus reveals an awareness of being in a comedy (kwpwdixt), 371), or at the very least that he
may warrant the jokes made at his expense that will appear later in a comedy. He shows how a
scene in daily life can be adapted by a comic poet such as Aristophanes and notes that this kind
of translation from life to the stage is a kind of becoming (yévwpai, 371). While Blepyrus hopes
that he will not become a running gag, his speech reveals that he has undergone a transformation
that he is unaware of. He uses masculine participles in reference to himself (diappayévta,
Beparavwpévov, 370), but by addressing Eileithyia (& motvi’ TheiBoa, 369) to aid him in his
“birth,” he casts himself as a pregnant woman. The Athenian women are instructed to be ever-
mindful to speak like men (todto yap ypry / pepvnpévag ael Ayerv, 285f.) because some misspeak
by swearing on Demeter and Persephone (tw Bew katwpooag, 158), but, like his wife Praxagora,
who swears by Zeus when she is dressed as a man (pa Aia, 158), Blepyrus does not need

prompting to make the appropriate oath now that he is dressed as a woman. His costume has
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affected not his appearance but also his speech, his character, resulting in a hybrid Blepyrus who
speaks and dresses like a woman and also refers to himself with masculine gender participles.

After returning from the Assembly, the Chorus take off their disguises because they need
to change back to who they were before.

ot elkdg Npag pr Bpaddvery €0t’ ravapevodoag

toywvag e&nptnpévag,

| xai tig 0Ped’ Nuag yNpdv owg xatein). (495)

AN ela, Sedp’ &mi oKIAg

eNBodoa Tpog To Teyiov,

rapafAérovoa Batépw,

méhy petackedale cavty addic frep Noda.

kai pr| Bpadovv’ - g tvOe xal 81| TV oTpatnyov nudv (500)
Ywpodoav €€ éxkAnoiag 6pdpev. AN’ émelyov

araca kai picer odxov mpog Taiv yvaborv Eyovoa -

xadtal yap ailyodov wdAai o oxfjpa todt’ éyovoat. (Eecl. 493-503)

So we cannot dawdle waiting around with our beards still hanging down, so no
one will see us nor inform against us. But go on, come here in the dark to the
wall, looking out with one eye open. Change yourself back again to how you
were, and don’t delay since we see our general coming from the Assembly. Hurry
up, everyone, and get rid of the scruff on your cheeks. For they’ve been in pain
for a long time keeping up this look.
By distinguishing their current selves from who they were before, the Chorus suggests that they
are men in their current form (as opposed to merely appearing to be men): “Change yourself
back again to how you were” (tdhv petackedale oavtv adbic firep noda, 499). The adverbs
and prefixes in this line (tadAw, “back,” “again”; peta-, “after”; af’Jqu, “back,” “back again”)
highlight the temporality of transformation and demarcate the Athenian women’s current form
from their previous one. The feminine relative pronoun fjrep (“the very one who”) signals that
the women’s identity as women is what is at stake in the transformation.!40 Aristophanes uses the

verb eipi to mark transformations: the imperfect tense of the verb jo8a (“you were”) suggests a

continuity and also a pastness of being (i.e. the women were their previous selves over an

140 On 6omep denoting identity, see Smyth § 2495.
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extended period of time, but now they are not) resulting in the new form they currently inhabit.
The Chorus’ desire to move quickly—they state twice in the antistrophe that they must not wait
around and dawdle (pr| Bpaddvewv...éravapevodoag, 493; pr| Bpadvve, 500)—as they change out
of their costumes shows that transformation occurs in time even if they want transformation to
happen instantaneously and have no lingering effect on their being. But the Chorus seem aware
that transformation occurs over time with the temporal adverb wdAat (“long”) at the end of the
passage: “For they’ve been in pain for a long time keeping up this look” (kadtai yap aiyodowv
TaAa o oyfjpa todt’ €yovoar, 503). By describing their transformation as a change “back” into
their previous forms, the Chorus implies with fjep 131090[ an alternative form of the phrase in the
present tense and with a masculine gender pronoun, describing both their present state and the
temporality of becoming: 6omep €oté (“who you are (now)”).

When Praxagora returns from the Assembly, she tells the women to undress and get rid of
their props. In doing so, she emphasizes the timing of transformation as well as the idea that
transformation back is a kind of negation of the costumes and props they acquired previously.

tavt pév fpiy, O yovaikeg, eDToyeg

td mpaypat exPéPnkev afoviedoapey. (505)

AAN’ (¢ TayoTa, Tpiv TV’ AvBphtwy I8elv,

puttette yAaivag, pfag ékmodwv (tw,

¥@aAa cvvamtodg fviag Aaxwvikag,

Baxtnpiag apecbe. xai pévrol ov pév

tavtag katevtpéml, £yw 8¢ Fodhopal, (510)

elow mapagpmdoaca Tpiv TOV Avdpa pe

0elv, kataBéaBa Boipatiov adtod TaAy

OBevrep ENafov, tdAha 0’ aZnveykapny. (Eccl. 504-13)

Our business has gone well for us, ladies, just as we planned. But quickly, before
any of our husbands see, throw off your cloaks, step out of your slipper, loosen
those fitted Laconian sandals, cast away your staffs. You, put these women in

order, I want to slip inside before my husband sees me, drop of his cloak back
from where I took it as well as the rest of the stuff I carried away.
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Praxagora uses verbs denoting movement as well as prefixes and adverbs that highlight
separation, suggesting that she believes the costumes are a mere disguise that can be taken off
and have no effect on her being. She tells the Chorus to “throw away” (putteite, 507) their
husbands’ cloaks; to “step out of” their slippers (éx-rodwv itw, 507); to “loosen” (yaAa, 508)
their sandals; and to “cast away” (a¢-eobe, 509) their staffs. And she mentions that she wants to
“sneak by” (mtapa-epmdocaoa, 511) and “set down” (xata-8¢c6at, 512) her husband’s clothes. We
have seen previously that the acquisition of objects and qualities aid characters in transformation,
and Praxagora mentions that she took (EAafov, é&nveykapnyv, 513) her husband’s clothes in order
to disguise herself.

Praxagora tells the women to take their costumes off “as quickly as possible” (g tayiota,
506) and “before a man sees” (mpiv Tv’ AvBpwrwy idetv, 506; mpiv Tov avdpa pe / idetv, 5111),
implying that mimesis does not affect being and that transformation happens at a single point in
time and she and the Chorus can easily return to who they were before. But the very idea of a
single point “before” (mpiv) transformation is impossible. When the members of the Chorus
exhort themselves to transform back from who they are to “who they were” (fjrep f100a, 499)
before, they express how being and becoming occur over time, not in single moment.
Additionally, while it may be possible in-plot for the women to change before their husbands see
them, the metatheatrical nature of this scene makes this impossible. Praxagora and the Chorus
change their costumes twice on stage while an audience of men (ti¢ avBpdrwy, avrjp) observe

them. Praxagora tells the women to change “before” their husbands see them, but their change
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occurs 1n the present, suggesting that there is no easy time of before and after when it comes to
mimesis and transformation.!4!

Praxagora tells the Chorus of Athenian Women that she will use them as counselors
because of their bravery in the Assembly: “For you, as far as I’'m concerned, were very brave
there among the tumult and terrors” (xal ycp €xet pot / €v 1@ Bopdfw kal toig Sevoig
avdpeidtata yeyévnobBe, 518L). Aristophanes plays on being and becoming here: the past tense
of ytyvopat can simply be predicative (“You were”) or also hint at their transformation (“You
became”). This secondary meaning is strengthened by the adjective avdpetog, which can be
translated as “brave” but also, since it derives from the noun avrjp, as “manly.”142 Thus, we can
read Praxagora’s praise of the women doubly: 1) as praise for their being brave (“You were very
brave”); and 2) as praise for their becoming manly. “You became very manly (avdpeidtatai),” i.e.
“You became men (avdpeg).” While the play on the verb yiyvopatr shows how inextricable being
and becoming are, how being is often only the result of becoming, the feminine gender adjective
avdpeidtatat points to the Athenian women’s hybridity. They were “very brave/manly women”
while they performed their role on the Pnyx. Praxagora’s goal for running the state is to
transform Athens’ public spaces into a kind of domestic space, but with the ultimate result of a
kind of hybridity that she and the Chorus experience in their own transformations: “I will make
all courts and stoas dining halls” (td Sixaotpua kal Tag oToldg Avdpdvag Tavta Toujow, 676).
At the end of the Ecclesiazusae Praxagora claims that mimesis and becoming can transform
politics. As Aristophanes shows in his language and dramaturgy, people, while attempting to

affirm their identities, are continuously undergoing change, they are always in a state of

141 As an ekphrastic medium of art, drama describes what is happening in the present and also
makes it present to a reader or audience member, so it also complicates this conceptualization of
transformation as “before and after.”

142 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) and Frisk (1960-72) s.v. avrjp.
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becoming, much like the theater itself. We will see in the following chapter that Dionysus in
Euripides’ Bacchae tracks the metamorphosis the theater of Dionysus and the city of Athens have
undergone through mimesis and the enactment of the tragedy in much the same way that

Aristophanes depicts characters changing through costume.
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Chapter 2
This is That: Mimetic Metamorphosis in Euripides’ Bacchae
I. Introduction
In this chapter, I turn to Euripides’ Bacchae in order to continue reading for the themes
and vocabulary of mimetic metamorphosis found in Aristophanes in the previous chapter. As we
saw 1n the Acharmans, Aristophanes and Euripides have a dialectical relationship, often parodying
or referencing to the other’s works. My aim in this chapter will not focus on this special
“Euripidaristophanic” relationship per se, although this work can certainly be elaborated upon
because of how Euripides seems to be taking up an interest in the same questions about ontology
and mimesis that we have seen previously in Aristophanes.!43
In Frogs, the easy referentiality of names and pronouns is made difficult by multiple
transformations. Xanthias and Dionysus both refer to themselves as Heracles or as hybrids of
Heracles. The demonstrative pronoun odtog is stretched to show the ambivalence between
referring to the interlopers in the Underworld as Heracles and its use as a proximal pronoun (i.e.,
“this one near me”). Even the I-you relationship becomes unstable when Xanthias and Dionysus
exchange costumes (o0 pev yevod yw, Ar. Ran. 495). The Bacchae serves as tragic test case for the
argument I proposed in the first chapter. The play itself is highly metatheatrical, allowing for the
space to reflect upon its own fictionality and the process of dramatic mimesis. In addition to
serving as a proof of concept of my argument on Aristophanes’ conception of mimetic
metamorphosis, Euripides extends many of the questions mimetic metamorphosis produces to
their logical conclusion. How can one recognize another person who impersonates someone else?

Does one’s identity change through mimesis?

143 Cratinus mocks Aristophanes’ work of borrowing Euripidean phrasing and plot points and
calls him a “Euripidaristophanizer” (edpumidapiotodpavilwv, PCG F 342).
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Even before Bacchae (405 BCE), Euripides shows an interest in being and becoming, often
through metatheatrical scenes such as in the Electra (413 BCE). In the recognition scene, Electra
famously rejects the recognition tokens the Old Man offers her, which, as Isabelle Torrance has
argued, reveals her “semiological ineptitude” and also acts as a rejection of dramatic norms
(2011: 180). Electra’s arguments against recognizing the tokens seemingly fall short. Electra
claims that Orestes’ locket of hair 1s incomparable to her own because men and women’s hair is
so different:

EMEITA YAUTIG TG OLVOITETAL TAOKOG,

O pév radaiotpaug avopog edyevods Tpadeis,

0 8¢ xteviopolg BfAvg; AN apryavov. (Eur. EL 527-29)144

And so how will a lock of flowing hair compare, when one is from a nobleman

and nurtured in wrestling gyms and the other from a woman and treated with

combs?
Electra recognizes how features can change, but fails to note that her hair may no longer differ
from her brother’s, as it is not as effeminate and combed as she claims.!# Yet, this rejection of
recognition tokens reveals the skepticism of someone aware of change. Why should Electra
recognize the locket of hair as her brother’s when her own hair has changed over time?

Likewise, the Old Man compares the footprint left by Orestes to Electra’s foot, claiming it
is “symmetrical” (cOppetpog, 533) to hers. Electra’s claim that men and women’s feet cannot be
similar (lit. “equal,” {oog, 536) and that a man’s foot must surely be larger (“the male [foot]
rules,” A\’ Gpony xpatet, 537) borders on the ridiculous, but growth and age do change people.

Electra reasons they can no longer fit in children’s clothes after the Old Man suggests recognizing

Orestes by an old piece of weaving:

144 Greek text of Euripides’ Electra from Diggle’s OCT (1981).
145 Cf. Torrance on this problem in Electra’s reasoning, as she previously complains about her

filthy hair (El. 184) (2011: 180).
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TG Av TOT Qv Talg tadtd vov Eyot ¢papn,
el pn) Lovadlowd’ ol mémhol T owpaty (EL 543-44)

How could a man who was a child then have the same clothes now unless his
robes grew with his body?

Electra’s ignorant skepticism serves as a counterpoint to Aeschylus’ Libation Bearers, and although
she 1s incorrect here, these tokens actually have been left by her brother Orestes, she shows an
awareness of how bodies change over time, how hair and clothing can be altered much like
costume. In the Bacchae, we see that the changes effected through mimesis can be great, such as
Pentheus dressing as a woman, or rather subtle, as Tiresias says to Cadmus after dressing up as a
bacchant: “For I, too, am young” (kayw yap f&, Bacch. 190).

The Bacchae traces how mimetic metamorphosis makes difficult the act of referring to
another person or thing. The play begins with the seemingly simple identification that “this is
that,” a hallmark of mimesis according to Aristotle’s Poetics. Dionysus enters the stage and sets the
scene through this act of identification: “This is Thebes,” “I am Dionysus,” etc. This produces a
bifurcated reality for the audience where the stage is both Thebes and Athens, Dionysus is both a
god in the form of a mortal and a mortal actor pretending to be a god. This chapter develops the
argument of the first chapter and will focus on how Euripides thematizes mimesis’ transformative
effect on 1dentity especially through the use of deixis. The question of referentiality becomes an
important one when someone is multiple or become another person. In many of the Bacchae’s
most self-reflective and ironic moments, the recognition of identity and the articulation of that
identity through language is firmly at stake. By the end of the play, it is clear that only Dionysus
the god of theater can choreograph and costume the players, ultimately changing their identity

and their conceptions of self. Dionysus’ revelation to the audience that he is a god in the form of
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a mortal emphasizes the capacity of costume to transform one’s shape and identity, returning to
the themes and vocabulary of mimetic metamorphosis we see in Chapter 1.
II. Dionysian Deixis

The prologue of Euripides’ Bacchae begins in a metatheatrical mode when Dionysus
introduces the audience to the dramatic setting of Thebes.!#6 In doing so, he calls attention to
how stage elements such as the skene and orkhestra have been transformed into something new and
different through the use of deictics.

At “Hxw Ao mtaic tvde Onfaiav yBova (1)
Aovooog, 6v tixtel 08’ 1) Kadpov xdpn

YepéAn Aoyevbelo’ aotpamnPpopwt Topi -

popdrv & apeipag €k Beod Ppotnoiav

napeyu Aipxng vapad’ Topnvod 6” H3wp. (5)
Op®d 8¢ pnTpdg pvijpa Thg kepavviag

168e €yy¢ oikwv xal ddpwv epeima

todpopeva Aiov mopog £t {boav AdYa,

aBavarov “Hpag untép’ el épny Oprv.

aive 8¢ Kadpov, afjatov 6¢ tédov tode (10)
tiBnot, Boyatpog onkdyv - dpmédov §¢ viv

mepI€ &yw “kdAvpa Botpudel yAon. (Eur. Bacch. 1-12)147

Di.: I, Dionysus the son of Zeus, whom Cadmus’ daughter Semele bore and
delivered by a flashing fire, have come to this land of Thebes. I have arrived at the
waters of Dirce and Ismene after exchanging my divine form for a mortal one. I
see my thunderstruck mother’s tomb near the house and the halls’ remains,
smoldering with the still-living flame from Zeus’ fire, [a mark of] Hera’s immortal
outrage against my mother. I praise Cadmus, who set this ground apart as holy, his
daughter’s burial ground. I have covered it all round with shoots of grape-filled
vines.

Dionysus reveals his identity in the first person (fjxw...Atdvooog, 1-2) in the first lines of the play,

but this simple declaration of identity is complicated by the fact that, currently, he pretends and

146 There has been much work on metatheater and Eur. Bacch. E.g., see Mueller (2016b); Segal
([1982] 1997); Zeitlin (1996: 341-74); & Foley (1995, ch. 5).
147 Greek text of Bacchae from Diggle’s OCT (1994).
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appears to be a Lydian mortal and is therefore unrecognizable.!48 At a metatheatrical level,
Dionysus’ declaration acts as a claim that the actor “is” Dionysus in the current theatrical
situation.

Dionysus likens his transformation into the Lydian stranger to putting on new clothes

99 <C

(nopdryv & apeipag éx Beod Ppotnoiav, 4).149 The verb apeifw (“change,” “exchange”) appears in
a variety of contexts including the exchange of gifts, movement (i.e. “changing” one place for
another, or one knee for another as one steps forward), or the exchange of words (meaning
“reply”), and it appears as early as the //iad to depict characters exchanging armor.! When
Dionysus states that he merely “takes in exchange” (dpeifw) a mortal “form” or “outward
appearance” (pop¢n)) for his divine form (éx Beod), apeiffw recalls this earlier, sartorial usage,
marking it as a metatheatrical comment about costume.!5! Glaucus’ uneven exchange with

Diomedes in /liad 6 parallels Dionysus’ situation as he takes on the form of a human being in

exchange for his divine form, an exchange of gold for bronze.

148 On Dionysus’ “smiling mask,” which would allow the audience to recognize him no matter
the costume, see Foley (1985: 246-54). Billings argues convincingly against the smiling mask and
traces its origins to Dodds or Winnington-Ingram (2017: 19).
149 Cf. Hom. Hymn Dem. 275f.: (g eirodoa Bed péyeBog kai e180¢ dpewpe / yijpag drwoapévn,
mepi T apdi te kaAog anto.
150 This occurs most famously in the scene where Diomedes and Glaucus exchange their armor
as tokens of their inherited guest-host relationship. Zeus interferes by confusing Glaucus, “who
exchanged his golden armor with Diomedes, Tydeus’ son, for bronze, the value of a hundred
oxen for nine” (6¢ Tpog Tvdeidnv Aoprdea tedye’ apefe / ypvoea yakkeiwv, EkatopSor’
évveafoiwv” (Hom. 11 6.235f). Cf. LSJ s.v. dpew; Cunliffe s.v. dpeiw. See also: otyopevor &
émi mavrag apnia tedye’ apePov (1. 14.381); otag & amavevbe payng moAvdakpdov evte’ apelfev
(17.192).
151 qpeiffw meaning “to change clothing” appears elsewhere in Euripides: adtr, ti méniovg
péravag enpw ypoog / AevkGv apeipao’... (Hel. 1185L.); mémdovg 8’ dpeipac’ avtl vavdpBdpov
oTOAG / €yt viv E€rjoknoa xai Aovtpols ypda / Edwka, xpovia vintpa totapiag Spocov
(1382-84).
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In the following line, the verb mapeyu (5), which can be translated “to be present” but also
“to have arrived at/from,” conveys a sense of movement from somewhere else, especially when
paired with the preposition &x.!%2 When Dionysus says that he has come to Thebes, the
implication is that he has come from (éx) Asia, but we can also read this as pertaining to
Dionysus’ metamorphosis if we take the prepositional phrase ¢k Beod (“from a god,” 5) as the
state of being from which Dionysus arrives. We can compare this to another Euripidean instance
of mapequ where the object of the preposition éx is a divine source: “Some mortal diseases are
self-inflicted, others come from the gods” (vooor 8¢ Bvnitdv ai pév elo’ adBaipetol, / ai 8’ éx
Bedv mhpeloy, fr. 292.4-5 Nauck).153 While we are meant to take the prepositional phrase éx
Beod with the verb dpeiffw in the previous line, this use collocation to mean “exchange” is a
unique instance both in Euripides and in classical Greek drama. The verb mapeyu, however, leads
us to expect €k or a similar preposition, encouraging us to read this prepositional phrase as a
zeugma applying to both verbs simultaneously: “I have taken on a mortal form for my divine one
(apeipag éx Beod)” and “T have come from being a god (rGpe €k Beod) to the waters of Dirce
and Ismenus.” Dionysus’ exchange for a mortal form may serve a simple function, as it allows
him to interact with the mortal characters on stage instead of on top of the skéne, but Euripides
emphasizes the theme of transformation throughout the prologue. Dionysus uses the

demonstrative pronoun 10¢ to refer to the orkhéstra as “this land of Thebes” (tfjvde Onfaiav

152 Cf. LSJ s.v. mapeyu (A.L6). The collocation (rapeyu + éx) appears elsewhere in Eur.: xeivov &’
axodoag Tpdta todg Aoyovg pabe, / 6¢ €€ dpovg mapeotiv ayyeddv ti oot (Bacch. 6571.); 2.
6Bev Zikeliav tvde vavotohdv mtapet / O8. €€ Thiov ye xamd Tpwikdv movwy (Cye. 106L); el
§’ fioav avBpdmotaty Gvntoi Adyot, / 00Seig dv abtov ed Aéyerv éfodAeto - / Vv &, éx Pabeiag
yap mapeotv aibépog / hafelv apoybi, ag Ti¢ detan Aéywy / t@ T’ Ovra kai pr) - {npiav yap odx
€yet (fr. 978 Nauck).
153 Thhis collocation also appears in Aeschylus and Sophocles aaN’ EK Ao yap )\Qpnpa papwplq
napfjv (Aesch. Eum. 797); to1ad®’ éAéabai cot mapeotv &€ &pod, / ed Spoav, £d maoyovoay, £d
Tpwpévny / ywpag petacyely thode Beodpieotatng (Fum. 866-68); ydpov &, emetyer yap pe
toOk Be0d Tapdv, / oteiywpev non, pnd’ €t évrpenpeba (Soph. OC 1540f).
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¥86va, 1), informing the audience what the elements of the stage “are” (or, have become).
Deictics also transform the theater’s altar dedicated to Dionysus into the tomb of Semele (6p& 8¢
pnTEOg pvijpa Thg kepavviag / tode, HL.).

Referring to “this” as “that” does not erase the previous form of the stage or an actor, but
adds another layer to it. Writing on what he calls “dramatic metalepsis,” the transgression of
boundaries between the imagined world of drama and its place of performance, Tim Whitmarsh
notes that dramatic prologues often make use of the ambiguity produced by deixis:

What they behold is neither contemporary Athens nor ancient myth but the
simultaneity of both, telescoped into a single, liminal environment....to say ‘#us is
Thebes’ metaleptically glues together the real, Athenian set-building and the
imaginary world of the drama. (Whitmarsh 2013: 7f)
The simultaneity of perspectives afforded to the audience through the figure of dramatic
metalepsis parallels Dicaecopolis’ view of disguise (i.e. that he can appear to be a beggar while
remaining himself). The transgressive nature of metalepsis also parallels the parabasis of Old
Comedy, which allows the poet to speak through the Chorus or, in Dicaeopolis’ case, a character.
Yet the deixis in the prologue, much like the present tense of the verbs fjxw and wapey, points to
a continuous transformation occurring over time. By referring to the stage as Thebes, this
transformation occurs both at once with the deictic pronoun and also over time as the result of
any stage-dressing or scene painting of that may have taken place prior to the performance. For
example, Dionysus “covered” (éxaAopa, 12) the sacred ground with grapevines, which serve as an
ornamentation around (mépi¢, 12) the scene like a garland. The stage-dressing does not hide what
lies beneath but serves as an additional mark of holiness. This subtle transformation of the burial
ground into a burial ground covered with grape vines is a metonymic change occurring in time

and dictated by contiguity. While Dionysus suggests that his transformation into a mortal is a

disguise that he can put on (much like Dicaeopolis in Aristophanes’ Acharnians), his language
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suggests that his metamorphosis into a Lydian stranger also takes place in time—he becomes a
Lydian man, not only pretends to be one).
In addition to changing his own form, Dionysus transforms the women of Thebes into

bacchants. He effects this, in part, through costume:

npwtag 8¢ Onfag taode yiig ‘EAAnvidog

AvewAdIa, vefpid’ eZapag xpoog

BOpoov te dovg &¢ yelpa, kioowov éog - (25)

TOYap Viv adtdg €k dopwyv Qotpno’ Eyw

paviaig, dpog &’ oikodot Tapaxomol Pppevdrv,

okevnv T €yew nvaykao’ opyiwv epv.

xal v 10 BfAL oméppa Kadpeiwv, doat (35)

yovaikeg noav, eZépnva Swpatwy -

opod 8¢ Kadpov rauoiv avapeperypévar

YAwpalg O EAatag avopodoug rivrar étpag. (Bacch. 23-25, 32-38)

I have excited Thebes first of all Greece with Bacchic cries, fitted them with fawn

skin, and put into their hand a thyrsus, an ivy weapon....So I have driven them

mad from their halls—they dwell on the mountain out of their minds—and I have

forced them to wear the apparel of my rites. I have driven the entire female sex of

Thebes, however many women there were, out of their minds and halls. Mixed

together with Cadmus’ daughters, they sit in the open air on cliffs under green

pines.
Dionysus excites Theban women and drives them out of their minds and homes, but equally
important for the women becoming bacchants is their costuming. While avolohdw (“excite with
Bacchic cries”) is the main verb of the first sentence in this passage, the circumstantial participles
elapag (from é€amtw, “fasten,” 24) and So0d¢ (from didwpt, “give,” 25) show that the god’s and his
attendants’ voices alone do not stir the women of Thebes into action. The adjective Tp®dTog
(“first”) agrees grammatically with the noun Thebes (tpwtag Onfag, 23), but its emphatic
placement at the beginning of 1. 23 prepares us to read this becoming-bacchant as a process

occurring in time through the acquisition of costumes and props: first, Dionysus excites Theban

women with Bacchic cries; then, he dresses them in fawn skin, and then he gives them a thyrsus.
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Dionysus fits the Theban women with fawn skins (vefpig, 24) and thyrsi (Bdpoog, 25) and
compels them to wear the “apparel” or “costume” (oxedn, 34) of his rites. The noun oxevr| can
be read doubly here, referring both to the equipment or apparel necessary for the women to
perform Dionysian rites and to the costumes actors wear in their performance as bacchants.
Dionysus recognizes that costumes and props possess agency in transforming characters and
forces the Theban women “to have” or “possess” (€yewv) his costume. The Theban women’s
acquisition of this bacchant costume, in addition to their madness, transforms them into
bacchants not only in appearance but also in behavior. While Dionysus tells the audience he has
driven mad “however many women there were” (6oau / yovaikec fjoav, 35f) in Thebes, his use
of the verb efpi introduces a kind of slippage between being and becoming, serving as a
metatheatrical commentary on dramatic mimesis. At the level of the plot, the Theban women
“were” women before becoming bacchants, highlighting the effect mimesis can have on one’s
behavior and identity. At a metatheatrical level, the women of the play “were” male actors before
they got into their roles. The actors’ being-woman is the end result of mimetic metamorphosis,
just as the Theban women’s being-bacchant is within the action of the play.

Euripides’ use of deixis in the prologue shows how mimesis produces a doubled effect: the
deictic 18e (“this city”; méhv tvde, 39) refers simultaneously to the city of Athens in which the
play is performed and also the city of Thebes where the action of the play is set:

Oel Yap mON VO’ expabety, xel | Béhel,

AtéleoTov ovoav TV EpQV akyevpdtwy, (40)

Yepén g te pnTpog arohoynoacHai p’ Orep

pavévta Bvnroig daipov’ Ov tikter Ail. (Bacch. 39-42)

For, since this city is uninitiated in my Bacchic rites, it must learn them, even if it

doesn’t wish to. And I must speak in defense of my mother, Semele, so I have
appeared to mortals as a god, whom she bore to Zeus.
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The demonstrative pronoun 118¢ refers to the theater as Thebes (tvde Onfaiav y86va, 1;
mpwtag 8¢ OnPag tdode, 23; toOAv tvoe, 39) and Dionysus’ statement that the city “is
uninitiated” (@téheotov odoay, 40) asks the Athenian audience to suspend their disbelief. In
addition to marking the end result of mimetic metamorphosis, deixis adds an ironic layer to the
Bacchae, which depicts the establishment of Dionysian cult while being performed at the City
Dionysia in the Theater of Dionysus.!>* The city 1s initiated at the same time as it is depicted as
uninitiated.

In this passage the participle odoa shows how the entirety of the Athenian theater, the
audience as well as the actors and stage, has been transformed into Thebes. As in Aristophanes,
the verb efpi calls attention not only to being but also to becoming, in this case the transformation
of the Theatre of Dionysus (and synecdochically Athens) into the city of Thebes. The
conjunction of the participle odoa with the deictic pronoun fi8e represents Athens as Thebes.
Since Athens is not actually uninitiated at the time of the performance, we can think of this
participial phrase as performative: “the city s being uninitiated.” This is complicated by the fact
that, at the level of the plot, Dionysus will make certain that Thebes recognizes his divinity by the
end of the play. This use of eipi highlights the transformation that will inevitably come with
Dionysus’ intervention: the city may be currently uninitiated in his rites, but it will be initiated by
the end of the tragedy.

The infinitive verb éxpaBetv (Bacch. 39) looks forward to Aristotle’s claim that mimesis is
educative. In the Poetics he argues that viewers enjoy mimetic art (even paintings that portray

grotesque objects such as corpses) because learning is pleasurable:

154 Zeitlin claims that because of the myths of incest and fratricide surrounding Thebes, it acts as
a screen for Athens, “the negative model to Athens’ manifest image of itself” (1990: 131). Rehm
argues that the conflict between Dionysus and Pentheus reflects the conflict between a man of
action (Pentheus) and quietist (Dionysus) in the midst of wartime Athens (2002: 213).
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aitov 3¢ xai todTov, Ot pavBavery od povov toig prrocdPoig NdioToV AAAA Kl
T01g AANOIG Opoiwg, AAN &ml Bpayd kovwvodotv adtod. did yap Todto yaipovaot
TA¢ elkovag O6pQVTeS, 6Tt ovpfauvel Bewpodvrag pavBavery kal culoyileoBar Ti
£KaoTov, olov OTL 00ToG €xelvog - (Arist. Poet. 4.1448b12-17)155
The reason for this is that learning is not only very pleasurable to philosophers
alone but also to all others likewise, but they seldom take part in it. For this reason
viewers enjoy images, because at the same time as they behold it they learn and
reckon what each individual part is, for example that this is that.
I will discuss Aristotle’s theory of mimesis at greater length in the conclusion, but of interest to
our discussion of the Bacchae is the recognition at the root of mimesis “that this is that” (5t odtog
éxetvog). The demonstrative pronouns odtog and £ketvog echo the prevalent use of deictic
pronouns in the prologue of Euripides’ Bacchae. The implied copulative verb eipi works as a
shorthand for the metamorphosis effected through mimesis (i.e. “this has become that”), a feature
shared with the Aristophanic and Euripidean vocabulary of mimetic metamorphosis. For
spectators of a mimetic work of art, learning and understanding what something represents
happen simultaneously with their viewing (copfdaiver Bewpodvtag pavBaverv kai culoyileaBa).
The repetition of the verb pavBavw in this short passage shows the significance of learning to
Aristotle’s theory of mimesis. The intensifying prefix éx- (“utterly”) in the Bacchae passage
foreshadows how thoroughly disruptive the city’s recognition of Dionysus’ divinity will be.
Dionysus casts his appearance in Thebes as an epiphany (pavévta Bvnroic daipova,
Bacch. 42). The first word of the play (fjxw, “I have come”) has an epiphanic resonance as well.156
This epiphany occurs not only at the end of the play with the deus ex machina, but in the present as
well: Dionysus has come (fjkw), is present (tapey), and appears as a god (paveig daipwv) to

mortals in order to defend his mother Semele. Dionysus brings attention to the fact that his

appearance in the form of a mortal is an act of mimesis, that, much like the deictics he uses to

155 Greek text of Aristotle Poetics from Kassel (1965).
156 Cf. Dodds: “a favourite word with supernatural visitants™ (1960: ad loc.).
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refer to the city, “this is that.” His divinity is hidden by the Lydian stranger disguise. The
audience can track Dionysus in his mortal form, so he is still present in some way, but the
epiphany at the beginning of the prologue is not the physical manifestation of a god to mortals so
much as the appearance of a mortal claiming to be a god, which dramatizes the epiphany of an
actor playing a god in the theater. On a metatheatrical level, Dionysus has come to the people of
Athens in mortal form because represented by a mortal actor, who, like the god himself, claims to
be Dionysus. These epiphanies work through mimetic metamorphosis. Dionysus can be present
in the form of the Lydian stranger because he has taken on the form of a mortal. Likewise, an
actor can be present as Dionysus through gesture, costume, and speech, i.e. saying that he is
Dionysus (fjxw...Atdvvoog, 1-2).

Dionysus marks his arrival to Thebes with epiphanic language even as he appears in the
form of a mortal to the audience and remains in disguise as the Lydian stranger for most of the
play.

Qv odvex” adt Beog yeywg evSeilopau

ndoiv te OnPaioowy. €g &’ aAAny yBova,

tavBévde Bépevog €0, peotaotiow TOda,

Seucvidg gpavtov - v 8¢ OnPaiwy TONG (50)

OpYT| obv OmAoig €€ Bpovg Pakyag ayewv

(nti}, Lovapw parvaot otpatnAatv.

wv obvex’ etdog Bvntov AAAGZag Exw

popdryy ' épnv petéfalov el¢ avopog ¢pvorv. (Bacch. 47-54)

For this reason, I'll show him, and all the Thebans, I am a god. I shall remove to
another country after administering the affairs here well and showing myself. If
the city of Thebes endeavors out of anger to bring the bacchants from the
mountain with weapons, I will join the battle in command of the maenads. For
this reason, I have a mortal form and have changed my shape into the nature of a
man.

Dionysus states that he will show (évdeilopai, 47; dewxvig, 50) himself to Thebes since he is

currently unrecognizable. His emphasis on a future revelation after removing his costume implies

124



a belief similar to Dicaeopolis’ that costume serves merely to disguise. Dionysus plans to reveal
that he “is” or “was born a god” (Bedg yeywg, 47), but the perfect participle of ytyvopat suggests
that he may reveal he “has become” a god—that he must transform again, change back into his
earlier, divine form after taking on the role of the Lydian stranger.

The anaphoric phrase “because of this” in lines 47 and 53 (Gv odvexa) explains Dionysus’
arrival in Thebes while drawing a parallel between his future revelation that he is a god (Beog
yeyag) and his current disguise (i.e. he possesses a mortal form, eldo¢ Bvrjrov dANGZag Exw, 53).
The nouns &idoc (“form™) and pop¢r| (“form” or “shape,” 54) refer both to one’s visual
appearance and, in conjunction with verbs of exchange (apeifw, AAGoow), suggest an
impermanent change, that Dionysus can and will change back. Yet just as the participle of
ytyvopat can be read to imply a more radical change, the noun ¢voig suggests something deeper,

3 ¢

as it can mean “outward appearance” or “form” but more basically means “origin,” “growth,” or
“nature.” 17 By having Dionysus transform into a man “in nature” as well as “in form,” Euripides
grounds the ontological stakes of mimesis as it pertains to being and becoming to his
contemporary intellectual context by alluding to debates surrounding nomos and physis in the 5th-
century BCE.

Dionysus’ promise to fight against Thebes if the city threatens violence (“I'll join [sc. the
battle],” Zovépw, 52) recalls verb é€amtw, when he explains he fitted the Theban women with

Dionysian apparel (“I have fitted them with fawn skin,” vefpid’ é€apag ypoog, 24). cuvantw and

elamtw are both compounds of the same verb, imbuing Dionysus’ action as a leader in battle

157 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) and Frisk (1960-72) s.v. pvopar. See Ch. 3 for mimesis’ effect on
physis. For the landmark treatment of the nomos/physis dichotomy 1n classical Greek literature, see
Heinimann 1945.
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with the costuming language from earlier in the prologue.!58 The metatheacricality of the
prologue brings attention to the fact that the mortal ¢pvoig Dionysus takes on can be read not only
as belonging to the character of the Lydian stranger but also to the human actor who plays the
god. The effect is not entirely ironic given the epiphanic language of this passage—the actor
comes to “this Thebes” (the stage) in a mortal form (his current costume/role as the Lydian
stranger) and he will, by the end of the play, reveal he “has become a god,” by changing into the
costume of the god Dionysus and interacting with the characters from above the skéne.
III. Being and Becoming
In the first scene after the prologue and choral eisodos, Tiresias comes to call on Cadmus

wearing a bacchant costume and carrying a thyrsus. Tiresias’ appearance confuses the
doorkeeper, who fails to recognize him. The doorkeeper’s misrecognition spurs on Tiresias to
contrast his identity as an old man with his bacchant-like appearance.

Tti¢ &v mhlauot; Kadpov éxkkaler dépwv, (170)

Aynivopog matd’, 6¢ méhv Zidwviav

Moy Emdpywao’ doto Onfaiwy tHde.

{tw 1€, eloyyelhe Tepeoiag 6T

{ntet viv - 01de &’ adtog wv fkw Tépt

a te Lovebépny mpéaug Vv yepautépw, (175)

BOpoovg avamrtey kal veflpdv dopdg Exerv

otepavodyv te kpata kiooivolg BAaotpaoty. (Bacch. 174-77)

Who’s at the doors? Call Cadmus the son of Agenor, who left the Phoenician city

and founded this city of Thebes, out from his halls. Let someone go, tell him that

Tiresias asks for him. He himself knows why I have come, what I agreed to, one

old man to another: to fasten thyrsi, wear fawn skins, and to wreathe my head

with with ivy shoots.

Tiresias has to identify himself as an old man (rpéofug dv, 175) after announcing his name to

the doorkeeper at line 173, stressing the fact that he “is an old man” even if he dresses and acts

158 This word also appears in the aetiology of satyrs taking the tympanum and “joining” it
(ouvamtw) to their dances: &g 8¢ yopedpata / covijpav tpietnpidwv (Bacch. 1321).
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like a youthful follower of Dionysus. The participial form of eipi recalls its appearance in the
prologue to mark the Theater of Dionysus-cum-Thebes as “being” (odoa) uninitiated in
Dionysus’ rites even as the city Athens celebrates the god. In the previous chapter, I claimed that
Aristophanes marks the end result of mimetic metamorphosis with the verb eipi in order to
highlight the process of becoming even in simple statements of being.

As previous commentators have noticed, Tiresias’ new clothes seem to rejuvenate him.
While this certainly has an ironic effect, Tiresias’ costume hybridizes him into both a masculine
and effeminate figure, both tragic and comic figure (similar to Dionysus and Xanthias in the
Frogs).159 When he bids the doorkeeper to “call Cadmus out from his halls” Cadmus (Kadpov
ékkalet dopwyv, 170), his language echoes Aristophanic doorkeeper scenes, such as when
Dicaeopolis asks Euripides’ slave to to call out the poet (éxxdAecov adtov, Ach. 402).160 Craig
Jendza claims in his recent book Paracomedy that this scene from the Bacchae incorporates comic
elements in order to introduce lightheartedness into the tragedy (2020: 23). Tiresias’ appearance
is not only significant because it is “paracomic,” however. He announces his presence to the
doorkeeper using the same verb as Dionysus at the beginning of the play (fjxw, 174), marking his
own arrival as parallel to that of Dionysus. Both characters cannot be recognized as themselves in
their current dress because they wear the costumes of the followers of Dionysus, and both mark
their appearance as epiphanic. These parallels are strengthened by the fact that Tiresias and

Dionysus never appear on stage together and therefore were most likely played by the same

159 On the irony of this scene, cf. Dodds (1960: 90).

160 Tn his discussion of this scene Jendza does not mention the verb éxxaAéw as a marker of
paracomic or Aristophanic language (2020). This verb appears in similar contexts elsewhere in
Aristophanes. Cf. Ar. Vesp. 217-21, 266-72; Lys. 8501, 875; Thesm. 641.; Eccl. 32-35 (on which, cf.
Ussher (1973: ad loc.) “the usual Aristophanic meaning”); and Plut. 1100-1106. Also appears in
classical Greek drama and Menander: Soph. Phil. 1263f; Eup. fr. 148 (K-A); Men. Aspis 162f. (ed.
Sandbach); DE 11; Mzs. 191; and Pk. 1006-9.
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actor.16! Tiresias insists on his identity in much the same way that Dionysus’ explains his divinity
and mortal disguise to the audience in the prologue. Tiresias implies that his current get-up may
make it difficult for others to recognize him both by naming himself and emphasizes his identity
with the participle ¢v. This also works on a metatheatrical level—the actor affirms his role as an
old man in contrast to his previous role as Dionysus while bringing to our attention
simultaneously to the fact that these characters are quite similar in their language, epiphanic
appearance, and relationship with the divine. This affirmation of identity can also be seen as
performative similar to “the city being uninitiated” in the prologue; the actor is currently “being”
an old man but is not necessarily one, nor was he at the beginning of the play. Tiresias shows us
how flexible eipi can be in the metatheatrical and mimetic context of Euripides: the verb can
reflect both identity, as if fixed, and transformation.

Cadmus also arrives on stage dressed up and ready to play the bacchant. His entrance
echoes those of Tiresias and Dionysus with the use of the verb fjxw (180) and the demonstrative
pronoun 110e. This deixis has a doubling effect similar to Dionysus’ reference to the stage and
audience as the city of Thebes during the prologue.

Ka. @ piktad’, cg ony yfjpov odopny khvemv

codnv codpod map’ Avdpog, v dopoioty QHv.

Nkw & €topog tvd’ Exwyv oxevr|y Beod (180)
Sel yap viv ovta matda Buyatpog €€ epig

[Awdvvoov 6¢ Tébnvev avBpmmrorg Beog|

boov xad’ fpag duvatov adlecba péyav.

mot Oel yopevetv, mol kabiotaval Toda

xal kpdta oeloatl Tohov; e&nyod ob pot (185)
YépwV Yépovty, Tepeoia - ob yap copog.

®¢ 00 kapo’ av odte vOKT odB’ nuépav

BOpow kPoTOV iV - EmiAeA|oped’ 110€wg

YépPOVTEG OVTEC.

Te. Tadt’ épol mhoyeg dpa -
KAyw yap NPd kamyepnow xopols. (Bacch. 178-90) (190)

161 Cf. Pickard-Cambridge [1953] 1991: 147.
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Ca. Dear friend, I heard your voice, a wise voice from a wise man, while I was in

my halls. I have come ready, wearing this costume of the god. Since Dionysus,

who has revealed he is a god to mankind, is the child of my daughter, insofar as it

1s in our power, he must grow in greatness. Where should I dance? Where should I

place my foot and shake my gray head? Show me the way, Tiresais, old man to old

man, for you are wise. I will not tire by night or day striking the ground with my

thyrsus. We forget with pleasure that we are old men.

Ti. So you are experiencing the same as me! For I, too, am young and will try my

hand at dancing.
When Cadmus refers to his costume as “this costume of the god” (fjxw 8’ £topog v’ Exwv
okevnv Beod, 180), the deictic pronoun §de both refers to his bacchant costume while also
drawing attention to the costume as costume. The noun oxevr| has both a religious and
metatheatrical register in its first appearance in the prologue when Dionysus describes his
costuming of the Theban women and their transformation into bacchants (oxevr|v T’ €yewv
nvaykao’ opyiwv épdrv, 34).162 Cadmus dresses up as a follower of Dionysus, but the deixis in the
phrase “this costume” (18 okevr|) suggests that Cadmus’ costume is in service of the god
Dionysus both as the ritual dress of a bacchant and as a dramatic costume at a festival dedicated
to him, the City Dionysia.!63

E. R. Dodds notes in his commentary that Cadmus displays a “timid worldliness” in this

passage, as his support for Dionysus’ divinity depends on familial relation (viv dvta raida
Buyatpog € épfig, 181), not on faith (1960: 90). Other commentators have seen Euripides’
presentation of Cadmus as a great joke.!6* Even if Cadmus and his interpreters do not take

Dionysus seriously, this passage is imbued with the vocabulary of mimetic metamorphosis. The

conditional participle of eipi at line 181 explains Cadmus’ action in this scene: since Dionysus is

162 Dionysus refers to his Heracles” costume as a oxevny. Cf. Ar. Ran. 108.

163 On liminality of Dionysus and cross-dressing as important element of Dionysian ritual, see
Csapo (1997: 253-95).

164 See Dodds on Pater and Grube (1960: 90f.).
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his daughter’s son (viv 6vra maida Buyatpog €€ enfig), Cadmus dresses and acts as a bacchant.
This clause describes and identifies Dionysus, but as we know from the action within the play,
Dionysus is not only the son of Semele, he is also a god and the Lydian stranger. Any claim on
being or identity becomes more complicated.

Cadmus tells Tiresias he heard “a wise voice from a wise man” (yfjpvv... / codprv codpod
nap’ avopdc, Bacch. 178K.). The rhetorical figure of polyptoton plays on the grammatical case and
gender of the adjective codpog (“wise”). The same adjective appears in the nominative case at the
end of line 186 (o0 ydp copdg), forming a ring structure that closes Tiresias’ greeting. At first, the
claim seems tautologous (Tiresias is wise because his voice 1s wise) and essentialist (Tiresias’ voice 1s
wise because he us wise), but by repeating the same word this Gorgianic figure emphasizes
difference in sound and grammatical function. Where there is similarity, there is also
difference.!6> Cadmus and Tiresias are Cadmus and Tiresias even as they play bacchants, but if
we play close enough attention, we will realize they have become different from themselves, much
like a noun or adjective in an oblique case differs from its lexical form. When Cadmus tells
Tiresias to show him the way, one old man to another (yépwv yépovti, 186), he makes use of the
figure again, suggesting that while they both may wear masks typical of the characters of old
men and they both wear bacchant costumes, they are not identical to one another. As exemplified
in the figure of polyptoton (nominative case yépwv, dative case yépovtt), Cadmus and Tiresias
differ both from each other (and from themselves as they put on their bacchant costumes.

In Hesiod’s 7heogony, Hesiod depicts poetry as a medium that both memorializes deeds
performed by famous heroes and encourages the audience to forget their cares outside of the

poem (7 heog. 98-103). Cadmus invokes a similar notion of mimetic art when he says to Tiresias

165 On difference producing similarity, cf. Deleuze (1994: 70).
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that “we forget with pleasure that we are old men” (émiheAfjoped’ 1N6éwg / yépovteg dvteg, Bacch.
188f.). Unlike Hesiod’s example of the grieving listener, however, Cadmus forgets himself by
participating in the act of mimesis, but he also takes on the identity, language, and behavior of
the character he represents, the bacchant. Poetry’s capacity to induce forgetfulness implies that
mimetic art affects only the epistemological, that it is only illusory and has no transformative
effect. The Muses’ declaration at the base of Mt. Helicon that they can tell lies like the truth
(18pev Peddea mola Aéyery étdpoioty opolta, 7heog. 27), making truth and fiction
indistinguishable, gets to this view of mimesis. Cadmus’ statement that he and Tiresias forget
“being old men” (yépovteg Ovteg) gestures to how ontology is at stake in mimesis. The actors who
play Cadmus and Tiresias may not be old men, yet for the moment they are, highlighting the
fluidity of being and becoming in classical Greek literary thought.

At the end of the passage, Tiresias responds to Cadmus, “For I, too, am young” (xayw
yap n®, 190).166 This can be read ironically, as a “miracle rejuvenation” (Dodds 1960: ad loc.),
but it also reveals a transformation subtler than the donning of a disguise of or pretending to be
a bacchant—T1resias, by virtue of wearing the apparel of a bacchant, becomes a younger man
capable of dancing and hiking Mt. Cithaeron without an attendant. He does not become a
bacchant but a younger version of himself. Tiresias marks this transformation in the present
tense, “I am young” (fj3®), but much like the verb eipi and Cadmus’ phrase “being old
men” (yépovteg Ovteg), the verb 1)3éw implies that this present state is the result of change and is
in some way performative (i.e., “I have become young” or “I am being young”). Dressing up in
bacchant costume produces similar experiences for Tiresias and Cadmus (“So you are

experiencing the same as me!” tadt’ épol tdoyelg apa, 189), yet while similarity is stressed here,

166 Cf. 193: Ka. yépwv yépovta tadaywynow o’ éyw.
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subtle differences in their experience of transformation are revealed. Cadmus forgets himself
momentarily, suggesting that his essential identity remains unchanged, yet Tiresias becomes a
younger version of himself, the same but not the same, as slight of a difference as that between a
nominative noun and its oblique case.

Tiresias assuages Cadmus’ feelings of embarrassment and shame for dressing up as a
bacchant and preparing to dance by claiming that Dionysus does not distinguish between young
or old followers.

Ka. épet 11¢ g 1o yfipag odx aloydvopal,

pEN WV yopedey xpdta Kioowaoag Epdv; (205)

Te. 00 yap dnpny’ 6 Bedg odte tOV Véov

el Yp1| YOpevELY 0DTE TOV YEPQITEPOV,

5 y [ , N

al\’ €€ aravtwy odAetat Tipag eyewv

KoWvag, diapBpdv 8’ 00déV’ adleaBat Béel. (Bacch. 204-9)

Ca. Will someone say that I am ashamed of my old age since I am about to dance

with my head garlanded in ivy?

Ti. Of course not! The god doesn’t decide whether a young or old man should

dance, but he does want to have common honors from all and, counting no one

out, wishes to increase in greatness.
On the surface, Tiresias’ claims that Dionysus appeals universally to a diverse group of
worshipers preempts Pentheus’ (and perhaps any audience members’) ridicule for the old men in
their costumes. It presents a religious and rational argument for their behavior. However, this
appeal to universality simultaneously elides difference. Dionysus makes no distinction between
young and old (00 yap Sujpny’ 6 Beog odte TOV VEOV / ...00TE TOV Yepaitepov, 2061), he excludes
no one from his worship (SiapiBpdv §” 00déva, 209), and he wishes for “common” or
“universal” (kowvog) honors from all people (GAN" €€ aravtwy Podletal tpdg Exerv / Kovag,
208f.). Tiresias presents a view of Dionysian worship here that is similar to his previous claim that

he and Cadmus experience the same things when in costume (ta adta, 189). Dionysus’

worshipers become more and more similar to a bacchant and to each other, hence
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indistinguishable, the more they wear bacchant costumes, perform dances, and give honors to the
god. Mimesis makes the recognition of identity difficult because of the transformation one
undergoes, such as Tiresias in the doorkeeper scene. In this passage, mimesis transforms a diverse
group of people into an assimilated collective, yet Tiresias and Cadmus are individuated from the
Chorus both as individual characters in the drama and as the older, male worshipers in the
collective.
IV. Recognition as Misrecognition

When Pentheus discovers Cadmus and Tiresias outside of the house, he mocks them for
their apparel, thereby echoing Cadmus’ fears. Pentheus recognizes the costumed elderly pair
despite their claims of rejuvenation, but his ignorance of the Lydian stranger’s identity shows
how mimesis confuses identity and recognition.

éxetvog etvai gpnot Aibvocov Bedv,

€KeTVog &V pnp® mot’ EppadpBat Aiog -

0¢ EmvpodTal AapmTdoty kepavviaig

obv pnTpi, Aodg 6t yapoug Epedoato. (245)
tadt’ 0dyl deva kayyovng éot’ adia,

OPpeg OPpilev, dotig éotiv 6 Lévog;

atap T8’ aAho Badpa - TOV TEPaTKOTOV

év mowidauot vefpiot Tepeoiav 6pd

ratépa te prrpog T EPfg, TOADY YEAWY, (250)
vaBpbnxi Paxyedovt’ - dvaivopa, Tatep,

10 Yhipag DpdV eloopdv VoDV 00K EYOV.

ovk arotvalel xioodv; odk EhevBépay

BOpoov pebrioeig yetp’, Epfic pntpog matep; (Bacch. 242-54)

That man claims that Dionysus 1s a god, that he was once sewn up in Zeus’ thigh.
Dionysus! who was burnt up by lightning bolts with his mother because she lied
about her marriage to Zeus. Aren’t these terrible things, committing outrage,
deserving of a hanging, whoever this stranger is? But here is another strange thing
—1I see the fortuneteller Tiresias in dappled fawn skins and my mother’s father,
too, a great laughingstock, playing the bacchant with a fennel stalk. I am
ashamed, sir, to see your old age having no sense. Won’t you shake off your ivy?
Won'’t you set your hand free of the thyrsus, O father of my mother?
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Pentheus criticizes the Lydian stranger for committing outrages and telling lies about Dionysus’
parentage, but his complaint can also be read ironically as a recognition of Dionysus. Pentheus
first says that “That man claims that Dionysus is a god” (éxeivog eivai ¢not Aidvocov Bedv, 242).
The first three words of the line leads the audience to expect that the Lydian stranger (i.e.
Dionysus) claims to be Dionysus: “That man claims he is...” (¢keivoc eivai ¢nor). The subject of
the infinitive would be nominative in that case, but the initial ambiguity allows for the line to be
read both ways. This produces a moment of dramatic irony of the situation where Pentheus, who
disbelieves in Dionysus’ divinity, accidentally lands on the truth. He fails to recognize “that
man” (éxetvog) who makes claims about Dionysus is Dionysus while nearly saying so. This line
reveals the completeness of Dionysus’ mimetic metamorphosis into the Lydian stranger and the
limits of referentiality with pronouns and claims to identity.

In the following line, Pentheus emphasizes that it is the Lydian stranger or “that man”
who makes these claims by repeating the pronoun éxetvog: “That man claims that Dionysus was
once sewn up in Zeus’ thigh” (éxetvog v pnp® mot’ €ppadbat Awog, 243). The main verb ¢npi
and the subject of the infinitive (we are meant to understand and supply Aiévocov from the
previous line) are dropped in this line. However, when the subject of a verb of speaking is the
same as the subject in indirect speech, the subject can also be omitted.!67 This leads to an
ambiguity about the subject of the infinitive in this line even though the grammar in this clause
operates the same as before. Because the subject is omitted, we can also read, “T’hat man claims
that 4e was once sewn up in Zeus’ thigh.” In conjunction with the playful word order of the
previous line this reading provides another moment of dramatic irony for the audience, who

know Dionysus’ identity, and also allows for Pentheus to plod through the themes of identity,

167 Cf. Smyth §1973.
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recognition, transformation, and mimesis while simultaneously misrecognizing Dionysus’ identity
and mocking the possibility of mimetic metamorphosis in the case of Tiresias and his
grandfather Cadmus.

In the Acharnians Dicaeopolis uses the relative phrase 6¢ éot (“who he is”) when he
recognizes Cleisthenes in his Persian eunuch costume: “Of the two eunuchs, I know who this one
is, it’s Cleisthenes, the ‘son’ of Siburtius” (kai oy pév edvodyory Tov Etepov Tovtovi / 2yd’ bg
¢ot, KhewoBévng 6 Zufoptiov, Ach. 117f). As I argued in Chapter 1, Dicaeopolis’ recognition of
and emphasis on Cleisthenes’ being underlies an essentialist notion of identity. Pentheus’ use of
the relative phrase 6ot €0ty in the Bacchae passage above, “whoever this stranger is” (6otig
gotwv 0 &évog, Bacch. 247) however, generalizes identity. Despite the moment of irony where
Pentheus seems to land on Dionysus’ identity, he fails to recognize him. Pentheus claims earlier
that the god Dionysus, “whoever that is” (6ot €011, 220), is a mere excuse (Tpopaoig, 224)
covering over women’s worship of Aphrodite. Where Dicaeopolis disregards the potential of
mimetic metamorphosis, Pentheus fails in identifying both the Lydian stranger and Dionysus,
marking how completely Dionysus has transformed.

Cadmus tries to reason with Pentheus by making a pragmatic argument: the family will
profit from the belief that Semele’s son is divine even if Dionysus is not a god. Gadmus’
argument is interesting because he defends lying (katapeddov kardg, 334) for familial gain and
reveals his own ambivalence towards Dionysus’ divinity and identity.168

Ka. & mai, xah&¢ oot Teipeoiac mappveoey. (330)
olxel ped’ nuddv, pn Bopale TGOV vopwy -
VOV yap T Te Kal povay 003&V PpoVveig.

kel pry yap €0ty 6 Bed¢ 0vTtog, wg o NG,
mapd ool AeyéoBw - kal katapeddov KaAGDS

168 Dodds (1960) writes ad loc. that “a xalov Peddoc¢ is not a ‘noble lie,” but one which makes a
good impression.”
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WG €01 epéng, iva Soxf| Beov texelv (335)
NPty te T Tave ™} yével Tpoot). (Bacch. 330-36)

Ca. Child, Tiresias has advised you well. Stay home with us, don’t go outside the
bounds of custom. For right now you are up in the air and in your thoughts you
think nonsense. For even if he is not a god, as you say, say it anyway. Lie the lovely
lie that Dionysus is the son of Semele, so people think she gave birth to a god and
honor will be given to us, your whole family.
Cadmus affects disinterest in the truth of Dionysus’ identity, telling Pentheus to allow the worship
of Dionysus to continue “even if he is not a god” (kei pr| yap oty 6 8eog ovtog, 333). The
demonstrative pronoun odtog refers to Dionysus but does not fix his identity since Cadmus does
not state conclusively that “this one” is a god or man. The ambiguity of the pronoun serves
Cadmus’ argument since he does not want to make a strong claim about Dionysus. The
conditional clause paired with the negative particle pr} shows how uncertain being and identity
are.

Aristotle does not cite the Bacchae in his definition of mimesis, but it is compelling in
connection with that passage that Pentheus and Cadmus refer to the Lydian stranger and
Dionysus with the demonstrative pronouns odtog and £kefvoc. Similar to Pentheus accidentally
landing on Dionysus’ identity when discussing the Lydian stranger, CGadmus refers to the god
Dionysus while suggesting he may not be a god. Cadmus argues that it is advantageous to
worship Dionysus because Semele is his daughter, but he does not recognize that Dionysus is not
a god because in the form of a human being. Pentheus and Cadmus both hint at the identity of
the Lydian stranger and Dionysus, referring to the same person with different pronouns, hinting
at how mimesis can change identity and make referentiality difficult because “this is that.”

This scene is of also interest because of its strong resemblance to the doorkeeper scene in

Aristophanes’ Acharnians. 'The Bacchae alludes to and inverts the Acharnians scene through the

scene’s context of waiting outside a home, the metaphorical language of inside/outside for sanity,
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and the discussion of costume and dress. In the Acharnians, Euripides’ slave responds with riddles
to Dicaeopolis’ request to see Euripides: “He isn’t at home, but he’s inside, if you know what I
mean” (00k €vlov €vBov €oTiv, el yvouny €yeig, Ar. Ach. 396). The slave expands on the riddle by
depicting Euripides as flighty and eccentric with a spatial metaphor—his mind is outside” (6
vodg pev €€w, 398) of his body. Dicaeopolis takes umbrage at Euripides’ seeming laziness when
the poet is wheeled out onto the stage on the ekkyklema with his feet propped up (avafadny, 399)
while composing tragedies. In the Bacchae, however, Euripides privileges the eccentricities of his
parodied self, invoking the “outside” metaphor for insanity against Pentheus for his resistance to
Dionysus and costume. Cadmus urges Pentheus, “Stay home with us, don’t go outside the bounds
of custom” (oilket pe®’ fpdv, pr| Bopale TV vopwy, Bacch. 331). The use of the adverb oixer (“at
home?”) is purely metaphorical, as Tiresias and Cadmus are about to climb Mt. Cithaeron.

9% ¢

Likewise, while the adverb 80pade (“outdoors,” “out”) derives from the noun 80pa (“door”) and
the two elderly men wait outside the Theban palace, here it signifies Pentheus’ divergent mindset,
much like how Euripides “is not inside” (o0k €vov) while he literally is “inside” (€vdov) his
home.169

Cadmus continues: “right now you are up in the air and in your thoughts you think
nonsense” (VOv yap €ty te xal ppovdy ovdev dppovels, Bacch. 332). Pentheus is unmoored from
the firm reality of the ground, flying out of control (tétopat).!70 Paired with this metaphorical
unmooring is Cadmus’ claim that Pentheus does not think straight (kai ppovdv 008ev ppoverg).
During the sparagmos scene, Dionysus aids Pentheus in finding a lofty spot in a fir tree to better

observe the bacchants’ behavior, but he is brought back down to the ground by their violence.

Only then does he recognize and respect the divine power of Dionysus. While Aristophanes and

169 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) s.v. 80pa.
170 On metaphorical use of métopai (“of fickle natures”), cf. LSJ s.v. métopai A.IL
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Euripides do not use the same vocabulary in these scenes, they draw on the same spatial
metaphor (8vdov : 00k Evdov/E&w :: oikel : BVpale). In conjunction with the importance of
costumes in both scenes, it seems Cadmus’ response to Pentheus also answers Dicaeopolis’
mockery of the mimesis and transformation of Euripides in Acharnians. Aristophanes attributes
Euripides’ eccentricity partially to costume since he is dressed similar to his “beggar-hero”
characters, whereas in Euripides’ Bacchae Cadmus notes that Pentheus’ firm unbelief in Dionysus
and unwillingness to dress up as a bacchant is beyond or “outside of ” the norm.

Pentheus rejects Cadmus’ offer to garland him (341f.), and all that the garland entails,
rather violently because views the worship of Dionysus as a pollution, “as if it were a physical
infection transmissible by contact” (Dodds 1960: 114).

ITe. 00 p) wpoooioeg yetpa, Pakyedoeg 8’ (v,
pnd’ €Zopopin pwpiav v o1y époi;
g ofig (8" dvoiag Tovde TOV didaokaiov (345)

dixnv pétem. (Bacch. 343-46)

Pe. Don’t you lay your hands on me! Go and play the bacchant, but don’t wipe off
your foolishness on me! I'll pursue that teacher and punish him for your folly.

Pentheus emphatically tells Cadmus neither to touch him (o0 pry Ttpoooiceig yetpa, 343) nor to
wipe his foolishness off on him (und’ €€opopn pwpiav myv orv époi, 344) so as not to pollute
him.!7! Dodds views Pentheus’ “violent horror of such contact” as an insight into the character’s
psychology: “something in him knows already the fascination and the mortal peril which the new
rites hold for him” (114). The pollution metaphor may hint at Pentheus’ unconscious
foreknowledge of his own death on Mt. Cithaeron, but I am primarily interested in Pentheus’
idea that Cadmus’ dress (e.g. the fawn skin, garland, thyrsus) and behavior (seen in his Dionysus

worship and desire to dance) go hand-in-hand. After Pentheus commands Cadmus not to touch

171 Cf. Smyth (§1919, 2756) on the second person future indicative as a strong prohibition.
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him, he tells him to go off (presumably to a safe distance from Pentheus’ person) and perform
bacchic rites (faxyevoeig & iwv, 343). This is Pentheus’ alternative to receiving a garland from
Cadmus and joining the elder men in Dionysian dance and worship. For Pentheus, at least, the
Theban women’s (along with the elder men’s) ecstatic worship of Dionysus is not the only
pollution to be wary of. Costume can also effectively transform a person’s behavior—what
Pentheus refers to as Cadmus’ “foolishness” (pwpia, 344) and “thoughtlessness” (avoia, 345).
The earliest appearance of the verb é€opopyvop (“wipe off (from)”) occurs in Euripides.

The verb appears several times throughout his corpus, often in conjunction with bodily fluids and
disease.!72 In the Heracles (416 BCE), Theseus, unlike Pentheus, disregards any risk of pollution
and offers Heracles his hand anyway:

On. radoat- 5idov de yetp’ drnpétn pik.

Hp. dA\N’ atpa ) ooi¢ é€opdpéwpat mémAoig.

On). éxpaooe, dpeidov pndév - odk avaivopar. (Eur. Her 1398-1400)

The. Stop! Give your hand to a helping friend.

Her. But don’t let me wipe blood off on your robes.

The. Wipe away, don’t spare anything. I am not ashamed.
This passage highlights an interesting contrast with the Bacchae where Pentheus views costume as
the source of the contagion. In this passage, Heracles wipes the polluting blood of his family oft on

clothes. Theseus even suggests this course of action to Heracles: “Wipe away, don’t spare

anything” (Expaooe, ¢peidov pndév, 1400). Similarly, the Old Man in Electra (420 BCE) wipes his

172 E.g. in the fragmentary Phaethon (420 BCE), Clymene tells her maidservants to wipe off
Phaethon’s blood from the ground after his corpse has been presented to her: 00 Bacoov; 00
otalaypov élopdplete, / 1 mod T oty alpatog yapal teowv; (Phaethon 219f., ed. Diggle 1970).
Cf. Aristophanes, who parodies this word and the notion of pollution in the Acharnians, when the
Chorus praises Dicaeopolis’ wealth and success with his separate peace: 008’ é€opopZetan Ipémig
Vv edpunpwktiav oot (Ar. Ach. 843). Plato extends the meaning of €Zopopyvopt from “wipe off”
pollution and infect someone else to “imprint” or “stamp” a metaphorical disease or scar on

one’s soul in the Gorgias (524d7-525a3) and the Laws (775d4-e2).
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tears off with his ragged clothes.!”3 Pentheus’ attitude towards costume as a source of pollution is
clear from his first appearance when he asks Cadmus to take off his costume and rid himself of
his props: “Won’t you shake oft your ivy? Won’t you set your hand free of the thyrsus, O father
of my mother?” (o0kx arotivéleig kiloobv; 00k Elevbépay / Bpoov pebrioeig elp’, Epfig P TPos
narep; Bacch. 2531.). Pentheus implies that Cadmus’ senseless old age (10 yfjpag vodv ovk €yov,
252) and foolishness (pwpla, 344) can be healed by depriving him of the bacchant costume and
props that enslave him (o0x éAevBépa yeip) and influence his behavior. In a play where costume
figures so prominently, Pentheus highlights the metamorphic power mimesis effects on those who
dress up in character.!74
V. What is Not
Pentheus describes the Lydian stranger by negation, by what he is not. This process of

negation focuses on identity and on being, not on the capacity for change in appearance or
behavior. Pentheus’ belief in the stability of being produces a moment of dramatic irony for the
audience since Pentheus is ignorant of who the Lydian stranger previously was and who he will
reveal himself to be at the end of the play.

ITe. péBeobe yelpdv 10dd’ - €v Apkuoty yap v

obK 0Tty 0TWG WKdG WOTE P’ EKPUYETV.

ATap T pev oQP’ odk Apopdog el, Léve,

WG &G yovaikag, e’ Omep ¢ Onfag whper -

TAOKAPOG T Yap 0ov Tavaog od TaAng Omo, (455)

Yévov ap’ adtv kexvpévog, mohov TAEw -
Aevktv 88 ypoldy €k Tapaokeviig e,

173 &yah 8¢ TpUyel Tde Epdv TEMAwY kopag / daxpioiot téy€ag e€opdpacbal BéAw (Eur. EL
501f).

174 Euripides also uses the verb metaphorically in the Hippolytus (428 BCE), where the titular
character “will wipe away” the Nurse’s words in her message from Phaedra: ayo putoig
vaopoiaw ¢Zopdplopat / &¢ dta kAOIwv. Th¢ v 0dv einy kakdg, / 6 008’ dkodoag to1ad’
ayvevew doxd; (Eur. Hipp. 653-55). Pentheus sees the god Dionysus and act of dressing up and
worshiping him as something that would ultimately debilitate him, just as Hippolytus finds sex
and the Nurse’s overture unappealing.
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ody fAiov BoAaioy GAN’ OO oxIGg

v Adppoditnv kaAovi] Onpcopevog.

TPOTOV P&V 00V pot Aédov 6oti§ el Yévog. (Bacch. 451-60)  (460)

Pe. Let go of him. Since he 1s in our nets, he is not so swift as to escape me. You

aren’t ugly, though, stranger, to women at least, which is why you’ve come to

Thebes. You have long locks, not for wrestling, reaching to your very cheek. Full

of desire. You keep your skin fair on purpose, not in the sun’s rays but in the shade

you seek out sex with your beauty. So, first, tell me who you are by birth.
Pentheus defines Dionysus negatively when he tells his servant to let go of him “since he is in our
nets he is not so swift as to escape me” (v dpkvoty yap v / odk €0tV 00TWE WKOG OoTe P
éxpuyetv, 451f). In an interesting case of enjambement, Pentheus claims to know who or in what
situation Dionysus us currently (v, i.e. trapped in nets) while negating what Dionysus is capable
of (o0x €otv) in the following line, i.e. he s not swift enough to escape. Dionysus proves himself to
be capable of freeing himself from his bonds, which adds to the layers of irony at play in this
scene. Pentheus of course does not recognize who the Lydian stranger is, but in attempting to
define him statically through being, he makes further mistakes.

Pentheus also describes Dionyus’ beauty negatively rather than positively through the

figure of litotes, “You aren’t ugly, though, stranger” (atdp 10 pév oOp’ 0dk dpopdog ef, Zéve,
453), defining who Dionysus is—a beautiful, effeminate foreigner—with the particle odx and

9% <¢

alpha-privative adjective dpop¢pog (“unsightly,” “misshapen”). In addition to negating different
qualities of the Lydian stranger, Pentheus limits the beauty he ascribes to Dionysus with the
restrictive adverb g, claiming that he is beautiful only to women (&g é¢ yovaikag, 454).175
Pentheus’ strategy to define the Lydian stranger by his physical traits fails him, as he admits his

ignorance when he commands Dionysus, “First, tell me who you are by birth” (mrp&tov pev odV

pot Mélov doti6 €1 yévog, 460). The indirect question 6o el echoes the relative clause in

175 Cf. Dodds (1960) ad loc.: “to a woman’s taste, at least”; Smyth §2993.
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Pentheus’ ofthand comment earlier in the play (“whoever this stranger is”; 6otig €0ty 6 Zévo,
Bacch. 247). In the Acharmians, Dicaeopolis asserts that he knows the identity of Cleisthenes in
disguise (6¢ éoti, Ach. 118). Similarly, he tells Euripides he must remain who he is (6omep eipi, 441)
while appearing to be Telephus. Pentheus, like Dicacopolis, defines other characters by their
identity and assumes being is static. Unlike Dicaeopolis, however, Pentheus uses indefinite and
interrogative pronouns, fails to recognize people through their costume, and is not in control of
the costume he will put on later in the play.
The question of identity reappears in this exchange when Dionysus tells Pentheus, “You

don not know how you are living, what you are doing, nor who you are” (0dx 0to®’ 16t {ict 008’
6 8pGg 008’ doig el, Bacch. 506), echoing Pentheus’ language with the indirect interrogative
pronoun 6ot and the verb eipi. In Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus (ca. 429 BCE) there is a similar
moment where Tiresias tells Oedipus that he is ignorant of his parentage and identity as well:

Myw &, énedi| kal TodpAdv p’ wveidioag -

od xal 8¢dopkag kod PAéreg V' el kaxod,

008’ EvBa vaieig, 008 Gtwv oikelg péta.

ap’ otoB’ ap’ wv el; (Soph. OT 412-15) (415)

I speak since you have even reproached me for being blind: you have sight and

you do not see what a calamity you are in, nor where you live, nor with whom you

dwell. Do you know who your parents are?!76
The blind seer Tiresias contrasts sight with understanding in this passage, stressing Oedipus’
ignorance of his present circumstances and his birth. The repetition of 008¢ and the use of

different synonyms for “dwell” (vaiw, olkéw) in each half of line 414 expand on Oedipus’

ignorance while highlighting that Oedipus’ various blindspots ultimately come back to his own

176 Text of Soph. OT from Lloyd-Jones and Wilson’s OC'T. I follow Finglass’ punctuation after
péta (2018), following Holford-Strevens’ note in Lloyd-Jones and Wilson Sophoclea: “dp’ oic6’ gy’
Gv el; is a climax, not an interruption, especially since xai looks forwards and not

backwards” (1990: ad 414f).
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person. Oedipus knows neither “where” (vBa) nor “with whom” (6twv péta) he lives because he
assumes Thebes is his adopted, not natal, home. The pronoun 6oti¢ (“who”) echoes Pentheus’
command to Dionysus above to tell him “who you are by birth” (6o el yévog, Bacch. 460) as
well as Dionysus’ rebuke “you do not know who you are” (00 0ia8’...008’ ot ei, 506).177
Finally, Tiresias asks Oedipus about his knowledge of his birth: “Do you know who your parents
are?” (lit. “Do you know from whom you are?” dp’ 0ia®’ ap’ v el; 415). By questioning
Oedipus’ knowledge Tiresias also destabilizes his sense of identity or being (etpi). This passage
parallels the Bacchae scenes in interesting ways: like Pentheus, Oedipus fundamentally does not
know who he is; and yet, like Dionysus, Oedipus is mistaken for a stranger in his native land,
resulting in disastrous consequences.

Pentheus equates appearance and being not only when he takes the Lydian stranger’s
identity for granted, but also when he asks Dionysus, “Since you claim to see clearly, what did the
god look like?” (6 Bedc, Gpav yap Ppng caddc, moidg tig nv; Bacch. 477). Instead of getting closer
to a description of Dionysus’ being (fjv), Dionysus teases Pentheus by responding thus: “Whatever
he wanted. I didn’t arrange it” (6motog §j8eX’ - 00k &yw tacoov t6de, 478). Dionysus returns to
the deixis of “this 1s that” from the prologue when he employs the demonstrative pronoun t6de
as the object of tdoow. We can read t68¢e both as a pronoun in response to Pentheus’ question
about Dionysus’ appearance (“I didn’t arrange it,” 1.e. the god’s appearance) and as a deictic

referring to the /ic et nunc of dramatic performance (“I didn’t arrange this (here),” i.e. the drama).

177 Dodds claims that Dionysus rebukes Pentheus at 1. 506 because “the man mistakes himself for
the god’s master” (1960: 140). This reading also works at the metatheatrical level where Pentheus
remains blind to the truth of Dionysus’ disguise and to his own presence within the god’s domain
of the theater. Pentheus mistakes his own sovereignty as king of Thebes as well as his own agency
in Dionysus’ unfolding revenge drama.
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The irony serves as a tongue-in-cheek denial of Dionysus’ responsibility for his current
appearance as the Lydian stranger as well as for the drama itself at the City Dionysia.

When the god of theater is involved, it is useless to ask what Dionysus looks like, since he
can change his appearance at will to be “whatever he wanted” (6motog f|feAe, 478). The Lydian
stranger says that Dionysus’ shape depends on the god’s will, not his own, with the negating
particle ook and personal pronoun éyw. In ancient Greek the nominative pronoun is usually
omitted unless emphatic: “/ didn’t arrange it.”178 The irony of this line works on several levels
since Dionysus, who appears as the Lydian stranger, certainly did arrange his disguise. The
distinction between the third person (6 8e6g, Tic, fv, fiPeke) and first person (¢yw, ETacoov)
suggests a demarcation between the identities of the god Dionysus and the Lydian stranger.
Dionysus’ answer also reflects the result of mimetic metamorphosis. While Dionysus and the
Lydian stranger are played by the same person, there is a distinction between the third person
(the god Dionysus) and the first person (Lydian stranger) made through the transformation
effected through mimesis. Pentheus does not understand this, so when the Lydian stranger says
he is not responsible for the god’s appearance, he tells the truth in a way, as it is the god Dionysus
who chose that appearance.

Despite Pentheus’ disapproval of Cadmus and Tiresias’ costumes, he shows an awareness
of the power of how mimesis affects identity when he states that he will punish Dionysus by
changing his appearance, taking away his props, and curtailing his freedom of movement. When
Pentheus defines Dionysus by what he is not, he presumes that his being, his identity is stable and
unchanging, and he still presumes so here even if he threatens to change Dionysus’ dress.

Pentheus does not expect Dionysus to change, so he overlooks the metamorphic potential of

178 See Smyth §1190.
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mimesis, but he does hope to embarrass and insult him by stripping him of the tokens that he
finds essential to the Lydian stranger’s identity. He threatens to cut Dionysus’ hair (rp&tov pév
aPpov Bootpoyov tepd oébev, Bacch. 493), take his thyrsus (Ererta BOpoov tdvde Tapadog x
¥epotv, 495), and imprison him (eipxtaioi T €véov odpa oov pviaopev, 497).179 This
punishment is ultimately ineffectual not only because Dionysus will free himself from his bonds
but also because Dionysus can change his appearance at will and trick his captors with illusions
(e.g., by making them believe a bull is the imprisoned Lydian stranger).
Dionysus plays on Pentheus’ inability to see through appearances and understand,

equating vision and understanding, much like Tiresias and Oedipus in Oedipus Tyrannus.

At xal vdv @ Taoyw TAnoiov Ttapwy 6pa. (500)

[Te. xai od *o1iv; 00 yap ¢pavepog dppaociv y’ Epoig.

At ap’ époi - ob 8’ doefig adTtog v ovk eioopds. (Bacch. 500-502)

Di. Even now he is present nearby and sees what I'm suffering,

Pe. And where is he? Because he isn’t clear to my eyes at least.

Di. He’s where I am, but since you are so impious you cannot see him.
Dionysus, as the Lydian stranger, contrasts the god’s vision (6p@, 500) with Pentheus’ blindness
(o0x eloopds, 502), casting the god as a spectator to the events of the drama. This effect is
compounded by Dionysus’ use of the first and third person. Dionysus’ presence is both near
(mAnoiov) and far since he is actually the Lydian stranger, yet the god is also distant because
narrated in third person and not revealed until the end of the drama. If we follow Dodds, who
takes TAnoiov as a preposition with an implied object cov (“near you”) instead of as an adverb
(“nearby”) (1960: ad 502), Dionysus elaborates an interesting relationship between Pentheus and

himself, adding further to the ambiguity and irony of his words to Pentheus. Dionysus

triangulates Pentheus in relation to himself as the Lydian stranger (I-you) as well as to himself as

179 Dodds reads these lines as a threat oriented toward the future, not as actions presently carried

out on stage (1960: ad 493-97).
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a god (“he 1s near you,” mAnoiov oov). Dionysus’ identity is bifurcated in this discussion, similar to
but somehow different from the hybridity effected by costumes in Frogs when Xanthias becomes
Heracleoxanthias. On a metatheatrical level, Dionysus is nearby (even if the actor playing him is
only a mortal) viewing the events of the drama because the City Dionysia is dedicated to him.

When Dionysus says that the god “is present” (rapwv, Bacch. 500) and “by my side” (rap’
époi, 502), Pentheus may understand that Dionysus accompanies the Lydian stranger but is not
identical to him.!80 This misunderstanding reflects how Dionysus represents his transformation
into the Lydian stranger to Pentheus with the triangulation of first, second, and third persons
(Lydian stranger, Pentheus, and Dionysus, respectively). Yet the prepositional phrase wap’ époi
can also be read as a form of wordplay that sounds like the lexical form of the verb wapequ (“I
am present”), with the short vowel epsilon and the diphthong -e1 transposed (pa-re-mot, pa-rei-
m2).181 Dionysus’ answer to Pentheus’ question (“where 1s he [sc. the god]?”) can be read
simultaneously as “he is next to me” (rap’ époi) and the epiphanic “I am here” (rdpequ). The first
reading distinguishes between the first and third person, the Lydian stranger and Dionysus, while
the latter equates the first and third person. This passage shows how mimesis can confuse identity
with first and third person, with being and becoming, as it confuses what delimits and defines the
singular entity “I”” with another (“he”).

Dionysus uses the first and third person to trace the connection between these two
identities when he warns Pentheus: “For when you wrong me, you lead him into chains” (fjpag
Yap aSikdv ketvov ¢ deopodg ayeig, Bacch. 518). As Dionysus, in the form of the Lydian

stranger, 13 about to be led away in chains, he warns Pentheus that he in fact does this to the god,

180 Dodds, following Murray’s suggestion “where I am,” reasons that “the irony vanishes if we
translate ‘Beside me™ (1960: ad loc.).
181 For this kind of productive reading of sound and sense, see Shoptaw 2000.
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suggesting an equivalence between the third and first person and translating his own first person
experience (*“you lead me (jpdg) into chains™) into the third person (“you lead him (¢ketvov) into
chains”). The meter and syntax of the line both suggest a parallelism between the third and first
person: the caesura breaks the first clause from the second: fjpag yap adik@v | xetvov &¢ deapodg
ayeg (——vvwv/—| —v—/——v—1|); and each clause follows a similar pattern of accusative
object in first place (fjpag, ketvov) and the governing participle or verb in third place (AdikQv,
aye).

Dionysus’ punning soundplay above shows the complex relationship to being and
becoming instantiated in his own person, and he also uses it to contrast his divine knowledge with
Pentheus’ disbelief and ignorance. Dionysus states that “even now” (xat vov, 500) the god
watches him nearby, which rhymes with Pentheus’ disbelieving question (kal wod 'otiv; “and
where 1s he?”; 501) in the following line. Dionysus introduces the ideas of the god’s presence,
being, vision, and understanding (rapwv 6pd, 500) and then presents the antithesis to those ideas
with verbs with the same root: Pentheus “is not pious” (a-oef3|g...¢v, 502) and “does not
see” (00K eloopdg, 502). Dionysus returns to the definition through negation that Pentheus
resorted to previously (452-54). Pentheus misreads Dionysus’ identity when he attempts to define
him negatively (e.g. he is not swift enough to flee, he is attractive only to women), but Dionysus
correctly identifies what Pentheus is not, foreshadowing how he might transform in his final
moments. Here, then, the participle ¢v does not mark Pentheus’ identity at the end of a
transformation, but rather his state before being captured and mauled by the bacchants and
Theban women on Mt. Cithaeron. He “is” currently impious and blind, but he will later undergo

a violent transformation in order to finally understand and recognize Dionysus’ ascendancy.
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VI. Costume Change, Behavior Change

At the beginning of the Bacchae, Euripidean deixis highlights the metatheacricality of the
play and serves as a comment on how mimesis affects referentiality. The Messenger speech serves
a similar function. The Messenger speech is a formalized part of the structure of Greek tragedy,
so when the Messenger refers to the fantastic activities of Theban women with the demonstrative
pronoun tade (“this,” “these things”), much of which involves the Theban women rearranging
their costumes and props, his speech functions both as way to progress the plot and also as a
reminder to the inherent metatheatricality of the genre: “If you were there and saw this, you'd
approach the god, whom you censure now, with prayers” (Got’, el TapfioBa, tov Beov Tov vdv
Péyeig / edyaiow av petfiAbeg elodwv tade, Bacch. 7121f). The Messenger casts himself as a
spectator of the dramatized events off-stage: “I saw wild bacchants” (axyag motviadag eioidov,
664). When the Messenger returns to Thebes to recount the actions of the women on Mt.
Cithaeron he returns to the theme of Pentheus’ lack of vision and understanding from Pentheus’
earlier exchange with Dionysus. The highly descriptive account shows that Pentheus’ inability to
see 1s not (only) metaphorical—he misses the opportunity to see the activities of the women on
Mzt. Cithaeron. The conditional clause “if you were there” (el mapfioBa) and the aorist participle
elodv in the apodosis clearly mark Pentheus’ absence from the scene on Mt. Cithaeron and his
inability to see what occurred there while echoing Dionysus’ previous rebuke to Pentheus: “you
do not see” (0dk eloopdg, H02).

In the prologue Dionysus says he compelled the women of Thebes to wear his apparel,
and in the Messenger speech we see the effect of that costume change on their behavior. The
women rearrange their costumes, not to deny their becoming bacchants, but as an expression of

the transformation that has already occurred: “they let their hair drop to their

148



shoulders” (xaBetoav i dopovg xépag, Bacch. 695); “they tied up fast their spotted skins with
snakes licking at their cheeks” (kataotiktovg dopag / d¢peot kate{woavto Aiypdoy yévov, 697L);
and “put on ivy garlands” (émi 8’ €Bevro xioaivovg / atepdvoug, 700). For those who took off or
loosened their garments in a moment of respite, they do not return to being sober critics of
Dionysus. Rather, the stripping of clothing is seen as characteristic of their bacchic revelry, and
they do not hesitate to “put their fawn skins back on” (vefpidag v dveoteilavd’, 696).

After describing the costuming of the bacchants, the Messenger describes their actions.
This evinces a theory of mimetic metamorphosis in the Bacchae where costumes change the
appearance of characters and their behavior. Pentheus’ paranoia about women’s religious rites
and freedom of movement reveals, in addition to his latent curiosity, an unconscious awareness
that costume can affect behavior.

al 8’ dykalaiot 3opxkad’ | okOpVOLG AUKwV

aypiovg Eyovoar Aevkov €didocav yaAa, (700)
HoaIC VEOTOKOIC PAOTOC v OTtapy®v &1t

Beédpn Mmodoaig - émi 8’ E€Bevto kioaivoug

otepavoug Spvog e pihaxdg T avBeopopou.

Bvpoov 8¢ Tig Aafodo’ Eraicey £¢ TETpaY,

6Bev Spoodrn ¢ Ndatog éxmndd votis - (705)
arn 8¢ vapOnk’ é¢ médov kabijke Yiig

xal tfide kprivry e€avijk’ oivov Bedg -

doaig 8¢ Aevkod mwpatog THHog Taphjy,

axpoiot daktdrowot diapdoar YBova

Yaaktog £o1100¢ ely0V - £k 8¢ KIoTivay (710)
BOpowv yhuketa pélitog Eatalov poai. (Bacch. 699-711)

However many new mothers whose breasts were still bursting with milk after
leaving their children, they held in their arms a fawn or wild wolf cub and nursed
them. They put on garlands of ivy, oak, and flowering bindweed. One bacchant
took up a thyrsus and struck it against a rock, and out of it leapt a dewy stream.
Another put down her fennel wand into the ground and the god released a spring
of wine there. By digging with the tips of their fingers they had streams of milk
for as many bacchants who wanted a white drink. And from their ivy thyrsi sweet
flows of honey dripped.
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The Messenger gives the impression of a cohesive collective as he recounts the acts the bacchants
perform. He even describes the groups of bacchants led by Pentheus’ mother and aunts as thaso:
(religious “bands”) and choruses: “I saw three bands of female choruses” (6p& 8¢ Biloovg Tpetg
yovaukeiwv yop&v, 680). In the passage above, the demonstrative use of the feminine plural
article (ai 8¢, “and they,” 699) defines one group of bacchants’ activities, but the relative pronoun
doai, while limiting who those women are, leaves their number ambiguous: “However many new
mothers had breasts still bursting with milk after leaving their children” (6oaig veotoxoig pactog
v omapyav & / Ppédn Amodoaig 701£). The Messenger adumbrates the particular actions of

9 ¢

individual bacchants with the indefinite pronoun t¢ (“anyone,” “someone,” 704), third singular
verbs (Erauoev, kabijke; 704, 706), and the pronoun aAAn (“another woman,” 705). Except for
Autonoe, Ino, and Agave, these women are not individuated, as seen at the end of the passage
when the Messenger returns to plural subjects: “by digging with the tips of their fingers they had
streams of milk” (txpoiot Saxtdroiot Srapdaat x8dva / yéhaxtog Eopodg eiyov, 709f); “and
from their ivy thyrsi sweet flows of honey dripped” (¢x 8¢ kiooivwy / BOpowv yhuketal péhitog
€otalov poai, 710f). The Theban women’s actions reveal that they not only dress and act like
bacchants—they have become a cohesive collective of bacchants, each doing her part. The
interchangeability of “one” (tig) bacchant with another shows that they have become a
multiplicity. The performance of these women 1s the end result of their transformation into
bacchants, a revelation of how completely they have transformed from the prologue.

Despite the many references to the Theban women and their bacchic rites, their
transformation into bacchants occurs entirely off-stage. The clearest example of mimetic

metamorphosis in the Bacchae occurs when Pentheus crossdresses in order to spy on the women

on Mt. Cithaeron. Dionysus plays on Pentheus’ suspicions of the women’s activities and
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persuades him to dress up as a woman by emphasizing the themes of desire and vision. He asks,
“Do you wish to see them sitting together in the mountains?” (fovAn o¢’ év 6peat cuykabnpévag
i0€tv; Bacch. 811), to which Pentheus responds with the superlative (paiiota, 812). Dionysus
translates Pentheus’ wish to an erotic desire (£pwg): “What? Have you succumbed to such a great
desire for this?” (ti §’ ei¢ £pwta 1000e TémTwkag péyav; 813). The demonstrative pronoun t6de
(“this”) gestures both to Pentheus’ aforementioned wish to see the women on Mt. Cithaeron and
to the drama unfolding on the stage, of which Pentheus is ironically ignorant. Pentheus desires to
be the observer of Dionysian rites while being the spectacle of a tragedy at the City Dionysia.
Pentheus claims that it would cause him pain to observe the drunk and sex-crazed

bacchants, “It should pain me to see them drunk” (Avrnpdg viv eloidop’ av é€wvwpévag, 814),
but Dionysus notes that Pentheus’ is a masochistic desire to see something that will pain him:
“Still, you’d like to see what is bitter to you?” (dpw¢ 8’ 18oi¢ av 18éwg @ oot mkpd; 815). Indeed,
these ideas of vision and desire (1derv, £pwg), pleasure and pain 18éwg, Aornpdx), and the sweet
and the bitter (18éwg, Tikpa) cast Pentheus’ voyeuristic desire as distinctly erotic.!82 Pentheus’
desire is for the feminine Other, which is also cast as a desire to become the Other.!83 In order to
get close enough to observe the Theban women, he must become a woman. Pentheus initially
resists Dionysus’ plan, but is quickly persuaded:

At GAN’ €&ryvedoouaiv og, kv ENONG Aabpa.

Ie. GAN gppavi - kakdx yap egeinag téde.

At Qywpev 0dv o KATyelpoelg 6dQ);

I[Te. ay’ g tayota - 10d ypdvov 8¢ oot PpOov®. (820)

Av otethai vov apdi ypwti Boccivovg TEmTAoU.

[Te. ©i 81| ©6’; &g yovaikag €€ Avdpog TeAd;

At p1j o xthvworv, T avi|p 0GB exel.
ITe. ev y’ elmag av 168’ - (g 1§ el TadAa copog. (Bacch. 817-24)

182 This last recalls Sappho’s depiction of Eros as a “sweetbitter” (yAvkdmkpov) creature (fr. 130).
183 Cf. Lacan on desire as lack and for the Other ([1973] 1981: 104).
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Di. But they’ll track you, even if you go in secret.

Pe. In the open, then. You have said this well.

Di. So shall I'lead you? And will you attempt the journey?

Pe. Take me as quickly as possible. I resent you for the delay.

Di. Drape a linen dress around your frame.

Pe. What? Why? So I become a woman instead of a man?

Di. So they won’t kill you if you, a man, are seen there.

Pe. Well said. How clever you've been all along!
This passage echoes the language of Dicaeopolis’ visit to Euripides in the Ackarnians in which he
declares he wants to be viewed as a beggar and not be one. Here, Dionysus points out that
Pentheus cannot sneak upon the Theban woman “in secret” (AaBpa, 817) as he is, in his current
form. Pentheus suggests that he will approach them “in the open” (éppavirg, 818) instead. The
hidden/open dichotomy is reversed here, where Pentheus will not successtully be able to
approach the Theban women “hidden,” which of course foreshadows his eventual discovery and
sparagmos, and instead opts to approach the mountain “in the open.”!84 This appearance of truth,
however, is covered by the dress of a female follower of Dionysus. How can it be that Pentheus
approaches the women “openly” and be in disguise at the same time? In that situation 1s his
appearance not “hidden”?

I would suggest that Pentheus’ disguise, as in the other theories of costume we have seen
in Aristophanes, serves to reveal something about Pentheus. He can approach the women openly
as a woman because of his desire for the Other, which is really a desire to become the Other.
Dionysus’ warning to Pentheus, “But they’ll track you, even if you go in secret” (GAN’

eliyvevoovaiv og, xav ENBnG AaBpq, 817), echoes Pentheus’ command to find the Lydian stranger

earlier in the play: “March throughout the city and track the effeminate stranger” (ot 8’ ava méAwv

184 T'his reference to “the open” as well as Pentheus’ view of the sun recalls the performance
context in an open-air theater in ancient Athens. Cf. Rehm: “Greek tragedies often refer to
sunlight or the dawn near their outset, a dramatically effective means of bringing the myth into
the present world of its performance” (2002: 37).
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otetyovteg ediyvedoate / tov OnAdpopdov Eévov, 352f.).185 The second and final appearance of
the verb éZiyvévw draws an implicit comparison between the two cousins, both of whom use this
verb and are the object of the verb, and recalls Pentheus’ previous curiosity about Dionysus’
effeminate appearance. Indeed, Pentheus, who is typically portrayed as a beardless youth in
ancient art, looks similar to the effeminate (BnAdpop¢dog) Dionysus. Dionysus makes this explicit
by saying he will lead Pentheus “in the form of a woman” (yvvawopopgog, 853) in an aside to the
Chorus after Pentheus leaves the stage for his costume change. Pentheus’ curiosity about
Dionysus’ effeminacy and the women’s secret rites and his youthful appearance show an
inclination to become a woman before he has even taken up the dress of a female follower of
Dionysus.

When Pentheus asks Dionysus why he should dress up at all, “What? Why? So I become a
woman instead of a man?”’ (ti 81 t68’; &¢ yuvaikag &€ avdpog tehd; 822), he does not question
the appearance he will put on because ridiculous or duplicitous. The verb teAéw in this context
means “to be counted among” and therefore “belong to” a certain class, especially for tax
purposes.!'86 Dionysus’ response, “So they won’t kill you if you, a man, are seen there” (pf oe
KTAVWOLv, NV avilp 0¢bi¢ ke, 823), suggests that Pentheus’ transformation is only in
appearance, yet Pentheus reveals a paranoia similar to Dicaeopolis about the contagious,
transformational effect of mimesis. As we shall see, the costume not only reflects some inner
characteristic but also changes Pentheus’ behavior.

Dionysus tells Pentheus, who 1s “wearing the costume of a woman, madwoman, and

bacchant” (oxevr|v yovauikog pavadog Baxyng éxwv, 915), “You look like one of Cadmus’

185 The noun {yvog appears in the Messenger’s speech describing one of the Theban women who
carries Pentheus’ severed foot (Bacch. 1134).
186 I.SJ s.v. teAéw IL.3.
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daughters in form” (rpéneig 8¢ Kadpov Buyatépwyv popdrv mud, 917). Pentheus now looks exactly
like the women he wants to spy on, his mother and aunts. And when he undergoes what seems to
be a Dionysiac initiation rite and dresses up as a woman, he becomes fixated on how best to act
like a bacchant.

ITe. ti paivopau S{T’; ovxl v Tvodg otaoty (925)

R Uy Ayawiig éotavar, pnTpog Y’ epig;

At adtag éxeivag eloop@v Sok® o’ 6pQV.

A €€ €8pag ool TAdkapog €éotny’ 60e,

oY WG £y Vv OO pitpa kabrppooa.

[Te. EvBov mpooeiwv adtov avaceiwv T’ &yw (930)

xal faxydlwv éx €8pag pebhppioa. (Bacch. 925-31)

Pe. What do I look like then? Don’t I have the bearing of Ino or Agave, my

mother?

Di. When I'look at you, I think I see them! This lock of hair stands askew from its

place, not as I fit it under your mitra.

Pe. I must have moved my hair from its place when I was inside waving it back

and forth, up and down, in a frenzy.
Pentheus’ question (ti paivopat 8fjra; 925) reveals costume’s capaciousness produce more than
mere visual likeness. Pentheus, who 1s told immediately prior to this that he looks exactly like his
mother, is more concerned with his posture, gestures, and behavior. Indeed, this echoes the
dichotomy of going to Mt. Cithaeron “in secret” (AaBpq) or “openly” (Eppavidg, 817f.). The
adverb éppavdg shares a root with paivopar. Pentheus’ transformation returns to a similar
question of person and pronouns. Dionysus says, “When I look at you, I think I see
them!” (atag ékeivag elcopdv dok® o’ 6pddv, 927), equating the second person Pentheus (“you,”
o0) with the Theban royal women, Agave, Autone, and Ino (“them,” éxetvau). Yet this
transformation does not only problematize referentiality and language, it affects Pentheus’

behavior as well, as he admits that, unprompted, he shook his head back and forth (rpooeiwv,

avaoeiwv, 930) and acted like a bacchant (Baxyialwy, 931).
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Pentheus mocks Cadmus’ and Tiresias’ ridiculous garb, but once he has transformed, he
now has opinions on how best to wear and accessorize his bacchic garments. Much like
Dicaeopolis’ inspiration to quote Euripides’ Zelephus after putting on the costume, Pentheus’
behavior changes after donning his costume.

Au {ovai té ool yaA&dot xody €Ef¢ TETAwY (935)

oTOAIdEC VIO odupoliot teivovory oébev.

ITe. xdpoi Soxodot mapd ye de€iov modda -

TavBEVde 8’ 0pBQOG mapd Tévovt’ Eyel TETAOG. . ..

ITe. Totepa de Bpoov Seid Aafwv yept (941)

1] thde Paxyn pdAhov eikacOricopa;

At év 8eZid ypr) yapa 5e&id modi

alpew viv - alv®d 8’ 6t pebéotnrag ppevdrv. (935-38, 941-44)

Di. Your girdle hangs loose and the folds of your robe stretch out in disarray

below your ankle.

Pe. I think so too on the right foot, but on this side the robe hangs well on the

tendon....

Pe. How should I hold the thyrsus, with my right hand? Which will make me look

more like a bacchant?

Di. You must hold it in your right hand and raise it simultaneously with your right

foot. I approve that you have changed your mind.
Dionysus costumes and choreographs Pentheus in this passage, but Pentheus shows an
earnestness in playing the role of bacchant well. For example, he asks Dionysus how to hold the
thyrsus properly (941f.). Pentheus’ use of the passive verb eikalopau (“to be like,” “resemble”)
after this question reveals he does not only want to appear to be a bacchant. He wishes to pass as
a bacchant by assimilating himself to the character and taking on her mannerisms. After the
costume change, Pentheus’ behavior changes as well. He arranges his costume by certifying the
folds of the robe hang correctly on his body (935ff.). He no longer mocks the dress Cadmus and
Tiresias wore; instead, he praises how the costume fits him: “but on this side the robe hangs well

on the tendon” (938).

VII. This and That
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The second Messenger recounts the killing and ritual dismemberment of Pentheus at the
hands of his female family members. Much like the Kinsman at the end of 7hesmophoriazusae, the
changes that have occurred in Pentheus cannot be easily undone.!87 The Kinsman remains
dressed as a woman as a form of punishment. Similarly, Pentheus dies dressed as a bacchant. In a
desperate attempt to plead for his life, Pentheus takes oft his costume in order to be recognized as
Pentheus, Agave’s son and king of Thebes, but fails.

Ay. mpartn 8¢ pfytnp nplev fepéa povov

xal TPooTTVEL Viv * 6 8¢ pitpav KOpr g Ao (1115)
Eppupev, GG Viv yvwpioaoa pr) Ktavot

TANpwv Ayavr], kai Aéyet Tapnidog

pavwv - ’Eyd toy, pijtep, elpi, Tai oébev

[TevBeic, Ov €texeg év dopoig "Eyiovog -

otktipe 8 & pfTép pe pnde Taic paic (1120)
apapticuot Taida ooV KATaAKTAVIG.

1 & appov e&ieloa kai diaotpopovg

xOpag ENiooova’, od ppovoda’ @ ypr| ppovely,

éx Baxyiov kateiyet’, o008 EnelOé viv. (Bacch. 1114-24)

Ang. First his mother, the priestess, began the murder and attacked him. He threw
the mitra away from his hair, so that upon recognizing him, wretched Agave
would not kill him. And touching her cheek, he said: “It’s me, mother, your son
Pentheus, whom you bore in Echion’s halls. Pity me, mother! Don’t kill your son
for my failures!” But she, foaming at the mouth and crossing her eyes, did not
understand what she needed to. She was possessed by Bacchius, and he did not
persuade her.
Pentheus throws away his mitra in order to allow his mother to recognize him, but this comes too
late (1115-17). Curiously, despite Pentheus’ attempt to undress, the verb yopvow (“strip naked”) is
only used when he has been killed and his body 1s torn apart by his mother and aunts: “His ribs
were stripped by their rending” (yvpvodvto 8¢ / mhevpal omapaypoig, 1134£). Pentheus’ costume

is only stripped naked after the ritual sparagmos—it is too deeply ingrained in his behavior and

character to make much difference when he takes it off.

187 Cf. Pentheus’ late cousin, Actaeon, Eur. Bacch. 337-40.
156



Pentheus beseeches his mother, claiming his identity as her son (€y Tol, pfitep, eipi, Taig
oébev / 1levBedg, Bacch. 1119f.). He emphasizes this with the first person pronoun éyw, which
stands in the emphatic first position in his address to her. He elaborates by giving his kinship
affiliation to her (maig) and finally his name. Pentheus’ strategy to identify his being (eipi) instead
of how he has changed fails him. Pentheus attempts to create a close relationship between him
and his mother by using first and second person pronouns and possessive adjectives (y tol, Taig
0éBev, 1118; maida oov, 1121), but this attempt at intimacy does not work. Euripides cleverly
uses alliteration when Pentheus appeals to Agave, highlighting the similarity of sounds in
“mother” and “me”: oixtipe & @ pftép pe pnde taig épaic (1120). In addition to calling upon his
mother with the vocative case, the echoing syllable -me serves to remind Agave who she is in
relation to him, his ma-ma. Agave ignores Pentheus’ plea for pity and his claim to any intimate
first-second person relationship between a mother and child. Pentheus seems to admit that there
is a distinction between himself in his current form and Agave’s son when he tells his mother:
“Pity me, mother! Don’t kill your son for my failures!” (oixtipe 8 & pfitép pe pnde taig épaig /
apapticiot tatda oov kataxtavrg, 1120f). The accusative pronoun pe (“me”) should be supplied
in apposition to the object “your son” (i.e. “Don’t kill me, your son”), but in referring to his
mistakes with the possessive adjective ¢épo¢ (“my”) and to Agave’s son as “your” (06¢), it is as if
Pentheus distinguishes between the person he was and the person he has become, as if “your
son” is in the third person.

When Agave returns to the city, she uses the deictic pronoun 08¢ (“this”) to refer to the
mountain lion in her hands.

Ay. gpappa Tovd’ avev Ppdywv
(AéovTog AypOTEPOL) VEOV LVIV,!88

188 Kovacs (2002) supplies this emendation. Diggle does not emend the lacuna (1994).
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w¢ 6pav mapa. (Bacch. 1173-75) (1175)
Ag. I caught this young son of a wild lion without a net, as you can see.

Agave presents the head of Pentheus to Thebes and says it is a lion, “as you can see” (0¢ 6pav
mapa, 1175). The prefix mapd, which has undergone anastrophe, is an abbreviated, poetic form
of mapeot.. The head of the lion “is present” (mdpeot) for the Chorus and the audience to see.
These lines echo Dionysus’ prologue both because of the deictics and the epiphanic visuality of
the scene. Agave refers to the head with the deictic pronoun 63¢, a strategy that Dionysus uses to
refer to the stage and the theater as Thebes. Dionysus’ presence in the prologue is epiphanic
(mapequ, “I am present”), despite being in the form of a human being, the Lydian stranger, and
on a metatheatrical level, an actor. Agave’s attempts to say “this is that” fall flat, though, when
Cadmus asks Agave to look closely at the lion’s head again. Dionysus reveals his power over and
recognition of mimetic metamorphosis throughout the play. He is able to say “this is that,” to
costume and thereby transform characters, which is a study in contrast with Agave and Pentheus.

Agave’s continued use of deictics in her address to the audience, whom she calls “dwellers
of Thebes,” becomes an ironic revelation of the truth despite her failure to control mimesis.
Bonnie Honig argues that the significance of the “lion cub” of line 1174 works doubly as both a
filicide (lion cub) and regicide (lion cub) (2015). If read in this way, even in her misrecognition,
Agave’s reference to “this young son” (tév8e...véov tviv, 1173f) of a lion rings true to the
audience in a perverse way, similar to Pentheus’ misunderstanding the Lydian stranger’s riddling
replies to his interrogation. She calls the Athenians-cum-Thebans to “come and see this wild prey
that we, the daughters of Cadmus, caught” ( E\0e®’ g 10nte VS’ Aypav /Kadpov Buyatépeg
Bnpog fv nypedoapev, 1203L) and refers to her son’s head as “this reward” (tdde...tdpotela,

1238f.) when she sees her father Cadmus. Her use of deixis (68¢ véog tvig, fi8e dypa, tGde

158



apoteia) and emphasis on visuality echo Dionysus’ prologue, which lays out how mimesis can

alter the way we see and refer to the things around us.

These themes of sight and understanding also occur in the recognition scene when

Cadmus asks Agave “whose head” (tivog Ttpéowmov, 1277) she carries. The interrogative

pronoun tivog and the conversation that follows leads Agave to recognize her son and his identity

at last.

Ka. tivog tpdéowmov AT év aykalaig Eyeic;

Ay. Movtog, ¢y’ Epaockov ai Onpopevau.

Ka. oxépar vov 6p8& - Bpaydg 6 poybog eioidely.

Ay. €a, ti Aedboow; Tl pépopat 16’ &V xepolv; (1280)
Ka. aBpnoov adto kai capéotepov pabe.

Ay. 6p®d péylotov alyog 1 Tahary’ €.

Ka. pdv oot Aéovt paivetar mpooewévay;

Ay. odk, aAMG [TevBéwe 1 Tahay’ Exw kapa.

Ka. gpwypévov ye mpoabev 1) o¢ yvwpioal. (1285)
Ay. Tig Extavév viv; To¢ Epdc (A8’ &¢ xépacg;

Ka. 8oy’ aanber, (¢ v od kapd mapet.

Ay. Aéy’, ¢ TO peAov kapdia Tdnp’ €xel.

Ka. o viv xatéxtag xal kaotyvntaw oébev. (Bacch. 1277-89)

Ca. Whose head do you hold in your hands, then?

Ag. A lion’s, so the huntresses claimed.

Ca. Look at it now aright. It is a small hardship to look.

Ag. Hold on, what do I see? Why am I holding this in my hands?
Ca. Gaze at it and learn more clearly.

Ag. Wretched me! I see a very great pain.

Ca. Does it seem to look like a lion to you?

Ag. No. I, wretch that I am, hold the head of Pentheus.

Ca. He was mourned before you recognized him.

Ag. Who killed him? How did he come into my hands?

Ca. Terrible truth, you have come here at the wrong moment.
Ag. Tell me. My heart leaps in anticipation.

Ca. You killed him. You and your sisters.

Curiously, Agave claims that her fellow hunters told her (pacxov, 1278) that the head belonged

to a lion. Before Cadmus enters the stage, Agave tells the audience that they can see the lion’s

head for themselves, and presumably she can as well, but at this point in the drama her
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knowledge is relegated to hearsay, disembodied speech that is not present in the same epiphanic
way as Dionysus is in the prologue.

Cadmus exhorts Agave to look at the lion’s head (oxépai, elodetv, 1279; aBpnoov, 1281),
but when Agave looks again, she does not understand what she is seeing: “Hold on, what do 1
see? Why am [ holding this in my hands?” (£a, ti Aedoow; ti pé¢popar 108" €v yepotv; 1280). The
second half of line 1280 features the deictic pronoun to refer to the mask Agave carries and can
be read as agreeing with he interrogative pronoun ti (“what?” “why?”): “What is this thing I am
holding in my hands?” The interrogative pronoun ti recalls Cadmus’ question tivog Tpdowmov,
and the neuter gender of the pronouns ti and t68¢ can be read as referring back to tpécwmov,
so despite Agave’s misrecognition and her confusion, the reference to the thing in her hands as an
object rings true because “this” is a mask. It has been and still is difficult for Agave to identify the
face of Pentheus, but the deictic pronoun gestures to the fact that the mask can also stand in as
something or for someone else (1.e. Pentheus). Agave is still unsure of what this (t6d¢) 1s, and her
use of the verb ¢pépopau signals her continued confusion. In the middle voice p¢popar can mean
to “carry off as a prize” or “win.”189

Agave reclaims her own identity by stating the first person pronoun €y® in the emphatic
position at the end of line 1282. Simultaneously as she reaffirms her own identity, she recognizes
her son, “I see a very great pain” (6p® péylotov dhyog, 1282), punning on her son’s name
Pentheus, as aiyog (“pain”) can also mean “grief,” like mévBog. At Agave’s next line, when she
finally names Pentheus, the phrase 1) tdAawv’ €yw (1284) near line end echoes 1) taAav’ €y
(1282), shows an equivalence between this great pain and her son. The parallelism of these lines

functions similar to a deictic referring to this as that.

189 LS s.v. pépoo A VL2-3,
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VIII. Conclusion
The Bacchae famously ends with a transformation. Dionysus announces to Cadmus that he
and his wife will change into serpents as punishment:
AL dpaxwyv yeviion petafaiwy, dapap te or| (1330)
exOnplwbeto’ ddpeog AAGLel TOTOV,
v Apeog €oyeg Appoviav Bvntog yeywg. (Bacch. 1330-32)
Di. You will change and be a serpent, and your wife, Harmonia the daughter of
Ares, whom you married despite being mortal, will become a wild animal and take
on the shape of a snake.
This final transformation from human to animal echoes Dionysus’ transformation from god to
human in the prologue:
Qv odvex’ adt Beog yeymg veilopat
ndotv te Onfaiooy....
wv obvex’ etdog Bvntov AAAGZag Exw

popdry T éprv petéfatov el¢ avdpog puotv. (Bacch. 471, 531)

For this reason, I'll show him, and all the Thebans, I am a god....For this reason, I
have a mortal form and have changed my shape into the nature of a man.

At the end of the play Dionysus makes good on his promise to reveal that he is a god (Beog yeywg
évodeilopay, 47), both to the Theban characters within the drama and the Thebans-cum-
Athenians in the audience. As I discussed at the beginning of this chapter, the participial phrase
Beog yeywg can work both as an expression of Dionysus’ essential identity (i.e. he s a god) and as
a promise that the Lydian stranger (and the actor who plays him) will transform into the god
through costume and staging. Dionysus states here that Cadmus married Harmonia “despite
being mortal” (Bvntog yeywg, 1332), which can work in a similarly ambivalent way. On this
reading, the participial phrase can highlight Cadmus’ unchanging being or essential identity
(Cadmus zs a mortal). Alternatively, this can be read as a point in time relative to Cadmus’

transformation (Cadmus is/was a mortal man, but he will soon be a serpent). The latter reading
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is in keeping with my claim that Euripides’ Bacchae reflects upon the ontological stakes of mimetic
metamorphosis throughout the play. It also fits nicely into Dionysus’ claim that Cadmus and
Harmonia will eventually return to their human shape, which parallels Dionysus’ experience in
the play.

It is not surprising that Euripides uses a vocabulary of metamorphosis at the end of the
play that is similar to the prologue, as we see with the verbs ytyvopat (47, 1330, 1332), petaffaAiw
(54, 1330), and GAAaoow (53, 1331). Nor is it surprising that the same character, Dionysus, voices
these lines. Dionysus shows an understanding of mimesis that the humans he interacts with
simply do not possess. What I find interesting is that these transformations are treated as of the
same kind. That is, Dionysus’ transformation into a human being is not on the side of mere
appearance but of a kind with the transfiguration of Cadmus and Harmonia into a different
animal. Earlier in the play, Dionysus claims that in addition to changing his shape or form he
takes on a human nature, ¢poig (54). Unlike Dionysus and Pentheus, Cadmus and Harmonia do
not transform through costume or purposefully change their behavior, but the similarity between
these scenes shows how transformative mimetic metamorphosis can be. In the final chapter, I will
argue that Plato’s Socrates recognizes that mimesis can transform citizens in Books 2 and 3 of the
Republic, noting the ontological stakes of mimesis present in Aristophanes and Euripides, only to
abandon becoming for being. Part of Socrates’ strategy lies in treating mimesis as

epistemologically impoverished in Book 10.
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Chapter 3
Mimesis on Seeming and Being in Plato’s Republic
I.  Introduction

Ontology is at stake from the very beginning of Plato’s Republic. The fact that seeming
and being do not always align is a problem at the heart of Socrates’ critique of poetry. In this
chapter I will show how themes of seeming and being and being, and being and becoming, are
central to the discussion of mimesis in the dialogue. I argue that Plato picks up on the language
of mimetic metamorphosis in Aristophanes and Euripides. The Republic continues the themes we
have observed in Chapters 1 and 2: a strong desire for being to be stable; an awareness that being
1s not stable; and the depiction of mimesis and becoming as constitutive of being. More
importantly, Plato’s Socrates offers a view of mimetic metamorphosis that is quite serious—not
treated comically or ironically as in Acharnians or Bacchae. Many of Socrates’ concerns about
mimesis lie with the end result of mimetic metamorphosis, how mimetic representation will affect
performers and audiences over time. Because of the transformative effect of mimesis, Socrates
must grapple with its political dimension: does becoming endanger or enable the ideal state?
Thus, Plato’s Republic focuses on a different chain in Ion’s link of poetic inspiration that we saw in
the introduction. Where Aristophanes and Euripides use paratragedy and metatheater to
comment on the mimetic metamorphosis, Socrates theorizes about its ultimate effects.

The aim of the chapter is ultimately to revise view of mimesis we receive from Book 10,
which is often read as the final word on mimesis in the Republic and in Plato. In this chapter I turn
to Books 2 and 3 in order to flesh out the language of seeming that surrounds mimesis and show
how seeming (and mimesis) has more substance than we might believe after reading Book 10.

Indeed Socrates depicts mimesis as something that can affect the guardians emotionally and
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ultimately change their being. In the first section of this chapter, I trace the language of seeming
as it pertains to justice and injustice. I then turn to the first critique of mimesis in Books 2 and 3,
where I claim the language of seeming and being go back to the vocabulary of mimetic
metamorphosis in Aristophanes and Euripides. In section three I show how seeming is treated as
a costume that can be stripped, but I complicate this with a reading of seeming and the unjust
man. In section four, I look at Socrates’ categorization of different poetic styles, and how the use
of one style or another (e.g., mimeis and diegesis) constitutes a kind of transformation. I conclude
the chapter with a brief discussion of the second critique of mimesis in Book 10, where I show
how the seeming and being dichotomy raise doubt about the final exile of poetry from the state.
While much of the discussion about mimesis in Books 2 and 3 is about mimetic poetry
more generally, Plato shows that he is most interested in dramatic mimesis. This encourages us to
think about the Republic as dialogue. Ruby Blondell claims that the formal fact that Plato’s
dialogues are dramatic means that “none of the character’s voices can be identified in any direct
sense with that of the author” (2002: 18). At a metatheatrical level, Plato struggles with the same
questions about representation that Socrates raises in his discussions of mimesis. Socrates claims
in the section on style (lexzs) in Book 3, that Homer should not speak as if he is Chryses, but we
are confronted with the same problem with Plato’s dialogues. While the dialogue was not staged
as such, there are references to the body as it pertains to mimesis even if it is slightly
disembodied. For example, Socrates lists the kinds of tragic women the guardians cannot imitate.
This can be read as a list of tragedies and tragic women (e.g. a Nwbe or Hecabe), but Socrates also
makes a point to exclude the actions of tragedy.'?? For Socrates the body is not the prime site of

experimentation of mimesis anymore. Instead, mimesis raises questions about seeming and

190 On the definition of tragedy as an imitation of an action, cf. Arist. Poet. 6.1449b24-28.
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being, being and becoming, that are essential to the dialogue: what is and what seems to be? Do
the products and subjects of mimesis exist or do they only seem to be?

In a dialogue aiming to define justice, to some extent justice depends on the identity of
the people with whom one interacts. Thus, when Socrates’ interlocutor Polemarchus defines
justice as helping friends and hurting enemies, Socrates asks for clarification about who friends
and enemies are.

Od pd oV AP, En), AN 0dkéTt 010a Eywye 6Tt EAeyov. ToDTO pévTol Epotye Sokel
ET1, delely pév todg Ppilovg 1) dikawoovvr, BAamtey 8¢ todg ExBpois.

Didovg 8¢ Aéyeig eival TOHTEPOV TOVG SoKODVTAG EKATTY YPNOTOVGS elval, 1| Todg
ovtag, kv pry Sokdot, kai &xBpods woadTwg;

Eixog pév, €dn, o0¢ av tig nyfitan xpnotods pikely, odg 8 Av movnpodg poety.
Ap’ 0dv ody dpaptavovaty of dvBpwror tepi 10010, HoTe Sokely ADTOIC TOANODG
P&V ypnoTodg elvat pir) dvtag, ToAhodg 8¢ TodvavTiov;

Apaptavovarv. (Resp. 1.334b7-c9)191

“No, by Zeus,” he said, “I don’t know any more what I meant, but I think that
justice is to benefit one’s friends and harm one’s enemies.”

“By ‘friends’ do you mean those who seem to be good and useful to someone or
those who actually are good and useful, even if they don’t seem so and similarly
with enemies?”

“Probably, one loves those one considers good and useful and hates those one
considers bad and harmful.”

“But surely people often make mistakes about this, believing many people to be
good and useful when they aren’t, and making the opposite mistake about
enemies?”

“They do make mistakes.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)

The impersonal phrase dokel pot (“it seems to me,” “I think”) is a common, unmarked phrase,
but in this passage, with its questions of seeming and being, it takes on an added significance,
especially with the emphatic form of the first person pronoun (Eporye). The grammar of
Polemarchus’ definition is in itself not irregular, but in conjunction with his uncertainty (“I don’t

know any more what I meant,” odkéti olda Eywye dt #deyov, 1.334b7), it shows how closely

191 Greek text of Plato Republic from Slings” OCT (2003). All translations are my own unless
noted otherwise. I use Grube’s revised 1997 translation of the Republic throughout.
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intertwined seeming and being are, and how difficult it is to extricate them. Lack of knowledge is
treated as parallel to or synonymous with seeming. In response to Polemarchus’ claim, Socrates
sorts friends and enemies into categories based on seeming and being, thereby contrasting the
two. Socrates’ question, whether friends are those who appear to be good (ot Sokodvteg yprotol
etvai) or are good (of dvteg ypnooi), raises uncertainty about Polemarchus’ definition. Is justice
helping friends and harming enemies, or does it only seem to be so at first glance?

Polemarchus relies on visual language to elaborate on what he means by “friend.” The

99 <el

participle eik6g (“probably,” “it is likely”) derives from the verb €owa (“to be like,” “look like,” or
“seem”) and has a visual register.!92 The noun eixwv (“likeness,” “image”), which appears in the
first critique of poetry in Book 3, is a nominal formation of the verb £owa as well.19 The rather
unmarked phrase “it is likely” (cf. “it seems to me,” above) contains within it a reliance on the
idea of seeming. Polemarchus’ definition does not do much to sway Socrates, as it depends on the
subjective belief of an individual: “Probably, one loves those one considers good and useful and
hates those one considers bad and harmful” (eixog pév, €dr, odg Av Ti¢ Myfitat Xpnotodg PiAely,
00¢ & v movnpovg poely, 1.334c4-5). Arguments that depend on likelihood and seeming
dictating one’s emotions (pAelv, moetv) and beliefs (fiy¢opai) about being leads to uncertainty.
Socrates rejects Polemarchus’ initial definition of justice, claiming that when the
distinction between being and seeming is elided, one can err in ascertaining the identity of a
friend. The question of error (GQpaptavw), especially in the recognition of someone’s identity,

9% ¢

looks forward to Aristotle’s Poetics, which enshrines apapria (“error,” “mistake”) and avayvopioig

192 For more on eikos, see Wohl (2014: 1-14): “At once a logical operation, a rhetorical trope, and a
literary device, etkos is a way of thinking about the probable and the improbable, the factual and
the counterfactual, the hypothetical and the real” (1).

193 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) and Frisk (1960-72) s.v. £owxa.
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(“recognition”) as important elements of the tragic plot.!9* The distinction between seeming to be
(Soxetv efvar) and being (or in this case not being, pry évteg) are implicated in the discussion about
justice from the very beginning of the Republic. This binary surfaces in Socrates’ critique of
poetry as well. As I will show, Socrates recognizes, while also attempting to dismiss and censure,
the capacity for mimetic poetry to transform one’s being, thus adding a third term to the
seeming/being dichotomy—becoming. Transformation endangers the project of a stable soul
and state, and by tracing the language surrounding this at first intractable opposition, we see, as
with Polemarchus’ definition of justice, that being and seeming are often interchangeable,
undercutting the notion of an essential identity. This reading 1s strengthened when we take into
account that the dialogue’s language and themes utilize the vocabulary of mimetic
metamorphosis I have traced through the works of Aristophanes and Euripides.

Socrates casts becoming as a theatrical experience when he and his interlocutors begin to
lay the foundations for the ideal state.

Ap’ 0dv, v & &y, &l yryvopévny ol Beacaipeda Adyw, kai T Sikaosdviy
adtig 18owpev av yryvopévnyv kai mv adikiav; (Resp. 2.369a6-8)

“So,” I said, “if we could watch a city coming to be in language, wouldn’t we
also see its justice coming to be, and its injustice as well?” (trans. Grube 1997,
adapted)

The theorization of this city coming into being employs visual language typical of the theater.

The words for spectator (Beatr|g) and theater (Béatpov) both derive form the verb Bedopai (“gaze

at,” “behold,” “view as a spectator”).19 The verb ei8ov (“see”) of the apodosis depicts the viewer

194 On avayvwpiog as significant component of tragic plot, see Arist. Poet. 6.1450a33-35. On
apaptia as central to the simple and therefore superior plot entailing teputéteia, see FPoel.
13.1453a7-17.

195 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) and Frisk (1960-72) s.v. Bedopar. Athenian spectators at domestic
political gatherings and religious festivals were called Beatai (“spectators”). Cf. Nightingale on the
distinction between a Beatr|¢ and Bewpog (2004: 49-52).

167



of injustice as a spectator but it also suggests that justice and injustice are not only abstract
concepts but actions that take place between persons, much like the actions depicted on a stage.
The becoming of a city and of justice and injustice then is a coming to be apparent to a
spectator.

Socrates depicts transformation in a negative light in the Republic as well. He argues by
analogy of horses and dogs that harming enemies cannot constitute justice because it makes
people worse:

AvBphrrovg 8¢, & £taipe, pi| 0dTw pdpev, PAamtopévong eig Ty avBpwmeiav

apem)Vv yeipovg yiyveoBay,

[Tavo pév odv.

AN 1] Sikawoodvr) o0k avBpwmeia dpetn);

Kai todt’ avayx.

Kai tovg frartopévoug dpa, w dpile, TV avBphrwy avaykrn aAdikwtépoug

yiyveoBau.

"Eowev. (Resp. 1.335¢1-8)

“Then won’t we say the same about human beings, too, my friend? That when

they are harmed they become worse in human virtue?”

“Indeed.”

“But isn’t justice human virtue?”

“Yes, certainly.”

“Then people who are harmed must become more unjust?”

“So it seems.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
The context of this passage concerns the harming of fellow humans, so it is inherently negative.
It is interesting that the predicate of the verb of becoming has a negative connotation and is
closely connected with inferiority and injustice (yeipovg yiyveaBai, 1.335¢2; adixwtépoug
yiyveoBau, 1.335¢7). Socrates depicts transformation as a kind of devolution that departs from
virtue and justice.

Later in Book 1, Socrates claims that when injustice comes into being (¢yylyvopau) it

causes hatred and factions. In addition to the image of becoming worse over time, coming into

being is likened to an invasive growth.
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AN €0 ye ob ToldV, o dplote. T68e 8¢ pot Aéye - dpa el Todto Epyov adikiag,

pioog épmoiety 6mov Av €vi], 00 xal &v éhevBépolg e kal SodAoIg Eyytyvopévn

poety moujoet Al Aovg kal otaoctaley kai Aduvatoug etvat Ko pet’ AAAAwY

npattew; (Resp. 1.351d7-e2)

“You're still doing well on that front. So tell me this: if’ the work of injustice is to

produce hatred wherever it occurs, then, whenever it arises, whether it comes

into being among free men or slaves, won’t it cause them to hate one another,

engage in civil war, and prevent them from achieving any common

purpose?” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
In this passage injustice comes into being universally (“wherever it is”; 6mtov av &vfj, 1.351d8; “in
both free men and slaves”; év é\evbépoig te xal dovroig, 1.351d8-9). Injustice highlights
difference by engendering hatred (pioog, puoetv), factiousness (otaoialewv), and lack of
cooperation (aSvvatovg eivat kowvfj, 1.351el). Injustice is likened to a kind of decay, and when it
comes into being, people become worse, making the running of the state that much more
difficult. The creation of stasis in a state produces people who are unable (ASvvatovg eiva) to
work together. Much like in Aristophanes and Euripides, the end result of becoming is being
(&yytyvopau, Evequ).

Injustice has a property similar to poetry in that it makes (éproielv, mowetv) people feel and
do things, such as feeling hatred and forming factions.!9 Socrates elaborates that injustice comes
into being (¢yytyvopau), it makes a city or army factious within itself and be an enemy to itself
(ExBpov elvau éavt®, Resp. 1.352a3). Injustice is viewed here as something that comes into being
(&yytyvopau) with an effect that is ultimately deleterious to being (eipi).

Kai &v évi 81, ofpay, évodoa tadtd tadta momjoet drep tédukev épyaleodar -

TPAOTOV pév addvatov adtov Tpattey mowoel otactalovra kai ody 6povoodvta
S At ~ X > \ S - N - ’ ORI
adTov EaVTQ, emerta exBpov xal eavt® xal Toig dikalo. 1) yap; (Resp. 1.352a6-9)

196 Thrasymachus claims that the most perfect injustice makes the one who does the injustice
happy and makes those who suffer it unhappy. Those who are successful at performing injustice
and enslaving their fellow citizens and remain unpunished “are called happy and blessed instead
of these terrible names” (vt todTwV TOV Aloyp®V dvopdtwy eddaipoveg kal pakapiot
kéxAnvral, 1.344b7-cl).
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‘And even when it is in a single individual, I suppose, it is disposed by its nature
to produce the very same effect. First, it makes him incapable of achieving
anything, because he is in a state of civil war and not of one mind. Second, it
makes him his own enemy, as well as the enemy of just people. Doesn’t it have
that effect?” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
When injustice comes into being in a person, it does what it naturally does (tédpvkev épyalecBa,
1.352a7). This appeal to nature elides how these changes take place gradually—is the
factiousness that is concomitant with injustice “natural” to the body it inhabits when it previously
was absent? These transformations occur within the body, much like the changes that actors
undergo when they take on a costume. After Socrates’ discussion of injustice coming into being
in a city and in individual, he refers to injustice “when it is in a single individual” (v évi...
évodoa. 1.352a6). He uses language similar to that we have seen in Aristophanes and Euripides
in previous chapters concerning being and identity where being is the end result of
transformation (i.e., &yyiyvopair > évemi). The Greek word Socrates uses for “enemy” (£x8pdc)
suggests an internal enemy or personal rival, not an external or foreign enemy of war
(moAémog).197 The end result of a particular behavior (such as the individual’s incapacity for
action) or attitude (factiousness and discord) follows from the model we have seen in Aristophanes
and Euripides where mimetic metamorphosis results in changed behavior or perception. While
there is no costume change, and thus no clear, external marker of the beginning stages of
mimetic metamorphosis, the transformation at the individual and state level consists of a similar
process.

When Glaucon enters the argument at the beginning of Book 2, takes over for

Thrasymachus, and asks Socrates to continue the discussion, he makes an important distinction

197 Cf. Konstan (1997: 12): then noun €y0p6g (“enemy”™) is often paired with and contrasted with
¢pirog (“friend”), whereas a &&vog (“guest-friend,” “stranger”) is external, akin to woAépog
(“enemy”).
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between seeming to persuade and actually persuading, echoing the language of seeming and
being present in the discussion of justice:

3 ’ ’ ¢ A ’ A , n e 5 A ~ o
Q Jokpateg, Totepov NuAG FodAel dokelv emeéval I} wg AANB&OG tefoal Ot
avtl TpomRw Apevov eatty Sikaov etvat ) adwkov; (Resp. 2.357a4-b2
v ap ;

“Socrates, do you want to seem to have persuaded us that it is better in every
way to be just than unjust, or do you want to truly to convince us of this?” (trans.
Grube 1997, adapted)
This will also become an important distinction for Socrates when he discusses mimetic poetry.
The Republic 1s situated around defining a subject, in this case justice, as in many of Plato’s early
dialogues. Seeming and being continue to crop up in the conversation as the interlocutors
attempt to define what justice actually is. The previous definition—that justice helps friends and
harms enemies—is seemingly straightforward on the surface, but it, too, is quagmired in issues of
seeming and being. Who s a friend? How can we know that for certain? Not only does Glaucon’s
question reiterate the themes of seeming/being already present in the Republic, but it also reveals
a metatheatrical awareness of the goal of the dialogue itself—can Socrates actually persuade his
interlocutors (and Plato his readers), or will he only seem to do that work?198
II. Stripping and Separating
Glaucon suggests that in order to get at the root of the problem of appearance and the

truth, the reputation of a just man must be stripped away (apapetéov) from him. In contrast, the

perfectly unjust man will be allowed a great reputation. That way Socrates and his interlocutors

198 Blondell claims that “repeating philosophical dialogues may make us more philosophical. The
dialogues themselves would then become philosophy, in a way that drama rarely, if ever, becomes
what it represents (e.g. a suicide or an internecine quarrel). A reader or actor speaking lines
composed by another is in a certain sense doing philosophy, if she rehearses original philosophical
views, in so far as she either internalizes of engages with those views.” (2002: 27, emphasis in
original)
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can ascertain whether or not justice is good 1n itself and makes the just man happier than the
perfectly unjust man.

Aotéov 0dv ¢ TeENéwG ik TV Tekewtatnv Adikiav, kai 00k AdaipeTéov AAN
gatéov Td péylota adikodvra v peyiotnv 86&av avtd Tapeokevakéval elg
Sikaroctvny, kai &dv dpa opdntai i, EmavopBodaBat Suvatd elva, Aéyewy te
xal frdoacBar doa av Piag déntal, did te Avdpeiav xai popnyv kai dict
Tapackevny Gpiwy kai odaiag. TodTov 8¢ TodTov Bévtes OV Sikaiov ad Tap’
adTov ior(bpev O ANOyw, avipa amhodv kai yevvaiov, kat” AloydAov od Sokelv
00\7\’ etval ayaeov é0edovta. "Apaipetéov Or) T dokelv el yap 86get 81K(110q
elval, Foovtar adt® tpai kai Swpeai Sokodvti ToodTy elvat. &dniov odv eite
100 Sikaiov £lte TOV dwPeRV Te Kal TIPAV €veka To10dtog ein. (Resp. 2.361a6-
c4)199

“So our completely unjust person must be given complete injustice. Nothing
must be taken away from it. We must allow that, while doing the greatest
injustice, the unjust man has nonetheless provided himself with the greatest
reputation for justice. If he happens to make a slip, he must be able to put it
right. If any of his unjust activities should be discovered, he must be able to
speak persuasively and to use as much force is needed, because of his courage
and strength and because of the wealth and friends he has provided for himself.
Having hypothesized such a person, let’s now in our argument put beside him a
just man, who is simple and noble and who, as Aeschylus says, doesn’t want to be
believed to be good but to be so. Seeming must be taken away, for a reputation
for justice would bring him honor and rewards, so that it wouldn’t be clear
whether he is just for the sake of justice itself or for the sake of those honors and
rewards.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)

The notion of stripping suggests a costume or superficial layer that can be taken off to reveal the
essential being that lies underneath. Yet, in some instances, as in the case of the unjust man,
seeming goes hand-in-hand with being, much like Kinsman’s costume, which becomes a marker
of him being a “wretch” (ravodpyog, Ar. Thesm. 944). The unjust man’s “reputation” (86Za), a
noun derived from the verb Sokelv (“to seem”), allows him to commit injustices while avoiding

punishment so long as he seems just.290 Glaucon shows how seeming abets injustice and this

199 Glaucon cites Aeschylus Sept. 592 here. The reference is to Amphiaraus and his simple shield,
in contrast with the rest of the seven, whose shields have varying signs on them.
200 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) s.v. Soxéw & Frisk (1960-72) s.v. Sokevw.
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passage returns to the parallels of seeming/being and injustice/justice (i.e., seeming : being ::
injustice: justice) that Socrates sketches in Book 1.

In addition to hiding his true motivations behind 86Za, the unjust man is also supported
with props, such as friends and wealth.201 The verb rapaokevalw (“prepare”) and noun
napaokevn (“providing,” “procurement”) are compounds that ultimately derive from the noun
oxedog (“vessel,” “implement”) and the denominative verb oxevalw (“furnish”). At the beginning
of Aristophanes’ Frogs the slave Xanthias uses the noun oxetn (“baggage”) to refer to other comic
poets whose baggage-carrying scenes serve as scatological jokes, and we have seen oxevalw used
metatheatrically for costuming in Aristophanes (e.g. Cleisthenes as a eunuch).202 Glaucon’s
example allows that the unjust man “has provided himself with the greatest reputation for
justice” (v peyiotny 86Zav adtd mapeokevakéval eig dikaoovvry, 2.361a7-b1), drawing a
parallel not only between injustice and seeming but also to the language of costuming. The noun
mapaokevn in the phrase “because of the wealth and friends he has provided for himself” (81
napaockevnv pilwyv xal odoiag, 2.361b5) recalls the props that characters in Aristophanes and
Euripides use in order to behave in character and suggests that the unjust man uses people (¢piAor)

as well as and as if they are objects.

201 The reason souls are stripped for judgment in the Gorgias myth is precisely because of this
issue: of kpvopevol kpivovtal - {OVTEC yap kpivovtarl olhol odv. . .uydg movpdg Eyovtag
Apgteopévol eioi ohpatd te xakd xai yévy kai mhodtoug, kai, Emeldav 1) kpioig 1), Epyovral adtoig
oML pApTLPES, PAPTVPHOOVTEC Co¢ Sikaiwg Pefickaaty - of 0dv Sikaartail H1d Te TodTWY
gxkmAfjTTovTal, xal dpa kai adtol apreyopevol dikalovot, mpod Thg Poyig ThHe ATV O¢pBaipods kal
Qrta xai bAov 1O odpa tpoxeka dppévor. (Pl Gorg. 523¢3-d4, ed. Dodds 1959). Kahn claims that
when Socrates moves from dialectic to the myth in Gorgias and in Republic, “Plato goes beyond the
strictly dramatic form of conversation between dialogue partners and uses his privileged persona
to speak directly to the audience, as in an Aristophanic parabasis™ (1983: 104).

202 xal Avkig kapewpiag / oxedn gpépovs’ exaotot’ &v kwpwdiq (Ar. Ran. 14f.). “Lycis and
Ameipsias carry baggage every time in their comedies, too!” For okeva{w used in reference to

costuming Cleisthenes (Ar. Ach. 121), see Ch. 1 (p. 30).
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This passage echoes the vocabulary and themes of being and seeming we have seen in
Aristophanes and Euripides. The unjust man’s reputation (86&a) as a just man, his seeming just,
constitutes his being and acting unjust. Glaucon refers to these hypothetical just and unjust

9% ¢

figures with demonstrative pronouns oovtog (“this”) and tolodtoc (“such as this,” “such a one”),
recalling the use of deictics to trace changes wrought by mimetic metamorphosis in Aristophanes
and Euripides. Glaucon sets out to define the perfectly just man in language (t® Adyw), echoing
Socrates’ creation of the ideal city “in language” (Adyw).203 This method of definition raises more
questions: to whom does “this” (00toc) refer when this person is imagined and constructed
verbally? Does this person exist? What does it mean to be “this” or “such a” person when you
can change your appearance, behavior, and language so as to be another person?

As I have shown in Chapter 2, Dionysus employs deictic pronouns as a way to comment
on the metaleptic frame of the drama (referring to the theater as “this Thebes,” for example).204
The problem with definition is akin to that of recognition in the dramas where mimetic
metamorphosis takes place. Seeming impedes one’s ability to recognize a person—if someone
appears to be just, it will be unclear why he is such (toodtog €in, Resp. 2.361c4). The precision of

the future most vivid construction is contrasted with the subject under discussion (seeming) and

the capaciousness of the pronoun toodtog: “for if he seems to be just, he wi// have honors and

203 Ap’ 0dv, v &’ &y, el yryvopévny ol BeaoaipeBa Adyw, kai Ty Sikaocdvny adtig {Sotpev
av yryvopévny kail v adiciav; (Pl Resp. 2.369a6-8) “So,” I said, “if we beheld a city coming into
being in language, would we also see its justice and injustice come into being?” (trans. Grube,
1997, adapted)

204 See Ch. 2 (pp. 118f.).
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bounties” (e yap 86Zet Sikauog efvai, #covtal..., 2.361c1-2).205 What does it mean to be “such a
one” when only reputation and appearance are at stake?

Glaucon declares that “seeming must be taken away” (A¢papetéov 01y 0 dokely, 2.361cl)
from the just man so that Socrates and the interlocutors can ascertain the goodness of justice
divorced from a good reputation. The verbal adjective apaipetéov appears at the beginning of
this passage when Glaucon discusses the perfectly unjust man as well. In that context the unjust
man will not be stripped of (o0x dpapetéov, 2.361a7) but allowed to have a reputation (36¢a)
that enables him to commit further injustices. The unjust man’s behavior and character depends
on seeming just, whereas the just man’s justice must be tested without seeming. The verb
adpapéw appears over one hundred times in the Platonic corpus but only seven times as a verbal
adjective: four times in the Republic, three times in the Statesman.?%6 In addition to the two
examples in the above passage, the other two instances of the verbal adjective in the Republic
appear in the discussion about musical education in Book 3. I am curious about the thematic
parallels produced by the repetition of this relatively infrequent verbal adjective in the first
critique of mimesis. What similarities of theme and language arise when we view stripping away
the reputation of the truly just man and the stripping of music and its various components side
by side?

The next use of apaipetéov occurs when Socrates suggests that the poetic representations
of characters, such as Achilles displaying fear of Hades, must be eliminated from the guardians’

education.

205 Smyth §2328 notes that this kind of protasis (el with fut. ind.) in a future more vivid condition
“expresses strong feeling,” and the apodosis “conveys a threat, a warning, or an earnest appeal to
the feelings.”

206 PI. Resp. 2.361a7, 2.361cl, 3.387c8, & 3.398e3; Plt. 291c6, 292d5, & 303cl.
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Odkodv €11 kai Td Tepl Tadta ovopata tavra ta dewva te kal pofepd amofAntéa,
Kwxotod e kail 2tdyag xal évépoug xal dliffavtag, xai dAla doa todtov tod
torov dvopaldpeva dpittery O molel g oletau! Tavtag Todg akodovrag; kal
{owe £0 Exel mpog AMo T - fipelc 8¢ Orep TV Ppuidkwy Ppofodpeda, pr &x Thg
ToladTg Ppikng Beppotepol kal paraxmtepot T0d déovtog yévwvtat Npiv.

Kai 6pb&¢ v, €1, poodpeda.

Adapetéa apa;

Nai. (Resp. 3.387b8-c8)

“And the frightening and dreadful names for the underworld must be struck out,
for example, ‘Cocytus’ and ‘Styx,” and also the names for the dead, for example,
‘those below” and ‘the sapless ones,” and all those names of things in the
underworld that make everyone who hears them shudder. They may be all well
and good for other purposes, but we are afraid that our guardians will be made
softer and more malleable by such shudders.”

“And our fear is justified.”

“Then such passages must be struck out?”

“Yes.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
Socrates recognizes that poetry has educational value, but because of that, it must be stripped of
problematic content. This follows the general outline of the first critique of poetry, which begins
with the misrepresentations of the gods’ improprieties and transformations. At this moment in
the argument what must be taken away are elements of poems that make men fear.207 Socrates
suggests that names associated with Hades that cause fear should be removed, such as the rivers
Cocytus (lit. “wailing”) and Styx (“hateful”). This instance of stripping appearance occurs at a
very fundamental level of mimesis, referentiality, or saying that “this is that.”208
The final use of the verbal adjective apaipetéov in the Republic appears in the discussion

of the threnodic or mournful musical modes.

Tiveg 0dv Bprvadeig dppoviat Aéye pot - o yip PHovotkog.

Megolvdioti, £¢r|, kal ouvrovolvdioti, kai towadtai Tiveg.

Odxodv avtay, nv & &ym, apapetéar; aypnotot yap kal yovaudly ag det mekelg

elvay, pry 6T Avdpdot.

ITavo ye. (Resp. 3.398e1-5)

207 E..g Achilles proclaiming he would rather be a slave on earth than rule in the Underworld
(Hom. Od. 11.489-91); the gods” hatred of the Underworld (/. 20.64f.).

208 Cf. Arist. Poet. 4.1448b4-17.
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“What are the lamenting modes, then? You tell me, since you’re musical.”
“The mixed Lydian,” he said, “the intense Lydian, and some others of that
sort.”
“Mustn’t these be excluded, then? They’re useless even to women who must be
good, let alone to men.”
“Certainly.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
Socrates contrasts seeming with being when he claims that these musical modes are
“useless” (&yprjoTor) for women who “must be good” (8¢t émeeis eival, 3.398e4). The adjective
aypnotog is related to the verb ypdopat (“to need,” “use”), which suggests a materiality of the

9% <¢

thing used, as we can see in the substantive ypfijpa (“thing,” “matter”).209 For Socrates, seeming 1s
immaterial (“useless”) when contrasted with being. The seeming of a man’s reputation must be
stripped (Gpapetéov) because it can be superficial and misleading. The content of poetry and
even musical modes must be stripped away because they arouse emotions such as fear and
sadness. While dismissing reputation, poetry, and musical modes, however, Socrates implies that
seeming can be transformative and therefore affect being. Socrates excludes threnodic modes
precisely because they inspire lamentations, which is neither helpful for women who “must be
good” (8et émeikeig elvan) nor men, presumably because they “must be” men. Much like the
costume Dicaeopolis wishes to take on and not be affected by, Socrates reveals a paranoid view of
poetry’s transformative potential while censuring it for its triviality, such as its representation of
unserious characters.

In Plato’s Statesman, the only other dialogue to contain the verbal adjective apaipetéov,

Socrates, Theodorus, and Socrates the Younger attempt to define what a statesman is with the

209 ypfijpa and ypnotdg may derive from ypdopat (Frisk notes on this etymology: “Entscheidung
nicht immer moglich”), but they all ultimately derive from the noun yprj. Cf. Chantraine
(1968-77) & Frisk (1960-72) s.v. xp1).
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Eleatic Stranger. The Stranger states that the act of stripping away extraneous and deceitful
figures such as sophists leads to clearer insight.
EE. Tov tavtwy TV coPplat®v péylotov yonta xai tadtng g Tevng
EPTELPOTATOV * OV ATTO TOV OVIWG OVTWY TONTIKDV Kal FactAik®V Kairep
TayyaAemov ovta apapely apaipetéov, el péAhopev Idetv Evapydg T
{nrovpevov. (Plt. 291¢3-6)210
Stranger: “[sc. I saw] the greatest wizard of all the sophists, and the most
experienced in this craft. Although it is very difficult to remove him from those
who really are in possession of the art of statesmanship and kingship, he must be
removed if we are going to see clearly what we are looking for.” (trans. Rowe
1997, adapted)
The Statesman was most likely composed after the Republic, but it is interesting it picks up on
several vocabulary items that appear in the earlier dialogue, especially in its discussion of poetry.
The Stranger calls the sophist who busies himself with a city’s affairs a “wizard” (yorg), which is
the same word used by Socrates in the Republic to describe a god who is misrepresented as a
“wizard” (yong, 2.380d1) who changes his shape at will and deceives mortals. In Book 10,
Socrates states that people who believe the outlandish claims of craftsmen who claim to produce
anything “have encountered and been deceived by some wizard or mimetic artist” (Evtoywv
yonti Tvi kad pupnthy €€nmat) O, 10.598d3-4).

The Stranger states that the sophist “must be removed” (Apaipetéov) from men with
better characteristics for ruling the state. On the political level as well as the musical,
bewitchment, deception, and seeming must be removed. The Stranger emphasizes being with the
figure of polyptoton, repeating two different endings of the same verb, with the adverb dvtwg
(“really”) and participial form of eipi (Gvtwv) (Ao TOV dvTwg OVIWY TOMTIKOV Kai BactAikdv,

Plt. 291¢4-5). This figure is also used with the verb apaipéw: “although it is very difficult to

remove him, he must be removed” (kairep mayydlerov 6vra adpapelv apapetéov, 291c5-6).

210 Text from Duke et al.’s OCT Platonis Opera (1995).
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Slightly later in Statesman, the Stranger suggests that men who pretend to be statesmanlike

must be removed (Gpaipetéov) from their inquiry in order to discover the science of government.
EE. ’EZ dvayxng 81} vov 100t0 00Tw OKETTEOV, £V TiVI TOTE TOVTWY EMOTIPN
ovpfaiver yiyveoBat mepi avBpmrwy apyiig, oxedov Th¢ yaremwtdng kai
peyiotng ktioacBar. del yap idetv avty, iva Beachpeda tivag apaipetéov amo
100 Pppovipov Paciléws, ol Tpoomolodvtal pev eival Toltikol xal reiBovat
ToAN0DG, elol 8¢ 00dapdg. (Plt. 292d1-7)
Stranger: “Out of necessity, then, we must now consider in which of these types
of rule the expert knowledge about ruling people happens to come into being. It
being practically the most difficult and the most important knowledge to acquire.
For we must catch sight of it in order to see who must be removed from the wise
king—those who pretend to be statesmanlike and persuade many people, but in
fact are not statesmanlike at all.” (trans. Rowe 1997, adapted)

In these passages, separating (aApapetéov) men who pretend to be statesmanlike from the genuine

article allows the Stranger and his interlocutors to see or understand their subject more clearly.

Visual language forms the metaphor where vision equates to knowledge and understanding of

political science (oxémtewy, idetv, OedoBar). The verb Bedopau (“behold,” “view as a spectator”)

has a theatrical as well as ritual register, referring to the spectator’s gaze in the theater.2!!

The men whose seeming to be statesmanlike must be stripped away become the object of
the Stranger’s and his interlocutors’ gaze: “in order to see who must be removed from the wise
king” (tva Beaocmpeda tivag apaipetéov amod tod ppovipov Paciréws, Plit. 292d5-6). These men
pretend (rpoomoiéw) to be statesmanlike, but this is only an appearance, as “they are not

statesmanlike at all” (eloi 8¢ 00dapd¢, 292d7).212 This pretense, or seeming, is contrasted with

being—it must be stripped away, like a costume, in order to get at the truth. In Statesman the men

211 The Athenian spectator of festival rituals such as the Dionysia was called Beatrg, which is to
be distinguished from a spectator who made a pilgrimage to view the spectacle (Bewpdg)
(Nightingale 2004: 49-52).

212 The verb mpoomoiéw (“pretend”) is also used to compare would-be politicians to sophists in
Plato’s Gorgias. Socrates says that politicians and sophists act similarly: xivduvedet yap tadtov
etvai, 6ot Te TohTikol Tpoamotodvrat etvar kai boot coprotai (PL Gorg 519¢2-3).
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who seem to be statesmen succeed in persuading many (reiBovat ToAhovg, 292d7), but they are
not actually statesmen. After the discussion with Thrasymachus, Glaucon claims that Socrates

seems to persuade, but does not actually (rotepov fjpag fodAer dokelv memekéval 1| g AANOGGS
netoat, Resp. 2.357a5-b1).

The verbal adjective apaipetéov, used as a formula for excluding a particular topic from
discussion or a kind of person from philosophical inquiry into politics, may at first seem
mundane, but it has a close relationship to the themes of seeming/being and to mimesis in
Plato’s Republic. Even with the discussion of musical modes, the removal of the mixed and intense
Lydian modes is a way to remove seeming, in this sense a song seeming to be mournful, from
moustke. Stripping music of meters and modes and separating men who are not what they claim
to be serves as a kind of sartorial metaphor for appearance. Without the operation of stripping; it
is unclear how one can distinguish between seeming being. In each of these instances of
apapetéov, one can gain intellectual clarity by taking away seeming.

III. Seeming and Being

After Glaucon suggests that a good reputation must be stripped away from the just man,
he quickly defends himself for making this argument and distances himself from it. He does not
speak for himself, he says, but rather for those who praise injustice.

AekTEOV 0DV - Kai 81| KAV AypoikoTépwe Aéyrtal, prj épé oiov Aéyety, G Jhkparteg,
AAAA TodG Emavodvtag mpo dikaoodvg adikiav. (Resp. 2.361el-3)

“So it [1.e. an account of the just and unjust man’s life] must be said. And if it is
said boorishly, Socrates, don’t think that I am speaking, but those who praise
injustice at the expense of justice.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)

In this passage the verb for speaking, Aé¢yw, appears three times in quick succession. The first two

instances are passive, distancing Glaucon from what he has just said: the argument “must be

said” (Aextéov) even if “it 1s said” (Aéyntau) in a boorish way. Only the third instance of the verb
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Aéyw 1s in the active voice, but Glaucon’s speech 1s still at one remove, as it appears in indirect
statement: “don’t think that I am speaking” (ur| épé olov Aéyerv, 2.361el-2).

Glaucon has been speaking throughout this section of the dialogue, but he goes to great
lengths to distance himself from the speech act and its content. In the first two instances, there is
no agent, as both verbs are in the passive voice. By claiming that he did not speak previously,
Glaucon implies that he was not himself, but those who praise injustice (todg éraivodvtag. ..
adikiav, 2.361e2-3). In this moment of mimesis, Glaucon does not speak on behalf of those who
praise injustice but as one of them. He has taken on a dramatic role. This serves as a
metatheatrical moment in the dialogue: Glaucon discusses the difficulty in parsing seeming and
being at the level of the plot, and then explains to Socrates that he only seems to praise injustice.
When Glaucon asks Socrates “don’t think that I am speaking,” he reminds the reader that Plato,
the author of the dialogue, has taken on a kind of mask through his characters. The dramatic
form of Plato’s dialogues means that “none of the character’s voices can be identified in any
direct sense with that of the author” (Blondell 2002: 18).213

Glaucon returns to the Aeschylus passage he quoted earlier in order to revise it for the
argument.?!* According to Glaucon, the proverb is truer of the unjust man than Aeschylus’ just
man.

0 8¢ 10D AloydAov oA iy dpa dpBdTEPOY Aéyery katd Tod ddikov. T@ dvti yap

$prjoovot tov adikov, ate émtndedovia tpdypa ainbeiag xodpevov xal 0d TPOG
d6&av {dvta, od dokelv Adikov AN’ elvar €0élewv. .. (Resp. 2.362a2-6)

213 For the dramatic form of Plato’s dialogues and how that affects the representation of
particular characters, cf. Blondell 2002 (especially ch. 1). Murray argues that the prefatory words
to the mimesis discussion (Gomep év pdBw puboloyodvteg, 2.376d) “draw attention to its own
status as a kind of mithos, warning us, perhaps that what follows should not be taken entirely
literally in all its details™ (1992: 39).

214t Aloydhov 0d Sokelv AAN elvar dyaBov é8éhovta (PL. Resp. 2.361b7-9).
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“Indeed, Aeschylus’ words are far more correctly applied to unjust people than
to just ones, for in reality they will say that an unjust person, having a way of life
based on the truth about things and not living in accordance with opinion,
doesn’t wish to seem unjust but to be so.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
In order to be successful at committing injustice, the unjust man “doesn’t wish to seem unjust but
to be 50” (00 Soxetv ddikov AAN’ eivau £0éAerv, 2.362a2). What does it mean that the unjust man
does not concern himself with reputation (00 Tpog d6&av {Gvta, 2.362a5) if he does not wish to
seem unjust?

In order to be unjust, the truly unjust man must wish to (and also actually) commit
injustices. The unjust man’s desire to seem different from himself is paradoxically a marker of his
being unjust. His pursuit is “based on the truth about things” (rpdypa ainBeiag &yopevov,
2.362a3) because 1t is unjust and therefore true to his character. The very being and behavior of
an unjust man depends on seeming other than he is—just. He must escape notice (AavBavew) as
an unjust man in order to be truly (a-An6r¢) unjust. Glaucon shows that what will later appear to
be the aesthetic and educational problem of mimesis are firmly rooted in the dialogue’s question
of justice. The just man wishes to be (eivau) just and does not give any consideration to seeming
or reputation. While the unjust man wishes to be (eivai) unjust, he also wishes not to seem (00
doxelv) unjust. Although the unjust man does not strive for a reputation (86&a) of injustice, his
being still depends on seeming just because he must seem to be just in order to succeed at
committing injustices.

When Adeimantus intervenes in the argument, he asks Socrates to show what justice and
mjustice do to those who practice them. Curiously, justice is opposed not only to injustice but to
seeming,

| odv fipty povov &vSeiln t Aoy dtt Sikaiootvr adikiag kpeitrov, A T

molodoa Ekatépa TOV Exovta avtr| O avTv 1] pév kaxdv, 1) 8¢ ayabov oty - TG
8¢ 86&ag adaipet, omep Nadkwv Siekededoarto. el yap pr) Apaiprioelg

182



gxatépwbev tag aAnbeig, tag 8¢ Pevdels Tpoobnoelg, od T dikalov prioopev
grauvelv oe AANA TO dokelv, 00d¢ O Adikov elvau Péyerv AAAG T Sokelv, kal
napakeAedeoBat Adikov ovta AavBavery, kai opoloyelv Opacupdyw OTL T pev
dikawov aAAOTpov ayabov, cupdépov tod kpeittovog, T 8¢ Adikov adTtd pev
ovpépov xai Aottehodv, @ 8¢ fTtovi dodpopov. (Resp. 2.367b3-c5)
“So don’t merely give us a theoretical argument that justice is stronger than
injustice, but tell us what each itself’ does, because of its own powers, to someone
who possesses it, that makes injustice bad and justice good. Follow Glaucon’s
advice, and don’t take reputations into account, for if you don’t deprive justice
and injustice of their true reputations and attach false ones to them, we’ll say
that you are not praising them but their reputations and that you’re encouraging
him to be unjust in secret. In that case, we’ll say that you agree with
Thrasymachus that justice is the good of another, the advantage of the stronger,
while injustice is one’s own advantage and profit, though not the advantage of
the weaker.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
For Adeimantus justice is opposed to seeming, not injustice. He states that if Socrates continues
to appraise justice with men’s reputations intact, Socrates will praise seeming (to doxeiv) instead
of justice (to dixawov). These may be opposed, but there is present wordplay that evinces the very
slipperiness of seeming under discussion—the pun on the similarity of the sound of seeming (to
doxelv) and justice (to Sikauov).215 The pun gets at the heart of the problem of seeming, as the
two words sound alike, glossing their possible differences with their seeming similarity. Both
neuter substantives are formed with the article and composed of the same consonants and similar
vowel sounds. These nouns are the same gender, case, and number (neuter accusative singular)
and occupy a similar position in the sentence as the object of érawvetv and the syntax of the
sentence draws the parallel between the two even while contrasting them: “You will praise this,
not that.”
If Socrates fails to censure injustice and continues to criticize seeming unjust, Adeimantus

claims that Socrates will exhort the unjust man not to be just but to escape notice

(rapakeredeoBar aducov Ovra havBaverv, 2.367¢2). Seeming does not only take on the role of

215 Cf. Ar. Ach. 0 yap Sixaiov oide kai tpoywdia (Ack. 500).
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mere appearance and disguise in the Republic, it 1s also associated with being. We see here a
confluence of ideas, namely that seeming opposes knowledge of the truth (especially about
justice) and that seeming is also a form of being (¢v) that escapes notice. In Book 10 Socrates
claims that mimetic art is furthest removed from knowledge and being after the creations of a
god and a craftsman: ““Well, then,’ I said. ‘Are you calling the one who is the third generation
from nature ‘imitator’?”” (Efev, v 8 £yc - tov 10D tpitov dpa yevvhpatog Ao Thg pOoewe
ppnTv kadets; Resp. 10.597e3-4). The move in Book 10 to deny being to mimesis contrasts the
fact that seeming has substance to it here. Socrates struggles with the tension between the fact
that mimesis both is and is not simultaneously. Despite that conflict, seeming is also on the side of
falsehood—the verb AavBavew (“to escape notice”) makes up the root of the word aArfeiq,
which can be translated as “truth” or “that which escapes notice” (a-Afeiq).

In addition to the conflict between seeming and being, Socrates’ critique of mimesis rests
on his argument that the ideal city must divide individuals and their work into specialties. This
claim looks forward to arguments both for the planned economy (e.g,, in Book 5) as well as
against mimesis because it suggests that there can be no becoming or transformation.

Od8¢v, Qv &’ &y, pd Ala dtomov. 2vwod yap kai adtog, eimdvrog 6od, bt

TPATOV pev NGOV GpOeTAL EKATTOG 0D TAVL GROLOG £KATTW, QAN Sladépwy TV

pOov, AMog e’ arlov Epyov tpaewv. 1) 00 dokel oo (Resp. 2.370a7-b3)

“That certainly wouldn’t be surprising, for, even as you were speaking

it occurred to me that, in the first place, we aren’t all born alike, but each

of us differs somewhat in nature from the others, one being suited to one

task, another to another. Or don’t you think so?” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
Socrates bases this argument on the idea that no individual is like (00 évo dpolog éxdote,
2.370b1-2) another because they differ in nature (Suapépwv v ooy, 2.370b2). This is

interesting considering his later critique of mimesis—is it impossible to be (or become) like

anyone at all? Socrates proposes a theory of difference here, inscribed at the individual level,
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where one naturally differs from others. By relying on “nature” to support this claim (¢pvetay,
Vo), he borrows from the vocabulary of intellectuals of the fifth century debating the
distinction between nomos and physis.

Socrates lays out the basics of a young man’s education in the ideal state, which consists
of mousike (musical) and gymnastiké (gymnastic). In response to Adeimantus’ question about
theological models, Socrates provides the correct model for how poets ought to describe gods.

*OpBKIC, - AN adtod 81y TodTo, of Tomol mepl Beoloyiag Tiveg dv elev;

Towide mod Tiveg, v &’ &yw - olog Toyyavel 6 Bedg Gv, del dfjrov arodotéov,

EAVTE TIG ADTOV €V ETETIY TOLf] €AVTE &V PEAETLY EQVTE €V Tpaywdid.

Aet yap.

Ovkodv ayabog 6 ye Bedg T dvti te kal Aektéov obtw; (Resp. 2.379a5-b1)

“All right. But what precisely are the patterns for theology or stories about the

gods?”

“Something like this: whether in epic, lyric, or tragedy, a god must always be

represented as he 1s.”

“Indeed, he must.”

“Now, a god 1s really good, isn’t he, and must be described as such?” (trans.

Grube 1997, adapted)
Divine being is emphasized here with the participial ¢v as well as the stock phrase t® 6vu
(“really”).216 In this first prescribed model for musical education, Socrates modifies poetic content
in regard to how mimetic poetry represents being. He allows only that poetry which depicts “as
he is” (otog Toyyavel 6 Bedg v, 2.379a7), as “really good” (ayBog & ye Bedg @ bvr, 2.379b1). By

this standard, Socrates argues that Homer must be rejected because he makes mistakes

apaptavw, adtn 1] apaptia) in representing the gods.2!7
pap nnapap P g g

216 The verb toyyavw with the supplemental participle ¢v, as above, simply means “to be” (eipi).
Cf. LSJ s.v. toyyavw AILL.

217 E.g., when Achilles claims Zeus mixes jars of good and evil fates in the lliad (Resp. 2.379¢2-d4).
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As for the second model, after the poets have described how the gods really are, poets
must not represent gods changing shape. Much like the citizens of Kallipolis, each of whom is
similar to no one (00 Tavo Hpolog £xaoTw, 2.370b1-2), the gods must be unchanging and unique.

Ti 8¢ 81 6 Sevtepog 63e; dpa yonTa Tov Bedv oler elvar kai ojov ¢Z EmPBovAfg
pavtaleoBar AAote &v AAaG Idéaig TOTE pév adTov yryvopevov, [kai]
arAattovra 10 adtod eidog el¢ TOAAAG popddc, Tote 8¢ Nuag aratd®vra kal
moodvta mept avtod ToladTa Sokely, | ATAODY Te elval Kal TAVTwY KioTa Thg
eavtod idéag exPaiverv; (Resp. 2.380d1-6)
“What about this second model? Do you think that a god is a sorcerer, able to
appear in different forms at different times, sometimes changing himself from his
own form into many shapes, sometimes deceiving us by making us think that he
has done it? Or do you think he’s simple and least of all likely to step out of his
own form?” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
Socrates’ critique of the representation of gods transforming into other things echoes the themes
and language of the prologue in Euripides’ Bacchae. The collocation of dAdoow and o el8og
does not appear elsewhere before the Republic except for that passage, which 1s concerned with

divine transformation into mortal forms, just as Socrates is here.2!8

Qv obvek’ €180 BvnTov AANAZag Eyw
popdrv ' épnv petéfatov elc avopog pvorv. (Eur. Bacch. 531)

For this reason, I have a mortal form and have changed my shape into the nature
of a man.

In the passage above, Socrates contrasts “being simple” (GmAodv eivar, 2.380d5) with appearance

(pavtaleoBai). Seeming is on the side of deceit (pdg dratdvra kal Toodvta tepl adTod Toladta
Soketv, 2.380d4-5), not the truth. So shapes and forms (e{8oc, popdai, iSéar) must not alter if they
are to be on the side of being and not becoming (change, instability, deceit, etc.). Socrates

criticizes poetry that depicts gods changing shape because they are already perfect. Any

218 Socrates also uses the noun €ido¢ to categorize different forms of stories (A\oywv 8¢ dittov

etdo¢, 2.376¢10); cf. Gill on true and false stories in Plato (1993).
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derivation from their being would require that gods become worse. In response to Euripides,
Socrates might ask, “Why would Dionysus take on the form of a man at all?”

The essential identity of a stable being must be singular (@rhodv eiva, 2.380d5), so
becoming is problematic for being because it is plural. Socrates criticizes poetry not only because
it depicts gods changing shape but also because they change into many different shapes (“in other
forms”; év aMaig idéaug, 2.380d2; “into many shapes”; el¢ ToAag popdpag, 2.380d3-4).219 To be
more than one thing, to become different from oneself, to seem to be different than what one is—
these ideas are apparently at odds with the founding principles of a just city where individuals are
unique. One way human beings differ from gods is that they can change. The guardians, for
example, are meant to change over time through the educational program that Socrates proposes
in the Republic. Even when Socrates suggests that the singular is preferable to the plural, that
being is preferable to seeming and becoming, the dialogue form “by definition involves more than
one character, forces human plurality and differences on our attention” (Blondell 2002: 49,
emphasis in original).

In the Bacchae, Euripides invokes the dichotomy of nomos and physis. How is it that
Dionysus can change into the physis of a human being? This noun is notably absent in Plato’s
allusion to Euripides’ prologue. Socrates does not claim that gods change their nature or that they
transform into different natures, because being and nature must be stable. Socrates translates the
language of motion Dionysus uses to discuss both his epiphany in Thebes and his transformation

into one of stillness. Gods should not “depart” (or “step out,” éxfaiverv) from their form; they

219 A little later, Socrates takes issue not only with the fact that myths represent gods as changing
shape but also that gods take on a plurality of forms (“resembling many different strangers™;
moAoi¢ Eévoig xal mavtodamoig ivdaAAopevol, 2.381e4).
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must remain the same forever. This contrasts with Dionysus, who comes (fjkw, Eur. Bacch. 1) to
Thebes in his present, mortal form, and leaves his divine form behind (éx 8e0d...mtapey, 4-5).
Socrates opposes the transformation of gods on educational grounds because myths that
represent gods changing shape have a deleterious effect on young children. He claims that
mothers must not tell these kinds of stories because it makes children more cowardly.
S’ ad o TodTwv dvame®opevar ai pnTépeg T madia kdeipatodvwy,
Aéyovoat Todg pvBovg Kak®G, wg dpa Beol Tiveg mepiépyovtal VOKTwp ToANOTG
Zévoig kal tavtodamoig ivdardpevol, Tva pry Gua pev el Beodg frachnudoty,
Gpa 8¢ tovg Taidag arepydlwvtal dethotépovg. (Resp. 2.381e1-6)
“Do not let mothers be persuaded by these poets nor terrify their children by
telling bad stories about the gods wandering at night in the shapes of strangers
from foreign lands. Such stories blaspheme the gods and, at the same time, make
children more cowardly.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
We can see at work here the pride of place poetry takes in classical Greece. The difficulty for
Socrates in the Republic is that he seeks to remove poetry from its traditional place in education
and replace 1t with philosophy in its place.220 Socrates and the founders of the city must change
mothers’ views of poetry: “do not let mothers be persuaded by these poets” (pnd’ ad 6 todTwY
avareBopevar ai preépeg, 2.381e1-2). The verb dvareiBw recalls Glaucon asking Socrates if he
wishes to actually persuade his interlocutors at the beginning of Book 2 (motepov nuag fodlet
Sokelv memekéval 1) g AAnOGOG metoa, 2.357a5-b1). The fact that Plato’s Republic is dramatic in

form, and therefore mimetic, raises uncertainty about whether a reader will be truly persuaded,

or if the dialogue only stages Socrates persuading the other characters of the drama.

220 Cf. Blondell on competition between Plato and poetry: “...by adopting ‘dramatic’ form, Plato
1s setting himself up as a direct rival to Homer and the dramatists in the provision of ethically
influential characters as models for emulation” (2002: 84). For the view that the “ancient quarrel”
between philosophy and poetry is Plato’s invention, see Most 2011: 1-20; Nightingale 1995:
60-67; Havelock 1963: 3-19.
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Socrates makes use of a metaphor from visual art to describe the effects stories have on

9% <¢

children. The verb arepyalopau (“finish off,;” “complete,” “make”) is used for finishing work and
also completing or filling out a painting. Socrates recognizes that mimesis possesses a
transformative power, albeit a negative one, when he claims that these stories can change
Kallipolis’ youth for the worse. In this passage Socrates critiques poetry not only for its content in
representing becoming but also for its effect on the audience. In Book 10 Socrates uses the same
verb to make a different point about mimesis.
AN ofel, O Thadkwy, & @ v otdg T v Taudevery avBpdmoug kai Pertiovg
amepyalecBat “Opnpog, e mepl TovTwy 00 ppeloBar AAA yryvaokey
Suvapevog, odk (p’ av ToAodg étaipovg éronjoato kal TpdTo kal fyardto O’
adTt®Vv... (Resp. 10.600c3-7)
“But, Glaucon, if Homer had really been able to educate people and make them
better, if he’d known about these things and not merely about how to imitate
them, wouldn’t he have had many companions and been loved and honored by
them?” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
Here Socrates challenges inherited wisdom that poetry can make (arepyalecBa) anyone better,
denying the possibility of mimetic metamorphosis, or at least metamorphosis with a positive
effect. We have seen this belief that poets are educators in virtue and can better their audiences
in Aristophanes’ Frogs when Euripides and Aeschylus argue about who had the better effect on
the Athenian audience.?2!

While Socrates deems mimetic poetry as it is currently practiced a bad influence that does
not portray the truth, he is ambivalent about lying itself as a pedagogical practice. He claims that
it is possible and useful to liken a lie to the truth about matters beyond one’s knowledge.

xai &v aig vovd EAéyopev taig poBoloyiaig, Sid o pr| eidévar 6mr tdAnBeg Eyet

Tepl TOV TaAa@v, adpopolodvteg TQ aAndel 1o Peddog Ot pahiota, 0OTW
xprjowpov motodpev; (Resp. 2.382d1-4)

221 Ar. Ran. 1009-12. See Ch. 1 (pp. 89f.).
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“It 1s also useful in the case of those stories we were just talking about, the
ones we tell because we don’t know the truth about those ancient events. By

making a falsehood as much like the truth as is possible, don’t we also make it
useful?” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)

It is a curious idea to liken a lie about something that is unknowable to the truth.222 Much like
Pandora, created “like a shamefaced maiden” (mapbévw aidoin (xehov, Hes. Theog. 572, Op. 71)
while simultaneously being the first mortal woman, Socrates suggests an interesting impossibility
of mimetic representation that differs from the models Socrates has laid out for mythor.223
Previously, Socrates claims that individuals in Kallipolis are different from one another (lit. “not
like,” 00 Tavv Gpolog éxdotw, 2.370b1-2). In this passage, Socrates takes it upon himself and the
founders of the ideal city “to liken a lie to the truth,” yet how does one liken anything to
something without a model? When is the act of making like appropriate? With no knowledge of
the past, the historical truth becomes difficult to grasp and articulate. Socrates and his
interlocutors aim towards a moral truth when they liken a falsehood to the truth, and the project
of the dialogue itself mirrors this difficulty. Just as Plato stages the characters and the discussion
of the Republic, Socrates establishes the exempla of the ideal city and the guardians. Both are like
the truth in that they are useful as a mode of philosophical education, but they are both
likenesses, mimetic representations, of that which they purport to be true.?2*

In Book 10 we have a different view of likening and its relationship to the truth. Socrates
asks Adeimantus whether mimetic art imitates the works of the craftsman or the pure being of

the Form.

222 Cf. Gill: in the Republic Plato innovates in his use of notions of falsehood and deceptiveness in
regards to poetry. Gills claims that this is not in an attempt to define fiction, however (1993: 42).
223 Cf. Loraux’s reading of Pandora in Hesiod (1993: 82); Vernant (2011: 412).

224+ On mimetic pedagogy and character in Platonic dialogues, see Blondell (2002: 84).
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elng 8¢ pot mepi 100 {wypadov T0de - THTePa €xelvVo adTO TO &V Tf| PoEl Exaotov
doket ool émiyepely ppetoBal 1) td TdOV dnpovpyQv Epya;
Ta tév Snpovpydv, E¢r....
Todto 81} adTd oKOTEL - TPOG TOTEPOV 1) YPAPIKI] TETOITAU TEPL EXATTOV; TOTEPA
TTPOG TO OV, ¢ Exel, pupfioacBal, 1 TPOg T parvopevov, wg paivetal,
pavtadoparog i aAndeiag odoa pipnog;
davtaoparog, £¢n. (10.598al-b5)
“Now, tell me this about a painter. Do you think he tries in each case to imitate the
thing itself in nature or the works of craftsmen?”
“The works of craftsmen.”...
“Then consider this very point: What does painting do in each case? Does it
imitate that which is as it 1s, or does it imitate that which appears as it appears? Is
it an imitation of an appearance or of truth?”
“Of appearances.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
This passage establishes that mimetic art, specifically painting, imitates the work of the craftsmen
rather than “the thing itself in nature” (éketvo adto 10 év T ¢pvoel, 10.598a2). When Socrates
suggests replacing traditional mytho: “by making a falsehood as much like the truth as
possible” (aAdpopolodvteg @ aAndet o Peddog Ot pakiota, 2.382d3), he puts the lie in a position
similar to the craftsman’s work, at one remove from the Form.22> Yet, any likeness, especially one
told in a narrative form as a mythos, must be mimetic in some form.

This passage returns to the theme of seeming and being at the heart of the Republic.
Socrates phrases his question to Adeimantus about mimesis with the phrase doket oot (“does it
seem to you,” 10.598a3), which we have seen previously in the dialogue. That mimesis cannot
reproduce or imitate physis is significant, too. As in Plato’s allusion to Euripides’ Bacchae, physts 1s
seen as something that is inimitable. Socrates then asks how mimesis relates to being (tpo¢ t0 Ov,
10.598b2) and seeming more directly (tpog to pawvopevov, 10.598b3), going so far as to repeat,

in parentheses and with slight variation, the terms of the dichotomy (“as it is”” &g &yer, 10.598b2;

“as it appears”; w¢ ¢paivetar, 10.598b3). Curiously, in the same sentence in which a negative

225 On distinction between lies and the truth in Plato, see Gill (1993).
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answer is expected to the question “does painting imitate being?” the participle odoa (“being”)
agrees with the noun pipnoig. To ask whether painting “is (being) an imitation of an appearance
or of truth” (pavtaopartog fj dAndeiag ovoa pipnoig; 10.598b3-4) is to grant some substance to
mimesis that the dialogue would otherwise refuse.
One prescription for poetry that Socrates suggests in the first critique of mimesis in Books
2 and 3 is the end goal that the guardians will be unafraid of death. Socrates tells Adeimantus,
“We surely say that a decent man doesn’t think that death 1s a terrible thing for someone decent
to suffer—even for someone who happens to be his friend” (papev 8¢ 81} 0t 6 €mer|g avip @
émeicet, odmep kal ETaipdg Eotiv, O teBvavar od Servov fiyoetar, 3.387d4-6, trans. Grube 1997).
For Socrates, poetry is helpful for instilling belief (fjy¢opa) in an individual because it can fashion
a lie that convinces its audience.
tadta xal td towadta whvra tapartnoopeda “Opnpov e kal Todg AAAOVE o Tag
) yahemaivery av diaypadwpev, ody w¢ 0d o Tikd kal Ndéa toig ToANoTG
AxoveLy, AAN’ 60w IO TIKWTEPA, TOOODTW I|TTOV AKOVOTEOV TAUOL Kai AvOpaaty
00¢ det elevBépoug elvar, SovAeiav Bavatov pdAlov medofnpévoug. (Resp.
3.387b1-6)
“We’ll ask Homer and the other poets not to be angry if we delete these passages
and all similar ones. It isn’t that they aren’t poetic and pleasing to the majority of
hearers but that, the more poetic they are, the less they should be heard by
children or by men who are supposed to be free and to fear slavery more than
death.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
By stating that the guardians must be free (od¢ 8et élevBépoug eivay, 3.387b5), Socrates implies
that they are vulnerable to poetry and can become slaves through listening to poetry. The use of
the impersonal verb et (“must”) and the infinitive eivau (“to be”) in discussion of mimesis is
similar to Dicaeopolis’ insistence about his identity in the Acharnians: “For I have to seem to be a

beggar today, and not to appear to be who I really am” (8&f yap pe 86Zau mrwyov efvar tpepov,

etval pév domep eipi, paivesBar 8¢ pr| - Ar. Ach. 440f). In addition to the similar vocabulary and
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themes, both of these passages express a belief (and also desire) that being is stable. For
Dicaeopolis, he must remain himself no matter what he appears to be; for Socrates, the
guardians must be free and therefore cannot listen to poetry. Yet both of these statements reveal a
kind of paranoia that being is unstable. Dicaeopolis seems aware, or at least afraid of the
possibility, that he can become more Telephus-like after pretending to be him. Socrates, too,
recognizes that the guardians may become more servile, more fearful of death by listening to
poetry depicting Hades in a frightening way. In his prescription of poetic content, Socrates
reveals an awareness of mimetic metamorphosis.

In addition to passages that go against instilling a lack of fear of death, poets must also
excise names of Hades (e.g. Cocytus, lit. “River of Wailing”; Styx, lit. “River of Hatred”) because
they evoke shivers. Socrates claims that the physical effect of shivering will ultimately change the
guardians’ character.226 In Socrates’ view, not only can the poetic representations of characters,
settings, and events transform the audience, but the names of those things can affect the audience
as well. Because of the affective qualities of language (3ewva, ¢pofiepd), the names of things
(dvopata, ovopaldpeva) can produce physical effects such as shivering (ppitrerv, ppixn) in
audience.??’ Socrates fears that the emotional and physical effects of poetry will ultimately affect
the guardians’ character and change them, that they will become warmer and softer than the
founders of Kallipolis require (Beppdtepol kal pakaxdtepol tod déovtog yévwvtat Npiy,

3.387¢5-6).228

226 See discussion of Resp. 3.387b8-c6 above (pp. 1751.).

227 Grethlein reads Resp. 2-3 through a cognitivist lens, and argues against notions of realism and
tragedy, claiming instead that language and affect are experienced physically (2020: 157-69). For
the classical view that language has affective qualities and can arouse emotions, see Gorg. Hel.
(DK 82 B11.8-9). Cf. Segal 1962.

228 Warmth and softness are often signs of (or environmental factors in) foreignness and
effeminacy in ethnographic accounts, e.g. Hippoc. Aer. 12.

193



In addition to the passages and names that present the risk terrifying the guardians, the
messengers of these ideas are important. Socrates casts speech appropriate to each character, for
example lamentations to unserious women (and men). The guardians’ education will transform
them into citizens who will be unable to stand such behavior, now uncharacteristic of themselves,
because mimesis affects their behavior and beliefs.

"OpBiig ap’ av e€aipoipev Todg Bprivous TV OVOpasT®V avdpdv, yovaidi 8¢
arodidoipev, kai 00d¢ tadTalg orovdaiag, kai ool kaxol TV aAvopdv, Tva fuiv
Suoyepaivwoty dpola TodTolg TolElv 00 81| papev el GuAaKi] ThHG YWPag TPEPELy.
(Resp. 3.387¢10-388a3)
“We’d be right, then, to delete the lamentations of famous men, leaving them to
women (and not even to good women, either) and to cowardly men, so that those
we say we are training to guard our city will disdain to act like that.” (trans. Grube
1997, adapted)
Socrates employs deictics and other pronouns to discuss dramatic roles and mimetic
metamorphosis much like Dionysus in Euripides’ Bacchae. The discussion of casting cowardly
men into roles that do not fit the guardians uses the 65o¢ construction in the phrase 6cot kaxoi
TV avipdv (3.388al), which recalls Dionysus’ “however many women there were” (6o /
yovaikeg qoav, Bacch. 35£.).229 As in that passage, Socrates’ comment discusses the mechanics of
theater beyond the frame of the dialogue: Dionysus speaks at the level of the plot and at a
metatheatrical level about costuming the women of Thebes as bacchants (and the men of Athens
as women); Socrates casts and excludes dramatic characters based on the (negative)

transformative effect they have on the guardians both as audience and actors. Socrates hopes that

the negative exemplum will affect the guardians’ behavior in a positive way, that they disdain

229 See Ch. 2 (pp. 120f).
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“doing things like these men” (6pola Tovtog TolEly, 3.388a2).230 The guardians feel disgust
because of the representations, the likenesses (Opoia), of actions that are committed by wicked
men.23! Socrates prescribes that poetry should not represent men (nor serious women) lamenting,
unless they are wicked. He is not only concerned with the content of mimesis, however. Instead,
Socrates’ concern centers on the outcome of an affective education where guardians learn
through mimesis how to feel towards characters both like and unlike them. This discussion moves
from the characteristics of a particular dramatic role to the behavior effected by mimetic
metamorphosis. Socrates hopes to achieve inculcating in the guardians a sense of disdain for the
actions of “these” (obtol) inferior and unserious characters.232

Socrates claims that serious women (omovdaiat) should not be represented lamenting or
singing dirges, and we can infer that neither should serious or “reputable” (dvopaotoi) men. This
passage leaves open the possibility that serious, noble characters can be represented in the ideal
state. While the concern for much of Books 2-3 is the truth-value of poetic content and its use in
education, the affective dimension of poetry underlies this passage as well. Socrates’ concern

centers on the outcome of an affective education where guardians learn through mimesis how to

230 Socrates’ concern for poetry as a medium that conveys falsehoods is momentarily forgotten in
favor of the more pressing matter of transformation. Lear notes that mimesis has a dual nature
for Plato in the Republic: “What exactly is it about poetry that Plato considers to be so dangerous,
the fact that it can involve impersonation or its status as an appearance?” (2011: 195). Cf.
Murray, who notes that Republic reveals an ambivalence about mimesis’ usefulness, namely “the
view that mimesis is beneficial provided that its object is suitable, and the feeling that there is
something potentially harmful about mimesis in itself” (1996: 5).

231 Goldhill writes on rivalrous emotions such as envy, spite, and jealousy as part of a “politics of
feeling” (2003: 166). Tragedy often uses envy and jealousy “within the rhetoric of explanation,”
but these emotions rarely appear in tragedy and seldom motivate the plot (169). While Goldhill
does not discuss disgust, it seems to me to be another negatively-charged, rivalrous emotion.

232 In particular, as here, women. Murray argues that Plato’s attack on poetry is related to his
exclusion of the feminine (2011: 175). Plato is suspicious of dramatic impersonation partly
because men play women.
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feel towards characters who are both like and unlike them. It is important to nurture the
guardians’ disdain for wicked behavior because if the young do not laugh at these characters’
speeches as unworthy, they will think the behavior is acceptable for them to perform (3.388d).233
Socrates’ prescription aims at the end result of mimetic metamorphosis—behavioral and identity
change. Although female and servile characters should be laughable, to encourage an emotional
distance from these characters, Socrates discourages an excess of laughter, reasoning that “the
youth must not be lovers of laughter” (AN pijv 008 prhoyéwtac ye Set etvan, Resp. 3.388¢4)
because when one laughs, one seeks a change (petaffoAr}). Change threatens the stability Socrates
and the city’s founders require in the guardians.
IV. Speaking as If
Socrates finishes his examination of poetry’s content and moves to style (Aé¢¢), which is

defined as what must be said (& Aextéov) and how it must be said (¢ Aextéov) (3.392c).23¢
Socrates categorizes poetry into three poetic styles—narrative (3u)ynoig), mimesis (pipnotg), and
mixed—and revises the the quarrel of Chryses and Agamemnon at beginning of the /Ziad into a
pure narrative style with no impersonation.

Aéyel te adtog 6 momm)g kal 00dE Emyelpet HEAOV TV dlavolav AANOOE TPETEV (G

oG T 6 Aéywy 1) avtog T 88 petd tadta Homep adtog wv 6 Xpvong Aéyet kal

relpdtal fpag Ot pdAiota rofjoal pr) “Opnpov Sokelyv elval OV Aéyovta AAAA TOV

lepéa, Tpeofotny dvra. kal v AAAny 81| tdoav oyedov T oOTw TEemToinTal

, ’ N S ey s N v A 5y , . 5 ’
duynorv mepl te Tdv ev Thiw kal mept tdV ev I8axn kai 0An ’Odvooeiq

madnpdtwy. (Resp. 3.393a6-b4)

233 Goldhill writes on rivalrous emotions such as envy, spite, and jealousy as part of a “politics of
feeling” (2003: 166). Tragedy often uses envy and jealousy “within the rhetoric of explanation,”
but these emotions rarely appear in tragedy and seldom motivate the plot (169). While Goldhill
does not discuss disgust, it seems to me to be another negatively-charged, rivalrous emotion.

234 Aristotle uses similar language in the Poefics to state that different forms of mimesis, such as
dithyramb and epic, differ from each other in their subjects, media, and modes: Siapépovar &
AAAwV TpIoiy, 1] yap T &v ETépolg ppelobal i T Etepa N TO ETEPWG Kal pr) TOV adTOV TPOTOV
(Arist. Poet. 1.1447a16-18). “They differ from one other in three respects: by producing mimesis
in different media, of different objects, or in different modes” (trans. Halliwell 1995, adapted).
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“The poet himself speaks and doesn’t attempt to get us to think that

the speaker is someone other than himself. After this, however, he speaks

as if he himself were Chryses and tries as far as possible to make us think that

the speaker isn’t Homer but the priest himself—an old man. And he composes

pretty well all the rest of his narrative about events in Troy, Ithaca, and the whole

Odyssey in this way.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
The vocabulary of mimetic metamorphosis in this passage echoes that of Aristophanes and
Euripides. Socrates repeats the intensive pronoun adtég in order to distinguish and emphasize
the different speakers inherent to the narrative and mimetic styles. Socrates prefers it when a poet
speaks in third person (lit. “the poet himself speaks”; Aéyel te adtog 6 motg, 3.393a6) because
he does not persuade the audience “that the speaker is someone other than himself” (¢ aAlog
g 6 Aéywv 1) avtog, 3.393a7).235 The distinction between third and first person here is an
important one. If the poet speaks in the voice of a character, i.e. in first person, it may turn one’s
thought (Siavoia) because speech is one way a character’s thought is conveyed.236 Mimesis
represents speech as belonging to another, and it is this sense of alterity that is problematic for
Socrates because one can adopt another’s thoughts as one’s own.237

Socrates prefers a diegetic style because otherwise Homer “speaks as if’ himself’ were

Chryses” ((omep avtog wv 6 Xpvong Aéyel, 3.393a8). This threatens Homer’s being as well as

the belief in the stability of being because the poet momentarily becomes another person and is

235 Socrates narrates the discussion in the Republic in such a mixed style, comprised of the first
and third person. He notes that “I went down” (xatéf3nv) to the Piraeus, for example. He will
give speaker tags, but often uses direct, and not indirect, speech. Cf. Blondell: “Plato’s choice of
“dramatic” form self-consciously raises the question of whether one person can ever speak for
another” (2002: 20).

236 For diavowa as an important characteristic in tragedy, cf. Arist. Poet. 6.1449b36-5029.

237 While Lear does not think impersonation is implied in mimesis here, he also notes that
mimesis produces otherness: “The audience does not experience /zm as present at all. In fact, so
far as the success of the mimesis is concerned, it is neither here nor there whether the poet is
present. What is essential to mimesis is that the poet creates an appearance other than an

appearance of himself.” (2011: 201)
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not himself. In this passage, Socrates makes use of the participle ¢v, which we have seen is a key
feature of mimetic metamorphosis. When Socrates notes that Chryses “is an old man,” he uses
the same participle (rpeofoty 6vta, 3.393b2). Socrates is concerned about the false belief
mimesis instills in the audience—Homer “makes it seem” (rodjoat...0okelv, 3.393b1) as though
he is not Homer but Chryses—yet the use of elpi shows that there is a performative aspect to
being, that it is not as stable as Socrates would like.?38 Homer is in some sense “being” Chryses,
“being” an old man, even if Socrates wants to frame this as deceptive. Homer being and
speaking “as if” (comep) he is another person allows a fluidity of being that goes beyond mere
pretense. “Speaking as if” 1s an important component of Plato’s Socratic dialogues, for example,
when characters speak ironically or as if they are not themselves (e.g. Glaucon on behalf of those
who praise injustice, 2.361e). 239

When Socrates categorizes poetic styles, he responds to a point of Adeimantus’ with the
unmarked aside “as you say” (Gbomep ov Aéyeg, 3.394c1), which reminds us at a metatheatrical
level that this dialogue is composed in a dramatic form, that Plato speaks as i/’ he were Socrates,
Adeimantus, and the other interlocutors.

1] pév did pprjoewg O6An Eotiv, omep ob Aéyelg, Tpaywdia te xal kwpwdia, 1) 8¢ 8’
arayyeliag adtod tod momtod. (Resp. 3.394¢1-2)

“One kind of poetry and story-telling employs only imitation—tragedy and
comedy, as you say. Another kind employs only narration by the poet
himself” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)

238 Cf. Dicaeopolis’ comment to Lamachus at the end of the Acharnians (el Ttwyog v, Ar. Ach.
579). See Ch. 1 (pp. 46f.).

239 See Billings on deceit (Araty) in Gorgias: “Though we must at some level retain a
consciousness that the stage-world is not our own world, we react-at least at some level-as if it
were. Gorgias' paradox elides this ‘as if” quality of drama, the gap between mimésis and reality,
and Sophocles does much the same, spotlighting the consequences of deception for the deceived,
and curiously enough, the justice’ of the deceiver” (2018: 50).
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Socrates contrasts poetry produced by pure narrative (arayyehia), his explicit preference, with
poetry composed completely through imitation (f] pév did pprjoewg 6An éotiv, 3.394cl). Tragedy
and comedy, the genres par excellence of the purely mimetic style, are apposed to this definition.
Socrates calls back to an earlier statement made by Adeimantus with this little phrase “as you
say,” but the context adds a layer irony to the discussion given the dramatic frame of the
dialogue. Socrates’ discussion with his interlocutors, what they say and how they say it, is effected
entirely through mimesis, just as tragedy and comedy are.

Mimesis, by Socrates’ definition, is set against the ethics of the ideal city. In Book 1
Socrates claims that the individuals of the city are not like one another, but Homer (and all
mimetic poetry) likens language to each character. When a poet speaks in person as a character,
he likens (6po16w) his speech to that speaker. Not only is there a disguise or level of deception in
his speech, but the poet changes his speech in some way to make it different. This takes place, as
in Socrates’ example of the Chryses episode from Book 1 of the liad, during the change from the
diegetic third person to the mimetic first person.

AN Srav yé Tva Aéyn oty 6¢ Tic dAog Gv, dp’ 0d THTE Hpo1odY adTdv
prioopev Ot pdAiota v avtod ALy EkAoTw OV AV TPOENT WS EPOoDVTA;
Prjoopev - Tl yap;

O0kodV 6 ye 6polody eavtdv AAA 1 Katd pwviv i} katd oyfjpa ppetobai Eotv
éketvov @ av g Opolot;

Tipny;

"Ev 81| 1 t010010, 1§ £0ikev, 0UTOG Te Kaid of AANot o Tal Sid pupfjoews T
dujynow moodvrat. (Resp. 3.393b9-c8)

“But when he makes a speech as if he were someone else, won’t we say that he
makes his own style as much like that of the indicated speaker as possible?”

“We certainly will.”

“So, 1sn’t likening himself to another either in voice or body imitating that person,
whomever it is he likens himself to?”

“Certainly.”

“In these passages, then, it seems that he and the other poets effect their narrative
through imitation.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
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Whenever Homer composes a speech that is the voice of another character, he likens his style
(A€d1g) to that character. Socrates plays on the double meanings of AéZig, which can be translated
both as “style” (as in the passage above) and also as “speech.” Not only does Homer change his
own speech from the third person voice of the narrator to the first person voice of the speaker, he
also changes his “style” from the diegetic to the mimetic. By taking on the speech of another, a
poet takes on the mimetic style. The language here implies mimesis is inherently dramatic even in
the readerly genre of dialogue, as likening one’s speech occurs in the voice (pwvr)) as well as in
the body (oyfjpa).240

Socrates juxtaposes pronouns such as aAhog (“another), adtog (“he”), ékaotog (“each”),
éketvog (“that”), and éavtod (“of himself,” “his own”) to demarcate Homer from his characters.
The confusion of persons and pronouns is an essential part of mimetic metamorphosis as we
have seen, for example, in Aristophanes’ Frogs. When Homer “speaks as if himself were Chryses”
(Gomep adtog v 6 Xpoong Aéyel, 3.393a8), thus convincing his audience “that the speaker is
someone other than himself” (¢ @Ahog Tig 6 Aéywv i adtdg, 3.393a7), “he” (adtog) is likening
“his own” (¢avtod) speech to each person (Ekaotog) in his poem. Socrates presents a parallel to
the transformation from first to third person—the pronominal transformation from the reflexive
and intensive pronoun to the indefinite (i.e. I: he :: he himself/his own : another). Socrates’
sentence attempts to track mimetic metamorphosis, but in doing so he disorients—who s

Homer? When he composes his poetry, is he himself or another?24! .

240 On Plato’s reader “doing philosophy,” the very thing the dialogues represent, cf. Blondell: “A
reader or actor speaking lines composed by another is in a certain sense doing philosophy, if she
rehearses original philosophical views, in so far as she either internalizes of engages with those
views.” (2002: 27, emphasis in original)

241 This question and reaction are of course most notably present in Kinsman and Agathon’s

discussion at Ar. Thesm. 130ff. Cf. Ch. 1 (49f.).
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Socrates continues to disorient with a chiastic sentence, in which the jumble of pronouns
and questions about identity becomes even more entangled: “So, isn’t likening (t6 6po10dv)
himself (Eavtov) to another (GAAw) either in voice or body imitating that person (éxetvov),
whomever (¢ &v) it is he likens (ti¢ 6poiof) himself to?” (Resp. 3.393c4-5). The verb 6potdw
(“liken”) appears near the beginning and end, at the emphatic positions, of the sentence, which
further highlights this repetition. The repetition of an accusative pronoun followed by a dative
pronoun forms the chiastic structure ABB’A’: A (6podéw); B (acc. pron., dat. pron.); B’ (acc. pron.,
dat. pron.); A’ (6potdéw). The rhetorical figure chiasmus emphasizes repeated phrases and ideas
and draws attention to the interaction of these ideas. The notion of likening (6podw) is
triangulated with two other points—oneself (éavtdv) and another (GAAog, éxetvog). The action of
likening is complicated by the multiple pronouns used for the other person to whom one likens
oneself and the different forms of the verb. The neuter participle t0 6powodv is disembodied and
abstract whereas the verb in the relative clause (6pouoi) is finite. The chiastic sentence structure
draws one’s attention to the interconnectedness of these ideas, but also shows how likeness
produces difference at a grammatical as well as ontological level.

This chiastic effect is strengthened by the repetition of the conjunction 1} (“or”) and the
prepositional phrase with xata (“either in voice or body”; 1] katd pwvrVv 1] katd oyfjpa,
3.393¢4-5). The sentence hinges upon the predicate (ppetoBai éotiv, 3.393¢5), which appears in
the middle of the chiasmus. This complicated sentence structure serves as a definition of mimesis
(“1sn’t likening...mimesis?”) that, through its use of pronouns and emphasis on likeness and

difference, shows how Plato has adopted the language and themes of mimetic metamorphosis
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from his dramatic predecessors.2#2 Socrates reveals that he has dramatic enactment in mind in his
definition of mimetic poetry even as he uses Homer as his prime example, as he allows for
mimesis that is performed “either in voice or body.”243
Socrates then raises the question whether guardians should be involved in mimesis. He
answers with the tenet of specialization, each person should have only one occupation, returning
to the beginning of the dialogue.?4*
T68e toivov, & Adeipavte, dBpet, TOTEPOV PPN TIKOOC Pty el elvatl TodE pOAaKAC
1] 0D - ] xal todto tolg Epnpoobev Emetal, 6Tt eig £xaotog &v pév av émtdevpa
KaA&G emtndedol, ToAAA & 0d, AM’ el ToDTo Emiyelpot, TOADV EPATTOPEVOS
TAVTWYV arotoyyavot av, ot etvai mov eEANGYpog; (Resp. 3.394¢1-6)
“Then, consider, Adeimantus, whether our guardians should be imitators or not.
Or does this also follow from our earlier statement that each individual would do a
fine job of one occupation, not of many, and that if he tried the latter and
dabbled in many things, he’d surely fail to achieve distinction in any of
them?” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
There are two threads to disentangle in this passage: first, Socrates implies that mimesis i3
harmful to being. He asks Adeimantus to consider “whether our guardians should be imitators or
not” (o tepov pupnTikodg Hptv Sef etvar todg poAakag fj od, 3.394e1-2). To be mimetic (ppmtixoi

Set elvau) is at issue because it affects one’s being and changes who one is. Second, mimesis is

pitted against the work of the guardians because its aims are multiple, not singular. Socrates

242 Socrates defines poetry in which the poet does not hide himself at all as non-mimetic: Ei 8¢ ye
pndapod avtdv ArokpdITorto O oW TG, Toa Av adTQ Avey P oews 1 Toinoig Te kal
duqynoig yeyovoia ein. (Resp. 3.393¢10-d1) “If the poet never hid himself, the whole of his poem
would be narrative without imitation” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)

243 Socrates treats Homer as a tragic poet, noting that epic poetry is composed of the mixed style,
which comprises narrative and mimesis, but does not explicitly refer to the embodiment of
rhapsodes as they recite poetry. In Plato’s Jon, the rhapsode Ion 1s affected by the Homeric poems
to such an extent that he weeps and his hair stands on end (Pl. Jon 535b1-c8).

244 Aristotle avoids this issue in the Poetics by claiming that poets do not need to know everything
they represent because poetry does not have same standards of correctness as politics or other

arts (Poet. 25.1460b6-22).
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emphasizes the individuality of the guardian (ei¢c £xaotog) and their work (8v émt)devpa) and
contrasts this with the impossibility of doing many things well (toA\d & 00). According to this
logic, performing multiple jobs or imitating multiple people is as undesirable as being multiple.
Socrates defines mimesis through the deictics of “this is that” and equates attempting
“this” (todto, 1.e. mimesis) with failing “those” (lit. “many,” moAAa; “all,” wavta). According to
Socrates, the declension of mimesis is in the plural.
The specialization of each citizen in Kallipolis results in the exclusion of the guardians
from mimetic art.
Yx0Af dpa émndedoet yé T dpa v alinwv Adyov émtndevpdtwy xal ToAd
pproetal Kai EoTal PipnTIkog, emel wov ovde [td] Sokodvta &yydg AAAwY elval
Svo pprpata ddvavtal ol adtol dpa ev pupetobal, olov kwpwdiav kal Tpaywdiav
TOOBVTEG. 1] 00 pprjpata dpt todtw exares; (Resp. 3.395al1-5)
“Then, he’ll hardly be able to pursue any worthwhile way of life while at the same
time imitating many things and being an imitator. Even in the case of two kinds of
imitation that are thought to be closely akin, such as tragedy and comedy, the
same people aren’t able to do both of them well. Did you not just say that these
were both imitations?” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
Socrates distinguishes mimesis from worthwhile pursuits (td a&ia Adyov émtndedpara,
3.395al-2), which looks forward to the distinction between the works of craftsmen and mimesis
in Book 10. Curiously, Socrates also divides the activity of mimesis (moAAd pprjoetal) from being
imitative (Eotal pupnTiog, 3.395a2). One issue here is the temporality inherent to being
something more than once, which takes place “simultaneously” (Gpa) and does not progress over

time as the education of the guardians does. Socrates states that no one can be a rhapsode and

actor simultaneously (O08¢ pr|v papwdol ye xal vrokprrai apa, 3.395a7).245 Socrates pushes the

245 'This 1s partly at issue in Plato’s Jon. Socrates is determined to discredit Ion of his ability to
interpret Homer in addition to perform as a rhapsode. E.g., cf. Pl. Jon 530d2-3: “No one else who
has ever existed is able to speak so many fine thoughts about Homer as I can” (...o0te GAhog
00BEl TOV TOTOTE Yevopévwy Eoyev elrelv 00Tw ToAAg kal kahdg diavoiag mept ‘Oprjpov doag
EYW).
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concept of specialization to its limits by claiming that imitators cannot produce different kinds of
imitations, even those that seem to be similar to one another (td Soxodvta £yydg AAAwY eival,
3.395a3), such as comedy and tragedy.246
Socrates uses the noun pipnpa for objects of imitation and the media in which they are

represented.?4” This distances the activity of likening or imitating something to a passive object,
which looks forward to the definition of mimesis as a mere copy of physical objects, far-removed
from the truth.

Kai €1 ye todtwv, ¢ Adeipavre, paiverai pot el¢ opkpOTEPA Katakekeppatiotat

1| T0d avBpwmov oG, Hote Adbvatog elvan ToMa kakdg ppetobay, 1| adtd

éketva Tpattey wv o1 kal Td ppnpatd oty apopowwpata. (Resp. 3.395b4-7)

“And human nature, Adeimantus, seems to me to be minted in even smaller coins

than these, so that it can neither imitate many things well nor do the actions

themselves, of which those imitations are likenesses.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
Socrates couches his position about human nature (1] T0d avBpomov ¢pvoig, 3.395b5) within the
idea of mere appearance (“it seems to me”; paivetai pot, 3.395b4). Considering he is making a
strong claim about mimesis, it is interesting that his statement is weakened and made ambiguous
by this. Socrates not only contrasts physis with mimesis but claims that mimesis is actually harmful
to it. The earlier claim that individuals are unique and their occupations should be specialized is
now applied more generally to human nature. The attempt to perform multiple occupations or
be multiple things will harm one’s physis. This results in a person whose physis is incapable of
imitating many things well (Gote aSOvatog efvar ToAd kaAd¢ ppeiobal, 3.395b6) or doing
many things (i adta éxetva tpattery, 3.395b6-7). Imitation (upetoBai) and performance

(mpdttewv) are contrasted here, but so is their object—the singular opposed to the plural.

246 This, contrary to Socrates’ belief that the same person can compose tragedy and comedy in
the Symposium (223c6-d6)!
247 For history of pipnpa and original meaning of “copy of nature,” cf. Else (1958: 77f.).
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Socrates treats imitations as passive objects and defines them as copies (ta parjpata éotiv
adopowwvpata, 3.395b7). This looks forward to the treatment of mimesis as passive in Book 10.
Socrates relies on essentialism of identity (e.g. nature is singular), yet he uses the verb eivau to
mark the end of transformations. Physis is torn apart and cut up into smaller pieces when it is
disorganized and attempts to imitate many things, resulting in it “being incapable” (¢ote
advvartog etvar). If we read this with Gorgias in mind, even the copy has being (2ov).248 Even in
this passage, where mimesis is treated as passive, we see the deictics of “this is that,” where the
successful imitation of many objects (mToAAQ) is treated as just as impossible for the individual
specialist as performing those very things (adtd éketva).

Socrates makes an exception here, however, for guardians who imitate good or fitting
models from childhood on.

J A \ -~ ~ \ 7 4 b \ ) ’ b) ’
gav O¢ ppdvtal, ppeloBat td todtolg Tpootkovta e0BVg ex Taidwy, avopeiovg,
ohppovag, 6aiovg, ElevBEpoug, kal Td ToladTa Tavta, Ta 8¢ avehedBepa prjte
noelv prjte Servodg elvau pprjoacBal, pnde aAlo pndev Tdv aioypdv, iva pry €x
TG pprjoewg tod elval AroAdavowaoty. 1) o0k fofnoal dt1 ai pproerg, Eav éx véwv
Hppw dateréowaty, el €01 te xal pvov xabiotavtal kal katd oOpa kal Gwvag
kad kata v didvolav; (Resp. 3.395¢3-d3)
“If they do imitate, they must imitate from childhood what is appropriate for
them, namely, people who are courageous, self-controlled, pious, and free, and
their actions. They mustn’t be clever at doing or imitating slavish or shameful
actions, so they do not they come to enjoy the reality from enjoying the imitation.
Or haven’t you noticed that imitations practiced from youth become part of
nature and settle into habits of body, voice, and thought?” (trans. Grube 1997,
adapted)
Socrates claims that the characters and events guardians must imitate are those that are fitting to
them (ta tovtoig mpoonkovta, 3.395¢4). The objects of imitation must be appropriate for, yet

distinct from, the guardians. Socrates moves between the neuter and masculine plural and

expands upon the characters the guardians may emulate (“courageous, self-controlled, pious, and

248 Cf. Gorg. On not Being (DK 82 B 3).
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free”) with the pronoun towdtog (td Towdta Tavta, 3.395¢5-6). He makes use of the preposition
éx several times in this passage to mark the temporality of these imitations (“straightaway from
childhood”; e0B0¢ ék maidwv, 3.395¢4-5; “from youth”; éx véwv, 3.395d1), noting the gradual
changes that occur over time as the guardians become habituated to the characters they imitate.
The other use of &k in this passage is causal—mnot only does mimesis occur over time but
it can result in altered being: “so they do not they come to enjoy the reality from enjoying the
imitation” (fva pry &k Th¢ pproewc tod etvar drohadowaty, 3.395¢7-8). The verb droladw can
be translated as “to take advantage of,” “derive benefit from,” and also “enjoy,” and its object is
being (6 eivar). The pleasure of mimesis, both the playacting in performance and the enjoyment
of an audience, is problematic for Socrates. Mimesis is the root cause for the guardians taking
pleasure in (and therefore abusing) playacting and actually “being” characters inimical to their
assigned roles in the ideal city. This shows that being is at stake in the question of mimesis: one
can take on the being of another just as easily as one takes up the role of a character in a drama.
If being can change, if mimetic metamorphosis is a possibility, being is a of form of
becoming. Indeed, Socrates claims that imitations performed over time “become part of nature
and settle into habits of body, voice, and thought™ (el¢ €01 te xai Ppvov xaBioTavtal kai kaTa
o®pa kal pwvag kai katd v didvoway, 3.395d1-3). This opens up a view of mimesis that differs
from that of mere appearance because it can change one’s character and physis. Socrates
awareness of mimesis’ relationship to being and becoming dictate the musical education of the
youths in the state. It is precisely because of the behavioral change that mimesis can effect that it
must be controlled (and later exiled). Socrates again seems to have drama in mind here when he
states that these habits and natures that are established occur “in body, voice, and thought” (xata

o®dpa kal pwvag kai katd v didvoway, 3.395d2-3).
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Socrates’ outline for musical education is geared towards the end result of transformation.
The youths who make up the guardians must become good men, so they cannot imitate women
or other characters lacking in virtue.
O 81 émtpédopey, v 8 &y, Gv papev k) deabat kai Selv adtods AvSpagc
ayabodg yevéaBai, yovaika pipetoBar Avdpag dvtag, 1 véav 1 tpecutépay, 1
avdpi hodopovpévny ) Tpog Beods €pilovody te kal peyaAavyovPEVIV, OIOPEVIV
evdaipova eivay, 1) &v ovpdopalis te kai Tévheov xai Bprvoig éxopévny -
xapvovoav 8¢ 1) épdoav | Mdivovoav, Tolod kai defjoopev. (Resp. 3.395d5-¢2)
“Then we won’t allow those for whom we profess to care, and who must grow into
good men, to imitate either a young woman or an older one, or one abusing her
husband, quarreling with the gods, or bragging because she thinks herself happy,
or one suffering misfortune and possessed by sorrows and lamentations, and even
less one who 15 1ll, in love, or in labor.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
Socrates stresses to his interlocutors that the guardians must become good men (8etv adtovg
avdpag ayabovg yevéobay, 3.395d5-6), thus recognizing that poetry has a transformative effect,
but he also emphasizes an essentialist notion of identity: the guardians should not imitate women
“because they are men” (Avdpag dvrag, 3.395d6-7).
The use of the participle v recalls its use in Aristophanes both to mark the end result of
transformation and the performative aspect of “being” someone or something. In particular, it

recalls Kinsman’s reaction to Agathon.

K1, G\ ) TodAog pév e’ &y yap ody 6pd
avdp’ o0déV’ evBad’ ovta, Kvprivnyy 8 6p®. (Ar. Thesm. 95-98)

Ki.: Am I blind? Because I don’t see any man here, but a Cyrene.249

249 For more in-depth discussion of this passage, see Ch. 1 (pp. 49f.). Murray argues that mimesis
in Plato is inherently feminine and refers to this scene: “Furthermore, the notion of munésis in the
sense that it 1s used in Book III (i.e. impersonation) seems to be bound up from the start with
questions of gender. The first time it occurs is in Aristophanes’ 7 hesmophoriazusae where Euripides
and his relative, Mnesilochus, call on the tragic poet Agathon, and find him dressed in drag, and
in the very act of creation” (2011: 187).
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Beyond the comical reaction inherent in Kinsman’s exclamation, there is an implicit claim about
being and identity: since Agathon imitates women and crossdresses as part of his mimetic
method of composition, he is not a man. Mimetic metamorphosis affects Agathon’s being (¢v),
but we can also read this as performative: Agathon is not currently “being” a man, but a woman.
Socrates forbids men from imitating women, but his language draws on Aristophanes’ depiction
of the tragic mimesis of women.
Agathon responds to Euripides’ Kinsman with a theory of mimetic metamorphosis. He

can become and therefore represent a woman by altering his body:

) ~ s n ~ 5 ~ ’

avdpeia 8’ v moIf TG, £V TG owpaTt

gveod’ Oapyov 1000, @ 8’ 00 xextrpeda,

pipnoig on tadta cvvOnpedetat. (Thesm. 154-56)

If someone composes dramas featuring men, this subject matter is present in his
body. But mimesis already hunts out what we do not possess.

Agathon acknowledges that being informs his poetry: “This,” that is, the experience of being a
man, “is present in his body” (év 1@ odpat / Evecd’ dmapyov todt, 155). But being is a slippery
thing that turns the poet in this example into an indefinite “someone” (tg, 154) who can hunt out
(ovvBnpedetal, 156) whatever characteristics do not belong to him naturally. Socrates wants to
censor the content and form of poetry because imitators such as Agathon can take on new
characteristics that he did not already possess and becoming something new.

The Republic passage works in a similar vein. For Socrates, the end goal of the guardians’
education is that they become men. Yet, he also reveals a belief similar to that of Kinsman that
mimesis can negatively affect being. He emphasizes the essential identity of the guardians as men
(Avdpeg Ovteg, 3.395d6-7) and the need for them to “be men” in the performative sense. Thus,
the founders of the city will not allow the guardians to imitate a woman out of concern that they

become women. The elaborated list of the kinds of women the guardians should not imitate
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reads as a list of tragic women roles.25? Not only does Plato seem to acknowledge Aristophanes’
conception of mimetic metamorphosis here, but we can see in Socrates’ statement a sort of
cryptogram that alludes to that Thesmophoriazusae scene and revises the way Agathon performs his
gender.! The guardians “must themselves become good men” (etv adtovg avdpag ayabodg
yevéaBay, 3.395d5-6), or we can revise this to “the men must become good.” Agathon’s name
derives from this same adjective “good” (dyaBdg). In Socrates’ prescription for appropriate
mimesis we can now see a rejoinder to those who imitate women with no concern for how it
affects their being: “Agathon must become a man” (e avdpa tov AyadBwva yéveabai).252

Near the end of the discussion of poetry in Book 3 of the Republic, Socrates puns on the

congruity between the guardians and the dramatic poetry they perform and observe. The

9 ¢

adjective pétplog (“modest,” “moderate”) derives from the noun pétpov, which can be translated

as “measure” or also “meter.”253

6 pév pot Sokel, Qv 8’ &y, pétplog aviyp, metdav aiknral &v i Smynoet & AéZy
Tva 7 Tpa&v Avipog ayabod, eBeArioery g adTOg MV Eketvog AmayyéAerv kai odk
aloyvveloBau émi tf] Towad Ty ppfoet...6tav 8¢ ylyvital katd tva éavtod avaliov,
o0k éBelrjoerv omovdi| Arealey EavTtov @ Yeipovy, el pn) dpa katd Bpayd, dtav
TLYXPNOTOV Toif], A aloyvveloBal, dpa pév aydpvaoctog v tod pmpeiobal Todg
T0100TOVG, Apa 8¢ kal Suoyepaiviy aTOV EKPATTEY TE Kal EVITTAvVAL G TOUG TV
KaKIOVwV tomovg, atipalwy T diavoiq, 6t pr| Taudiag xapwv. (Resp. 3.396¢6-¢1)

“Well, I think that when a moderate man comes upon the words or actions of a
good man in his narrative, he’ll be willing to report them as if he were that man
himself, and he won’t be ashamed of such an imitation....When he comes upon a
character unworthy of himself, however, he’ll be unwilling to make himself
seriously resemble that inferior character—except perhaps for a short time when
he’s doing something good. Rather he’ll be ashamed to do something like that,

250 E.g. “striving with the gods and boasting,” Niobe; “in the midst of misfortune, grief, and
lamentations,” Hecabe.

251 See Shoptaw 2002 for this idea of “lyric cryptography.”

252 Halliwell argues that Plato signals that all mimetic art has a transformative, psychological
power at the conclusion of the first critique on poetry (2002: 73).

253 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) & Frisk (1960-72) s.v. pétpov.
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both because he’s unpracticed in the imitation of such people and because he
can’t stand to shape and mold himself according to a worse pattern. He despises
this in his mind, unless it’s done in play.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
The guardian who fits into Socrates’ educational poetic program may safely perform a role like
himself and not become immoderate, unmeasured, or unmetrical. Indeed, unlike Homer who
speaks in the role of Chryses, it is permissible for the guardian to play the good man and speak
“as if he were that man himself” (®b¢ adtog v éketvog, 3.396¢8).

Socrates imagines the performer identifying with his character, and we can imagine that
the guardians in the audience, who share the same education as the performer, will also be able
to empathize with representations of a good man and his actions. The adjective towodtog (“such,”
“such as this”) in the phrase “of such an imitation” (éri tfj Towadty ppfoel, 3.396¢9) hints at this
possibility—if the guardian qua performer recognizes himself in the representation of “such” a
character and story (variously called “good,” “serious,” or “noble”), then the guardian qua
spectator or reader will as well. Socrates limits the time (“for a short time”; xatd Bpayd, 3.396d5)
guardians may be allowed to imitate an inferior character and also the context, “when he’s doing
something good” (6tav T ypnotov moif), 3.396d5-6). This limitation on the kinds of characters
that are acceptable to imitate reveals a recognition of the transformative power of mimesis. The
guardians may play characters like themselves since it will reinforce their education, but they can
be changed if they play characters unlike themselves, and that change can in turn affect the
audience.

V. Conclusion
At the end of Book 3, Socrates allows a limited form of mimetic poetry into the state. He

claims that a moderate man will willingly narrate the speech or action of a good man in the voice

of that man. In the final section of this chapter, I turn to Book 10, where all mimetic poetry is
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exiled from the state. In Book 10 Socrates acknowledges the affective quality of poetry and
depicts poetry as metamorphic. I show how Socrates returns to the language of seeming and
being that marks his discussion of poetry in the first critique of mimesis and claim that this leaves
doubt as to whether mimesis should be exiled or not. The guardians are permitted to imitate
characters that model appropriate behavior in Book 3, but when Socrates returns to the topic of
poetry in Book 10, he revises his stance. Now that he and his interlocutors have distinguished the
different parts of the soul, they discover they correctly formed their ideal state “by allowing no
poetry which is mimetic in any way” (T'6 pndapfi tapadéyecbat adtiig 601 ppnriky,
10.595a5).254

Socrates returns to poetry because he finds mimesis’ capacity to affect poets, actors, and
audiences problematic.

Axodwv okdmeL ol yap mov BérTiotol Hpdv dxpompevol ‘Oprjpov 1) AAAoL TIvOg
TOV TPAYQWSOTOIDV PIPOVPEVOL TIVA TQV HPpOwV €V TéEVBeL dvta kal pakpay
pfiotv drmoteivovta &v toig d8vppoic 1| kai {dovTag Te kai komTopévoug, olad’ dtl
Yaipopév te xal évidvteg Nuag adtodg émdpeda oopmaoyovteg kai omovdalovteg
gravodpev wg ayabov motry, 6¢ av nuag 0t pakiota odTw Sabi).

Oida - g § o

‘Otav 8¢ oiketdv tivi fiudv kfSog yévntal, 2vvoets ad bt émi ¢ évavtip
kaAMwmlopeba, av Suvipeba fovyiav ayewv kai kKapTepety, wg ToOTO pev avopog
Ov, éketvo 88 yovaikog, 6 tote émnvodpev. (Resp. 10.605¢9-¢l)

“Listen, then, and consider whether it can or not. When even the best of us hear
Homer or some other tragedian imitating one of the heroes grieving and making
a long lamenting speech or singing and beating his breast, you know that we
enjoy it, give ourselves up to following it, sympathize with the hero, take his
sufferings seriously, and praise as a good poet the one who affects us most in this
way.”

“Of course we do.”

“But when one of us suffers a private loss, you realize that the opposite happens.
We pride ourselves if we are able to keep quiet and be steadfast, for we think that

254 Murray argues that Plato’s claims in Book 3 against mimesis and the assimilation of
performers to their characters are then applied to all poetry in Book 10. In Book 3 not all poetry
1s mimetic, but it is dangerous, but in Book 10 all poetry is treated as mimetic and condemned as

worthless (1992: 41f)).
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this is the manly thing to do and that behavior, which we praised before, is
womanish.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)

Socrates fears this transformative aspect of poetry because the representations of characters
lamenting on stage, while tragic, befit women and not men. Earlier in the Republic, however,
Socrates claims that lamentation and other tragic behaviors do not befit all women, but those
who are not serious (008¢ tadTaig omovdaiag, 3.387¢11-388al). From this one can infer that
there are some serious roles that serious men and women (omovdaiol) can play.

Seeming and being are contrasted here as well even as Socrates considers the affective
aspect of poetry. Socrates uses the verb ppéopau (“imitate”) for Homer and other poets who
represent characters in poetry and the participle ¢v to describe the imitated hero in mourning
(lit. “one of the heroes being in grief”; tvd t@v fpowv év TévBer 6vta, 10.605¢10-d1). The
participial form of the verb eipi reappears when Socrates categorizes certain behaviors as being
(6v) masculine (keeping a stiff upper lip) and feminine (lamentation, singing, striking one’s breast)
10070 P&V Avopdg dv, éketvo 8¢ yovaikdg, Resp. 10.605d9). That the poetically represented
character can be in mourning is problematic for the essentialist conception of identity and
gender roles Socrates wants to define here. Seeming and being intersect and complicate affect in
this passage. Socrates does not want his guardians to change through lamentation or think that
behavior is appropriate to them, but as we have seen in Aristophanes and Euripides, being is
often represented as the end result of transformation. A man in mourning can become a
mournful man.

Socrates turns seeming and being inside out. He defines masculine and feminine behavior
by noting to Glaucon that men “take pride in” keeping quiet about their misfortune. The

denominative verb xaAAwmi{opat (“pride oneself in,” Resp. 10.605d8) derives from the words for
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beauty (kaA\og) and face (60).255 The verb in the active voice can be translated as “beautify the

9 ¢

face,” “give a fair appearance,” or “embellish,” and in the middle voice (as above) as “adorn
oneself” or “make a display.” The behavior Socrates urges men to perform is itself a kind of
appearance-making by hiding one’s emotions (“keep quiet,” fiovyiav ayew; “be steadfast,”
kaptepely, 10.605d8-9). Socrates also makes use of the mimetic formula “this 1s that” in order to
arbitrarily assign gender roles: “this is the manly thing to do, and that womanish” (¢g todto pev
avdpog Ov, éketvo 8¢ yovaikog, 10.605d9). The coordinating particles pév...5¢... set up the
contrast between todto and éxetvo, but the use of the “this is that” formula and the verb eipi
reveal an ambiguity between the inside and outside of mimetic representation and reality (and, in
this case, gender).

After Socrates claims that the audience empathizes (copraoyovteg, 10.605d) with
grieving characters, he argues that being subjected to the emotions of others ultimately
destabilizes and changes the subject.

AoyileaBat yap otpat dAiyorg Tioly péteotiv dti dmoradety avaykn Amd Thv
aAhotpiwy &g Ta oixela - Bpépavta yap &v Ekeivoig ioyvpov TO EAEVOV 00 PAdIoV
v 101¢ avtod mabeot xatéyewv. (Resp. 10.606b5-8)
“I suppose that only a few are able to figure out that enjoyment of other people’s
sufferings is necessarily transferred to our own and that the pitying part, if it is
nourished and strengthened on the sufferings of others, won’t be easily held in
check when we ourselves suffer.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
Socrates forbids the enjoyment (aroladewv) of others’ suffering in poetry, just as he forbids
guardians from enjoying being another person when they imitate another (iva pr| éx tfig

ppRoews Tod eival drodadowaty, 3.395¢7-8). When we take pleasure in the emotions depicted

in poetry, we transfer another’s experiences into our own (Ao TV AAhotpiwv &g Ta oikela,

255 On formation and meaning of xaAhwnil{w, cf. Chantraine (1968-77) s.v. xaAog.
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10.606b6-7). Empathizing with characters, even with characters that are treated as suitable for
the state in Book 3, endangers the stability of citizens’ sense of selthood.256

If guardians take on the opinions, habits, and suffering of another, they may no longer be
fit to serve as guardians. Likewise, the regulation of artisans to a particular field of expertise
becomes unstable if they begin to adopt another person’s experiences and beliefs. The pronouns
éxetvog (“that person”) and éavtod (“of himself”) as well as the possessive adjectives aAAMGTpLog
(“of/belonging to another”) and oikefog (“one’s own”) highlight this problem. By nourishing pity
in those situations (év ékeivoig) that belong to others, the theatergoer has difficulty restraining the
same emotion in his own suffering (¢v toi¢ avtod taBeot, 10.606b7-8). The adoption of someone
else’s emotions (ta AMdtpa) invades one’s own (eig ta oiketa, 10.606b6-7). In this passage
Socrates sees emotion as something one nourishes or tends (Bpépavta, 10.606b7). The verb
Tpé¢dw 1n this passage is glossed as “contain within oneself,” but it can also serve as a metaphor

3% <¢

for child-rearing (“bring up,” “rear”).257 By nourishing emotions such as pity, we allow them to
grow within us. Growth, while natural, allows for change, which problematizes Socrates’ view of
an essential nature and for the goal of nourishing a particular kind of character in the guardians
of the ideal city.

Mimetic poetry can produce many different kinds of passions in us that one should not
feel. Socrates revises his stance from Book 3 to 10 because poetry is dangerous, transformative,

and corruptive to the performers and audiences who empathize with it.

Kai mepl ddppodioiwy d1) kai Bupod kai wepl Taviwy tov EmbopntikGy e kai
Amnpdv kad 18éwv év T Puyfl, & 81 papev maon mpalet npiv exeobat, 6T

256 Cf. Halliwell, who states that the “intense imaginative sympathy” of Book 10 “constitutes, on
Plato’s premises, a compromise to the integrity of the individual, thereby threatening, in some
degree, to turn ‘one person’ into ‘many’” (2002: 93). Cf. Lada on sympathy, empathy, and
identification (1993: 101).

257 Cf. LS]J s.v. tpépw IL.6.
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toadta Nuag 1) otk pipnoig épyaletar - tpéder yap tadta apdovoa, Séov
adypely, kal dpyovta nuiv xabiotnowv, déov dpyecbar adtd iva Peitiovg te kai
edOapoVETTEPOL AVTL YEPOVWYV Kai ABMwTépwY yryvapeba. (Resp. 10.606d1-7)
‘And in the case of sex, anger, and all the desires, pleasures, and pains that we
say accompany all our actions, poetic imitation has the very same effect on us. It
nurtures and waters them and establishes them as rulers in us when they ought to
dry up and be ruled, for that way we’ll become better and happier rather than
worse and more wretched.” (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
Socrates returns to the metaphor of rearing and nourishment, but here it is mimetic poetry itself
(fy ok pipnoig, 10.606d3-4), not the individual, that nourishes (tpé¢per) emotions. Poetry
“waters” (@pSovoa) these emotions in us, letting them grow rampant, when instead they “should
dry up” or “be parched” (3éov adypetv, 10.606d3-4). Socrates links the metaphor of
nourishment and growth with the transformations he would prefer audiences to undergo, from
worse to better (iva Beltiovg te xal eddaipovéatepot avt xelpdvwy kai ABAwTEPwWY yryvopeda,
10.606d6-7). He casts affective qualities of mimetic poetry in a negative light and acknowledges
the transformative power of poetry.

While some critics read the exile of poetry in the Republic as Socrates’ (and Plato’s) final
word on the matter, Socrates makes room for poetry in his ideal state and admits that he remains
enchanted by Homer.258

Opwg d¢ elpriobw Ot Npelg ye, el Tva £xot Aoyov elrely 1 Tpdg HOOVIV O TIK)
xal 1] pipnotg, wg ypn adt|v elval év TOAeL eDVOPOVPEVT], AOPEVOL AV
xatadeyoipeda, G oOVIopEV ye Nuiv adTol knAovpévolg U ADTHG - AAA Yap TO

Sokodv ainBeg ody Ho10v TPodidoval. 1 Yap, w Ppile, 00 xnAfj O’ adTHG kai oD,
xal pahiota dtav 8¢ ‘Oprjpov Bewpfig adtny; (Resp. 10.607c4-d2)

258 Blondell writes that the “permissible poetry of Republic shows the virtuous being rewarded and
the wicked punished,” which “is just what happens in the myths of both Republic and Gorguas,
where such punishment is explicitly designed as an example to others” (2002: 92). Nussbaum
claims that Plato’s dialogues are “anti-tragic theater”: “If the dialogues are a kind of theater,
owing a debt to tragic models, they are also a theater constructed to supplant tragedy as the

paradigm of ethical teaching” (2001: 129).
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Nonetheless, if ¢ the poetry that aims at pleasure and imitation has any
argument to bring forward that proves it ought to have a place in a well-
governed city, we at least would be glad to admit it, for we are well aware of the
charm it exercises. But it is wrong to betray what one believes to be the truth.
What about you, Glaucon, don’t you feel the charm of the pleasure-giving Muse,
especially when you study her through the eyes
of Homer? (trans. Grube 1997, adapted)
Socrates ends his discussion on poetry by allowing for an exception to the rule and states that he
and his interlocutors would gladly receive poetry back into the state after its exile. The verb
katadéyopat can be translated as “receive,” but it is also used in the political sense to “receive
back” or “take home again” from exile.2>9 Are we meant to believe that poetry’s exile was never
meant to be permanent? Is poetry’s ostracism a preemptive measure to prevent its tyranny over
our senses and feelings? Even ostracized, would-be tyrants return to Athens after 10 years.

In addition to offering lovers of poetry (prhoromrai, 10.607d8) an opportunity to argue
for poetry’s return, Socrates opens the possibility of leaving the discussion in aporia. As we have
seen in this chapter, the verb dokéw can be translated as “to think,” “believe,” or “seem best.”
Socrates and his interlocutors have come to an agreement on what they believe (Soxéw) to be the
truth about poetry during the course of the argument. “But it is wrong,” he says, “to betray what
one believes to be the truth” (GAAG yap t© Soxodv aAndeg ody 6o10v Tpodidovay, 10.607¢7-8). But
doxéw can also mean “to seem.” Socrates consistently makes a point to differentiate between
seeming and being, and the claims he has made about poetry in this dialogue show how
ineluctable this relationship is between seeming and being, being and becoming, poetry, and

philosophy. Thus, the arguments Socrates advocates against poetry in the Republic may only be

“the seeming truth,” the truth for now, an appearance, but not the final word on poetry.260 It is

259 Cf. LS]J s.v. xatadéyopar A.2.
260 Cf. Halliwell: “...the text pointedly signals a lingering hope that the banishment might be
reversed and that it might prove possible, after all, to remain a philosophical lover of
poetry” (2011: 30).
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Aristotle, that lover of poetry, who will turn to poetry in order to vindicate it as an affective and

transformative medium in the Poetics.
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Conclusion
I.  Being and Becoming
At the beginning of the Poetics, Aristotle lists the areas of investigation he will examine in
the work, one of which is the capacity (d0vapig) of poetry.
[Tepi momtixiig adtiig te xal TV elddV adTig, v Tiva dVvapy EKAcToV Eyel. ..
AMywpev aplapevol katd GpHov TpGToV Ard TV TpwTwy. (Arist. Poet.

1.1447a8-13)%!

We are to discuss both poetry in general and the capacity of each of its genres...
beginning, as 1s natural, from first principles. (trans. Halliwell 1995, adapted)

The first sentence of the Poetics echoes Gorgias’ depiction of language in the Encomium of Helen.
For Gorgias, “language has a mighty capacity” (A\oyog Suvaortng péyag éotiv, DK 82 B11.8) and
1s capable (d0vapau) of altering one’s emotions. The nouns dovapig (“power”) and Sdvvaotng (lit.
“lord,” “ruler”) derive from the verb d0vapai, and here Aristotle assigns that power to poetry (i}
o tikn) téyvn)).262 In Plato’s Jon Socrates attributes a divine power (Beia dovapug, Pl. Jon 533d3)
to poetry as well.263 This dynamism that Aristotle claims is characteristic of poetry connects the
Poetics to the depictions of mimetic metamorphosis I have examined in this dissertation. Mimesis
alters being and transforms poets, performers, and audiences even while they insist on their
identity. This passage does not include the word “mimesis,” but Aristotle often equates poetry
and mimesis in the Poetics. He recognizes the power of poetry, in particular its power to change,
and defines it as essential to each genre of poetry and, ultimately, to mimesis.

To conclude the work of this dissertation I will show how the themes and language of

mimetic metamorphosis inform the critical vocabulary of Aristotle’s Poetics. While I have not

261 Greek text of Aristotle’s Poetics from Kassel (1965).
262 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) & Frisk (1960-72) s.v. Sovapau
263 For discussion of these passages from Gorg. and Pl fon, see the introduction (pp. 10-17).
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addressed Aristotle in a focused chapter, the work of Aristophanes, Euripides, and Plato
anticipate and inform his theory of mimesis in the Poefics, in particular his discussion of tragedy.
Because of this relationship, Aristotle has recurred throughout the dissertation as a heuristic for
examining and unearthing moments of mimetic metamorphosis in his literary precursors (e.g. in
the discussion of the recognition that “this is that”).264+ The work of this dissertation has been to
propose a literary conception of mimesis beginning in the 5th c¢. BCE that revises a common
view of mimesis stemming from Book 10 of Plato’s Republic. This conclusion will show how
Aristotle inherits the the theoretical language and interest of mimetic metamorphosis from
Aristophanes on. I will revisit some of the findings of the previous chapters and read them in
conjunction with the Poetics. The points of contact with the previous chapters show that there is a
serious engagement with the question of mimesis and being and becoming.265

In the first two chapters I discussed how Aristophanes and Euripides ironize mimetic
metamorphosis and in doing so reveal how mimesis intersects questions of being and becoming:
These depictions show a belief that tragic poets and actors become the characters they represent.
In the last chapter I turned to Plato’s Republic as a text that grapples with mimetic metamorphosis
because of its transformative effects on that last chain of poetic inspiration, the audience.
Socrates excludes poetry on educational and political grounds because of the transformative
effects poetry may have on the citizens of his hypothetical Kallipolis. Aristotle brings a resolution

of sorts to this “ancient quarrel” by defining poetic (and especially tragic) mimesis as an

264 See, e.g., Ch. 2 on “this is that” and the educative aspect of mimesis (pp. 121-23).

265 It 1s important to note here that some scholars have argued that Aristotle is not responding to
Plato’s view of poetry in his Poetics. E.g., Woodruff claims that mimesis in Plato contains
(imitative) qualities of the original (1992: 78), whereas, he argues, Aristotle takes mimesis only as
imitation of an action (82). I take Aristotle’s view to be influenced by Plato’s, although it may not
be explicit within the Poetics because of both philosophers’ work on the educational aspects of
mimesis and the important role poetry has in education.

219



intellectual and educational activity allowing citizens to experience painful emotions safely in the
theater.

Aristotle’s work attempts to define mimesis and offer a way to read tragedy. He shows an
awareness of the many parts of tragedy and even its capacity to change the audience by
accomplishing a catharsis of their emotions. Aristotle’s definition identifies tragedy’s being, which
is not that of an image (unlike Plato’s Republic) but something dynamic and capable of change.

Eoiv 00V Tpaydia pipnoig mpalews omovdaiag kai TeAeiac péyeBog Eyovong,
HOVopPEVQE AOYW Ywpi§ EKATTR TOV eldGV &V Tol§ popiolg, Sphvtwy kai 0d o’
arayyeliag, Ot €Aéov xal pofiov Tepaivovoa TV TGOV TO0OTWY TadnpaTwy
kaBapov. (Poet. 6.1449b24-28)
Therefore, tragedy is a mimesis of a serious and completed action that has
grandeur, effected by language sweetened separately by each of its forms in its
parts, of actors and not through narration, that effects, through pity and fear, a
catharsis of such emotions.
The verb “to be” (elpi) is placed at the beginning of this sentence in the emphatic position. This
reminds the reader that this is the defining statement of what tragedy ¢s—mimesis. For Aristotle,
tragedy 1s composed of many moving parts, but it is ultimately meant to accomplish a catharsis
of emotions through pity and fear. These tragic emotions and the purgation of them are essential

to tragedy as an art form and constitute its capacity. The verb wepaivw (“to accomplish”) derives

from the noun metpap (Attic Tépag), which denotes an “end” or “limit.”266 Tragedy is not only

266 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) & Frisk (1960-72) s.v. etpap.
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capable of producing an effect such as catharsis, but in the teleological language of Aristotle, the
ultimate end or aim of tragedy is to experience pity and fear and purge such emotions.267

Tragic mimesis then is defined as a change in emotions accomplished through
performers, not narration (3pcovtwyv kai 00 8" arayyehiag, 1449b26). In this passage Aristotle
shows a strong preference for mimesis (such as impersonation) rather than descriptive narrative.
In Plato’s Republic, Socrates is aware that the guardians may change through mimesis, especially
through impersonation and performance, and he treats the affective qualities of poetry as
dangerous. Within the narrative of the Republic, Socrates explicitly critiques poetry precisely for
the emotions it can arouse in performers and audience alike, but when we consider the Republic as
a drama representing Socrates and other characters going through an argument, it seems likely
that Plato’s readers will likely experience catharsis after they have their own encounter with
aporia.?68

The significant parts of a tragedy are all defined by becoming. When Aristotle discusses
the optimal plot length and organization for a tragedy, he states that the plot that allows for a
change (petafdAAewv) in fortune is the correct size for a plot.

wg 8¢ A& dopioavtag elmely, év 6ow peyébel katd To elkog 1) T avaykaiov

Epeliic yryvopévwyv cupfaiver el edtuyiav éx dvotuyiag 1) €€ edtuyiag eig
Sdvotuyiav petafaidery, ikavog 6pog €0ty Tod peyéBoug. (Poet. 7.1451al1-15)

267 We may not know exactly what katharsis 1s, but Murnaghan claims that Aristotle thinks
katharsis® effect 1s “beneficial, transformative, and discontinuous with what causes it” (1995: 761).
On ¢leos connoting an action, not feeling, see Belfiore (1992: 186). On aesthetic and moral
psychology of catharsis, see Halliwell (2011: 208-65). On the “tragic emotions,” Konstan (1999).
On pity on stage vs. pity in the audience, see Cairns (2015: 89). On pity in Resp., cf. Destrée
(2011). On mimesis and psychology in Resp., Lear (2011). On pity as educational emotion, cf.
Johnson & Clapp (2005). Munteanu claims Arist. is first “theorist” of aesthetic emotions (2012,
ch. 4). On other tragic emotions, such as envy, cf. Goldhill (2003).

268 Cf. Blank who argues that interlocutors and readers of the dialogues experience catharsis after
they experience aporia in relation to their false beliefs (1993: 436f.)

221



To state the definition plainly: the size which permits a transformation to occur, in
a probable or necessary sequence of events, from adversity to prosperity and vice
versa, 1s a sufficient limit of magnitude. (trans. Halliwell, adapted)
Aristotle uses the participial form of the verb “to become” (ytyvopau) to refer to events depicted in
a tragedy (lit. “things that come into being,” yryvopeva). The successtul plot represents a change
(petafarAew) in fortune that arises out of these events.

In addition to the overall aim of tragedy to effect catharsis (an emotional change) and
tragedy’s depiction of change from one state to another, Aristotle defines many of the constituent
parts of tragedy by change.?69 Tragic plots can be simple or complex because the actions they
represent can be simple or complex, but even a simple action entails change (petdfaog) (lit. “a
change occurs”; 1} petdfaoig yivetay, 10.1452a11-21). Reversal of fortune (teputétewq) is a
change (petafoAn)) in the plot to the opposite direction of events (11.1452a22-29). Recognition
(Avayvwpioig) is defined by change from ignorance to knowledge.

N

avayvwploig 8¢, (omep kai Todvopa onpaivel, €€ dyvoiag g yvdov petafoln,
el¢ phiav 1 eig ExBpav, TV Tpdg edtvyiav i) Suatvyiav wplopévwy - (Poet.
11.1452a29-32)
Recognition, as the very name indicates, is a change from ignorance to
knowledge, leading to friendship or to enmity, and involving matters which bear
on prosperity or adversity. (trans. Halliwell, adapted)
Recognition is a change from ignorance to knowledge (é€ ayvoiag &l yvoowv petafoln,
1452a30f.) that arises from repetition—itself a source of difference or change, such as in the
repetition inherent in mimesis (or re-presentation). The prefix dva- in the noun avayvipioig

(“recognition”) suggests repetition.2’0 For Aristotle, recognition results from a change in

circumstances or appearances that allows one to understand what one sees. Aristotle plays on

269 Cf. Arist. Poet. 11.1452b8-13 on three components of plot: 1) reversal, 2) recognition, and 3)
pathos (“suffering”).

270 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) s.v. dva (“de nouveau”). See introduction for discussion of repetition
inherent in representation (p. 3).
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these kinds of slight changes within his definition, which is composed of related nouns all
deriving from the verb yryviokw (“come to know,” “know”): ava-yvapioig, a-yvoia, yvdoig.27!
Recognition is often depicted as a moment when a character can put a name to another
character, but as we have seen previously it is difficult to refer to and recognize another by means
of names and other signifiers when mimetic metamorphosis occurs.?7?2

II. “This is That”

In Chapter 1, we saw how Aristophanes stages mimetic metamorphosis and raises
problems surrounding identity and referentiality. To whom do pronouns and names refer when
one becomes another person? Aristotle prizes recognition in tragedy, but mimesis complicates the
recognition of identity because of the transformations involved. Dicaeopolis, for example, is
(mis-)recognized as a beggar by Lamachus as well as the chorus in the Acharnians. At what point is
his disguise a form of misrecognition? This kind of recognition requires being to be stable, that
the actor (in this instance, Dicaeopolis) will come out of the mimesis ultimately unchanged and
that the audience will be able to recognize him for who he is, and not as who he appears to be.

In Chapter 2, Pentheus fails to recognize the Lydian stranger as Dionysus, his cousin,
because of the god’s transformation. As Aristotle writes, recognition is a change from ignorance
to knowledge leading “either to friendship or enmity” (1) eig pihiav 1) el €xBpav, Poet. 1452a31). It

is only after Pentheus’ transformation into a bacchant that he becomes aware of the the

271 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) & Frisk (1960-72) s.v. ytyvawokw.

272 For the traditional view of recognition as a change of awareness, see Else (1957). Halliwell
argues that Aristotle 1s “interested in recognition as a device of a structure of events, rather than
as a means of dramatising a sense of tragic awareness on the part of the agents” (1987: 143). (On
problem of tragic awareness or psychological awareness, see Belfiore (1992). Cave claims that
anagnonisis involves obscured identities (1988: 35). Sissa argues recognition is a genealogical
awareness of identity and that deeds are a significant feature (2006: 40f.).
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Stranger’s divinity.2’3 Agave wrongfully believes she holds the head of a lion cub when she
returns to Thebes and fails to recognize her son because of the madness Dionysus has inspired in
her (Bacch. 1173-75). This madness is signaled (and partially caused) by her costuming as a
bacchant. Only after she has come back to her senses can she recognize her son. What once was
a hunting trophy, is recognized as a beloved family member, leading, too late, to ¢piAia.

In Chapter 3, Socrates rebuts Polemarchus and claims that justice cannot depend on the
recognition of the identity of a friend or enemy. When the distinction between being and
seeming is elided, one is liable to make a mistake (Gpaptdvw) in ascertaining the identity of a
friend.

Ap’ ovv 00y Gpaptévovoty of avBpwmol Tepl ToDTo, HoTe SOKETV ADTOTG TOANODG
pév yprnotodg elvar pr| dvrag, ToAhodg 8¢ todvavtiov; (Resp. 1.334¢6-8)

But surely people make mistakes about this, believing many people to be good
and useful when they aren’t, and making the opposite mistake about enemies?
(trans. Grube, adapted)

The question of error, especially in the recognition of someone’s identity, looks forward to the

3% ¢

theory of apapria (“error,” “mistake”) and avayvipioig in Aristotle’s Poetics. Error is an
important element of the tragic plot because it allows for tragic events that would otherwise be
despicable to occur while also allowing for the audience to sympathize with the characters
represented on stage.

For Aristotle, recognition and the feelings of pity and fear are aroused in spectators by
characters who do not differ (Siapépwv) from them too much spectator. The error (Gpaptia) that

causes a character to fall into misfortune allows for poets to depict tragic situations that are not

always the fault of these characters, such as Oedipus’ incest and patricide.

273 His crossdressing 1s a form of initiation, resulting in double vision and the view of Dionysus as
a bull (Eur. Bacch. 918-22). On initiation into the rites of Dionysus as a cause for Pentheus’ vision

and behavior, see Seaford (1987: 77).
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0 petaldd dpa todTwv Aourdg. Eott 8¢ To10dTo¢ O prjte Apeth) Sladpépwy xal
Sikawocvvn prte did kakiav kai poyOnpiav petafdAiwy el v dvotuyiav AAa
8¢ dpaptiav tvé, T@V év peydhrn 86 dvtwy kai evtuyia, otov Oidirovg kal
OvéoTng kai of £k TOV TOVTWYV YEVOV emipavels avdpeg. (Poet. 13.1453a7-12)
This leaves, then, the person in between these cases. Such a person is someone
who does not differ from us in virtue and justice, one who falls into adversity not
through evil and depravity, but through some kind of error, and one belonging to
the class of those who are of great renown and prosperity, such as Oedipus,
Thyestes, and eminent men from such lineages. (trans. Halliwell, adapted)
Giulia Sissa has shown shown how the Poefics depends on Aristotle’s ethics and notions of
voluntary and involuntary actions. Hamartia marks the failure in identifying another (Sissa 2006:
38). The actions depicted in a tragedy are pitiable precisely because they happen to loved ones,
and they are dramatically preferable when done involuntarily, as a result of error. In this passage,
Aristotle’s definition of the fitting character for tragedy utilizes the capaciousness of the pronoun
tolodtog (“such”). We have seen in previous chapters that “being such” is a flexible form of
identity—mimetic metamorphosis can alter one to “be such.” Aristotle’s preference for this kind
of character and characters “from such families” (ol &x T@V Tol00TWYV yevdv, 13.1453al1) shows
how the pronoun develops from addressing or describing another character within a drama to
particular kinds of characters at the level of commentary and literary criticism.

The use of eipi for the definition of this kind of character is again in the first, emphatic
position of the sentence. Aristotle bestows a kind of being upon tragedy and the characters that
tragedy represents. In the Republic, Socrates raises the issue of distinguishing friends who seem to
be friends (Soketv eivay, Resp. 1.334c¢7), but in fact are not (pry dvtec), from true friends. The best
kinds of character for a tragic plot are “those who are of great renown” (t®v év peyahrn 56&n

ovtwv, 13.1453a10). As I have discussed in Chapter 3, the reputation (86Za) of the unjust man

entails a kind of seeming (doxeiv) that allows him to act unjustly. For Aristotle, when depicting
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tragic heroes, the identity or being of those characters depends upon their reputation, upon
seeming,

To be or become “such” complicates being and allows for mistakes in recognition. We
have seen this play out through the use of deictics in Aristophanes and Euripides to call attention
both to characters who have undergone transformation as well as to the doubled meaning of the
dramatic setting.2’# In the Frogs, after Dionysus Xanthias arrive in Hades, the god asks, “What’s
this?” (tovti ti éot; Ran. 181), to which Xanthias responds, “This? It’s a lake” (todto; Aipvn, 181).
Aristophanes uses deictics as a means of exposition: Dionysus and Xanthias tell the audience that
“this 1s a lake” while pointing at the orchestra, effectively telling them “the orchéstra 1s a lake.” This
encourages the audience to suspend their disbelief and also to recognize the change that the
orchéstra has undergone. The referent of a deictic 1s made clear by gestures on stage, but this
referentiality is complicated by claiming “this is that.” Being (eipi) becomes difficult to pin down:
to say “the orchestra is a lake” acknowledges becoming (“the orchestra has become a lake”) as well as
the performativity inherent to being (“the orchéstra 1s (being) a lake”).

Euripides’ Bacchae also traces how mimetic metamorphosis complicates the act of
referring to another person or thing. When Dionysus enters the stage, he identifies his
surroundings with the deictic pronoun “this” (e.g. “this Thebes”; tjvde Onfaiav y0ova, Bacch. 1).
As I argued in Chapter 2, Dionysian deixis adds a metatheatrical layer to the action of the play
that comments on being and becoming effected through mimesis. In the Poetics Aristotle claims
that the recognition “that this is that” is central to mimesis.

¢oikaot 8¢ yevvijoal pév Hhwg Ty moutikny aitiar 860 tiveg kai adtar puorkai. o
e yap ppetobal odpputov toig avBpwmolg ex maidwy ot kai TovTw Sladépovot

TV AWV {Hwv OTL PN TIKOTATOV €0t Kad TG pabrjoeig moeltal Sid ppfioewg
TAG TPWTAG, KAl TO Yaipely Tolg pupnpact tavtag. onpetov 8¢ todtov o

274 Cf. Whitmarsh on metalepsis (2013: 4-16).
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ovpfaivov em TV Epywy - @ yap adTd ATPQOS OPOPEV, TOVTWYV TAG EKOVAS TAG
pahiota rpiPwpévag yaipopey Bewpodvteg, oiov Brypiwy Te pophdc TGOV
ATipotdTwy Kai vekpQv. aitiov 8¢ kal To0Tov, 0Tt pavBavery od povov Totg
PprhoodPoig N18ioTov AAAA kal Tolg AANoIg Opoiwg, AAN’ €ml Bpayd xovwvodoty
adtod. did yap todTo Yaipovot Tag eikdvag OpdvTeg, 0Tt cupfaivel Bewpodvrag
pavBavery kai cuAhoyileaBal ti ExacTov, olov HTi 0dTo¢ Ekelvog - Emel £ pir| TOYN
TPOEWPAKWG, 0dY 1 pipna momjoer Ty {Soviv AAAA Sid v drepyaciav f| v
¥poldv 1 it toiadTnv Tiva AAy altiav. (Poet. 4.1448b4-19)

It can be seen that poetry was broadly engendered by a pair of causes, both
natural. For mimesis is inborn in human beings from childhood on. Indeed, this
distinguishes them from other animals: man is the most mimetic of all, and it is
through mimesis that he develops his earliest understanding. And equally natural
is the fact that everyone enjoys mimetic objects. A common occurrence indicates
this: we enjoy contemplating the most precise images of things whose actual sight
is painful to us, such as the forms of the vilest animals and of corpses. The
explanation of this too is that understanding gives great pleasure not only to
philosophers but likewise to others too, though the latter have a smaller share in it.
This is why people enjoy looking at images, because through contemplating them
it comes about that they understand and infer what each element means, for
instance that “this is that.” For, if one happens not to have seen the subject before,
the image will not give pleasure qua mimesis but because of its execution or colour,
or for some other such reason. (trans. Halliwell, adapted)

The recognition®“that this is that” (i odto¢ éketvog, 4.1448b17) serves as the basis for Aristotle’s
theory of mimesis. The demonstrative pronouns odtog and éketvog echo the prevalent use of
pronouns to comment on mimetic metamorphosis in the prologue of Euripides’ Bacchae. Aristotle
mverts the nomos/ physis dichotomy surrounding mimesis here, too: for Socrates in the Republic,
mimetic poetry molds citizens from childhood on (¢x taidwv, 3.395¢4; éx véwv, 3.395d1) and
they can become the worse for it. In this passage, however, both the practice of mimesis (to
ppetoBar) and its enjoyment (to yaipewv toig puprjpact) are completely natural or

“innate” (cvppvtov) to human beings (4.1448b5-9).275> Aristotle uses biological language to

discuss the production of poetry here, claiming that the causes for poetry are “natural” (pvokai)

275 For Socrates the enjoyment one derives from poetry and drama is a strong reason to expel it
from the state. Cf. Pl. Resp.: 0ia®’ dt yaipopév te kal €vdovteg fpag adtodg émdpeba copmdoyov-
teg, ki omovdalovteg Emavodpev w¢g ayaBov oy, 06¢ av fpag 6t paliota odTw dabf
(10.605d2-5).
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and that human beings “beget” (yevvijoai) poetry. By emphasizing the educative aspect of
mimesis and claiming it is natural, Aristotle suggests that poetry is not only a kind of appearance-
making but a method of recognizing being.

Mimesis is not deceptive in this formulation, but rather informs the audience through
their recognition of the represented subject. Aristotle employs soundplay to forward this
argument, rhyming pafnoig (“learning,” “lesson”) with pipnoig: “...and it is through mimesis that
he develops his earliest understanding” (kai tag padrjoeig moiettat did puproews tag Tpwtag, Foet.
4.1448b7-8). Learning happens at the same time that one contemplates representation (copfaivet
Bewpodvtag pavBavery xal cuAhoyileoBat i Exaotov, 4.1448b16). In contrast with the Republic
where poetic imitation can be misleading and untruthful, further from the truth than the works
of craftsmen, the pleasure of mimesis comes from learning. Curiously, Aristotle writes off the
enjoyment of art for its execution or color. In Aristotle’s theory of poetry, mimesis is not only
natural and educative, but it is more essential to a piece of art than mere workmanship. In
contrast, when Socrates divides mimesis from pure narrative in the Republic in his discussion of
different styles, he claims to prefer the latter even while he remains bewitched by the former. In
the Poetics, recognition serves as the antidote to ignorance in tragedy, and the recognition of a
work of mimesis combats ignorance as well.276 This view recuperates mimesis from its seeming
epistemological impoverishment in Book 10 of the Republic.

Aristotle does not cite the Bacchae in the Poetics, but it 1s compelling that Tiresias and
Cadmus refer to Dionysus with the demonstrative pronouns odtog and éketvog in order to
convince Pentheus of the god’s identity and the importance of worshiping him. Tiresias

compares Dionysus and Pentheus as rulers: “T'hat one, too, I think, delights in being

276 Cf. Sissa: “And in Aristotle’s language, this is the polarity of tragedy—agnoia versus anagndrisis.”

(2006: 46).
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honored” (kdkeivog, otpat, Tépmetat Tpdpevoc, Bacch. 321). Cadmus draws attention to
Pentheus’ familial relationship to Semele: “For even if he is not a god, as you say, say it
anyway” (el prj yap Eotiv 6 Bed¢ 00TOC, GG 0O Pig, / Tapd ooi AeyéaBw, 333f.). While dressed as
bacchants and discussing the god of theater, Tiresias and Cadmus refer to the same person with
different pronouns (“this,” odtog; and “that,” &kefvoc), hinting at how mimesis can change
identity and make referentiality difficult because “this is that.” Dionysus plays on the ambiguity
produced by mimesis when he appears before Pentheus as the Lydian stranger by using the first
and third person to trace the connection between his two identities when he warns Pentheus:
“For when you wrong me, you lead him into chains” (fjpag ydp adixdv xetvov é¢ deopodg ayeig,
518). For the audience, mimetic metamorphosis produces a moment of dramatic irony where
they know that the Lydian stranger (“I,” npeftg) is the same person as Dionysus (“he,” éxetvog).277
We have seen that costume and props can affect characters’ gestures and behavior, ultimately
changing them. When Aristotle defines mimesis as the recognition that “this is that,” he
recognizes the importance of speech in enacting mimesis.
III. Nature

In Plato’s Republic in Chapter 3 we saw the language of seriousness (oovdatog) and
triviality (padAog), a key signifier in terms of the dangers of mimesis. The subject matter of
poetry is not only trivial—it can trivialize all the way to the watcher. Aristotle picks up this same
language, but he does not share the same anxiety about mimesis. Instead, he shows how different
genres and poets move towards the flos of being more serious or trivial than they were before.
Aristotle’s use of the serious/trivial binary differs from Plato because it is used to depict the

evolution of genres of poetry over time as they become more like themselves. In Plato the serious

277 Segal reads the Bacchae’s finale as a recognition of Dionysus as destroyer, a reversal of fortune

from the ecstasy of the initiate (1999-2000: 289.)
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and trivial are useful identifiers for the characters and actions that are appropriate or
inappropriate for the guardians to imitate. In this section of the conclusion I trace the language
of the serious and the trivial as it 1s applied to tragedy and mimesis at various appoints in the
Poetics in order to show how poetry itself changes over time and affects the other links in the chain
of poetry.

Aristotle defines tragedy as the mimesis of a serious action (Eotiv 0dv tpaydia pipnoig
mpalewc omovdaiag, Poet. 1449b24). In the first critique of mimesis, Plato employs similar
language about seriousness when Socrates claims that “when he [sc. the moderate man] comes
upon a character unworthy of himself, he will not seriously wish to make himself resemble that
inferior character” (6tav 8¢ yiyvntal xatd tiva éavtod avaliov, odk éBeirjoery omovdi) anekalew
EQUTOV TQ Yeipov, Resp. 3.396d3-5).278 Socrates uses the adverb omovdfj (“earnestly”), which is

3% <¢

related to the adjective omovdaiog (“earnest,” “serious”), anticipating Aristotle’s distinction
between serious (omovdaiog) and trivial (padrog) genres, poets, and characters in the Poetics. 279
Socrates polarizes mimesis as something that can be done either earnestly (omovdfj) or playfully
(raudiag yaprv)—the former only when the character we imitate will educate us and the latter
only to remind us that we must keep ourselves distant from an inferior character. The guardians
will only play a worse or more trivial character than them in specific conditions, such as
performing a good action, and even then they distance themselves from that character by
“dishonoring that person in his mind, unless it’s done in play” (Atpdlwv Tf} Siavoiq, 6T )
TadIdg yapwv, 3.396el).

We have seen in the Ackarnians and Thesmophoriazusae that the genre and content of poetry

depends on the character of the poet (e.g., Euripides’ beggar heroes, and Agathon’s effeminate

278 Translation adapted from Grube (1997).
279 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) & Frisk (1960-72) s.v. omeddw.
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lyricism). According to Aristotle, the differences in poets’ characters are essential in the formation
and development of particular poetic genres.
Sieomaofn 8¢ xata ta olkela §jn 1| Toinoig - of pév yap oepvdtepol Tag kardg
EppodvTo TPaleig kal Tag TOV TOVTWY, of 8¢ EDTEAETTEPOL TAG TOV PadAWY,
TPAOTOV POYOUE TOIODVTES, (DoTEP ETEPOL DIVOLS Kad ey, (Poet. 4.1448b24-27)
Poetry branched into two, according to its creators’ characters: the more serious
produced mimesis of noble actions and the actions of such people, while the more
vulgar depicted the actions of the base, in the first place by composing invectives,
just as others produced hymns and encomia. (trans. Halliwell, adapted)
The evolution of poetry into two types depends on the characters of the poets themselves. This
kind of essentialism is already familiar to us from Aristophanes’ depiction of Agathon, Euripides,
and Aeschylus. In Aristotle’s teleological vision, this essentialism allows for poetry to change into
its current forms of tragedy and comedy. Poetry is drawn to “its creators’ characters” (lit. “to
their own characters,” ta oiketa 110n), 4.1448b24). The adjective oiketog (“one’s own”), which
derives from the noun ofxog (“house,” “family™), suggests a kinship between the authors and their
poetic genres.280
This kinship recalls Gorgias’ use of the synonymous adjective 1810¢ (“one’s own,”
“private”) in his discussion of poetry in the Encomuum of Helen.28! 'Through the power of language,
one’s soul experiences other’s misfortunes as its own (¢rr” AAAOTpiwV Te TPAYPATWY KAl CWPATWY
edtoyiaug kai dvompayiaig 1810V Tt mhBnpa did TV Adywyv Erabev 1y poyry, DK 82 B11.9).282
There i1s a fundamental difference, however, between the way that Gorgias and Aristotle

understand this essentialism of what is “one’s own.” For Gorgias, one adopts another’s

experience into the self from outside as one’s own (1816v 1t taBnpa). Aristotle understands

280 Cf. Chantraine (1968-77) & Frisk (1960-72) s.v. oixog.
281 For 18106 as synonym of oikefog, cf. LS] s.v. oiketog A.IIL.2.
282 For discussion of Gorgias and adjective 1810¢ in this fragment, see introduction, pp. (16£.).
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character as a refining of what is already in oneself and natural to oneself (ta oixeta 110n).
Character 1s actually fundamental to the nature of genre itself and it develops over time.

The use of the pronoun towdtog (“such”) in this passage shows the similarity not only of
authors and genres but of the fine deeds and the agents who perform them: “the more serious
[poets] produced mimesis of noble actions and the actions of such people” (oi pév ydap
OEPVOTEPOL TAG KAAAS EpipodvTo Tpadeg kal Tag TV toodtwy, Poet. 4.1448b25-26). Poets
compose poetry and represent characters that serve as extensions of themselves, all of which (the
serious poet, the serious genre, etc.) become more and more like themselves. Initially, more trivial
poets represented actions of trivial characters and therefore wrote blame poetry in 1ambics, and
more serious poets wrote epics: “Of the poets of old, some became composers of epics, others of
iambics” (xal €yévovto TGV maka®y ol pev npwik®v ol 8¢ idpfwyv tomtal, 4.1448b32-34). The
essential identity (or being) of particular genres and poets as either omovdaiog or padAog (or, as
here, their synonyms oepvog, “solemn,” and edteArg, “worthless”) is depicted as a kind of
evolutionary becoming (¢yévovto) where poets from an older period in literary history become
differentiated over time to such an extent that they write in different genres. Thus, the serious and
trivial poets first attracted to 1ambics and epics become tragic and comic poets.

In addition to poets and their genres, Aristotle describes the kinds of people mimetic
artists represent as either serious (omovdaiog) or trivial (padArog).

énel 8¢ pupodvrat of pipodpevol tpatrovtag, dvaykr 8¢ todrovs i omovdaiovg 1
Ppavrovg etvau (td yap 10 oxedov del TovTolg akolovBel pdvorg, kaxiq ydap kai
apetii ta 10 diadpépovol Tavteg, nrol Beltiovag 1 xad’ fuag n yeipovag 1 xal
TO100TOVG, (OoTEP ol Ypadeis - (Poet. 2.1448al-5)

Since mimetic artists represent people in action, and the latter should be either
elevated or base (for characters almost always align with just these types, as it is
through vice and virtue that the characters of all men vary), they can represent

people better than our normal level, worse than it, or much the same. As too with
painters. (trans. Halliwell, adapted)
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In defining the likenesses of characters to the kinds of people they are meant to represent,
Aristotle discusses how people differ from each other. He relies on a sense of universality when he
writes about this difference: “characters almost always” (ta §j0n oyedov aei) fall into two types
(serious and trivial); “the characters of all men vary through vice and virtue” (kaxiq yap xai
apetii ta 10 diadpépovot mavteg, 2.1448a3-5). Mimesis depends on the recognition of similarity,
not only on the similarity of “this is that” but also on the recognition of the fact that characters
are in some way like us (tolodtor). Aristotle defines this likeness by difference: for these characters
to be “such” so that we recognize them, they must differ from one another in seriousness or
triviality, just as tragic and comic poets do.283
In Euripides’ Bacchae Dionysus exchanges his form for the nature or ¢pvoig of a human

being: “I have changed my shape into the nature of a man” (popdprjv T éprv petéfialov eig
avdpog pootv, Bacch. 54). Euripides plays on the dichotomy of nomos and physis in these lines—
what 1s the relationship of form (pop¢r|) to nature (pvoig)? How does one change (petaf3aiiw)
one’s nature? Aristotle’s history of tragedy and comedy accounts for transformation, but it is a
transformation leading to a telos, the perfection of one’s nature.

napadaveiong 8¢ i Tpaywdiag kal kwpwdiag of &’ Ekatépav v moinow

OppOVTES KATA TV olkeiay Ppov ol pev avel TV apPwv kwpwdoroiol éyévovTo,

ot 8¢ avt TV En®V Tpaywdodidackaiol, did to peilw kal Eviipdtepa td oyfpata

etval tadta éxeivwv. (Poet. 4.1449a2-6)

And when tragedy and comedy had shown themselves, those whose own natures

gave them an impetus towards either type of poetry abandoned iambic lampoons

and became comic poets or they abandoned epic and became tragedians because

these newer forms were grander and more esteemed than those. (trans. Halliwell,

adapted)

According to Aristotle, poetry comes naturally to human beings and progresses over time

depending on the nature of the poet. lambic and epic poets became (¢yévovto) poets of another

283 Cf. Deleuze (1994: 70).
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genre because they were driven “by their own nature” (kata v oixeiav ¢poowv, Poet. 4.1449a2) to
a genre fitting that nature and also exceeding the previous genre (comedy and tragedy,
respectively). The relation of “these forms” (td oyfpata tadta) of poetry and “those” (éxetva) is
one of comparison and progress. Aristotle draws our attention to the similarity of these poetic
genres by claiming that “these” poetic forms are greater and more esteemed than “those” and
invoking the formula of mimetic metamorphosis that “this 1s that” (or, “these are those,” tadta
éwetva). Both tragedy and comedy retain likeness to their previous forms (epic, iambic) but they
are more perfectly themselves, more serious and trivial, in these new forms. The word for
“form” (oyfipa) also refers to a body or form of a person, notably those that change through
mimesis, as in Aristophanes and Plato.284

The relationship of identity to nature is one of becoming or self-discovery. When
Aristotle discusses tragic meter, he claims that “its very nature discovered the fitting meter” (ad)
1§ pOOIC TO oikelov pétpov edpe, Poet. 4.1449a24). Similar to the temporality of becoming that
occurs when an actor takes on the costume and accoutrements of the character he represents,
tragedy and comedy gradually (xata pikpov, 4.1449a13) advanced over time. Over time tragedy
stopped changing because it had achieved its nature: “After it had undergone many changes,
tragedy stopped changing since it had acquired its own nature” (kai ToAAAG peTaf3oidg
petafarodoa 1 Tpaywdia éradoato, émel Eoye TV avtiig pvorv, 4.1449a14-15). The genre of
tragedy changes over time (moA\dag petafoAdg petafarodoa), much like the characters it

represents whose fortunes change in the progress of each tragedy. Tragedy does not have an

284 I, g, Dionysus possesses the form of Heracles when he imitates him: ka8’ ‘HpaxAéa to oyfjpa
xal 0 Ajp’ Exwv (Ar. Ran. 463); Praxagora tells one of her compatriots to lean her body on a staff
so she appears more like an old man (diepeicapévn to oyfijpa tf faxtnpiq, Lecl. 150); the women
kept their look or appearance throughout the assembly (kadtai ydp dAyodoty Tahat T oyfjpa
00T Eyovoa, Fecl. 503); likening oneself to another, or mimesis, occurs in the voice or

“body” (kata oyfjpa, Pl. Resp. 3.393c4-3).
234



unchanging physis from start, however.285 Much as with Dionysus, this raises a puzzle: what is
one’s nature if that nature must be discovered, acquired, or perfected over time? For Socrates in
the Republic, the guardians must only imitate serious characters, but this depends on a kind of
prescription based on an essentialist notion of physis. In the Poetics, poets are attracted to a
particular genre with particular characters (serious or trivial), but their natures develop over
time.286
IV. Affect
The likeness of one’s nature to another’s helps to explain how genres and poets are paired

with the serious and trivial actions and characters they represent. Likeness 1s also significant for
the ultimate work of tragedy, which is to arouse pity and fear. Tragedy must not represent good
men (émewr)g) whose fortunes change from good to bad because that would be neither pitiable
nor fearful, but(uapov) (13.1452b34-35).287 Likewise, tragedy should not represent wicked men
whose fortune changes for the worse because...

T pev yap praavBpwmov €yot av 1| Towadtn odotacis AAN odte EAeov ovte pofov,

O pév yap mepi Tov avaliov oty duotuyodvta, 6 8¢ mepl TOv Gpolov (EAeog pév

mepl Tov avaliov, pofiog 8¢ mepl OV Opolov), (ate odte Eleevov odte Pofepov

€otat 10 ovpPaivov. (Poet. 13.1453al-7)

Such a pattern might arouse fellow feeling, but not pity or fear, since the one [pity]

is felt for the undeserving victim of adversity, the other [fear] for one like ourselves

(pity for the undeserving, fear for one like ourselves), so the outcome will be
neither pitiable nor fearful. (trans. Halliwell 1995, adapted)

285 I, Segal argues that comedy does not reach its physis until around the time Aristotle writes the
Poetics with Menander (1973: 131).

286 Not only is comedy a mimesis of trivial things (1 8¢ xwpwdia €otiv Momep eimopey pipnoig
¢av>\orepwv psv Arist. Poet. 5.1449a32-33), its hlstory has been forgotten because it 13 not
serious: ai pev ovv Tig tpaym&aq petafaoeig kai 8¢ wv éyévovto od Aehrjfaocty, 1} 8¢ kwpwdia
S to pn) omovdalecBan €€ apyfiq EAabev (5.1449a37-49b1).

287 Plato uses the same adjective émewng (“good,” “decent”) to describe good women who should
not imitate inappropriate characters (Pl. Resp. 3.398e1-4).
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According to Aristotle, then, fear is a tragic emotion aroused for someone who is like oneself
(mepi TOV Opoiov).288 Pity, on the other hand, is a tragic emotion aroused by the suffering of
someone who does not deserve to suffer (repi tov avaiov). Through this pairing of pity and fear,
Aristotle draws attention back to similarity and likeness between one character and another.
While he defines fear specifically as a fear someone like us (6potog), pity also requires likeness or
at least proximity.
Aristotle defines pity in Book 2 of the Rhetoric in a similar fashion as a feeling for someone
who does not deserve their suffering. In the Rheforic Aristotle explains that the unworthy person is
much closer to the viewer than might be apparent in the Poetics passage. Aristotle emphasizes this
closeness with the intensive pronoun adtog (“himself™).
€otw 1| EAeog A0t 1§ €l pauvopévw kak® paptikd 1) Avrnpd tod avaliov
yyaver, 6 xav adtdg Tpoadokrjoeiey av Tabely I) TV adtod tva, kai TodTo,
dtav mhnoiov gpaivrjtar - SfAov yap 6t avaykn tov peAovta élenoery Ohpyev
to100T0V 0lov oleoBat Tabelv av T xakov f| adTOV 1 TOV avTod Tiva, Kai To10dTo
KAKOV olov glpntat &v @ Opw 1| dpotov 1) tapanifioiov - (Rh. 2.8.1385b13-19)289
So let pity be a certain pain upon the appearance of evil, either destructive or
painful, befalling someone who does not deserve it, which someone might expect
himself to suffer or some one of his friends whenever it seems near. For, clearly, it
is necessary that the person who will feel pity be such a one as to think he himself
or one of his friends would suffer some evil such as has been stated in the
definition, either like it or about the same.

When one perceives an apparent evil (parvopevov kaxdv, 1385b13), one feels pity either for

oneself or for someone from one’s circle of acquaintances (f] adtov 1} TV adtod tva, 1385b15).

Pity requires a perceived likeness, a shared relationship, or even proximity. Aristotle notes that

one feels pity “whenever it seems near” (dtav TAnciov ¢paivntai, 1385b15-16), thus translating the

288 One of the four aims concerning character is likeness (10 dpotov). Character is revealed in a
moral choice (tpoaipeoig) through action or speech. The four aims of character are: 1) they
should be good (ypnotd); 2) characters should be fitting (Gppotrovta); 3) they should share a
likeness (to 6potov); and 4) they should have consistency (to 6paiov) (Arist. Poet. 15.1454a16-26).
289 Greek text of Aristotle’s Rhetoric from Ross’ OCT (1959).
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future-oriented timing of pity and the expectation of suffering into spatial terms of closeness.
The person who feels pity must “be such” (brapyewv Towdtov, 1385b16-17) so as to recognize
himself or someone he knows in the undeserving victim of suffering. Thus, as we see in the
Poetics, not only is there a shared likeness between poet, genre, actions, and character, there is a
likeness, a capaciousness to “be such,” between those categories and the one who watches or
reads them. This is what allows pity and fear to occur and change the viewer.

Despite Aristotle’s definition of the dramatic mode as that of enactment, he treats tragedy
as though it is disembodied. Aristotle allows that the fearful and pitiable can arise from spectacle,
but he excludes it from the art of tragedy, claiming its power lies outside of performance (dywv)
and actors (Orokprrai) (6.1450b18-20).29 Instead, the tragedian organizes plots so that they evoke
pity and fear and compel even a reader to shiver at the events portrayed.

del yap xai avev tod 6pav obTw cvvestaval Tov pdhov Ghote TOV akodovta td
Tpaypata yivopeva kal gppittey kal eAeely €k TV ovpfavoviwy - arep av mwéhou
11§ Axodwyv oV tod Oidimov pdhov. 1o 8¢ did Th¢ dPew TodTO Tapaokevalev
ateyvotepov xal yopnyiag dedpevov éotiv. oi 8¢ pr) to ¢pofepov did thg OPpews
AAAC TO TEpaTt®IEG POVOV Tapaokevalovteg 008EV Tpaywdia KOvwvodoLy - 00
yap moav det {nrelv ndovi|v amd tpaywdiag AAA TV oikeiav. el 8¢ v Arod
ehéov xal Ppofov did pprjoewg del ndovi|v Ttapackevalev OV oy, pavepov
¢ T0DTO &V Tol¢ TPaypaoty épromtéov. (Poet. 14.1453b3-14)

For the plot should be so structured that, even without seeing it performed, the
person who hears the events that occur shivers and feels pity at what comes
about (as one would feel when hearing the plot of the Oedipus). To create this
effect through spectacle has little to do with the poet’s art, and requires material
resources. Those who use spectacle to create an effect not of the fearful but only
of the sensational have nothing at all in common with tragedy, as it is not every
pleasure one should seek from tragedy, but the appropriate kind. And since the
poet should create the pleasure which comes from pity and fear through mimesis,
it is clear that this should be built into the events. (trans. Halliwell, adapted)

290 A counter to this claim can be found in Eur. Bacch. Foley argues that in the Bacchae “the plot or
arrangement of events, the action or praxis, and the spectacle become for large parts of this play
one and the same thing.” (1985: 219).
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Aristotle says that spectacle can produce pity and fear, but in this passage the preference for
arousing these emotions are narrative. Poets should not rely on spectacle or sensationalism, but
instead seek the appropriate pleasure (1) oixeia 1dovr}). Even in this example, when tragedy is
divorced from dramatic impersonation, the audience experiences a physical effect (“shivering,”
¢pplrterv) when listening to mimetic representations in narrative.

Aristotle may not prefer spectacle over narrative for furnishing feelings of pity and fear,
but he uses the same theatrical verb for costuming and equipping props (rapaokevalewv) for the
emotions of pity and fear that spectacle and poetry produce in an audience.The repetition of the
verb, a metaphor from theater, in this context draws attention to the materiality of both spectacle
and mimetic poetry and the efficacy of that materiality in transforming their intended
audiences.?9! Spectacle furnishes the tragic emotions (t6 did tfig OPews todto Tapaockevalewv) but
it requires material resources (3edpevov éotv, Poet. 14.1453b7-8). Aristotle claims that the tragic
poet should instead induce pity and fear through the plot: “since the poet should create the
pleasure which comes from pity and fear through mimesis, it is clear that this should be built into
the events” (émel 8¢ v amo éAéov kxal pofov did pproews Set 1dovi|v Tapackevdle Tov
Tom TV, avepdv g todto &v Toi¢ Tpaypacty epmomtéoy, Poet. 14.1453b3-14).

9% ¢

The verb tapaockevalw (“prepare”) and noun rapaokevr) (“providing,” “procurement”)
are compounds that ultimately derive from the noun oxedog (“vessel,” “implement”) and the
denominative verb oxevalw (“furnish”). Cognates and compounds of the verb oxevalw

(“furnish”) have appeared throughout the passages I have discussed in this dissertation, usually in

relation to mimetic metamorphosis. In dramatic and metatheatrical contexts oxeva{w can also

291 The verb rapaokxevalw is used in regard to thought, which is furnished by speech (Eot 8¢
xatd v Sihvoilay tadta, 6oa Ord Tod Adyov del Ttapackevacbijvay, Arist. Poet. 19.1456a36-37),
and in regard to creating emotion in a tragedy (to maBn tapaoxevalerv, 19.1456a38).
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mean to “dress up.” In Aristophanes’ Acharnians, Dicaeopolis recognizes Cleisthenes dressed up as
a eunuch. In Aristophanes’ Frogs and Euripides’ Bacchae the god Dionysus uses the noun okevr)
(“equipment”) to refer to his own Heracles costume and Pentheus’ bacchant apparel.292 Plato
uses the verb mapaokevalw in the Republic when Glaucon gives the example of the unjust man
who furnishes himself with a great reputation, thus drawing a parallel between seeming and
costuming.?93

The preponderance of the vocabulary of furnishing oneself or another with costume and
seeming evinces a development in the theorization of mimetic metamorphosis in the classical
period that parallels the organization of the argument of the dissertation. In Aristophanes and
Euripides we see those first two chains in the magnetic link, the poet and the actor, costume
themselves and change in the process. Glaucon’s unjust man shows the caution with which
Socrates treats mimesis and seeming in the Republic. In Aristotle, he treats the catharsis of pity
and fear as the ultimate goal of mimesis. This is what a poet must furnish his audience, that last
link in the chain, through the representation of tragic events.

In the passage above, Aristotle uses the adjective oiketog in reference to the “fitting
pleasure of tragedy” (] olkeia 1dovr}). This same adjective is used to describe the characters and
genres that are fitting for each poet. I end with Aristotle’s conception of tragedy and its “fitting
pleasure” in order to reflect on the language of mimetic metamorphosis I have traced throughout
the dissertation. My project has grappled with this very question of what is “one’s own” (olketog)
and what is another’s, especially when one pretends to be another and takes on new

characteristics. At what point does one become another person? As we saw with Gorgias, poetry

292 Ar. Ach. 121-22; Ran. 108f.; Eur. Bacch. 915. For metatheatrical uses of oxevaw and
compounds of the same verb, see Ar. Ach. 383f., 738f.; Thesm. 590L; Ran. 522-23.
293 Resp. 2.361a6-b1.
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has the power to make us experience the fortunes and misfortunes as well as the emotions of
another as “one’s own” (1810¢). In Plato’s fon, the rhapsode sees himself standing on the
threshold, just like Odysseus, and weeps and shivers at pitiable and fearful events. In the magnet
analogy, Socrates states that magnet implants (¢vifn) its power into iron rings, enabling them
to attract other rings (30Ovapv évtifnot toi¢ daxtvAio, Pl fon 533d6).

While Aristotle does not discuss inspiration as such, he recognizes that the poet must
include fearful and pitiable events in the plot: “it is clear that this should be built into the
events” (pavepov w¢ todTo &v tol¢ Tpaypaoty épmomtéoy, Poet. 14.1453b3-14). Aristotle inherits
the language of being and becoming that surrounds mimesis and incorporates the idea of change
into his definition of poetry and tragedy at multiple points, most especially his declarations that a
plot includes a change in fortune, and that recognition is the change from ignorance to
knowledge. In the Poetics mimetic metamorphosis becomes enshrined as a literary ideal that
should also be “put into” the plot (¢promtéov). Aristotle values mimesis because the
representation of events affect the audience and cause them to experience another’s experiences
and emotions as their own. According to Aristotle, everyone enjoys recognizing that “this is that,”
or “this has become that.” By reading Aristotle through the lens of (and as an inheritor of) his
literary precursors, we can see that just as the Muse’s inspiration travels from herself to the poet,
actor, and audience, the theorization of mimetic metamorphosis in Aristophanes, Euripides, and

Plato moves along a similar path through the classical period.
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