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Abstract

This dissertation is a comprehensive analysis of women’s self-image in the
canonical epic literature of Classical antiquity. The Homeric epics and Virgil’s Aeneid
are essential starting places for looking at women’s self-image because their ideologically
central positions in their respective cultural systems provide a necessary baseline for
looking at how real women viewed themselves as a response to the socio-cultural
conditions of the Greco-Roman world. Chapters on the lliad, the Odyssey, and the Aeneid
analyze the presentation of women’s self-image in these works using critical notions of
| categorical opposition, the gaze, habitus, and honor and shame, and drawing heavily on
feminist theory, film theory, and post-structuralist anthropology.

This study concludes that a woman’s self-image in ancient epic clearly depended
on how she measured up to a male-prescribed ideal. The particular characteristics of this
ideal — traits like beauty, chastity, modesty, industry, and passivity — worked to bolster
male honor, primarily by ensuring women’s fidelity. Women tend to self-deprecate when
they fail to live up to this ideal, or when their relationship with a male is threatened.
Women'’s expressions of self-image are also influenced by social context: they act with
assertiveness and confidence in exclusively women’s contexts or when working on behalf
of their male relatives, while outside these realms, they are usually silent, hesitant, and
passive, a phenomenon I refer to as “The Topography of Shame.” According to the logic
of the Topography of Shame, these behavioral guidelines were needed because women
by nature are inherently weak, unrestrained, and uncontrolled, subject to both verbal and
sexual leakage. While the Topography of Shame expected women to subordinate

themselves to male authority in order to maintain the self-restraint that enables them to



maximize their feminine virtue, it also needed them to exhibit these negative female traits
in order to justity such controls, and to provide a negative standard against which men
could measure and define their own identities.

At the same time, however, female characters in epic demonstrate considerable
tension with, and resistance to, this system of expectations. For example, some women
exert a sort of unofficial power by utilizing the tools that the Topography of Shame made
available to them, such as displays of beauty, emotional outbursts, claims of self-pity, and
proclamations of loyalty, in order to influence the actions and attitudes of others. While
women in epic therefore generally position themselves according to the Topography of
Shame, they also self-consciously test its limits. These women thus serve the essential
function of questioning the ideological framework socially dictated for them in much the
same way that male characters occasionally work to challenge the heroic values generally
taken to be fundamental in Greece and Rome. By first examining the broad ideologies
and ideals that governed women’s behavior in the ancient world and then analyzing how
women both accepted these notions and also learned to forge complex strategies of
resistance, we can better understand the interior lives of these women, which the lack of

more direct evidence have kept at a distance for so long.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Since the 1970’s, there has been a surge of interest in studying the women of
Classiéal Greece and Rome. This interest, paired with the current emphasis on gender
theory, has resulted in great improvements in our understanding of the lives of women in
the ancient world, but our knowledge remains severely limited by the absence of direct
evidence into these women’s perspectives: while numerous male authors offer us insight
into what and how men think through fictional works, history, oratory, philosophical
treatises, and letters, of women’s words there is very little preserved indeed. Although
advancements in feminist and gender theory and their application to literary,
archaeological, and artistic evidence have undoubtedly enhanced our understanding of
the physical and cultural contexts of women in antiquity, there is a huge gap between
what we know of what Greek and Roman men thought and why, and what we know of
women’s interior lives.

One of the fundamental problems in approaching the large issue of women’s
interiority is the question of how women in classical antiquity viewed themselves: did
women, in general, accept the patriarchally-dictated' view of them as inferior and then
live with an image of themselves as worthless or devalued? Alternately, having accepted
the limited roles imposed upon them by male-dominated society, were women able to
manifest a positive self-image by cultivating the qualities that men deemed virtuous? Or
were women able to divorce themselves more or less from these patriarchal value

judgments and develop a separate standard by which they assessed their own value?®



Because the bulk of our evidence on women in the ancient world, both literary
and material, comes from men, and because in these highly patriarchal societies it was
men who more or less shaped the ideologies that prevailed in these cultures, it is
important to examine how these men themselves — and thus society at large — uﬁderstood
women’s self-image.’ Only after establishing a shared societal framework can we
effectively assess the small body of more direct evidence of women’s expressions of
attitude towards the self. Once this common view is pinpointed, we can then ask
ourselves how this cultural perspective worked to influence and shape the actual self-
image of women and how well — or how poorly — it reflected the self-image of female
members of society in general. As such, this dissertation is the first step in a broad, on-
going research program designed to take a larger body of comparative literary and
material evidence into account to better understand how the women of antiquity viewed
themselves and felt about the place they occupied in a world that worked to marginalize

and devalue them.

Background and Parameters

I first became interested in the topic of women’s self-image in classical antiquity
after a discussion in my World Literature I class on Helen’s self-deprecating speech to
Hector in Book 6 of the lliad. In this scene, Hector, bloody from battle, is searching for
his brother Paris to find out why he is absent from the very war he himself provoked
when he abducted Helen from her husband. Hector enters Paris’ bedroom to find that he
has just finished making love to Helen, whereupon Helen addresses Hector as follows

(11.6.344-48):



Baep EUETO KUVOS KAKOUNXAVOU OKPUOETOT]S,
BN I JEN b WL 7

QS U OPEA’ TiHaTi TG OTE UE TPAITOV TEKE UNTNP

oixecbal TTpopépovoa kakry avépolo BueAAa

eis Opogs 1 eis kipa ToAupAoicBorlo BaAdoons

BvBa pe KUY &Tmdepoe Tapos Tade épya yevéohar.'

“Brother-in-law to me, dreadful scheming bitch that I am,

on that day when first my mother brought me into this world,

would that an evil whirlwind had borne me away, carrying me off

into a mountain, or into a wave of the loud-roaring sea!

There that wave would have swept me away before such troubles

came to pass.”

When I asked my students what they thought the point of Helen’s speech was, a heated
debate ensued between those who saw her claim of self-loathing as sincere and motivated
by Hector’s appearance, which serves as a reminder of the trouble she has caused, and
those who saw Helen’s speech as manipulative, designed to elicit Hector’s sympathy in a
tense situation, and motivated by a desire to stay in his good graces so that she may
continue to enjoy the pleasures of Paris’ bed.’ Afterwards, I began to look for women’s
expressions of attitude towards the self in other literary works with an eye to
understanding how male authors differ from female authors in their perception of the
subtext behind these expressions. At the same time, I started to notice how frequently
contemporary women, both in media representations and in ordinary conversation, put
themselves down, and I began to think about how the speaker’s perception of her own
sincerity and the ends she hopes to achieve often seem at odds with the perceptions of
others. I became curious as to why, in our ostensibly gender-equal society, where they are
undoubtedly more independent, more highly valued, and freer than they were in the

ancient world, women are nonetheless beset by self-image problems ranging from general

feelings of inferiority to life-threatening disorders such as anorexia and bulimia. I began



to wonder if there is any evidence of similar disorders in the classical world, and if not,
whether female self-image issues manifested themselves in another waly.6 Ultimately,
these questions led me to direct my research towards this topic in the hopes of better
understanding how women in Greece and Rome viewed themselves in relation to the
world, and how society’s perceptions of their self-image both drew from and contributed
to these conceptions.

It was Helen’s example that initially directed me towards the topic of women’s
self-deprecation and boasting; perhaps not surprisingly, the Homeric epics in which
Helen appears so prominently are also the logical place to start if we are searching for the
prevailing ideological views of women’s self-image in antiquity. Homer’s epics stand at
the beginning of the literary evidence we have for the Greek world.” More importantly,
these works permeated the fabric of Greek society so thoroughly that it would not stretch
the truth too far to assert that every man, woman, and youth from the Archaic period
forward was to some extent familiar with both the //iad and the Odyssey. Not only were
readings from both of these epics regular events at festivals and dinner parties,
philosophers and wise men regularly quoted Homeric lines to illustrate a moral or
punctuate a lesson; poets and writers viewed these epics as the quintessential models of
literary achievement; school children were taught to use Homeric heroes, and women
Homeric heroines, as models for behavior; politicians and military leaders fashioned
themselves after Homeric heroes in order to promote or reinforce their positions in
society®; and scenes from the Homeric epics were common in vase painting and
sculpture. The familiarity of the Greeks in general with Homer’s works and their view of

these epics as guides to morals and appropriate behavior have been compared not



infrequently to the position of the Bible in modern Western society.” While we must bear
in mind that these epics are not simple handbooks to cultural ideologies — indeed, they
often challenge and question the very values they ultimately promote — the views and
perspectives expressed in the /liad and Odyssey overall represent the foundational
ideological tenets that underlie and permeate Greek culture, set forth in “the genre that
purports to be universal in significance and value.”'® In order to examine effectively how
the views of individuals or minority groups deviate from the norm, these epics and the
values they articulate form an important starting point.

Homeric ideologies and values were foundational not only in the Greek world, but
in Roman society as well. Throughout the Republican era and well into the Imperial
period, Greek literature in general, and the Homeric epics in particular, were looked upon
as the acme of artistic literary achievement. Even when authors like Callimachus and
Apollonius in Hellenistic period Greece and Catullus and Ovid in Rome started to work
against literary norms and subvert audience expectations, Homeric epic was ultimately
the standard these writers were obligated to work against.'! At the same time, even if
Homer served as a model for Rome, Roman values and ideologies cannot be reductively
equated with Greek ones. In order to determine how Rome took these Homeric principles
and adapted them to its own cultural situation, we must look to a Latin literary production
that held a similar position in Roman culture as the Homeric epics did in Greek society.
Virgil’s Aeneid, unsurprisingly, fills this role very well: in fact, although Virgil and other
Roman authors often used epic to challenge as well as confirm cultural core values,'
Virgil wrote his masterwork at the prompting of the emperor Augustus, who wanted an

epic for Rome that would fill a position and function parallel to those of Homer’s works



in Greece. As a result, the 4eneid clearly develops an engaged, dialogic relationship with
both the lliad and the Odyssey, but adapts Homeric elements to a hero that embodies
values and characteristics that are distinctly Roman, most obviously by emphasizing the
virtue of pietas, which Virgil saw as the core value of Roman civilization. The 4eneid in
fact became central in the Roman curriculum in the Imperial period where it was used as
a “repository of culturally valued exempla,” emulation of which was necessary for social
and political success."® Indeed, while some authors, including Virgil, could use epic to
challenge core values, Quintilian (/nst. 1.8.4-5) endorsed the prominence of Homer and
Virgil in the curriculum, implying that their works functioned to school students in
manliness and away from womanliness.'* The Aeneid thus provides one important piece
of evidence about basic Roman ideologies and demonstrates how the fundamental Roman
view of women’s self-image corresponds to and deviates from that of Greece.

While these epics, therefore, are culturally central and each illustrates
fundamental perspectives for its own society, at the same time, they demonstrate their
openness to conflict and contradiction, often challenging the very norms they elucidate.
Scholars have argued that epics from the Iliad onward worked to question some of the
masculine epic values of honor and courage that they have traditionally been understood
to uphold; when looking into female experience, too, the poets might likewise be calling
traditional values into question.'> Women’s self-assessment in epic offers a particularly
useful lens through which to view this kind of ambiguity and contradiction in the cultural
system, because the system itself seems to define women as both inside and outside at the

same time.



Problems

While the Homeric epics and Virgil’s Aeneid thus function as useful
representatives of their respective cultures’ foundational ideologies, a study of women’s
self-image that focuses on these works is not without its problems and limitations. To
begin with, all three of these works were elite productions that catered primarily to an
upper class audience, even if they were read and admired by people of diverse social
standing. Additionally, while the representations of women in these works will reflect to
a large extent more general societal attitudes towards women, at the same time, these
characterizations will be colored by artistic, political, or didactic objectives, in
consideration of which the poet might slant or exaggerate behavior considered “normal”
for women.'® Nonetheless, by carefully examining the evidence in these fundamental
texts and by keeping in mind the difficulties inherent in research of this kind, the
characterization of women’s expressions of self-image in these epics can serve as a
valuable starting point for the study of women’s interiority in antiquity and help us to
arrive at some idea of how women in ancient Greece and Rome viewed themselves in
relation to the world around them.

In addition to taking these evidentiary problems into account, an analysis of this
kind must be diligent in avoiding over-generalization and the temptation to conflate all of
antiquity into one uniform “classical culture.” Greek and Roman societies are, without a
doubt, very different, particularly in respect to the daily lives of women, and Virgil’s
reliance on Homeric models should not lead us to neglect the important differences in the
everyday experience of women in these two societies. In Classical period Greece, women

were generally confined to women’s quarters'’; they interacted infrequently with men,



had little freedom of movement, and were taught to equate virtue with silence.® Thus, a
woman’s role in society was primarily a negative one, promoting virtual invisibility."’
Yet although women in Greece technically occupied a completely disenfranchised
position, recent scholars have demonstrated that they could exercise a good deal of
influence in more subtle ways. Scholars like John J. Winkler and Nancy Felson-Rubin?®
have shown that women in Greek society like Homer’s Penelope — who on the surface
appears to be a passive victim entirely subject to male domination — often used
resourcefulness and access to information to manipulate events through the agency of
their husbands or other male relations.*! Although Penelope is an individual and an upper
class woman, recent anthropological work in 20" century rural Greece demonstrates that
similar systems are still in play in the households of common everyday villagers.?> While,
again, we must be careful about projecting modern practices onto ancient cultures, this
research suggests a certain amount of cultural continuity in the Greek world and
illustrates that both in Homeric times and in the Classical period, it is quite possible that
Greek women of all classes might have exercised power and influence in subtle, indirect
ways,” which would certainly have influenced both their self-perception and how they
used expressions of self-image. This possibility must be taken into account.

In contrast to women’s fairly restricted and generally “invisible” position in the
Greek world, women in Rome were somewhat freer and had the potential for exercising
power and influence more directly. First, women interacted a good deal more with men,
dining with them and being permitted to go outdoors with fewer restrictions.”*
Additionally, women in Rome had more than one means of fulfilling a positive role in

society: for instance, women could demonstrate sternness and discipline while exercising



a good deal of authority in the education of their children”’; they served an important
“public” function in the symbolic display of the conjugal bed and loom in the atrium of
the elite Roman house®®; and elite women in Rome often had the financial resources to
act as artistic and architectural patrons.”” Although recovering the interiority of individual
Roman women is still problematic,”® as a result of these differences, there is an argument
to be made that Roman male authors of the early empire, like Virgil, would be more
likely to present a reasonably authentic female perspective than would Greek male
authors. In Rome, males had more everyday contact with women and women were freer
to express themselves to men, resulting, perhaps, in enhanced male insight into female
perspectives. With the overturning of the republic, moreover, the elite class to which
Virgil and the vast majority of authors belonged found themselves disempowered, subject
to the agenda and whims of the emperor. Tacitus tells us that the means to success was
servitio (“through servitude™: Ann. 1.1.25) in Augustus’ reign, and likewise, in the reign
of Tiberius, even the greatest men ruere in servitium (“fell into servitude™: 4nn. 1.7.1).
While Tacitus likely exaggerates this abasement, he nonetheless captures an emotional
truth that describes the feelings the imperial system evoked in the elite if not their actual
political situation. This strong sense of disempowerment resulted in a sort of
“feminization” of the elite male,?’ a concern which manifested itself in Roman
literature.”® This violent feminization likely resulted in an improved ability of these males
to relate to the woman’s position of dissmpowerment.’' At the same time, although
women undoubtedly gained a modicum of power and independence in imperial Rome in

comparison to earlier periods, traditional views on gender-based binary oppositions
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persisted,”” providing an important basis for comparison between the women of Greece
and Rome.

In addition to the differences between Greek and Roman cultures, discrepancies
within each civilization, such as significant disparities in the lived experience of members
of different classes and large shifts in political structures (for example, the move from |
republic to empire in Rome), need to be kept in mind to avoid over-simplification.
Nonetheless, while any attempt to look at the interior lives of women in classical
antiquity as a whole will necessarily involve generalization, keeping these differences in
mind and considering evidence from each of these categories can improve our
understanding of how women’s interiority functioned and developed in the Greek and

Roman worlds.

Purpose

Through careful analysis of the evidence found in Homer and Virgil, this study
aims to recover broad societal notions about women’s self-image in Greece and Rome,
which will in turn form an important baseline for looking at how real women in classical
antiquity viewed themselves as a response to the socio-cultural conditions of the Greco-
Roman world. We might expect that women in Greece and Rome would adopt the
minority attitude towards the self typical of women in other patriarchal societies: this
attitude, identified by feminist critics like Kate Millett, includes a view of the self as an
inferior being who lacks sufficient autonomy; a tendency to identify and attach value to
the self primarily in terms of connections with male relatives; and a perception of one’s

own virtues and vices in terms of the traits that men value or scorn in women.>® To what
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extent do the women written by Homer and Virgil reflect this trend? Where do they
deviate, and in what kinds of situations? What sorts of women reject this attitude entirely,
and how is the audience expected to feel about these women? Despite the small number
of female characters in Homer and Virgil, the women who are included constitute a
useful pool for this sort of examination precisely because they function as positive and
negative exempla for real women, both in terms of their behavior and in terms of their
interior attitudes and motivations.

Another important consideration is the extent to which women’s expressions of
self-image are presented by the authors and interpreted by male characters as authentic.
One important means of assessing this will be looking at the internal evidence from these
texts on how women’s emotional interiority corresponds with external indicators of self-
image. This analysis in turn will permit examination of the connection between evidence
for verbal self-expression and indications of attitude towards the self that are
communicated visually in consideration of Bourdieu’s concept of habitus,** which is
frequently used to posit a correlation between exterior indications and emotional
interiority for men.>> Bourdieu posits that habitus is a learned way of negotiating social
situations, but that this mode of operating becomes unconscious and instinctive, and thus
cannot be unlearned. In this way, one can “read” an individual’s interiority by careful
observation of details like stance and gesture. If deportment, dress, and other physical
indicators can accurately signify authentic emotional interiority, then an author’s
descriptions of clothing, facial expression, and behavior and how these correspond with
verbal indications can offer us clues as to how the prevailing ideology in these cultures

framed, and as a result molded, the self-image manifested by real women.*
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State of the Field and Theoretical Background

In the mid-20™ century, feminist critics began to recognize and work to correct
the male-centered perspectives of traditional scholarship. In the field of classics in
particular, Sarah Pomeroy initiated the study of women’s history with her
groundbreaking 1975 book Goddesses, Whores, Wives and Slaves: Women in Classical
Antiquity, the first systematic study of women in ancient Greece and Rome. Although in
this work Pomeroy tends to reduce men and women to binary categories, this influential
text was one of the first to highlight the issue of women in the ancient world and was a
necessary precursor to developments in feminist and gender theory in the field of classics.
Since then, women’s studies and gender theory have progressed a great deal. While
contributions in this area in the past thirty years have been numerous and varied, some of
the more influential works include Helene Foley’s Reflections of Women in Antiquity
(1981); Suzanne Dixon’s The Roman Mother (1988); John J. Winkler’s The Constraints
of Desire: The Anthropology of Sex and Gender in Ancient Greece (1990); David
Halperin, John Winkler, and Froma Zeitlin’s Before Sexuality: The Construction of
Erotic Experience in the Ancient Greek World (1990); Amy Richlin’s The Garden of
Priapus (1992) and Pornography and Representation in Greece and Rome (1992); Laura
McClure’s Sexuality and Gender in the Ancient World (2002); David Fredrick’s The
Roman Gaze: Vision, Power, and the Body (2002); and Kristina Milnor’s Gender,
Domesticity, and the Age of Augustus: Inventing Private Life (2005).>” Since a
comprehensive synopsis of the development of this field is beyond the scope of this
investigation, what follows is instead intended as a general overview of the theoretical

concepts which will be utilized in this study.®
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Gender Theory: Constructionalism vs. Essentialism

While early feminist theory and work on women’s history was useful in de-
centralizing male perspectives in scholarship and in laying the groundwork that was
necessary to the evolution of women’s studies, much of this early work was highly
politicized and historically naive, downplaying the role of men entirely. In the last thirty
years, there has been a shift away from radical feminist perspectives in favor of a focus
on gender theory. This approach is less reductionist and more complex, comprehensive,
and analytical. Early feminist theory approached women’s history with the goal of
changing not only the way we read ancient texts, but also women’s positions in the
modern world. In doing so, feminist criticism presented women’s history as half of a
binary, and discounted factors like class, race, status, urban versus rural, and trans-
gendered categories. Gender theory, on the other hand, sees gender as a social construct
and is thus able to take these categories into consideration rather than simplistically
viewing society as divided along gender lines.”

The emergence of gender theory has not been without its problems, and has in
fact ignited intense controversy among classicists.*’ Scholars outside of classics tend to
attribute the constructionist position — and thus the emergence of gender theory for
classics — to Michel Foucault’s History of Sexuality, published in three volumes
beginning in 1985. Many classicists in the constructionist camp — scholars such as David
Halperin and John J. Winkler*! — subscribe to the basic tenets of Foucault’s work, but
nonetheless criticize Foucault’s neglect of feminine sexuality and his failure to recognize

the constructed character of gender*; these scholars have since refined and improved the
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ideas they credit Foucault with initiating, producing much that is of value to classicists
interested in gender theory and feminist perspectives alike.

Despite the seminal position Foucault is generally conceded, Amy Richlin and
David Fredrick have pointed to numerous problems which make his work
methodologically substandard: his near-exclusive focus on male subjective sexuality, his
belief that sexuality itself did not exist prior to the 18" or 19" century CE, the omission
of large amounts of source material focused on obscene, homophobic, or misogynistic
subjects, his general lack of knowledge about Greece and Rome, his tendency to collapse
disparate cultures and historical periods, and his predilection for generalizing about
“classical antiquity” from the example of Athens while virtually erasing the
individualism of Rome.* Additionally, feminist scholars working in classics have
objected to the tendency to locate the initiation of gender theory with Foucault, and take
proponents of the constructionalist position like Halperin and Winkler to task for ignoring
the contributions of feminists to the idea of gender as a social construct.** Some thirty
years earlier, Simone de Beauvoir was one of the first to call attention to the tendency in
patriarchal societies to reduce gender divisions to categorical binaries: in The Second Sex,
de Beauvoir demonstrates the presentation of woman as the categorical “other” in relation
to man in Western literature and society45 ; moreover, de Beauvoir’s famous assertion that
one is not born but becomes a woman gives her claim to primacy as a social
constructionist.*® In addition, Amy Richlin demonstrates that many of these Foucauldian
texts replicate the arguments from earlier feminist works in the field of classics in

particular without appropriate scholarly recognition; instead, these works tend to assign
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primary credit to Foucault and other male scholars, effectively reproducing the silencing
of women’s voices that took place in the ancient world."’

The movement towards the idea of sexuality and gender as a cultural construct,
furthermore, has not been all-inclusive: Richlin and others have questioned the validity of
Foucault’s social constructionism entirely, arguing that certain characteristics are
essential to either male or female nature. While acknowledging the historical abuses of
the essentialist position — where some have taken the idea to mean that women’s essential
nature is inferior to that of men — Richlin goes on to argue on the contrary that the
constructionist viewpoint is detrimental to women, leading to the conclusion that
feminine attributes are learned and can be unlearned; therefore, women can learn to be
more like men, whose attributes are more valuable. In this way, Richlin believes that
constructionism devalues what women do naturally. Richlin’s gender-based essentialism
is highly political, aiming to increase the value of female attributes and to rectify
historical abuses of essentialism which have posited women as worse by nature than
men.*® Richlin’s position has ignited fierce debates, which indicate that the movement
away from feminist theory and towards gender studies has not been universally accepted.
This opposition has been thoroughly argued elsewhere, and I will not digress by repeating
it here,* since my analysis will not address this conflict directly. However, the nature of
gender and sexuality is relevant to any examination of women in the ancient world, and
my own perspective on the issue will likely color my analysis, so it is relevant and
important to state my position in brief.

I am working from a moderate constructionist perspective. I would agree with

Richlin that certain characteristics that predominantly follow gender divisions are
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ingrained by nature, so that women are in general more inclined to traits like nurture and
compassion. However, I would also argue that culture and society have much to do with
shaping the development of these characteristics.”® As such, my investigation assumes
that though nature predisposes some differences roughly based on gender categories, the
basic character of an individual has the potential to manifest itself in a broad spectrum of
personality traits, attitudes, and sexual inclinations, which are to a large extent shaped by
the ideologies and assumptions of society.’’ While most women, then, can be supposed to
have a tendency towards certain general innate characteristics, their self-image will be for

the most part shaped by social considerations.

Woman as the Anti-Man

Q: Why do women use make-up and perfume?

A: Because they are ugly and they smell bad.*

In view of the cultural influence on the development of ideologies and on the
particular manifestations of more general character traits in an individual, society’s
fundamental view of female nature and character will undoubtedly have had a profound
effect both on how a woman viewed herself in relation to the world and on the precise
ways in which her natural inclinations manifested themselves into particular attitudes and
personality traits. Thus, the binary categories into which the patriarchal societies of the
Western world have tended to reduce men and women are relevant to the shaping of a
woman’s self-image. Aristotle (Metaph. 1.5.6),> following the Pythagorean thinkers,>*
demonstrates this dichotomy in a list of ten categories of corresponding pairs, where he

aligns 0fjAv (female) with principles like &Greipov, kivoUpevov, kapumiAov, okdTOS,



17

and kakov (unbounded/unlimited, moving, bent, dark, and evil), while associating &ppev
(male) with their opposites: Tépas, Hipeuoiv, eUbU, Pdds, and ayabdv (bounded/limited,
calm, straight, light, and good). Anne Carson’s “Putting Her in Her Place: Woman, Dirt
and Desire” provides a cogent analysis of how these categories functioned in ancient
Greece. Carson demonstrates that women were viewed as wet beings with leaky
boundaries who were therefore unable to keep themselves adequately under control,
sexually or otherwise.” These characteristics are diametrically opposed to the traits that
were seen as ideal for men: dryness, moderation, self-containment, and self-control.
Catharine Edwards, in The Politics of Immorality in Ancient Rome, demonstrates a
similar principle at work in Roman society: because the qualities thought to be
undesirable in a male member of the Roman elite were deemed “feminine,” women came
to be seen as timid, lazy, self-indulgent, and sexually compliant.’® The tendency of both
Greek and Roman societies to see gender divisions as indicative of positive or negative
attributes in this way suggests that women’s views about themselves and how they relate
to the dominant male society in these cultures will be somewhat comparable; thus, while
the many differences between Greek and Roman societies must be kept in mind, this
commonality gives us a solid starting point for looking at women’s self-image in classical

antiquity.

Honor and Shame
In addition to the tendency in both Greek and Roman cultures to define women in
terms of what is not-male, the highly gendered system of honor and shame that operated

in both Greek and Roman societies provides further common ground that suggests a valid
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basis for comparison on the issue of women’s self-image. The honor and shame model
for Mediterranean societies was first posited in the mid-1960’s by Jean Peristiany, who
argued that honor and shame function as the primary regulators of behavior in
Mediterranean basin’’; Julian Pitt-Rivers refined this model in the mid 1970s to
concentrate on the role of sex, whereby the woman’s chastity is principal and reflects
entirely on the honor of the male and of the family.5 8 As such, males are justified in
controlling the behavior of women, and women’s chastity in turn becomes a kind of
currency.’® David Halperin, John J. Winkler, and Froma Zeitlin *® have applied these
ideas more specifically to the ancient world, where similar systems of honor and shame
that hinged upon the chastity and virtue of women were in place.®’ The honor and shame
model’s applicability to ancient Greece is supported by Anne Carson’s work, which
argues that in Greek culture, ensuring the purity of one’s line is crucial to one’s honor
and very identity, thus making male status dependent on female chastity.’? Because they
play a crucial role in the transfer of economic and social status through their childbearing
abilities, women, then, serve in many ways as commodities. The view of women as weak
and leaky therefore permits men to justify imposing external controls on them, such as
gender segregation and restrictions on clothing and hair.®® A similar system was in place
in Rome as well, where we also see a concern with female chastity, restrictions on female
appearance and behavior,’* and a commodification of women, who were often betrothed
by male relatives in order to further political or economic interests.

The application of the honor and shame system Peristiany and Pitt-Rivers
proposed for the Mediterranean basin to the classical past once again suggests a cultural

continuity which would enable modern scholars to use observation, interviews, and other
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information from and about the contemporary Mediterranean to fill in the many gaps in
our knowledge about the ancient world, especially in the areas of anthropology,
sociology, and psychology. However, there are a number of problems with the honor and
shame model that need to be taken into consideration before simplistically collapsing the
Mediterranean area to a single geographical unit area undifferentiated in time.%* To begin
with, Peristiany’s model neglects to take class into account.® Since class considerations
were paramount in both Greece and Rome, to neglect the effect of class standing in
looking at attitudes of honor and shame is profoundly reductionist. Another related
consideration is that class is treated differently in different Mediterranean communities:
as David Fredrick has pointed out, in ancient Greece, class divisions were very rigid,
while in Rome, where movement between classes and large shifts in station were
possible,”’ social position was far more complex.® Another oversimplification of the
honor and shame system is that it is based on the model of a small Mediterranean village.
While classical Athens, though a cosmopolitan city for its time, functioned in ways
similar to a small village, Rome was a much more sophisticated and urban environment,
and to reduce models for behavior to one uniform system ignores the profound
differences between urban and relatively rural environments. Nonetheless, by keeping
these difficulties and limitations in mind and applying the honor and shame model with
care and discretion, this theory constitutes a useful general principle that will help
complete our picture of the fundamental ideological perspectives towards women’s self-
image found in the predominant culture-systems in the Mediterranean: the cultures of
Greece and Rome. Additionally, by recognizing that Greek and Roman societies

functioned as “shame cultures,” where public and externally visible components of
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morality take precedence over internal convictions,”” we are better positioned to examine
self-image in the ancient world, a somewhat anachronistic concept to start with, as much
more closely associated with reputation and public standing than we are accustomed to
consider it in our modern estimation, where self-image is more closely aligned with

interior assessment of self-worth.

Body Theory

In recent years, much scholarly attention has focused on applying gender theory
to the study of bodily evidence.” Anthropologists like Mary Douglas have demonstrated
that the body in most cultures works as a model for another bounded system, such as that
of society itself, with the function of different parts and their relation to each other
working as symbols,” a phenomenon also noted by early feminists.”” In classical
antiquity too, meaning became attached to various body parts,” both male and female,
and the implications of these associations will certainly bear upon the issue of women’s
self-image.” As a result of this same system of logic, details of deportment become
indicators of personality and moral character, as do physical features such as the set of
the eyes or the prominence of the chin.”® For this reason, studying the use of and attitude
towards clothing, make-up, jewelry, and other means of adornment can enlighten us into
how society valued of devalued various physical aspects of both women and men in
consideration of these associations.”

Closely related to these ideas about the importance of deportment and physical
features to innate character and emotional interiority are Pierre Bourdieu’s views on the

concept of habitus, outlined briefly above. In Distinction, Bourdieu adopts a social
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constructionist position, but goes on to argue that learned behavior becomes instinctive
and cannot be unlearned. As such, habitus is an instinctive mode of navigating societal
situations which shapes the way individuals act and react in an unconscious way. As a
result, external indicators like stance, gait, and gesture are indicative of the individual’s
interiority.”” Because habitus is initially constructed, in Mediterranean cultures where the
honor and shame system is in place women develop a habitus that includes shame, while
men develop a habitus that includes entitlement. While Bourdieu focused his ideas
primarily on modern cultures, classicists are enthusiastically applying this model to
Greece and Rome. In his later Logic of Practice, which analyzes North African cultures
such as the Kabyle, Bourdieu aligns himself more closely with the binary male/female
model and neglects the attention to significant distinctions in class he had demonstrated
in Distinction, where he focuses on 1970s French society. Foucauldians utilizing’
Bourdieu’s work have therefore privileged Logic of Practice over Distinction, assuming
Greece and Rome to be like the eternal rural Mediterranean, in order to support the
penetrator/penetrated binary. As noted above, however, such class distinctions likewise
functioned in Rome, undercutting Foucault’s notion of Roman “otherness” and further
complicating the constructionalist vs. essentialist debate.”® Bourdieu himself sees certain
universal features in patriarchy, but argues that the particulars manifest themselves in
different ways; as such, habitus has its own specificity in various cultures, but he does
not see these as incomparable. Bourdieu’s nuanced view in Distinction, where he takes
various segments of society into account, allows for the possibility of movement between
these segments, acknowledges blurred edges, and considers specific differences between

cultures, makes his theories attractive for their application to this study of self-image.



22

Bourdieu’s habitus will therefore provide a useful model for examining the external
indications of women’s self-image in Homeric epics and the 4eneid and then analyzing
their correspondence or non-correspondence with the emotional interiority these women

present verbally.

The Topography of Shame

Another model for studying women and gender relations in the ancient world
stems from my own observation that women’s individual expressions of self-image are
generally a function of the gendered context of the situation in which they occur. This
model posits that a woman’s self-image depended to a large extent on how she measured
up to a male-prescribed ideal. The particular characteristics of this ideal — traits like
beauty, chastity, modesty, industry, and passivity — worked in one way or another to
bolster male honor, primarily by ensuring women’s fidelity. Although these male-dictated
considerations affected women’s overriding views of female virtue and vice, women’s
attitudes about the self were nonetheless significantly influenced by the particulars of the
individual social context. Ancient evidence suggests that women were assertive and self-
assured in women’s contexts — such as in the domestic realm or at women’s festivals’® —
or when their actions served to bolster male status, but when they acted in typically male
arenas or in situations where their appearance, actions, or behavior potentially threatened
to undercut the honor of their male kin, women generally demonstrated silence,
hesitance, and insecurity. As a result, women’s boasting typically occurred in an
exclusively female context, but her conceit naturally stemmed in most cases from the

parameters set down by male considerations of honor and shame. Women’s expressions
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of self-deprecation, on the other hand, tend to appear when women fail to live up to this
ideal or when their relationship with a male is threatened. I refer to this supposition as
“The Topography of Shame.”’

This model for women’s behavior and self-assessment draws heavily on ideas
from the theoretical schools of thought elucidated above. First, it works from a moderate
social constructionist position in that it assumes that although biological gender might
produce a predisposition to certain character traits, these “gendered” qualities are
exaggerated, set in opposition, and evaluated by society, which in turn affects how these
traits manifest themselves in individuals. As such, women in the ancient world learned, if
not explicitly, then certainly through the implication of social practice and cultural
ideologies, that their natures were, in accordance with the ideas of Aristotle and the
Pythagoreans, diametrically opposed to those of men — they were inherently weaker, less
capable, and inferior. The Topography of Shame also draws upon the honor and shame
model in working from the position that women’s chastity reflected so entirely on male
honor that the weaknesses inherent in women’s natures justified controls and restrictions
on their behaviors, so that female virtue came to be identified with the characteristics
which enabled these male controls.®' This model also takes current ideas about body
theory into account by considering the female body as an extension or reflection of her
virtue, which view in turn makes her physical appearance, habits of adornment, and
habitus a reflection of her inner character.

In addition, examining women’s self-image as situationally variable adds another
layer to these views of women in antiquity by considering how power and gender

contexts affected their behavior and their expressed evaluation of their own self-worth.
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Recent developments in women’s studies scholarship show that gender binaries in the
ancient world are part of a larger system of hierarchical polarities such as race, age, sex,
and nationality, and as such, the role of gender within a given social situation is only one
of a constellation of factors.®? For example, unlike Foucault’s work, which presents the
penetrator/penetrated binary as essentially unmediated, the work of structuralists
Detienne, Vernant, and Vidal-Naquet® take the intermediary position between binaries
into account, a crucial consideration in a culture with considerable class mobility, such as
Rome. While these variables must be kept in mind, the contextual component of the
Topography of Shame model allows tensions deriving from alternate differences in
identity into consideration.

The Topography of Shame model finds a supporting parallel in Sharon James’
observations on women’s language in Roman comedy and elegy®*: James’ findings
suggest that the engendering of language is itself a social construct which is not static, but
varies according to the complexities and nuances of the specific situation, particularly in
consideration of power structures. Because the “female Latin” — characterized by the use
of polite modifiers, terms of endearments, and words of deference® — which women in
comedy and elegy generally use when speaking to freeborn men tends to disappear when
women speak to slaves, and because women’s language is also subject to great variation
in female-only conversations depending on purpose, James concludes that these are to
some extent “performances of stereotypes and expectations of female speech.”®
Women’s self-image was in a comparable state of flux: while women’s views of
themselves were generally based on the ideal developed for the advancement of

patriarchal values, at the same time, the baseline from which a woman evaluated her
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worth at any given time was to some extent dependent on the specific gender and power
structures of the particular situation.®’

At first glance, the Topography of Shame model may seem to conflict with the
view of women’s self-deprecation as a manipulative tool that women used to negotiate
their position with men, as some readers have interpreted Helen’s statements in liad 6.
However, the view that women used self-deprecation insincerely in order to exert control
through manipulation works well with the ideas of John Winkler and Nancy Felson-
Rubin, who have shown that women in constrained positions in Greece had to use the
tools at their disposal in order to influence events and empower themselves to the extent
possible. This view for Rome is again supported by James’ study of Roman comedy,
where she finds that women use deference, polite modifiers, endearments, and timidity in
order to manipulate or placate an angry husband.®® While men seemed to view these
techniques as duplicitous, dangerous, or threatening, we will see that again, they often
occur in the context of imminent erotic disaster or are otherwise related to the status of

the woman’s relationship to men.

As this introduction suggests, the difficulties with looking at women’s self-image
in classical antiquity are numerous and varied. I am hopeful, however, that by using the
epics of Homer and Virgil as a basis for determining the cultural baseline for women’s
interiority, by keeping in mind the limitations on what we can recover, and by utilizing a
broad theoretical scope, we will be one step closer to finding out how the women of
Greece and Rome felt about themselves and their positions as women in society. By

utilizing the Topography of Shame, which capitalizes on the insights that the various
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schools of theory provide while taking their weaknesses into account, I hope to analyze
different types of literary evidence, such as women’s speech, men’s opinions, and
descriptions of body language and physical indicators to arrive at a nuanced view of how
the representative male elite in Greece and Rome understood women’s perspectives on

their own self-worth in antiquity.

! “Patriarchy,” along with its related terms, is problematic, as Amy Richlin 1992a.xviii
points out, “first, when theorists imply it is adequate to describe all cultures; second,
when theorists imply that the oppression of women by men takes precedence over all
other forms of oppression, or when they ignore other types of oppression altogether;
third, and more generally, it is the kind of construct that obscures differences and implies
that all women are members of one class.” My use of this term to describe Greek culture
from the Bronze Age to the Classical period, the Roman Republic and Empire, and our
own American culture today is admittedly reductive, and may seem to ignore or elide
these important differences. At the same time, all these cultures are distinctly male-
dominated in that legal, social, and political structures generally work to promote male
interests at the expense of those of women. Thus, although the precise nature of the
patriarchal system and its relation to other forms of oppression in these various cultures
may differ considerably, they are nonetheless comparable. While I therefore use
“patriarchy” and related terms in this paper as a means of describing the common
overarching tendency in these societies to promote male interests over female concerns, I
would remind the reader to bear in mind that each of these societies manifests these

patriarchal aspects in differing ways and degrees.
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2 For further insight into women’s emotional or psychological interiority in antiquity, see .
Carson 1990, Winkler 1990a, Felson-Rubin 1994, Foley 1995, Keith 2000, Lardinois and
McClure 2001, and Milnor 2005; for more on how women in modern society deal with
patriarchal oppression, see Miller 1976, Dinnerstein 1976, Lerner 1986, Bordo 1993,
Orenstein 1994, and Meyers 2002.

3 Similar issues exist when looking at the interiority of other marginalized groups, such as
slaves or, to a lesser extent, freedmen — any group, in fact, that was not the literate elite.

* All Greek text for the Iliad is based on the following: Homer. 1920. Homeri Opera in
Five Volumes. Oxford (obtained from http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/cgi-
bin/ptext?lookup=Hom.+I1.+1.1). All translations are mine unless otherwise noted.

> Critics note that internal evidence too is contradictory. Sue Blundell 1995.49, for
instance, argues that Helen is “both blameless and blameworthy” since, although it is her
presence that is the cause of the war, her abduction is repeatedly attributed to divine
agency. See “Helen” in Chapter 2 for more on this issue.

% See Bordo 1993 for more on the prevalence of eating disorders in today’s world and its
relation to gender and patriarchy. Bordo 1993.149 and 321 n.14 also suggests a link
between ancient attitudes and modern eating disorders.

7 The Homeric epics likely date to the second half of the 8" century BCE, shortly after
the introduction of alphabetic writing to Greece (ca. 750 BCE). For a brief discussion of
the dating of these epics, see Graham 1995.3-7.

8 Most famously, Alexander the Great traveled with a copy of the Iliad and promoted

himself as an Achilles-figure. Allison Keith 2000.3-4 reports that Homeric heroes like
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Achilles and Odysseus were used as explicit models for student behavior well into the
Byzantine period.

? In 1951, classicist H. D. F. Kitto observed that “The lliad and The Odyssey have been
called the Bible of the Greeks. For centuries these two poems were the basis of Greek
education, both of formal school education and of the cultural life of the ordinary citizen”
(qtd. in P. Davis et al. 2004.279). That the ancients recognized the ideological centrality
of Homer’s epics is suggested in Xenophon’s Symposium (3.5), where Antisthenes
reports that his father saw familiarity with the Homeric poems as the basis of the good
man’s character. Despite the gender bias, Antisthenes’ statement illustrates the use of
Homeric poetry as a model for virtuous behavior (noted in Keith 2000.3).

1% Suzuki 1989.4.

'1'Latin epicists from Ennius to Statius “aspired to a place in the classical curriculum on
the model of Homer, whose poetry enjoyed pride of place in education throughout
antiquity” (Keith 2000.9). Ennius’ Annales, the first hexameter epic composed in Latin,
earned its author the title of Homerus Alter; this epic enjoyed a foremost place in Roman
education in the Republican era until Virgil’s Aeneid superseded it as the “national epic”
in the early Imperial period (Keith 2000.9-10). Ovid’s own work, like that of the other
Latin elegists and the poets of the Hellenistic period, explicitly recognizes the epic genre
as the standard against which they are obligated to work in the recusatio that regularly
defines the stance of the elegists by contrasting it with that of the epic poets.

12 For more on Virgil’s epic as a challenge to core values, see Johnson 1976. esp.136-41.
In his Pharsalia, similarly, Lucan writes a sort of “anti-epic” which, although initially

framing itself as imperial propaganda (as in the dedication to the emperor Nero at 1.33-
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66), in later books challenges and undercuts the imperial system (see Leigh 1997.2 and
Eldred 2002 esp. 59-60 and 62-63fY).

B Keith 2000.11.

' Noted in Keith 2000.14-15. For more on the role of epic in schooling Roman students
in the conventions of manliness and gender difference, see Keith 2000.8-35.

15 See, for instance, Perkell 2002.166 on Keith 2000.

'® The question of authorship is complicated in the case of the Homeric epics, which are
the products of an oral tradition. Modern scholars have long debated “The Homeric
Question,” which asks whether “Homer” should be considered a single author who
crystallized the oral epic into a form that reflects his own personal artistic vision and
agenda, or whether the epics should be considered amalgamations of the visions of a long
line of bards (for more on this issue, see the discussion of the debate between unitarians
and analysts in “Penelope,” Chapter 3). Because the epics would have been known to
Classical period Greeks more or less in the form which they have come down to us, and
because these people considered these epics more or less unified wholes produced by a
single artist called “Homer,” for the purposes of examining the ideologies these works
represent to 5™ century Greeks, it is convenient and apposite to refer to the author simply
as “Homer” while not overlooking the fact that the question of authorial intent is a bit
different with the Greek epics than it is with the Aeneid. Thus, I am using the term
“Homer” in this study to refer to both the poet and the poems’ primary narrator. See
Felson-Rubin 1994.10-11 for a short discussion of the problems with this attribution.

'7 See Pomeroy 1975.80-83 and Blundell 1995.135.

18 j.e. Thuc. 2.45.2; also see in particular Carson 1995.
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% Because of the unique social system in Sparta, Spartan women were far more
“independent, powerful, and outspoken” (Blundell 1995.157) than women in classical
Athens, and therefore they constitute a minor exception to this rule. For a brief discussion
of Spartan women’s social roles, see Blundell 1995.150-58.

%% Winkler 1990b; Felson-Rubin 1994.

2! While the presentation of women in drama would make an interesting corollary study, I
am unaware of any critical examination of women in tragedy that makes a similar use of
cultural anthropology in analyzing women’s behavior. Scholarly examination of women’s
agency and emotional interiority in drama has generally focused on active women who
transgress gendered categories either in working on behalf of or against the interests of
their closest male kin rather than working within the limitations imposed on them by the
patriarchal system (see, for example, Winningham 1948, Foley 1989, and Segal 1981).
The applicability to women in tragedy of the broad parameters of the Topography of
Shame that I will be discussing in this paper is suggested, however, by Lefkowitz 1983,
who demonstrates the continuity of ideals regarding virtuous wives from Homeric times
through the Roman Empire, an examination which utilizes characters like Alcestis from
Greek tragedy (see esp. 32f1).

22 See Fried! 1986 et al.

3 While evidence that historical women exercised such indirect power is scarce, one
suggestion that they did indeed capitalize on avenues available to them is found in
Lysias’ speech On the Murder of Eratosthenes, where Euphiletus’ wife arranges for a
meeting with her lover by feigning jealousy over his flirtations with the maid and making

a “joke” of locking him in his bedroom (noted in Blundell 1995.143-44). Helen King
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1995.144-45, in addition, demonstrates how real women might have “worked the system”
in the realm of women’s gynecology in order to exert some control over their treatments.
Sue Blundell 1995.144 also notes that additional evidence of this sort of manipulation is
found in comedy: a report at Thesmophoriazusae 407-09, for instance, suggests that
infertile women would simulate pregnancy and then sneak babies into the house to
produce a legitimate heir for their husbands, while the sex strike in Lysistrata suggests an
additional means by which a woman might exert control over her husband.

2% Kleiner and Matheson 1996b.11.

? Dixon 1988.168-203.

%% Milnor 2005.3-4 and108-110; Wallace-Hadrill 1996.107-09.

?” Kleiner 1996.28-39.

28 For more on these problems in Rome, see Finley 2002.

%% For more on the relationship between politics, power, and feminization see Fredrick
2002b.

3% In “Taking the Woman’s Part: Engendering Roman Love Elegy” (1994a), Maria Wyke
argues that the genre of elegy as a whole developed an overriding concern with male
alienation from positions of power.

3! This argument has been applied specifically to Ovid, who, as an exile whose poetry
was (unsuccessfully) banned by Augustus, may have felt a special empathy for the
silenced rape victims in the Metamorphoses (see Curran 1984; for an opposing view, see
Richlin 1992c¢).

32 For more on these polarities in the ancient world, see below (“Woman as the Anti-

Man”). Konstan 2001.2ff provides literary exempla demonstrating the perseverance of
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these polarities well into the Imperial period; Du Boulay’s anthropological studies
(1974.101-04), moreover, suggest that these diametrically opposed gender
categorizations persisted, at least in rural areas of the Mediterranean, through the better
part of the 20® century.

33 Millet 1970.54-58. Recent studies support Millet’s arguments: in a 1984 survey of
33,000 women conducted by Glamour magazine, three-quarters of women aged 18-35
considered themselves “too fat,” while only 25% were characterized as overweight by
standard weight tables (Feb. 1984. “Feeling Fat in a Thin Society.” Glamour. 198-201
and 251-52; noted in Bordo 1993.55-56 and Leroy 1993.64); a study by Kevin Thompson
found that out of 100 women who exhibited no symptoms of eating disorders, more than
95% overestimated their body size, judging on average that they were one-quarter larger
than they were (Apr. 1986. “Larger Than Life.” Psychology Today. 39-44; noted in
Bordo 1993.56); and in a 2007 BBC Radio 1 Newsbeat and 1xtra’s TXU survey of
25,000 people, for the most part aged 17-34, half of the women said there was much they
would like to change about their bodies, and more than ten percent said they “hated” what
they look like (http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/health/6376367.stm). Modern scholars link the
focus of today’s women on the physical self to their desire to be attractive to men:
Armstrong 1987.208 argues that “the ostensible reason for attempting to make oneself
beautiful is first to attract men, then to get or hold a man in marriage or other lasting
relationship” (quoted at http://www.cwrl.utexas.edu/~ulrich/femhist/self image.shtml)
while Leroy 1993.262 points out that “[t]he equation of female sexuality with glamour is
a major public theme in our own culture. It's there in our fairy stories, the little girl's first

lessons in romance: a kitchen girl, she learns, can only win a prince if she has a
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comprehensive make—over and some glamorous new clothes” (quoted at
http://www.cwrl.utexas.edu/~ulrich/femhist/self image.shtml).

34 Bourdieu 1984.52-65 and 1990.169-225. Also see below under “Body Theory.”

3% See Corbeill 2002 for uses and critiques of Bourdieu in the field of classics.

36 For more on this topic, see “Body Theory” below.

37 Foley’s Reflections of Women in Antiquity, Richlin’s revised edition of The Garden of
Priapus, and McClure’s Sexuality and Gender in the Ancient World each offers an
excellent introduction to the subject of women in antiquity and provides an overview of
the state of research in the field of feminist criticism and gender theory in classics at the
time of publication. Dixon’s The Roman Mother directed welcome attention to the
positive and active roles that women could play in the Roman world. Both The
Constraints of Desire and Before Sexuality bring cultural anthropology, feminist theory,
and French structuralism to bear in responding to and challenging Foucault’s notion of
sexuality as a modern construct (see also Halperin 1990). Richlin’s Pornography and
Representation initiated changes in feminist theories of pornography by redefining the
pornographic in terms of power relations constituted by the domination of the male gaze
(see also Eilberg-Schwartz and Doniger 1995 for more on the fragmenting effects of the
male gaze on the female body). Fredrick’s introduction to The Roman Gaze overviews
recent debates sparked by Foucault’s work and effectively refutes the notion that
Foucault “invented” gender theory for classics, while the essays collected in this volume
provide further applications of vision theory to classics. Milnor’s Gender, Domesticity,
and the Age of Augustus is a recent contribution that usefully explores how views of what

constituted “correct” female behavior were redefined in the Age of Augustus in order to
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promote the dominant political ideology, and how these changes in turn affected broader
cultural transformations.

38 For an overview of the development of the study of women’s position in antiquity and
its relation to modern ideological movements, see Katz 1995.

* See Richlin 1991 and 1992a.

0 For an overview of this controversy, see Skinner 1996.

*I Halperin, Winkler, and Zeitlin 1990b and Winkler 1990a.

*i.e., Edwards 1993.75-76.

# Richlin 1991.169-71 and 1992a.xiv-xvii; Fredrick 2002a.

* Richlin 1991.167-68.

* de Beauvoir 1961.38-60.

* de Beauvoir 1961.3-37.

*7 Richlin 1991.167-68 and 172ff.

8 Richlin 1992a.xviii-xx; see also Bordo 1993.36ff. Richlin’s argument can be taken to
suggest that homosexuality may also be “essential.”

49 See Karras 2000 for a basic overview of the development of the study of sexuality in
modern scholarship. An excellent, if not entirely objective, overview of the history of the
debates between the constructionist and essentialist camps can be found in Skinner 1996.
For more on these issues, see also Fredrick 2002a.

30 The moderate constructionist position I am taking accords well with ancient views of
character development advanced by Cicero in De Officiis 1, where he suggests that the
individual persona is composed of four parts (the first being the universal one of the

human self; the second that of individual skills and capacities; the third arising from



35

circumstances; and the fourth being the choice of how one reacts to circumstances).
Additionally, ancient terminology for the personality, such as mores (Greek 1iBea), seem
to be describing characteristics that are innate, but which at the same time are able to be
influenced by education. Also, natura refers to innate character, while persona (Greek
TpoowTTov) would be the “mask” or role one assumes in life (discussed in Braund
1998.1371%).

5! While Richlin works from a fundamentally essentialist perspective, she acknowledges
that the controversy between the essentialist and constructionist positions is “needlessly
binary,” and points out that both positions have their uses and drawbacks (1992a.xix),
problems which I hope to minimize with this moderate constructionist approach.

52 Richlin 1992a.xvi has shown that humor itself is often a tool of patriarchy; jokes like
this all-too current one work to oppose male and female natures in much the same way
they were opposed in Greek and Roman societies as outlined in this section. In this
example, by objectifying and humiliating women and associating them with disgust, men
are associated with what is clean, straightforward, and superior by implication.

>3 Arist. Metaph. 1.5.6. In a similar same vein, in Generation of Animals, Aristotle
describes woman as appev... memmpwévov — a deformed or imperfectly developed
male (2.3.25). For more on these categorizations, see Lloyd 1966.15-85 and 1983.94-105.
>* See Philip 1966.44-53.

3% Carson 1990. Attention to these binary oppositions arose out of a fruitful overlap of
French structuralism with feminism, as in Carson’s work and in that of Marilyn Skinner,
and is not really indebted to Foucault, who claimed not to be a structuralist, but who

nonetheless frequently receives the bulk of the credit for these movements.
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36 Edwards 1993.78-84. As de Beauvoir’s work demonstrates, the tendency to exaggerate
gender divisions setting up one as good and opposing it to the other, which tékes on
negative characteristics, persists even today, as the current joke at the head of this section
demonstrates. That similar divisions persist in the modern Mediterranean is evident in
Pierre Bourdieu’s observations of the Kabyle people of northeastern Algeria
(1973.100f%).

37 Peristiany 1966.9-11.

** Pitt-Rivers 1977.78-80.

> Gilmore 1987b. This principle, too, is evident among the Kabyle among whom
“‘[s]hame,’ it is said, ‘is the maiden,’ and the son-in law is called ‘the veil of shames’
since the man’s point of honour is the protective ‘barrier’ of female honour” (Bourdieu
1973.100).

8 Halperin, Winkler, and Zeitlin 1990b.

¢! Halperin, Winkler, and Zeitlin’s tendency to draw upon the essentially structuralist
ideas of Peristiany and Pitt-Rivers, who predate Foucault by more than a decade,
undercuts their claim that Foucault more or less “invented” the whole field they are
working in, since structuralism has always assumed that social behaviors are socially
conditioned and culturally determined, a position Claude Levi-Strauss argued for as early
as 1949 in Elementary Structures of Kinship. I might additionally point out that Winkler’s
tendency to draw both on the work of Foucault, who argued that past and present ideas of
sexuality were categorically different, and on modern anthropology, which is based on
the assumption of fundamental cultural continuity, is also problematic.

62 See also Wohl 1993.20ff.
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63 See Pomeroy 1975.79-84 and Myerowitz Levine 1995.

%4 See Pomeroy 1975.150ff and Alexiou 2002.14-18.

85 Considerations that detract from the validity of applying modern anthropological
observations to ancient cultures but which do not significantly affect the applicability of
the honor and shame model to the ancient world itself include the profound changes in
philosophies and beliefs that have occurred in the past three thousand years — the
emergence of Christianity and Islam, for example, has produced lasting, across-the-board
changes in the way Mediterranean populations view the universe and the very purpose of
their lives. Additionally, the development of television, radio, and the internet have
permitted the influx of entertainment, values, and ideas from all over the world into the
Mediterranean on a daily basis. Anthropological studies reveal a number of practices and
ideologies that indicate continuity from ancient times, such as the presence in most
homes of a central hearth and a household shrine, the importance of hospitality, the
persistent belief in fate and the power of spells and divination, Pythagorean/Aristotelian
categorizations of male and female, gendered divisions of labor, and the reliance of male
honor on societal status and female honor exclusively on modesty, shame, and sexual
chastity (see especially du Boulay 1974 and Dubisch 1986b). At the same time, the
intervention of technological innovations and religious movements has resulted in the
simultaneous disruption of many of these cultural practices and ideas. For example,
households in the ancient world often contained a shrine to a patron god or goddess. In
modern Greece, most homes contain an iconostasi, consisting of icons and religious
artifacts, which in effect designates an area of the home, as in the ancient world, as a sort

of temple. However, the ancient Greeks and Romans worshipped pagan gods and/or
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ancestors, and their relationship to their deities was basically one of reciprocity. In
modern times, Greek orthodoxy and Roman Catholicism prevail in these geographical
areas; these religions center on a relationship with a deity which is based on faith and
forgiveness rather than reciprocity. Therefore, although a number of practices and
customs from the ancient world are still in place, the beliefs, values, and ideas associated
with them have undergone important changeé in the past 2000-3000 years. As such,
caution needs to be exercised when applying modern anthropological information to the
classical world.

66 Maureen Giovannini 1987.61-62 has taken class and regional differences into
consideration when using the honor and shame model; however, her examination of the
issue of class is rather superficial and dismissive, and she ultimately argues that on the
basis of broad similarities such as “the emphasis on female chastity as an indicator of
social worth for individuals and their respective kin-groups” and “male control over
female sexuality” (1987.61), a pan-Mediterranean approach is methodologically sound
for the purposes of comparative investigation.

%7 In the “Trimalchio’s Dinner” episode from Petronius’ Satyricon, we see a former slave,
now a freedman, who has become incredibly rich and revels in his power and wealth.
Although this is a fictional episode, it illustrates the fact that movement between classes
and large shifts in station were possible in Rome, a situation that would have been
unheard of in Greece. Like Peristiani and Pitt-Rivers, Foucault completely ignores
freedmen and class mobility in Roman society.

88 Fredrick 2002a.9-10.

% For more on this, see Bartsch 2006.132-36.
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" Good overviews of the study of body history can be found in Richlin 1997 and
Fredrick 2002a.7-13. See also Bordo 1993.16-17 for the tendency of modern scholars to
elide the contribution of feminists to the development of body theory, as we have seen
done in the area of the construction of sexuality and gender, attributing its inception
instead, once again, to Foucault.

™ Douglas 1966.116-22.

™ Wollstonecraft 1989.

7 See duBois 1988 for a basic overview of metaphors that were attached to the female
body in classical antiquity.

" Important sources on the symbolic function of body parts can be found in Stewart 1997
and Richlin 1997.

7 Kleiner and Matheson 1996b.18.

¢ Significant works include Wyke 1994b, Myerowitz Levine 1995, Richlin 1995, and
Kleiner and Matheson 1996a.

77 Bourdieu 1984.52-65 and 1990.169-225.

7 Fredrick 2002a.20-21.

7 Eva Keuls (1985.391£f) suggests that it was the women of Athens, who were
celebrating the Adonia, who were responsible for the mutilation of the Herms in the late
5™ century. If so, it is significant that it is within a women’s context which was
additionally a festival of inversion that these women took this bold and assertive action.
8% Many thanks to David Fredrick for his considerable contributions in the development

of this model.
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81 To take an example from literature, we see Euripides’ Medea capitalizing on this
notion when she pretends to accept her husband Jason’s new marriage, excusing her
earlier outrage by saying, aAA’ éoUEV OlOV ECUEV, OUK EPEd KaKOV,/ YUVaTKes: OUKOUV
XPiiv 0" Suotouchatl Kakois,/ oud’ avTiTeivew vimt’ avTi vimricov (“But we are such
as we are, I will not say evil, but women; and it is necessary that you [men] not be like us
in these evils, nor give back foolishness in return for our foolishness™: Medea 889-91);
this self-deprecation in the relatively “public” context that Jason and his attendants
represent contrasts sharply with the boast she has just made in a private, all-female
context: viv kaAAivikol TéV éudv exBpdov, pilal,/ yevnodueoha keig OdOv
BePrixauev-/ viv [8°] éATris éxBpous Tous éuous Tefoetv Siknv (“Now we will become
triumphant over our enemies, friends, and we have set our foot on the road; now there is
hope that my enemies will pay the penalty”: Medea 765-67). Here, Medea demonstrates
her recognition that in order to successfully navigate her precarious situation, she must
appear to abide by the principles of the Topography of Shame by suggesting to Jason her
feminine weakness and her deference to his superior wisdom in order to bolster his sense
of male honor. (Greek in this footnote is based on that found in Oxford University Press’
1969 edition of Euripides’ Medea, Alan Elliott, ed. London.)

%2 See Friedman 1996 and Konstan 2001.1-2.

8 See Vidal-Naquet 1986; Vernant and Vidal-Naquet 1988; Vernant 1988; and Detienne
and Vernant 1989.

8 McClure 2001.3-4 notes that the Greeks too viewed women’s language as categorically
different from men’s, citing the scenes of cross-dressing and “verbal impersonation” in

Aristophanes’ Ecclesiazusae and Thesmophoriazusae.



41

85 Scholars like Robin Lakoff (1973. “Language and Woman’s Place.” Language and
Society 2.45-81; and 1975. Language and Woman's Place. New York), who have
identified gendered patterns in speech in our own culture, argue that typical female
linguistic strategies like “...intensification (‘so’ and ‘such’), restriction of negative
emotion, avoidance of obscenity, diminutives, tag questions, and hedging... because they
convey uncertainty and deference, reflect the secondary social status of women in the
United States” (noted in McClure 2001.7).

% James 2005.3. James draws on Adams’ identification of female speech patterns in
Roman comedy, but whereas Adams argues that determinants — such as roles, sex, and
context — influencing variation in methods of address cannot be separated out (1984.70),
James argues that some of these determinants can be identified (and in fact subordinates
the role of gender to that of power dynamics). James 2005.11 argues that despite the
problems with using male-authored women’s speech as evidence, poets in particular paid
close attention to language and presumably offered “relatively realistic representations of
[women], given generic limitations.”

87 Evidence and support for the validity of the Topography of Shame model to the real
women of classical antiquity will be developed throughout this paper.

88 James 2005.21-22.
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Chapter 2: Homer’s lliad

The Iliad centers on the world of war, a world in which women are very much on
tﬁe margins. This marginality is emphasized by an explicit contrast between the domestic
realm of the city, which is largely cast as feminine,' and the masculine realm of the
battlefield. At the same time, the conflict on which the epic focuses was provoked by the
abduction of Helen from her rightful husband Menelaus, a circumstance which
underscores the significance of women in war as symbols of men’s kleos. The
objectification of women is highlighted from the outset, as the Iliad opens with a quarrel
between Agamemnon and Achilles over rights to women who are little more to them than
booty, and whose importance derives only from the honor that they represent to the men
who “own” them.

The lliad’s focus on war and its tendency towards the marginalization and
objectification of women contribute to a relatively small amount of “screen time” for the
women who make appearances in this epic. As a result, when women like Hecuba,
Andromache, or Helen do appear, their words and behaviors are particularly important as
representative epic roles for women, roles which in turn served as models of behavior for
mothers, wives, and mistresses in Classical period Greece. Although Homer’s use of
feminine exempla is somewhat limited by the narrative context, he is much freer to insert
female divinities, who, unlike mortal women, were able to interfere directly in martial
affairs. While mortal women are the primary focus of this study, Homer’s depiction of
goddesses and the background mythology on which he draws work to define broad

societal perspectives on the character of women in general. By first examining his use of
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goddesses and analyzing how they interact both with mortals and within their own social
context, we can glean a good deal of information about how epics not only reflect
ideological perspectives, but also promote and reinforce them, challenge them, or even
reveal contradictions inherent within the cultural system. Using this analysis as a lens
through which to view the roles of mortal women, we can then turn to the examples of
the mothers, wives, and mistresses who make up the world of the /liad, shedding further
light on these roles with an examination of the women who have been stripped of their
native male attachments — war captives like Chryseis and Briseis. Examination of the
interrelationship between these categories, and of the places at which the boundaries
between them are occasionally blurred, will provide a comprehensive overview of the

~male view of women’s self-image in Greek society and of how women’s views of
themselves relate to the Topography of Shame.

As this analysis will show, Homer’s depiction of women in the Iliad, from
goddesses to mothers and wives to war captives, supports the broad tenets of the
Topography of Shame model by illustrating a prevailing view of women’s self-worth and
identity itself as a function of their standing with male relations, while casting patriarchal
dominance and female submission as natural and inevitable. Women’s self-deprecation
and self-pity occur in situations where a woman has failed to live up to male ideas of
feminine virtue or where a woman’s relationship with a male is threatened. Additionally,
we will see that women in this epic can be assertive not only in women’s contexts, but
also with men when they see themselves as acting on behalf of their male kin or in
defense of their ties with them, as the Topography of Shame would lead us to expect.

Even the actions and attitudes of women who do not conform to this model are shaped by



the particular gendered context: while women like Helen are seen as dangerous and
manipulative, they too regularly act and speak almost exclusively in consideration of
preserving or cementing their standing in relation to males. In this way, the Iliad
illustrates many of the stereotypes we wquld expect to find regarding women in antiquity;
yet at the same time, Homer shows how women accept these ideas, internalize them,

exploit them, and occasionally, challenge and reject them.

Goddesses

While Helen’s abduction provided the direct impetus for the Greek attack on
Troy, the roots of the conflict can be traced back to the Judgment of Paris. This episode
in many ways encapsulates fundamental cultural views of women’s nature and sexuality
and how these relate to male honor and shame, and therefore provides a good starting
point for this study. The Judgment of Paris is but briefly referred to in the Iliad, when
Homer tells us that saving Hector’s body from Achilles’ ‘abuse was pleasing to all the
other gods, oUd¢ ob' "Hpr/ oudt TTooeiddwv' oudt yAaukwmidi koupn,/ &AA' Exov
s optv TpédTov aTmxBeTo “IAlog ip1)/ kal TTplapos kai Xabg AAeEavdpovu Evek'
aTns,/ Os veikeooe Beas OTe ol péccavAov {kovTto,/ Tiv &' fvno' 1j ol mdpe
HaxAoouvny aAeyevhv (“but never to Hera nor to Poseidon, nor to the grey-eyed girl,
but they held fast: just as from the beginning, they hated sacred Ilion, and Priam, and his
people on account of the folly of Alexander, who vexed the goddesses when they came to
his inner court, and who approved the one who gratified his destructive lust”: 24.25-30).
Nonetheless, the passing nature of this reference suggests that the story was widely
known at the time,” and so would have formed the accepted mythological background of

the Trojan cycle to its ancient audience.
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In this episode, the three goddesses Hera, Aphrodite, and Athena all lay claim to
an apple addressed kaAAioTn (“To the fairest”), which the goddess Eris (Discord), angry
that she has been excluded from the festivities, tosses in to the wedding of Peleus and
Thetis in order to stir up trouble. After Zeus wisely recuses himself, the hapless Trojan
Paris is appointed as judge of the matter. While all three goddesses attempt to influence
Paris’ decision with bribes, it is Aphrodite’s offer of the most beautiful woman in the
world — Helen of course — that succeeds in clinching his vote. This myth is ripe with
implications about women’s primary function as sexual objects, and demonstrates that
even goddesses — even relatively masculinized virgin goddesses like Athena — have a
tendency to view their worth as a function of their beauty and sexual attractiveness as
measured by a male standard, a view supported by the intensity of the hatred attributed to
Hera and Athena in Homer’s allusion to the episode. The story also illustrates the ancient
view of women as mentally weak and unstable creatures both through Eris’ pettiness in
provoking a conflict out of sheer spite and through the vanity the three goddesses display
in quarreling over a mere symbol of external beauty: as Henry Staten notes, the relentless
wrath of Hera and Athena against Aphrodite and the Trojans is not a function of the
inherent worth of the apple, but due to the positive value Aphrodite acquires partly
through the “diminution of their own value,” despite the fact that Paris’ decision is based
on the goddesses’ bribes rather than on their own inherent merit.* Not insignificantly,
Paris’ rejection of Hera and Athena’s offers of kingly status and might or military
wisdom and power in favor of a woman whom he had never before seeh also illustrates
the danger women’s sexuality represents to the elite male, as it prompts him to choose

sexual gratification over political advantage.
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The wrath Paris’ decision provokes in Hera in particular is depicted as so savage
and excessive that Zeus even speculates that it might only be assuaged if copdv
BeBpcdbors TTpiapov TTpi&uoid Te maidas/ aAlous Te Tpddas (“[she] might eat
Priam raw, and the sons of Priam, and all the other Trojans”: 4.35-36), an impulse which
connects her with Achilles in the deepest throes of his rage, as he threatens to do the same
to Hector (22.346-47). Yet while Achilles’ wrath is eventually mollified and his humanity
restored, Hera’s is “a permanent, demonic imbalance with neither noble origin nor
foreseeable end.”” The relentlessness of Hera’s rage likewise sets her in opposition to
Zeus, demonstrating notions about the dichotomy between male and female natures so |
prevalent in the ancient world.’

Also in accordance the negative nature of females implied in this binary view,
goddesses in the lliad are portrayed as petty, vindictive, meddling, and manipulative. In
Book 1, suspecting correctly that Zeus has been persuaded by Thetis to favor the Trojans
while Achilles sits out of battle, Hera pesters Zeus to tell her the topic of their
conversation. Hera is somewhat comically characterized here as a nagging wife meddling
in her husband’s affairs, and whom Zeus appropriately attempts to put into her place first
verbally, and then with threats of physical violence (1.561-67). As such, from the very
beginnings of Greek literature, the need for patriarchal control over the female is not
merely illustrated, but even divinely sanctioned. This theme is reinforced in Book 8,
where Hera and Athena arm themselves and ready a war-chariot in preparation for battle
despite Zeus’ orders that the gods stay out of the fighting. No sooner do they set out,
however, than does Zeus send Iris down to threaten them with physical violence if they

do not bend to his wishes (8.399-408). While Hera and Athena concede, they both remain
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angry, and Hera makes another attempt to assert herself by objecting to Zeus’ constraints
verbally (8.462-68). Once again, Zeus puts her in her place (8.477-83):

oéBev B' £y o oUk dAeyifeo®
Xwouévns, oud' € ke T velaTa Teipad’ {knai
ycxing Kal m')v'rouo, v' lametds e Kpdvos e
nuevon ouT auyng Ymrepiovos 'HeAiolo
TéEPTOVT oUT' aveuonon Babls d¢ Te TapTorpog auplis:

ELY

oud' fjv €vl' aoiknai a)\couevn, oU oev Eywye
okuCopévns aAéyw, ETrel oU oéo KUvTepov GANO.

“I don’t care a bit that you

are angry, not even if you try to go to the lowest places

of earth and sea, where lapetus and Kronus,

sitting there, enjoy neither the light of Hyperion Helios

nor the wind, but Tartarus is deep all around them:

not even if you, wandering about, go there, should I care

that you are angry, since there is nothing more dog-like than you.”

By publicly discounting her opinions and feelings and verbally denigrating her loss of
emotional control, Zeus re-establishes his superior position and, with the patriarchal order
now reconfirmed, the episode comes to a close.

At the same time, however, the epic also works to cast doubt upon the patriarchal
order’s “unquestioned” supremacy, as it is Agamemnon’s abuse of his patriarchal
prerogatives in “feminizing” Achilles by stripping him of honor that leads to his fall from
respect. In addition, despite the epic’s prevailing message that proper order is ensured
through the assertion of dominant male authority, the goddesses of the Iliad are far from
powerless or colorless beings. As goddess of war, Athena is a fearsome fighter, and both
Greeks and Trojans view her as a powerful ally who brings success to her favorites — as
when she assists Achilles in pushing back the Trojans by amplifying his war-cry and

haloing him with supernatural light (18.203ff) — and trouble to her enemies — as when she

tricks Hector into standing his ground with Achilles by masquerading as his brother
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Deiphobus (22.226ff). Athena’s prowess in battle is emphasized by a contrast with
Aphrodite, whose attempt to interfere in the war in Book 5 is comically cut short when
Diomedes wounds her wrist and she goes crying to her mother Dione (5.311ff).
Aphrodite’s inadequacy is underscored by the fact that this minor injury causes her to
drop her son Aeneas, whom she was trying to save (and whom, fortunately, Apollo
subsequently rescues), while she focuses instead on her own superficial wound. The
contrast between the two goddesses becomes explicit when Homer bookends this episode
with direct statements juxtaposing these two goddesses. As he pursues Aphrodite © &¢
KUtrpiv EmmedxeTo vnAél XaAke/ yryvadokwv O T' dvalkis énv Beds, oudt Bedcov/
Tawv al T' Gvdpdv TOAEHOV K& Ta Kolpavéouoty,/ oUT' ap' AbBnvain oUTe
mToAiTopbos ‘Evuco (“[Diomedes] approached Cypris with pitiless bronze, knowing
that this was a god without strength, not one of the goddesses who command the affairs
of men in war — not Athena, nor city-sacking Enyo”: 5.330-33); then Zeus, comforting
Aphrodite, advises her oU Tot Tékvov éuov déSoTal TToAeunia épya,/ GAA& oU '
iuépéev'rcx HETEPXEO Epya Yauolo,/ TaiTa &' Apm 8o kai ABfvy TavTa peAroel
(“My child, the works of warfare are not alloted to you; you just dabble in the lovely
works of marriage, and let all these things be a concern for swift Ares or Athena™: 5.428-
30). Yet despite the clear respect granted to Athena in the masculine realm of war, even
here she is not exempt from womanly pettiness: with Hera as her ally, Athena cannot
resist making snide remarks belittling Aphrodite — 1) udAa &1 Tva Kumpis Axatiadeov
avieioa/ Tpwoiv Gua oméobal, Tous viv EkTayAa @iAnoce,/ TGOV Tiva kappéfovoa
Axauddwv EutéTAwY/ TPoSs Xpuot] Tepdvn KaTauuato xelpa apainv (“Cypris
indeed was rousing on some one of the Achaean women to follow at once after the

Trojans, whom she loves so much, and stroking this well-robed Achaean lady, she
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scratched her tender hand on a golden brooch”: 5.422-25). In Book 21, Athena actually
goes so far as to punch Aphrodite in the breast as she tries to lead a wounded Ares, whom
Athena has just bested, off the field, and follows this injury with another gloat: ToiouTol
viv avTes 6oot Tpcoeootv apwyol/ elev, T' Apyeiolol paxoiaTto BwpnkTijow,/
B¢ Te BapoaAéol kal TANHOVES, cos AppodiTn/ NABev Apr) éikoupos ELG HEVEL
avTidwoa-/ T Kev 1) TaAal Guues eTavodueba TToAéuoto (“Now may all the
ones aiding the Trojans be such as these, whenever they should fight against armored
Argives, as courageous and stout-hearted as Aphrodite when she came as an ally to Ares,
contesting my might: then we would have ended this war long ago”: 21.428-32). In this
way, although Athena, as a goddess, is able to cross over into an area that was viewed as
fundamentally masculine,’ she nonetheless exhibits many of the negative characteristics
that were seen to define the feminine nature.

Like Athena, Hera is depicted as a formidable goddess, but she too exhibits
typical negative feminine traits. As we have seen, Hera is remarkably persistent in her
attempts to defy Zeus’ orders when they contradict her own inclinations, and as Zeus
suggests to Iris in the aforementioned episode, her tenacity is not entirely unproductive:
...i107) yAaukémis 8T’ av @ maTtpl paxntal/ “Hpn &' ol 11 Téoov vepesiCoual oude
XoAoUual/ aigl yap pot €wBev évikA&v Oti kev eimeo (“The grey-eyed girl should
understand when she fights with her father. But I am not at all so upset or angry with
Hera: for she has always been accustomed to oppose whatever I say”: 8.406-08). Yet
while Hera retains some autonomy by consistently resisting Zeus’ authority, her constant
opposition is often cast as comic, subversive, or petty, and her attempts to achieve her
own objectives are regularly trumped in the end by Zeus’ will. Joan O’Brien points out

the discrepancy between the depiction of a sometimes comic, often savage Hera and her
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role as divine protectress in early Greek cult. O’Brien argues that her characterization
here “derives from an ideological reshaping of a regional earth goddess” as Homer
attempts to reconcile her to his view of her appropriate role in the Olympian family,® a
reshaping that coincides with what many scholars see as a shift to the more profoundly
patriarchal cultures of the historical period. The tension inherent in this shift is apparent
not only in Hera’s attempts to thwart Zeus’ will, but also in Zeus’ repeated threats to
smite his wife.”

While Hera’s efforts are regularly trumped by Zeus and his patriarchal authority,
she does help to illustrate the limits on Zeus’ power: for instance, Hera and Athena both
insist on the total destruction of Troy, an eventuality from which Zeus tries to back away.
Yet even Zeus himself is bound to abide by fate, which in this case will eventually accord
with the goddesses’ wishes. This point is driven home when Zeus’ own mortal son,
Sarpedon, engages in combat with Patroclus. Zeus knows Sarpedon will lose and
considers rescuing him (16.433-38), but Hera talks him out of it, arguing, aivéTtaTe
Kpovidn moiov Tév nibov Eetmes./ avdpa Buntdv ¢dvTta rdAal mempwuévov aion/
ay €8éAets BavaTolo duonxéos eEEavalioal;/ €pd dTap oU Tot MAVTES ETTAIVEOUEY
Beol &AAot (“Most dread son of Cronus, such a speech you have spoken! A mortal man,
long since having been allotted his destiny — do you wish to free him again from hateful
death? Do it: but all the rest of we gods will not applaud you”: 16.440-43). Occasionally,
therefore, Hera does get her way, but her success is due more to the fact that her desires
happen to coincide with the precepts of fate than to her own ability to impose her will.
Nonetheless, she does serve as a reminder to Zeus of his own limitations — a significant

role, particularly in light of the ancient conception that women were unable to impose
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appropriate limits on their own behavior'® - and to remind the audience that patriarchal
authority is far from absolute.

In addition to being cast as a nagging, disobedient wife who needs to be restrained
and controlled, Hera suggests the dangerous nature of women through her manipulative
tendencies and the power of her sexuality. In Book 14, for example, having enlisted the
help of Aphrodite and the god Sleep, Hera seduces Zeus and then puts him to sleep to
distract him from the action on the battlefield so that, contrary to his wishes, she can give
her beloved Greeks some breathing space. Zeus responds to her overtures by providing a
long list of his amorous conquests, “flattering” Hera by saying that she tops them all
(14.315-28), an ill-advised strategy which must test the limits of Hera’s self-restraint, and
which thereby emphasizes to the audience the calculated nature of Hera’s seduction.
When Zeus awakens in Book 15, he recognizes that he has been victimized by the
double-threat of women’s sexuality and deceit, and again chastises Hera, calling her
KakOTeXvOs (“evil-scheming”: 15.14), threatening her with physical violence, and
reminding her of previous abuse he has inflicted on her in order to keep her in line
(15.144f). As in the past, Hera backs off in response to Zeus’ diatribe and concedes
obedience to his authority. At the same time, she has, temporarily at least, managed to
trump Zeus’ will and impose her own, though she does so through trickery and
machinations rather than by asserting any sanctioned power. Thus, like Athena, Hera, as
a goddess, manages to conduct herself with a latitude that would be unthinkable for
mortal women; yet also like Athena, she nonetheless exhibits characteristic feminine

faults that work to justify women’s ultimate subjugation to male authority, authority
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which even in the divine realm is envisioned as providing the necessary restraint and
control that keeps female behavior within appropriate boundaries.

Although Athena and Hera each exhibit power and autonomy in excess of that
found in mortal women, their attitudes and behavior stem from motives consistent with
the Topography of Shame theory in that they are both concerned with measuring up to
the male-dictated ideal which prizes female beauty as the primary means by which a
woman externally demonstrates the honor that so wholly reflects on her male relations.
Thus, while both goddesses often seem to be working at cross-purposes to their closest
male kin — Zeus, as Athena’s father and Hera’s brother-husband — their tenacious defense
of the Greeks and their hostility towards the Trojans and Aphrodite are rooted in the
slight both incurred as a result of the Judgment of Paris. As females, even goddesses such
as these understand that their primary value to their male kin is located in their sexual
identity: though they take action in opposition to the will of Zeus, they do so in defense
of the characteristic that most concretely enriches the status of Zeus, their closest male
ally. This impulse is further illustrated by Hera’s jealousy over Zeus’ extramarital
liaisons: in reacting to these, Hera expends all her energy tenaciously trying to punish his
mistresses or curtail his affairs rather than pursuing her own, suggesting that her concern
is primarily with the slight Zeus’ wandering eye implies to her desirability. Thus, she
responds with misguided attempts to repair the insult to her beauty rather than further
undercutting how well she measures up to the feminine ideal by compromising her

chastity through infidelity to her husband.
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Elsewhere in this epic, we find more straightforward examples of female deities
whose behavior illustrates the Topography of Shame theorem. The goddess Thetis
actively works to promote her son Achilles’ interests by first interceding with Zeus to
help the Trojans while Achilles sits out of battle, and later by procuring immortal armor
for him when he is ready to fight once again. Thetis takes these actions in response to
Achilles’ stated wishes and requests and despite her knowledge that, since immortal glory
and early death go hand in hand for Achilles (1.414£f), the result will be grief and
suffering for her. Thetis, therefore, is a divine model of an ideal mother: she is obedient
to her son’s wishes, acts exclusively on his behalf, and supports him emotionally even at
the expense of her own happiness.

Aphrodite, too, despite being mocked as a weakling goddess, consistently works
to protect the men who are closest to her. As noted above, she attempts at her own peril to
rescue her son Aeneas in Book 5, just as earlier she had interceded in the duel to save
Paris from death at Menelaus’ hands (3.373ff). Although Paris is not related to Aphrodite,
he is special to her for several reasons: first, by awarding her first prize in the divine
“beauty contest,” he has served in the past to bolster her status among gods and men; and
secondly, Aphrodite seems to view him as a potential sexual partner, as Helen implies
when, in response to Aphrodite beckoning her to Paris’ bed, she suggests to Aphrodite,
floo Tap' aUTov ioloa, Becov &' dmdeike keAeuBov,/ und' €11 coiot TTOBecoIv
uTrooTpéyelas "OAuptrov,/ aAN' aiel Tepl ketvov 6ilue kai € pUAacoE,/ €is O kE O' T
aAoxov TofjoeTal 1) & ye SoUAnv (“You, going there yourself, sit beside him,
withdraw from the road of the gods, tread Olympus with your feet no longer, but trouble
yourself about him and protect him, until that time when he’ll make you his wife, or

perhaps his maidservant™: 3.406-09)."
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A goddess’ favor is not always cast as maternal or sexual — as it does not seem to
be, for instance, with Athena’s protection and support of Achilles'” — but these factors do
form an important part of the preferential treatment most heroes receive from divine
patronesses, as is suggested by the fact that male gods do not promote mortal favorites to
the same extent as do female deities. In Book 20, for instance, Poseidon intervenes in
battle on behalf of Aeneas, and Apollo rescues Hector, yet neither exhibits a central or
sustained allegiance to one warrior in particular in the same way that Thetis supports
Achilles or Aphrodite does Paris. Even Zeus’ pity for his son Sarpedon (16.433-38) is
cast as a more distant concern, both in the lack of direct interaction between the two and
in the fact that in Zeus’ isolated verbal expression of anxiety on his son’s behalf, he half-

heartedly contemplates but does not even begin to attempt any preventative action.

While goddesses in the Iliad undoubtedly form a separate category from mortal
women in the divine powers they possess and in their immunity from the sorts of serious
long-term repercussions facing mortal women, they nonetheless illustrate many of the
faults and flaws that were attributed to the female nature more generally in Homeric
society, and thus serve as divine examples of the need for a controlling patriarchal
authority to keep these negative traits in check. With the possible exception of Ares —
€x010Tos...8edv of "OAupTrov éxouaotv (“most hateful of the gods who hold Olympus”™:
5.890) — male gods simply do not exhibit the same excesses of emotion and tendency
towards irrationality as goddesses do. In addition, these immortal females illustrate the
Topography of Shame theory by working on behalf of male kin or by defending, either

directly or indirectly, their status as sexual beings, the primary trait through which
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women bring men honor. Aphrodite represents a possible exception to this rule, in that
she alone of goddesses makes a practice of adultery, and her primary mortal attachments
further symbolize sexual transgression — Paris as a potential illegitimate lover, and
Aeneas as the product of an illegitimate union with Anchises; yet at the same time, the
sexuality which identifies her, and by virtue of which she won the contest over Hera and
Athena, arguably places her outside the family structures within which women can hope
to exercise power in the ways delineated by the Topography of Shame. Therefore, in
some ways her sexual trangressions serve to illustrate the rule. Athena, in contrast,
despite her concern with defending the beauty which confers honor upon her male kin,
remains a virgin, rejecting the sexual role that Aphrodite embraces. While on the surface
this might seem to be a rejection of the patriarchal system, Athena in fact represents just
the opposite: her birth from Zeus’ head “indicates her dual role as an embodiment of

‘male rationality’ and a potent champion of patriarchal order,”"?

and additionally involves
a usurpation of the female reproductive role — a privileging Athena herself reinforces in
Aeschylus’ Eumenides (736-38), when she rules in Orestes’ favor, explicitly placing the
male role in the reproductive process over that of the female — and maintaining exclusive
allegiance to Zeus himself rather than dividing her loyalty through a marriage connection.
In this way, the lliad’s goddesses serve to illustrate the fundamental gendered framework

on which the lives of mortal women are based, and their ultimate subjugation to male

authority works to divinely sanction the patriarchal system as both natural and inevitable.
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Book 6

Expectations for mortal women’s attitudes and behavior are set forth most
explicitly in Book 6, where Hector leaves the field of war in order to ask the women to
supplicate Athena and to seek the whereabouts of his absent brother Paris. In this book,
the masculine world of the battlefield and the largely feminine world of the city, now
devoid of its warriors, come together briefly, providing important insights into masculine
and feminine roles and into the dynamics of the most important relationships women
have with men — those of mother, mistress, and wife.

When Hector enters the city, he finds his mother Hecuba, appropriately, in the
inner chambers of the palace and in the company of her daughter Laodice. Hecuba
immediately greets Hector with typical maternal concern, attending to his physical well-
being, characterizing his Greek enemies as bullies, and encouraging him to attend to the
gods by pouring a libation (6.254-62). While Hecuba’s fretting and care-taking situates
her as a positive character and a good mother, Hector’s response reveals her lack of true
understanding: he tells her that it would be inappropriate for him to supplicate Zeus while
spattered with gore, and points out that the wine she offers him would, in addition,
weaken his constitution and detract from his fighting ability. He then instructs his mother
to choose appropriate gifts, and, taking a band of women with her, to present them as an
offering to Athena in the hopes that the goddess will mitigate the rage of the Greek hero
Diomedes; Hecuba immediately obeys. This episode, the first centering on domestic
relations between mortal men and women in the epic, thereby works to establish the
proper gendered order: while women should strive to care for their male kin, it is the

man’s place to designate what is proper, and the woman’s role to obey. This scene also
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develops a dichotomy between male and female roles in war: the blood-splattered Hector
belongs to the world of the battlefield, while Hecuba’s function is limited to supplication
of the gods within the walls.

Hector next goes to his brother Paris’ house to find out why he has disappeared
from the battlefield after losing a duel with Menelaus. He finds his brother in his
bedchamber, fresh from making love with Helen, while Apyein &' ‘EAévn pet' &pa
Suciiot yuvai§iv/ fioto kai augimoéloiol TepikAuta Epya kéAeue (“Argive Helen sat
with her maidservants and directed the glorious works of her attendants”: 6.323-24).
While this seems a perfectly legitimate, even virtuous, activity for a woman in the ancient
world, from Hector’s perspective, the tranquil domestic scene upon which he comes is
perverse in light of the fact that he has been compelled to retreat from the battlefield in
order to recall his brother from Helen’s bed to a war that the couple themselves initiated
when Paris took Helen from her rightful husband Menelaus. From the audience’s
viewpoint, the idyllic bedroom scene seems additionally unnatural in consideration of the
fact that when she first found him at home, Helen had greeted Paris with contempt,
protesting that she preferred to return to her first husband. Now, having just made love,
she is acting the wife, attending to the domestic duties of Paris’ household, while the
betrayal of Menelaus is highlighted, not only be her own fickle attitude, but also by
Hector’s blood-spattered presence. Moreover, while Paris’ declaration to Hector that viv
8¢ ue Taperroic’ &Aoxos ualakois eméecotv/ dpunc' s TOAepov (“Even now, my
wife, persuading me with gentle words, was urging me into battle”: 6.337-38) may be to
her credit,'* here it is the woman who exhorts the proper behavior in the male, a striking

contrast with the more idealized gender dynamic we have just seen at play between
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Hector and Hecuba, where the male designated what is proper while the female was
expected to obey. Thus, from the beginning of the scene, the relationship between Helen
and Paris is cast as aberrant, while Helen herself occupies the ambiguous position we will
see is characteristic of her where gender relations are concerned.

Hearing the verbal interchange between the two brothers and Hector’s reprimand
of Paris for lingering in bed while a war is being fought over their affair, Helen is made
very aware of the repercussions of her behavior — it was her abandonment of her husband
and attachment to Paris that caused this war in the first place. Hector’s weariness and
frustration, along with his gory appearance would also remind Helen, who was dependent
on and maintains a seemingly genuine affection for Hector, of the actual cost of her
actions to those for whom she cares. Helen’s denigration of herself as kuvog
KakKopmnx&vou okpuotoons (a “dreadful scheming bitch™: 6.344)"° and her subsequent
death wish'® are, therefore, triggered by a very real crisis where her failures in measuring
up to female sexual ideals are pointed up and her relationship with a significant male
alliance is threatened, as the Topography of Shame would suggest.'” Some scholars,
therefore, see Helen’s self-deprecation as rooted in actual feelings of guilt and shame for
her role in the situation.'® Margaret Graver’s examination of kUcov and related “dog-
insults” in Homer, for instance, suggests that Helen’s self-directed use of these terms
implies a recognition of her sexual misconduct as a form of greed which shows “a
disregard specifically for societal norms of meum et tuum.”"’

At the same time, however, the same “crisis” conditions which point out Helen’s

shortcomings also make her position here precarious, and her self-deprecation can

thereby be seen as a manipulative tool designed to safeguard her well-being: above all,
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Helen needs to stay in Hector’s good graces if she is to remain secure among the Trojan
people, whose peace and safety she has compromised with her presence. Hector’s evident
irritation at the fact that Helen and Paris have been making love while he and his men
fight on their behalf makes this a critical moment for Helen, one in which she is
motivated to provoke Hector’s sympathy rather than his anger. Her self-deprecation and
the implication that Zeus himself has engineered this war work to diffuse Hector’s anger
by positioning Helen as a pitiable and unfortunate victim of fate rather than as a callous
and self-serving adulteress. In addition, Helen’s self-deprecation can also be read as an
indirect boast, and one that is ironically ennobling, in that it “marks a rejection of past
misdeeds — just as to call oneself ‘shameless’ implies that one (now) feels a becoming
sense of shame for one’s actions.”’

The view that Helen is using manipulation here is strengthened by the fact that
Helen’s death wish (¢os 1’ O@eA’ fiuaTl TG OTE HE TTPEOTOV TEKE UTNE/ OoiXecHal
TPoPépouca Kaki avéuolo BUueAAa/ eis Opos 1) eis kipa ToAupAoioBolo Baddoons
— “on that day when first my mother brought me into this world, would that an evil
whirlwind had born me away, carrying me off into a mountain, or into a wave of the
loud-roaring sea!”: 6.345-47) is not a simple desire to die: rather, it refers to a sort of
rapture that suggests being seized by a god,?' a notion that hints at self-importance as
much as it does self-loathing. Moreover, after acknowledging the burden that Hector in
particular bears in this war, Helen coaxes him to sit down beside her, ostensibly to soothe
his frustration and help him ease for a moment the enormous weight on his shoulders; on
another level, however, she is actually flirting with her brother-in-law, using her charm
and sexual allure to remind him of her femininity.* Here, as often, “Helen’s apparent

tone...does not match her ultimate intention.”* She therefore serves to highlight the
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pleasures and dangers of woman as a sexual being in the ancient world: as Paris’
mistress, she is both beautiful and sexually satisfying, but at the same time, fickleness,
temptation, manipulation, and danger go hand in hand with her positive attributes. She is,
in addition, successful: although Hector resists her attempted seduction, neither does he
speak to her harshly, suggesting that her self-defamation “ultimately serves an apotropaic

function.”**

The image of Helen as a dangerous seductress is fittingly sandwiched between the
portrait of Hecuba as an ideal mother and Hector’s encounter with Andromache, who
provides a model for the ideal wife. When Hector leaves Paris’ rooms, he seeks his wife
Andromache at home, but finds that she is not there. The questions he poses to the
servants as to her whereabouts suggest the sorts of activities she habitually engages in
and the places she normally frequents, all of which are appropriate to a virtuous wife and
mother: €1 8' &ye pot Supai viuepTéa pubhoacBe:/ Tij EBn AvBpoudxn
AEUKCOAEVOS EK HEY GpPOLO;/ TiE TIT) €5 YaAdwv T eivaTépwov EuTETTACV/ T €S
AbBnvaings éoixeTal, Evld Tep GAAal/ Tpepai éurAdkauot Seviv Bedv iAdokovTal;
(“Come then, tell me without fail, handmaidens, where has white-armed Andromache
gone, leaving our halls? To one of my sisters, or my brothers’ well-robed wives, or to the
temple of Athena where all the other Trojan women appease the terrible goddess?”:
6.376-80). The servants respond that Andromache has gone to none of these places:
instead, having heard that the Trojans were hard-pressed, she ran to the wall paivouévn
(“raving”: 6.389) out of concern for his safety (but appropriately accompanied by a
female companion, a nurse carrying their son Astyanax). Hector therefore meets his wife,

here for the last time, near the Western Gate, a location which marks the boundary
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between the feminine domestic world and the masculine zone of the battlefield.’ By
emphasizing Andromache’s temporary dislocation from normal feminine spheres of the
home, the company of her female relations, and ritual activity,?® Homer demonstrates the
rift that the war has caused in her life and effectively foreshadows the later more
permanent estrangement from her idealized feminine identity that will come with
Hector’s death.

Andromache greets her husband in tears, and grasps his hand (6.405-06) so that
her body language clearly signals that she, like Hecuba, views her identity as entirely

dependent on Hector’s well-being. Her opening words support this reading (6.407-13):

datudvie pBioet oe TO odv pévos, oud' EAeaipels
Taida Te vnTriaxov Kai €U’ Gupopov, T Taxa Xnpen
oel écOopalr TaAXA YApP OE KATAKTAVEOUGIY AXalol
TAVTES EPOPUNBEVTES: Ol B Ke KEPDIOV €1

oel apapapTovot X86va Bupevar oU yap €T GAAN
goTal DaAreopr) €Tel v oU ye TOTHOV ETH{OTMS
aAN' &xe'...

“Madman, your strength will destroy you, and you take no pity

on your infant son and on wretched me, who will presently be

your widow: for soon, all the Achaeans, having been roused up,

will kill you: and for me, being deprived of you, it would be best

to sink into the earth: for there will be no other comfort for me

when you have met your destiny, only sorrows...”
Like Hecuba, Andromache shows little concern for Hector’s role in battle; her primary
interest is in his safety, since it is only through him that she herself derives a sense of
value and purpose. Andromache then describes how she has lost her entire natal family:
her father and seven brothers were killed by Achilles, and her mother enslaved and
ransomed, but soon destroyed by grief (6.413-28). With the remainder of her male kin

gone, Andromache’s reliance on Hector is intensified: "ExTop &Tap oU pol éool Tatnp

Kal TéTvia ufip/ NdE kaoiyvnTos, ou 8¢ pot Badepods rapakoitns (“But Hector,
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you are father to me, and my noble mother, and my brother, and you are my vigorous
husband”: 6.429-30).>” Without him, and with her son being yet an infant, Andromache
will have no male kindred to rely on for protection and from whom to derive her sense of
worth and identity.

Although Andromache’s concern for and reliance upon Hector cast her as a
positive character and a “good” wife, Andromache transgresses typical gender roles by
offering Hector advice on military strategy: Aadv 8¢ oTiicov Tap' éptvedv, Eévba
H&AloTa/ auBaTos EoTi TOALS Kai ETidpopov ETAeTo TEX0S./ TPis yap T Y'
ENBOVTES Erelpricavl’ ol &pioTol (“Station your men beside the fig-tree, where the city
is most vulnerable and the wall is able to be scaled. For three of their best men, coming to
that place, have already tried it”: 6.433-35). This bold and unusual step for a woman
would have been striking: Aristarchus, in fact, considered her advice so inappropriate that
he rejected these lines as spurious.?® As with her physical location on the borderline
between the domestic and military realms, Andromache pushes behavioral boundaries
here,?® but her purpose in doing so is revealing. Her intention, clearly, is to encourage
Hector to take up a more defensive, and therefore safer, position rather than fighting in
the forefront where the battle is most dangerous. Thus, she tests the limits of what is
acceptable for a woman, but in accordance with the Topography of Shame, she does so in
the interests of the safety of her closest male kin. At the same time, Andromache’s
advice, while sound from a strategic standpoint, places a higher value on her husband’s
survival than on his kleos, a valuation that runs contrary to the heroic code. Like Hecuba,
Andromache’s sense of self is so entirely tied to her husband that she sees her life as
worth nothing if he is gone — a live husband is preferable to a dead one, even if it means

sacrificing a portion of his glory. Still, Andromache does not ask Hector to withdraw
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from battle altogether, or to act the coward: since her honor is partially a function of his,
she crafts her advice in a way that will allow him to “honor his commitment to her and
his responsibility as the defender of Troy” at the same time.*® Thus, while men’s honor in
ancient Greece was undoubtedly important to women, it necessarily ranked second, since
though a noble husband raised a wife’s status, a dead husband deprived her of the very
means by which she defined the self’’

Hector naturally rejects Andromache’s proposal, citing shame before Tpdas kai
Tpwd&das éAkeoimémAous (“the Trojans and the Trojan women with long, trailing
robes”: 6.442) and the reputation he has earned for bravery, and thereby repositioning
honor, status, and k/eos as his priority over his own life and, indeed, over his wife’s peace
of mind and well-being.** He knows that one day Troy will fall, and Tis Axoicov
XaAKoXITWVwY/ Sakpudeooav &ynTal EAeUBepov fuap amovpas:/ Kai Kev €v
ApYyel éolioa Trpods GAANs ioTov Upaivors,/ kal kev Udwp popéols Meconidos 1
Y1repeins/ TOAN' aekalopévn, kpaTepn) 8' EMKelOET' Avaykn:/ kai ToTé Tig
eiMmotv 18cov kaT ddkpu xéouoav-/ “ExTopos 1ide yuvr) Os dploTedeoke
naxecbar/ Tpowv immodauwy &1e "|Aov aupepaxovTo (“someone of the bronze-
clad Achaeans would lead you away in tears, having robbed you of your day of freedom.
And in Argos, you might weave at another woman’s loom, or you might carry water from
Messeis or Hypereia, much against your will, but strong necessity will be laid upon you:
and then someone might say, seeing you shedding a tear, ‘Here is the wife of Hector, who
was the best of the horse-taming Trojans in battle when they fought around Ilion’”:
6.454-61). Thus, whereas the interchange between husband and wife here situates her
identity as entirely reliant on her husband’s safety and security, it positions his identity as

a function of individual accomplishment. Indeed, although Hector says that he hopes that
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such a fate (6.464-65), he derives solace from the thought that his wife, although
suffering, humiliated, and miserable after his death, will continue to serve as a reminder
to people of his glorious name.”*

Before he leaves, Hector stretches his arms out to pick up his son, who recoils in
fear, not recognizing his father with his helmet on. Hector therefore removes it,
distancing him from his warrior identity and bringing him, like Andromache, to the edge
between masculine and feminine, where he is able to coddle his son and laugh together
with his wife. It is in this context, significantly, that Hector addresses a few words to the

gods, where he envisions an idealized scene of gendered harmony (6.476-81):

ZeG aAAot Te Beot 36Te B Kal TOvdE yevéobal
Taid' EUOV s Kal £y cd Trep apipeTéa Tpcdeco,
o8¢ Binv T' &y abdv, kal lAiou 1 avdooetv-

Kal TToTé Tis elTol TaTpds y' &de TOAAOY apeiveov
€k TToAépou avibvTa: pépol d' Evapa PpoTtdevTa
ktelvag drjiov avdpa, xapein 8¢ ppéva unTne.

“Zeus and all the other gods grant that this son of mine

become as I am, most distinguished among the Trojans,

thus great in strength, and that he rule mightily over Ilion:

and someday may someone say that this boy, coming from the fight,

is better by far than his father: and having killed his enemies, may he

bear off the blood-stained spoils, and may his mother’s heart rejoice.”
As Marilyn Katz has pointed out, the picture Hector draws here contrasts with the reality
demonstrated in Andromache’s pleas and advice: in Hector’s vision, the mother would
support her son’s martial exploits and revel in his battlefield achievements rather than
encouraging him to hold back and remain safe. In Hector’s idealized picture, the

priorities of men and women are as one: rather than opposition and tension between the

feminine and masculine objectives, there is support and cooperation: men’s kleos is as
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important to the wife’s identity as it is to her husband’s.** However, this idealized unity
between masculine and feminine realms dissolves into the reality of their “divided
worlds” shortly thereafter when Hector puts his helmet back on in preparation for battle,
returns his son to Andromache, and orders his wife, &AX' eis olkov ioloa T& ¢' aUTiis
Epya KOUICE/ 10TOV T HAakE TNV TE, Kai auPiTTOAolot kéAeve/ Epyov Emoixecbal:
TOAepos &' Gvdpeaot ueANoel/ Taol, uadAlota &' éuof, Tol IAiew ¢y yeydaotv
(“Going back into the house, see to your own work, the loom and the distaff, and direct
your handmaidens to tend to their tasks: war is the concern of all the men born in Ilion,
but most of all for me”: 6.490-93). Although the interchange between husband and wife
has involved transgressions of boundaries, Hector, like Zeus, ultimately reasserts
patriarchal authority, ordering Andromache back to her loom and delineating the spheres
of concern proper to men and to women. At the same time, Hector’s later death on the
battlefield while Andromache attends to her weaving within demonstrates the
consequences of this rigid division and to some extent calls it into question.*
Nevertheless, Hector’s exchange with his wife provides a model for gendered relations in
the ancient world where the woman supports her man in line with the tenets of the
Topography of Shame, and he, in return, responds with tenderness and concern for her as
a subjective individual, an attitude that, as we shall see, contrasts with the typical male

stance that prevails towards the generic category of women, represented in this epic by

war captives who have been divested of their male kinship connections.

In an epic that is focused almost exclusively on war, Book 6 offers a rare and
valuable glimpse at the roles and expectations which the epic had for women in a

domestic context. By juxtaposing Hector’s interactions with Hecuba, with Helen, and
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with Andromache, Homer offers a paradigmatic view of how Greek women were
expected to function as mothers, as temptresses, and as wives. Like immortal females,
Hecuba and Andromache illustrate the Topography of Shame by working on behalf of
their male kin, and the deference and obedience that both women show Hector reinforce
patriarchal power as the ideal. Helen’s case is more complex: as daughter of Zeus and
most beautiful woman in the world, she has the ability to shift her allegiance from Paris
to Menelaus and back again, an inconsistency which makes her dangerous. Nonetheless,
Homer presents her as conforming to the Topography of Shame as she works to maintain
her ties to these men through both seduction and self-deprecation. At the same time, the
danger Helen represents through her machinations and fickleness reinforces the need for
the patriarchal authority exemplified in the more idealized relationships presented by

Hecuba and Andromache.

Briseis and Chryseis

While female deities occupy relatively empowered positions, and wives and
mothers, if not empowered, at least have a positive value and (limited) function in
relation to males, women who stand outside these roles are presented at the epic’s outset
as no more than objects, possession of which represents an accumulation of k/eos for the
male characters. This perspective stands in ironic contrast with the subjectivity and
individuality the poet himself, as we will see, eventually attributes to some of these
women. In a world of war, the number of women detached from primary male ties is not
inconsiderable, made up, as it is, of war captives. Two such women, Chryseis and Briseis,

play a central role in the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles in Book 1, a dispute
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which touches off the action of the epic as a whole. Yet while they now figure primarily
as symbols of men’s honor rather than as individuals with needs and desires of their own,
Homer does give us an indication that they once occupied the same roles filled by
Hecuba and Andromache in Book 6: they were once the beloved daughters, wives, and
sisters of noble men (see 1.446-47 and 19.291-94). Similarly, as Hector predicted to his
own wife in Book 6 (6.454-61), Andromache herself will be reduced to a similar state
once Hector is dead,’® as will Hecuba and the other Trojan women.’” Once deprived of
this primary connection with male kin, these women are reduced to mere signifiers of
masculine honor, a situation which underscores the absolute reliance of women’s value
on their relationship to men and which effectively illustrates the reasons behind the crisis
in identity and resulting self-deprecation or boasting provoked when a woman’s
relationship with her male kin is threatened.

The quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles originates in Agamemnon’s harsh
refusal to allow Apollo’s priest Chryses to ransom his daughter Chryseis, whom
Agamemnon has been awarded as a battle-prize. Chryses prays to the god to avenge his
honor, and Apollo responds by inflicting a plague upon the Greeks. Achilles calls an
assembly where the seer Calchas reveals the reason for the god’s wrath. When Achilles
demands that the god be appeased, Agamemnon becomes angry: asserting his particular
partiality to Chryseis, he “rates” her using his own wife as a yardstick: kai y&p pa
KAvtawuviioTpns mpoPéBoula/ koupiding aAdxov, étrel ol €Bév EoTi Xepeiwv,/ ou
déuas oudt puny, oUT' &p ppévas ouTé Ti épya (“For I even prefer her to my wedded
wife Clytemnestra, since she is no worse than her in build, or in stature, in mind or in any
skill”: 1.113-15). While Agamemnon implies a modicum of individual value through this

comparison, his itemized list is composed of “conventional, if not purely arbitrary,
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markers of distinction,”*

so that it has, in effect, as G. S. Kirk puts it, “the suggestion of
a cattlemarket.””® Agamemnon’s implied devaluation of his own wife, moreover,
illustrates that despite the relatively privileged position of women like Hecuba and
Andromache, the value placed even on wives and mothers is conditionally based on how
well these women serve to bolster male honor through traits like beauty, physique, and
domestic skill. Additionally, as the audience knows, Clytemnestra will eventually
engineer Agamemnon’s death; by undercutting the traits that give his wife value and
identity in relation to him, Agamemnon here strips his wife of her feminine worth and
ironically foreshadows his own death at her hands. Agamemnon then further weakens his
claim of attachment to Chryseis when he turns around and agrees to give her back, but
stipulates, aUTép éuol yépas auTix' éTolndoaT dppa ur) olos/ Apyeiwv
ayépaoTos €w, ETel oudt éoike (“However, make ready for me immediately another
prize, lest I alone of the Argives be without a gift of honor, since that would not be
fitting”: 1.118-19). Agamemnon’s refusal to be left without a battle-prize, even
temporarily, in turn angers Achilles, and in the end, Agamemnon strips Achilles of his
prize, the girl Briseis. By taking Briseis, Agamemnon transfers the dishonor he would
accrue at being the only Greek leader without a geras to Achilles, making Briseis, in

effect, into “the equivalent of the apple of discord,”*

regarded more for her value as a
symbol than for any inherent qualities she possesses as an individual.

Although Chryseis does seem to be valued as an individual by Chryses, who tries
to ransom his daughter and even seems to feel some paternal tenderness towards her (as

suggested at 1.446-47), her very name positions her as an appendage to her patriarchal

guardian, as was the case for most women in both Greece and Rome, including Briseis as
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well: indeed, the similarity between Chryseis’ name and that of Briseis “indicates the
interchangeability of the two women in the operative system of exchange.”*' Despite his
apparent affection for her, Chryses’ grudge against the Greeks seems to be located as
much in the slight Agamemnon has made to his honor as it is in his grief over the loss of
his daughter, as he implies when, after welcoming his daughter back, he asks Apollo to
lift the plague, saying, KAUB{ pev &pyupdTot', &5 Xpuonv aueiBéPnkas/ KiAhav te
Cabénv Tevédoid Te Tp1 dvdooeis-/ 1) pév 81 oT' éued & pos EkAues euapévolo,/
Tiunoas pev éué, péya d' fwao Aadv Axaicdov-/ 118" €11 kai viv pot T68' Emikprinvov
£EABop-/ TdMN viv Aavaoiotv aeikéa Aotydv auuvov (“Hear me, Silverbow, you who |
protect Chryse and holy Cilla, and who rule over Tenedos with might: as before you
heard me praying, and honoring me, you oppressed the army of the Achaeans greatly,
now again grant me this wish: ward off now at last the dreadful plague from the
Danaans”: 1.451-56). Moreover, throughout Book 1, Chryseis is given no voice, no
particular volition: she is wholly discussed in regards to external qualities and valued
primarily as an object of exchange representative of male honor. Once the issue of men’s
“rights” to her has been settled, she disappears, never to be seen again.

In much the same way, Achilles’ prize Briseis is here given little sense of
subjectivity: like Chryseis, she is discussed chiefly in regards to external qualities and
valued as an object of exchange.** The only hint we receive of Briseis’ interiority in Book
1 is the poet’s comment that when Patroclus led her out of Achilles’ tent and gave her
over to Agamemnon’s heralds, she was aékouc' (“unwilling”: 1.348). Unlike Chryseis,
however, Briseis does not disappear so early in the epic, but remains important as a pawn
traded back and forth between Achilles and Agamemnon; yet while Homer will

eventually give us some insight into Briseis’ perspective as an individual, this opening
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book of the epic positions her almost exclusively from the perspective of the elite male
characters. Indeed, throughout Book 1, Briseis, like Chryseis, is referred to by the neuter
noun yépas (“gift of honor™: i.e. 1.356 and 507), illustrating her dehumanized state.*’
After Agamemnon’s initial confiscation of the girl leads Achilles to withdraw
from battle, the Trojans get the upper hand, and it becomes clear to the Greek leaders that
they need Achilles’ help. In Book 9, Agamemnon sends an embassy to Achilles to offer
to return the girl, along with a long list of gifts, in exchange for leaving off his anger and
returning to battle, again positioning Briseis as a pawn, and underscoring her
objectification. The particular importance of women’s sexuality as a measure of their
worth in relation to men’s honor is suggested by Agamemnon’s offer that émi 8¢ péyav
OpKov OUEITAL/ YT TTOTE TTis EUviis EmMPRAueval HBE pryfivai/ 1 Béuis éoTiv, avaf 4
BT avdpdv 1iTe yuvaikadv (“he will swear a great oath that not ever did he approach
her bed or mingle with her in love, as is the custom, my lord, between men and women”:
9.274-76). Achilles at first asserts some regard for Briseis as an individual (&5 Tis avnp
ayaBos kal éxéppwov/ TV auTol PiAéel Kai KNBETaL, G Kat €y o THv/ €k Bupod
iAeov doupIkTNTAY TEP €0Ucav — ““...any man who is good and sensible loves his
woman and cares for her, as I loved this one from the heart, although she was spear-
won”: 9.341-43), so that in some ways, Briseis “functions on the level of both social and
libidinal economy.” Yet Achilles ultimately rejects Agémemnon’s offer, undermining
his claim of affection and underscoring her function as a symbol, since “far from
accepting a substitute or equivalent for Briseis, [he] refuses to accept Briseis herself as
reparation for herself.”*® Nor does this interchange limit women’s objectification to

Briseis: Agamemnon’s offer also includes éTT& yuvaikas auupova épya iduias/
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NecBidas (“seven Lesbian women knowing skills without fault™: 9.270-71), Tpcoiddas
8¢ yuvaikas éeikoow.../ af ke HeT' Apyeinv EAévnv k&AAoTal éwotv (“twenty
Trojan women...who after Argive Helen are most beautiful”) once Troy is taken (9.281-
82), and the hand in marriage of whichever of his own three daughters Achilles prefers
(9.286-90). When Achilles rejects Agamemnon’s offer, these women, along with Briseis,
are summarily dismissed along with tripods, racehorses, gold bars, and cauldrons in one
fell swoop.

Despite his initial refusal to rejoin the fight, after Patroclus is killed, Achilles
decides to return to battle to avenge his death. Having lost his closest companion,
Agamemnon’s slight to his honor becomes less important to him, and along with it, the
woman who symbolized that honor. Reconciling with Agamemnon, Achilles drives home

the function of women as pawns in the political games of men when he asks (19.56-62):

ATPEIdN 1) &p T T AUPOTEPOICIV &PEIOV
ETTAETO OOl Kail Euoi, & Te vadl TP AXVUUEVwW Kiip
BupoPBdpoo Ep1d1 uevervapuev elveka koupns;

TV SPeA' €V VECCI KaTAKTAUEV APTEUIS 6D

AuaT T T’ éycov EAdunv Aupvnooodv dAéooas:
Tw K' ovU Téoool Axalol 6d&E €EAov &oTeTov oUdas
Suopevéwv UTTO XEPOiv EUel GTTOoUnVicavTos.

“Son of Atreus, was this at all the better course for us both,
for you and for me, that we, grieving in our hearts,

raged in heart-destroying strife on account of a girl?

Would that Artemis had slain her aboard the ships

On that day I took her, destroying Lyrnessus! Then, so many
Achaeans had not seized the unspeakable earth with their teeth
at the hands of enemies while my anger seethed.”

Along with the implication that they had quarreled over a mere trifle rather than a human
being, Achilles’ implicit displacement of responsibility for the deaths of Greek warriors

onto Briseis speaks volumes, reflecting a more generalized tendency to blame women for
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any negative repercussions resulting from the patriarchally-imposed system of gendered
relations in the Homeric world.*’ At the same time, as noted above, the quarrel over
Briseis, like that over Chryseis, reflects the larger cause of the war, the theft of Helen: in
each case, a woman serves as a symbol of damaged male honor, a role which
overshadows any individuality or subjectivity she might possess.

When Achilles rejoins the battle, Agamemnon makes good on his offer by
sending Briseis and other reparations to Achilles’ camp. At last, Homer gives us a

somewhat more subjective view of Briseis when she breaks out in mourning upon seeing

Patroclus’ mangled body (19.287-300):

TTaTpokA€ pot BelAij TAeioTOV KeEXaplopéve Bupdd
Cwodv pév ot EAettrov €y o kAoinBev iodoa,

viv 8¢ oe TeBynOTa Kixdvoual dpxaue Aadv

ay aviolc' s 1ol BEXETAl Kakov €K Kakou aief.
avdpa pEv ¢ €800dv Ue TaTnpe Kal TéTvia ufiTnp
eldov Tpd TTTOAI0s Sedaryuévov 6EEL XaAke,

TPETS TE KAOlYVIITOUS, TOUs oI Hia YeEivaTo unnp,
kndeious, ol TavTes OAEBpIov Nuap eTTECTIOV.

oudt ptv oudé [’ Eaokes, OT' Gvdp' EUdV CokUs AXIAAEUS
EKTEIVEY, TEPOeV 8E MOV Beioio MivnTos,

KAaiew, aAA& W' Epaokes AxIAATos Beiolo
koup1Binv adAoxov Brioewv, &Eew T' €vi vnuoiv

€5 OBinv, daioew 8¢ yduov et Mupuiddveoot.
Tw o' GuoToV KAaiw TeBvndTa peiAixov aiel.

“Patroclus, most dear to my wretched heart,

when I left this hut you were living, but now,

coming back again, I find you, leader of the people,

dead. So for me, evil always follows on evil.

The husband to whom my father and noble mother gave me

I saw before the city pierced through by sharp bronze.

And three brothers, whom one mother bore with me,

Beloved ones, they all found destruction in a day.

But you did not let me, when swift Achilles killed

My husband, and sacked the city of godlike Mynes,

You did not let me cry — but you said that you would make me

The wedded wife of godlike Achilles, that you would carry me

In the ships to Phthia, to celebrate a marriage among the Myrmidons.
And so I weep ceaselessly for you dying, you who were always kind.
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Here, we get a glimpse of Briseis as an individual with a past and a family who loved her,
and whom she loved, a view through which Homer “subtly criticizes Achilles’ and
Agamemnon’s objectification of Briseis as scapegoat by endowing her with subjectivity
and a voice.”® Briseis’ description of the annihilation of her family is strongly
reminiscent of Andromache’s point about the destruction of her own kin in Book 6, an
allusion which reminds us that Briseis once occupied a position not unlike that of Hecuba
or Andromache, while at the same time, forecasting to the audience the fact that Hecuba
and Andromache are destined to occupy a position similar to that of Briseis once the war
had ended.*® In highlighting Briseis’ private pain and reminding us of the heavy price
women pay for the wars of men, Homer complicates the status of women as mere war
prizes by temporarily repositioning Briseis, who has so long functioned as a mere
signifier, as a thinking and feeling subject. But while Briseis’ recollection of the
consolation Patroclus offered her when Achilles killed her husband and led her away into
captivity gives the modern audience a significant picture of a heroic male acting with
tender concern for a woman’s emotional pain and treating her as more than just war
booty, at the same time, the comfort she derives from his reassurances illustrates the
principles of the Topography of Shame: although she is grieved at losing her husband,
Briseis’ pain is soothed by the prospect of receiving a noble and worthy replacement,
despite the fact that her future husband is to be the very man that killed her first one. This
would suggest that Briseis’ grief stemmed at least in part from the loss of position she
derived from her attachment to a male guardian. Although we should not assume that her
grief was entirely assuaged by Patroclus’ promise to make sure she became Achilles’

wife, Briseis’ speech implies that Patroclus’ words did indeed provide at least some
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measure of reassurance by offering her another heroic male on whom she can base her
identity.

At the same time, we might consider the possibility that Briseis’ words are
directed at least in part towards the nearby Achilles and the practical goal of solidifying
her position with him. Through her lament, Briseis cleverly conveys to Achilles that she
had the support of his much-loved friend, and that his desire was for her to not only
become Achilles’ wife, but also to be received and treated honorably among the
Myrmidons. In doing so, Briseis bolsters her chances that such a marriage will come
about and that respectful treatment will accompany it. Rather than judging Briseis’
lament as either sincere, as suggested in the former reading, or calculated, as in the latter,
I would submit that both interpretations are intended simultaneously. In this way, Briseis’
lament exemplifies the extent to which women viewed their identities as a function of
their male relations and the tendency of women towards self-expression at moments of
erotic crisis with an eye towards buttressing their position in relation to their male

protectors.

As gerata, Chryseis and Briseis illustrate the dehumanization of women in war,
and their example anticipates the fate that awaits the women of Troy as well.”® While
Homer cioes give some indications of women’s subjectivity and individual worth, the
overarching value system the treatment of these women suggests is one in which a
woman’s value depends entirely on her ability to bolster male status and honor, so that
when stripped of the role of wife, daughter, or mother, she is more or less reduced to the

status of object or prize. This dependence, along with the mutability of women’s
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positions suggested through references to the natal ties of both Chryseis and Briseis and
through allusions to the fate that awaits women like Hecuba and Andromache, gives
insight into the mechanics behind the Topography of Shame, where a perceived threat to
a woman’s relationship with her male kin produces the crisis of identity that results in
expressions of self-image either as manifestations of sincere anxiety or as a means of
exerting subtle and indirect influence in a situation where she would otherwise be wholly
disempowered. The reducibility of women to mere objects and signifiers is a perspective
we must keep in mind when analyzing the roles of all women in Homeric society, even

those whose primary ties have not yet been severed.

Hecuba

As one of these women who still occupy a legitimate familial connection to an
elite male, Hecuba appears throughout the epic, as she did in Book 6, as an ideal mother
whose actions and attitudes are determined by her position in relation to her son as the -
Topography of Shame dictates; yet with the death of Hector, we shall begin to see the
degradation and loss of identity that results from the violent severance of these male ties.
After her meeting with Hector in Book 6, Hecuba does not reappear until Book 22, where
we hear her pitiful plea to her son as she calls to him from the city walls in a futile
attempt to prevent him from engaging in combat with Achilles. Holding out her bare

breast and weeping, she begs (22.82-89):

"EKTOp Tékvov Eudv TGde T' aideo kai W' EAénoov
auTh, €l ToTé Tol AaBikndéa palodv eméoxov:

TV pvijoal PiAe Tékvov Guuve 8¢ dfov Gvdpa
Teixeos EvTos £cov, un) 8¢ Tpduos (0Taco ToUTw
OXETALOS: €] TrEP Y& p OE KaTakTAv, oU o' ET' Eywye
kAavoopal év Aexéecot pidov BaAos, Sv Tékov auTn,
oud' ahoxos TTOAUBwPOs: &veube B¢ Ot Py a VEdIV
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ApYeiwv TTapd vnuol kKUves TaxEes KaTédovTal.

“Hector my child, respect these, and pity me,

If ever I held out a soothing breast to you:

Remember these things, dear child, and fend off

This destructive man from within the walls. Don’t, like a stubborn hero,

Make a stand against him. For if he should kill you, I will no longer

Mourn you on the bier, dear scion, my own child,

Nor will your richly-dowered wife: but with us far apart from you,

The swift dogs will devour you beside the ships of the Argives.”
Paired with the details of her short speech, Hecuba’s striking gesture of exposing her
breast to her son serves as a poignant reminder of a woman’s position in the world:
Hecuba’s identity is inextricable from her role as wife and mother. While her dramatic
appeal is designed to remind Hector of these primal ties, it cannot have the intended
visceral effect because his identity is not dependent on his relation to women as
subjective beings, but is instead a function of the kleos that derives from external factors
such as his behavior on the battlefield, a hierarchy which we have seen at play even in his
relationship with his wife Andromache. Hecuba’s speech additionally touches on another
important role for women: mourning the dead. If Hector dies and Achilles refuses to
concede the body to his parents, Hecuba and Andromache will both be cheated of their
womanly roles in their inability to mourn him properly. By bringing up Hector’s infancy
and death and connecting both to the part she herself plays in them, Hecuba underscores
the degree to which her view of herself relies on her attachments to male relations.

Hecuba’s reaction when Hector is killed confirms this reading. Tearing off her
veil, she screams, and addresses Hector’s dead body: Tékvov &y co Seth) Ti vu Beiopat
aiva Trabotoa/ ogl aTToTeBUNGTOS; & pot VUKTAS Te Kai NiHap/ EUXWAT) KaTa

&oTu TreAéokeo (“My child, I am desolate! How shall I go on now, suffering dreadfully,

with you dead? You, who day and night were my pride and joy in the city...”: 22.431-
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36). Hecuba verbally links her peace of mind and security to Hector’s well-being while at
the same time signaling the devastation his death represents to her feminine identity
through the non-verbal sign of tearing off her veil. This gesture, moreover, as an
exposure of the body demonstrates the emotional rupture Hector’s death represents for
her in much the same way as did her earlier exposure of her breast. In her interactions
with Hector, therefore, Hecuba serves as a model for maternal virtue: she not only works
to nurture and protect her son, but she envisions her very identity as dependent on his.

In Book 24, Priam informs his wife that he intends to approach the Greek camp in
an attempt to ransom Hector’s body (24.194-199). Hecuba, in fear for her husband’s
safety, tries to object, but Priam rebukes her: ur) 1' é8éAovT' iéval kaTepUkave, ur) Bé
Mol aUTR/ Spvis Vi HEYapolol Kakos TeAey: oudé ue meioels (“Don’t detain me when
I want to go, and don’t you be a bird of evil-omen in my halls. You will not persuade
me”: 24.218-19). Once he asserts his authority, Hecuba silently concedes, and later sees
to it that he pours a libation to Zeus and offers up a prayer in order to ensure the
successful completion of his mission (24.287-98). Despite her misgivings, Hecuba here
continues to exemplify idealized feminine behavior: she looks out for her husband’s
safety, acts in support of his decision despite the evident grief and anxiety it causes her,
and attends to the appropriate religious rites and duties.

Although Hecuba’s behavior exhibits the principles of the Topography of Shame
in relation to her husband as we have seen it did with her son, her attachment to Priam
does not compensate entirely for the loss of identity she incurred with the death of
Hector. In her initial response to Priam’s announcement, Hecuba expressed violent

hostility towards Achilles, grotesquely commenting, ToU £y co pécov fTap Exoiut/
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éobépeval Tpooplioa: TOT &vTiTa Epya yévolto/ Taidods éuod (“Would that I might
take hold of the middle of his liver, fastening on it, to eat it up: then, at least, some
vengeful deed would come about for my son™: 24.212-14). Hecuba’s statement recalls
Zeus’ earlier allusion to Hera’s desire to eat Priam and the other Trojans raw at 4.35-36,
while hinting at the erosion of her humanity that begins with the loss of her son and
culminates, according to one mythic variation, after the death of her husband, the murder
of her grandson Astayanax, the sacrifice of her daughter Polyxena, the news of the
murder of her son Polydorus, and the fall of her city, with her transformation into a
yapping dog.”! Hecuba’s eventual metamorphosis is emblematic of the loss of identity
she suffers once she is deprived of her male kin and thus stripped of the feminine roles
that define her.

Our final glimpse of Hecuba occurs in Book 24, where she delivers the traditional
goos, a formal lament by the kinswomen of the dead, after Priam brings Hector’s body
back to Troy. Her short speech, which is fairly formulaic and ritualized, focuses largely
on Hector himself and on his death rather than explicitly on her own grief, resulting in an
“unexpected sense of wonder, comfort, and something verging upon ‘joy’ in the midst of
the mother’s lament.” Yet at several points her words suggest how closely she connects
her identity to his. For instance, she addresses him as €U Buud TTavTwv TTOAU
PiATaTe Taidwv (“by far dearest to my heart of all my children”: 24.748), integrates his
very existence with her own (7] uév pot Geods mrep écov pidos oba Beoiotv — “Truly,
you were dear to the gods when you were alive for me” (my emphasis): 24.749), and

views his current state as a function of her own interest as well (viv 8¢ pot Eporjeis kai
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TPAOCPATOS €V HEYGpoIol/ Keioal — “now, dewy and freshly-slain, you lie here in the
halls for me” (my emphasis): 24.757).

As such, from start to finish Hecuba presents the image of an idealized, if tragic,
woman, faithfully fulfilling her role as wife and mother by viewing her very identity as
intimately and inextricably connected to the fate of her male kin. The rift Hector’s death
represents and Hecuba’s own foreshadowing of her degeneration into a dehumanized
state remind us that, like Chryseis and Briseis, women who are bereft of their significant
male ties are ultimately stripped of value and individual identity. Once Hecuba is
deprived of male ties completely, she is thrust outside the bounds of the Topography of
Shame: as Homer’s allusion to her later transformation suggests, without a male onto
whom both her honor and shame reflect and around whom they revolve, a woman ceases

to be a woman altogether.

Andromache

Like Hecuba, Andromache’s subsequent appearances in the Iliad reinforce the
initial view of her as an idealized wife and mother. As noted above, as Hector took his
leave in Book 6, he ordered Andromache to return to her rooms, attend to her weaving,
and leave the concerns of war to men (6.490-93). As a good, obedient wife should,
Andromache apparently takes Hector’s commands to heart: in Book 22, while the rest of
the Trojans watch from the wall as Hector makes his final stand against Achilles,
Andromache alone remains unaware of the situation; instead, entrenched deep within her
domestic space, she works the loom and anticipates Hector’s needs when he returns home

from battle, a circumstance that emphasizes once again the contrast between the
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masculine sphere of war and the feminine world of the home. So far has Andromache
removed herself from the manly concerns of battle in which she earlier had attempted to
interfere that the cloak she weaves is embroidered with flowers, symbols of life and
beauty — a striking contrast with the description in Book 3 of the tapestry Helen weaves,
the subject of which was the very martial matters in which they are all embroiled
(3.1251%).

Yet when Andromache hears the lamentations from the tower and discerns what
has happened, she drops her shuttle, which, as Maria Pantelia notes, signifies the
permanent rupture Hector’s death represents to her domestic stability and her feminine
identity: “Without Hector, Andromache passes from a state of insecurity into a state of
complete and irretrievable loss of identity.” Followed by two attendants, Andromache
runs to the tower, again pawvadi (“raving”: 22.460); seeing her husband’s corpse dragged
behind Achilles’ chariot, she faints, losing her veil and headbands in the process, a detail
which, as it did with Hecuba, “symbolizes a fall from womanly happiness and
fulfillment.”>* When she comes to, Andromache at first raves madly for death, and then
paints a grim picture of the life of a widow and orphan deprived of the man who both
served as their protector and elevated them through his reputation, a vision which
contrasts sharply with Hector’s earlier utopian fantasy.”> Andromache’s lament illustrates
the loss of identity Hector’s death means for her by concentrating on the emptiness of her
life and her son’s without Hector around to give them purpose and position, and she
signifies the end of her role as wife by anticipating burning his clothing TeTuyuéva
XEPO1 yuvaikédv (“made by the hands of women™: 22.511) on the pyre as a substitute for

proper mourning. Charles Segal has also argued that in this passage, the poet further
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emphasizes the reliance of Andromache’s identity on her status as Hector’s wife
linguistically. Homer does not refer to her by name throughout the entire episode,
minimizing her individual identity, but instead highlights her wifely role by referring to
her as aAoxos (“wife”: 22.437), the significance of which word is underscored through
its insertion it into an otherwise formulaic line. By emphasizing her role as &Aoxos,
Homer suggests that Andromache “sees [Hector’s] death as the collapse of her own life,
the destruction of her identity, her social position in a highly formalized society.”®

In his examination of 22.437-76, Segal detects additional variations on formulaic
lines that further drive this point home. Noting a contrast with the standard transitions
between Priam and Hecuba’s preceding laments as well as between the lamentations of
all three women (Andromache, Hecuba, and Helen) in the final threnodic scene in Book
24, Segal shows that here, in contrast, Homer frustrates our expectations by devoting
almost forty lines to Andromache’s belated comprehension of the situation, which he
positions as an anagnorisis “worthy of Aristotle’s praise.””’ Segal’s close linguistic
analysis of these lines also reveals that Homer deliberately manipulates formulaic
language usually found in martial contexts and applies them to Andromache as grief-
stricken wife both to highlight the contrast between the masculine world of war and
feminine domestic contexts,’® and to underscore the fact that Andromache’s fate is in
some senses “at one with Hector’s.”’ By employing a deliberate analogy of
Andromache’s grief with the struggles and death of men in battle, Segal lends support to
the view that in an important sense, Hector’s death in battle represents death in a very
real way to Andromache’s self as well: in effect, Andromache “...come[s] as close as a

woman in the Iliad can to feeling the blow of the spear.”*® At the same time, it is only by
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moving into this undefined position that Andromache is fully able to express her
emotions: with male connection from which she derived her identity severed, she is now,
temporarily at least, able to acquire an authentic voice that stands in ironic contrast to the
invisibility previously expected of her.

In the more formalized lamentation that follows the retrieval of Hector’s corpse in
Book 24, Andromache leads off the lamentations, referring to him as avep (“husband”:
24.725), a form of address that emphasizes once again her wifely role. Andromache’s
thoughts, moreover, are here again focused on the effects that Hector’s death will have on
her own life and that of her son, and she additionally blames Hector for the grief she
endures: apnTov d¢ Tokelol ydov kai TévBos €6nkas/ "ExTop: ol 8t udAiota
AeAeiyeTanl GAyea Auypa./ ou ydp pot Burjokeov Aexéwv €k Xeipas dpeEas,/ oudé
Ti pot elTres TUKIVOV ETTOs, OU TE KEV aiel/ HEUVHUNY VUKTAS TE Kal fjuaTa Sakpu
xéouoa (“...you have given unspeakable grief and sorrow to your parents, Hector: and
for me most of all, you have left miserable pains. For you did not stretch out your hands
to me, dying in your bed, nor did you say to me any intimate word, which I might
remember always, through the days and nights of pouring forth tears for you™: 24.741-
45). Like Hecuba, Andromache sees Hector and his death primarily in the context of how
they relate to her, but rather than focusing on Hector’s noble nature, his prowess in battle,
and the glory he has brought on himself and his people through his accomplishments, she
mourns the particular ways in which his death detracts from her feminine identity. Again,
however, it is significant that Hector’s death temporarily frees her from the constraints
associated with subordinating her identity to his, and ironically allows Andromache a

moment of public visibility through her lament.
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Throughout the epic, Andromache is the model of a loving wife, but one who
views her own identity as so tied up with her husband that she is unable to see value in
her existence apart from him. Having lost her strongest male alliance, like Hecuba,
Andromache expresses a loss of identity. In contrast with Hecuba’s final lament,
however, Andromache’s is wholly characterized by “bitter and inconsolable sorrow” and

a sense of “forlorn abandonment.”®"

Rather than focusing on Hector himself,
Andromache emphasizes her own position at the end of this epic as devastated, and
virtually without hope. Her final words situate Hector’s death as an end for her as well,
and she foresees the rest of her days as endless repetitions of this one, spent in mourning
for her loss. With her natal family destroyed and her husband dead, Andromache is

without a significant male on whom her identity might depend; as a result, she sees

herself as deteriorating into a less-than-human state of stagnation and stasis.

Helen

Just as she offers a sort of counterbalance to the idealized images of Hecuba and
Andromache in Book 6, Helen elsewhere presents a striking opposition likewise with
other women of the Iliad. Women like Briseis and Chryseis are used by men in war,
whereas Helen instead motivates men to action®’; other women like Hecuba and
Andromache suffer helplessly, whereas Helen “seduces men away from the battlefield
into the bedroom.”* Helen’s special status can in part be attributed to her great beauty,
and in part to her divine heritage as daughter of Zeus. Her mystique is such that other
Homeric characters seem to regard her as either a “goddess...[or] a grief: she is never a

mere woman, but one exalted or sinister, beyond the ordinary, the real.”** Many scholars,
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in fact, have argued that the Iliadic Helen represents a “faded goddess,” a vestige of an
ancient fertility deity who has been demoted to mortal status with the strengthening of
patriarchal structures.®® Yet despite her “specialness,” her beauty, her allure, and her
divine connections — or perhaps more accurately, because of them — rather than providing
an intended model for women, Helen symbolizes all that is dangerous about the female
sex.

Helen’s expressions of self-loathing in Book 6, as we have seen, are presented
with an ambiguity that allows the audience to view her with pity or to see her as
manipulative and self-serving. Likewise, Helen’s every appearance in the overall epic
seems purposefully drawn with a similar ambivalence that consistently results in the
conflicting interpretations by commentators on the subject of her character.®® This sort of
ambiguity reflects the discomfort men in ancient Greece felt about women’s sexuality
and its relationship to masculine identity. Helen’s beauty and sexual magnetism paired
with constant uncertainty about her sincerity, her motivations, and her sexual allegiance
position her as the personification of male fears about women’s nature — she is the
Bronze Age embodiment of Hesiod’s kaAdv kakov (“beautiful bad thing”: Theog. 585).

F.J. Groton argues that prior to her first appearance in Book 3, textual references
to Helen have inclined the audience towards a sympathetic view of her role in instigating
the war: the Greeks in the Iliad seem to believe that Paris has abducted Helen against her
will, that she suffers from their treatment of her, and that she desires to return home with
her first husband.®” This view is most clearly set forth by Nestor in Book 2, where he
says, ur) Tis Tpiv émeryéofoo ofkov 8¢ véeobat/ Tpiv Twa ap Tpwv aAdxw

kaTakowunBivat,/ Ticacbai &' EAévns OpuruaTd Te oTovaxdas Te (“...let no man
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hasten to return home before he has slept beside the wife of one of the Trojans to avenge
Helen’s sorrows and groans”: 2.354-56).%® The use of a similar formula at 2.589-90
suggests that Menelaus himself shares this perspective: pdAioTa 8¢ ieTo Bupdd/
TicacBal EAévns SpunuaTda Te otovaxas Te (“[Menelaus] put it foremost in his heart
to avenge Helen’s sorrows and groans™). While, as Groton notes, this suggests some
measure of sympathy for Helen’s plight, Nestor’s vision of appropriate vengeance for her
abduction illustrates the Greek view of male honor as a function of women’s sexuality:
just as Menelaus’ honor is tarnished by Paris’ absconsion with his wife, the Greeks in
return will mar the honor of every Trojan by compromising each man’s wife’s sexual
fidelity.

Helen’s initial appearance does little to contradict the audience’s predisposition to
view her presence in Troy in such a light. In Book 3, Iris, disguised as Laodice,
approaches Helen to inform her that Menelaus and Paris are about to fight a duel on her
behalf and to encourage her to come and watch the showdown from the tower, where her
primary function will not be as spectator, but instead to be on view herself, “to validate
herself, and therefore her value as a sign.”® Iris finds her in an unambiguously feminine
context: THv &' eUp' €v Heydpe- 1) B¢ péyav ioTov Upatve/ dimAaka TToppupénv
(“She found [Helen] in the hall: she was weaving a dark, two-folding robe on the great
loom...”: 3.125-26). Iris’ appearance causes Helen to weep and yAukUv {uepov éuBale
Buncy/ avdpds Te TpoTépou Kal &oTeos 1)d¢ Tokmwv (“threw sweet desire into her
heart for her former husband, and her city, and her parents”: 3.139-40), so that her

allegiance is positioned here as with the Greeks rather than with Paris.
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At the same time, however, the design that Helen is weaving when Iris enters
focuses on ToAéas...aébAous/ Tpcdwov B' immodduwy kai Axaicv
XaAKOXITCOVWVY,/ oUs £0ev elvek' ETTaoyov UTr' Apnos TaAapdwv (“the many
conflicts of the horse-taming Trojans and bronze-clad Achaeans, which they endured at
Ares’ hands for her sake”: 3.126-28). Helen’s choice of subject matter contrasts sharply
with Andromache’s design in Book 22: unlike Andromache, whose limited vision focuses
on her hopes for life with her husband as represented by the flowers she depicts, Helen is
able to see her life and her situation in a broader context. Alone of women in the lliad,
Helen defines herself apart from her relationship with any one particular male. On the
contrary, Helen uses her weaving as a voice that helps establish her identity, and which
makes her kleos known to future generations,”” a proclamation which some scholars see
as making Helen into an avatar for the poet himself.”" Thus despite her later self-
deprecation, Helen’s awareness of the place she has earned in human memory is
suggested by the subject matter she has chosen for her weaving,’* and this awareness
implies a certain measure of pride and self-worth.

We first see explicit evidence of ambiguous attitudes towards Helen in the
reaction of the old men sitting with the Trojan king Priam on the tower as Helen
approaches: most admire her beauty, and express understanding that the Greeks and
Trojans would suffer so much for such a woman, but another protests, dAA& kai cos
Toin Tep £ouc’ év vnuoi veéoBo,/ UNd' MUV Tekéeooi T' dTrioow Tijua AiTroiTo
(“...but even though she is such, let her return on the ships, lest she be left behind as a
bane to us and to our children”: 3.159-60). Helen is thus positioned simultaneously an

object of beauty and of grief. This ambiguity continues when Priam, asking Helen to join
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him in viewing the standoff between her two husbands, famously absolves her from
blame for the war: oU Ti poi aiTin €ooi, 6eol VU pot aitiol eiov (“To my mind, you are
not to blame at all; the gods... are the cause”: 3.164). Helen’s response, however,
suggests that she acted of her own volition: cos épeAev 0GvaTds pot adeiv kakds
omrmoTe Belpo/ Vil 063 ETOUNY B&Aapov yvwTous Te Atrotoa/ Taidd Te
TAvyétnv (“Death ought to have been more pleasing an evil to me than when [
followed your son here, leaving behind my marriage bed, my kinsmen, and my darling
child...”: 3.173-75). Despite Priam’s exoneration, Helen claims to view herself as
culpable, and even closes by referring to herself as kuvcomidos (“bitch-face™: 3.180).
Yet as Nancy Worman has observed, “[i]n every scene in which she appears,
[Helen’s] speech is edged threateningly with competing implications,”” and an important
question here is to what extent Helen’s assumption of blame and her self-deprecation are
intended to reflect authentic interiority, or if we are instead intended to see her words as
calculated. It has long been recognized that the Greeks were comfortable with the idea of
a “double motivation” where both human and divine causes were seen as responsible for
a particular situation, a concept reflected in the tension in the Homeric epics between
views of Helen’s culpability and statements that exonerate her.”* Often, Helen is
characterized as wholly responsible for the Trojan War, while at other times she is
explicitly exculpated, as seen above.” Helen, too, seems to recognize both her own
culpability, as suggested in her words to Priam, and the fact that she is in some ways a
mere puppet of the gods, as she will later imply (3.299-300).7 Helen’s own view of her
responsibility is, of course, crucial to the assessment of her self-image, and the issue here

is whether she truly views herself as blameworthy or whether she is using self-
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deprecation as a strategy for gaining the sympathy of men who have just acknowledged
the suffering and grief her presence is causing them.

G. J. Ryan views Helen’s self-deprecating speech to Priam as wholly deceitful,
seeing a discrepancy between her words and non-verbal indicators of self-image: “If she
felt as she says, she would not have approached so boldly, with confidence in her beauty,
the assemblage of men on the tower.””” Ryan goes on to argue that Helen’s death wish
and her description of herself as “dogface” (3.180) are the “words of a woman supremely
confident of herself, of her beauty and charm. No other would speak so slightingly of
herself.””® In addition, Ryan judges Helen a “wanton” when she allows Paris to seduce
her in Book 3, and sees Helen’s interactions with Hector in Book 6, again, as
duplicitous.” Ryan does give Helen a modicum of credit, seeing her concern about the
slight she has caused to her brothers’ honor (3.236-42) as perhaps “genuine,” her
attempts to resist Aphrodite and her verbal abuse of Paris in Bobk 3 as showing “an
excellent spirit,” and her final words spoken over Hector’s body as “noble words, and
probably sincere”; nonetheless, his final assessment is negative: “...beneath their nobility
one cannot miss the note of personal loss to Helen; even to the end, she is egocentric.”so

F.J. Groton, however, takes Helen’s self-deprecation at face value: “...she is filled
with unbearable feelings of shame in her fear that she has lost the esteem and respect of
Greek and Trojans alike.”®! Groton, in fact, finds no evidence in the Hiad®* for
characterizing Helen as “wanton, self-centered, deceitful, bewitching, and beguiling,” and
finds no valid reason for viewing Helen’s words as insincere or dishonest.®* This
controversy suggests that, as with the episode in her bedchamber in Book 6, Homer here

leaves the question open. Helen’s presumed awareness of the direction the Trojan elders’
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talk was taking could have prompted genuine feelings of shame, but just as easily, Helen
can be seen as playing on their sympathy in order to minimize feelings of resentment or
hostility for the pain her role in the situation has caused.

Rather than judging between these two extremes, perhaps we should consider that
both conditions may be true simultaneously: while her own homesickness and the words
of the Trojan elders may have stirred up feelings of shame, Helen, who is smart enough
to know how precarious her situation is, might be capitalizing on these feelings to
negotiate, either consciously or subconsciously, a more sympathetic attitude among the
Trojans. In a similar way, Helen’s relatively “unbounded” condition in Troy comments
upon Paris’ compromised masculinity,* complicating the black and white categories of
male and female and suggesting Homer’s recognition of contradictions within the
gendered system. The general extremity of views like Ryan’s and Groton’s do not allow
for a more nuanced reading of this sort, and moreover, exemplify the sorts of reductive
patriarchal attitudes that tend to divide women into categories of goddess or whore.*

Helen’s interchange with Priam on the tower consists for the most part of him
questioning her as to the identities of various Greek heroes, including Agamemnon,
Odysseus, and Ajax. While this episode provides us the opportunity to peer into Helen’s
past life with the Greeks, and thus delve deeper into the questions of her sincerity and
true allegiance, it seems odd coming as it does so late in the war. J. T. Sheppard accounts
for this seeming anachronism by arguing that Priam is subtly encouraging Helen to
“relieve her heart by leading her to speak of her husband.”*® At the same time, however,
her identifications here obliquely underscore her status as a bride-prize, since she is able

to recognize these heroes only because once they had all gathered at Sparta to compete as
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suitors for her hand.” Helen answers Priam’s questions with evident respect for the
Greek warriors, calling Agamemnon &u@oTepov BaciAeus T' ayabods kpaTtepds T'
aixunTtns (“both a good king and a mighty spearman”: 3.179), Odysseus a TTOAUUNTIS
(“much-scheming”: 3.200) man idcos Travtoious Te 8SAous Kai Uhdea TTUKVE
(“knowing tricks of all sorts and clever schemes™: 3.202), and Ajax TreAcopios €pkos
Axaiéov (the “gigantic wall of the Achaeans™: 3.229). At the same time, as Nancy
Worman observes, Helen uses her identification of Agamemnon as a touchstone to

“frame an elegiac look at her own past, thus substituting her story for his,”*®

once again
lacing her speech with ambiguity. Additionally, the homesickness that Homer has told us
Helen felt when Iris beckoned her, and which was likely sharpened by Antenor’s
reference to an embassy Menelaus and Odysseus made to Troy on her behalf,*’ is perhaps
manifest in the fact that after identifying Ajax, she moves on to Idomeneus unprompted,
reminiscing about how Menelaus would entertain his Cretan friend at Sparta.’® She then
comments on the absence of her brothers Castor and Polydeuces’': unaware that they
have died, she considers that either they did not come or that they avoid the company of
other soldiers aioxea de1d16Tes Kai dveidea TOAN' & poi éoTiv (“fearing the shame and
many reproaches which are mine”: 3.242). Once again, Helen’s sincerity is questionable:
some would argue that her apparent homesickness and her brothers’ absence have
aroused feelings of guilt and shame for her previous actions which prompt her self-
deprecation here. Others would say that Helen continues to play upon the sympathies of
Priam and the Trojans elders, knowing that their feelings towards her are ambiguous.

Once again, a more nuanced view would suggest that there may be some truth to both

viewpoints simultaneously.
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The next scene, however, seems to lend support to the view that Helen’s remorse
is sincere. In this episode, Aphrodite, having whisked Paris off the battlefield to the
safety of his bedroom, summons Helen to join him. Helen is not fooled by the goddess’
guise of an old serving woman who had worked for Helen back in Sparta, and responds

with apparent resentment (3.399-412):

Saipovin, Ti e TaiTa AltAaieal iTEPOTEVEIV;

7} 1) ME TTPOTEPL TTOAICOV €V VAIOHEVE WOV

agets, i puying i Mpoving épaTewis,

el Tis Tol Kai KeTB pidos pepOTLOY avbpoTwov
oUveka d1) viv diov AAEEavdpov Mevéhaos
viknoas €0éAel oTuyepnv Ut oikad' &yeohal,
ToUveka d1) viv Bedpo Soloppovéouca TTapéoTns;
fioo Tap' auTov ioloa...

KETOE &' £y Cov oUK elHI* vEUECOTTOV B¢ Kev €N
Keivou TTopoavéouoa Aéxos: Tpepal B€ Y’ dTioow
Té&oal pupunoovTal Exw d' &xe' axkpiTa Bupd.

“Intrusive goddess, why do you want to deceive me like this?
Will you lead me now to yet another well-settled city,

Either to Phrygia or lovely Maeonia,

Where there is some other mortal man dear to you?

Since now, Menelaus, having beaten godlike Alexander
Wishes to lead loathsome me back homeward —

Is it because of this you stand here now in your trickery?

Go sit beside him yourself! ...

I’m not going there: it would be abominable of me,

Tending to his bed. All the Trojan women hereafter

Would fault me. I have countless pains in my heart already.”

Helen’s words here smack of sincerity, particularly since there is no one else around on
whose sympathies she needs to play. In contrast to her speech in front of the male
audience of the teichoscopia, the calculated impression of which made it ripe for
analysis, here, before a single female, deity though she be, Helen is frank and her words
straightforward, omitting any room for interpretation and suggesting that she adapts her

speech to the gendered context as the Topography of Shame predicts. At the same time,

this passage also goes a long way towards convincing the audience that Helen is not, at
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least at present, staying with Paris willingly.”? Aphrodite’s angry response strengthens

this view (3.414-17):
un ' é’peﬁe OXETAIN, Hi) Xwoauévn oe uebeico,
'roog Sé o' cxm-:xﬁnpoo s vov Ekray ' Eqn)\nca
Héooo &' aupoTépwov unTicoual éxBea Auypé
Tpdowv kai Aavaddv, oU &€ kev Kakdv ol Tov SAnai.

“Don’t anger me, wretch, lest I toss you aside

and hate you as terribly as I love you now.

I will contrive grievous hatred for you in the midst of both

The Trojans and the Danaans, and you will suffer an evil doom.”

Knowing “the extent of her dependence on others’ valuation of her,” Helen is afraid,”
and she thus obeys the goddess. But the words she addresses to Paris when she arrives are
not welcoming, but reproachful, further suggesting that she is there under compulsion and

that her true allegiance is with Menelaus (3.428-36):

HAuBes ék TTOAépOU: Cos COPEAES auTOB' dAécHal

avdpi dapeis KpaTepD, &g EUos TTPOTEPOS TTOOIS TEV. . ..
aA' (61 viv TpokdAecoatl apnigpihov Mevéhaov
eEalTIs paxéoaoBal EvavTiov: aAAd o' Eywye
Tavectat kéAopal, unde EavBcd Meveldo

avTiBiov TOAepov ToAeuiCev 1dE pdxecbal
appadéws, un Tws Tax' U autol Soupi Saunms.

“You have come back from the war? You ought to have died there,
Beaten by the stronger man, who formerly was my husband...

But go now, challenge war-loving Menelaus,

To fight you again. On the other hand, I advise you

To hold back, don’t do battle nor fight

Recklessly with blond Menelaus,

lest you perish quickly under his spear.”

Helen here, at least initially, seems violently averse to her current situation, implying
disgust with Paris’ conduct and recognition that her first husband outshines her current

one in both bravery and honor Our sympathy for Helen and the view that she is

genuinely remorseful, guilt-ridden, and homesick, however, are immediately undercut
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when Paris, after a very short speech in response to her suggestion, asks her to go to bed
with him, and she immediately complies, a response which suggests to some scholars that
Helen’s rebukes were merely “a kind of bitter foreplay.”> As they linger in bed after
making love, moreover, Homer reminds us that Menelaus &v' duiAov époita fnpi
golkas/ €l Tou éoabpnioeiev AAEEavdpov Beoeidéa (“was hunting the crowd like a
wild beast, trying to find godlike Alexander”: 3.449-50), a pathetic juxtaposition which
drives home the shame Helen has brought on her first husband and highlights her
culpability here at the end of this episode. It is in this context that Hector enters the
bedroom in Book 6, finding Helen working “virtuously” at her loom and exhorting Paris
back to battle, as discussed earlier in this chapter.96 As such, the image of Helen, in her
own eyes, in those of other characters, and in those of the audience, constantly vacillates
between an appearance of guilt and of innocence, of honor and shame, and between the
roles of victim and offender.

The ambiguity surrounding Helen’s motivations in Book 3 and her speech in
Book 6 is a pattern repeated throughout the epic. At the end of the Iliad, the body of
Hector is brought back into Troy. His wife and mother initiate the gooi, but Helen gets
the last word (24.762-75):

"EkTOp UG Bundd daépwov oAU piATaTe TGV TV,

1 Lév pot Tools EoTiv ANEEavdpos Beoeldris,

Os W' &yaye Tpoinvd' cos Tpiv copeAlov dAécBal.

11dn y&p viv pot TOBE eIkooTOV ETOS ECTIV

€€ oU keiBev EPBnv kal éufis ameAnAvba TaTpns:

aAX' oU Trw oel Gkouoa Kakov ETTos oud' acuenAov:

aAA' €l Tig e kal GAAOS Evi HEY GpOICIV EVITITOL

datépwov 1) yaldwv 1j elvaTépwov eUTTETAWY,

1 Ekupn), Ekupds B TTaThpe s TTTIOS aiel,

AAA& oU TOV ETTIEECOL TTAPAIPAUEVOS KATEPUKES

of} T &yavo@poouvn Kal 0ois &y avois ETTEEcal.

Too of 0" dpa kKAaiw kal €U’ Gupopov axvupévn Kijp:

oU yap Tis pot £T' &AAos évi Tpoin eupein
fjrios oudt pihos, TavTes B¢ pe TePpikactv.
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Hector, you are the dearest to my heart of all

my brothers-in-law; truly, godlike Alexander,

who led me to Troy, is my husband: I wish I’d died first.

For this now is the twentieth year "

Since I went from there and left my fatherland:

I have never yet heard from you an evil or reproachful word.

But if anyone in the house might taunt me,

My brothers- or sisters-in-law or their beautifully-robed wives,
Or my mother-in-law — my father-in-law was always very kind —
You would hold that person back, exhorting him

Both with your gentleness and with your soothing words.

And so I weep for you and for myself, grieving in my unhappy heart;
For there is no one else in broad Troy [who is] kind

or dear to me. Instead, everyone shudders at me.

The placement of Helen as the third and final moumer here is surprising, both since
Helen is the indirect cause of Hector’s death,”” and since this ordering goes against what
Johannes T. Kakridis has called “the ascending scale of affections” which is typically
found in epic and tragedy,”® where Andromache, as the mourner most closely tied to
Hector, should come last rather than first, as was the case in Book 22. This inversion of
our expectations suggests that we should look for additional meaning in this placement
and special significance in Helen’s speech. F. J. Groton sees Homer’s intent in placing
Helen in the “position of honor” as supporting the “lasting impression of a sensitive and
dignified woman™ she gives us through her lament.” Maria Pantelia and Linda Clader,
however, recognizing that the ascending scale of affections also demonstrates a general
epic tendency for climactic progression, see Helen’s placement here as appropriate in
light of her particular, and unusual, understanding of the concept of Homeric kleos'®; as
such, the ordering of mourners in this final book moves not towards increasing intimacy

with the deceased, but instead from a personal level to a more universal one.'”! Whereas

Andromache, as we have seen, concentrates on her own private concerns, blaming Hector
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for abandoning her and emphasizing the effect Hector’s death will have on her own life,
Helen focuses on “...the character of the dead warrior, the man, who despite his personal
loss and the suffering his family and city had to endure, was still able to treat her with
kindness and generosity (24.771-72). Helen’s lament is not about what Hector can no
longer do for Troy, but about the greatness of a human being who deserves to be
remembered.”'%*

At the same time, although Helen weeps for Hector and calls attention to his
noble qualities, as she herself admits, she also weeps for herself'® and for the position
she is in without Hector to defend her. In fact, “her lament in this case focuses entirely on
the threat of blame,”'® so that what is on the surface focused on Hector is on a deeper
level concerned with Helen herself. For Helen, Hector’s death is a disaster which
compromises her security, and so the death wish she expresses here, followed again by a
stream of self-pity, are unsurprising when viewed as a manifestation of the Topography
of Shame. Yet while we can again read these sentiments straightforwardly, here she once
again exhibits a “special type of verbal mutability [that] arises at least in part from a
difference between the formal locutions she employs and the intended impact of her
words.”'% Thus, Helen’s statements can also be interpreted as a series of deliberate,
public messages directed not so much towards Hector, but towards the Trojans standing
nearby, messages designed to extricate her from her rather precarious position: she
assigns responsibility for her presence in Troy to Paris, and by extension absolves herself
of blame; she positions herself as pitiable to solicit sympathy from the Trojans in general;
she emphasizes Hector’s support of her, and thus aligns herself with this best-loved

Trojan hero; and she praises the benevolence of Priam, the Trojan king, while
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simultaneously letting him know of her mistreatment in order to buttress his previous
support and elicit additional protection.

Helen understands that Hector’s death represents a crisis point in her life, as she
has lost her strongest alliance among the Trojans, but unlike Hecuba and Andromache,
she does not see her identity as totally obliterated by Hector’s death. While her speech
laments the loss she genuinely mourns, her subtle verbal machinations make clear that
she envisions a future for herself as an individual and apart from both Hector and her
current husband. Although her “special” position as the daughter of Zeus and most
beautiful woman in the world allows her this sort of freedom, which is utterly out of the
question for other mortal women, it is significant that in negotiating a revised position for
herself, she works to tighten the bond with Priam, in effect securing an alternative
powerful male alliance to offset the one she has just lost. In addition, Norman Austin
detects an indirect, subtle boast in Helen’s final line: by representing herself “as someone
in whose presence people shiver, with cold Stygian fear,” Helen situates herself as
possessing the “chilling aspects éf [her] equivocal powe:r.”106 Thus, while we can, and
should, read Helen’s grief for Hector as sincere, she also utilizes calculated verbal
manipulation in order to elevate her status and bolster her social standing. Despite her
privileged and exceptional position, then, Helen’s actions, while they push the boundaries
untested by other women, ultimately accord with the Topography of Shame as well.

Helen’s strategic use of both self-deprecation and ritual laments to exert indirect
power here is supported by the ideas of classical scholars like John Winkler and Nancy
Felson-Rubin, who have drawn on the findings of cultural anthropologists of the

contemporary Mediterranean to show that women in constrained positions used the tools
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at their disposal in order to influence events and and achieve a limited degree of
empowerment.'”” Anna Caraveli, for example, has demonstrated that women in 20"
century villages in Epiros and Crete make use of ritual lament — a sphere of activity
where women are expected to take the active role and dominate over men — to voice
grievances as a form of social protest. Caraveli has identified categories of lament-songs
that protest against everything from the “social isolation and ambiguous” status of
widows, to war and natural disaster, to modern medical practices, to the official Christian
doctrine of death.!% In the ancient world, too, women made use of lament as an
acceptable channel through which they might exert influence: women in Rome, for
instance, participated in ostentatious displays of grief and lamentation at funerals in order
to bolster the status of the deceased and bring reflected honor back onto the family,
capitalizing on a socially acceptable means of female expression to attain a political end
in the program of aristocratic competition.'%

Self-deprecation, too, is one of the tools with which women might exert indirect
but significant influence, as Helen’s example indicates, and an effective one when a
woman’s relationship to men is threatened, as the Topography of Shame suggests. While
it does not discount the possibility that Helen’s repeated self-deprecation may be based in
genuine feelings, the Homeric text does call the sincerity of her claims of self-loathing
into question by emphasizing the fact that she considers herself worthy of epic
remembrance, suggested when she weaves her role in the Trojan War into her tapestry,
treating it “as if it were the story most central to every warrior’s life.”!'? In addition,
Helen refers to her affair with Paris as fated cog kai 6Tricow/ avBpcotrolot eAcoped’

3 7

aoidiuot écoouévolot (“so that hereafter, we will be famous in song among men to
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come”: 6.357-8).""! Despite her claims of self-loathing, Helen’s tapestry''? and her
statement suggest a sense of self-importance, not only to the Greeks and Trojans whose
lives she directly affects, but also as a ﬁgﬁre of significance to posterity. Helen, as such,
is an unusual figure in that she alone does not derive her identity exclusively from
attachment to her husband — whether it be Menelaus or Paris — but rather, she sees herself
as an individual with her own story, one worthy of commemoration. In this way, the poet
alerts us to the possibility that Helen’s self-deprecatory sentiments may have a strategic
use.

In the lliad, Helen is thus presented as a woman who uses calculated verbal
manipulation, both in explicit self-deprecation and implied boasting, in order to bolster
her position in relation to men, even where her expressions of self-loathing might be
rooted in authentic feelings of shame. This sort of manipulation characterizes Helen as
dangerous and threatening, a view completely in line with the sexual danger she
epitomizes as a wife who causes the deaths of thousands of men by making a cuckold of
her husband. At the same time, Briseis’ lament for Patroclus, with its secondary objective
of bolstering her position with Achilles, demonstrates that Helen’s manipulative verbal
techniques are not restricted to exceptional women, but instead may be used more
broadly by ordinary women as well. These techniques regularly appear in the context of
imminent erotic disaster or are otherwise related to the status of the woman’s relationship
to men, and thus function in accord with the Topography of Shame model for women’s
self-image I have elucidated. Thus, while critics still too often read women’s speeches as
emotional outpourings, these findings demonstrate that they frequently had strategic and

political aims as well.
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Paris

A further word is in order about Paris, who alone of men in the /liad comes close
to denigrating himself by recognizing his shortcomings and admitting to unheroic
behavior''®; yet an examination of Paris’ attitudes suggests an overall contrast with the
strategies of women, and his example ultimately works to support the ideas about self-
deprecation and gender dynamics I have explicated.

In Book 3, Hector questions Paris’ bravery and fighting ability, expresses disgust
for his behavior in stealing Menelaus’ wife, and articulates his wish that Paris had never
been born (3.39-57).!"* Paris responds, “Extop émei pe kot aloav ¢veikeoas oud' UTEp
aloav (“Hector, you have upbraided me fittingly, and not beyond my due”: 3.59),
accepting his brother’s criticism nearly wholesale.''” Paris’ only objection is to Hector’s
mockery of his good looks: 1| ot 8dp’ EpaTa TPOPEPE Xpuoéns "Appoditns:/ ol
Tol GMEBANT’ EoTi Becov Epikudéa Sdpa (“But don’t fling the lovely gifts of golden
Aphrodite at me; the glorious gifts of the gods are not to be scorned”: 3.64-66). When
Hector takes him to task again in Book 6, this time for being absent from the battlefield,
Paris once more responds “Ektop é1el pe kaT' aloav éveikeoas oud' Umrép aioav
(6.333), again acknowledging the validity of Hector’s disparaging remarks. While Paris’
admission of fault in these cases is not exactly self-deprecatory, it is unusual, but can
perhaps be related to the fact that more than any other male character in this epic, Paris is
identified as feminized: Hector’s criticism in Book 3 berates Paris for being €idos
apioTe (a “pretty boy”) identified with the world of Aphrodite more than with the
masculine realm of the battlefield, while in Book 6, Paris lingers in the feminine domestic

sphere, and his attention is only redirected towards masculine concerns by his wife’s
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nagging and his brother’s rebukes.''® The taunting by enemy warriors which is so
common on the battlefield, moreover, is in Paris’ case focused on his femininity. When
Paris shoots the Greek hero Diomedes in the foot with an arrow, for instance, Diomedes
denigrates him saying, To§oTa AwPnp képa dyAat TapBevomima/ i yév dn
avTiBiov ouv Teuxeol TelpnBeing,/ ouk &v Tot xpaicuﬁcl Bids kai Tapées ioi:/ viv
8¢ U’ émypdwyas Tapodv Todos eUxeal alTws./ oUK aAéycw, cos el pe yuvr) BaAot 1
T&is Gppwv (“You archer, disgraceful with the bow, preening girl-chaser — if, indeed,
you were to try me face to face with your weapons, your bow and plentiful arrows would
not keep you safe. Now, grazing the flat of my foot, you boast like this? I couldn’t care
less if a woman had hit me, or a senseless boy™: 11.385-89). Diomedes’ questioning of
Paris’ masculinity, moreover, is further emphasized both metaphorically — as the Greek
word for foot (Trous) was frequently punned with penis in the Greek''” while Paris’ bow
and arrow was considered a relatively effeminate weapon — and linguistically: in
disparaging Paris as a “seducer,” Diomedes chooses a term with the markedly feminine
stem TrapBevo- (maiden, virgin).

Additionally, Paris’ admission of shortcomings seems different in nature from
that of even Helen, whose sincerity in her self-criticism is often questionable: while
Helen’s self-deprecation regularly focuses on shame and worthlessness, Paris gives no
indication that he feels shame, or even remorse, for his behavior. As Norman Austin puts
it, “while Helen must both live with her shame and accept her function as the spectacle of
shamelessness,” Paris, in contrast, “is impervious to shame.”!'® In Book 3, as noted
above, he unabashedly accepts Hector’s criticism of his lack of manly virtue, but far from
feeling himself inadequate, turns around and offers to fight Menelaus man-to-man. In

Book 6, Paris again seems unashamed of lingering in his bed while others fight on his
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behalf, and in fact offers a rather unsatisfactory excuse: oU Tot ¢y Tpcowv TOcOOV
XOAw oUdE vepéoot/ Hiuny év Baiduw, EBehov &' &axei TpoTpaméobat (“I have not
been sitting here in my room so much out of anger or resentment towards the Trojans; I
just wanted to give myself over to my sorrow”: 6.335-36). The inappropriateness of
Paris’ carefree attitude is sharpened by the Greek view of the purpose of marriage as
“work,”"" so that conjugal relations were properly conducted in the expectation of
producing legitimate offspring. Paris, conversely, makes love to Helen out of sheer
desire, in effect casting him as frivolous. This characterization is strengthend by his
attitude towards warfare, as demonstrated in the contrast between Hector, who “wears the
symbols of his courage, while Paris merely plays with his breatplate, spear, and bow.”'*
This scene, then, effectively frames him as outside the bounds of the proper “work” that
defines the male human condition in the arenas of both sexuality and warfare. Paris’
disassociation from manly concerns is further suggested by his nonchalant arrogance
when he tells Hector that he can go on ahead while Paris puts on his armor, since &yco 8¢
péTelulr KixnoeoBai 8¢ o' dtwo (“I’ll follow behind; and I think I’1l catch up with you™:
6.341). This cocky attitude is reinforced when, at the end of the book, he prances up to
Hector gaily, saying, nBet’ 1} udAa 81 o€ kai EooUpevov kaTepUkw/ Snbuvwv, oud'
NABov évaicipov cos éxéAeues; (“Noble one, have I, tarrying, delayed you too much in
your haste