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Chapter Two: Iphigenia in France

Though Iphigenia had been studied across WestamwpE during the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries, it was in the seventeenthucg@ind in France that she began to gain
recognition as a popular figure of the public stadeoclassicism, the name that we, in later
years, have given to France's particular brandreglsrevival movement, provided not only
Iphigenia but many other figures of ancient tragettr new stages to walk on after centuries of
being largely confined to the library and the adlass. In this chapter, | examine neoclassicism's
engagement with its classical sources throughdysitithe Iphigenia adaptations it produced,
with an eye specifically to the cultural problenosed by incorporating Greek stories into the
government-sponsored self-presentation of absglaettonial France.

This engagement with the classical part of Framatclassicism centers around the
challenge it presents to binary thinking withinistbrical period notorious for its use of
binarism. Binary thinking denotes a learned, caltyrinherited way of thinking about the world
that is founded on oppositional pairs, from constructions as innocuous as up/down or night/day;
to somewhat more loadedtegories such as inside/outside, forward/back, or light/dark; and
extending to such problematic binary oppositionsas/woman, civilized/savage, good/evil,

and true/false. Binary thinking has historicallpygd a huge role in European cultuaed

1Some scholars trace this preoccupation back timfheence of Manichaeism, a religion of the thimtafourth
centuries C. E., many of whose doctrines were dlasbinto early Christianity especially via the wigs of
Augustine of Hippo, who was a Manichaean beforeveding to Catholicism. Although Augustine contekste
many of the tenets of his former faith, their ogposal frameworks of good/evil, light/dark, spilibdy had a
major influence on his thinking and writing, andgstine in turn remains one of the most influenfihtistian
theologians to this day. On Manichaeism, its inficeeon early Christianity, and its involvement wiitle
writings of St. Augustine, see J. Kevin Coyléanichaeism and Its Legacgd. Johannes van Oort and Einar
Thomassen, Nag Hammadi and Manichaean Studiesgih.@idd Boston: Brill, 2009).
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especially in creating and maintaining divisionsAeen 'Us' and 'Them,' insider and outsider,
whether those divisions be based upon nationakixyality, religion, linguistic group, race,
gender, physical or mental ability, or any othezafic characteristic used to articulate
difference. Such distinctions, in the case of Earoparly always organized hierarchically (with
difference automatically implying membership inugsrior or inferior group) have repeatedly
come under fire in academia, most often from wifietds such as postcolonial studies, gender
studies, and queer studies, where those populatoss damaged by being labeled different and
inferior serve as the object of stutéxn emerging interest in the possibility and usélufd
terms,'—that is, new categories which do not tib iand therefore challenge binary
oppositions—has been independently articulatecelgral scholars working within several
disparate fields and subfieldgnd informs much of the writing on categoriesusf 'vs. 'Them'
being done in a multitude of disciplings.

Such studies, focused on what has come to be kaswine Self/Other dichotoray,
clearly demonstrate the ways in which this imagmmanstruct falls short of representing reality,
and it is not my intention to merely re-draw thgaene conclusions here. Rather, | aim to show

how the process of adaptation, in the context eh&hn neoclassicism, has been used to create

2Critiques of binary thinking have come from schsland works as notable as Homi K. Bhabiftee Location of
Culture (London and New York: Routledge, 1994) and JuBittier, Gender Trouble: Feminism and the
Subversion of IdentitfNew York: Routledge, 1990).

3See, for example, Marjorie B. Garb¥ested Interests: Cross-Dressing & Cultural Anxi@tew York: Routledge,
1992), writing from gender and queer studies; and VéV¢é A. Clark, "Developing Diaspora Literacy and Marasa
Consciousness;Theatre Surve$0, no. 1 (2009), writing from postcolonial andfpemance studies. Both
works take as their primary subject of interestube of third terms to challenge binaries.

4 Cross-cultural studies on the existence and dperaf ‘third genders,’ especially, has done muzkie¢stabilize
the Western binary with the most insistent clainmeturalness,’ that of the dyadic male/female garsystem.
For a collection of studies surrounding this impattcontribution to the dismantling of binary thimd, see
Gilbert Herdt, ed.Third Sex, Third Gender: Beyond Sexual Dimorphisi@ulture and HistoryfNew York:
Zone Books, 1994).

STamise van Pelt traces the development and usdesgphrase from Plato through such influential madhinkers
as Levinas, de Beauvoir, Kojéve, Hegel, HeidegBanre, Fanon, Bhabha, Butler, and most espediatian.
See Tamise van Pelt, "Othernegagstmodern Culture: An Electronic Journal of Inteaplinary Criticism10,
no. 2 (2000).



and maintain the illusion that the Self/Other dicmoy doesrepresent reality, and been used as a
tool for erasing existing third terms which woultherwise present a challenge to binary
thinking. The ancient Greeks, as a people who ngdoexisted but whose literary and
ideological constructs had come down to moderndaas a cultural inheritance, presented an
ontological challenge to the Self/Other dichotomearly modern French thought. Unlike
France's definitively 'othered' colonial subje&sy( Native Americans) and international rivals
(e.g. the English), the ideas of the long-vanisBeeeks were incorporated into the French
national character and held up as part of a cdyefultivated French cultural aesthetivet

there were elements of Greek culture, traces ofhvaie clearly present in their surviving tekts,
which could not be incorporated into the Frenclssesf 'Self' without profoundly altering that
category and blurring the distinction between thenEh and various cultural 'Others.' The
ancient Greeks were thus neither 'Self' nor 'Othigh' respect to the early modern French, but a
third term, the cultural ancestor, the 'Other-S&lis, like all third terms, posed a danger to
binary thinking, and thus could not be incorporated dominant cultural formations without
alteration. Specifically, the Greeks in an unmesidorm as the 'Other-Self'—culturally different
from the French 'Self'—could not be exposed tqplessibly) uneducated and impressionable
masses who made up the audiences of the publitetee®/hile the original or translated texts of
ancient Greek plays were studied by (primarily)emrakembers of the educated elite, only
heavily adapted versions of these plays were pteddrefore the both gender- and class-mixed
public. As a result, Greek plays destined for penfance on the public stage and in the

vernacular were subjected to a process of adaptatimse primary purpose seems to have been

5Greek influences being actively codified into thatforms of institutions whose job was specificathystandardize
and promote French culture. See my discussionedhtiadémie Francaiskelow.
"For specifics, see my discussions of the case silayy below.
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the erasure of all traces of réaliltural difference between ancient Greece andemoBrance: a
process that would turn the ambiguous 'Other-Betf'an acceptable version of the wholly
unambiguous 'Self' fit for presentation on the publage.

In order to demonstrate this process, this chaptemoken into four sections. The first
sets up the heavy cultural investment of the Freratlon (as represented and dictated by the
power centered around its absolute monarchy) iorparating Greek cultural output, and
especially tragedy, into its national self-preseata The second, third, and fourth sections each
focus on a given adaptation of one of the Iphig@tags, interrogating through a close reading
of both Greek source text and French adaptationt altexations or erasures have been made and
why. In the process, a picture emerges of thoseeiés of Greek culture which were deemed
unsuitable for the public stage, and how the tisrpegsented by these elements were neutralized
in the process of adaptation.
The 'Neo' and the 'Classical' in French Neoclassism

The artistic movement that we now call neoclassicidespite its beginnings in
Renaissance Italy, began to gain internationab&ocand recognition only when it met up with
French absolutism as a form of Greek revival ceedphto France's project of national
centralization and cultural domination. During 8&enteenth century, France began a major
shift in its governmental organization from a decalized, semi-feudal system of relative

provincial autonomy to a highly centralized, absistumonarchy. As a part of this shift, the

8 use the word 'real' here to distinguish diffe@sin the organization and perception of realityrfrsuperficial or
aesthetic cultural differences (in clothing, foad;hitecture, etc.) which do not present a fundaaté¢hreat to a
modern French worldview. Polytheism, for examptewa will see below, was highly threatening to a
monotheistic Christian worldview if engaged ondtgn terms—yet it could easily be disguised as aetyer
superficial difference by making it appear as @ ttarious pagan deities of ancient Greece all agnéth one
another and presented a single, unified divine {fulhctionally becoming a single, omnipotent beir§ge my
discussion of Racinelphigéniebelow.

For a long view of these developments, see G. Rr&asureSeventeenth Century Franéew York: Barnes &
Noble, Inc., 1966). For a more detailed look atdabecept of absolutism and both its strengths and
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newly centralized government began to exert comvel areas of national production which had
previously been relatively unrestricted, includlitgrary and dramatic output. In the case of
literature and drama, such control was achievealitiir the founding of thAcadémie Francaise
[French Academy], the first of several government-academies set up to create and enforce a
unified—and uniform—vision for French creative owttpwithin the borders of France, this
unified vision served as one of many absolutistgostructures, giving the centralized,
monarchical government control over French languwamgkliterature in the same way it had
control over such things as taxation and militarghth Outside the borders of France, this
standardized form of literary output created aigstand recognizable 'French style' suitable for
export that could be codified, admired, and imd&tg others—including those 'Others' brought
into the French fold by its colonial ambitions. kca's colonial strategy at this time, in the
Americas and elsewhere, was based largely on #@eatlits own cultural superiority—native
peoples, once exposed to the magnificence of thechrlanguage, food, literature, and lifestyle,
would be so eager to adopt these things thatweeyd willingly submit to French political
rule ° This strategy, however, required that French celhe standardized to the point that it
was easily recognized and grasped by cultural outsiders; the standardization of style created and
enforced by the Academy was thus intimately coreteuatith French nationalism as both a
domestic and a colonial construct.

Yet in the case of drama, specifically, this 'Etestyle’ was openly founded on precepts

drawn from ancient Greece. More than two thousaais roughly two thousand miles, and a

shortcomings when applied to this historical pergee Nicholas Henshallhe Myth of Absolutism: Change
and Continuity in Early Modern European Monargiypndon and New York: Longman, 1992).

10For a more detailed exploration of the links betvt#eeAcadémie Francaiseolonialism, and French culture as
codified for export, see Sara E. Melzer, ""Volugt8ubjection': France's Theory of Colonization ItGne in the
Seventeenth Century," Btructures of Feeling in Seventeenth-Century Caltbixpressioned. Susan McClary
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2013).



great deal of cultural difference separates fitntary B.C.E. Athens from seventeenth-century
Paris, and yet, over the course of the seventemmitury and into the eighteenth, a form of
tragedy based on the ancient Greek model was pefighysconstructed and adopted by the
intellectual and court circles surrounding the Efemonarch as one part of the project to
standardize and export French culture. Taking milgnAristotle's I7epi woiyrixijc [Poeticg!! and
Horace'sArs Poetica? as a basis and joining a critical conversatiorubeg Italy!® French
intellectuals such as La Mesnardiétéabbé d'Aubignaé® Boileaul® and La Bruyer¥ argued
the proper structures, aims, and subjects of tysagadhe basis of imitation ¢és anciengthe
ancients], an imaginary group comprised of all siing authors from Homer (eighth-century
B.C.E. Greek) to the poets of the last days oRbman Empire (fifth century C.E.). The form of
tragedy which emerged out of this debate—notabie®iinspired yet far from identical to the
tragic forms of ancient Athens—came to be hailed &sench achievement and, as a result,
standardized and policed by theadémie Francaise

This form of tragedy was centrally characterizgdlseries of rules hailed as deriving
from 'the ancients' but in reality the new inventaf absolutist France. Such rules included the
'three unities' (stipulating that the play must be unified in time, place, and action);

'vraisemblancgverisimilitude], the requirement that the actiom plausible or credible (a

L\written in the fourth century B.C.E. in Greek.

2Written in the first century B.C.E. in Latin.

BpPrimarily by Castelvetro, who$eoetica d'Aristotele vulgarizzata e spofmetics of Aristotle Translated into the
Vulgate and Explaingdmy thanks td_oredana Carlettior this translation) had an incalculable influeran the
way that Aristotle was read and understood by sylesat Western European dramatic theorististotle and
Lodovico CastelvetrdRoetica d'Aristotele vulgarizzata e spofBasel: Pietro de Sedabonis, 1576).

1 Jules La Mesnardierea Poétique(Paris: Antoine de Sommaville, 1639), e-book.

15 'abbé d'Aubignad,a Pratique du Théatt§Amsterdam: Jean Frederic Bernard, 1715),
http://books.google.com/books?id=5EvaydTjLQoC&pg2P&dq=d%?27Aubignac+Pratique+du+th%C3%A9
%C3%A2tre&hl=en&sa=X&ei=InRzVL3901a00QTMzoDACw&ve@dEB8QE6AEWAA#V=0nepage&q=d'Aub
ignac%20Pratique%20du%20th%C3%A9%C3%A2tre&f=fagsbook.

Nicolas Boileau Despréauk’Art poétique suivi de sa IX-e satire, et de spitré a M. de LamoignofLyon:
Tournachon-Molin, 1805).

7Jean de La Bruyeérées caracteregParis: Laurent Prault, Libraire, 1768).

6



subcategory of which dictated that charactersraatcordance with the characteristics 'naturally'
accruing to their age, rank, and sex); and ‘bienséancéthe observance of propriety (which kept
unsavory things like death off the stadfeThese rules, despite being greatly expanded frem t
barest hints in Aristotle and Horace, were widdtyilauted to the wisdom of 'the ancients' and
held up as models for modern playwrights to folldw.give just one example of this
exaggerating process, the three unities were wallgrattributed to Aristotle but are not all
found in his work. Aristotle discusses the ided filays should follow the progress of a unified
action!® makes some offhand mention of the reduced timesifatagedy by comparison with
epic vers&? and does not mention a unity of place. The firatwhtic theorist to extrapolate
from Aristotle and to lay the three unities outrales was the Italian Lodovico Castelvetro, who
was widely read and copied by successive wavesaofatic theorists all over EuropeAfter
his writing, the three unities were treated as gfiotney were both truly Aristotelian and actual
rules for the writing of classical drama, despite fact that they were regularly broken by actual
ancient dramatists. This process alone is an extetixample of the erasure of specificities and
differences that characterized writing and thinkaigut ‘the ancients' from the Renaissance
through about the nineteenth century.

Moreover, unlike Aristotle and Horace, whose caltiworks on tragedy as a genre
postdated the majority of the surviving plays tipeyported to address, French dramatic critics

wrote consciously prescriptive works intended tadsed and followed by the playwrights of

8For a thorough exploration of these 'rules,' thenivation from Aristotle and Horace, and the chemngf
interpretation they underwent as they moved froac@lto place and critic to critic, see Marvin Ari€an,
Theories of the Theatre: A Historical and Criticlirvey from the Greeks to the Preggtiiaca: Cornell
University Press, 1984).

Aristotle PoeticsVII. See Aristotle, "Poetics," iAristotle: Poetics, Longinus: On the Sublime, Daiust On
Style ed. Stephen Halliwell,oeb Classical LibrarfCambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1995)

20Aristotle PoeticsV.

21 See Aristotle and Castelvetioetica d'Aristotele vulgarizzata e spastn the widespread influence of this text,
see CarlsonTheories of the Theatre: A Historical and Criticalirvey from the Greeks to the Present
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future dramas, making the neoclassical movemené mgid and formalized than the classical
movement it supposedly aimed to imitate. The usaraft aesthetic rules in the composition of
tragedy, then, was not precisely a recurrence @narent practice, though the rules themselves
were ostensibly derived from ancient sources. Rathese aesthetic principals and their strict
enforcement were the effects of an absolutist,mealgovernment for whom standardization
served both as a method of control and an effestnagegy for cultural export.

Nor were these prescriptions as easily ignordtie@gsmight have been in other times,
countries, or circles. During the period both befand during the establishment of Amadémie
Francgaise an activesalonculture in Paris had worked to define a socialleicf Hommes de
Lettres[Men of Letters], aristocrats or aristocratic hasgem whose speech, deportment, and
bon godtfgood taste] set them apart from the rabble angrbxancial French. Thealons a
series of private literary clubs hosted largelyabigtocratic women in their own homes, were
centers both for critique and for the presentatibnew works by artists who aspired to gain
favor from the most respected circfésn order to gain and retain admittance to thestusive
groups, one had to cultivate an aesthetic senlaeinvith group ideas about 'good taste,’'
particularly with regard to artistic works—includjmplays, and that most supreme of theatrical
arts, tragedy® As Nicholas Hammond explores in his article “Highiregular: Defining
Tragicomedy in Seventeenth-century France,” thisfadly cultivated valuation of tragedy

among the Paris elite was in part a pushback aghie@popularity of the *hybrid’ form of

22The majority of the most famous and influenialonswere founded by aristocratic women, including such
celebrated names as the Marquise de Rambouilleg.Mm Scudéry, and Mme. de La Fayette. The memipersh
of thesalons however, was definitively co-educational, withnmpgrominent men as regular participants. For
an informative list of thealonsand an exploration of their gender compositionjaqmwer, and differing
ideologies, see Anne E. Dugg&alonniéres, Furies, and Fairies: The Politics @r@er and Cultural Change
in Absolutist FrancéNewark: University of Delaware Press, 2005).

2_a Mesnardiére, for example, refers to the genteagfedy using glowing and superlative languageughout his
Poétique referring to it in the very first section of higiting as ‘la plus noblé [the most noble] genre of
poetry. See La Mesnardielea Poétique6.



tragicomedy popular all over Europe as the mostreerially successful performance geffre.
During the rise of the professional, public, andhoeercial theaters toward the end of the
Renaissance, the need to generate revenue fraocal classes simultaneously caused
playwrights to mix the conventions of comedy (whiohused on lower-class characters) with
the conventions of tragedy (which focused on umtess ones). Tragicomedy, having gotten its
start in Italy where the earliest commercial thesateere established, was particularly associated
in France with foreign theatrical practices (Itali&panish) and enjoyed more popularity in the
provinces than in the capital. In tealons where aristocrats convened specifically to cativa
kind of ‘good taste’ different from that of provilats, foreigners, and the lower classes, a
renewed interest in ‘pure’ tragedy—demarcated blearly-defined set of rules that set it apart
from the more popular tragicomedy—became the astithhe day. And what better way to define
this more refined theatrical genre than by heargbiack to the ancients, who so resolutely
separated comedy from trageéPhe new, French tragedy, built upon a foundatibanzient
philosophy and drama, allowed the Parisian aristncto create an image of French national
artistry that might command the kind of respecbiaféd to the artists of Athens’s Golden Age. It
was this particular version of Frenchness (aristiocr Parisian, conformist) that was to be held
up and touted by governmental institutions like Altadémie Frangaisas that which was truly
French and worthy of export to—and imitation by—eign countries, not the heterogeneous mix

of provincial dialects, customs, and theatricalestyhat truly comprised France's reatftyVhen

24 Nicholas Hammond, “Highly Irregular: Defining Tiagmedy in Seventeenth-Century France,” in Subha
Mukherji and Raphael Lyne, edkarly Modern Tragicomedystudies in Renaissance Literature, vol. 22
(Cambridge: D. S. Brewer, 2007).

25 As Hammond points out, only two ancient plays werer tentatively put forward as ancient exampfes o
tragicomedy (Euripides’&oxiwy [Cyclop$, a satyr play from fifth-century B.C.E. AthensidaPlautus’s
Amphitryon a comedy from the third-century B.C.E. Roman RBdipy and even then, this designation was up
for debate and hotly contested by some of the stast upholders of tragic supremacy, includingathieé
d'Aubignac. See lbid., 78-79.

260n the heterogeneity of French culture and thecamiatic project to override, centralize, and stadite it, see
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a play or playwright stepped outside this narroio$@esthetic criteria, threatening the
standardization of French 'good taste,' both thenbsgs of thesalonsand the Academy lost no
time in issuing harsh critiques to get the playWwrigack into line.

Nowhere was this more obvious than in @eerelle du CidDispute ovete Cid], which
took place over the course of 1637 and into 1688, a few short years after the Academy's
initial founding?’ This particular pamphlet war demonstrated the mgttiess of the Academy
and its aristocratic supporters to harshly cenaists who did not follow its rule$.In this
case, the artist was Pierre Corneille, one of thetroelebrated (and subsequently canonized)
playwrights of his time. His tragicomedly Cid, adapted from a Spanish source play, was a
popular success but—in addition to being a hybeidigenre of foreign origin—broke with
several rules on dramatic form as laid out by thademy, primarily the three unities. The
unities of time, place, and action dictated, respely, that plays should take place within a
timeframe of no more than twenty-four hours, aihgls location, and should focus on one
problem of dramatic magnitude (as opposed to asefiindependent events). Despite the fact
that these rules were not always observed by andramatists—Avristotle having expressed his
preference for them nearly a century after alhef $urviving tragedies had already been
written—theAcadémie Francaismade it clear in the Dispute overCidthat it meant for
neoclassical playwrights to follow them to thedetpopular opinion notwithstanding. The

Academy's scathing critiquees sentiments de I'Académie Francaise sur laidCagnédie du

TreasureSeventeenth Century France

2"The Académie Francaiswas founded in 1635 and Corneilles Cidwas written in 1637. Critiques in pamphlet
form began to appear almost immediately, authoyechémbers of both thealonsand the Academy. The
Academy's formal critique of the play was writtée following year, capping the debate in 1638. Bsm:
Chapelainles sentiments de I'Académie Francaise sur la Téaghédie du Cigdean Camusat: Paris, 1638).

28Readers interested in a more in-depth exploratidhexQuerelle du Cicand its role in establishing the authority of
the Academy are encouraged to see “Chapter 1: @haatl Study in the Querelle @id” in Jessica N. Kamin,
"Playwrights on the Threshold Between Stage andyStRaratexts and Polemical Texts in Seventeenthute
French Theater" (dissertation, University of Waghim, 2012), http://hdl.handle.net/1773/20540.
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Cid [The sentiments of the French Academy on the Tragidgle Cid]2° combined with the
various pamphlet critiques of other playwrightsyevenough to drive Corneille not only to issue
revised versions of the play more in line with nasesical rules (tellingly recategorized as a
tragedy), but also to obey these rules scrupuldasiyl his subsequent dramatic worKs.
Through this early power struggle, the Academyldistaed its dominance in theatrical matters:
it would set the standardswould enforce them, and the standards in questmuridivbe built
upon an ancient (read: Aristotelian) foundation.

Even within this narrow and fairly unified setafteria for what tragedy should be,
however, there were factions and differences afiopi Thesalons the pioneers of this
codifying movement, were informal, co-educatiomald largely run by women, who wielded
substantial cultural power through them as tastkemsadespite barriers to their making direct
and acknowledged contributions as playwrights @ciaf censors. Their ideas, highly influential
in the Parisian theater scene, were often adoptedficial ministers of the state—most notably
the absolutist minister Cardinal Richelieu andgiatouis XIV—for the purpose of training
young (male) artists in the proper execution ofvarks. The process of codifying these
unofficial cultural ideals into official French dutal products, however, always entailed some
degree of change, and this change often centeoeth@diplacing greater emphasis on the ancient
contribution (competence in ancient languages blairggely the domain of highly educated male
government officials). Emerging out of tealonculture, theAcadémie Francgaisdounded in
1634 on the orders of Cardinal Richelieu, tookahsthetic criteria already in circulation as
exhibiting 'good taste' and raised them to thelleffabsolute commandments, placing an even

greater emphasis on ancient models in the prowéssteas membership in tealonshad been

2%ChapelainLes sentiments de I'Académie Francaise sur la T@ahédie du Cid
30See Pierre Corneill&€orneille: théatre compleParis: Le Catalogue des Lettres, 1998).
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composed of a mixture of individuals, some of whuawl no training in classical languages
(including most women), the Academy was made upuskely of men with classical education,
and its dedication to imitating the ancients inhbfairm and (often) content was markedly
stronger. These differences were a major contniguactor to the second famous dispute to rock
French neoclassicism: ti@guerelle des Anciens et des Moderfizispute of the Ancients and the
Moderns].

This second dispute was in many ways an argunmegntgen the (formal, masculinized,
erudite) Academy and its defenders and the (infgrfaminized, less educatesdlonsand their
defenders. In the process, this dispute figuredhttaglemy as an institution that upheld the
authority of ancient subjects and languages asasedincient forms. Generally held to have
begun in the 1680's with the publication of ChaResrault'd_e siecle de Louis le Grarjdhe
Century of Louis the Grelt! this debate ran hot throughout the 1690's andth@aurn of the
century, cooling somewhat but not completely dyonigover the course of the eighteenth
century. Though ultimately, the debate touched onraber of subjects in a variety of areas of
life (science, technology, literature, art, religi@nd gender roles, to name just a few), my area
of interest is the part of the dispute surrounditegature generally and drama specifically. In
brief, this dispute was over the continued utitifystudying and recycling ancient subject matter.
The 'Ancients'—that is, the defenders of the arisiéa-argued for the supremacy of ancient
Greek and Roman models and the value of imitatiegit while the 'Moderns' rebelled against

the idea that only those educated in ancient lagegiéhat is, aristocratic men) were properly fit

3Charles Perrault,e Siecle de Louis le Grar({@aris: J.B. Roguare, 1687). It should be notewgver, that the
publication of this work is more likely to be evitse that the debate had already started thanits berting
point. For a work to be printed for public distritamn, there must be some indication of a genetet@st in the
topic already in existence.

32Throughout the remainder of this chapter, | redethe 'Ancients' (capitalized) to mean the sevanteeentury
defenders of ancient superiority and to 'the ansiélowercase) to indicate the Greek and Romalmoasit of
the second century C.E. and earlier, who were ltiiects of this defense.
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to judge the value of art, claiming that the 'gtaste’ of modern France (a group expanded out
to include aristocratic women and some middle-chasa) was equal or superior to that of the
ancients’® It was within the larger context of this debatattimost adaptations of Greek tragedies
were written.

Despite the seeming opposition between the paositod the two factions, much of the
debate took as its starting premise the questidrowof France could best recreate the success of
ancient Athens as a center of cultural refinementhich the whole world looked. As Sara

Melzer so eloquently explores in her article "'\fdlary Subjection': France's Theory of
Colonization/Culture in the Seventeenth Centdfygtance, at this time, was on a mission to
make itself the most magnetic culture in the woflde founding of the academies—and
especially theAcadémie Francaisewas meant to promote and enhance the prestige of th
French language and French culture, making Frameede! for others to imitate both in Europe
and worldwide. This approach to cultural dominandaich Melzer calls alternately “soft
colonization” and “voluntary subjection,” is in maways an attempt to recreate the lasting
cultural dominance of ancient Athens: though mmliyaconquered, first by Sparta and
subsequently by Rome, Athens's cultural output ne@tbso seductive that its conquerors
continued to imitate and spread Athenian langubtgeature, and values long after the conquest.
Though France certainly did not aspire to be corelenilitarily (and indeed prided itself on its

military dominance during the seventeenth and eggfith centuries), it did aspire to be such a

linguistic and social force that even those nogédily under its political dominion would imitate

33For an in-depth look at this dispute and its disses on both gender and education, see Elizabé&kg,
"Recognizing Differences: Perrault's Modernist Esithin Parallele des Anciens et des Moderti¢%apers on
French Seventeenth Century Literatdeno. 18 (1983).

34Melzer, "'Voluntary Subjection’: France's TheoryGaflonization / Culture in the Seventeenth Cenftury.
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its customs—and ultimately, chose to put themselwveter its political dominion, as wefl With
this overarching national goal in mind, the Dispotéhe Ancients and the Moderns was not
necessarily a dispute owwhetherFrance should aspire to imitate the ancient Athrejibut
ratherhowbest to do so. The Ancients' position was basi¢hHty if Athenian culture had done it
once, it could do it again; direct imitation of all that was best from antiquity (including, notably,

its literatures and its restriction of public démismaking to the most highly educated n¥én)
would turn France into Athens reborn. The Modeposition held that what had made Athens so
appealing was its dedication to fully expressirgg thhich was Athenian—being true to its own
national character. Therefore, the best way toesgfally recreate its results was to express that
which was most quintessentially French; writing new, French plots and creating new, French

forms for literature, as well as extending jurisidic over what constitutes 'good taste' to those
who spoke only the vernacular (including most memsioé thesalong.?’ This debate evinces the
complexity and ambiguity of the French elite’s telaship to ancient Greece. The very fact that
such a dispute could exist—and garner so muchtatterduring this period testifies to the
influence that reverence for 'the ancients' hattenpowerful upper echelons and taste-makers of
French society at this time.

Yet despite the official power wielded by the Aetlis, despite th&cadémie Francaise
and its prescriptions toward imitation of anciatdgrary forms, despite the fierce defense of
ancient authors mounted by the Academy and itssaWhen it came to the presentation of
ancient tragedy on the stage a flourishing adaptadition—even among those who professed

themselves defenders of 'the ancients'—gave thie Gahetoric predicated on the idea that the

35See |bid.

360n the facet of this argument that attempts taictsvomen's involvement in the public sphere, Beggan,
Salonniéres, Furies, and Fairiesd Berg, "Recognizing Differences."

$7For an analysis of this argument, see Ibid.
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ancients were superior, or even equal to, the FrgBreek tragedy, when it made its way to the
French stage, did so through several processdsobe. Firstly, though all educated men could
read and write Latin (Latin still being the langeagf international diplomacy and scholarship,
although it was imminently to be replaced by Frgilonly a few of the highly educated could
read Greek. Most Greek tragedy therefore passeddhrLatin translation before being read by
its French adapters, and in some cases was trech$tatn Greek to Latin to French (rather than
straight from Greek to French) before being adaptedlaywrights who read neither Latin nor
Greek Once through these various processes of transdtagedy, at a minimum, would have
to be restaged, since the theatrical conventiome a@ different between the two performance
contextd® and no record of the original Greek music or chgraphy existed. Scenery,
costumes, and other visual elements would have teinvented, adapted to the conventions of

the rectangular indoor theaters of modern Franafeyent from the massive outdoor

38n 1714, French was used for the first time in #@tam peace treaty for the Treaty of Rastadt. Seasure,
Seventeenth Century Fran@s0.

3%The first translation olfphigenia in Aulisinto Latin was done in 1506 by Erasmus; it was subsequently translated
into French by both Thomas Sebillet and Jacquesointpth in the year 1549, then again in 1678 leyri
Perrault. The first known translation ighigenia in Taurignto French was published by Nicolas de Malezieu in
1713. For an extensive look at the various versarstranslations of the Iphigenia plays in cirdoladuring
this time, see Jean-Michel GliksoHphigénie de la Gréce antique a I'Europe des Luas@Paris: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1985). The translaticsted above and in his work, however, are onlyttheslations
which were both published and survived long endiogtus to know about them several centuries |3teere
were doubtless others in circulation both privatatg publicly. Since it was nde rigueurfor playwrights of
the time to document the translation paths of tmtiqular sources they consulted, we can only dpézon the
translation trajectory that precedes any given tdap—although such speculation has been donebeed
done well, by Susanna Phillippo in her bddééllenic Whispers: Modes of Greek Influence in 8®anth-
Century French Dramégsee Susanna Phillippblellenic Whispers: Modes of Greek Influence in 8@eanth-
Century French DramaMedieval and Early Modern French Studies (BemitZerland: Peter Lang, 2013)). On
the relative prevalence of Latin translation vau@tion in Greek (and the resulting increase ibabdlity that
any given source will have passed through Latieg, “Chapter 5: Refugees and Publishers” in Robarta®d,
Surviving Greek Tragedyondon: Duckworth, 2004).

405uch differences included the physical construatibiheaters, costuming conventions, the use oksydhe
composition of the audience, and the occasion dbpaance. For an excellent resource on the varspgcts
of production in the theater of fifth-century B.CAthens, see P. E. Easterling, @e Cambridge Companion
to Greek TragedyCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997)tt@nphysical aspects of theatrical
production in seventeenth-century C.E. FrancePsger D. ArnottAn Introduction to the French Theatre
(Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Littlefield, 1977).
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amphitheaters of ancient Gre¢é@he French actors, trained in an entirely diff¢teadition
and raised in a completely different culture, wockdtainly have interpreted and played their
roles differently from their ancient Greek coungatp, not least because seventeenth century
theater had long since dropped the use of masksadé the expressive human face a focal
point of artistry in performance—a change thatdari to radically alter perceptions of
character and emotion by audience and actors ‘&liket despite the substantial opportunity for
alteration presented by the processes of bothlatams and staging, Greek tragedy was virtually
always subjected to an additional adaptive procese form of a new and substantially altered
playtext before it was deemed suitable for presemtdoefore a public or even a court audience.
The playwrights of this time did not merely transp@ncient playscripts in accordance with
French language and staging conventions, theyedlfgots, added subplots, forced every script
into a five-act structure, and did away with chesuentirely, replacing them with throngs of
minor named characters who could serve as confdantthe main ones. Moreover, the
characterization of both protagonists and antageaisered significantly, in most cases
amounting to a wholesale Gallicization of the Grebéracters, including conforming them to
early modern ideas of Christian morality, theologiyl 'natural’ gender roles.

These changes become especially significant imt bfthe polarized terms of debate

created by the Dispute of the Ancients and the Magl&ll of the playwrights | examine here

410n the physical construction of ancient Greek #satsee Audrey Eunice Stanley, "Early Theatrec8iras in
Ancient Greece: A Survey of Archeological and Latgr Records from the Minoan Period to 388 B.C."
(Dissertation, University of California, Berkeley70). On the architectural design and constraihearly
modern French theaters, see Arnati,Introduction to the French Theatre

4These differences form a fascinating subject in@frittiemselves, but lie outside the scope of mygatdere,
which focuses primarily on textual forms of transfation. Luckily, other scholars have given thibjsat the
attention it deserves. On the discomfort with magkraditions exhibited by most monotheistic cidsiand the
difference in acting styles necessitated by theriwgar discarding of masks, see David Wiles, "Tse of
Masks in Modern Performances of Greek DramaDionysus Since 69: Greek Tragedy at the Dawn of the
Third Millenium ed. Edith Hall, Fiona Macintosh, and Amanda WnyglOxford: Oxford University Press,
2005).
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have aligned themselves with the 'Ancients’ mebglyirtue of choosing to adapt Greek plays.
Despite the rigidity of the Academy's rules on fothe subject matter of plays was a more open
field, and adaptations of actual Greek dramas semted only a minority of new tragedies
staged in the seventeenth and eighteenth cenfdffeschoose a Greek subject, then, was to
assert the contied value of Greek myth; yet to adapt it post-translation was to covertly point
out its flaws, to point up what had to be changedrder to make it suitable for contemporary
French audiences. The changes reveal this unackdged interplay of admiration and disgust,
the whitewashing of those aspects of the culturekator that do not fit with the 'natural order
as envisioned by a Christian Europe. As we will seie whitewashing allows the 'Other-Self' to
blend more easily into 'Self," subtly hiding thetfthat there is any kind of 'third term' in play a
all.

It is to these alterations that | will turn in tscussions which follow, for it is in these
that one can find the traces of what has been edugp in order to hide the threateningly high
degree of cultural difference between Paris an@&AshIn order to maintain the fiction that Paris
wasthe new Athens, and that French culture was as olas Greek culture, these
extraordinarily different cultural formations haalread as the same. The ancient Athenians, the
cultural ancestors of the modern Parisians, haghp@ar unambiguously compatible with their
distant descendants in every way if those descesaare to lay claim to the Athenian legacy of
cultural dominance. Ironically, the French weredot their similarity to the ancients via a
process oadaptivechange which erased any evidenceuwfural change, ensuring that any

version of a Greek tragedy staged in French, fereach-speaking audience, would be devoid of

#In his survey of French tragic output during theestnth and seventeenth centuries, Geoffrey Brerstows how
Greek subjects competed for stage time with subgewn from Roman history, the Bible, medieval aoces,
French history, and popular novels—ultimately makip only a fraction of the total. See Geoffreyngten,
French Tragic Drama in the Sixteenth and Sevente€enturiegLondon: Methuen and Company, 1973).
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that which was too Greek, too 'Other,’ to be preskto the masses. In this way, neoclassical
French tragedy could claim to play up the ‘clagsaal play down the 'neo’ by in fact doing the
opposite—suppressing elements which were trulysadaband making that which was new
appear timeless and universal. In this way, 'tleeeguts’ could be marshaled in support of the
cultural constructions of modern France, while dtameously creating the illusion that those
constructions were not modern at all, but trutheeéesvant to the ancient world as they were to
the modern—and by extension, as relevant outsidedéras within it. Such illusory 'universals'
formed the ideological foundation upon which muétEoropean colonization—soft or
otherwise—was built? and helped to maintain the fictive binary by whibk ancient Greeks
could be wholly incorporated into the modern (aalted, official) French 'Self' promoted by
France's newly centralized absolutist government.
Racine'sIphigénie

Jean Racine, the most celebrated author of neacdagsench tragedy, was already in
the process of being canonized in his own lifetirlis. plays were presented at court and
discussed in thsalons his scripts were both read and performed repeatedly in scholastic, public,
and private contexts. Critics praised him, privditgies record excursions to see performances
of his plays, and aristocratic patrons (includirauls X1V) saw to it that he received a salary for
his writing even when budget shortages loweredthefor other playwright$>

In his own lifetime Jphigénie Racine's adaptation of the Iphigenia in Aglisry, was the

playwright's most popular wor¥.1t was first performed for the court at Versaillesan open-air

440n the role of universalism in the European colbmiaject, see Immanuel Maurice Wallersteiuropean
Universalism: The Rhetoric of Powg@dew York: New Press: Distributed by W.W. Nort@®06).

450n Racine's continued pay, see TreasBexenteenth Century Franek82. For an informative series of studies on
Racine's public and critical reception during Ifistime and shortly after his death, see Nicholesn® and
Alain Viala, eds.La réception de Racine a I'age classique: de laas@u monument: étudédxford: Voltaire
Foundation, 2005).

460n the status dphigénieas Racine's most popular work during his lifetisee PhillippoHellenic Whispers
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performance in 1674 and was later revived to ggaatess at thdotel de Bourgogneone of the
largest and most celebrated public theaters irsP@aining international as well as local
success, Racindghigéniewas subsequently translated into a number of &hespean
language$’ and itself spawned several adaptations, threenaffwl will examine in the chapters
that follow. Although in terms of his posthumoumig Iphigéniehas been eclipsed by others of
Racine's work4? its extreme popularity in its own time ought tokeais aware of the broad-
based appeal of the Iphigenia in Aulis story irs tarticular adaptatioat this precise historical
moment. Examining the ways in which Racine adafitedstory, then, gives us some clues as to
what had to be altered about the Iphigenia in Astiigy in order to turn it into a popular success
in late seventeenth-century Western Europe, pgnismtoward what was likely considered
unacceptable about ancient versions of the same.

Racine's major innovation, in his own opinion atiders’, was his inclusion of aattre
Iphigénié€ [other Iphigenia], a second girl who is both theuble and the opposite of the real
Iphigenia?® Racine, however, staunchly on the side of theiguts' in the Dispute of the
Ancients and the Moderns, takes special care ipdmatexts to disavow the novelty of this
major change to Euripides's play, attempting tguise what is new in his version by claiming it
as old. Denying himself credit for this innovatidacine claims instead to have 'fourniddver)

this second Iphigenia in the writings d?lusieurs auteurs[several authors] (by which he means

304; and John Cairncross, "Introduction tolphigenig" in Jean Racine: Iphigenia; Phaedra; Athaliah, ed. John
Cairncross (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1963), 33.

4These languages included Dutch, English, Italiagrn@n, Russian, and Spanish, and made Racineisotte
translated adaptation of the story after Euripglesin during the seventeenth and eighteenth cestufbr a
full list of the translations in question, see Gbkn,Iphigénie de la Gréce antique a I'Europe des Luasér

“8\Most notablyPhedre(1677). Jean Racine, "Phédre,'Qeuvres de Jean Racined. M. Luneau De Boisjermain,
Nabu Public Domain Reprin{®aris: L'Imprimerie de Louis Cellot, 1768). Oistplay’s rise in ascendency
overlphigénie see Cairncross, "Introduction lighigenia"

49)ean Racine, "Préface de l'autelpliigénie” in Oeuvres de Jean Racined. M. Luneau De BoisjermaiNabu
Public Domain Reprint¢Paris: L'Imprimerie de Louis Cellot, 1768), 26.
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severalncientauthors), of whom he mentions by name only Stewsic a lyric poet, and
Pausanias, the author of an ancient travel gifidiais 'other' Iphigenia is given to be not the
daughter of Agamemnon and Clytemnestra, as simeai surviving dramatic versions of the
story?! but rather the daughter of Helen and Theseus. Waaine pointedly (and no doubt
purposefully) fails to mention in this prefacehat in all the recountings of this version found in
ancient writings? this daughter of Theseus and Helen is given tée@ipestra to raise, and so
comes to function in precisely the same way inntlygh as she does when she is said to be the
birth-daughter of Clytemnestra and Agamemnon. Ttkéer Iphigenia” is thus, in the writings of
the real 'ancients,’ treamelphigenia with an alternate parentage. Yet for Raciwho spends
much of his preface professing himself a defenfi¢éhesuperiority of ancient authot$the two
versions open the door for him to split Iphigemeitwo characters, allowing him to modify
some of the more unsuitable elements which exiBuirpides's tragedy whil@ppearingto
exhibit the utmost fidelity to 'the ancients.'

The first of these unsuitable elements, acknovdddyy Racine himself in his preface, is
the miraculousiénouemerith which Iphigenia, at the last second, is swappea deer by the
goddess Artemis. As Racine writes,

Quelle apparence que j'eusse souillé la scenegardurtre horrible d'une

50hid., 24-26. This is a bit of a sleight-of-hand,the Steisichorus reference is not extant. Raffersanias himself
cites Steisichorus as one of his own sources (RasB\\ddog tepiiynoic [Description of Greede2.22.6,
anthologized in David A. Campbell, e@reek Lyric Ill: Stesichorus, Ibycus, Simonideg] &thers Loeb
Classical Library (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard UnsisrPress, 1991)). Racine is therefore takingreference
and dividing it out to two authors, in order to gjiimself more backup from 'the ancients.’

51 This includes not only the two Iphigenia playst iso the entir®resteiaof Aeschylus, SophoclesElectra, and
Euripides’sElectraandOrestes There is no reference to an alternate parentalgghigenia in any surviving
Attic drama.

52These recountings include Pausanias (referencedjpial Antoninus Liberalis (13; Metamorphoseg7). See
Ibid. and Antoninus Liberalis, "Collection of Metamphoses," irAnthology of Classical Myth: Primary
Sources in Translatigred. Stephen M. Trzaskoma, R. Scott Smith, anpgh®&te Brunet (Indianapolis: Hackett,
2004).

53See Racine, "Préface de l'auteupRigénig” 27-31.
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personne aussi vertueuse & aussi aimable qu'ibitateprésenter Iphigénie? Et
guelle apparence encore de dénouer ma tragédidepsecours d'une déesse &
d'une machine, & par une métamorphose qui pouveit trouver quelque
créance du temps d'Euripide, mais qui seroit tropuade & trop incroyable
parmi nous?
[How would it have appeared if | had defiled therse by the horrible murder of a
person as virtuous and as loveable as it was reagetssrepresent Iphigenia? And
how would it have appeared furthermore to end ragedy with the help of a
goddess and a machine, and with a metamorphoschwbuld well have found
some credence in the time of Euripides, but whiolula/ be too absurd and too
unbelievable among us?]
Two points are worth pulling out of this explanatidhe most obvious, of course, is the
comparison in which Racine finds the substitutiobelievable in his own day, while
retroactively attributing credence of it to anciantliences. Yet when one reads through Racine's
own tragedy, one finds at least three instancesadfprophecies; in addition to an altered
dénouementvhich avoids the deer substitution but which s&tilludes a sudden thunderstorm
(bringing with it the winds promised by the sa@#), a self-lighting fire, and reports that one of
the soldiers saw Diane (Artemi§)What, then, makes the substitution of a deer {aad

accompanying removal of Iphigenia to Tauris) unptaiely unbelievable while prophecy,

S4bid., 25-26.

SSThese three instances are referenced in Act I, scene i; Act II, scene i; and Act V, scene vi. See Racine, "Iphigénie,"
in Oeuvres de Jean Racinsd. M. Luneau De BoisjermaiNabu Public Domain Reprin{®aris: L'Imprimerie
de Louis Cellot, 1768), 41, 75, and 200-01. Bec&mene's drama is not furnished with line numbersost
editions, yet exists in many versions, | will giveth the page numbers from the particular editioadd and
also act and scene numbers for all citations frloisygarticular play.

S6All of these phenomena are described in the finedsanger speech in Act V, scene vi. See Ibid.,(202-
Interestingly, the Latin names of individual gods &equently used in neoclassical French trageghyace of
the Greek ones, a remnant which testifies to theelctexts' common path of reaching French by wayatifi.
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visions, and divinely-inspired weather are not?

In order to answer this question, | will pointtteeological differences between fifth-
century B.C.E. Athens and seventeenth-century Etanile both had a concept of divine
action affecting the affairs of humans, Greek nfyélgiuently includes the direct intervention of
specific gods into the events of the story—godscarestantly picking up humans and whisking
them away; transforming them directly into plants, animals, and natural phenomena; and
appearing to deliver their missives in person, eigilg at the end of play¥.Not only do the
pagan gods of ancient Greece take an interventistaisce on human affairs, they also work at
odds with one another, often taking opposite sidesnflicts®® In the tradition of Christian
monotheism, however, God is presented as an iheibding who operates exclusively through
intermediaries, including prophets (Moses, JohrBhgtist), visions of angels (like those
experienced by Jacob and Mary), and the alteratioratural phenomena (the burning bush, the
multiplication of loaves and fishe3)Looked at in this way, we can see that Racinenbs
removed the divine or supernatural elements aggbenbelievable,’ but rather has altered the

behavior of Artemis to be in line with Christianna@ptions of what the divine is and how it

57n fact, this occurs so regularly that there ipacific term for this phenomenoino unyaviig 0goc [god from the
machine], which refers to the practice of suspegdim actor dressed as a god above the action pfakdy
means of a crane. Even today, this phrase isrstibmmon parlance in its Latin formeus ex machina

58 The most famous example of this is to be founBlnpides’sizréivroc [Hippolytud, in which the title
character’s pious dedication to Artemis and hioagganying vow of chastity angers Aphrodite, whonhhe
scorned by this action. See Euripides, “HippolytimsEuripides II: Children of Heracles, Hippolytus,
Andromache, Hecub&d. David Kovacs (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Ursig Press, 1995).

5%0n Moses, see the entire biblical book of Exodus; on John the Baptist, see Matthew 3, Mark 1, and Luke 3; on the
vision of Jacob, see Genesis 32; on the vision of Mary, see Luke 1; on the burning bush, see Exodus 3; and on
the multiplication of the loaves and fishes, sedtMav 14.13-21. Readers interested in the topluldfcal
interpretation among the French humanists (a gtowghich all the playwrights examined here could
reasonably be said to belong) are encouraged tBrdee Rummel, edBiblical Humanism and Scholasticism in
the Age of Erasmug8rill's Companions to the Christian Tradition {den, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill
NV, 2008).
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operates$? In Racine, she is welcome to speak so long as she does so through human voices;®*
she may appear, but only as a vision, not an actor;°> and while she may control the weather and
the fire, she may not directly transport humansamchals to different locations. Moreover,
references to Artemis or to other individual Greek deities are significantly diminished in Racine;
in their place come a flood of referenceslas‘DieuX [the gods] collectively, and even more to
“le Ciel’ [the sky/Heaven], tacitly covering up any possipitif disagreement between
individual gods and indeed hiding any evidencehefrtindividuality®® Thus, while Racine's
Iphigénienominally has a polytheistic setting, the netdffef all these references is to paint a
picture of a unified divine will—the gods all wonk tandem with one another, making their
collective wishes known through the operations pisa (and heavily Christian) 'Heavéh.'
Fundamental differences in beliefs about the @\nd its relationship to the human are

reduced to mere aesthetic differences by this @amization of the pagan gods. While the

8%n the Biblical story of Abraham and Isaac, for ewde, which has many parallels with the sacrifitépbigenia,
God speaks to Abraham through messengers (angglapbdirectly, and causes a ram to wander into
Abraham's path rather than enacting a direct dulisti for Isaac. See Genesis 22:1-19.

81n this case, Calchas, who is reported to speak ppatphesies as if directly transmitting the wonfithe goddess.
See Act I, scene i and Act V, scene vi in Racitghigénie," 41, 200-01.

52This particular change is subtly executed throunghreplacement of a sacrifice in whictiié tig” [everyone] saw
the miracle (Euripidelphigenia in Aulidine 1582) with one in whichL'e soldat étonné dit que, dans une nue, /
Jusques sur le bacher Diane est descehfilee soldier said that, in a cloud, / Diane dewir as far as the
pyre] (Act V, scene vi in Racine, “Iphigénie,” 203he subtle change between everyone seeing tlaelmand
one individual saying he saw it functionally chasdgetemis from a real presence to a vision.

63The word ‘Dieux’ [gods] appears roughly seventy times in the playile only three individual gods are referred
to by name (Diane, Jupiter, and Thetis). The Gterk conversely, makes reference to sixteen iddiafi
gods—not counting references to named rivers, whiehalso the names of their respective river god
gods whose names double as concepts (fate, vietiwry,—and to three specific god groups: the Muses,
Nereids, and nymphs. All of these references aspmird except where the god in question has a diezging
on the plot (Thetis and Zeus/Jupiter being ancestbcharacters in the play while Artemis/Diane deds the
sacrifice). ‘Ciel’ [Heaven] likewise is referenced thirty-seven tanie Racine despite meriting a grand total of
one reference in Euripidegi@np [the upper air], Euripidelphigenia in Aulidine 365). Racine shares this
tendency with both of the other French playwrigliscussed in this chapter—in no instance doesrchre
playwright retain all the mentions of individualdgfound in Euripides, and in every instance refees to “the
gods” collectively and “Heaven” are added.

54t is worth noting that Racine was not only writimya Christian society, but was himself a devautsg&nist—a
reform branch of the Catholic church particulantyiee in France at this time. For a history of fa@msenist
movement, its religious dogma, and its politicgngiicance, see Treasuig@eventeenth Century France
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Greeks inhabited a world where a series of caprecemd demanding gods, often at odds with
one another, could directly touch and shape humrtthe Christian French inhabit and portray
a world where the interpretation or misinterpretatof the (one) divine will as conveyed through
signs is the fundamental concern of human religiacine's version of the Iphigenia in Aulis
story, reflecting this altered conception of thei, not only does away with direct intervention
and true polytheism, but also makes misinterpm@tadf Artemis's will the central lynchpin of

his plot: while the Greek oracle was never in dpabnhfusion over which of the two Iphigenias
the French oracle calls for drives the whole actibRacine'dphigénie In truth, the use of the
“other Iphigenia” allows Racine to avoid too pagarepresentation not merely by obviating the
miraculous deer substitution, but more fundamentaliturning the play's central problem into a
recognizably Christian one concerned with the abrirgerpretation of an obliquely delivered
divine command.

The second major point of interest in Racine's ewplanation of the “other Iphigenia” is
that he felt it “necessary” to represent Iphigeasdvirtuous” and “loveable.” Why? Why must
Iphigenia be virtuous and lovable? And how does thiaracterization of her differ from
Euripides's?

A search for the answers to these questions leatis a plethora of tensions between the
Greek and French dramatic traditions. Followingsfaile, the theorists of French dramatic form
held that the aim of tragedy was to excite in itdiance the emotions of pity and f&€awVriting
about characterization in this context, La Mesramalithe first French dramatic theorist to write
an extensive treatise on Aristotl®eetics held that the heroes of tragedy had to be viduou

order to be pitied—otherwise, the trials they favenlild seem deserved and not excite the

65See AristotlePoeticsXlll, La Mesnardiérela Poétique and d'Aubignad,a Pratique du Théatre
24



proper emotional response in the audiefideacine takes it as a given that Iphigenia shoald b
virtuous, and since he was writing in a traditibajged by La Mesnardiére and others, it is easy
to see why. If the audience is to pity Iphigenkae smust seem a virtuous maiden unfairly
doomed to die. The tension of this apparent ingestirives the plot, while the revelation at the
end makes clear that the guilty Eriphyle (the cowane for the “other Iphigenia”), not the
innocent Iphigenia, is the one whose blood is detedrby 'the gods,' thereby allowing the play
as a whole to excite pity without besmirching tinarge will.

This delicate balancing act is executed withiumnher of 'givens' which are specific to
seventeenth-century France and alien to ancier@nthilhe idea that only the guilty are fit for
sacrifice—or rather, for death, sacrifice not besngart of seventeenth-century French
customs—while the innocent are not reflects botneshand secular elements of France's
(officially Catholic) culture, while being a dianmiet opposite to ancient Greek views on
sacrifice. Religiously, Christianity builds uporetBiblical philosophy that “the wages of sin is
death®’ to create a theological worldview predicated anittea that the wicked are punished
and the virtuous rewarded—death and life beinguthmate expressions of the respective stick
and carrot. Though in this case the death andhitpiestion are literal, Biblically they are often
figurative, as in the case of the eternal (aftieriromised to believers in Heav&tiiteral life
and death work in the same fashion, however. Disaifien prescribed as a punishment for
wickedness in the Bible, as in the commandmenkézete adulterer®, whereas the

continuation of life is frequently depicted as waed for virtuous behavior (as in the sparing of

56 a Mesnardierel.a Poétique These sentiments are noted numerous times, &diére are referred especially
“Chapitre IV: Les Parties de la Tragedie, appelldeQualité:

5’Romans 6:23. This English phrase comes from thg Bames Bible (1611). This phrase appears in thiésLo
Segond French Bible ate“salaire du péché, c'est la mb(Epitre de Paul aux Romains 6:23), a translation
which could hardly be closer to the English phrgiseted above.

88Also referenced in Romans 6:23, among others.

89 eviticus 20:10.
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both Noah and Lot from the destruction of theipesgive wicked societiesy.Religiously, the
idea that death is the proper response to guiltigathe proper reward for virtue is habitually
reinforced in scripture, and in an era when charmth state were not even remotely separate,
France's Catholic government also reinforced thttepn through its laws. The secular
expression of this same philosophy was found irugeeof capital punishment by the state,
which enforced the law through the frequent—androfiruesome—public execution of
criminals/t As Sarah Covington has argued, the practices tbf fmablic execution and
mutilative punishments for crimes were intendeddrve as visible evidence of criminality and
guilt—if a person suffered bodily harm in the paldiye, it was to mark them as guilty and
therefore deserving of the torments they sufféféthus, while seventeenth-century France did
not practice human sacrifigeer se the act of killing a human being in public wag noknown
and had specific associations with guilt in theigiad sense of the term. That guilty Eriphyle
should die at the end of the play is thereforena With a French sense of justice, both divine
and legal, and thus does not upset their cultwrahs in the way that a divine demand on the
innocent Iphigenia'’s life would.

While the ancient Greeks also did not actuall\ciice human sacrific& they did

"For the story of Noah's survival when God floodeel ¢arth, see Genesis 6:5-8:22. For the story td karvival
when God destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah, see Gerte&i®9.

"IKatherine Ibbett examines the relationship betwadslic executions and theatrical practices durkig time in
her study on politics and the roots of neoclasstuedtrical conventions. See Katherine IbbEte Style of the
State in French Theater, 1630-1660: Neoclassicisth@overnmenfSurrey: Ashgate Publishing Ltd., 2009).

2Sarah Covington, "'Law's Bloody Inflictions': JuidicWounding and Resistance in Seventeenth-Ceritogfand,”
in Structures of Feeling in Seventeenth-Century Caltbixpressioned. Susan McClary (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 2013). Although this particularcdetiakes England as its case study, many of thef&and
practices associated with public execution werd iretommon on both sides of the channel. In fastate as
the eighteenth century, France was known for stagiime of the most heinous and controversial public
executions, including that of Robert-Francois Damgjevhose execution by drawing and quartering eénntind-
eighteenth century sparked a significant debate themorality of continuing to treat even crimisalith such
cruelty. On this debate and the explicit links dnavetween capital punishment and human sacrificeglthe
Enlightenment, see Derek Hugh€silture and Sacrifice: Ritual Death in LiteratureaéOpera(Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2007).

3At least by the fifth century B.C.E.—there is aajrdeal of speculation and disagreement among achoh
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religiously practice the sacrifice of animals, ancluded this as part of the opening rituals for
the theatrical festivals in which Euripides's preguld have been presentédn these animal
sacrifices, the animal in question is a gift fagieen deity, and as such must be pure and
unblemished—to offer anything less than the bestlevbe to insult the god one is attempting to
honor’® In fact, in some versions of the Iphigenia in Autory (including its recap as it appears
in Euripides'dphigenia in Tauri¥ Iphigenia's sacrifice is demanded specificallgehese her
father Agamemnon, being a pious man, promised Astengift of the kdAlotov” [loveliest

thing] his land produced during the year of hethbif The idea that the sacrificial victim should
be guilty or impuré/ then, could not be more oppositional to the and@neek context of the
sources on which Racine draws to create his adaptation; for them, it is Iphigenia's virtue which
makes hesuitablefor sacrifice, not the other way around. The fundatal conflict in the Greek
context, then, is over whether Agamemnon can lweaffér that which is most precious to him
in trade for the conquest of Troy. Even when theamilous deer substitution of the ending is

taken into account, the ancient Greek Artestiis takes Iphigenido be her living priestess if not

whether human sacrifice was practiced in Greecelsigtory. For a thorough presentation of the dehatl the
evidence for and against, see Dennis D. Hughes adusacrifice in Ancient Greece, (New York: Routledg
1991),

http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=FSnxx3@0 C&oi=fnd&pg=PR9&dq=greek+sacrificial+practi
ce&ots=SGCrTE8uaT&sig=PH700IRIR3BTZ_4cO0UPoeXu9lGAguepage&q=greek%20sacrificial%20practi
ce&f=false.

"4For resources on animal sacrifice as a part of dtiarproduction in ancient Athens, see T. B. L. ¥fehGreek
theatre productiorfLondon: Methuen, 1956); Arthur Wallace Pickard-Cambridge, John Gould, and David M.
Lewis, The dramatic festivals of Atheflsondon: Oxord U.P., 1968); and Ruby Blondell et al., "Introduction,"
in Women on the Edge: Four Plays by Euripides. Ruby Blondell, et al. (New York and LondorauRedge,
1999).

0n the importance of this rule to the House of Asreeries of myths in particular (to which bothitigmia myths
belong), see Froma I. Zeitlin, "The Motif of the i@epted Sacrifice in Aeschylu@resteig" Transactions and
Proceedings of the American Philological Associa®6(1965).

"®Euripideslphigenia in Tauridine 21. See Euripides, "Iphigenia Among the TawsjainEuripides IV: Trojan
Women, Iphigenia Among the Taurians,,led. David Kovacd,oeb Classical LibrarfCambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1999).

""There is a link in the Greek tradition between tgaid impurity—those who commit crimes (the guitiythe
judicial sense) are held to be polluted by their and are considered to defile those with whory tteme into
contact. For a full treatment of this topic, sed&b ParkerMiasma: Pollution and Purification in Early Greek
Religion(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990).
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her burnt offering—the ancient Agamemnon alwayssdsis daughter in this trade, whereas the
modern Agamemnon always retains ffdn the French context, the conflict centers around
belief or disbelief of the oracle demanding Iphiigeit is a test of faitf? rather than a proposed
trade. Relations between the human and the dinitigei ancient context are founded on
reciprocity: 'l give you, you give me.' In the modeontext, such relations are founded on
obedience: humans, having faith that the diviné izililtimately just, should obey even when
they can't see the big picture—all will eventuddb/revealed as perfectly in line with unalterable
patterns of good and evil, innocence and guiltareland punishment.

The need for Racine's innovation in the form aphkyle is thus a direct product of the
religious shift in cultural context from ancientégce to seventeenth-century France. Moreover,
the separation of the two Iphigenias is demandeal foyther cultural schism between ancient
Greece and modern France: their respective viewlenoncept of female virginity. Since both
cultures acknowledged bilateral kinship structwed practiced the patrilineal inheritance of
property, knowledge of paternity—and thus, contfdiemale sexuality—was an important
concern in both contex®.In order to be certain about paternity in a tineéobe such things
could be tested genetically, each woman of childbgage had to be restricted to exactly one
male sexual partner: fewer, and she would produce no children; more, and the paternity of her

children would be unknown. Women in this sharedural context thus walk the knife's edge

"8Mly use of the word “always” in this constructiorees to the fact that this pattern is consistenbss all known
works for these two time periods, not just the plaf/Euripides and Racine. For the ancient worgs, s
“Chapter One: Iphigenia in Transiibove; for the modern works, see chapters three and four below.

Such tests of faith are common in the Judeo-Christontext, and include both the sacrifice of |gaéerenced
above and the entire book of Job.

800n kinship structures, the economics of kinshipl anarriage practices in ancient Greece, see Bawis@n, edA
companion to Families in the Greek and Roman Wqfltischester, West Sussex, U.K.; Malden, MA: Wiley-
Blackwell, 2011). For an exploration of the sameanly modern Western Europe, see David Warrené@gabe
Simon Teuscher, and Jon Mathieu, elgiship in Europe: Approaches to Long-Term Develepts (1300-
1900)(New York: Berghahn Books, 2007).
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between being too accessible and too inaccessiloleeh, and both extremes provide their fair
share of negatively inflected cultural stereotyf/eSuch stereotypes are employed as shaming
mechanisms to encourage women to stay on the keifigle, and—regardless of their real-life
effectivenes¥—the proper deployment of these mechanisms irofidias been a major node of
cultural anxiety for both ancient and modern draenaitics, who are concerned that theatrical
representation encourage the 'right' type of bemaniwomen spectatofs.Yet despite these
many commonalities, the specific stereotypes ahdfbesurrounding this particular node of
cultural anxiety differed greatly between the tvamiexts—ideas about the 'correct’ depiction of
female sexuality thus differing as well. The mdagfant difference, in this case, concerns which

side of the knife's edge women were considered hkety to fall off: in ancient Greece, women

81These can be seen in our own culture in the dush@imena of slut-shaming and the image of the frigiain-
hating feminist (who is frequently portrayed agsbian). For some explorations of these phenonseea,
Rosalind Gill and Christina Scharff, eddew Femininities: Postfeminism, Neoliberalism, &ubjectivity
(Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire; New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011); and Kristin J. Anderson, Modern
Misogyny: Anti-Feminism in a Post-Feminist E@axford: Oxford University Press, 2015). In eampdern
Western Europe, these phenomena had their roughagents in the whore and the coy beloved, who was
frequently described as 'cruel’ to the pining (mbdeer on account of her reticence. See JameseTued.
Sexuality and Gender in Early Modern Europe: Ingi@ns, Texts, ImaggS€ambridge and New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1993). Among the andgBreks, the adulterous wife and the independent,
masculinized sworn virgin filled these roles. SeeaB B. Pomeroy;zoddesses, Whores, Wives, and Slaves:
Women in Classical AntiquiffNew York: Schocken Books, 1975). For a generdleeploration of social
stigmas surrounding female sexuality, see Edwirskhur, edLabeling Women Deviant: Gender, Stigma, and
Social Control(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1984).

82Numerous studies take as their subject the gapeestwepresentation and reality on this and otlseeis My
concern here is with pure representation and thetoaction of ideas in the abstract, so | do ntgrainy
historical data on the actual restrictions on qldgment of female sexuality in these periods. Read
interested in these topics are encouraged to doReuleroyGoddesses, Whores, Wives, and Slaveshat we
can reconstruct of sexual realities in ancient Greece; Matthew Gerber, Bastards: Politics, Family, and Law in
Early Modern FrancgOxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 20bn illegitimacy as evidence of
illicit sexual behavior in early modern France; and John C. Fout, Forbidden History: The State, Society, and the
Regulation of Sexuality in Modern Europe: Essagmfthe Journal of the History of Sexuali§hicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1992) for a look @& disparities between ideology and reality in tbetext of
modern Europe more generally.

83See, for example, the accusations of misogyny éevabainst Euripides in the ancient context bechasaade
his female characters guilty of adultery (explome&londell et al., "Introduction,” 80-83) and thetical
discussions in France mmaisemblancevhich held that depictions of immodesty in femalese unbelievable
(see for example La Mesnardiéts, Poétique 123-24). Additionally, for a look at concerns umding
representations of female sexual behavior in thglisimcontext, see Jean |. MarsdEatal Desire: Women,
Sexuality, and the English Stage, 1660-1{fftaca and London: Cornell University Press, 2006
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were considered the lustful sex, and were aptdotjwe indiscriminate sex with anyone if you
let them;®* while in early modern Western Europe, women weresitlered to be the 'passive’
sex, needing to be wooed, lured, or cajoled intorftpsex with mef® As a result of this
difference, female virgins of childbearing age—fadl outside of the shared ideal for women's
sexual behavior on the side of 'too few men'—ingb&pposite impressions of their gendered
identity and attributes. In a context where womemeaconsidered 'naturally’ inclined toward sex
(Greece), female virginity was a break with femityirand a denial of one's properly feminine
nature. Greek virgins are therefore depicted asgayualities and concerns traditionally coded
'masculine’ rather than ‘feminirf€In a context where female sexuality was dominagélpicted
as characterized by passivity and inertia, conhgrdee female virgin came to symbolize the
embodiment of femininity: having been born a vitgime passive woman remains in that state
indefinitely unless acted upon by an outside folde preservation of virginity in early modern
Europe is therefore an inherently feminine acteathan a denial of femininity. Western

European traditions hold up the female virgin &srtiost pure, innocent, and proper example of

8%Numerous scholars of gender in the ancient worle: lznalyzed this belief. Among others, see Pomeroy,
Goddesses, Whores, Wives, and Sladesna 1. Zeitlin, Playing the Other: Gender and Society in Classical
Greek LiteraturgChicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996); Laura McClure, Spoken Like a Woman: Speech
and Gender in Athenian Dran(®rinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1998d Helene P. Foley, Female
Acts in Greek TragedfPrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2001).

85Unlike its later and more famous manifestatiorhia hineteenth century, in the seventeenth and eahyeenth
centuries this line of thinking did not necessatihply that women didn&njoysex—rather, the belief in the
fundamentapassivityof female sexuality held that they wouldn't seedwit unless acted upon by an outside
force. Even among those writers who attributedtarahlust to women, it was treated as a given tihiat
natural lust must be awakened or kindled by somereal catalyst, be it a man, a novel about lovéhe
passionate music of opera. For an analysis of abegamples of this phenomenon, see “Chapter 4eBoiand
Perrault: The Public Sphere and Female Folly” ig§an,Salonnieres, Furies, and FairieBor an exploration
of this phenomenon as it was formulated duringRbeaissance, see Claude J. Summers and Ted-Larry
Pebworth, edsRenaissance Discourses of Degi@lumbia: University of Missouri Press, 1993)r ke
subsequent mutation into beliefs about femalediigiand downright distaste for sex, see P. M. €gid
Alison Moore,Frigidity: An Intellectual History(Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire and New Yétatgrave
Macmillan, 2011).

86See, for example, the discussion of virgin goddeasehe divine patrons of occupations typicalsereed for
men (such as war, justice, and hunting) in PoméBogdesses, Whores, Wives, and Sta#es
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femaleness, with the religious image of the Viylary as the crowning exampié.

Writing in this context, then, Racine had anotte&son to represent Iphigenia as
'virtuous and loveable." Starting from his inhatitiatum (Iphigenia is 2ap6évog [unmarried
woman / virgin])®® Racine inflected this point with his own culturigiterpretation of it:
Iphigenia = virgin = epitome of proper femininityartuous/right/good/praiseworthy =
loveable®® In order to enact this cultural spin, howevernas compelled to change Iphigenia's
character in ways designed to make her more 'ferim opposition to her Greek counterpart.
Most notably, he changes Iphigenia's underlyingivatibn for agreeing to be sacrificed at Aulis.
In Euripides's version, Iphigenia gives the playnitost famous speech when she agrees to go
willingly to the sacrifice; not for feminine reasons relating to home and family, but out of a
desire for glory and martial honor which explicidgdes her as masculine:

oio &' elofil0év ', Bxovoov, pftep, vvoovpévny: kotdovelv pév pot Sédoktar
10070 &' a0TO PovAopot e0KAEDS TPAENL, TaPEIGE ¥' EKTOOMV TO SLGYEVES. OEDPO
on oxkéyar pued' Mudv, uftep, g kaAdg Aéym: gig Eu' EALGG 1 pneyiot ndca viv

amoPAémel, kav épol mopOudg te vadv kai Dpuy®dv katackapal, TG Y& LEAAOVCAG

870n both the influence of the Virgin Mary and theetith-century transformation of the image of thegin from
fundamentally masculine to fundamentally feminisee Anke Bernalyirgins: A Cultural History(London:
Granta, 2007).

88or some sources on attitudes toward virginityeimesiteenteentury Western Europe, see Ibid.; Maud Burnett
Mclnerney,Eloquent Virgins from Thecla to Joan of AMew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003); and Marie H.
Loughlin, Hymeneutics: Interpreting Virginity on the Early Mern StagélLewisburg, London, and Cranbury,
NJ: Bucknell University Press; Associated University Presses, 1997).

8Notably, this same logic dictates that her guilbposite, Eriphyle, must not be. And indeed, theessérong hints
in the play that Eriphyle is not a virgin: in hgregch to her confidante confessing her love foiillesh she
makes reference tde's cruelles mains, par qui je fus rav[ehe cruel hands by which | was ravished/abdufcted
and to ‘me voyant presser d'un bras ensanglafgéeing myself pressed by a bloody arm] (Raciihigénie,"
80, Act II, scene 1). While neither image is corst4e on the subject of Eriphyle's possible rapadilles,
they are suggestive enough in the context of acépelkout sexual desire to mark her as 'impure'stgradard
in which virginity is characterized not only by kaof sexual experience, but also by maintainingeodous
mental distance from physical sexuality (on earydern depictions of the loss of virginity throughpure
thought, see Bernaljrgins: A Cultural History. Iphigenia, although also in love with Achilldsnits her
protestations of love to talk about marriage, datg the well-being of her beloved, in oppositiorttiphyle's
carnal focus on body parts.
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yovaikag un Tt dpdot BapPapot unkéd' apmalew €av tag OAPiag €& EALad0g, TOV
‘EAévng teloavtag OAeBpov, fjv avipracev [1apig. Tadta tavia katbovodoo
povoopat, Kai pov kKAéog, EALGS' d¢ nAevBépmaa, paxkdplov yevioetat. . . .00t
gkmopOeite Tpoiav: Tadta yap LVnUeid pov 1o pokpod Koi moideg ovTol Koi

YOOt kol 60&' Eun.

[Hear, mother, such things as came to me whilematmg: since it is given to me
to die; I want to do this with renown, having indeed moved out of my way that
which is low-minded. Consider that | speak wellehbetween us, motheoward
me all of Greece the majestic now turns its gaad,ia my ferry [in my care]

both the ships and the sacking of the Phrygiamas tkie barbarians may no longer
do some great thing in thinking to steal women fnmsperous Greece, having
paid with ruin for Helen, whom Paris carried oftl 8f these things | will draw to
myself in dying, and my renown, in having set Geefree, will become

blessed. . . . Sacrifice, pillage Troy; for these things will long be my monument

and these my children, my marriages, and my gfry.]

To the ancient Greeks, who dictated that womenlghaep indoors and not be exposed to

public view while specifically mandating their mal#izens' participation in both public forums

and war®! all of the triumphant desires expressed by Iphiménthis speech are coded

'masculine'—her visibility before “all of Greecdér personal power over the fate of the army,

her bloodlust for the sacking of Troy, her desoe“fjlory” and “renown,” and her willingness to

die in the cause of war. And indeed, much of tbidicg carries over to the French context,

9Euripideslphigenia in Aulidines 1374-99.
9IFor a study that focuses especially on this sejparaf gendered spheres as it relates to trageeyZsitlin,
Playing the Other
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where Racine swaps this speech for several in wipitigenia professes her willingness to die
out of filial duty instead. Speaking to Agamemnonthe first time since learning about the
sacrifice, Iphigenia begins with the following Is1e

Mon pere!

Cessez de v us trlubler; vius n'étes plint trahi.

Quand vous commanderez, vous serez obéi.

Ma vie est votre bien. Vous voulez le reprendre.

Vos ordres, sans détours, pouvoient se faire emtend

D'un oeil aussi content, d'un coeur aussi soumis

Que j'acceptois I'époux que vous m'aviez promis,

Je scaurai, s'il le faut, victime obéissante,

Tendre au fer de Calchas une téte innocente,

Et, respectant le coup par vous-méme ordonné,

Vous rendre tout le sang que vous m'avez donné.

[My father!

Cease troubling yourself; you are not betrayed.

When you command, you will be obeyed.

My life is your property. You wish to take it back.

Your orders, without delay, could make themselvedeustood.

With an eye as pleased, with a heart as submissive

As when | accepted the spouse that you had promised

| will be capable, if it is necessary, obedienting

Of tendering to the sword of Calchas an innoceathe
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And, respecting the blow ordered by you yourself,

Of rendering you all the blood which you have givea.f?
For Racine's Iphigenia, war, glory, and Greek harermatters of total indifference and barely
worth a mention. The vast majority of her speechies that given above, frame her willingness
instead as relating to the debt of life she owdsetofather, and hence are driven by the markedly
feminine virtue of domestic obedience to the maadiof-household. In the speech which
comes closest to appropriating the concerns oEthgidean Iphigenia, the Racinian Iphigenia
does say that she is willing to die so tAahillesmay win glory on the battlefield at Tré$thus
displacing a masculinized desire for her own warygbnto a male loved one, transforming her
desire into a properly feminine concern for thelsbeing of family member#! In this way, the
'public’ concerns of the masculinized Greek Iphigeme replaced by properly feminine
'‘domestic’ concerns of home and family, reflectimg gendered separation of the spheres
common to both cultures while simultaneously magkireir different portrayals of female
virgins' gendered identities.

This change, too, has a religious dimension. énnt&w, Christian association of female

virgins with the Marian traditio®> the female virgin through her definitional purigycloser to

God. Religious virginity, especially in Catholicrdexts like that of seventeenth century France,

92Racine, "Iphigénie," 145-46. This speech appeafsinV, scene iv.

%lbid., 182-84. This speech appears in Act V, sdene

%While Achilles, in Euripides, is neither a lovedeomor a family member to Iphigenia, Racine makestlichaste)
lovers who had been betrothed before the actidgheoplay even starts. As with most other Racinizanges,
this is a modern twist for which the author canrlancient precedent—he has merely made the fictive
betrothal of the ancient sources into a sincere Baeancient sources on the false marriage tolikshisee my
discussion in “Chapter One: Iphigenia in Transhibee.

%In addition to the references on virginity giveroab, for the connection of virginity with the religis and moral
traditions of Christian Europe see Laurence Luw8teand Carmen M. Mangion, ed&gender, Catholicism
and Spirituality: Women and the Roman Catholic €hun Britain and Europe, 1200-19@Bloundmills,
Basingstoke, Hampshire and New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011); Laurence Lux-SterritRedefining Female
Religious Life: French Ursulines and English LadiesSeventeenth-Century Catholicisfaldershot, England
and Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2005); and Lieselotte Steinbriiggéhe Moral Sex: Woman's Nature in the French
Enlightenmen{New York: Oxford University Press, 1995).
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allows an individual to more closely imitate thensealivine figures of Mary and Jesus, who
counted virginity among their many other virtueggobdness, wisdom, charity, humility, and
self-sacrifice?® While celibacy in the Catholic tradition is praisi@ both sexes, virginity (total
inexperience) as distinct from celibacy (abstingmeenarked out for special comment and
commendation in the case of women, for whom it ttutes a privileged identity—hence the
common references to 'The Virgin Mary' and virtyadbne to 'The Virgin Jesus.' For a woman in
this religious tradition, to bear the title of in' is to declare oneself obedient to a divinepla
that assigns sexual passivity to females; God, in His divine wisdom, created the separation of the
sexes and attributed different characteristicuihadly' to each. By her virginity, a woman aligns
herself with the chastity and modesty proper auiraly' adhering to her femaleness. Both an
imitation of Mary and the most perfect expressiboree of woman's 'natural’ characteristics
(sexual passivity), it follows that the female wrg-at least as she is fictionally represented—
must exhibit other Marian and God-given femaleuag: kindness, obedience, and nurture of the
family among them.

True to form, Racine's Iphigenia does exhibibélihese characteristics, alongside the
noble impulse of self-sacrifice. Unlike Euripidelghigenia, who initially begs to be spaféd
before ultimately acquiescing to the sacriffé&acine's Iphigenia professes her willingness and
obedience from her very first speech on the t8pin.every part of the play, including the
statements analyzed above, she makes family thierpate of her motivation—even when she
professes her love for Achilles, she is carefudtipulate that this love is partly born out of

obedience to the parental willSa gloire, son amour, mon pere, mon devoir, / lamreént sur

%0n the influence of Mary and Jesus on Christiacg@ions of virginity, see Bernairgins: A Cultural History
9Euripideslphigenia in Aulidines 1211-52.

% bid. lines 1374-99 (quoted above).

99Act 1V, scene iv of Racine, "Iphigénie," 145-46u@ded above).
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mon ame un trop juste pouvbjHis glory, his love, my father, my duty / Givenhtoo just a
power over my souli? In addition to these domestic virtues, she is atguly referred to as
showing kindness to her enemy, Eriphyle. When wg fneet Eriphyle, her confidante Doris
(one of the many minor characters who replace lioeus) says to hetMaintenant tout vous
rit; l'aimable Iphigénie / D'une amitié sincere avec vius est unie” [Now all laugh with you; the
loveable Iphigenia / Is united to you by a sindeiendship]i°* and toward the end of the play;,
upon Eriphyle's death, we are told thiaa seule Iphigénie, / Dans ce commun bonheur, pleur
son ennemi&[Only Iphigenia, / In this collective joy, weepsr her enemy}°2 Such an effusion
of Christian charity well becomes a virgin in thehén tradition, and lines up nicely with her
obedience, domesticity, and nobility to createcaype of a character both “virtuous” and
“loveable” by seventeenth-century French standards.

Not only does Racine's Iphigenia merely exhilittedse maidenly virtues, she takes
them to extremes. Her commitment to obedience absolute that both Clytemnestra and
Achilles at various moments in the play must appedlin order to try to talk hesut of being
obedient to Agamemno{2 This brief exchange between Iphigenia and Achiliest after he has
asked her to run away with him to escape deatk]|lisg:

IPHIGENIE

Qui? Moi! Que, contre un pere osant me révolter,
Je mérite la mort que j'irois éviter!

Ou seroit le respect, & ce devoir supréme . . . ?

ACHILLE

109pid., 34. Act Il, scene iii.

104 pid., 74. Act Il, scene .

102pid., 204. Act V, scene vi.

03pid., 159. (Act IV, scene iv) and Ibid., 185. (Aétscene ii).
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Vous suivrez un époux avoueé par lui-méme.

C'est un titre qu'en vain il prétend me voler.

Ne fait-il des serments que pour les violer?

Vous-méme, que retient un devoir si sévere,

Quand il vous donne a moi, n'est-il point votregyer

Suivez-vous seulement ses ordres absolus,

Quand il cesse de I'étre, & ne vous connoit plus?

[IPHIGENIA

Who? Me! That, daring to revolt against a father,

Would merit the death that | went to evade!

Where would be the respect, and this supreme dut¥ .

ACHILLES

You will be following a spouse avowed by he himself

This is a title which he in vain attempts to rob ofie

Did he only make these vows in order to violatarifie

You yourself, who keep to a duty so severe,

When he gave you to me, was he not your father?

Do you only follow his absolute orders

When he ceases to be so, and no longer knows¥6u?]
Having already tried every other means at his diapto keep Iphigenia from throwing her life
away in obedience to Agamemnon's commands, Achillest finally appeal to his own authority

as conferred by Agamemntmtry and sway her into obeying himstead. Iphigenia is almost

104pid., 71-72. Act V, scene ii.
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comically obedient and dedicated to family valuesddition to being the soul of kindness. In
short, Racine's Iphigenia delivers the ultimatereggion of femininity promised—in the
Christian French context—Dby her identity as a femailgin, in line with 'nature’ and the will of
God. Gone is the masculinized, matrtial virgin ofiant Greece, the thinly veiled stand-in for the
heroic soldier; in her place is the dutiful daughter, the sweet and innocent victim who forgives
those who persecute her. No foreign, Greek conmeptf gender are allowed, here, to upset the
neat French divisions of feminine/masculine, domAsiblic, or obedient/dominant.

Racine's play made a number of other alteratiotise Greek script: diminishing the role
of Menelaus, expanding the role of Achilles and imgkim the lovel®® of Iphigenia, and
adding Odysseus/Ulysses to the play, to name jtest.aBut the thing that he became known for,
the thing that his later adaptors imitated, andhiney which he himself signaled out for
comment in his preface to the play was the spyjtthlphigenia into Iphigeniand Eriphyle,
good and evil, innocent and guilty. As the discoissibove demonstrates, attempting to unravel
even this one adaptive choice reveals a complexofsimilarity and difference between the
(pagan) Greek and (Christian) French contexthidivs how, despite the protestations of Racine
and others on the side of the 'Ancients’ of theaient forebearers' supremacy, even such ardent
admirers found fault with the overtly foreign, pagaappropriate, and 'unnatural’ elements of
Greek culture clinging to the ancient texts. Thapdtions which came out of their zeal,
including Racine'$phigénie work hard to alter, erase, or cover up these etesbefore
presenting the newly cleansed stories to a Fremetsttan public. Their ardent rhetoric, praising

the ancients and downplaying or denying their odapive contribution$?® does equal but

109 the French context, this wordrfian) is used to mean literally 'one who loves,' nat@onote a sexual partner.

1065ee, for example, the famous paragraph from thageetolphigéniein which Racine, handing over to the
ancients all praise for anything good in his tragekclares thatl'e golt de Paris s'est trouvé conforme a celui
d'Athenes[The taste of Paris is found to conform to thBAthens], in spite of all the evidence to the cang
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opposite work in attempting to defuse the threatuttural difference by insistently defining the
cultural ancestor as 'still us,’ even as the scopers any tracks which might lead an audience to
define the cultural ancestor as 'them.’
De La Grange-Chancel'QOreste et Pilade

Francois-Joseph de la Grange-Chancel, althougér mewonized to the same extent as
Racine, was quite famous in his own tifHéAn up-and-coming young writer in the literary and
court scene at roughly the time when Racine wasrigat, De La Grange-Chancel's impressive
scholastic success at a Jesuit school in Bordeadeld him a position in the household of the
Princesse de Conti, who subsequently introducedidiannumber of famous names in the court
andsaloncircles, including Racine. With the assistance aitionage of this famous playwright,
De La Grange-Chancel presented his first trageadipeatender age of seventeen, to great
success. Thereafter, De La Grange-Chancel madmatasr as a professional playwright,
becoming one of the most well-known of his times Hime, however, happened to be classified
in retrospect as the forgettable years betweelGitand Siecle[Great Century] of the Sun King
(roughly 1643 through the 1680’s) and tB&tle des LumieregCentury of the Enlightened]
(roughly the 1720’s through 1789) which was todalf?® relegating him to obscurity in the long
run despite his prominent position among his coptaaries.

Oreste et Piladeone of the playwright's early triumphs, was fpstformed in 1697,

when it ran for nineteen performances (an unusumdlly number for the time), and was reprised

given by his significant adaptive changes. RaciRegface de 'auteurlghigénig" 27-28.

07For a summary of De La Grange-Chancel's careepanttliction history, see Jean-Noél Pasc#lutre Iphigénie
(Perpignan: Presses universitaires de Perpign®T)192-26.

108There is some disagreement as to both whefthad Siécleended (upon the death of Louis XIV or the waning
of his popularity?) and when ti8écle des Lumiérasn be reasonably said to have begun, given thefeits
more to an intellectual movement than to a timeoglgver se However, for our theatrical purposes, it is a
general truism that playwrights who were neithartemporaries of Racine nor of Voltaire are typigall
overlooked, meaning that even popular playwrighasifroughly the 1690's through the 1720's are large
forgotten.
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regularly right through the year 1738, amassingaadj total of forty-nine performancé$.
Some of its success may have been due to De Lag&@hancel’s status as the new voice in the
scene, and some was also undoubtedly due to tis plan relationship to Racine's celebrated
Iphigénie De La Grange-Chancel, writing some twenty yeftes ghe success dphigénie
credits Racine with inspiring his adaptation ofiigtes'sIphigenia in Tauris'!° Moreover, the
actress who created the role of Iphigeni®naste et Piladevas Marie Champmeslé, the same
actress who had first played Iphigenia in Racilgiggénie Now considerably older—and in
fact, roughly the same amount older as the charatiphigenia would be given the mythical
timeline of the Trojan War plét-—La Champmeslé was a roaring success and gave De La
Grange-Chancel's play the feel of a sequel to R&cfamous work.

The idea thaDreste et Piladsomehow rode Racine's coattails to success iswid
over the play's paratexts as well as its receptistory. De La Grange-Chancel's preface, written
for a collection of his complete works compiled &vd the end of the playwright's career, fairly
drips with Racine. Mentioning that Euripideifigenia in Taurishad been consideredtf
nombre de ceux qui ne peuvent étre trdif@nong those which cannot be treated] (that is,

adapted sufficiently for public presentatidi)De La Grange-Chancel attributes his boldness in

109 These performance statistics can be found inippdl Hellenic Whispers89.

119 Frangois-Joseph De La Grange-Chancel, "Orestiaetel? inOeuvres de Monsieur De La Grange-Chaneel
Francois-Joseph De La Grange-Chancel (Paris: Laaites Associés, 1758), 87-89.

M phigenia was sacrificed at the beginning of thejdm War. The Trojan War itself lasted ten yearsaust have
taken Agamemnon at least a year to get home, ghatrhis slave-concubine Cassandra had alread onm
twins in some accounts by the time he arrived biadkycenae. After his murder, Clytemnestra and Atdgis
are commonly said to have ruled Mycenae for seeamsybefore Orestes returned to murder them in turn
Thereafter, in order to be in accordance withtalthings that the exposition lgphigenia in Taurissays
happened to him in between, Orestes must haveradyh time to go to Athens for his trial, subsedlyen
travel to consult the oracle at Delphi, and finaligke the sea-voyage all the way to Tauris, forctviét's
assume at least one year; maybe two. This timeline would imply that 19-20 years have elapsed between the
action oflphigenia in Aulisand that ofphigenia in Taurisfitting perfectly with the twenty-year gap betwee
the inaugural presentation of Racine's play and.®6&range-Chancel's.

113hid., 88. This assertion is probably based, attleapart, on the fact that the two previous aftesnto adapt
Iphigenia in Taurisfor the French stage had been such colossaldailinat, after running for less than a handful
of performances each, neither was ever even printed for circulation in script form; consequently, these plays
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daring to do so to Racine's Eriphyle innovationakhithough having no direct bearing on the
Iphigenia in Taurisstoryper se had demonstrated that the miraculous intervergfayods in the
Greek plays could be successfully replaced by gifegrdevices morevtaisemblablé[credible /
seeming true}**And indeed, De La Grange-Chancel's replacemeditvofe intervention at the
end of his play bears more than a passing resec®tarRacine's—where Euripides had the
goddess Athena appear in person to sp¥eRe La Grange-Chancel has the death of a guilty
individual cause a sudden and drastic change iw#agher favorable to the innocent
protagonists® once again not excising the miraculous but mdsélyging it into line with
Christian theology. In Racine, Eriphyle's death badsed the wind to pick up and the sacrificial
fire to light (both miracles based in natural pheeoa rather than direct intervention by a
corporeal god); in De La Grange-Chancel, the wind and sea are stormy and agitateldThoas
dies, at which point they instantly calm and theeslclear. These endings, similar in structure,
both replace what had bedaa ex machinandings in Euripides featuring the direct interuamt
of visible goddesses. De La Grange-Chancel's amsdiiat his replacement of unbelievable
elements (the corporeal presence of a god) wittlilgleeones (miracles in the Christian style) is
modeled on Racine seems to bear out.

In reading his preface, one would think that #y@acement of thdea ex machinaas

De La Grange-Chancel's major modificatiorighigenia in Taurisit is certainly the only thing

have been lost to history. Additionally, Racine &ati had written the first act of a Taurian Iphigeplay which
he subsequently abandoned, deciding that the dutgatd not be made into a good French drama. De La
Grange-Chancel, a pupil of Racine, was certainlgravef this as he states explicitly in his prefax®reste et
Pilade (Ibid.). In writing his own Taurian Iphigenia, theDe La Grange-Chancel is purposefully taking on a
challenge attempted and failed by the great masfdaise previous generation, making his own suceéisbe
more prestigious. On the failed production histooéthe Frenclphigenia in Taurisattempts prior to De La
Grange-Chancel, see Phillipgéellenic Whispers74-88.

1Pe La Grange-Chancelreste et Pilade88-89.

114 Euripidesliphigenia in Tauridines 1435-91.

1De La Grange-Chancelreste et Piladel191.
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that he feels compelled to explain. De La GrangafChl even goes so far as to say of
Euripides's play:j'y vis des scenes intéressantes qui sembloiemengevoir colter que la peine
de les traduirg [I saw here interesting scenes which it seemed ausstme only the labor of
translating them}1® The clear implication of such a statement is Beta Grange-Chancel has
put into French, but otherwise not significantlieadd, the Euripidean text (with the exception of
the aforementioned 'more believable' ending). Th@ication is misleading in the extreme.
Oreste et Piladeepresents a major restructuring of Euripidgdsgenia in Taurisnot only
altering the ending, but also grafting on a whaevplot, relegating the Euripidean plot
practically to the status of sub-plot, and everhinithis reduction chopping the Euripidean plot
in half and throwing out the whole latter portidhile Racine, De La Grange-Chancel's
acknowledged model, functionally preserved thecstime of the Euripidean play from which he
worked while changing key details, De La Grange+@iedis text is practically a testament to the
idea which he refutes in his preface: thpdtigenia in Taurigs, in seventeenth-century France,
unrepresentable.

While Euripides made Iphigenia's escape from FEalne central dramatic action of his
play, for De La Grange-Chancel it is the deposihtipe tyrant, Thoas. This character, in
Euripides's play the king of the Taurians from whipmigenia escapes, is no more than a minor
obstacle iriphigenia in Tauriseasily duped and only made a real threat byritevention of
the god Poseidot’ In Oreste et Piladegby contrast, he is a major antagonist and praltyithe
play's central character. Moreover, he is preseasatie usurper of a throne to which he has no

legal right, making the restoration of the rightfabnarch, not Iphigenia’s escape, the main goal

18pid., 87.

"Thoas immediately agrees to all of Iphigenia's detagEuripidesphigenia in Tauridines 1160-1221) and when
he discovers her deception, he is only able toysuher because a sea swell prevents her flight. (lles
1411-19).
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toward which the action of the play is directed.

De La Grange-Chancel's replacement of Athenajsgwn admission in his prefaé¥,
comes in the form of this rightful monarch, thengess Thomiris, a character invented by De La
Grange-Chancel. Following Racine, who credits ani@ethors with creating Eriphyle who is
really, by and large, his own invention, De La GaiChancel claims to hav&duvai dans le
sujet méme le caractere du personnage que je ohistdfiound in the subject itself the character
of the person that | soughff Where in the subject he found her, though, remaispecified
and is not readily obvious even to a close reatlBudpides's text—the name “Thomiris” never
appears in Euripides, no female Taurian of anyio@mce is ever even hinted at, and there is no
implication that Thoas is anything other than teeuse and acknowledged leader of the
Taurians. The only hint of a Taurian queen in tthepdive tradition of the Iphigenia in Tauris
story comes from the surviving cast list of a lplsty, Oreste written by the French playwrights
Boyer and Leclerc in 1681, which lists an “ORITHEgine de la Tauride” among its personages
and which, tellingly, lists Thoas himself agran’ [tyrant] rather than roi” [king].12° When De
La Grange-Chancel says he “found” Thomiris “in shubject itself,” then, what he probably
means is that he found her in an earlier and maritesls successful French adaptation—though,
like Racine, he leaves this modern source unspec#nd hushed even as he touts the genius of
Euripides and disingenuously exclaims over howelitie has had to change from the ancient
original.

With the inclusion of ThomiriQreste et Piladedespite its title, becomes primarily a

play about the power struggle between Thoas andhirigy a Taurian succession drama in which

1%De La Grange-Chancel, “Oreste et Pilade,” 88-89.
19bid., 89.
120 For this cast list and an analysis of its impiimas, see Phillippdiellenic Whispers85-88.
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Iphigenia, Orestes, and Pylades are little more gavns. Iphigenia serves as the catalyst for the
conflict between the two; Thoas, who ascended the Taurian throne on the basis of a marriage
contract with the female heir apparent, Thomirigealis the marriage contract once he has
become king in order to marry Iphigenia (in whomhiagl no romantic interest in Euripides's
version). Iphigenia resists the marriage. MeanwHfil®as has been informed by a prophecy
(again pointing up the suitability of real prophemyen within the French rules wfaisemblance
that a Greek named Orestes will be his downfais (inophecy, too, is De La Grange-Chancel's
invention). When Orestes and Pylades are shipwdeckéhis shores, Thoas orders Iphigenia to
sacrifice them so that Orestes may die and he @)hay avoid his prophesied downfall.
Thomiris, on the other hand, wishing to bring Theaewnfall about, works tirelessly to save
the trio and help them escape, thereby deprivimga$iof both his security and his intended
bride, while simultaneously serving the functioradl from a higher power' formerly fulfilled

by Athena. Whether Iphigenia, Orestes, and Pyladeape, then, becomes primarily a matter of
importance to others, their death or their freed@aring more on the Taurian succession than
on their own lives.

This increased emphasis on issues of rulershiaockssion has more than a little to do
with the changed political contexts in which Ewligg and De La Grange-Chancel respectively
wrote. Thoas, despite the many differences in Inggacterization between the two plays, is a
king and structurally the antagonist in both. Witthe context of democratic Athens, where
Euripides wrote and produced his version, ther®isontradiction between these two aspects of
Thoas's character—in fact, one of the common probfise inferiority of barbarians among the

Athenians was their servile obedience to kinggantrast to the free status of Athenian male

44



citizens!?! The fact that Thoas is a king does not precludelging an antagonist when
presented before a people that defines itself pospion to kingship. De La Grange-Chancel,
however, writing near the end of the reign of LaXil¥, presented his play in a country and time
where absolute monarchy was not only firmly estdiad, but exercised direct control over the
theater through thAcadémie Francaisdo retain Euripides's antagonist king would hbgen
literally unrepresentable for De La Grange-Chancel—no theateld have touched his script,
and even to circulate it in writing would draw theath of the Academy, if not worse.
To retain Thoas as antagonist, then, it becamessacy to strip him of his kingship by
making him an unlawful usurper; and subsequently, to make him both more threatening and
more evil, so that he might serve as a proper wwgragainst those who threaten the sanctity of
true monarchy. In fact, De La Grange-Chancel'satttarization of Thoas is almost perfectly in
line with La Mesnardiere's prescriptionsLia Poétiquefor how to treat a tyrant:
.. .que les perfections, s'il est vray qu'il en aitlqu&ine, soient toujours
infectées en lui par la contagion d'un vice, & bo'y ait rien de si pur, qu'on
puisse dire avec raison gu'il soit digne de ce Tierd'ou il fait partir les miséres
qui affligent tant de Peuples.
[. . . let his virtues, if it is true that he hasyabe always infected in him by the
contagion of a vice, and let there be nothing se pihat one might reasonably
say that he were deserving of the Throne from wheeldispenses the miseries
which afflict so many Peoplé?
In one of the clearest examples of how neoclassmgbts followed dramatic theory during this

time, this French Thoas fulfills this prescriptitmthe letter, and is indeed more vicious than his

1210n this and other stereotypes about barbarianslseeell et al., "Introduction,” 22-23.
123 a Mesnardiérel.a Poétique 121.
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Greek counterpart. While the Greek Thoas overseesdcrificial cult out of a genuine sense of
religious duty, the French Thoas institutes theiSee of Greeks to ensure his personal safety in
the face of a threatening prophesy. The Greek Thieats Iphigenia with the respect due to a
priestess, while the French Thoas's unbridledfarster causes him not only to try to force her
into marriage, but also to break his own engagemaedtthereby usurp a throne that does not
lawfully belong to him. De La Grange-Chancel, wigtiwithin a literary and political context
that will not allow a king to be a villain, mustregequently make his villain the opposite of a
king: a vicious usurper. Moreover, the deposinthaf tyrant, and the restoration of the rightful
monarch, are plot elements which are rendered saceby the very inclusion of a tyrant
character—to depict a tyrant who unproblematicedhains his throne (as Euripides's Thoas
does) would violate the neoclassical sense of paadtice which dictates that vice be punished
and virtue rewarded at the end of every pfEyhe cumulative effect of all these logical steps
(Thoas = antagonist = tyrant = vicious = deposged igreatly expand Thoas's role and
importance in the absolutist French version ofifinegenia in Tauris story, correspondingly
shrinking the role of Euripides's central trio phigenia, Orestes, and Pylades.

Within their much-reduced role, Iphigenia, Orestasl Pylades do not even play out
within the subplot the whole of Euripides's plothcerning them. Iphigenia in Taurisroughly
the first half of the action concerns Iphigenia @r@stes meeting one another by chance and,
through a series of discussion points, discoveoimg another's identities. The second half
follows the concocting and execution of their planescape: Iphigenia tells Thoas that the pair
cannot be sacrificed to Artemis as ordered bectneserime of matricide has made them

impure—they are not a suitable gift for the goddé$m order to purify them (and the statue of

23Hence Racine's famous use of Iphigenia and Eripl8de my discussion above.
24 yripideslphigenia in Tauridines 1157-75.
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Artemis, which their presence has defiled), shetrpagorm a number of rituals involving
washing them in seawater, for which she asks Tagasmissiort?° Thoas agrees and, having
made their way to the shore by this deceptiongghia, Orestes, and Pylades escape by ship
with the help of Athena, stealing the statue offris and bringing it back to Athedé—a
dramatic rendition of the origin myth of the andi@ntemis-Iphigenia religious cult at Halae
Araphenides, which maintained that their statuthefgoddess had come from Tauris
originally.t?’

In his version, De La Grange-Chancel scraps thieeesecond half of this plot. The plan
for escape (and the theft of the statue) is comckand executed by Thomiris, but entirely off-
stage; she merely arrives in the fifth act to triumphantly announce what she has déf¥én its
place, De La Grange-Chancel extends the first(taf chance meeting of Iphigenia and
Orestes/Pylades to the mutual recognition) outédength of three acts, effecting the
recognition only in Act 1V, and additionally makinigat scene the last time that any of these
three characters appears onstage. For Iphigerest€3; and Pylades, the mutual recognition
constitutes the fulfillment of their plot—once thieyow one another's identities, they can
provide no more dramatic interest.

It is this excision of the second half of the pddgtich interests me most about De La
Grange-Chancel's adaptation. De La Grange-Chaoesl @ great lengths to avoid it, delaying
the recognition between Iphigenia and Orestes gir@unumber of verbal elisions and plot

twists which strain credulity and seem to be unssasy. In order to buy time for this truncated

129bid. lines 1176-1214.

128 bid. lines 1198-14909.

1270n this ancient cult, see M. Platnauer, "Introdusti in Iphigenia in Taurised. M. Platnauer (London: Oxford
University Press, 1938), vii-x.

2%De La Grange-Chancel, "Oreste et Pilade," 183-86.
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plot to span the entire play, De La Grange-ChahaslOrestes and Pylades become separated on
their arrival in Tauris, so that each may takettme to lament the presumed death of the other
before their joyful reuniof?® in addition to each getting to meet with Iphigeséparately,

thereby doubling the number of scenes before tiad fecognition. He has Thomiris, in an
attempt to delay the sacrifice and thwart Thoastyutt Orestes to hide his name from everyone,
thereby ensuring that he will not reveal his idgmid Iphigenia even as the conversation circles
closer and closer to their shared birthplace amdnage:° Even with these various dramatic
obstacles, De La Grange-Chancel cannot fill moaa tinalf the onstage time with these three
characters talking past each other, and the Tagtiacession plot is given so much stage time
that it seems more like an attempt to fill the remmgy space than a background to justify
Thomiris's final actions in aiding the trio. Whyesj so much time, effort, and care bending over
backward to avoid adapting the second half of tag?

The obvious answer, at least from our own tweinst-Eentury point of view, is that the
second half of Euripides’s play is too blatantlgaa. As the explanatory myth for a local
religious cult, the whole point of this ancient €kdragedy is the establishment of idol worship
in an Athenian district—a subject obviously unsdite presentation in a resolutely Christian
country. However, this easy answer is temptingumlikely for two reasons: firstly, De La

Grange-Chancel does not actually excise refereicé® statue of Artemis from his scrigt,

129 phillippo traces this plot element back to a pEventertainment in Latin given for the HapsburgpEnor and
Empress at a Jesuit college in Linz in 1680 (Ripl, Hellenic Whispers83-84). De La Grange-Chancel was
himself educated at Jesuit schools, though notadiiyhe one at Linz, and moreover would have been only
three years old at the time of this performancéeisive program notes for the performance survigejever,
including a plot summary, and De La Grange-Chamight conceivably have read them as a part of his
education. If so, this provides another examplarofincredited and obscure modern contributioneggthay De
La Grange-Chancel so resolutely paints as ancient.

BOThomiris's instructions are given in Act 1ll, sceimeand the exchanges between Orestes and Iphigeair in
Act Ill, scene vi and Act IV, scene vi.

31 see De La Grange-Chancel, "Oreste et Pilade,"8633-
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which one would expect if idol worship were the problem; and secondly, no one in the audience,
aside from the most extraordinarily erudite andicktdd of Grecophiles, could reasonably be
presumed to know anything about the cult of Artetplagenia at Halae Araphenides, making
the religious point of Euripides’s second half #saure by default that no special measures are
necessary to cover it up. Instead of jumping toetagy but unlikely religious explanation, then, |
will offer up two other possible contributing facsao this decision.

The first, familiar from our discussion of Racimethe different valuations of guilt and
innocence in association with sacrifice or pubkath. In the ancient Greek plot, the whole
premise for the trio's escape is the need to pthigyguilty victims so that they will be fit for
sacrifice. In the modern French context, whichaties that guilt and death accompany one
another, this premise would never fly. In factDia La Grange-Chancel's version, by contrast,
Iphigenia is initially reluctant to sacrifice Oresuntil she learns that he has murdered
Clytemnestraat which point she becomes determined to go tirauith it, no matter the cost?
When confronted by her confidante Cyane (a minaratter who serves as replacement for the
chorus) as to her change of heart, she offers ept€s's guilty status as making him deserving of
sacrifice:

CYANE

La justice a tlujl urs guide vL's passins;

De tous leurs mouvemens elle est inséparable:
Mais quand a I'un des grecs vous étiez favorable,
Quel sujet contre I'autre arme votre rigueur?

IPHIGENIE

132bid., 147.
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Ah! ne rappelle point ce qui me fait horreur.

Contre lui mon courroux a chaque instant s'augmente
1l a tué ma mere; il l'avlue, il s'en vante;

Il me I'a dit, Cyane. A cette impiété,

Oses-tu m'accuser de trop de cruauté?

CYANE

Je demeure interdite & muette a ce crime:

Votre fureur est juste & sa mort légitime

[CYANE

Justice has always guided your passions;

It is inseparable from all their movements:

But when you are favorable to one of the Greeks,
What subject arms your severity towards the other?
IPHIGENIA

Ah! do not remind me of that which makes me feet®o
Against him my wrath increases at every instant.

He has killed my mother; he has confessed it; he has boasted of it;
He said it to me, Cyane. At this impiety,

Do you dare to accuse me of too much cruelty?
CYANE

| stay dumbfounded and mute at this crime:

Your fury is just and his death legitimalt&]

133bid., 161-62.
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In order for Orestes's death to be just, he muguldgy. This fact is self-evident to all the
characters in the play, even the evil Thoas, wigirisethe play with a speech about the remorse
he feels for having sacrificed other Greeks be@restes who may have been innocent:

Que de sang a depuis arrosé son autel!

Que d'innocens punis pour un seul criminel!

Ces meurtres redoublés, ces sanglantes victimes,

Sans adoucir mes maux multiplioient mes crimes.

[What blood has afterward watered her [Artemis/Digjredtar!

How manyinnocents punished for only one criminal!

These redoubled murders, these bloody victims,

Without lessening my sorrows, they multiply my ceisif3*
Given this complete reversal of which charactersséire considered necessary in a proper
sacrificial victim, it is difficult to imagine hoWwe La Grange-Chancel could have gone about
making Euripides's version of the escape plot phlatto a seventeenth-century French
audience. Yet this, by itself, does not complegdglain its absence from his adaptation—
Iphigenia, Orestes, and Pylades might have comeithppsome other plan for escape entirely,
and still retained the basic actionlphigenia in TaurisInstead, De La Grange-Chancel gives
the duty of plotting the escape to Thomiris, and ihall happen behind the scenes. Why?

This question leads me to the second possiblerfatthis adaptive decision: Iphigenia's

character. If Thoas, the antagonist king, mustdsererted into a vicious tyrant in order to
maintain neoclassical French ideals about proparacterization, then Iphigenia, the virgin

priestess, must be converted into a virtuous wofhhis. conversion is necessary because the

139bid., 97.
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ancient Greek Iphigenia, as portrayed by Euripidess not read as virtuous in the modern
French context at all. In Euripides's text, Iphigerolder than her Aulidic counterpart but still a
masculinized virgin, and now the priestess of ec&evirgin goddess—invents a plan of escape
completely inimical to seventeenth century ideé@lsa the virtuous behavior of holy virgins.
This plan requires her to lie: first, by claimirgat Pylades is also tainted by the crime of
matricide (he is not); second, by making up a story about the statue of the goddess turning away
from her intended victims in horror (it didn't); and thirdly, by professing a false intention to

Thoas (she claims she is going to the shore tdyptlmem, while in fact she is going to
escape}>°All of these lies she speaks onstage withoutliing. Later, we are told that she
covered her flight by yelling loud prayers as thiostpe were performing the purification
rituals13® Moreover, she is a thief—she blatantly stealsstatue of Artemis from the temple, a
crime which she even acknowledges might be displgds the goddess by begging her
forgiveness on two separate occasitii§he has thus betrayed not only Thoas, into whase ¢
Artemis had entrusted her, but the goddess whomvakesworn to serve. Even before these
actions, the Iphigenia of Euripidefshigenia in Taurishas shown herself to be pitiless: learning
from Orestes the fates of the key players in har alorted sacrifice at Aulis, she expresses
repeated wishes that they die and suffer;'38 she cavalierly proposes a bargain to the two men i
which she will spare one if he will carry a letfer her while declaring that the other must be
killed, despite having just revealed her own power to spare victims;*3® and upon learning

Orestes's identity, Iphigenia demands proof beti@aing him with anything other than aloof

B*Eurpidesiphigenia in Tauridines 1173, 1165, and 1191-1201.
39bid., lines 1336-38.

3bid., lines 1082-88 and 1398-1402.

138bid., lines 531-39.

139bid., lines 578-96.
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coldness* This Iphigenia—cold, calculating, intelligent, oesceful, and deceitful—is hardly a
fitting heroine for a seventeenth-century playhaligh an older Iphigenia might not bear the
same ideological weight of innocence as the bligshiaiden of Racine's Aulis play, as a virginal
religious devotee (in Catholic France practicalstand-in for a nun) she must still be,
minimally, a virtuous woman. To depict Euripidedéceitful Taurian Iphigenia on a French stage
would violate standards of both propriety amdisemblancén a world where to 'seem true’
fiction must reflect ideology.

In deference to these concerns, De La Grange-@hamghigenia is practically the polar
opposite of this ancient Greek iron maiden. Then€ndphigenia retains only one vestige of
Euripides's in that she falsely reports a visioAémis to Thoas, in which the goddess
supposedly told her not to marry Thoas and to strerdéife of her intended Greek victim. When
confronted by her confidante about it, however, ddfends herself as follows:

Si ma fierté se porte a des démarches vaines,
C'est I'orgueil de ce sang qui coule dans mes geine
Voudrois-tu qu'un tyran souillat sa pureté?

Et pourrois-je descendre a cette indignité?
Pardonne aussi, Déesse, a la pieuse estime

Que la pitié m'a fait prendre pour ta victime.

L'appui de l'innocence est I'ouvrage des cieux,

Et c'est une vertu que d'imiter les Dieux.

[If my dignity leads to vain approaches,

It is the pride of this blood which flows in my wei

140 pid., lines 793-830.
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Do you desire that a tyrant should defile its pit

And could | descend to this indignity?

Pardon also, Goddess, the pious esteem

Which pity has made me to put upon your victim.

The support of innocence is the work of the heavens

And it is a virtue which imitates the God$]]
This speech contains two central points: thatithevas spoken to defend her (sexual) honor,
which she knows the goddess holds dear; and that she devoutly believes what she reported to be
the actual will of the goddess—or rather, “the hezes’ or “the Gods,” all of which ultimately
equate to one another and to Artemis in the fammlianotheistic French construction of Greek
religion. Her deception, therefore, is in servige-rather than in spite of—a higher power, and
moreover was spoken to an unlawful tyrant who da#sarry the mandate of Heaven. In this
way, De La Grange-Chancel draws the teeth fronghatia's lies, making them devout and just,
a claim they never carried in the ancient Greekiver De La Grange-Chancel's Iphigenia is
also not a thief—the statue she carries away atnides freely given to her by Thomiris, the
rightful ruler of the Taurian¥*? Finally, far from being cold or unfeeling, De LaaBge-
Chancel's Iphigenia fairly overflows with pity, aitg, and warm feeling, especially toward
family.1*3 Pity causes her to attempt to save the life oahss, even before she knows his
identity or the fact that he comes from Argos and can aiceirdesire to get homté* Even this

desire, more vividly described than in the Greelsiom, is framed in terms of regaining warmth

41De La Grange-Chancelreste et Piladel07.

149bid., 184.

143The care of family being the primary responsibitifywomen in both the ancient Greek and early modeench
contexts. See Pomerdypddesses, Whores, Wives, and Slaamed,Steinbriiggd,he Moral Sex: Woman's
Nature in the French Enlightenment

“4De La Grange-Chancel, "Oreste et Pilade," 107-08.
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and tenderness in the bosom of her family:
Je bridle de revoir la grece ma patrie,
D'admirer, d'adorer, couvert de tant d'exploits,
Ce grand Agamemn(n, chef des grecs, rli des rlis;
D'entendre, d'embrasser Clitemnestre ma mere,
Les princesses mes soeurs, Oreste mon cher frere.
Quels transports a me voir ne sentiroient-ils pas?
Mon pere, qui long-tems a pleuré mon trépas,
Retrouvera sa joie a l'aspect d'une fille
Qui n'a point démenti son auguste famille
[l burn to see again Greece my fatherland,
To admire, to adore, covered with so many exploits,
This grand Agamemnon, chief among the Greeks, king of kings;
To hear, to embrace Clytemnestra my mother,
The princesses my sisters, Orestes my dear brother.
What transports would they not feel to see me?
My father, who for a long time has wept my death,
Will rediscover his joy in the sight of a daughter

Who has not at all denied her august famffy]

True to such strong family feelings, and in cortttasher ancient Greek counterpart, she not only

immediately believes Orestes when she learns dflbigtity*® but also seems to have some

instinctive knowledge of it beforehand. Upon ficatching sight of each other, the siblings

149bid., 109.
149bid., 166-67.
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proclaim their amazement and sense of familiamty eomfort with matching lines:
ORESTE
D'ou vient, en la voyant, que ma fureur me quitte?
IPHIGENIE
D'ou vient qu'a son aspect je me sens interdite?
[ORESTES
Whence comes it that, upon seeing her, my fury ddxas me?
IPHIGENIA
Whence comes it that at the sight of him | feekspéess?f’
In seventeenth-century France, the shared tendeaféiship cannot be thwarted even by not
knowing one's kin relationship to another; the heart knows even when the head does not.

In all of these ways, De La Grange-Chancel's kphig shows herself to be the same
virtuous and lovable—and now, also devout—femiriptegenia of Racine. Her character has
extremely little in common with the calculating am@sculinized Iphigenia of Euripides. Where
the old Iphigenia was cerebral, the new Iphigenia is ruled by emotion; if the old Iphigenia was
ruthless, the new Iphigenia weighs carefully theahonplications of every step she takes. To
attribute the escape plot—even a new escape plothigmew Iphigenia would be to associate
her too strongly with her clever, but amot&antecedent. In order to remain the pure, feminine
holy virgin of Christian France, Iphigenia must@iwp schemes and deception in favor of warm

feeling and true faith in the divine plan.

147bid., 141.

48amoral in the French context only—to lie to, cheatsteal from barbarians does not break the daksGreek
moral code £ovg iloug . . .&D motElv kai Tovg &xOpode kakdg Sucotocvuvny” [to do good to friends and punish
enemies with harm] (for this quote and a more estt@ndiscussion on this code, see book | of Pla&ta/szeia
[The Republi; Plato,Republic ed. Jeffrey Henderson, trans. Chris Emlyn-JonesViilliam Preddy, The Loeb
Classical Library (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard UnstsrPress, 2013). 18-25). It is only in the neWwyi€tian
morality that lying and stealing become wrong is@lbte terms.
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The extreme restructuring tdhigenia in Tauris most pointedly its deletion of the whole
second half of the play, therefore belies De LanGeaChancel's carefully constructed picture of
how easy it was to modify this supposedly untrdatatory for a seventeenth-century French
audience. New cultural attitudes about the 'pragietacteristics pertaining to such ideologically
loaded figures as kings and holy women have, it faadered a substantial portion of this play
dangerous or unbelievable. Had De La Grange-Chalemtied to represent a lawful king who
supports human sacrifice, or a calculating, ruthlasd masculine Iphigenia who would only
sacrifice the innocent, it could potentially havatered the illusion that French ideas about the
characteristics accruing to certain ranks and gsnaere universal, recognized in antiquity as
well as modernity. The true depth of cultural diffiece between the cultural ancestor and 'us’
would have been exposed, threatening the cleartgoékhe carefully constructed
insider/outsider binary. De La Grange-Chancel'scedadhanges to his source material, far from
arbitrary, serve to maintain dominant French caltfictions by sanitizing Euripides's play
before allowing it to be presented on the public stage; his disavowal of these changes, similarly
calculated, maintains the illusion that the cultarzcestor was similar enough in the first place
not to require such sanitization. This sleight-afitl, moreover, would have been much harder
for audiences of his time to catch than it is foe twenty-first-century scholar—the first known
French translation of Euripidesfshigenia in Taurigdid not appear until 1713, sixteen years after
De La Grange-Chancereste et Piladé*® To those who spoke only the vernacular, then, De
La Grange-Chancel's claim to have closely followedipides would have been difficult to
disprove. Once agaiadaptivechange is used to maskltural change, and is carefully deployed

in those contexts where the uneducated (who caailid the audiences of the public theaters)

195ee Gliksohnlphigénie de la Gréce antique a I'Europe des Lueser
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might be exposed to Greek stories.
De La Touche'slphigénie en Tauride

Claude Guymond De La Touche, unlike his predeessadhe French Iphigenia
tradition, was not a professional playwrigbttin fact,Iphigénie en Tauridevas the only drama
he ever wrote for public presentation, and thoungnd are rumors that he might have written
plays while in training to be a Jesuit priest (inag he never completed), it is also the only
known dramatic work by De La Touche. Instead, D&hdache made his living as a lawyer,
merely dabbling in writing as a member adaonrun by Mme de Graffigny. It was through this
salonthat he met the actress Mlle Clairon, who champidme piece for presentation at the
Théatre Francgais, where it received its first paigun in 1757-°! Despite the complete obscurity
of its authorJphigénie en Tauridevas a smash hit. It was revived numerous timels inoParis
and in the provinces, received several printinga gt to be read, and spawned a number of
critical reviews, alongside its famous operaticgdtion by Guillard and GluéR? and a parody
by Favart presented at ti@éatre Italien'>3

De La Touche, writing a full sixty years after D& Grange-Chancel's adaptation, put
forward for an eighteenth-century audience newhpratled by the cult of sentimént a version

of the Iphigenia in Tauristorymidway between Euripides and De La Grange-Chandelrms

5% or a short biography on De La Touche, see Pasdaltre Iphigénie 35-48.

Bnterestingly, the final act of the piece was réteri by De La Touche only a few hours before thst fi
performance at the insistence of the actors aritktio specifications, makinigphigénie en Tauridene of the
playscripts which we know with certainty to haveebénfluenced by the artistic contributions of astduring
production. See Clairon et aMémoires de Mlle. Clairon, de Lekain, de Prévitle, Dazincourt, de Molé, de
Garrick, de Goldon{Paris: F. Didot, 1857). 335.

BDiscussed in “Chapter 4: Iphigenia in Music” below.

153These two adaptations, plus all of the known altieviews, can be found anthologized in PadcAl,tre
Iphigénie

%4De La Touche was writing alongside such contempesars Louis-Sébastien Mercier, a terrifically ffiol
playwright whose plays depicted the most virtuolusharacters as the most emotional and the mosthbaf
reforming vicious characters through the moral eplenof their tender feeling. See Louis-Sébastiemdide,
Théatre completGenéve: Slatkine Reprints, 1970).
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of influence. In the intervening time, French absolutism had weakened somewhat; the monarchs

of France still ruled, but with the demise of thenXing (Louis XIV), direct administrative
control by the monarch himself over every aspedif@fvaned. France's colonial project
continued, though somewhat less starry-eyed, as\éuymetic culture strategy was no longer
young and had not proven to be as effective ircthenies as hope®® In the realm of art and
literature, the publication of the Englishman SahRRiehardson's novd?amela, or Virtue
Rewardedn 1740 had popularized sentimental literature s€urope, and the theater was not
slow in following suit—the plays of the eighteem#ntury, in France and elsewhere, made
tender emotion and human feeling under the mostaficircumstances its central concéth.
Showing the influence of all these changes, De duzchie's version of the Iphigenia in Tauris
story is less concerned with kingship than was Bé&kange-Chancel's, demonstrates greater
colonial anxiety, and takes the modern French facuemotion to new heights. Scrapping the
Taurian succession plot so necessary in absokrasice, De La Touche makes his Thoas a truly
barbarian king instead of an illegitimate one—a deired stand-in for France's colonized
'Others.' The removal of this extra plotline, besidefiguring the character of Thoas, brings the
play closer to its Euripidean source text, witltaewed focus on the characters who actually
appear in the ancient Greek tragedy. Though Dedugffe borrowed more and added less than
De La Grange-Chancel with respect to Euripidesy, ile too found the delayed recognition of
brother and sister to be the most interesting gfathie plot and stretched it out accordingly,

actually giving the escape plot eMessattention than De La Grange-Chancel by having his

15%0n the changes in French colonial approaches ihéve World over time, see Olive Patricia Dickasthe Myth
of the Savage and the Beginnings of French Colwmmiain the AmericaEdmonton, Alta., Canada: University
of Alberta Press, 1984).

1560n the sentimental movement in France, see Cdlita, The Sentimental Theater of the French Revolugon
Jane Milling and Kathryn Lowere, Performance inltbag Eighteenth Century: Studies in Theatre, Music
Dance (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2013). For the rdliat kicked off the movement, see Samuel Riclards
Pamela; Ly, Virtue Rewarded (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1971).
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protagonists overthrow Thoas rather than escape fiim*°’ Unlike De La Grange-Chancel,
however, De La Touche, thanks largely to the sesmiadist tradition in which he was writing,
was able to make this family reunion the main foalkis play, and found no need to augment it
with a Taurian succession plot or any other addexy.s

Sentimentalism, an aesthetic style primarily coned with depicting the power of tender
emotion, swept the theaters of Europe in the eggittecentury. Building upon preferences
already present in the late seventeenth centurgXpressions of deep feeling and relationships
founded on the purest human kindness, sentimeindatisma made the shedding of sympathetic
tears the goal for both characters and audienaksgemicted such emotions as the key to
awakening the natural virtue of humank#igin many ways the artistic arm of the greater
project of the European Enlightenment, sentimesrtaliouted the ability of shared human
feeling to advance people beyond backwards practitbarbarism and violence, into a
harmonious and virtuous society based on empattyeasort>® Writing within this tradition,
De La Touche was able to build on the foundatiotentler feeling laid out for him by De La
Grange-Chancel: the deep friendship of Orestedgtatles, each fighting for the honor to die
for the other; the instinctive recognition between brother and sister despite their long separation;
and Iphigenia'’s virtuous opposition to the 'savagdition of human sacrifice are all elements
added to the Iphigenia in Tauris story by De LarigezChancel and greatly expanded upon by
De La Touche. These elements, which had been ndé®nch preferences about

characterization in the seventeenth century, beqamgs of dramatic interest in and of

57n the final scene of the play, Pylades simply assimto the room and murders Thoas to generakiagiClaude
Guymond De La Touchdphigénie en Taurid€Breinigsville, PA: Nabu Public Domain Reprints; repr., 2014).
76.

1580n the importance of tears, see Feillag Sentimental Theater of the French Revolution

15%0n overcoming violence and barbarism as a patiemEnlightenment project, see Dorinda Outram, "Rise of
Modern Paganism? Religion and the EnlightenmentThie EnlightenmenNew Approaches to European
History (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2013; reprint, 2013).
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themselves in the eighteenth, elevated by sentahsmt to the status of main plot. The
recognition plot—nhalf of Euripides's play and a emeub-plot in De La Grange-Chancel—
becomes the main focus here, and allows De La Botecturn what was the foundation myth of
a pagan cult into a sentimentalist family dramamplete with tears, sighs, self-sacrifice,
expressions of the deepest love, and the triumpfirtofe over vice. This struggle between virtue
and vice, the forerunner of the 'good vs. evilt glm familiar in our own day, has an explicitly
colonial coding inphigénie en Tauridewith the virtuous Greek characters representieg t
enlightened civilizations of Europe and the vicidasirians strongly associated with the
sterotypic imagery of the colonial 'Other' in ciion at this time. De La Touche's version of
the Iphigenia in Tauris story, therefore, blends sbntimentalist focus on virtue with colonial
ideology to create an adaptation that is binagarmtut, and highly focused on the tensions of
cultural insider/outsider—and to do so, of coursmust profoundly alter and erase the Greek
'third term.’

This alteration is achieved, in part, throughractural reworking of both De La Touche's
source playslphigenia in TaurisandOreste et Pilade In order to stretch the recognition plot
out to the length of a full play, De La Touche Eggmanipulates entrances and exits. While
Euripides effects the recognition in the form obtacenes between Iphigenia, Orestes, and
Pylades, (separated by a third in which Iphigesialisentf® De La Touche manages to make it
span a full seventeen scenes by having the chesasght up, for one reason or another, after
every new significant bit of information is acqudre-allowing them to analyze (and agonize

over) it individually, in pairs, or with confidargdefore coming back together to discover the

18%E yripideslphigenia in Tauridines 456-1088. Although the Greek texts are naially divided into scenes, for
ease of comparison | count each entrance or effiteastart of a new scene, after the French teadaf
dividing scenes in this manner.
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next piece. While many of these interruptions ae to De La Touche's version, he also
borrowed scenes De La Grange-Chancel. A3rigste et Piladdphigénie en Tauriddas

Orestes and Pylades arrive separately after a sbgwather than simply landing safely in
Tauris as they do in Euripides, so that they maxehiadividual scenes lamenting one another's
loss and subsequently be reunited, both extenaidgdding more occasion for the expression
of strong feelings to the beginning of the plotséfollowing De La Grange-Chancel, he
separates them again just before the point wheigepla entrusts her letter to Pyladés,
thereby allowing the recognition to be delayed gigantly beyond when it occurred in
Euripides.

Indeed, it is the entrusting of this letter whedfects the recognition in Euripides's
Iphigenia in Taurislending the whole thing a vaguely comic tone.lWithigenia, Orestes, and
Pylades all present in the scene, Iphigenia adelseRglades thus:

IOII'ENEIA

dyyeAd' Opéotn, moudl Tayapévovos: . . .
N 'v AOAISL cpayeic' émotéddel Tade

o' Toryévela, Tolg €xel o' ov (B ETu . . .
OPEXTHX

nod o' €oT' €keivn; KatBovods' fjikel TaA;

IOII'ENEIA

180 De La Grange-Chancel, Pylades is the first tadygtured in Tauris after being separated from ©sdsy a
storm—it is before Orestes too is found that Iphigeattempts to charge him with her letter. Sed ®&range-
Chancel, "Oreste et Pilade," 124-28. In De La Teyelil three begin the business of the letter tugebut
Orestes is conducted off for sacrifice before Ighig gives Pylades the letter and tells him thenidéd
recipient. See De La Touchghigénie en Tauride44-49.
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118" v opég o0

ITYAAAHX

o padiolg protct mepiPorodod e,

KAAMoTO &' OOGOG', OV TOALY GYNo® YPOVOV,
TOV 3’ OpKOV OV KATOUOG' EUTESDCOLEV.

1800, EE€pm oot dEATOV Amodidm TE,

‘Opéota, Thode O1|¢ KAGTYVITNG TAPa.

[IPHIGENIA
Report to Orestes, child of Agamemnon . . .

The one sacrificed in Aulis sends these thingsehgt
Living Iphigenia, but yet not living to those in that place; . . .
ORESTES

But where is she? Having died, has she come back?
IPHIGENIA

She is the one that you see;

PYLADES

O, you having invested me with easy oaths,

And | having sworn the best ones, | will not haerh for long,
But instead let us fulfill the sworn oath.

Look, I bring a letter which I give to you,
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Orestes, from this woman here, your si}té.
This Greek version of the recognition scene wadeantly not sufficiently serious or full of
feeling for the French tragedians of either theeséeenth or the eighteenth centuries, who
routinely prefer to have Iphigenia and Orestesitimme another's identities, then circle closer
and closer to having their suspicions confirmediase and more conversational hints are
droppedi®®In this way, Iphigenia and Orestes have time tmstheir hope, their wonderment,
and ultimately their transports of familial lovelaisure, making the reunion scene much more
focused on the tenderness of human feeling thianritits cerebral Greek version. The only way
in which this can be reliably accomplished is tpasate Orestes from Pylades, and to have
Iphigenia entrust Pylades with the letter recipgename only out of earshot and in
circumstances which make it difficult for him totdpack to Orestes. In the use of this and
several other devices, De La Touche follows De kan@e-Chancel, managing to turn half of the
Euripidean play into the whole of his own play améating a result focused much more on
emotion than on the practical details of escape.

Even chopping up and stretching out Euripidesss filot point cannot give De La
Touche a whole five acts' worth of material, soa isentimentalist focus on Iphigenia’s virtue
that winds up closely associating goodness witbradal values, he fills the space with a number
of lengthy passages by Iphigenia to one charactenather, speculating on the morality and
theology of the human sacrifices she is tasked pétfiorming!®* In a weirdly Roman twist on

this Greek play®® De La Touche lends an oracular function to theifsees, having Thoas read

2 uripideslphigenia in Tauridines 769-794.

1635ee De La Grange-Chancel, "Oreste et Pilade," Z44ndl 6466.; and De La Touche, Iphigénie en Tauride23-
27, 34-35, and 57-62.

184To give just one example, this preoccupation maipethe majority of the dialogue in the entiretyAat |I. See
Ibid., 4-16.

8% or an especially thorough and instructive loothatdifferences between Greek and Roman practfcasimal
sacrifice, including the Roman use of sacrificiafrails for divination, see Ingvild Saelid Gilhusyimals, Gods
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his future in the entrails of the victim® Iphigenia spends much of the play expressing her
horror at this concept; pointing out the barbarism of Thoas in the most xenophobic sense of the
term; and insisting that, as her own rescue from the altar by a goddess has showgoidie do
not approve of human sacrifi¢®’.

In this she expresses a sentiment common to Inoibrat Greece and early modern
France, but one that is given much more discusanohweight in the French context and which,
moreover, has gained a certain resonance with Earogepictions of the colonial 'Other.' The
numerous descriptions of gruesome sacrifices, mumte common in De La Touche than in
either Euripides or De La Grange-Chancel, call todhthe horrific images of human sacrifice
and cannibalisf?® circulated in the stereotypic imagery of (prim@rihative American cultures
in the xenophobic, colonial literatures of the tinredefending the practice of human sacrifice to
Iphigenia, Thoas, the barbarian king, argues theviing:

Quoi! les Peuples, armés du glaive de la guerre,
De flots de sang humain pourront couvrir la terre!
Leurs chefs ambitieux, au soin de leur grandeur,
Pourront tout immoler dans leur aveugle ardeur!

Nous-mémes, dans le creux de nos antres sauvages,

and Humans: Changing Attitudes to Animals in Gré&knan and Early Christian Ide#lew York:
Routledge, 2006 Whether De La Touche was conscious of this difference is debatable; like the Roman names
for gods, this may be the unintentional falloutasiting in a tradition which lumped two linguistgroups and
more than a thousand years' worth of writers ihéounitary category of 'the ancients.'

1655ee De La Touchdphigénie en Tauridel0-11, 28, 36, and 74.

%7bid., 11-12.

18%or a thorough history of the place occupied byddenibalistic Other in the European imaginatiorirtuthe
colonial period, see Frank Lestringa@gnnibals: The Discovery and Representation ofdaenibal from
Colombus to Jules Vernf€ambridge: Polity Press, 1997). On European &stsmes of human sacrifice with
the colonial 'Other," specifically in the contextloe New World, see HugheSulture and SacrificeFor a study
on the concept of savagery (which included thesediaracteristics, among others) in the Frenchnialo
context, see Dickasoihe Myth of the Savage and the Beginnings of Fr€uatbnialism in the Americas
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Nous pourrons subsister de meutre et de ravages!

Nous pourrons dévorer nos ennemis vivans,

Et nous désaltérer dans leurs cranes sanglans!

Et les Dieux en courroux, ces Dieux par qui nousses,

Ne pourront demander, pour victimes, des hommes?

[What! the People, armed with the sword of war,

With floods of human blood can cover the earth!

Their ambitious chiefs, to the care of their gramde

Can sacrifice all in their blind ardor!

We ourselves, in the hollow of our savage lairs,

Can subsist on murder and ravages!

We can devour our living enemies,

And quench our thirst in their bloody skulls!

And the Gods in wrath, these Gods from whom wetgxis

Cannot demand, as victims, met§?]
This short passage contains just a few of the niaguyistic tropes associated with savagery,
cannibalism, and the animalization of human be{ngsthe use of the wordahtre’
[lair/den/cave]) used in conjunction with Thoagarticular and the Taurians in general. Taken
together, these references paint a picture of #hueidns as a demonized and vividly colonial
'‘Other," capable of the worst kind of violence—sfoeally, ritual murder and cannibalism, two

kinds of violence which Christianity renders unrssaey through the mysteries of the

69De La Touchelphigénie en Tauridel 3.
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crucifixion!’®and communion’* As Derek Hughes has explored in his thorough stfdyiman
sacrifice in European literature, Europeans dutiegcolonial period marked their own
difference from the colonial 'Other' partly in texmof the kinds of violence practiced: judicial and
military violence were 'civilized,' while ritual nnder—especially when accompanied by
cannibalism, as in the case of Aztec human saetifiwas 'savage' and horrifi While human
sacrifice is a staple element of both Iphigeniaie$) references to cannibalism had never
surfaced in them prior to De La Touche's versidre ihclusion of this imagery, coupled with the
increased emphasis on ritual and superstitiontéetite sacrifices by their divinatory function
(another new addition in De La Touche), marks Weision of human sacrifice as specifically
outside of both Christianity and civilization—whiheiman sacrifice in Racine was a Christian
test of faith and in De La Grange-Chancel the imhlial crime of a paranoid usurper, in De La
Touche it is the barbaric custom of a savage petipdemarker of an 'Othered' and inferior
group.

This increased focus on the colonially inflectedeity and barbarism of the Taurian cult
creates a heightened contrast with the (sentime@taistian kindness, sensitivity, and human
feeling of the newly emotion-driven Greek protagsii creating an opposition between
savagery and civilization (encoded as 'vice' amtu® respectively) only brought thematically
into the forefront of the story by this adaptatidDe La Touche, most clearly of any of the
dramatists analyzed thus far, makes his story aiyntroncerned with setting up clear definitions

between 'us' and 'them,’ 'Self' and 'Other." Irotd properly manufacture this contrast,

1%The one human sacrifice which was forgiven in threnf of the resurrection and rendered all othereoessary.
See “Chapter 8: The New Testament and the Lamtodf @ Gilhus,Animals, Gods and Humank61-82.
"IThe ritual cannibalism of the body of Christ. SexRA. KeresztyWedding Feast of the Lamb: Eucharistic
Theology from a Historical, Biblical, and Systemd®ierspectivéChicago: HillenbrandBooks, 2004).
172See “Chapter 4: The Discovery of America” in Hugh@slture and Sacrifice
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however, he must alter tli&eekportrayal of the main characters he has inheriteoh f

Euripides (as discussed above, cold, pragmaticcarebral) into warm, loyal, and passionate
stand-ins for Christian France. Iphigenia, onceragiipped of masculine traits, feels horror at
the sight of the altars? describes herself asirhide’ [timid] on two occasiond/*is centrally
characterized by her pity and compassion for ofif@@nd in this version even has the decency
to faint dead away (twice!) when she learns of @ss identity.’® Orestes and Pylades, during
their disagreement over which of them should dianaon their Euripidean arguments based on
reputation and honor (each saying that it wouldlemeful to outlive the othéf) in favor of
passionate protestations from each that to outliselear friend would be a tormént.Such
altered characterization in the case of all thmeg¢ggonists works to replace the entirely too
Greek motivations based on reasoned argument witliyrsentimentalist French motivations
springing from the heart.

The degree to which De La Touche must rewritgdssensibly) Greek protagonists in
order to effectively set up the dual opposition&oéek/Taurian, civilized/savage,
virtuous/vicious is telling. The erasure of thadhierm in the Self/Other dichotomy is possibly
more evident here than in any other play analyoefdis—the cultural ancestor, too alien to the
morals, gender roles, and sentiments of the dayataserve as a proper stand-in for 'Self' in this
binary cultural encounter without significant a#teon. In the theological arguments over

morality, immorality, and the divine will which pv@e much of the main action of the play,

"Pe La Touchelphigénie en Tauride4.

14bid., 7 and 9.

175To list only the instances in which Iphigenia héfreefers to her pity (because a list encompasalhthe times
that other characters reference it as well woultbbree unmanageable), see Ibid., 30-31, 34-35, 34-3&nd
49.

178 bid., 60-61.

"Euripideslphigenia in Tauridines 674-92.

"De La Touchelphigénie en Tauride38-43.

68



Iphigenia and her fellow Greeks cannot stand ingood' in the divine battle of good and evil
unless they are first sufficiently Gallicized. Da Touche, like his predecessors Racine and De
La Grange-Chancel, must force the cultural ancdetbt neatly into the category of 'Self' by
erasing differences where they are too unpalatélylsfrengthening similarities where they
exist, and by manufacturing them where they doAdéptation, taking over at the point where
even translation and performance cannot hide tifereinces, does the work of fully erasing the
third term in the binary, thus defusing the thtbat such 'third terms' present to a cosmology
founded—theologically, morally, culturally, and sdty—on binary opposition.

All three of the dramatists examined in this ckapised the adaptive process as a
mechanism for erasing the third term and subsummegultural ancestor into the newly
standardized ideas of Christian French nationéthget. As we will see in the next chapter, the
need to remove the ‘foreign’ element of these andreek characters and plots extended as the
circulation of the stories did. As the plays of d@ssical France were taken up by imitators,
translators, and adapters in other European nafwasesses of adaptive change were similarly
employed to conform these plays to local convestierven to the point of attempting to erase
the French contribution. In the coming chapterwilesee how the same localizing impulse that
drove the processes of neoclassical French adaptatde those very plays unsuitable for
import without alteration into other national thaéedl traditions and contexts. The adaptations
spawned by these adaptations were also to be eatploythe service of a project of normalizing
early modern cultural constructions, whether basexistom, science, religion, or the emergent

nationalism that went hand-in-hand with Europedoraalism.
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