Assignment 1

Translation  Heroides 1, 41-52

You dared, o so forgetful of your own!

To enter/touch the Thracian camp, with trickery by night

And to slay so many men simultaneously, helped by one!

Moreover, you were cautious and very mindful of me before (others)!
My heart leapt with fear continuously, until
I was told of your victory going through the friendly lines with the horses of Ismarus.

But what use is that to me that Ilion has been defeated, scattered by your arms,

And that which was wall is now level ground.

If I remain, such that I remained while Troy endured,

My husband is absent, to be separated regards me without end.

To some people Pergama has been subdued; to me it remains standing,

With the inhabitant having been captured, ploughing with the ox he took as spoil.

Heroides 1: 81-100  Commentary

In line 84, Penelope coniunx simper Vlixis ero, Penelope draws attention to her marital status with the distinguished epic hero, Odysseus, thus, as Thorsen indicates, underlining her epic dignity and Homeric origin.  As Baca relates, whereas post Homeric portrayals of Penelope stressed her epic qualities of steadfastness and loyalty, Ovid’s Penelope not only shows great loyalty but, being a Roman wife of the Augustan Age, depicts her vulnerability in yearning for the return of her husband from war. 

The section chosen follows on from that which concerns Penelope’s trying to ascertain the whereabouts of her husband.  Events in Ithaca are briefly outlined in order to present a stark contrast, on the one hand between Penelope’s admirable fidelity in the face of pressure from her father, Icarius to remarry, together with the presence of different suitors and, on the other hand, the frivolous affairs she suspects Odysseus of entertaining.  Such illustration of her difficult plight acts as a means of trying to persuade him to return but there is implied criticism, in that he needs to be cajoled into doing so.
  The Odyssey (15. 16-17) is explicit in stating why it is important that Odysseus returns post haste, that both her father and brother strongly recommend that she marry Eurymachus.  This text does not convey the same pressure, merely her desire to invoke a sense of urgency.  Penelope’s situation is more forlorn in this text, given that it is explicit that she is prepared to wait for him.  In the Odyssey she is more pro active, determined to marry the man who can successfully string Odysseus’ bow. Ovid however, through use of simper, has Penelope living up to her literary persona. Is that what it means to ‘be Penelope’?
  The words viduo….lecto  in line 81 draw our attention to Penelope’s misery of having to endure a cold, lonely bed.  Penelope’s speech in the Odyssey 19, is now told in elegiac terms, where both fear and resentment are manifest.  Penelope’s faithfulness is all the more impressive given that this implied suppressed sexuality had to be endured in the face of a large number of suitors who were more than ready to lead her astray. Penelope’s loud statement of loyalty shines forth fortissimo in lines 83-84.

 Pietate…frangitur in lines 85-86 has Penelope asking whether her husband is moved by her unswerving sense of duty. In Baca’s article, he has Penelope believing that Odysseus does not have a true recognition of her worth, which is manifested in her still being attractive to men.  The word pudicis, used here, became a by word for Penelope’s restraint in post-Homeric literature.  
In lines 87-90, Penelope adopts a tactic, suggested for women in Amores and Ars Amatoria, in which their husbands are caused to feel concern in the face of damage being done to their property, together the presence of influential rivals.  The words, ruunt in me go as far as to suggest sexual aggression, while inque tua regnant suggest that the rivals are ruling the roost in her husband’s absence. The word dilacerantur suggests a tearing apart, in the manner of a wild beast, of everything that Odysseus might hold dear.  

  Penelope is perhaps guilty of exaggeration; Medon in the Odyssey is not a suitor and, is generally loyal to Penelope, yet he is included in this text (line 91).  Ovid could, perhaps be identifying with another tradition; Homer in the Odyssey, indicates that Penelope had 108 suitors, yet he names a mere fourteen.   Green suggests that by  including Medon as a suitor deliberately exaggerates the desperation of her plight and emphasises her vulnerability. She is trying to shock Odysseus into returning immediately or, as Baca suggests, evoke his sense of honour.  
The words accedunt in tua damna suggest that, in addition to the financial losses brought about by the treacherous behaviour of the various suitors, it is disgraceful that they should even contemplate behaving in such a manner.  The word damnum is legal and used infrequently by Latin poets, yet it appears 75 times in Ovid’s verse, suggesting a desire to incorporate it. 
The subsequent section has Penelope reiterating her enforced isolation and the precarious nature of Odysseus’ household.  Certain editors feel the need for a rearrangement of couplets to clarify the argument but the disorganisation could have been intended, to reflect Penelope’s distress and the oncoming of old age. She would soon be anus.
  There are many literary effects worthy of drawing attention to in this passage:

In line 82, the words immensas and moras are placed apart from each other, thus giving effect to the delay in Odysseus’ return, with moras being placed at the end of the line, again giving it emphasis. This is the case in line 93, with absens. The word cogit, at the beginning of line 82, gives Icarius’ quest, in trying to get Penelope to re marry, a sense of force thus strengthening her persuasive argument that Odysseus should return.  Proci is placed at the end of line 88, which should be understood as in apposition to turba, at the beginning of the line.
 In line 89, where we have a paradox, aula is placed at the end of the line to emphasize that it is in Odysseus’ halls that the suitors are masters. The metaphor, Viscera nostra, in line 90, is quite common in reference to the resources of a house or state.  The preponderance of heavy sounding proper nouns in lines 91-92, with their slow spondaic rhythms, together with repeated use of the conjunction, que has the effect of conveying the cumbersome presence of men wishing to impose themselves.
  We have, what Knox terms an artful word pattern in line 92, where attention is drawn to the two chief suitors – Eurymachus and Antinuous. The noun, manus and the epithet, avidus are distributed over two parts of the phrase and should be construed with each.  In line 94, tuo partis sanguine rebus,  the interlocking word order (abAB) emphasizes Penelope’s frustration, while sanguine is an obvious exaggeration, referring to Odysseus’ labours prior to the Trojan War. One could question how far Odysseus went in getting his hands dirty. 
 In line 96, pudor is placed at the end of the line, and separate from its epithet, ultimus thus having climactic effect. In line 97, uxor is used for ‘wife’ as opposed to coniunx, the more traditional, epic word found nineteen times in the single epistles. This everyday word, also placed at the end of the line for emphasis, is used to elicit sympathy for Penelope’s plight. 
 In reference to her father in law, Laertes and their son, Telemachus, she deems them sine viribus. Telemachus is referred to as puer, as Penelope wishes to emphasize his youth, not in this instance because that would make her sound younger and thus more attractive to Odysseus, but because he is impressionable and needs fatherly guidance. The tone is one of helplessness. There is also obvious fondness towards Telemachus. The word ademptus, also placed at the end of line 99 suggests Telemachus’ being waylaid and in need of paternal influence.  Fear, T, in his thesis, suggests that Penelope is using emotional blackmail here.
 Penelope’s suggestion that the suitors wished to accost Telemachus on his outward journey to Pylos is in contrast to the Odyssey, where Penelope learns that Telemachus will be ensnared on the return journey.  This confusion of detail could reflect Penelope’s perturbed mind.  The account of her son’s mission is in contrast to that in lines 63-65, that he went of his own volition. As Kennedy states, it would complicate matters unduly to postulate a separate mission to these same places not attested to in Homer. Line 99 suggests that Telemachus’ visit to Menelaus in Pylos was recent.  In the Odyssey, Telemachus tells Penelope about his trip to Pylos in Book 17, by which point, Odysseus is on his return back to the palace, albeit disguised as a beggar. As Green states, Ovid’s ‘forgetting’ details, or a deviation from an established source allows the reader to recognise and penetrate the subjectivity of the writer’s viewpoint, which is a main feature of the epistolary form.
There is an example of enjambement in lines 85-86, where frangitur is carried over to line 86. This permits emphasis for pudicis at the end of the hexameter. There are also numerous examples of assonance:  immensas and moras in line 82; vires and suas in line 86;  avidas and manus in line 92, and licet and oportet in line 83, where we also have repeat use of the present tense, impersonal verb. In the same line, increpet usque, the repetition- epanalepsis – is evidence of Penelope’s indignation. 
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