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Mythological figures play a number of roles in literature: they may, of course, 

appear in person as developed characters, but they may also contribute more 

indirectly, as part of the substratum from which rhetorical argument or literary 

characterisation are constructed, or as a background against which other literary 

strategies (for example, the rewriting of epic or the appropriation of Greek culture by 

the Romans) can be marked out. This thesis sets out to examine the way in which the 

figure of Penelope emerges from unknown origins, acquires portrayal in almost 

canonical form in Homer's Odyssey, and then takes part in the subsequent interplay of 

Homeric and other literary allusions throughout later Classical literature (with 

chapters focusing particularly on fifth-century Greek tragedy, Hellenistic poetry, and 

Augustan poetry). In particular, it focuses on the manner in which, despite the 

potential complexities of the character and the possible variants in her story, she 

became quintessentially a stereotypical figure. In addition to considering examples 

where Penelope is evoked by name, a case is also made for the thesis that allusion, or 

intertextual reference, could also evoke Penelope for an ancient audience. A central 

point of discussion is what perception of Penelope would be called to mind by 

intertextual reference. The importance of approaching relationships between ancient 

texts in intertextual terms rather terms of strict "allusion" is thus demonstrated. The 

formation of the simplified picture is considered in the light of folk-tale motifs, 

rhetorical simplification of myth, and favoured story patterns. The appendices include 

a summary of the myth of Penelope with all attested variants, and a comprehensive 

list of explicit references to her in classical literature.



'What seith Omer of goode Penalopee? 
All Grece knoweth of hire chastitee."

Chaucer, The Franklin's Tale, 1443-4
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Section I; Introduction

Chapter 1: Prolegomena: Strategies of Reading

All reading is informed by the assumptions and implicit theories of the reader, and the 

general realisation that one cannot "just read the text" has been of beneficial effect in obliging 

all would-be critical readers to examine their own prejudices and reading strategies 1 . Ancient 

texts therefore need to be approached in a manner which is informed by an appreciation of 

what the reader brings to the text : prejudices can be replaced by (or transformed into) 

acknowledged beliefs for which justification and supporting argumentation can be produced. 

The plethora of tools now available for informing the reading of ancient texts requires that a 

work of scholarship start, almost like a school science report, by setting out a statement of 

method and equipment used, for the results will depend on these. As even science is coming 

to realise, however, acknowledgement of equipment, method, and assumptions will not 

change personal observation into pure objective fact .

However, although it is salutary to expose the impossibility of recreating "the 

original" reading of a text, the ideal of constructing a picture of the ways in which a text was 

presented and received in its original context cannot be totally discarded, if the study is to 

remain one of "Classics" or "the Ancient World" rather than that of "modern reception of 

Classical texts". My own approach cannot but be that of a woman in the late twentieth- 

century, but my aim is still to investigate antiquity rather than solely twentieth-century 

readings of antiquity4 . This study of Penelope aims to create a picture of how this

1 By "readers" I mean both actual readers and other forms of audience; similarly "reading" covers all acts of 
interpretation.
2 Graff 1987 p.252, Harris 1996 pp. 132-36.
3 Cf. Harris 1996 ch.4 on the problems of trying to discuss literature in scientific terms; and much science 
acknowledges the unavoidable presence of the observer. 
4 Cf.Jauss 1982ch.l.



mythological figure was seen at various points during antiquity; it may thus provide a 

background far a broader consideration of perceptions and conceptions of mythology 

throughout the period.

Penelope is still viewed even today as the "type" of the good wife. Rather than being 

uncritically accepted, this conception will be further examined in the light of the ancient texts 

to assess the degree to which it can be satisfactorily established as reflecting an aspect of 

ancient views. Such a figure would seem a good subject for the methods of earlier feminist 

literary criticism - methods which uncover false assumptions and stereotypes embedded in 

male representations of women, and highlight the ways in which women historically have 

fitted themselves to those stereotypes and aimed to read and write as men6 . As I hope to 

show, the assumptions which early feminist criticism addressed are both powerfully illustrated 

and revealed by a study of Penelope, a figure who reaches us from antiquity shaped by male 

authors and sensibilities.

Yet although, as we shall see, this approach may best encompass the many passing 

references to Penelope as paradigm (a concept whose place in ancient societies will be 

considered below - ch.4), where Penelope is given more than a passing reference and becomes 

a more fully presented figure, then more recent feminist strategies of reading - reading 

between the lines, in the gaps - may prove more useful tools. Although these Penelopes may 

still be male creations, critics such as Cixous, Jardine, and Cavarero7 have shown us how 

something of the female may still slip through, how we can see more in the text than simply 

the male view of the female figure.

5 Feminist criticism may use any other form of criticism, but is always aware of the construction of gender. For 
an overview of possible feminist approaches, cf. Moi 1985, Humm 1994 and 1995; Doherty 1996 shows how 
varied these can be by considering different feminist approaches to the Odyssey.
6 Cixous 1976 p.878, Fetterley 1978 pp.i-xxiv, especially sect. II, Cixous 1981 p.52, Culler 1983 pp.43-64.
7 Cixous 1976 pp.886-8, Jardine 1985, Cavarero 1995 pp. 1-4; cf. also Gold 1993, which cites further Classical- 
related bibliography.



Part of what can be reclaimed from even male-centred texts is the constructions which 

the author and audience placed on the world around them; analysis of the text can therefore 

show how "woman" was constructed, and some of the complications and contradictions in

o

that construction . These may reveal places in which marginalised voices can come through 

the text, and uneasiness about the constructions in society may be discerned. The uneasiness 

which may be found in a text may well reflect uneasiness with the conflict between the ideal 

and reality9 .

Modern criticism has also dissuaded the critical reader from seeking a definitive 

meaning in a text; we are reminded that each member of the audience/readership will react 

differently, as will different audiences in varying times and places. The case of Penelope will 

bring this home, as we see different interpretations of the Homeric Penelope at various points 

in antiquity 10 . This fluidity of interpretation can be linked to the fluid and elusive nature of 

woman as seen by Cixous and Irigary 11 , which contrasts with attempts to pigeon-hole 

mythological figures as paradigms : this is particularly true of Penelope, who appears as a 

paradigm of only one virtue, unlike Odysseus, who may be seen not only as an exemplary 

Stoic hero of endurance, but also the prototype of the sophist who wins by words and trickery. 

Paradoxically, for this couple at least, it is the man whose nature is less definable, the woman 

closely defined by her role in the male-centred story-line. This perhaps shows the reflection 

in literature of the patriarchal attempt to define and so confine the female; whether these were 

the terms in which ancient women saw themselves must remain unknown. One can, of 

course, give more "open" readings of Penelope in the Odyssey, and more "closed" ones of

Cf. Barthes 1957 p. 11 on myth as hiding, "in the decorative display of \vhat-goes-\vithout-saying, ... 
ideological abuse".
9 Cf. Barthes 1957 (p. 156), "mythology harmonizes the world, not as it is, but as it wants to create itself, 
Culham 1986 p. 15, Gutzwiller and Michelini 1991 p.71 on Antigone as "the working-out of a cultural puzzle". 
10 Cf.Jaussl982pp.32-9.
11 Cixous 1986 pp.63-6 on the contruction of binary oppositions, (for example) pp.74, 83-100 (especially 87), 
137, on "woman" as complex, Irigary 1980, Cixous 1976 pp.875-8, 883, 889, Kristeva 1974. 
12 Cf. Zeitlin 1996 p.ll, who links the rhetorical use of paradigms particularly to the fixing of gender identity 
and expectations.



Odysseus' ; however, a simplified reading will tend to be a closed reading, a fact which seems 

relevant for the study of mythological figures that function as paradigms.

The job of a scholar of antiquity is to explore what may be found in a text, not to 

prescribe its meaning. Yet this does not mean that it is pointless to attempt to construct an 

image of at least some of the meanings which an ancient audience at a particular point in time 

might have seen in a text - it means merely that the results of such a search will be somewhat 

tentative and recognised as neither definitive nor the whole picture. As our reconstructions of 

such meanings must rely on ancient evidence, they must be partial, particularly as far as 

women's readings of the texts are concerned; we have no real evidence for how women in 

antiquity saw Penelope - as a heroine to be emulated, or as a negative example (showing how 

not to act), or as both. Showaiter's complaint may be fair, that "feminist critique", although a 

form of feminist criticism, is male-oriented 14 , but it must remind us that this is almost all we 

have for antiquity; "gynocritics" - studies focusing on female authorship - are not a practical 

method for approaching the majority of ancient texts. Our constructions of ancient views and 

uses of Penelope will not reveal what any ancient citizen, male or female, actually thought, 

but they can produce a picture of how they could have used the mythological figure of 

Penelope to construct their conceptions of themselves - both what they were, or should be, and 

what they were not, or ought not to be. Examination of Penelope as the stereotype of the good 

wife will not tell us how many women lived up to this ideal , nor even whether they were 

really expected or desired to, but rather give us an image of what that ideal consisted in, the 

ideal which was put forward by the society as an approved standard for emulation .

13 A "closed" reading is one which stresses the aspects in which a text tries to define its own meaning and shut 
off other possible interpretations; an "open" reading is one which stresses the ways in which the text resists 
having a definite meaning attached to it. For further discussion see Doherty 1996 pp.9-11, Hawthorn 1994 
pp.203-4, Eco 1979pp.3-65. 
14 Showalter 1979p.27.
15 On the dangers of confusing image and reality, see Culham 1986, whose main interest is in the "reality".
16 While, as Zajko 1995 points out, such stories can be told transgressively, such transgressive versions are told 
against an accepted social stereotype.



Study of literature both illuminates and is illuminated by consciousness of such 

stereotypes: an examination of what the text suggests could be taken for granted in terms of, 

for example, knowledge of myths or societal conventions, may reveal the writer's 

expectations of the audience's assumptions (as well as, possibly, something of the writer's 

own assumptions). Such assumptions would include notions which were common currency 

throughout society and ideals with which all would be familiar (even if not all of the audience 

identified with them). Thus examination of the assumptions which a text can make should 

lead to greater understanding of the stereotypes and assumptions which were held as common 

in the society. The existence of stereotypes need not affect how individuals in a society are 

seen by other individuals , but does reflect some larger preoccupations of the society: to say

1 O

"[myth] offers a model of behaviour" is almost certainly as true of ancient societies as of 

modern. Studies of modern stereotypes and mythical models of behaviour show how the 

models of behaviour proposed by the "myths" can be internalised and shape the descriptions 

people will give of their lives - whether they are telling a story of the past to explain the 

present, or describing the past in a way which shows how their actions were fitting for their

... -19
position in society .

Such a method of extracting information from texts is influenced by some of the same 

conceptions of language use as have shaped the critical method known as narratology . 

Narratology analyses narratives with a formal, structural focus, separating the action of a tale

17 Cf. Oakes, Haslam and Turner 1994 p. 193 "stereotypes represent group-level realities ... not the personal 
characteristics of individual members [of the stereotyped group]", and Moore 1988 pp.30-38, stressing the 
difference between the reality and the ideas held collectively by a society.
18 Cabezali, Cuevas and Chicote 1990 p. 162.
19 For the first, cf. Samuel and Thompson 1990 pp.5-15, especially p.8, discussing the reshaping that goes on in 
oral history, and Burke 1992 pp.101-3; for the second, Cabezali, Cuevas and Chicote 1990 pp.168-72, who 
discuss the way in which women from Madrid describe their actions during the Civil War, highlighting tasks 
such as washing and cooking, downplaying or omitting the fighting they were involved in, the struggles to get 
the food for cooking.
20 Bibliography is provided by de Jong and Sullivan 1994 pp.282-3; the main names are Bal (especially Bal 
1977) and Genette, but Prince 1987 and Chatman 1978 are useful, and Chambers 1984 has a clear summary in 
the introduction and start of ch. 2.



from the way in which it is described. Narratology considers who is speaking, or, when the 

voice of the narrator is describing events, from whose point of view these are seen (embedded 

focalisation) . For example, the use of otKt|6eoT(oq in //. 22.465, in the description of 

Achilles' treatment of Hector's body, shows that this passage is being focalised through 

Andromache, whose horror is thus expressed22 . To identify the "focaliser" of a passage is 

thus not the same as stating the speaker; although they may be the same, they may also be 

different, and in that difference may lie an important clue to interpreting the choice of a 

particular word. As linguistic studies have shown, choice of vocabulary, pronunciation, and 

style of speech reflect very fleeting changes of addressee, mood of the speaker, and desired 

effect as well as longer-term influences such as surroundings (for example, the use of different 

language in school or work from that used during leisure time with friends or family) and 

desired impression . That this may also be presumed for larger scale narratives may be 

shown by the narratological analysis of oral and literary texts: both can reflect the same desire 

to use story-telling for varying purposes: for example, to advise or to become part of a 

group24 . The assumption that authors will generally write in a style which their desired 

audience will be able to understand (unless the aim is to be incomprehensible) is thus not 

controversial, nor is the assumption that if, for example, a myth is referred to briefly, then we 

may assume that the salient details would be generally known25 .

21 Cf. Genette 1972, Chatman 1978 pp. 151-8, Bal 1981, Hawthorn 1994 pp. 190,213-5, de Jong 1997.
22 Cf.de long 1994 pp.29-30.
23 Coates 1987, especially pp.183-4, 197-8; for more detail see Milroy and Milroy 1978, 1985.

Cf. Polanyi 1981, an analysis of a conversation which includes the telling of a story. This is also reflected in 
the use of stereotypes, which seem to serve a social function of group definition (cf. Oakes, Haslam and Turner 
1994 pp. 185-210, Hawthorn 1994 pp.277-8, Ellmann 1968 ch.3). The way in which oral histories will be retold 
in different ways according to the audience and the desired effect is also relevant; cf. Samuel and Thompson 
1990 p.8-9 on the shaping of life stories on standard patterns, pp. 10-11 on the use of narrative devices, pp.11-12 
on the shaping of characters according to "cultural stereotypes". Cf. also Benjamin 1968 on storytelling. 
25 Cf. Polanyi 1981 p. 112 on the cultural knowledge assumed in telling a story. Stinton 1986 presumes that 
neccesary knowledge will be supplied: to say that such details would be generally known is not to say that all 
members of the audience would know them, rather that sufficient information would be available to the majority 
of the audience to make the allusion comprehensible.



One source for knowledge of such details will be earlier treatments, whether literary or 

oral; thus such references may be seen as in some way intertextual (in a broad sense, 

appealing to a system of knowledge shared by some of the audience). The term 

"intertextuality" has been used and understood in many senses since it was coined by Kristeva 

in 196626 . Kristeva's radical sense set up a system in which every text could be seen as being 

in an intertextual relation with every other, and this has been broadened by taking "text" to 

mean not only literary text, but any sign system. Such a definition of intertextuality implies 

an important difference between intertextuality and allusion, for it includes the appropriation 

of a system of language from one context into another: for example, the use of epic language 

in other genres, or the use of epigraphical formulae in literature. However, when classical 

scholars discuss the relationship between two literary texts, "intertextuality" is often taken to 

mean little more than "allusion"; the only real difference is that allusion is usually felt to

*\'+ __

require intention . This difference springs from the idea of "allusion" as something done by 

the author, whereas an intertextual relationship is set up by the reader of a text. This is why it 

is as comprehensible and logical in intertextual terms to talk of Eliot's influence on 

Shakespeare (or rather on a modern critic's reading of Shakespeare, often expressed as 

"Shakespeare") as Shakespeare's on Eliot (or "Eliot", Eliot as read by a modern critic): the 

modern critic who has read both cannot read one in ignorance of the other, and hence each

28may contribute to shaping that critic's reading of the other .

26 Kristeva 1967; in English, cf. Moi 1986 p.37. For other uses of the term, cf. Worton and Still 1990; for 
further bibliography (in classical contexts), van Erp Taalman Kip 1994 pp. 153-7, Edmunds 1995 (Edmunds also 
has a book on the subject in preparation), Wills 1996 ch.l (particularly n.2), Hinds forthcoming (a) and (b), a 
forthcoming volume of MD devoted to intertextuality, and the bibliography provided in de long and Sullivan 
1994p.284.
27 Cf. Edmunds 1995, Fowler forthcoming; Thomas 1986 brings the author in and Lyne 1987 talks of "designed 
intertextuality", which almost completely blurs the distinction between allusion and intertextuality. Stinton 1986 
makes the question of audience recognition more important than some, but still thinks in terms of authorial 
intention. The fact that "allusion" and "intertextuality" are used almost interchangeably by some critics leads to 
further confusion, but Kristevan intertextuality is much broader in scope.
28 Cf. Martindale 1993 ch.l, especially pp.7-9 (other chs. show the theory at work); also p. 35 "one useful 
approach to certain great 'imitative' works is to see them as rereadings of the works imitated".
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Another difference between allusion and intertextuality (in its original sense) is the 

question of the nature of the "text" which may be referred to. In studies of Latin poetry, 

allusion and intertextuality can overlap more easily, as the question of the existence of written 

texts and their nature is not disputed. For Greek poetry, however, especially early poetry such 

as the Homeric poems, reference is less likely to be to a fixed written text, and so allusion as 

understood for Latin poetry is often thought impossible. Given the problems of dating and 

composition, showing that the model is "one with whom the poet is demonstrably familiar"29 

becomes impossible; thus such an author-centred version is not suitable. The wider sense of 

"text" that was originally envisaged by Kristeva, and the looser form of a two-way 

relationship between texts is more applicable: if two texts exist in fluid form at the same time, 

they may both influence the other, and other "texts" such as grave inscriptions or the formulae 

of certain rituals may also have an intertextual relationship with them.

Intertextuality is never provable, being constructed by each reader individually, but 

there are intertextual relationships which may seem more "plausible" to a scholarly 

audience30 . These will be marked31 in some intelligible way, capable of contributing to or 

enriching an interpretation: if the reference seems to add nothing to the text, then readers are 

less likely to notice it or allow it to influence their reading. If the reading one is attempting to 

construct is that of an ancient reader/audience, then one may wish to construct filters of the 

literature and culture of that period , and hence questions of allusion and intertextuality will 

focus on contemporary and earlier texts. This is particularly the case if one is using the 

reading of literature (as classicists often do) as a means of learning about the collective

Thomas 1986; Conte 1986 similarly looks mainly to the author, but Conte 1994 moves further away from this. 
On early Greek literature and intertextuality, cf. Edmunds 1995 pp.4-12.
30 Wills 1996 p. 17 refers to the "discriminatory act of allusion", seeing allusive language as language which is in 
some way marked (cf. Wills 1996 pp. 15-24, with discussion of different forms of allusive marking)
31 "Marked" is a term borrowed from linguistics, defined by Jakobson 1957; "unmarked" is the general category, 
and a word which is "marked" is distinguished as being not a member of the unmarked group. Cf. Nagy 1990 
pp.5-8 (also pp.30-1). 

Cf. Sourvinou-Inwood 1989 and 1991 ch.l especially pp.9-14 on "perceptual filters".
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perceptions and understandings constructed by an ancient society. Thus a discussion of an 

intertextual relation will often, in scholarly discourse, become a discussion of 

provable/plausible influence: intertextuality has been reduced to allusion again. However, the 

notion of intertextuality is not necessarily completely lost in such scholarly discussions. 

While allusion is most frequently seen as a matter of reference to particular lines in a work, 

working on intertextuality rather than allusion may also point up borrowing of language 

between genres, and hence reference to a work as a whole rather than just to one small 

section. Such reference may be linguistic, formal, or situational; the more of these that are 

present, the more marked the reference. In my work, I have chosen to focus on examples 

where the intertextuality with the Odyssey is most marked in order to investigate the images 

that the intertextual references can evoke; this study is therefore not exhaustive, particularly in 

considering fifth-century tragedy. The stress, however, is on the audience rather than the 

author: it is the audience's reading (which will vary over time, place, etc.) of the text which 

reflects on their cultural ideals, and that is part of what is explored in this study.

It is perhaps more radical to assume, as is done in ch.7, that an audience's knowledge 

of Homer would be sufficient to recognise the intertextual references in the plays discussed. 

It is, however, important to note that the ability to recognise a resonance of some form to the 

Homeric text need not entail the ability to identify the reference as to a particular part of the 

text : language may be marked as Homeric/epic rather than marked as referring to a 

particular passage. If a good story can be made from the link, then the intertextual 

relationship will be more interesting to explore.

33 Consider the different ways in which tragedy and comedy can allude to earlier tragic texts and the genre more 
generally; cf. Halleran forthcoming (especially n.3) and Fowler forthcoming (particularly n.25). Comedy plays 
off the conventions of tragedy, sometimes referring to particular plays, or even particular scenes in particular 
plays (for example, Aristophanes' use of the Telephus and the Helen in Thesmophoriazusae), but sometimes 
uses less specific references to generic features of tragedy (for example, the use of tragic language at Arist. 
Wasps 750-9, Clouds 711-22, 1259-61, Lys. 954-7); it can also use precise lexical echoes (e.g. E. Helen 293 
parodied at Arist. Thesmo. 868). Stinton 1986 uses the criterion of intelligibility to define allusion; the 
complexity of the relationship between tragedy and comedy suggests that we should not underestimate the 
capabilities of an ancient audience.



As intertextuality is a feature of the text rather than necessarily of the author's 

intention, it need not be a late literary sophistication of written texts, but can be present in the 

earliest texts, which may have intertextual relationships with religious formulae, etc., even 

though a particular text referred to cannot be produced. The concept of allusion tends to 

assume deliberate use of an earlier (written) text by the author of a later one, but this is 

unnecessary. This may be shown from our earliest texts. The Homeric poems, of course, are 

full of repeated words and phrases: this is the nature of oral poetry. Thus it might seem that 

we can allow no special emphasis to the context of an earlier appearance of a phrase when it 

recurs. This would seem to hold true for some repetitions in the Iliad, but there are some 

echoes within the poem which may have significance (and neoanalysis suggests extensive 

intertextuality with other contemporary poems ). For example, the echoes of book one in 

book twenty-four reflect the mirroring of themes in the two books; but there are also lines, 

such as that for the coming of Dawn (1.477=24.788), which are used nowhere else in this 

epic, and cannot be seen merely as reflections of similar themes . The Odyssey is clearly 

intertextual with the Iliaa ; some repetitions may be due to the formulaic nature of the poetry, 

but others may be more marked. For example, the echo (Od. 8.435-6) of the lines from the 

Iliad where Achilles gives orders for the washing of Patroclus' dead body (//. 18.347-8) does 

not seem very marked, as the lines appear to be formulaic. At Oa?.8.73ff., however, one can 

see a more significant reference to the start of the Iliad, particularly in the phrase KXeoc

•j *j __
dvSpcov . The context is Demodocus' song about a quarrel between Odysseus and Achilles, 

a quarrel which Agamemnon mistakes as the quarrel between "the best of the Achaeans" 

which will signal the imminent downfall of Troy - the quarrel which is described in the Iliad.

34 Cf. Edwards 1991 pp. 15-19.
35 Cf. Macleod 1982 pp. 16-35 (especially 32-5) on structure, and 43-5 on the significance of repetition in 
Homer.
36 contra Page 1955 pp. 158-9, but now almost universally accepted; cf. Rutherford 1993 p.39 n.5. Pucci 1987 
37 Taplin 1990.
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An echo of the opening lines would seem more clearly marked than an echo of lines in a less 

prominent position, and this allusion is intelligible, clearly adding to the passage: thus the 

intertexrual relationship seems worth pursuing.

Intertextual relations are also to be found in other early Greek poetry (even if the 

question of who is alluding to whom is insoluble). For example, the famous comparison of 

the generations of humans and of leaves from the Iliad is echoed in Mimnermus and later 

quoted by Simonides:

oitj jeep cpx)AAcov yevefi, Toirj 8e mi ctvSpcov 
(pMA-a id u,ev T' avejxo*; x^aSiq xeei, dXXa 8e 9' \)Xr\ 
TT|X,e66(oaa (p\)ei, eccpoq 8' ETrtylYveiai wpt|- 

<xv8pcov yevefi f| ulv qwei rj 8' ajioA/fYyei.
Iliad 6. 146-9

8', Old ie 9\)A,Xoc qroEi 7coX\)dv6£U,O£ &pr\ 
EOtpog, OT' at\|/' a\>yf|i<; ai)^£Tai fi£Xio\), 

TCTIX^IOV ETC! xpovov dvOEGiv fiptjq
T£p7l6}A£0a, 7lp6<; 0ECOV ElSoTEq Ot>T£ KCKOV

' dyaGov.
Mimnermus 2.1-5

£V 8£ KCtMAOTOV XlOq EE171EV dvf)p-

'OITJ 7t£p 9\)XXcov y£V£r|, Toir| 8£ mi dv8po5v"-
Simonides 19.1-2 (West2)

oo

One might argue that the Mimnermus passage is merely drawing on a common theme with 

the Homeric passage, and thus explain away shared words in terms of a shared poetic 

language and shared ideas. The passage from Simonides, however, explicitly makes reference 

to Homer, if indirectly, by referring to him as the "Chian man". Definite pre-fifth-century 

references to the Homeric texts are difficult to find, owing to the fragmentary state of the 

texts, and the problem of establishing whether a shared expression is a deliberate allusion, or 

simply part of the shared oral heritage. However, there are suggestive examples. For 

example, in Stesichorus' Geryoneis there are several parallels with Homeric phraseology;

38 West 1995 p.206; against this, Sider 1996 pp.272-282.
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indeed Page says that the "prominence of Homeric phrases" is "a principal characteristic of 

the style of Stesichorus"39 . Page collects Homeric parallels for several of the fragments of the 

Geryoneis, including, at POxy 2617 frr.4 and 5 col.ii.14ff. (=SLG 15 col.ii.14ff.), reference to 

the simile of the flower used at Iliad 8.306ff. for the death of Gorgythion. If we are right to 

believe that the similes represent a late stage in the evolution of the Homeric language, then it 

is more plausible to see this as a definite reference rather than an indication of a shared oral 

heritage. Thus it seems possible that from the earliest period of written Greek poetry, 

reference could be made to Homeric poetry. The earliest passages which seem "beyond 

reasonable doubt" to refer to Homer are to be found in the sixth century, in Alcman (fr.77, cf. 

// 3.39) and Alcaeus (fr.44.8 contains a reference to Achilles' wrath, and his mother as a 

suppliant, which implies a version of the Iliad very close to that we have).

In a strict Kristevan sense, intertextuality will always be a relation which holds 

between all texts, to and from all texts. However, as a tool for studying literature, it is often 

focused so that what is under consideration is the relationship of one text to many others, or 

between two particular texts40 . The existence of such one-to-one relationships between texts 

does not mean that those texts do not have intertextual relations with any other texts, but 

rather that for the purpose of a particular reading, only those two texts will be considered. 

When considering a "many to one" relation, one may be considering the influence of many 

earlier texts on one later text (the chronological distinction is common in classical 

scholarship) - for example, the influence of Homer, Apollonius, and Ennius on the Aeneid (to 

name but a few) - or the reactions to one earlier text in many later texts - for example, the use 

made of the Aeneid by Silver Latin epic41 . As the later texts will have intertextual relations 

with many more texts, it is unlikely that the full range of meaning of every earlier text can be

39 Page 1973 p. 152.
40 Cf. the opening pages (especially n.2) of Hershkowitz forthcoming.
41 Cf. Kennedy 1994 p.90 on the consensus that "post-Virgilian epic is to be read as a response to the cultural 
authority of the Aeneid".
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reflected in the later text; the earlier texts may also come to have symbolic meaning and hence 

be evoked for programmatic purposes, thus raising a further possibility for distortion of 

reading. For example, the representation of Callimachus in the Roman elegists (and other 

Latin literature) does not reflect accurately the impression of Callimachus which we may gain 

by reading what remains of his works. The elegists look to Callimachus as a forerunner of 

their genre (Prop. 3.1.1-2, 3.3 with Apollo's rebuke), and as a poet who, like them, refused to 

write about kings and wars (e.g. Verg. Eel. 6.1-6, Ovid Am. 1.1.1-2)42 . Thus they present 

Callimachus in a way which suits their own poetic interests, emphasising the aspects which 

benefit these, and reducing the complexity we find in reading the works of Callimachus 

themselves. In a similar fashion, Horace simplifies the complexity of Ennius' poetry, and his 

relation to Callimachus, in order to emphasise his own skill (for example, Ars Poetica 259-60, 

Ep. 1.19.1-11, 2.1.50). The use made of earlier texts by later texts may thus reveal simpler 

readings which are none the less recognisable, suggesting that such readings are both 

possible and common.

Thus too, I shall suggest, on the basis of the following chapters, writers and audiences 

in the fifth century and beyond looked to the Odyssey in their writings and readings and saw it 

(in that context) not always as the complex text which may be found in modern readings, but 

as a simpler tale of the returning husband. Whether this simplification is due to the nature of 

intertextuality, or of the story itself, or results from the existence of the tale in other, simpler, 

oral versions, and the use of Penelope as a paradigm, it is impossible to state categorically: all 

these factors seem plausible and interlinked. The complex intertextual nature of later texts 

may predispose their readers to interpret their references to earlier texts in a more simple 

fashion than they would when reading the actual earlier text, although some "readers" (the

42 Cameron 1995ch.l8.
43 Later texts may also, of course, introduce new complexities; cf. Hinds forthcoming.
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audience, whether they read or heard a piece of literature) may well have seen greater 

complexity in their readings through knowledge of the greater complexity of the texts with 

which the one they were "reading" had an intertextual relationship. In the higher literary 

forms we may expect to find a more complicated use of intertextual references; this seems less 

likely in lower forms such as verse inscriptions and epitaphs, and hence it is in these forms 

that we are more likely to find the "popular background" against which complex higher 

literature was written and read.
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Chapter 2: The Nature and Use of Greek Mythology

ECTCI 
Myth is a deceitful discourse which expresses the truth in images

Theon of Alexandria Progymnasmata 
(Spengel Rhetores graeci II p.59 11.21-2)

A myth is essentially a particular sort of narrative, a story which is always retold 

(or at least presented as such) 1 . One may attempt to distinguish myth from history, from 

fairy-tale or legend, or from literature; for almost every definition, however, a counter­ 

example may be found, and the more precise the definition, the more myths which do not 

fit it are to be found2 . A workable (and fairly general) definition seems to be "traditional 

tales relevant to society" (Bremmer3). Bremmer is defining myth in contrast with other 

traditional tales, but does admit that myths are not always traditional tales (citing, for 

example, the oriental tales in Hesiod's Theogony, and the historical component in tales of 

colonisation and the origins of democracy4). He distinguishes myths from "other genres 

of popular tales" by looking at the Greek use of the term jro0o<;. The use of jroGoq to 

mean a tale told to an audience, a form of marked speech, reveals one of the important 

things to note about Greek myths: until a late date, we do not have canonical versions, 

but only particular literary or artistic depictions - although we may talk about "the myth", 

we have no evidence for a fixed form of a particular myth outside these literary and

1 Cf. Detienne 1986, Edmunds 1997 pp.415-8; Barthes 1957 pp. 109-11 for a similar application to modern 
myths.
2 Much has been written on the question of Greek mythology; the standard works (which attempt 
definitions of one sort or another) are Kirk 1970, Kirk 1974, Graf 1987 pp.9-56, Burkert 1979 (ch.l, pp.l- 
34), and Sai'd 1993; cf. also Veyne 1988 for a different approach. Useful comments are also found in 
Bremmer 1987 (a collection of essays on mythological topics), especially his introductory essay "What is a 
Greek Myth?" pp. 1-9 (references to Bremmer 1987 in this introductory section are to this essay), Edmunds 
1990 (a collection of essays illustrating through concrete examples the different methodological 
approaches to Greek mythology), especially his "Introduction: The Practice of Greek Mythology" pp. 1-20, 
andBuxton 1994 pp. 12-17, 182-218.
3 Bremmer 1987p.7.
4 Bremmer 1987 p.3.
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artistic versions (although there were elements which were constant between versions 

which may be seen as constituting a "core"). Thus, although one may try to reconstruct 

the "original" version of a myth, it is hard to show that such a version was known at any 

point up to the collection of myths into handbooks: the idea of variants on a fixed tale is 

inaccurate, and we are better to think of different versions of the same tale later distilled 

to produce a synthesised version - or of conflicting elements separated out to refer to 

different figures.

Certain versions, certain retellings of a myth, could achieve special status. The 

Homeric poems in particular achieved this status early; Aeschylus' retelling of the 

Oresteia appears to have been very influential too5 . However, even the special status 

accorded to the Homeric poems did not prevent later poets either using different versions 

of these myths or changing them6 . For example, the Homeric versions of the stories of 

Niobe and Meleager did not become the standard versions, although the major story-lines 

of the Homeric poems do seem to have had greater influence7 .

Although we may see "Greek mythology" as a fixed category, and a constant in 

ancient Greek culture, this probably does not reflect the experience of mythology of an

5 It is notable that Aeschylus' version, not Homer's, is the dominant one in later tradition. Thus the 
importance of the Furies and the notoriety of Orestes as a matricide seem to depend on later tradition, and 
emphasise details which in Homer are passed over.
6 Cf. Buxton 1994 p. 16: "Greek mythical tradition was dynamic: given the right circumstances an 
innovation would achieve currency, only to lose it later if other versions were found more persuasive".
7 Thus, although the tragedians focus on different details in the story of Orestes and Agamemnon (nor do 
all other poets follow Homer in placing Achilles and Heracles in the Underworld), at least two elements - 
Achilles' killing of Hector followed by Priam's ransoming of the body, and Odysseus' successful 
homecoming from Phaeacia straight to Ithaca (not via Thesprotis) - are seldom (if ever) queried or 
contradicted (although the visit of Odysseus to Thesprotis is found displaced to a second period of 
wandering after his successful return from the Trojan War). One may note also the contradictory strands 
about the fate of Heracles which are found in the Iliad and Odyssey - or indeed in the Odyssey text alone as 
we have it (Od. 11.601-27 puts the eidolon of Heracles in Hades, but his real self (if this is meant by 
autos) on Olympus; even given the strong probability that 601-4 is interpolated, the picture here is 
definitely different to the bleak picture in the Iliad).
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ancient Greek. Although there is continuity in the use of mythology from Homer to 

Hellenistic literature, and on into Roman literature, it seems very unlikely that the stories 

would have been regarded in the same way by a third-century poet, retelling them in 

novel and diverting ways for a literary audience, as by a poet in the oral tradition of 

Homer, who may have been singing the tale of a hero whose grave or cult centre was in 

the very town in which he was performing. One may compare Homer's genealogy of 

Aeneas, which, it has been argued, owes its place in the Iliad to the desire of the poet to 

please contemporary rulers of the Troad8 , and Callimachus' genealogy of Acontius and 

Cydippe (fr.75), which, despite providing the most obvious aition for the story as a 

whole, is distinctly understressed: it seems to be used as a digression to enhance the 

rather dry, dusty, historical feeling engendered by the reference to Xenomedes, and more 

emphasis is placed on the fact that Xenomedes is the written source for Callimachus' 

information, and hence on the poet's knowledge of written sources.

Myths, we may presume, did exist for the Greeks outside the literary and artistic 

versions which have survived for us today. Although we do not know precisely which 

tales were told by whom in Greek society, we do have evidence for a lively oral tradition 

that included the tales we now class as "Greek myths": there were rhapsodes who sang at 

public festivals, choruses of children and men who could take part in competitions, 

citharodes, who tended to perform for individuals and more private occasions than the

8 //.20.200-58 gives the genealogy, 20.306-8 is Poseidon's prophecy that Aeneas will survive the Trojan 
War and that he and his descendants will rule over the Trojans. Cf. Janko 1992 p. 19 on the influence of 
"local patriotism" and p.382ff. on Glaucus as the ancestor of Ionian families. Smith 1981 denies any 
influence of contemporary Aeneidai on the Iliad (and summarises earlier work on this topic pp. 17-8). 
However, it seems somewhat inconsistent that he is willing to write off Hellanicus' mention of the 
Aeneidai as drawing on a contemporary post-Homeric local tradition (possibly influenced by the Iliad), 
while denying that a local tradition could be a possibility for Homer. The speed with which an oral 
tradition can change history undercuts his historically based arguments (cf. below).
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big public festivals, and also normal citizens and their households, telling stories to 

children and adults9 . We may plausibly posit an oral culture of storytelling which 

included myths as well as bogey creatures, such as the Empusa, and probably historical 

tales as well. This oral side to the transmission of stories makes the existence of variants 

unsurprising. Oral literature, including folk tales and folklore, notoriously exists in 

variant forms 10, even in societies where it is transmitted by verbatim memorisation (for 

example, in Somalia11 ); if we are talking in terms of the circulation of a story, or story­ 

line, rather than a particular poem by an individual poet, then the scope for variation in 

the way the tale is retold will obviously be greater. There will, however, usually be key 

features of myths which have to be kept in - just as there are in folk tales, but for these 

there is often a greater degree of flexibility at the start. Because the main protagonists 

are not always identified by name, one may listen for some time before one can tell that 

the story will be that of Snow White, for example, rather than Cinderella12 . Thus the 

different versions of a myth may well be shaped by considerations other than "local 

variants"; the role of the audience and purpose of telling the story should not be 

underestimated 13 . The frequent retelling of such stories may lead to expectations about 

how they will continue: too great a change will be noticed and commented on, possibly 

causing complaint 14 .

9 Buxton 1994 pp. 18-44 deals with all these examples of storytelling, as well as other more public 
performances. Although some of our evidence is late, there is enough from the fifth century and before to 
make it clear that all the opportunities for storytelling I have given would have been available to Greeks in 
the fifth century and before. Cf. Eur. Mel. Soph, fr.488, Plutarch Theseus 23.3, Philostratus Imagines 1.15, 
Plato Rep. 378c, Laws 887d. 
10 Finnegan 1977 pp.41-44, 140-1.
11 Finnegan 1977pp.73-5.
12 Both of these stories start with a widowed father marrying a woman who dislikes and is jealous of his 
beautiful daughter by his first wife. The Russian folk tale of Baba-Yaga has a similar start, and, like 
Cinderella, features jealous sisters, the stepmother's daughters by her first marriage.
13 For modern instances of this, cf. Warner 1994, 1995 (particularly pp.xviii-xix).
14 Cf. Buxton 1994 p.45, on the Tuscan tradition ofveglia, storytelling in winter.
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Greek mythology has defied definition by the criteria often applied to other 

mythologies, because the fantastic and divine elements are not distinguishing features. 

However, one may separate Greek myths from folk tales by reference to a principle of 

specificity. Fairy tales or folk tales are general in time and persons: they happen "once 

upon a time", "in a land far away", to characters who tend to have names which are 

generic ("the king", "his daughter", "the princess"), interchangeable (or typical - "Jack", 

"little Claus"), or descriptive ("Little Red Riding-hood", "Epimetheus" - or indeed "Luke 

Skywalker", whose name reflects his role in a very traditional plot) 15 . Myths dealing 

with heroes are about particular heroes, however, even when the pattern of the myth is 

one which is widespread (for example, the quest of a young hero, or the attempted 

seduction of a young hero by the wife of his father or a father-figure): each hero has a 

name, and a genealogy, which usually links him to an existent family, and makes 

possible a chronological or geographical placing of the story (even if it is spurious). 

Thus one may find motifs from folk tales in myths, such as the "Potiphar's wife" and 

"marriage to a fairy-wife" motifs 16 , but they are tied to particular heroes: for these motifs, 

Hippolytus and Phaedra, or Bellerophon and Stheneboia/Anteia, and Peleus and Thetis 

provide examples from the definitely mythological sphere. (The tale of Anchises and 

Aphrodite is rather different, and does not end with the return of the wife to her own 

people after the husband makes a mistake of some sort.) Kirk states emphatically:

No other mythology known to us .... is marked by quite the same complexity and 
systematic quality as the Greek, by the same predominance of non-legendary 
heroes, and by a similar preponderance of folktale themes. 17

15 Cf. Kirk 1970p.39.
16 Cf. Kirk 1970pp.37-9.
17 Kirk 1970p.205-6.
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Because the heroes are connected with history through complicated genealogies - with 

(purported) descendants in real life 18 - they are not interchangeable. The stories about 

them reflect aspects of history and of "the way things are" (or were) - aspects of the 

relationships between cities and families - as well as explaining some rituals and 

festivals. The stories of the heroes are also linked to the contemporary world in ancient 

Greece through hero cults. Not all hero cults involved worship of well-known, national 

mythological heroes, but some of them did 19 . The cycles of heroic myth were also linked 

together, creating a largely self-contained historical narrative. Folk tales, on the other 

hand - such as tales of the Empusa and Mormo - were not tied into such a historical 

framework, and had no role in framing anyone's sense of individual or social identity. 

One might speculate that they were regarded in a different way to myth - even in the fifth 

century, when the sophists began to query the veracity of myth, there was a general 

assumption that myth reflected history in a direct fashion; it seems likely, however, that 

the Empusa, Mormo, and their ilk were seen as stories to frighten children, and hence 

were not "believed in" by adults20 .

18 See Thomas 1989 pp.95-195 (especially 155-195), West 1985 pp.3-30 (particularly 7-10); 11-30 give 
comparative evidence on genealogical traditions in other cultures; Parker 1996 pp. 137-9 perceives a shift 
in democratic Athens away from genealogical traditions which glorified individual families towards stories 
about the origins and early deeds of the Athenian people as a whole; Wiseman 1974 considers invented 
legendary genealogies in Rome.
19 Cf. Farnell 1921 pp.280-342 on cults of epic heroes, pp.71-77 on heroes who are known by name at 
most, with no myth attached; Kearns 1989 App. 1 pp. 139-207: this list includes some names known from 
mythology, such as Ajax and Aegeus, who definitely received cult worship, figures who are known from 
myth only, such as Admetus, Alcestis and Hippasus, Eurystheus, Procne, Oedipus, for whom cult may be 
inferred, and figures known only from their appearance as the objects of cult, such as the anonymous 
heroine of Aixone, the heroes of the Academia, Calamites and Callistephanus who were worshipped in the 
agora, and Sosineus, worshipped in Thoricus.
20 Cf. Plato Phaedo lit on Mormo, and Ar. Frogs 286-311 on the Empusa, where the amusement comes 
partly from the fact that an adult god is afraid of this childhood monster.
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If we take this aspect of linking the present to the past, some form of relevance to 

the present, as being a key factor in distinguishing Greek heroic myth21 , it may become 

clearer why some characters have more flexibility in their names than others. It is 

notable that various characters in the tapestry of Greek heroic storytelling may appear 

under several names. On the whole, the major heroes such as Heracles, Theseus, 

Achilles, and even Bellerophon appear under only one name22 , while those characters 

who may appear under more than one name are more often female - for example, 

Anteia/Stheneboia, Cassandra/Alexandra, and the mothers of heroes such as Thessalus, a 

son of Heracles by Chalciope or Astyoche, and Lycaon, son of Pelasgus by Meliboia or 

Cyllene. This may be seen as reflecting the patriarchal system in Greece: the genealogies 

of heroes were important as they reflected glory onto those alive at the time who claimed 

to be their descendants, but it is the father's identity, not the mother's, which is 

important, and so this is preserved in a more rigid form. Only for those heroes who were 

children of the gods is the mother's identity more important (except in the rare cases 

where the father is the mortal parent), as it is the mortal parent who provides the link into 

human society, and gives the hero his place in the interrelated genealogies. Although the

21 Cf. the definition of myth at Buxton 1994 p. 15 "of collective significance to a particular social group or 
groups", also p. 16, distinguishing the Platonic myth of Er from the mythology of the Trojan war: "the 
Trojan expedition formed part of a web of interrelated tales about figures who were claimed as ancestors 
by families or cities in historical times and whose actions were recalled in ritual and religious 
iconography".
22 I include Bellerophon/Bellerophontes because the variation between the two forms of the name is 
minimal. The only male figure who consistently has two names is Alexandros/Paris. This may be because 
one is Greek, the other barbarian (cf. Hall 1989 p.20 n.16), but even so, it is instructive to note that the two 
names can be used interchangeably and may both be used in one work - this is a contrast to the women, 
where it is usual to choose one name and stay with it for the whole of a retelling of the story. For example, 
Epicaste of the Odyssey is identified with Jocasta, but Jocasta is the name which is more usually used, and 
we very rarely find Epicaste used of Jocasta outside Homer (it has been assumed that the name Epicaste 
was used in the lost Oidipodeia, on the grounds that the Homeric scholia say that Jocasta is the name used 
by the tragedians; our only extant use of Epicaste outside Homer before the fifth century is in 
Epimenides). In the case of Erichthonius/Erechtheus, names which were presumably original variant 
forms referring to the same person are split to create two mythological characters; on this see West 1985 
pp. 103-6, Burkert 1966 p.24, Thomas 1989 p. 184.
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characters whose names are most fluid are usually women, they also include less 

important men - for example, siblings of the great heroes or children who are not fitted 

into a larger genealogical schema - which suggests that a name became fixed as a 

character's place in the greater genealogical trees was fixed.

Stories of the gods which do not involve heroes are less easy to fit into this 

definition of a myth as a "tale relevant to society", but they may still reflect elements of 

Greek life and social order. For example, the story of Hephaestus' fall from Olympus 

explains his lameness (which may be a relic of an earlier deity, a god who was lame 

because he was a smith); the tales of the youth of Hermes - his stealing of Apollo's cattle 

and bargaining away the lyre, his role as herald of the gods - explain why he was the 

patron god of the market place (and thieves), and of heralds. The tale of Prometheus' 

theft of fire is clearly aetiological, as is the story of his division of meat at sacrifices. 

Genealogies, particularly divine genealogies, may also be a form of aition. Sleep and 

Death are brothers because their effects on a person appear similar23 ; Eros is Aphrodite's 

son because of the obvious link between them. Similarly, Erigone, who plays a part in 

the mythology around the Anthesteria, is sometimes made Orestes' half-sister - because 

he too is a hero connected with the Anthesteria. The genealogical link reflects the cult or 

ritual link. Another influence on the development of myths is the aetiological force of 

names. Some myths appear to derive from the name of the character (although the name 

may come from the myth; the priority of name and story is often difficult to determine, as 

will be shown in the case of Penelope): Pentheus is a fitting name for a hero doomed to

23 Cf. West 1966 pp.34-7, particularly p.35 on the children of Night; West argues that Sleep and Death are 
both suitable to be called children of Night, but these two do seem to have a particular affiliation - for 
example, they act together to carry off the body of Sarpedon, Iliad 16.669-73. On this affiliation, see 
Janko 1992 ad 14.231, also ad 16.454, 16.669-73.



an untimely death; Achilles has been etymologised to mean "causing grief to the people", 

taken as a reference either to his early death or the effects of his withdrawal from 

fighting, as described in the Iliad. Electra's name appears also as A-lektra in Doric, and 

this was taken as meaning 'unmarried', assumed to refer to the fact that Clytaemnestra 

and Aegisthus would not let her marry - her new name thus gives her story, and an 

explanation for why that is not the name given in the Iliad, where "Laodice" appears and 

was later taken to be the "original" name for the same character.

Some female mythological figures do not show any fluidity in their naming, but 

are very strongly identified by only one name. One example is Helen - we do not read of 

Menelaus having a wife by another name, nor of another woman who fits details of the 

description of Helen in all but name. Helen, however, it should be remembered, was not 

only the leading lady in the tale of Troy; she was also worshipped as a goddess in 

Sparta24 . The mothers of heroes such as Perseus and Heracles are named in the tradition, 

and consistently have the same name. This may be partly due to their relationship with 

the hero, which may make them objects of cult worship25 . These women also appeared 

in literature as full-blown characters from early times: just as Hecuba and Andromache 

appear in the Iliad, and Helen and Penelope in the Odyssey, so Danae had the status of a 

fully-developed character in Simonides26 and in Aeschylus' Diktyoulkoi. Less important 

figures, however, such as siblings or children, may vary in both number and name - it is 

descent from the hero that is important; the others will become fixed if this has a 

relevance to the society where the story is being retold.

24 Cf. Larson 1995 p.68-70, with other bibliography cited p. 176 n.42
25 Larson 1995 pp.41-3, chs. 3-4, esp. pp.89-96; Alcmene was worshipped with Heracles at Thebes, 
Aixone in Attica, Megara, Athens, Haliartus; Semele with Dionysus in Thebes, Prasiai and more widely; 
Danae with Perseus at the so-called thalamos of Danae in Argos (Paus. 2.23.7).
26 PMG 543, on which see Bowra 1961 pp.336-9, Rosenmeyer 1991.
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Another reason for characters to become fixed in the tradition, usually under a 

particular name, may be the influence of literary texts. Given that the literary texts are 

our main source material, it can be difficult to establish where a character is a new 

invention, where a traditional figure, but later versions of myths which had featured in 

Attic tragedy - Roman versions in particular - normally show us the "accepted" form of 

the myth at that point in time. Where such an "accepted version" includes details which 

were probably introduced by a fifth-century dramatist, then we may conclude that that 

written version of the story has influenced the later tradition. An example of this might 

be Medea's killing of her children, a feature of the story which appears to be taken for 

granted by Roman writers, but which may well have been a Euripidean innovation27 . 

However, even for the great heroes, there is no one standard version of "the myth" which 

is continually retold. If important details are changed or vary, however, the cause may 

reasonably be sought in an examination of the audience for this particular retelling.

If relevance to society may be taken as one of the defining features of Greek myth 

in the fifth century, this may explain some of the variations we find in particular myths. 

For example, we may consider the way in which Euripides rewrites the story of Ion. 

Hellen, the eponymous ancestor of the Greeks, was usually considered to have had three 

children, Dorus, Aeolus, and Xuthus. Xuthus then had two children, Achaeus and Ion. 

Thus the eponymous ancestor of the Greeks had the eponymous ancestors of the 

Aeolians and Dorians as sons, and the lonians and Achaeans were more closely linked 

than the other Greek "families", because they were both descended from the same son of

27 Cf. Hor. AP 123, which seems to take the story for granted; it may have been seen as the standard 
version as early as 400 BC, the date of the Cleveland Medea vase, on which there are Furies which may 
suggest the theme of tragic revenge (cf. Taplin 1993 pp.22-3, 26, with illustration of the vase, plate 1.101). 
On the possibility of Euripidean invention of the myth, see Page 1939 pp.xxi-v, Knox 1977 pp. 194-5, with 
further bibliography given in n.7.
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Hellen. When Euripides wrote his tragedy, the Ion, however, this genealogy is changed, 

to give Ion a more prominent place, and he is made the son of an Athenian princess. 

This version of the story appears designed for Athenian taste, as it makes their ancestor 

the son of Apollo, and autochthonous, while relegating Dorus, the eponymous ancestor 

of the Dorians, to a subordinate position as the younger half-brother of Ion by a mere 

mortal, Xuthus28 . Although Euripides' version of the myth did not displace the earlier 

version, we have no evidence that his version was considered "wrong" - it was just 

different, and designed for its intended audience.

The relevance which seems to be a distinguishing feature of heroic Greek myths 

will not be constant. Families who were great in fifth-century Athens need not have been 

so a century earlier or later, and need not have been of any relevance to places outside 

Athens even in the fifth century. When a myth stops having contemporary relevance, 

however, it seems likely that that will be the point at which its form will become more 

fixed, as it is more likely to drop out of the living tradition, and to be remembered as a 

good story, or through its various literary and artistic instantiations. It may keep being 

retold, and if it reacquires some degree of "relevance", may start to change and develop 

new variants again29. Thus Callimachus ? attitude to the myth of Battus may well not 

have been the same as his attitude to the myths about Teiresias - for the one had personal

28 Alty 1982 p. 10 n.55; although Euripides' version did not catch on, Ally does show how this myth 
contributed to the political debate in the fifth century, and how tales of Dorians and lonians from the 
legendary period were still felt to have a bearing on contemporary events (cf. especially pp.3-4).
29 Bosworth 1995 p.200-1 concludes that before Alexander's conquest of India, although Dionysus was 
said to have travelled in the east, he was not seen as the conqueror of India. The link between India and 
Dionysus thus seems to have been created because of Alexander's actions and the fact that Dionysus could 
be identified with local gods, thus making the new addition to the myth seem plausible and a borrowing 
rather than a totally new creation. As a god, Dionysus would always have "relevance" for the Greeks, but 
in this development of the myth, we see a previously less important feature being picked out and 
developed. This new version became the standard, as we can see from Ovid (Fasti 3.465-6) and Nonnus 
(Dionysiaca books 21 -6).
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importance for him, as he claimed descent from Battus, while the other has no such 

personal relevance30. Similarly, one may note the different features picked from the 

story of the Erechtheids by Euripides in the Erechtheus and Ovid at Met. 6.675-721 . As 

each myth loses its contemporary relevance, it will become more fixed and literary in 

nature; the variants will become interesting nuggets of recherche information, rather than 

reflecting a living tradition. We can see this attitude to myth taking over in the 

Hellenistic period, and it seems fairly clear that Greek mythology was a literary and 

artistic construct for Roman writers31 . Thus, although such literary users of myths may 

retell the stories in daring ways, and use the myths paradigmatically, the use of variants 

is likely to reflect a desire to display learning, rather than personal creation of a new 

element32 .

Thus each retelling, each instantiation of a myth is designed by a particular 

creator, to suit a particular audience, fixed in time and place. As myths are used as 

paradigms, in order to argue, for example, why a particular line of action should be 

pursued, each retelling of a myth as a paradigm will emphasise the parallels with the 

position of the person who is being exhorted to follow the example of a character in the 

myth. For example, in the Odyssey, Orestes is used by Athene as a paradigm for 

Telemachus to follow. She says:

CT£
occK; oxeeiv, eirei OVKETI TT|XiKO<; eaai. 

r\ O\)K OCIEK; otov KXeoq eAAape 8io<; 'Ope

30 Cf. Williams 1978 p.65 on Hymn 2, see also ep. 35.1. Cyrene is said to have had a very strong sense of 
its own history generally (Fraser 1971 I p.787). See below for a fuller discussion.
31 On Roman use of myth, particularly Greek myth as "secondary", see Bremmer and Horsfall 1987 pp.l- 
11; the examination of the case of Aeneas (pp. 12-24) shows how Greek myth could be made more relevant 
and used as "primary myth".
32 One might compare Euripides' innovation in the Ion (mentioned above) with Vergil's innovatory 
inclusion of a scene with Proteus in the Aristaeus episode of the fourth Georgic; Vergil is including a stock 
scene of the catching of Proteus (cf. the catching of Silenus Eel. 6), with no discernible non-poetic motive, 
while Euripides is deliberately reshaping a genealogy to glorify the Athenians.
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in ccv0po)7co\)q, excel eKiave TiocTpocpovfja 
AiyioGov SoXo^Tjiiv, 6 oi Tcatepa KXircov eKia;

Od. 1.296-300

She does not mention that Orestes avenged his father by killing his mother: this is not a 

detail relevant to Telemachus' position, and is not part of what he is being exhorted to 

do. Similarly, in the Iliad, when Achilles wants Priam to eat, he uses the example of 

Niobe in a very unexpected way, saying that even Niobe ate in her grief, so Priam, who 

has lost the one son he says he had left from many (//. 24.499), should eat too33 . This is 

not part of the "normal" version of the myth of Niobe as we know it; it is, however, a 

very good example of the retelling of a myth being influenced by the intended audience. 

The manipulation of a myth by a character in a poem to make a point to another character 

in the poem shows a way of dealing with myths which is also used by poets (and other 

writers) as they shape their retellings of myths for their audiences.

Perhaps the best examples of myths which are reshaped to appeal to a particular 

audience are the aetiological myths. Although the validity of myth as history was 

questioned by some Greeks34, heroic myth was generally seen as reporting real historical 

events. Foundation myths express something of what was felt to be the history of a 

colony, linking it, for example, to its mother city through a particular hero; a good 

example of this is Barrus of Thera, the founder of Cyrene. He is historically attested, and 

his family became the royal dynasty, but the origins of the family are linked to myth. 

For example, the Battiad claim to the throne of Cyrene is strengthened in Pindar Pyth. 4 

through the glorification of the Argonaut Euphemus, from whom the family was said to

33 //. 24.596-620. Cf. Macleod 1982 adloc. (especially 614-7), Willcock 1964. It is notable that the two 
main exemplary uses of myth from the Iliad do not use the standard versions of the myths, but have quite 
dramatically changed details to fit the point the speaker is trying to make. On this in the Meleager myth, 
and the relation to other versions, see Kakridis 1949 pp.11-42, Bremmer 1988, March 1987 pp.27-46.
34 E.g. Thuc. 1.9.4, 1.10.3; cf. Feeney 1991 pp.44-5, Wardman 1960.
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be descended. Battus' part in the foundation of Cyrene was stressed, and he was given 

hero cult, being buried in the market place35 . Aetiological myths are used in a similar 

way to myths being used paradigmatically: because X happened in mythological times, 

therefore today Y should be done, or situation Z should prevail. For example, in the 

Eumenides, Athens' recent alliance with Argos is justified by Orestes, who returns to 

Argos after his acquittal, saying that he will be friendly towards the Athenians for ever, 

and will ensure that the people of Argos will not attack Athens, because the Athenians 

helped him regain his throne by purifying his blood-guilt36 . Another example may be 

found in the works of Xenophon:

Because an Athenian (Triptolemos) had first bestowed the gift of corn on the 
Peloponnese and initiated Herakles and the Dioskouroi into the Eleusinian 
mysteries, therefore Athens and Sparta should not be enemies.37

Myths could thus be used to explain alliances38, and in a more strictly aetiological 

manner to explain the origins of particular rites and institutions: "why things are the way 

they are". An example of an aetiological myth explaining a rite is that connected with 

the second day of the Anthesteria at Athens, the Choes, or feast of wine-jars39 . The myth 

told how Orestes, while still polluted by the murder of his mother, came to Athens during 

the festival. Because of his pollution, he could not be allowed to enter the temples nor 

share the food and drink of the people of Athens. The king of Athens avoided both 

inhospitability and the pollution of his temples or people by ordering all the temples to

35 See Find. Pyth. 5.93, 124f., with scholia adloc. For Pindar possibly giving backing to the Battiad claim 
in time of turmoil, see Braswell 1988 pp.56-7, 64, and 141-50 on Battus as the founder of Cyrene. It is 
interesting that in the case of Battus the original name of the person involved (Aristoteles) may have been 
hidden beneath a Libyan word for king, which was interpreted as Greek and had a story built up round it in 
explanation - the name gives rise to the idea that Battus stuttered, and this is given as his reason for going 
to Delphi in the first place; once there, he received the oracle to found Cyrene.
36 Aesch. Bum. 763-771, especially 764; cf. Sommerstein 1989 adloc, and further Bremmer 1994 p.48.
37 Xen. HG 6.3.6, cited from Buxton 1994 p. 194 (his italics).
38 Cf. Hdt. 9.26-7, West 1985 p. 10-11.
39 Cf. Parke 1977 p. 114.
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be shut, and a wine jar to be distributed to each person40 . Myths may also be used to 

explain the presence of otherwise inexplicable objects at a particular place: for example, 

the story that the omphalos at Delphi was placed there by Zeus to mark the centre of the 

earth, or the inclusion of the detail of Leto holding on to a palm while giving birth to 

Apollo, to explain the palm on Delos.

Myths used as exempla are also reshaped to suit an audience and serve a 

particular purpose. The fact that the history of Alexander was distorted both during and 

after his lifetime does not make him later a less successful exemplum. The different 

types for which Alexander could serve as an example include "the victim of... passions", 

"the cruel tyrant", "the world-conqueror", "the emulator of ideal Homeric kingship"41 . 

Such one-sided views of Alexander depended on the emphasising of certain episodes, 

and, probably, the creation of new ones - or at least the exaggeration or adaptation of 

truth to a point where historical accuracy is completely lost42 . The differing ways in 

which Alexander could be regarded depended partly on the audience for whom each 

author was writing, and positive views of him seem to have their roots in either 

Ptolemaic rewriting of the story or in the comparison of Roman emperors to Alexander, 

and hence the desire to make him a fit example for them to follow43 .

40 The earliest definite reference to this story is Eur. 77947-60; cf. Sommerstein 1989 pp.3-4, n.8. This 
story may be an example of a myth being invented to explain the ritual, Sommerstein thinks, having 
evolved after the story of Orestes' purification in Athens. For further examples, see Bremmer 1994 pp.61- 
4, Versnel 1990.
41 Bosworth 1980 p. 13.
42 For example, the burning of Persepolis, which is described as both deliberate revenge and as the 
consequence of general assent to the drunken whim of the courtesan Thais. On this topic, see Bosworth 
1980 pp. 331-2, Bosworth 1988a p.93 (with much bibliography, n.197). The debate between Parmenion 
and Alexander in Arrian, although strictly speaking unhistorical, probably reflects a contemporary 
discussion over what the fate of Persepolis should be.
43 On Alexander reinterpreted for Roman sensibilities, see Morford 1967 ch.2 (Alexander in Lucan), 
Bosworth 1988b pp.94-5, 129-132 (on Arrian 5.26.1-2, attributing to Alexander a Roman view of the 
eastern ocean); ch.6 looks at Tacitus' view of Alexander as well as Arrian's, and pp.61-5 examines 
Arrian's use of Ptolemy as a source, and the historicity of this account.
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Thus it seems clear that when looking at a figure from Greek myth, one must be 

careful to examine each portrayal in the light of its intended audience, its author, and its 

genre, before concluding that it gives "the" version of the story or a "local variant". The 

naive reading of a myth with an authentic core version and variants dependent on this 

will not do, unless we have some special reason for assuming that there was a "core 

version" from which some authors deliberately departed. After further consideration of 

one of the main uses of myth in the ancient world - as paradigm - I will move on to 

examine Penelope in the light of these insights.

The Exemplary Use of Myth

The ancient use of references to myths to make a rhetorical point has already been 

mentioned, and the practice continues into the modern period: for example, Shylock in 

The Merchant of Venice calls Portia (disguised as Antonio's lawyer) "a Daniel come to 

judgement", a comment which reflects both the way in which she appears to be using the 

words of the original agreement, apparently condemning Antonio with his own words, 

and, possibly, the fact that she appears to be upholding the Jew's case44 . It is easy to see 

a development from saying, for example, that anyone crafty is like Odysseus, to calling 

them "an Odysseus", leaving unspoken the implication that this is because of their 

craftiness45 . We may presume that this was what was meant by Caligula's nickname for

44 IV.i.233, cf. Gratiano at IV.i.349; in the case of Susanna, Daniel convicted the elders of false witness 
through their own words, and was a young man when he did this, as Portia appears to be.
45 Cf. Bishop 1985 pp.8-9, 12-21 on the use of mythical allusion in Latin literature. A good summary of 
examples of comparing people to mythological and historical figures, mainly in Latin literature, is found in 
Griffin 1985 pp. 189-193, and Ohler 1925 collects Greek examples from epic, lyric, and fifth-century 
drama; see also Canter 1933, which collects both Greek and Latin examples. On mediaeval literature, cf. 
Curtius 1953 pp.59-62, 118, 362-4.
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Livia, Ulixem stolatam46, as reported by Suetonius: the force of stolatam is to stress her 

sex and the respectability which should go with her position. One may also consider the 

epithets given to Clodia during the trial of Caelius: Caelius called her quadrantaria 

Clytemnestra, a four-penny Clytaemnestra47 , and Cicero Palatinam Medeam, a Palatine 

Medea48 . The use of mythological characters as exemplars of particular traits was also 

found in Greece; for example, Alcibiades in the Symposium draws comparisons between 

contemporary figures and characters from the Iliad, while denying that any such parallel 

could be found for Socrates:

jiev oSv dv TK; mi dXXa EXOI ZcoKpdiTj ejcaiveoai mi 6ax>ndata- 
oc TCOV jiev dAAeov emTr|8e'DUttTa>v Tax' dv TK; Kai jcepi dXXot) Toiafrca 

eucoi, TO 6e urjSevi dvGpcoKcov ojioiov etvai, ufYce TCOV rcaXaicov \LT\IZ TCOV vuv 
OVTCOV, TOUTO d^iov TtavToq GatiuxxToq. otoq yap 'AxiA-Xeix; eyeveTo, 
aTteiKdaeiev dv TK; Kai BpaoiSav Kai dXXoxx;, Kai oto<; av nepiKXfjc;, Kai 
NeaTopa Kai 'Avrfivopa (eiai 8e Kai eTepoi) Kai Toi)q dA,Xo\)<; KaTd Tarn' dv 
TK; aTceiKd^oi.

PLSymp. 22 Ic

The characterisation of Brasidas and Pericles in this way - as the bold fighter and the 

careful counsellor - shows the familiarity of this use of myths; Socrates is an anomaly, 

because he cannot easily be compared to a mythical character.

Such treatment is not, however, limited to mythological characters; the continuum 

from myth into history is illustrated by the way in which historical figures are treated 

similarly to mythological ones when it comes to serving as exempla - as shown above, 

where Alcibiades moves readily from a contemporary parallel to others drawn from myth. 

Thus Wiseman can talk about the "common moral aim" of epic and history, as well as

46 Suet. Calig. 23.2; cf. Bishop 1985 p. 19 for a discussion of the force of this reference.
47 Caelius fr.26 Malcovati = Quint. 8.6.53; 'Clytaemnestra' is particularly apt given the insinuation that 
she had murdered her husband.
48 Pro Caelio 18; "Medea" points to use of poison, as well as general murderous qualities. For more 
details on the trading of mythological insults in this trial, see Austin 1960 p.vii and ad he. Bishop 1985 
p.14-16.
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tragedy, and say that they shared the same subject matter, KXea dv6pcov "whether at 

Thebes, or Troy, or Salamis" 49 . Longinus calls Herodotus cOu,r|piKoycaTO<;50, and it is clear 

that although he did make a distinction between the events of the Trojan War as legend and 

the Persian Wars as historical, vouched for by first- or second-hand eye-witness accounts, 

the distinction between legend and history is not drawn precisely, nor according to modern 

standards of historical truth51 . This practice of treating both historical and mythological 

stories in the same way, as a source for exempla, is one reason for Detienne's refusal to 

admit myth as a category the Greeks themselves thought in52 ; however, it is the practice 

and use made of the stories which is important, rather than their content, and the 

importance is that these are tales which are told orally. Therefore, as historical stories were 

told with the same rhetorical aims as mythological tales, it seems reasonable to suppose 

that they could be classed together, and that historical characters could come to be used in 

the same exemplary way as mythological figures53 (one might compare the parade of 

Roman heroes in Aen. 6 which treats legendary/mythological and historical figures in the 

same way)54 . The best example of this is probably Alexander: when Pompey sumamed

49 Wiseman 1979 pp. 143-53, quotations from pp. 144-5; the statement of a shared "moral aim" for tragedy 
and history derives from F. Walbank "History and Tragedy" Historia 9 (1960) pp.216-34 (= Selected 
Papers (Cambridge University Press 1985) pp.224-41)
50 On the Sublime 13.3.
51 Cf. Simonides POxy 3965, which compares the Trojan and Persian Wars, moving between them without 
any hint of a movement from myth to history (cf. West 1993). The shift from history to mythology seems 
to be partly a matter of separation from the present: the Marathonian dead were not heroised by their own 
generation, although they did receive a lower level of cult. In the second century BC, however, they were 
accorded full hero cult, which suggests that they were then felt to be sufficiently separate in time to be 
treated in the same way as mythological heroes. Cf. Parker 1996 pp. 136-7, Paus. 1.32.4, IG II 2 1006.69. 
52 Detienne 1986.
53 The usefulness of figures to serve as exempla is another form of "relevance to society"; the use of such 
names as a shorthand for evoking desirable or undesirable traits shows the position of these figures as 
Durkheimian "collective representations" (e.g. Durkheim 1895 pp.l-li, 1912 p.52; cf. Thompson 1982 
pp.60-63, 126-136, Burke 1992 pp.9 Iff.; Evans-Pritchard 1965 pp.53-64 gives a good overview of 
Durkheim's view of religion as a social construct which may be applied to other such constructs); cf. 
Barthes 1957 pp. 109-56, particularly p. 109 on myth as "social usage".
54 Cf. Litchfield 1914 pp. 1-6 for a list of figures used as moral exemplars in Roman literature; both 
mythological and historical figures appear.
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himself "Magnus" he was alluding to Alexander's title, and Antony also saw himself as a 

new Alexander; like Alexander, he assimilated himself to Dionysus55 . The lack of earlier 

examples is due partly to the problems inherent in trying to distinguish mythological and 

historical figures; historical figures become mythologised, and it is as such that they are 

treated like other mythological figures56 . In both Roman and Greek history, but 

particularly Roman, there is also a tendency to allot certain characteristics to certain 

families, due to the reputation of an early bearer of the name for displaying that 

characteristic57 . Thus Brutus, descendant of the killer of the last king of Rome, Tarquin, is 

set up against Caesar, who is portrayed as wanting to be king (historical figures reflecting 

historical figures who have been mythologised); the Decii (who, it can be argued, are both 

historical and mythic) are known for being self-sacrificing; and the younger Cato in Sallust 

is made to talk like, and with the moral authority of, Cato the Censor58 . A similarity in 

name may also be the basis for a link, even though there need not be a true genealogical 

connection. The similarity lulius/Iulus was used to link the Julian family to Aeneas, 

through his son lulus, so that Venus could be seen as the ancestor of the Julians and 

Augustus as a relative of Aeneas. A similar link was made between Pyrrhus of Epirus and 

Pyrrhus the son of Achilles (also known as Neoptolemus)59 .

55 Cf. above p. 29 on Alexander, Griffin 1985 p. 189, with nn.17, 18.
56 For example, Croesus was treated as a historical figure by Herodotus, but in Bacchylides' third 
epinician he appears as the mythical paradigm of a good man rescued by the gods (cf. Gould 1989 pp.34- 
5). One may compare the stories which collected around Judas Iscariot and Pope Gregory, as discussed by 
Edmunds 1985. These historical figures gather folk tales of the "Oedipus-type" around them (pp. 17-22) 
and are thoroughly mythologised by mediaeval tradition; as with other such tales, motifs have a tendency 
to double (pp.26-36) - thus the child who will commit incest is himself the product of incest, or is exposed 
at birth, or mutilated (or any combination), thus emphasising his birth as "bad" in some way.
57 Cf. Wiseman 1979 pp.25, 122-5 on family characteristics; Litchfield 1914 pp.26-7, 36-44 on Brutus and 
the perceptions of the younger Brutus, pp.45-8 on the Decii.
58 Cf. Griffin 1985 pp. 190-1; on Cato in Sallust, see Catilinae Coniuratio 52-5, Earl 1961 pp. 100-101.
59 Cf. Vergil Aen. 6.839 for an example of this linking.
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The movement towards treating mythological characters as exemplars of one or two 

particular traits, rather than as full and complicated personalities, probably has more than 

one cause. Canter suggested that the rise of formal rhetoric was a particular influence in 

fifth-century Athens. However, the paradigmatic use of myths appears in literature as early 

as Homer60, and such usage has its own rhetorical requirement that the figures be painted in 

simple terms. In considering the conceptual origins of the practice, one might start from 

Levi-Strauss's idea of totems as "good things to think with"61 , a concept easily extended to 

cover myths. Such a concept of myths as functional narratives begins to push myths in the 

direction of exemplarity. This exemplarity naturally arises in the context of rhetorical use 

of myth: complicated stories would confuse the parallels between the mythological figure 

and the person being compared with them. Thus a simplified view of the mythological 

figures develops out of, or alongside, the one-dimensional references which are all that is 

required for their rhetorical use. One might also compare more generally the tendency for 

minor characters in literature to be represented as stereotypes - simple characters whose 

essence can be grasped rapidly, because we are aware of that type of person without 

needing all the details spelt out62 . This is well known in modern literature (for example, the 

faithful family retainer, the dutiful second-in-command), but was particularly characteristic 

of the stylised medium of Greek tragedy (see ch.7). Such stereotyping is not, however, by 

any means limited to post-Homeric literature: one need only consider the figures of the 

faithful servants Eumaeus and (particularly) Philoetius in the Odyssey, and some of the

60 Cf. pp.26-7 above.
61 bonnes a penser; cf. Leach 1970 p.34, 40-44.
62 This may be linked to the way in which characters are generally perceived; it has been argued that our 
perception of character in both literature and life starts from a typological base, classifying people by 
particular traits. On this point, see Hochmann 1985, especially p.46, Harvey 1965, Chatman 1978 chs.4-5.
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lesser heroes, such as Idomeneus, in the Iliad. We see Idomeneus fighting, but his actions 

do not go beyond those of the stereotype of the hero: he is capable of killing his enemies.

This focusing of mythological characters to such two-dimensional portrayals may 

be influenced by their representations in art, particularly Greek art up to the fifth century. 

Vase paintings tend to distinguish particular characters by particular attributes. For 

example, Heracles is usually shown with his club and lion-skin. Such an image reinforces 

the idea of Heracles as strong, but also as wild. His strength is often implied also by his 

portrayal as an adult male, a man with a full beard, rather than a beardless youth. Such 

iconographical attributes may also have a generalised significance, as with the postures of 

mourning, which regularly include raising the hand to the head. This posture may imply 

grief even when there is not explicit reference to the cause in the image (see below p.78).

Domestic storytelling may have been another factor in the simplification of the 

mythological narratives, and the reduction of even the major mythological characters to 

exemplars of character traits. Storytelling even now tends to divide the world into the good 

and the bad, seeing people and motives in terms of black and white, rather than shades of 

grey. It seems plausible to suppose that tales were told at home from the earliest periods of 

Greek society, and that these tales could include mythological ones - tales known now only 

from their literary versions, but which formed part of the stock of oral tales in early Greece; 

although all our sources are literary, we may well have examples of reference to myth close 

to this sort of use in both tragedy and comedy: the nurse in Euripides' Hippolytus uses 

myths to persuade Phaedra63 , and the agon in the Clouds of Aristophanes shows myths

63 E. HippASOff. Barrett 1964 adloc. (p.241) takes the nurse's reference to written versions of myths to 
suggest that such stories were not as widely known as one might suppose, and cites Aristotle Poetics 1451 
b 25ff. to support this contention, a passage which suggests that the mythological stories were not so well 
known in the fourth century. However, the reference to written versions of the stories may well not prove 
that such tales were not in oral circulation; the nurse may be appealing to the authority of written versions
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being used by both sides as a normal part of argument64 . It also seems plausible to suggest 

that such retellings at home, where the key events of a story once heard would form the 

basis for the tale, could help to push mythological figures into exemplary roles. For 

example, when Euripides tells the tale of Phaedra, we can sympathise with a human victim 

of the gods, a woman deserted by her husband, even a woman with an excuse for falling in 

love with her stepson. If, however, we look only at the crucial plot elements of the story, a 

different picture may be found (exemplified by the story in Genesis of Potiphar's wife, with 

the difference that her revenge is not fatal to Joseph): stepmother tries to seduce her 

stepson, and when he, being a pure and chaste youth, repulses her, she takes revenge and 

causes his death, through the unwitting agency of his father. The bereaved father, innocent 

victim of a woman's wiles; the attractive youth, another innocent victim; the wicked 

woman: all are figures to be found in tales throughout the world. Portrayed in these terms, 

Phaedra may be seen as the paradigm of the wicked stepmother, of the lascivious woman, 

of what a woman should not be - a figure for whom we should have no sympathy. The 

story can be told in such a way as to lessen Phaedra's guilt; however, that guilt cannot be 

wholly removed without changing the story - she must still fall in love with Hippolytus and 

cause his death. Given this as the basis for the story, telling it in black and white terms 

paints Phaedra black and Hippolytus white. This argument from the "strength of the story­ 

line" will be a particularly important factor in the cases of stories with plot elements easily 

assimilated to common story-patterns65 - such as the wicked stepmother (how often do

to uphold her case - i.e. to show such things can happen in written texts, which makes them a good 
example to follow, as well as in the tales your nurse could tell you.
64 Ar. Clouds 1050-70.
65 Cf. examples gathered by Prince 1987 under "Plot Typology (2) Plots of Character": on Phaedra, see 
pp. 188-90 below.
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fairy tales talk of kind stepmothers?66) or the ephebic adventures of a youth growing to 

manhood (although the adventures may change, the basis of the journey, youth to 

manhood, remains constant). The variety and consistency of such adventures may be seen 

by comparing the tales of Heracles as a youth with those of Theseus, Telemachus, and 

Jason: all go on a journey, but the details are different, and reshaped in different tellings, 

influenced by other tales. Throughout the sixth and fifth centuries, the development of 

the myths surrounding Theseus show an assimilation to and then separation from 

Heracles67 ; Theseus is assimilated to Heracles to make him a hero of the first class, and 

his labours are expanded to make half a dodecathlon, but in Athens Theseus becomes a 

humane and civilising force, and hence is differentiated from Heracles who has a nature 

which is both partly bestial and partly divine68 . Theseus' labours on the road from 

Troezen to Athens are modelled on Heracles' labours, and Telemachus in the Odyssey is 

encouraged to be like Orestes, an avenger of his father.

When a mythological character known from earlier tales appears on stage (be it a 

real or metaphorical stage) initial perceptions are naturally coloured by earlier 

representations of the character: for example, when a Homeric hero such as Agamemnon 

appeared on the fifth-century stage, the audience's preconceptions would have been drawn 

mainly from his Iliadic and Odyssean representations69 . Each new representation adds

66 Even in antiquity the wicked stepmother became proverbial; for example, see Hesiod Op. 823-5, Eur. 
Ale. 305-10, Catullus 64.402, Vergil Eel 3.33, Geo. 2.128, 3.283, and Watson 1994, especially pp.1-19.
67 On this long recognised connection, see Mills \992passim, but especially ch.2 pp.45-102, and Calame 
1990 pp.72, 77-8, 404; for bibliography on the development of the Theseus myth, see Boardman 1982 p.l 
n.2. Boardman deals with the relationship of Heracles and Theseus pp.2-5, and on p. 12 calls the 
development of the labours of Theseus a "conscious imitation" of Heracles' labours.
68 Cf. Silk 1985 on Heracles' dual nature as man and god.
69 Cf. Goldhill 1990 pp. 109-110.
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more to the perception of the character, and each new representation will be intertextual 

with all previous versions. The exemplary use of myths, as discussed above, tends to push 

mythological figures and stories into simple categories: a tale for every occasion, to 

illustrate any point one might want to make. This is exemplified by the use of the story of 

Agamemnon's return and Orestes' vengeance in the Odyssey. Agamemnon is to be pitied, 

his son acted rightly in avenging him: everything is (relatively) straightforward. When the 

story is told in its own right, though, as happens for the tale of Agamemnon and Orestes in 

the Oresteia, the two-dimensional figures of the exemplary version of the story (which 

might be classed as "type" characters70) become more rounded characters, and the whole 

situation becomes more complicated. In the Oresteia, for example, Clytaemnestra is given 

some justification for her murder of Agamemnon: his murder of Iphigeneia and his 

introduction of Cassandra to their house. That is not to say that Clytaemnestra is right to 

kill him, but her action may be seen as in some sense justified: there is no simple right and 

wrong. The figure of Penelope shows how a mythological character can enter literature in 

two ways: in simplified form as an exemplum, and more rounded when allowed to appear 

as a developed character.

70 S.v. "type" in Prince 1987; his definition of "flat" and "rounded" characters also describes my use of 
these terms.
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Section II; Penelope Examined 

Chapter 3: Penelope's Origins

People think that stories are shaped by people. In fact, it's the other way around.
Stories exist independently of their players. .....
Stories etch grooves deep enough for people to follow in the same way that water 

follows certain paths down a mountainside. And every time fresh actors tread the path of 
the story, the groove runs deeper.

This is called the theory of narrative causality and it means that a story, once 
started, takes a shape . .....

This is why history keeps repeating all the time.
Terry Pratchett Witches Abroad (Victor and Gollancz 1991)

Penelope can provide a specific example of how myth draws on folk-tale and 

etymology for its development, how writers emphasised or ignored particular aspects or 

variants of the story for their own purposes, and how these interacted to produce a 

"general idea" of a particular mythological character. The case of Penelope is also 

instructive, in that it shows how such a prevailing "general idea" may persist even when 

variations on the usual story contradict it: in Penelope's case, the conflict is between her 

status as exemplary good wife and the variations of the story which made her the mother 

of the god Pan, or unfaithful to Odysseus with one or all of her suitors. An oral tradition 

is far happier at encompassing such apparent contradictions than a literary tradition; we 

may well remember that throughout antiquity, although poetry might be written to be 

read by an elite literate audience, the greater part of the population was illiterate, and 

myths would be mainly heard rather than read. Even a carefully written speech or play 

would have, for the majority, only an aural reception. This is particularly true for 

Classical Greece, where the mythology was not so much part of education as part of life; 

as I have argued above, by the Hellenistic and Roman periods, the great Classical myths 

tend to be retold for their narrative interest rather than for any contemporary social 

relevance. It is also possible that many of these tales were no longer being told in
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families and passed on orally, but were being taught as literature (above, p. 17-8). The 

relevance of this to Penelope, and the light which she may cast on this phenomenon, will 

be made clear below.

The Folk-tale Penelope

The references to Penelope and versions of her story which have survived for our 

consideration are, almost without exception, literary. We are aware that the mythological 

stories which we know from literary sources were told also by other storytellers, and it 

does not seem unreasonable to suppose that the one may have influenced the other. 

However, this is difficult to demonstrate, since the evidence we may cite is mainly 

indirect. One sign of an oral background to the mythological stories we have is the way 

in which some fall into folk-tale story-patterns. Another is the tendency for certain 

mythological characters, including Penelope, to be simplified into exemplars of 

particular character traits 1 . As outlined in the "theory of narrative causality" in the 

epigraph to this chapter, there are certain enduring patterns which make a good story, and 

these include the polarisation of issues and characters into opposites - good and bad, 

beautiful and ugly, faithful and faithless, etc. Folk tales and fairy-stories exemplify this, 

which is why a character like Penelope seems likely to have had her origin in such 

stories, for she represents one extreme of female behaviour. Her part in the folk-tale 

story forces her into one role; here we may contrast Odysseus, who, although he also has 

a part in folk-tale stories, is more flexible, because his role in these stories - that of the

1 Cf. above pp.30-7, particularly the case of Phaedra, where even the well-known second Euripidean 
version could not change her reputation.
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clever hero who gets out of trouble and solves his problems by the use of his wits - gives 

him a positive image as intelligent, but also leaves him open to the accusation of trickery. 

The folk-tale quality of the second half of the Odyssey2 goes beyond the widely 

recognised folk-tale nature of the stories of the wanderings, as shown by the relatively 

close correlation between the action in these books and 'functions' 23-31 as defined by 

Propp in his analysis of Russian folk tales3 :

23. Hero arrives (home or in another country) unrecognised.

- arriving at home, the hero is expected to stay with an artisan.

24. False hero presents unfounded claims.

25. Difficult task proposed to the hero.

- may be a test of strength.

26. Task is resolved.

27. Hero is recognised.

- by a mark, brand, thing given to him, and also by his accomplishment of 

the task.

28. False hero/ Villain exposed.

29. Hero given new appearance.

- may be by magical action of a helper, or by putting on new garments.

30. Villain is punished.

31. Hero marries and ascends to the throne.

- this may be a resumed marriage.

2 Cf. H&Ischer 1988, Hansen 1997.
3 Propp 1968 pp.60-64. Propp's analysis has not been universally accepted; for criticism of Propp, see 
Burkert 1979 pp.5-10, with bibliography cited p.146 n.3.
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Some of these functions appear more than once, and associated with different people: for 

example, there are several recognitions, and the motif of the task appears obliquely in 

Penelope's weaving, as well as in the test of the bow and the test proposed to 

Eurymachus by Odysseus at Od. 18.365-80 (the weaving parallels the examples quoted 

by Propp of a test of weaving shirts being set4). Although Propp did not intend a 

universal application for this formalist analysis of Russian folk tales, the same units may 

be found in archaic Greek epic, which suggests that some form of more universal plot 

element is being identified. It is possible that, as Periling has proposed in connection 

with the tale of Cupid and Psyche5 , the apparent similarity of plots between archaic 

Greece and modern Russia is dependent not on independent traditions using the same 

plot elements, but on a literary heritage based partly on the importance of Homer for 

education over many centuries; however, although such influence might explain some 

details, the plot pattern of the returning husband does seem to be sufficiently widespread, 

and so obvious a theme for story-telling, to allow us to accept that "folk tales" - 

commonly told stories - on this theme did exist before the Odyssey.

The story of Penelope as told in the Odyssey appears to link two common "folk­ 

tale" storylines: the story of the returning husband6, and the story of the princess's 

wooers. The absent husband or lover is a fairly common figure in folk tales; Thompson

4 Propp 1968 p.61, tales 104, 267.
5 Fehling 1977, reviewed in Dowden 1979. Although Fehling is probably right to stress the literary 
ancestry of the tale of Cupid and Psyche (see Kenney 1990 pp. 17-19), his more radical suggestion about 
the illusion of an oral tradition of folk-tale seems overstated. There has almost certainly been influence on 
oral traditions by written texts (cf. the Coan folk tale apparently based on a tale of Erysichthon, discussed 
by Hollis 1970 pp. 130-2, 154-7), but this does not mean that the concept of an oral folk-tale tradition, with 
elements shared across the globe, is completely unacceptable. The fact that an element been found good 
enough to retain in an oral tradition, even if its original source is literary, can tell us something about its 
universal appeal.
6 See Thomson 1914 p. 103, Radermacher 1915, Tolstoi 1934, Page 1955 pp. 1-3, with further bibliography 
p. 18 n.l, Holzapfel 1990; cf. Splettstosser 1898.
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1955-8 gives examples from all over the world. It is notable that many of these examples 

portray the wife/woman as unfaithful, the husband returning unrecognised to chastise 

her. When the woman remains faithful, her fidelity is often linked to the motif of a quest 

- as, for example, in the story of Psyche, who has to fulfil various requirements before 

she can regain her husband7 , or the less contentious examples of "Finist the Bright 

Falcon" or "The Lute Player"8 . A similar element of suffering and endurance may be 

found in the Odyssey9 s telling of the story of Penelope: her suffering over the long years 

of her husband's absence is stressed, and her heroism is emphasised by the use of a lion 

simile to describe her (Od. 4.791-4). Odysseus' mistrust of Penelope would be well- 

founded if this story were to follow the more common pattern associated with the 

returning husband, namely that of return to an unfaithful wife, as happened to 

Agamemnon. It has been suggested that this was indeed the original version of the myth 

known to Homer, but that Penelope has been whitewashed9, thus creating a better 

contrast between Agamemnon and Odysseus, Penelope and Clytaemnestra. The fact that 

this became the dominant version of Penelope would be particularly notable if such an 

innovation were Homeric 10 .

The theme of the returning husband is not only widespread, but has many 

variables 11 . For those familiar with the story of the returning husband from Classical

7 The tale of Cupid and Psyche, as mentioned above, has been seen as a literary imitation of a folk tale by 
Fehling; whether or not this is the case, its plot elements do seem to appear in folk tale, and so must at 
least have been adopted as suiting that genre. The motif of testing of a wife is widespread; see Thompson 

1955-8 H360-99.
8 The girl engaged to Finist the Bright Falcon wears out three pairs of iron shoes in her wanderings in 
search of him; "The Lute Player" tells a story closely resembling the rescue of Richard the Lionheart by 
Blondel, but the role of the minstrel is taken by the king's wife, in disguise. Both come from Russia, and 

are retold by Andrew Lang in his Violet Fairy Book.
9 Graves 1955 pp.84, 203, 1960 pp.374-5, Thomson 1914 ch.3, Peyrefitte 1949 pp.25-6.
10 The question of the "original" character of Penelope is discussed below.
11 Splettsto'sser 1898 pp.7-8 refers to Italian and Saxon folksongs, found in Nigra Canti popolari del 
Piedmonte (pp.!68ff.) and G. Schaumbach/W. Miiller Niedersacksische Sagen und Marchen (Gftttingen 
1855): variables include the reasons for absence and the occupation of the husband (in Nigra's collection,
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mythology, Splettstosser's conclusion is perhaps surprising: that one of the most usual 

patterns is for the man who returns home to find his wife (happily) remarried, to 

reconcile himself to the marriage, and to go on his way, never letting his wife know that 

he returned. Stories in which the husband returns home just as his wife is about to 

remarry form a subset in which the bias seems to be more towards a faithful wife 12 . Stith 

Thompson defines the motif of the "homecoming husband" by the return of the husband 

just as the wife is about to remarry 13 ; as shown by Splettstosser, this is too narrow a 

definition of the motif as a whole, but it does parallel the Odyssey more closely. Such 

stories, like the Odyssey, often involve divine or providential interference to bring about 

the desired result, though the linking of a return to a vow of sacrifice (to the devil, a 

giant, or other monster14), is not paralleled in the Odyssey. The woman may (as in the 

Odyssey) be put under pressure to (re)marry by her parents 15 . Similar stories may be 

found all over Europe, and beyond, and it seems plausible that the favoured variants at 

any specified place and time will reflect contemporary fears and tastes. Thus today's

all were soldiers). Further modern parallels are cited by Peyrefitte 1949 p.234 n.l. The Italian tales tend 
to have a similar situation to that found in the Odyssey (husband returns as wife is about to remarry), but 
some show the wife or fiancee (re)married, and this also is the usual pattern of the German tales. Such a 
remarriage, however, may not be conscious adultery, but rather the result of a false announcement of the 
husband's death (as in William Goldman's The Princess Bride, Tennyson's Enoch Arden, where the lapse 
of time has been long enough for the wife to have children by her new husband, or Sophocles' Phaedra 
frr. 686-7 Radt). The continual dichotomy, faithful or unfaithful, no other options, is clearly cast in 
patriarchal terms: the woman is defined almost solely by her relationship with her husband (cf. pp.2-4 
above).
12 In the light of Splettstosser's statement that the wife is frequently unfaithful, it is interesting to note that 
of the nine examples to be found in Edmunds 1993, the only one in which the wife is willingly unfaithful 
is a German tale collected by the brothers Grimm.
13 Thompson 1955-8 N681, Aarne Type 301, 400, 665. Similar tales, not classed as part of the "returning 
husband" theme by Thompson, may be found under K1551, 1813, 1814, 1815.1 (the return in humble 
disguise: see Aarne Type 935).
14 For example, in the story of Beauty and the Beast, where Beauty is the price of (in this case) the release 
of her father, or various stories of pacts with the Devil, where the price is "the first living creature to greet 
you/ cross the bridge/ etc.", but this condition is often fulfilled by a pet rather than the expected wife or 
child. Cf. Frazer 1921 vol.11 pp.394-404, an appendix on the "Vow of Idomeneus", which gathers 
parallels for this sort of rash vow. 
15 As in the Serbian song "The Twice-Bride", on which see Splettstosser 1898 pp.42-3.
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popular romantic Hollywood films prefer to use as their climax the return of the hero in 

the nick of time (whether physically or metaphorically, in that it is only at the last minute 

that he realises whom he truly loves, as in Four Weddings and a Funeral (1994) or When 

Harry Met Sally (1989)), thus demonstrating the triumph of "true love" over all 

obstacles; while tales of the returning soldier leaving his remarried wife in ignorance 

would perhaps speak more to an audience familiar with the tradition of courtly love, the 

chaste "love from afar" celebrated by troubadours. The decision of the heroine of Brief 

Encounter (1945) to stay with her husband and family, despite her desire not to, does not 

speak so clearly to a society where divorce is more common and the status of the 

individual more highly regarded. Renunciation can form a climax as well as reunion, but 

it is more subtle and low-key.

The motif of testing suitors to find the best is more often attached to an unmarried 

woman, as in the cases of Helen, Atalanta, and Penelope herself. According to 

Pausanias, Penelope originally married Odysseus after he won a foot-race 16 . She is also 

said to have been his prize for suggesting a scheme to Tyndareus whereby he could 

marry Helen to one of her suitors without causing bloodshed. Both of these stories 

reflect aspects of the Homeric Odysseus: he was known as a good runner (it is he who 

wins the foot-race at the funeral games of Patroclus), and his cleverness is attested in 

both epics and elsewhere. Penelope, it may be noted, has no active role in either of these 

stories. This is, in many ways, typical of the heroine of such tales - her role is usually to 

be the prize, or a passive pawn, in a game played out by men. Such is the role played by 

Deianeira in the struggle between Nessus and Heracles as she describes it in the

16 3.12.4. According to Herodotus (6.126ff.), this method of disposing of a daughter was used by the 
historical tyrant Cleisthenes of Sicyon, when searching for a husband for his daughter Agariste: a case of 
life following the pattern of a traditional tale.
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Trachiniae 11 . Given the regular association of the motif of "return in the nick of time" 

with a passive role for the wife, cast as "damsel in distress", the Odyssey is noteworthy 

for the way that, circumscribed as her role may be, it allows Penelope some part in the 

action.

The motif of testing a wife, as Odysseus seems to be doing in the Odyssey, is 

common in folk tales 18 . Rama regains his wife, Sita, only to demand that she undergo a 

test of chastity 19, and the story of Cephalus and Procris includes Cephalus' testing of his 

wife by appearing in disguise and trying to seduce her. Although girls may be tested 

before their marriage for virtues such as thrift and domestic skills, as well as for chastity, 

tests for a wife more commonly concern her chastity and obedience, as in the tale of 

Patient Griselda20 and the testing of Katherine and the other wives at the end of The 

Taming of the Shrew. Reunion with a wife who has come through such testing 

successfully provides a suitable finale for a tale (although the way in which the wife 

joyfully accepts reunion after the treatment given her in, for example, the tale of Patient 

Griselda - her children removed apparently to death, herself stripped, divorced, and 

expected to prepare the feast for the new bride - is not straightforwardly acceptable now).

The returning husband and the wife's suitors are not the only folk-tale motifs 

attached to Penelope. A story which seems incidental and almost pointless in Homer 

describes how Penelope put off her suitors for several years by saying she could not

17 Soph. Trach. 9-26, especially 22-4; cf. 507ff.
18 See Tolstoi 1934, especially pp.266-72; bride tests in general are gathered by Thompson 1955-8 H360- 
399, those involving making a dress are listed at H381.1, and Aarne Type 1451; H383.2 also collects tests 
connected with weaving and spinning, including stories from India, Africa, and Iceland.
19 Like Penelope, Sita in the Ramayana is usually portrayed as wholly faithful to her husband, but the 
Santal version of the story accuses her of adultery with the demon Rava and all his brothers during the 
time they held her captured.
20 Chaucer The Clerk's Tale.
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marry until she had finished weaving a shroud for her father-in-law Laertes21 , then 

unwove by night what she had done during the day. The discovery of this trick by the 

suitors should have led immediately to the issue of her remarriage being forced to a 

resolution, but in the story as told by Homer there appears to be a hiatus of a couple of 

months before the issue is brought to a conclusion by the contest of the bow22 . When the 

shade of the suitor Amphimedon describes the events on Ithaca to Agamemnon in the 

underworld, the expected scheme seems to be adhered to more closely: the stratagem of 

unweaving is discovered and immediately Odysseus arrives home and Penelope plots the 

downfall of her suitors with him. McCartney, in a study of the motif of undoing by night 

work done by day, comes to the surprising conclusion that Penelope is one of only two 

examples of those studied where the undoer is the same as the doer; there is another 

example of a woman's weaving being undone in order to avoid marriage, but in that case 

the unraveller is the girl's father23 . Perhaps Penelope's weaving should be linked to that 

in stories such as "Rumpelstiltskin", where the weaving is a test to be accomplished 

before marriage, or stories such as "Donkeyskin", where a special dress is demanded 

before marriage24 . One example of the motif which may be copied from the tale of

21 Cf. West 1989 pp.116-7, 1988 pp.137-8, Barber 1991 ch.15 on the importance of funerary cloths and 
questions related to Penelope's weaving.
22 For literal-minded complaints, see Page 1955 pp. 120-1. Cf. Goldhill 1988 pp. 1-9, who denies that the 
story is pointless in Homer, as it shows Penelope's resourcefulness. Although this is true, the timing of the 
weaving of the shroud is a notable change from the usual version of the folk tale - doubtless deliberate. 
Barber 1991 p.363 suggests that three years for such a piece of weaving would not be unreasonable.
23 Tarchetius, in Plutarch Romulus 2.4-8; see McCartney 1953.
24 Crooke 1898 pp. 122-30 says that it is more normal for a woman to have to weave her wedding dress 
rather than a shroud, but does not seem to cite any concrete examples; he backs his argument up by 
reference to stories such as "Donkeyskin", and consideration of the ill-omen of linking marriage to 
weaving a shroud. Barber 1991 p.358-9 points out that a (potpoq often serves as a woman's dress, thus 
deconstructing part of the opposition between wedding and funerary clothes.
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Penelope occurs in the story of St. Agatha, who wove a (wedding) veil by day, but 

unwove it at night, in order to put off her marriage25 .

The story of Penelope's weaving seems to have impressed modern minds more 

than it did Homer - as mentioned above, it seems almost incidental in Homer's telling of 

the story, and the plot of the Odyssey would lose nothing if the weaving trick was not 

referred to26 . This suggests that it is a traditional part of the story of Odysseus and 

Penelope, for its introduction otherwise seems rather pointless. If putting off her suitors 

by a trick is part of the "original" tale of Penelope (allowing for the fact that the "original 

story" may not have been wholly consistent), then it is logical to conclude that in the 

"original story", Penelope was faithful to Odysseus27 . (The possible connection between 

Penelope's name and her weaving will be discussed below.)

A good example of how a story can be changed in later retellings, following 

recognisable plot patterns, is offered by the true story of a returning husband, that of 

Martin Guerre, a sixteenth-century Frenchman, whose story entered local legend. 

Having left in disgrace, abandoning his wife and child, Martin reappeared only after a 

man subsequently identified as Arnaud du Tilh had been living as Martin Guerre, with 

his wife, and as his father's heir, for several years28 . The doubts of family and friends 

were overcome by the fake Martin, who had prepared himself well for his role. The

25 Acta Sanctorum Febr. i p.604 E; cf. West 1988 p. 138 on Od. 1.93 ff. (also West 1989 p.l 16). The story 
is clearly a later addition to the legend of St. Agatha, as it does not appear in any of the versions of her life. 
Cornelius, a sixteenth-century Dutchman who is the source for this part of the legend, makes the 
comparison with Penelope explicit.
26 This is not to say that the Odyssey as a work of literature would not suffer - 1 am making the point only 
that this is not an element vital to the plot.
27 Contra Graves et al.\ cf. n.9.
28 A similar story is cited by Peyrefitte 1949 p.234 n.l, that of Colonel Chabert, which was also the 
subject of a film.
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Odyssey seems to envisage a similar imposture as a possibility; when Penelope finally 

recognises the man in front of her as her husband, she says:

cdei yap uoi 8t>u6<; evi aifiGeaai cpi 
eppiyei (if] TI<; ue Ppoicov anacpouo erceaaiv 
eA,6wv TcoXXoi yap KCCKCI Kep8ea po'oA.evo'oaiv.

Ctf.23.215-7

Her testing of Odysseus has confirmed him as her husband, and not another man in 

disguise.

In her introduction to an historical account of the story of Martin Guerre, the 

historian Natalie Davis writes that while acting as adviser to the production of a film 

version of the story, she was disturbed by the simplification of the story, the 

interpretation of motives which was necessary to make a good film. She writes:

These changes may have helped to give the film the powerful simplicity that had 
allowed the Martin Guerre story to become a legend in the first place, but they 
also made it difficult to explain what actually happened.29

In her summary of treatments of the story, Davis includes brief accounts of their notable 

features. Of that by F. Gavot de Pitaval, she comments:

One of the most interesting retellings of the case of Martin Guerre, and the only 
one to speculate freely on the possibility that Bertrande [de Rols, Martin's wife] 
was the accomplice of Arnaud du Tilh: "Many people will believe that Bertrande 
de Rols helped deceive herself because the error pleased her." The impostor 
could not have shown all the tiny gestures special to the original. 30

The doubt thus cast on the wife's fidelity is not a surprising development. Another 

version, by Charles Hubert, is condemned as "so romanticized as to be 

unrecognizable"31 ; the hero is named "Martinguerre", a count who has been away in the 

West Indies, and the villain is unmasked by his own father - a similar romanticization of

29 Davis 1983p.viii.
30 Davis 1983 p. 130, on F. Gavot de Pitaval Causes celebres et interessantes (Paris 1734) vol. 1 ch. 1.
31 Davis 1983 p. 131, on Charles Hubert Le Faux Martinguerre, ou La Famille d'Artigues, Melodrama en 
Trois Actes (Paris: Barba 1808).
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the story to that undergone by the story of the Odyssey in modern retellings. One of the 

earliest surviving sources for the story, the accounts of Jean Coras, transformed the story 

rather differently into a morality tale, using it for his own purposes when it allowed him 

to make digs at Catholic superstition32 . There is a telling parallel with the Odyssey both 

in the simplification of the characters and their motives, and in the doubt cast on the 

wife, abandoned by her husband to become an object of suspicion.

Pan and Penelope

The other stories found about Penelope have seemed to some so much at odds 

with her Homeric persona that a conflation of two or more mythological Penelopes has 

been suspected33 ; the early identification of divergent local Penelopes seems the best 

explanation. The position of Penelope as the mother of Pan has sometimes been taken to 

be the "original" version of Pan's birth34, but this would contrast with the notable paucity 

of early references (almost all of which before the Hellenistic period survive only in 

mentions by scholiasts35 ). The exception is Herodotus 2.145, where it is placed, 

significantly, alongside stories which are better known now: Herodotus seems to take 

knowledge of it for granted, but he may be doing so as a ploy in the context of the 

argument he is constructing about Egypt and Greece. It must be assumed that 

rationalisations involving a second Penelope were either unknown to Herodotus 

(probably as being later in origin), or known to him and deliberately ignored. A single

32 Burke 1984, Davis 1983 chs. 10, 11.
33 Cf. Nonnus Dionysiaca 14.87 ff. (cf. 24.86-7), Tzetzes aJLycophron Alexandra 772. Nonnus says that 
there are two Pans, one the son of Sose, the other of a nymph Penelope (14.92-3: TOV 6e vo^aic; oiwv 
NOUAOV cpiXov, onrcote Nuuxpriq | 6eu,viov aypa\)A,oio 8i£aTixe nt|VEXoKei.T|<;). Tzetzes' statement that 
the two Penelopes are not the same may derive from Nonnus or from Nonnus' source for this innovation.
34 For example, Thomson 1914 pp.46-7.
35 Cf. Appendix 2 below, StUckelberger 1965 p.l 11.
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Penelope is what one might expect - the stories accumulate around one figure, and then, 

later, when one version is dominant, attempts are made to explain away the variations 

(for example, the splitting of Erechtheus/Erichthonius into two characters36). Although 

one cannot be certain, it seems likely that a story which makes Odysseus the father of 

Pan is a later rationalisation, based on the assumption that Penelope was faithful to 

him37 . Similarly, stories which make Antinous or Amphinomus the father of Pan by 

Penelope are probably drawing on the Odyssey as the source for the name, but combining 

this with the idea that Penelope may not have been faithful to Odysseus. These two are 

then the obvious candidates for her adultery - Antinous, the leader of the suitors, and 

Amphinomus, who, we are told, was Penelope's favourite among the suitors38 . The 

version given by Douris, that Pan was fathered by all the suitors, would seem to be a 

rationalisation based on the name. The reference to this in the Syrinx of [Theocritus] 

suggests that a learned Hellenistic poet knew at least two versions of the fathering of 

Pan, but this does not tell us much about which versions were commonly known either at 

a contemporary date or earlier.

It is possible not only that one version of Pan's fathering on Penelope is 

connected with the Greek enthusiasm for etymologising, but also that the link to 

Penelope herself may also have etymological roots39 . Hr\V£K6nr\ is sometimes linked not 

only to 7ir|viov, the wool to be worked in a day, but also to ndv, the Doric form of her 

name being riaveXoTca. An ambitious attempt to link ndv and Tcrjviov is made by a 

scholiast (T) to Iliad 23.762:

36 Cf. OCD1 s.v. "Erechtheus" and "Erichthonius", Parker 1987, Kearns 1989 pp.110-115, 160-1.
37 Another reason for doubting the antiquity of this story is the source; it is only known from the first 
Vatican mythographer, who was writing in the tenth century AD. If this story was current in antiquity, one 
would hope for an earlier attestation than this.
38 Od. 16.397ff.;cf. p.312.
39 See below for a full discussion of the etymology of Penelope's name.
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TtTjviov : Teapot TOY Haver outoq yap e\)p£Tf]<; ixpaauaTcov. 
oi 8e   ' ixpfiviov ', TO i)jco toix; U^TOIX; 6v.

Borgeaud disagrees:

the fact remains that Pan means "shepherd" and has etymologically nothing to do 
with Penelope. The relation drawn by Greek mythology between the goat-god 
and the wife of Odysseus (besides revealing a certain fascinating ambiguity in her 
status as "model wife") remains for us a mystery that the connection of Odysseus 
with Arcadia, and Hermes, is insufficient to dispel. Do we here have to do with 
relatively late elaborations tending to make connections between Arcadia and its 
gods and the old Homeric poems (which do tend to neglect Arcadia) or rather 
with the enigmatic vestiges of a very ancient mythology?40

This last question sums up the problem when trying to analyse a myth from its various 

representations, the problem of priority of link and possible explanation. Etymology is a 

particularly difficult field from this point of view.

However, one can draw some tentative conclusions about the relationship 

between Pan and Penelope. Scholiasts suggest that Pan was first described as the child 

of all the suitors by Douris; this does not give us more than a probable terminus ante 

quern in the late fourth or early third century BC. However, it seems plausible that the 

linking of Pan and Penelope came first, and that linking the name Pan to all the suitors is 

a later development - though the name Pan may have been linked to "all" before this, as 

there are other explanations of his name involving the word rcav41 . A jump immediately 

from linking Hav and Tiav to linking Hdv and rcavTec; uvrjaifjpeq seems unlikely to me; 

the intermediary step of linking Pan and Penelope seems necessary. As discussed above,

40 Borgeaud 1988 p.210 n.77. On p.54, Borgeaud says of the description of Pan as the child of Penelope 
and Hermes: "Penelope's connections with Arcadia are well documented, and Pan has too close a kinship 
with Hermes, god of Mount Kyllene, for anyone to doubt the antiquity of this version". Penelope's 
connections with Arcadia are documented in WQst's RE article, col. 460-6.
41 For example HHym 19.47, PI. Cratylus 408b. Cf. Alien 1995 pp.150-1, who thinks that the link 
between Pan and Penelope draws on the same Indo-European tale as the Mahabharata's tale of Draupadi 
(who is also polyandrous) as the mother of the "All-gods", the Vishvedevas. Alien also sees a parallel 
between Penelope's lover in the form of a goat, Hermes, and her husband's metamorphosis into a horse 
(Servius ad V. Aen. 2.44, Sextus Empiricus Adv. Math. 1.267) and Draupadi's involvement in a ritual 
including a goat then a horse.
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it seems likely too that the naming of Odysseus or one of the suitors as the father of Pan 

is a development subsequent to the naming of Penelope as his mother, and subsequent to 

the Odyssey in something at least very close to its present form. This leads to the 

conclusion that the "original" father of Pan, when Penelope was named as the mother, 

was probably one of the two divine males mentioned in our sources - Apollo or Hermes. 

Roscher attributes the two different names to local legends, the name of each god 

appearing where his cult was strongest: Apollo by Mt. Lycaeon, Hermes in Mantineia42 . 

The divinity of the father would also help establish Pan's divinity; most gods with 

human mothers have divine fathers (e.g. Heracles, Dionysus) rather than two mortal 

parents (see below on the possibility of Penelope's divinity). Thus for various reasons it 

appears likely that if Pan were Penelope's son, his father was Apollo or Hermes, rather 

than one of the humans who are named in other sources.

Modern scholars have tended to concentrate on Hermes as the father of Pan, 

because of the Arcadian connection. Hermes is also the only father for Pan by Penelope 

named outside the scholia before the Hellenistic period - in Herodotus (2.145), our 

earliest non-fragmentary source for the linking of Penelope and Pan. Those who wish to 

argue for the divinity of Penelope gain most support by linking her to Arcadia, and 

identifying Hermes as the father of Pan strengthens this link, because of Hermes' own 

links with Arcadia. However, one has still to explain the references to Apollo as the 

father of Pan. Apollo as god of poetry does seem to have links with pastoral deities in 

later pastoral poetry - he is important for both Theocritus and Vergil - but this is not 

really a satisfactory explanation. Both Apollo and Hermes do have links with Arcadia43 ;

42 Cf. Roscher Lexicon s.v. Pan col. 1379-80, Roscher 1894, which collect eighteen variations on the 
parentage of Pan, and speculate on the origins of some.
43 Immerwahr 1891 pp.72-96 on Hermes, pp. 128-139 on Apollo collects the evidence for worship of 
various gods in Arcadia with a brief commentary.
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Hermes' connection, however, appears stronger than that of Apollo. Both gods were 

associated with music - as was Pan - and both also had links with herding: Hermes' first 

recorded feat in the Homeric Hymn is the theft of Apollo's cattle and the creation of the 

lyre from a tortoise shell and cattle-gut. Pan was particularly a country god, connected 

with shepherds and their music44 , so a genealogical link to either Apollo or Hermes 

would be explicable.

Penelope's Arcadian connection is not as unproblematic as has been thought. 

Our best evidence is that of Pausanias (quoted below, p. 5 8); more evidence has been 

found in Penelope's change of name (see pp.57-8). The "original" names suggested for 

her by various ancient scholia include Arnaia and Arnakia, both of which suggest a link 

to a place called Arne. However, there are several places called Arne in Greece: RE lists 

four towns, one spring or fountain, and three people. One of the towns is in Boeotia, the 

spring in Arcadia. Of the people, one is the eponymous heroine of the Boeotian town, 

the daughter of Aeolus and mother of Boeotus and Aeolus, another the nymph of the 

spring in Arcadia. The RE article on Arne cites Penelope's change of name as further 

evidence for linking Odysseus and the myths about him to Boeotia - the author does not 

press the Arcadian link45 . Wiist, in his RE article on Penelope, gives three pieces of 

evidence linking her to Arcadia. The first is the evidence of her tomb on the road out of 

Mantineia, as described in Pausanias. The second is her link to Pan, who is taken to be 

Arcadian in origin46 . The third item of evidence connects Penelope and Odysseus with 

Arcadia. Again, it is largely based on Pausanias, this time on the report of the foot-race 

run to win her and the statue put up by her father in Arcadia. The argumentation here, as

44 Cf. Roscher Lexicon s.v. Pan col. 1382-85.
45 s.v. Arne 6.
46 Cf. RE Suppl. VIII s.v. Pan (Brommer), Burkert 1985 p. 172, Immerwahr 1891 pp. 192-206, Roscher 
Lexicon s.v. Pan col. 1349-57.
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so often when trying to reconstruct the early history of Greek myths, is rather circular - 

the Arcadian connection is said to back up Penelope's claim to be the mother of Pan, but 

the "fact" that she was the mother of Pan is a significant part of the evidence for an 

Arcadian connection.

Penelope may be linked to Boeotia through the possibility of her name coming 

from a Boeotian town. The theory that the Homeric poems were shaped in Boeotia has 

also suggested a Boeotian link for both Penelope and Odysseus47 . Boeotian Catalogue 

poetry is assumed to have been a well-established genre, surviving in the Hesiodic 

Theogony and Catalogue of women, and possibly in the Iliadic catalogue of ships, which 

places the Boeotians surprisingly prominently. The similarities to the Catalogue of 

women might suggest a Boeotian source for the list of heroines in the Nekuia. The idea 

that such poetry was Boeotian in origin is supported by the fact that Odysseus' nekuia is 

undertaken in order to consult Teiresias, a seer connected with Thebes, and hence 

Boeotian48 . Penelope's "original name" may be thought to provide a link to Boeotia, as 

mentioned above, but so may her more usual name: the best parallel for the nTjveX- stem 

is a name from the Iliad (2.494), nrjVEXeox;, which belongs to a Boeotian commander.

Links between Odysseus and Penelope and Boeotia seem thus to be weaker than 

their connections with Arcadia - and the latter, as seen above, are far from 

unproblematic. It is unclear what light the story of Penelope's change of name can throw 

on the question of her origins; it is also unclear whether determining her origins could 

help to explain her change of name. What is clear, however, is that Penelope's 

connection with Pan cannot be justified solely on the grounds of her "Arcadian

47 Cf. Powell 1996 pp.31-2.
48 Thomson 1914, chs. 2, 5 suggests that Odysseus was a Boeotian hero who gained Arcadian connections 
after a migration of the original inhabitants of Boeotia.



connections"; however, that there was traditionally some connection between Pan and 

Penelope at least in local tradition is equally clear.

Penelope the goddess?

Pan's relationship with Penelope has raised the question of whether Penelope was 

originally a goddess. The idea that she could not be the mother of a god unless she were 

herself originally divine seems implausible49, but this is not the only way in which her 

identity as the mother of Pan has been taken as proof of her original divine status. Some 

modern scholars, taking the postulated link between Penelope, Flow and Tcav/jcotvieq 

Hvnaifpeq as the true etymology of the name, assume that this implies orgiastic rites 

involving Penelope50 . She is therefore taken to be another instantiation of the "Great 

Mother Goddess", represented by Cybele, and with links to Demeter and Artemis of 

Ephesus. This explanation seems extremely improbable - the story of Pan as the son of 

all the suitors is, as argued above, probably a comparatively late rationalisation, while 

Penelope's status as a goddess would have to be posited as an early belief, which had 

almost completely disappeared by the time we have any evidence. Nevertheless, the 

notion of Penelope's original divinity persists sufficiently to require discussion51 .

49 Although it might be argued that Pan's divinity can be taken as proof of Penelope's alleged original 
status as a goddess, it does not follow that Penelope must be divine in order to have a divine son, 
particularly if the father were divine: Dionysus is the son of a god and a mortal woman (but so was 
Sarpedon, whose death caused his father much grief in the Iliad). Divinities who are half-mortal by birth 
seem generally to have divinity on the father's side rather than the mother's, for example, Aphrodite's 
child by Anchises, Aeneas, was mortal, as was Eos' son Memnon (and Achilles, son of Peleus and Thetis).
50 Graves 1960 p.289 has this wild speculation; Thomson 1914 pp.48-59 sees Penelope as a counterpart to 
Artemis, an unmarried mother of one son, like other women associated with Artemis, such as Atalanta 
(indeed a mother of one son, but usually portrayed as married) and Callisto. As Artemis has been seen as 
an orgiastic mother goddess, as she appears at Ephesus, so could Penelope have appeared. The weakness 
of the argument is patent. Cf. Alien 1995 p. 150-1.
51 Cf. Larson 1995 p.79, Lyons 1996 p.5-6, both of whom talk about "faded goddesses".
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Thomson argues that in the story of Penelope's "original name" we have a further 

indication of her original divine status. The change of name is recounted in four sources 

in slightly different forms:

Xeyeiai yap 'Apvaia Ttpotepov KaA,oi)U£vr| rcapa TCOV cpvvTCov 
iq TTJV GaXaaaav EKpupfjvai, eita vno TIVCOV opvecov Tcnve^oTtcov Xeyojievcov 

tic, Tfjv %epaov £^£V£x0fjvai, mi OX>TCO<; avaXr)q>0£iaav i>no TCOV 
y£vvT|advTcov 6vouaa0fjvai Ilr|veX67UT|v CXTCO tf|q 6pvi6cov oucovouiaq, Kai 
TpacpEiaav 8icbvvuov etvai TO XOITIOV.

Scholion to Pindar Ol. 9.79d

TTJV 8e rir|veA,67CT|v, Ai6i)uo<; (prjaiv 'Ap,eipcxKr|v r\ 'ApvaKiav
aDTC^ioi) 8e pixj/avToq a\)Tr|v eiq 0cxXaaaav 8ia TTJV TO\) w 
TCOIVTIV, \>no TtrjveXoTccov opvecov acoGeiaav cov f] e\)0eta 

, OX>TCO ^£TOVO|o,aa6fivai.
Eustath. aJ Od. 1422.5ff. 52

6e 'AfieipcxKnv cpr|ai TtpoaayopeveaGai TTJV Ilr|veX67cr|v, r\ 
'ApvaKiav. Nai)7rA,ioi) 8e piyavToq amfiv ei<; GaXaaaav 8ia Ttoivfjv

i)Tf]v acoGetaav oijTcoq 6vop,aa9fjvai.
Scholia HPQ to Od 4.797

npoTepov 'Apvaia XeYO|4,evr|, fiaTepov 8e IlTiveXoTtTi KX,r|9eiaa, 
OTI ptcpGeiaa Tcapa TCOV Y°VECOV £^ OdXaaaav \>no jirivEXoTtcov opvEcov 
E^TivexQri Eiq Trjv yf\v Kai Ec60r| Kai i>no TCOV i8icov mXiv yovEtov 
cxvaXr|(p0£iaa ETpEcpETO.

Tzetzes ad Lye. 792

Thomson argues that the variants 'Apvaia and 'ApvaKia both point to Penelope's link 

to the spring called "Apvtj53 . The further form 'ApvEa is also attested54 . (The form 

'Au£ipaKr|, however, is unexplained.) The linking of the Penelops ducks to this story is 

taken to point to her special relationship with wild animals, particularly ducks. 

Therefore, in origin, Penelope was the "Water-Fowl Goddess of Arne", a "mistress of the 

beasts" figure, as Artemis is sometimes said to be, and as shown in art from Mycenean

52 Quoting Didymus Metamorphoses fr.l, Schmidt.
53 Thomson 1914 pp.44-60; cf. above p.54.
54 Cf. RE s.v. Arnea; it is an alternative reading at Schol. Find. Ol. 9.79d where Arnaia is restored, based 
on the fact both would be pronounced identically in Byzantine Greek, but Arnaia is the more regular 
formation.
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times55 . However, Chantraine56 points out that one need not conclude from the link 

between her name and that of the bird that she was originally a bird goddess, for 

women's names were derived from bird names "durant toute 1'histoire de grec ancien", 

typical examples being Meporcri from nepoxj/ and Ap\)O7cr| from 8p\)o\j/. A woman's 

name of a standard type which echoed something in her story would be an 

understandable choice of name for the heroine of a traditional tale. One might perhaps 

compare the frequency of English flower names such as "Rose" or "Marigold" in fairy 

tales57 : evidence from names is thus unconvincing.

Those who argue that Penelope was once a goddess locate her firmly in Arcadia 

as a local goddess - her links with Pan and with Hermes as the father of Pan are held to 

strengthen this local tie. It has to be admitted that the stories about Penelope which seem 

to be local to the Peloponnese sometimes give a different picture from the Pan-Hellenic 

Homeric version of Penelope.

The only real evidence we have that Penelope might at least have received 

worship in some form, is in Pausanias58 . He mentions a statue of Ai8cb<; set up by her 

father, when his daughter veiled her head and turned away from her father to go with her 

husband, and also the tomb of Penelope in Mantineia, which is explicitly linked to a local 

variant of the story:

ev Se^ia if^ 68ou yfjq xcojia \)\j/r|A,6v nrjveXoitrn; 8e etvai tacpov cpaoiv, o\)x 
6|4,ota>yox>vte<; xa eq amfiv jcoifjaei <TT\> ©earcpcoTiSi 6voua^o^ievr|. ev 
tamTi uiv ye ecm tfj ranfiaei eTiavnicovTi eK Tpoiaq 'OSuaaei TCKeiv trjv 
rir|veX67ir|v IlToXiTtopGriv 7iat8a- MavTivecov 8e 6 eq axxcfjv Xoyoq 

(prjaiv i)7t' 'O8\)aoeco(; KatayvcoaGetaav (bq

55 Artemis is called noivia enpwv at Iliad 2 1.470; cf. Aesch. Ag. 141-3, Burkert 1985 p.149. On other 
goddesses seen in this light, see Burkert 1985 p.42 with p.362 n.48 for further bibliography, p. 154 on 

Aphrodite.
56 Chantraine 1968-80 s.v. ntiveXdnr).
57 Lodge 1983 p. 15 has a self-conscious debate as to what one of the characters of the novel should be 
called, and settles on the name Violet, the connotations of which come partly from this popularity of 

flower names for women.
58 Larson 1995 p.58-9, 114; Paus. 3.20.10-11 (statue), 8.12.5-6 (tomb).
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£<; TOY OIKOV, Kai ano7ieu,(p9eiaav i)7t' awov, TO u.ev napaimm 
£<; AaK£8aiuova ocTteXGeiv, %povcP &e "baiepov EK tfjq ETcctptriq £<; 
Maviiveiav jiETOiKfjaai, mi oi TO\) pto\) tf]v TEXeDtfjv £VTcd)9a at>upfjvou.

Paus. 8.12.5-6

It has been assumed that this tomb formed the focus of cult worship. Another point 

worth raising is the possibility that, in a story such as that in Pausanias, the origins of the 

tales of Penelope's unfaithfulness arise from the linking of a local heroine of the same 

name to the better known character from epic. Heroines are frequently those who have 

wandered, fleeing persecution, to the land where they die - a land to which they will 

hopefully be well-intentioned, as it took them in59 . Once the link between the local and 

epic heroines has been suggested, the impetus is there to create a story to explain the 

heroine's wandering.

It is conceivable that in the heroine Penelope we have a relic of a local Arcadian 

deity, who was identified with an epic heroine and so lost her former status. However, as 

Larson has shown, worship as a hero or heroine need not presuppose an earlier 

incarnation as a god or goddess. Larson' s examination of heroine cults in Greece 

suggests that women most often received cult worship in connection with their husbands 

or sons. This would seem to reverse the argument that Penelope must have been 

regarded as a goddess in order to have a divine son; the proposition is now that Penelope 

receives cult because she is a mortal woman connected with a minor divinity. This 

would seem to tie in with my earlier suggestion (p.23) that female figures in Greek 

mythology are more flexible in identity than male figures, except when pivotal in heroic 

genealogies. From this it appears clear that even in the archaic period Penelope was not

59 Larson 1995 p. 114.
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regarded as a divine figure, and even in those places where she may have received cult 

worship, this was as mother of Pan, not as herself a goddess in origin.

The reference to Penelope's tomb on the road out of Mantineia does seem 

plausible evidence that she received cult of some form there; it is suggested that her 

bearing of Pan to Hermes is a local Mantineian tale. Plutarch's reference to a heroon of 

Odysseus at Lacedaimon (Quaest. Gr. 48) has been read as suggesting that the heroon 

was shared with Penelope, because Odysseus' marriage to Penelope is mentioned in 

connection with his receiving cult worship there. As Larson argues, this would not be 

unexpected; for a heroine to receive cult with her husband is not unparalleled, as happens 

with Menelaus and Helen, Pelops and Hippodameia, Cadmus and Harmonia - indeed the 

shrine for Agamemnon and Alexandra (presumably to be identified with Cassandra60) is 

a parallel involving a hero linked to Odysseus.

In contrast, Mactoux bases her argument that Penelope was originally a goddess 

on her links with Helen, who, it is generally agreed, was worshipped in Sparta as a 

vegetation goddess. Mactoux argues that the family ties between the two women (they 

are cousins) help justify the statement that Penelope, like Helen, was once worshipped as 

a vegetation goddess. Yet the idea that mythological heroes and heroines must be faded 

gods or goddesses seems to be based on a misinterpretation of the status of hero cult 

(such worship need not imply that earlier the hero or heroine was worshipped as a deity, 

as is shown by historical figures who were granted hero cult61 ) and on a desire to produce

60 As in Lycophron. The identification of Alexandra with Cassandra is said to be a later innovation 
(Wentzel RE s.v Alexandra (i)), perhaps based on something in Timaeus (Schol. ad Lye. Alex. 1137, FGrH 
566 F 55), Alexandra originally having been a local goddess. Although she may well not have been 
originally identified with Cassandra, it seems implausible, in the light of recent studies of heroines, to state 
categorically that Alexandra was originally a goddess, solely on the evidence of one shrine. 
61 For example Brasidas, accorded hero cult at Thuc. 5.11.1, or the dead at Marathon and Plataea (Thuc. 
3.58.4, IG ii 1006.26, 69), and Hieron of Syracuse (Diodorus 9.66.4).
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a history of Greek religion relying too much on analogies between hero cults and the cult 

of saints in mediaeval Christianity62 .

All our discussion of this topic must be based largely on speculation, and it does 

not seem to be a very important or fruitful area for discussion, particularly if we are 

interested in literary and artistic representations of Penelope. For example, all Mactoux's 

arguments have to rely on analogy; she herself admits that we have no evidence for 

worship of Penelope as a goddess. It seems fairly clear that none of the representations 

of Penelope which we still have rely on knowledge of her original divine status to be 

understood. Chasing ideas of her divinity is surely a red herring if our prime concern is 

to examine what our existing sources actually have to say about her.

The Etymology of' Penelope'

Etymologising was a favourite Greek practice from very early on. Homer 

includes etymologising word plays, some well known - such as the noms parlants 

KaA/ox|/a>, Oxm<^Mf|Ti<; in Od. 9, and perhaps 'Aviivooq, or the word plays on 

'08-oaaexx; (Od. 1.55, 62, and, best known, 19.407-9) - others less so (for example, Iliad 

6.403 on 'AaT\)dvoc£,). Etymologising is also found in Hesiod (repeated Ala ... 8ia at 

Works and Days 2ff.) and other early poetry, as well as in fifth-century tragedy63 . 

Because of this, it is particularly difficult to work out if a character has a particular name 

because of the stories about him/her, or if the stories developed because of the name (or 

neither). For example, the etymologising of Electra's name as being originally A-lektra,

62 Cf. Kearns 1989 pp. 134-5.
63 Lendle 1957 pp. 117-21 has a list of etymologies in "archaic poetry" and Aeschylus, which includes 
Homer and Hesiod. See also Pfeiffer 1968 p.4, Rank 1951 p.66.
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unmarried, dates from the sixth century64, and is linked to the development of the story 

of Agamemnon's family.

Early writers who etymologised Penelope's name looked particularly at the link 

to nr|veXo7ieq, Flow, TceveaOai, and rcfiviov; they are more interested in explanations 

based on the myths and in the sound of the words than on philological explorations. For 

example, in the Scholia we find:

ev 8e ertiuEpiauft) TO\), ufjviv aeiSe Geot, nnveXoTtriv CC-OTTIV (pr|ai XeA,ex9ai, 
Ttapa TO KEVEoGai TO XCOKOC;.

Schol. adOd. 4.79765

Modern scholars, however, have been particularly interested in the relationship between 

the different forms of Penelope's name - nrjveXoKri, nr)veA,67t£ia, naveXoTca66 - and 

the etymological roots of all the elements. They have generally dismissed any 

etymological link between Pan and Penelope, considering it a late folk etymology. Back 

in 1915, Shewan wrote:

It looks as if the mythologists should pause, in regard to the Pan-Penelope 
connection, till the philologists reconsider the names of the heroine and the god.67

The philologists, however, still seem to be as divided as ever over the etymologies of 

these two names, so although one can use modern philological analyses to back up a 

hypothesis about the origin of the linking of the two, it looks unlikely that this line of 

argument will produce anything definite for some time to come. However, one can put 

forward some tentative suggestions.

If the weaving trick is part of the "original story", this could point towards a link 

between Penelope's name and words for weaving, given the tendency for folk tales to

64 Xanthus PMG 700, which assumes knowledge of the name Electra (see above p.23).
65 The Epimerismoi were lists of Homeric words which were parsed and, particularly in the case of names, 
etymologised; cf. Dyck 1983 ad 194C (Athene), 200A (Pallas), 138 (Odysseus).
66 For example, Chantraine 1968-80 s.v.
67 Shewan 1915p.40.
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name the characters for their part in the story. Whallon says "Penelope may have gained 

her name from her manufacture of cloth; more probably her name suggested the suitable 

metier"68 ; if this latter suggestion is right, one might conclude that Penelope was 

originally a "faithful wife", and the means of her putting off her suitors was chosen 

because of her name. However, it is quite possible that name and story evolved together, 

as Penelope was a suitable name to give the heroine of such a story; whichever came 

first, the conclusions that Penelope was originally depicted as a faithful wife, and that the 

story of her weaving and her name both appear early in her history, may still stand. For 

this reason, it seems logical to prefer derivations of her name from words connected with 

weaving rather than other sources. The ancient etymologies linking Penelope to words 

connected with weaving have been reasserted by some modern scholars; Kretschmer's 

derivation of Penelope from nr\vr\ + oXoTcico is still upheld by some69 . Penelope's role 

as the weaver - i.e. her part in the story - may well derive from her name:

the tale of Odysseus' return would have been very different if his wife had not 
been known as Penelope.70

Whallon sees the plan of putting off the suitors by weaving as Athene's, carried out by 

Penelope, and suggested to the poet (or a predecessor) by Penelope's name.

References are also made to Penelope's name being derived from the bird 

TcriveXoxj/ because of her being saved from drowning by the birds71 . Both Chantrame and 

Frisk72 firmly link Penelope's name to that of the bird. Pisani goes further, identifying 

the 7ir)veXo7iE<; ducks with Anas casarca, called cakravaka in Sanskrit, renowned in

68 Whallon 1960p.58.
69 Kretschmer 1945, referred to by Frisk 1970 and by Von Kamptz 1982 p.70, who finds it convincing.
70 Whallon 1960p.57.
71 schol. Find. Ol. 9.79d, etc.
72 Frisk 1970 s.v. Penelope; the full arguments for this derivation are given by Solmsen 1908 (cf. Von 
Kamptz 1982 p. 139).
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Indian poetry for its fidelity to its mate73 ; but this is far from conclusive evidence. The 

story that she was named after the bird which rescued her should be seen, I think, as 

evolving from the desire to explain the name: it is not really plausible to see the story as 

preceding the name, particularly given the variations in the placing of the incident in 

Penelope's life. Such a story to explain a change of name might well, as in the case of 

Electra, suggest that there was a desire to rationalise two different versions of a myth 

about Penelope which gave her different names. If this was the case, however, it is 

striking how completely Homer's picture of Penelope as the faithful wife of Odysseus 

came to dominate, so that we never find a reference to any other name for his wife, or, 

indeed, to any other story which might suggest a need to explain Penelope's change of 

name.

As stated above, the question of whether name or tale came first cannot be 

resolved. We would be closer to a resolution if it were possible to decide the true 

etymology, for if the name comes from weaving, it would be plausible to think that the 

story came first, whereas if it comes from the bird, it seems more plausible that the name 

suggested the plot of the weaving. There is no mention in the Odyssey of Penelope being 

named after the bird, whereas her weaving is present: this might suggest that Homer 

linked her name to weaving, but even this cannot resolve whether name or tale came 

first. If we can discard the idea that Penelope was originally a water-fowl goddess, a step 

which is far less bold than accepting it, then either she has a name based on that of a bird, 

a standard way of producing a female name in Greek, or her name evolved from words to

73 Pisani 1946. The etymological link between Greek and Sanskrit forms being debatable, it does not 
seem wholly convincing to link that tale of Penelope's fidelity to tales about these birds told some way off 
in both space and time (although it is interesting that ducks apparently signify fidelity also on Chinese 
dishes and textiles, Barber 1991 p.377). A stronger etymological link is needed to give this argument 
plausibility, particularly as there seems to be no evidence for a link between nr|v£Xone<; and fidelity in 
Greek literature.

64



do with the woman's task of weaving. Both of these names imply a rather generic 

character, which might suggest that Penelope's place in myth - probably as Odysseus' 

wife - comes first and the elaborations of her story later. It is possible that Penelope, 

whatever her original character, was given a name derived from that of a bird, but when 

the story of her faithfulness to Odysseus developed, and a ruse by which she might put 

off her suitors was sought, her name, re-etymologised, suggested the story which should 

be used.
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Chapter 4: Penelope as Exempium

Penelope, like other mythological figures, may be used as an example to exhort or 

warn, or to make a point. Such uses may or may not directly narrate the version of the 

myth which the writer expects us to remember, but it is usually clear from the context if 

it is not made explicit in the text itself. When it is left implicit, this in itself is 

interesting, as it (presumably) implies that the version of the myth which is referred to is 

well known enough for the audience to need no reminder. It is possible that Penelope's 

role as a paradigm is due to the "folk-tale" nature of the main myth about her; such 

stories tend to feature generic characters, whose names often reflect their part in the story 

(for example, Beauty in "Beauty and the Beast", or Snow White; both of these names 

express the beauty and chastity of the two characters which is their most important 

feature). As discussed above (pp.26-7), myth is manipulated for exemplary purposes in 

some of the earliest Greek literature we have; it is, however, worth asking whether 

Penelope in particular served as an exemplum in the same way from her earliest 

appearances.

Penelope as exemplum pudicitiae

When Penelope is found as an exemplum or paradigm, it is almost invariably in 

the role of exemplum pudicitiae - the ideal of the chaste wife, the faithful wife who waits 

at home for her husband. She is listed among those "quae castissimae sunt" in Hyginus 

fab. 256, and this reflects earlier usage in, for example, the Latin love elegists. But how 

far back can this usage be traced? Already in the Odyssey, Agamemnon draws a contrast
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between Penelope and Clytaemnestra, as exemplary good and bad wives; it thus seems 

that the possiblity of seeing Penelope in this light was open from her first literary 

appearances. In early examples, it is not clear whether Penelope is cited particularly as a 

faithful wife, or just as a good woman - the earliest definite citation of her in such a 

context is in Aristophanes' Thesmo., where the context is good and bad women 

generally, but it should be noted that their sexuality is a major dividing feature, with the 

faithful Penelope set against the lascivious Phaedra and Melanippe74 . It is also notable 

that when Julian praises Eusebia for surpassing Penelope, it is in this area of sexual 

fidelity; Eusebia is superior to Penelope because no suitors dared to approach her when 

she was widowed, while Penelope had all too many suitors75 . In Greek texts, Penelope is 

particularly associated with the virtue of acocppoaxwrj, which, as well as having overtones 

of sexual fidelity, also encompasses concepts of wisdom and more general ideas of good 

behaviour76 .

Such a position naturally brings an opposing reaction77 , and, indeed, we do find 

literature which tries to knock Penelope off her pedestal: the paradoxical quality of the 

examples, however, serves only to strengthen the image of Penelope as faithful, as they 

rely on this image for their effect. For example, Achilles Tatius rejoices in the paradox

74 Melanippe may seem an odd choice here, and it is not entirely clear why she, rather than a more 
obviously bad woman, such as Stheneboia, should be listed by Aristophanes here; cf. Sommerstein 1996 
ad Frogs 1081 on Aristophanes' blackening of a Euripidean "good woman". Given the context, the 
suggestion that it is linked to her bearing of children out of wedlock seems most plausible; either because 
she simply had children while unmarried, or because she denied that they were prodigies when they were 
found in the cowshed, and had to admit that they were her children, borne to Poseidon, and thus she may 
(in comic terms) be held responsible for making men less willing to accept the explanation of prodigies for 
exposed children. Alternatively, as in Aristotle, she may be condemned for being too clever, but I do not 
see that this fits with the women's argument that Euripides' plays cause men to distrust women more, 
unless cleverness makes their deception of men easier. If the point is linked to her bearing children out of 
wedlock, or to a god, then the mention of Penelope may suggest a lack of common knowledge in 
contemporary Athens of the myths making her the mother of Pan.
75 Julian Eulogy of Eusebia 1 lOc; cf. North 1979 pp.47-54.
76 Cf. North 1979 pp.47-54, V^rilhac 1985 pp. 102-5.
77 Cf. Lyons 1996 p. 141-2 on the tendency for the denial of an element in a myth to cause it to appear in 
another version.
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of naming Penelope as one of the great criminal women, along with Helen and 

Clytaemnestra, because so many men died on her account78 - on which grounds, she is a 

worse sinner than Clytaemnestra! Such references to Penelope can only enhance the 

perception of her as a standard example of a good woman, for, if she were not so known, 

there would be no paradox and piquancy in proving her to be one of the worst. Ovid too 

plays with the paradox of Penelope as unchaste in Amores 1.8, the Dipsas poem, where 

he says:

Penelope iuuenum uires temptabat in arcu; 
qui latus argueret corneus arcus erat.

Am. 1.8.47-8

The paradox is in the new twist given to the old story - the test of the bow is usually 

Penelope's last effort to put off her remarriage (although it is to be the way of choosing a 

new husband, there is the possibility that Telemachus will string the bow, or that no-one 

will succeed in the test, which would leave things as they were before, we must 

presume); here it remains the means of choosing her new husband, but is given the slant 

that it is Penelope's way of testing their sexual prowess before making her choice. This 

manipulation of the character of Penelope plays on the elegists' more usual use of her as 

an exemplum pudicitiae19 .

The story in Pausanias of Penelope's favouring her husband over her father 

(3.20.10-11) can be seen as a reinforcement of her image as a good wife. Just as 

Heracles is said to have shown his superhuman strength as a child, strangling snakes in 

his cradle, so Penelope as a young woman is here shown displaying the virtue for which

78 Ach. Tat. 1.8.6; cf. PI. Ale. I 112b, where Penelope's suitors are seen as parallel to those who fell at 
Troy, but without the derogatory depiction of Penelope, and [Heraclitus] Pap. Genev. Inv. 271 11.29-33, 
where it seems that both Penelope and Helen are being criticised, as in Achilles Tatius.
79 See ch.9 below. For a full list of references to Penelope as the exemplum pudicitiae see references 
labelled P in the complete list (Appendix 2).
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she was best known: devotion to her husband. One might also compare the way in which 

stories of abduction cluster round Helen, or the way in which Penelope herself is said to 

have been sought by many men as a wife both in her youth (Paus. 3.12.24) and when she 

was thought to be a widow. This does not necessarily mean that such stories are "late": 

rather, it shows how mythological figures were linked to particular characteristics from 

an early date.

Perhaps the clearest indication that Penelope was commonly and consistently 

seen as an exemplary good wife comes from the use of her name in grave epitaphs, 

where mention of her is found from the second century BC onwards, in a context where 

one would not expect sophisticated literary knowledge to be required. Our earliest 

example is from Cleonae:

'Impioi) uiv rcatSa rcoXx^fiXcoTOv "Oja.r|po<;
fjivTja' EV SeXioiq E^OXOC rir|veX,67ur|v 

afjv 8' ocpETrjv mi K\)8o<; imepTaiov omi<; e
ia%\>£i Xiyvpcov aaai OCTCO crrouaTcov.80

Earlier than this, Penelope appears in a similar role in a literary epigram written by 

Leonidas of Tarentum about three Cretan sisters:

a. 8' auxx TOCV ^ETTCCQV E-bdipiov EpYotnv iaicov
KEpKiSa, tav XEXECOV Tla.vs'kona.c, cp\)Xam 

Scopov 'AGavaia FlavitiSi tcpS' EVI vaq>
Gfjmv, 'AGavaia^ TiocvaauEvai Kajiaicov.81

Later, the idea of excelling the heroine becomes more pronounced: IG V.I. 598, the 

epitaph of Aurelia Oppia, who is called "VEOCV nr|V£A,67C£iav mi Aao8auiav'\ and 

V.I. 607, the epitaph of Claudia Neikippia, "vEaq nnvEXoTrriq"; the phrase "a new 

Penelope" is also found in V.I. 540, "another Penelope" in V.I. 599. All these epitaphs 

come from Laconia, and are dated to the second or third century AD. Comparison with

80 Peek 1735 = Kaibel 471 = JG IV.491.
81 AP 6.289 = Leonidas 42, Gow-Page 1965 11.2223-30 (2227-30 quoted).
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Penelope was clearly high and unqualified praise, presumably due to her reputation as a 

good and chaste wife82 . Penelope's link with weaving and spinning, as shown in the 

epigram above (she is also shown in art with a spindle83) would also add to this image, 

for a good wife among both the Greeks and the Romans would be a good weaver, acting 

for the good of the house by being self-sufficient as regards cloth. (Even her request for 

gifts from the suitors, if seen as aiming to restore the wealth of the house, could 

contribute to this picture). The virtues of a good wife and daughter are those 

traditionally associated with Penelope, and these women's gravestones thus present her 

as a personification of what a woman was expected to do84 .

Penelope Philosophised

As Odysseus became a great Stoic hero, who endured many things in the name of 

virtue (and wisdom), so his wife, the goal of his journey, became an allegory for wisdom 

or philosophy itself, the end of the Stoic's search. Penelope was a good candidate to 

represent wisdom, for her own wisdom is attested by her epithets, and receives explicit 

praise from the suitors in Od. 2.88, 115-8. In developing this, the philosophers picked up 

primarily on two details of the story in the Odyssey - Penelope's scheme of weaving by 

day and unweaving by night, in order to delay her remarriage, and the fact that her suitors 

were satisfied with her serving maids, especially Melantho, on whom she had lavished 

such care, when they could not have Penelope. These two details were taken as 

metaphors for aspects of the philosophical life.

82 See Lattimore 1962 p.286, 293.
83 There are only two examples of Penelope with a spindle, but more of her with a loom.
84 Ve"rilhac 1985 pp.90-108, particularly 108 on Penelope personifying the virtues expected of women.
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Plato, in the Phaedo, uses Penelope's weaving as an exemplary vain task, a 

contrast to true philosophy:

dXA,' OVTCO Xoyiaavr' av \|/\)xf| dv5po<; (piXooocpox), Kai O\)K av oir|9eir| TTJV 
[lev cpiXooocpiav xpflvai eamfjv MEIV, XDOVOTH; 8e EKeivriq, amfiv 
7capa6i56vai tatq f)5ovai<; Kai X\)7taiq ea\)Tf]v raiiv aft eyKataSetv Kai 
dvfivoTov epyov Tcpdiieiv ntivE^oTcnq ivvd evaviiox; iaiov 
(iETaxeipiCoM-evriv, dXXd ... dei ev io\)tcp ovaa, TO aXnOeq Kai TO Getov Kai 
TO d86^aoTov 9ecojievT| Kai \>n EKEIVOX) TpEcpojj,£VT|.

Phaedo 84 a-b

Unlike Penelope, who unwove by night what she had created during the day, philosophy 

has to break down during the day what has been rebuilt during the night by physical 

pleasures and pains85 . The image of Penelope's weaving as the vain task of Philosophy 

itself, a task constantly needing to be redone, is found in later writers, such as Lucian, 

where Philosophy says:

TO Tfjq nTjVEXoTrrjq EKEIVO Tidaxco- OTCoaov yap 8f| Eycb £^\)(pf|vco, TO\)TO 
EV ctKapEi avGiq dvaX,\)£Tai

Fugitivi 2 1

This is rather different to the conception allegorised from Penelope's weaving by the 

Neoplatonists of progressing in philosophy by unravelling and working backwards86 , 

which is typically Socratic/Platonic (for example, as found at Republic 533-4, Phaedo 

9 Iff. 87). The word dvaXvaiq, which was used by the Greeks to describe philosophical 

enquiry, is found (in the form of the cognate verb) in Homer, describing Penelope's 

action in unravelling her weaving88 ; Eustathius calls the servant who reveals her at work 

the philosophic method, dvaXimKfi croXXoYumKfi n,£0o8o<;89 , while Penelope is 

philosophy itself, proceeding by means of working backwards from premises to

85 Cf. Rowe 1993 p. 199 ad he., Loriaux 1969 pp. 186-7 ad he. 
86 Mactoux 1975 p. 169.
87 Cf. Robinson 1953 chh. 7-10.
88 Od. 2.109: ocM.\)0\>aav ... iotov.
89 Eustath. 1437 26ff. Cf. Bufftere 1956 p.390.
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conclusions. Penelope is said to be recognisable as Philosophy because of the way she 

weaves and unpicks her web "like a logician making and destroying syllogisms"90 :

6 mi n^£id8a<; TE 'YdSccq TE 0£copcov mi oGevoq 'ftpicovoc; mia TOV 
TCOITJTTIV Kai Tot E^ffc. 7100EI 8e o^ox; naXurca Kai TTJV |a,£0o6iKf)v Kai 
mvoviKf)v (piXoao9iav. dcp' fj<; 6<; otd nvoq naipiftoc, 6p^cbu£vo<;, ei^ 
tamo: fjX0£ Kai eiq EKEIVTJV e7tavamn.7rceiv yXixetai fj<; x^P^ o^K ea/u 
cpiXoaocpeiv. on 6e loia-oiri TI<; f| nrjVEXoTcrj, 8fjXov eaiai oie TOV iaiov 
Oecopfioouev TOV i)jc' a'OTfjq -bcpaivouevov TE Kai avGiq dvaX\)6|j.£vov, Kai 

Toiama.
Eustath. 1390.3ff.

[TOV iaTov TT|<; nrjvEXoTcriq] EITE 6<; EV i)7io0£a£i, EITE Kai Ka0' iaTopiav 
dXTjGfj. f] HEVTOI dX^riYopia KaTa doTEioTEpav dvaycoyriv, ^iXoaocpiav JIEV 
Kai TtdXiv Tf]v nTjVEXoiiTiv VOEI. iaTov 8£ i)7t' a\)Tf|q "b^aivouEvov, TT^V 
cpiXoaocpov TCOV KpOTaoEcov E7iio<)v0£aiv. £§ cov ai ot)X,A,OYiaTiKai 
 b^aivonEvai yivovTai a\)ja,7uA,omi. dvaXvaiv SE i)7t' dvayKTiq yivo)a,£VT|v 
ToO Toio\)TO\) iaTov VKOVOEI, TT)V ox>TO) napd TOI<; cpiXoaocpoiq X,£yojXEvr|v 
TCOV £§ dvayKriq TIXEKO^EVCOV a\)XXoyiauxov dvaX-oaiv.

Eustath. 1437.33ff.

Eustathius also allegorises Penelope as wisdom/philosophy, the goal of the wise man's 

journey from body to soul, as Odysseus leaves Calypso:

HEVTOI cbq EV TOI<; IXETOC Tama aivi^ETai 6 Koir|Tfiq UEaiT£\)ovToq 6 
£cm X,6yo\), yEyovE Tfiq KaTa TTJV cpt^oaocpiav 7co0o\)p,£vriq TtaTpiSoq, fjyo\)v 
TOV vor|ToO Koauo\). 6q ECTTI KaTa TO\X; nXaTcoviKoi)q, \J/DXCOV TiaTpiq 
dXr|0f)<;. ofioicoq, yEyovE Kai Tfjq nr|V£X67tT|<; ^iXoao^iaq, X\)0Ei(; Kai 
dTcaXXayEiq Tfjq Toia\)TT|q KaXvxj/o-uq.

Eustath. 1389.46ff.

Such allegorisation of Odysseus and Penelope as philosopher and wisdom may also be 

seen in Porphyry's Cave of the Nymphs and the commentary on this by Numenius. The 

allegory of Penelope's weaving was developed, suggesting that it symbolised the skilful 

arguments by which Penelope put off her suitors, a "web of dialectic"91 . Neoplatonic 

allegories linked this to the picture of Penelope as "intellectual beauty", or wisdom92 .

The idea of the suitors representing those satisfied with less, with merely the 

servants of Penelope/wisdom, is more widespread, and variously attributed (by an

90 Alien 1970 p.93.
91 Stanford 1959 orf 2.94. 
92 Clarke 1981 p.83.
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anonymous writer on Porphyry to Aristotle's Apophthegmata, by Plutarch to Bion, by 

Stobaeus to Ariston of Chios, by Diogenes Laertius to Aristippus, and by the 

Gnomologicum Vaticanum to Gorgias93), which suggests that it was well known, but of 

unknown origin. The language used to present this image in the various sources is 

varied, although the contrast between the true philosopher and the student of the 

EYK\)KXioq jraiSeia seems fairly constant. Those who do not study philosophy are 

accused of being content with the maids rather than the mistress: as so often with the use 

of Greek myth, the image is introduced with a rhetorical purpose.

These cases of allegorical or exemplary use of Homer are tied definitely to the 

story as told by Homer - there are no textual references, but both pick up on relatively 

unimportant but identifiably Homeric details (particularly in the case of the suitors). 

This suggests that both rely on a fair knowledge of Homer - not unreasonable to expect if 

they originated during the fifth to third century BC. They do seem to be part of a larger 

pattern of philosophical reinterpretation or allegorisation of Homer94, which was to 

continue through the mediaeval period and Renaissance; one of the last allegorisations of 

Penelope, in the seventeenth century, described her as the Church, Odysseus her husband

93 Cf. Stiickelberger 1965 p.61, Kindstrand 1976 pp. 186-7.
iv 'ApiatoteXriq ev a7io<p9£yu,aTi oti ocoi taiq aXXaiq TEXVOK; Kai £7uatfi|iai<;
cpiXoao(pia<; du-EXouaiv, eoiKaai TOU; u,vr|aTfjpai tfiq nrjvEXoTtriq, oitiveq a\)xfi auyyevEaGai \ir\ 

6\)vd|i£voi frydraov KOCV TCXU; GepaTcaivaiq a\)Tf|<; avyyEveaOai. 
Aristotle Apoph. fr.26 Bussemaker
'ApitJTcov 6 Xtoq TO\><; TiEpi TCC EyKvicXia na9f)u,aTa 7tovo\>u,£vo\><;, du,£Xov>vTa<; 6e (piXoaocpiaq. 
eXeyev 6^oio\)<; eivai TOI^ jivTiatfipai Tfj<; nTjveXonri*;, 01 ctjiOT-uyxavovTet; EKeivriq Tiepi 
6epa7taiva<; eyiyvovTo. 
Ariston in Stobaeus Eel. 3.4
TOXX; TWV eyK\)KXio)v 7iai8e\>n6cTa>v jieTaaxovtaq, ^iXoao^iai; 8e anoXei99evta<;, 6| 
Elvai Totq Tfj<; nrjvEXonriq |ivT|OTfipai- Kai yap EKEIVOXX; MEXavSw ^EV KUI noXvScbpav Kai ta<; 
aXXaq GEpanaivaq EXEIV, navia 5£ (idXXov TI a\)if]v TT]V SEarcoivav 6\)vaa9ai yfj^iai. 
Aristippus fr.23
6 pf)Ta>p EXEyE to\)<; (piXoaocpiaq U.EV dnEXoijviaq, TiEpi 8E id £yK\)KXia u,a9fiu.ata yivon£vo\)<; 
6u,oto\)<; Eivai TOU; ^ivriaTfipoiv 01 nT)VEX6KT|v 9£XovT£<; Tatq 9£pa7iatvai<; a\)ifj<; Ejiiyvuvto. 
Gorgias fr.29 DK. See also Bion in Plutarch de lib, educ. 7d.
94 This larger pattern is discussed in Buffiere 1956 pp.45-65, Feeney 1992 pp. 10-11, 20-40, Richardson 
1975, Lamberton 1986 passim, but especially pp. 10-22, 31-43. Lamberton is particularly strong on the 
background to such allegorisation.
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as Christ (bound to the mast of his ship as Christ was bound on the Cross), and her 

suitors as heretics95 . Here we may see a combination of Penelope as wisdom, which is 

sought by the wise man, and as paradigm of fidelity.

The power and dominance of the image of the faithful wife waiting for her 

husband persists into depictions of Penelope in more modern art and literature. Even 

where she is portrayed differently, this seems to be a reaction against her image as a 

paradigm of patient chastity; other myths about her are largely forgotten.

95 By Jacques Hughes, cf. Alien 1970 p. 102, p.90 on Odysseus as Christ.
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Chanter 5: Penelope in Classical Art

The aim of this chapter is to focus on what Classical depictions can tell us about 

views of Penelope throughout the Classical period, and to seek thus to illuminate the 

study of Penelope in literature. An examination of representations of Penelope reveals 

the scenes particularly favoured by visual artists; it is not unreasonable to suppose that 

this may also reflect something of the generalised conception of Penelope, by showing 

the scenes most felt to be important for presenting her. The material itself is collected in 

LIMC vol.7; most of the representations of Penelope are also found in Touchefeu- 

Meynier 1968, where many receive a longer discussion96 . The order of exposition is 

firstly by content of the scene depicted. Within each section, the order is broadly 

chronological, but also divided by medium, partly due to the difficulties of precise dating 

of ancient art. First to be considered are depictions of Penelope in the so-called 

"Penelope pose"; the discussion then moves on to representations of Penelope in other 

postures, mostly with the suitors or Odysseus.

The relationship between art and literature in the Classical world is a complex 

one: much to the disappointment of those who would wish to use vase evidence to 

reconstruct lost literary masterpieces, we cannot simply regard the images to be found on 

vases or in statues as illustrations of literary works. This is evident from the problems

96 My focus being on literature through art, rather than art itself, I do not expect to extend the work of 
these sources in respect of the artistic material, except to state my own preferences concerning some of the 
more debatable identifications.
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faced by those who try to match art and text97 . Artistic evidence may provide as much 

evidence for variation in a myth as written sources; our problem is knowing how to 

interpret the evidence we have. Given that a scene on a vase can only show one moment 

in time, and yet may try to encompass the whole of a story, there may be elements from 

different points in the story shown in a picture. For example, depictions of Odysseus' 

encounter with the Cyclops are found showing the moment of blinding, but at the same 

time, Odysseus is offering a cup of wine to Polyphemus98, despite the fact that this, 

strictly speaking, had happened some time before the blinding; sometimes the Cyclops is 

also holding human limbs, referring to his earlier eating of some of the companions. 

Other figures added around the main ones may cause confusion, as they can be purely 

decorative. The fact that names are not always given on vases or other depictions of 

myths means that identification may rely on the use of traditional attributes. It is normal 

for figures in Greek art to develop their own iconography, enabling them to be 

recognised when no names are given, and enabling a viewer to identify the scene 

depicted through knowledge of the mythological story behind it. For example, Athene is 

often distinguished by her aegis, while Heracles is usually shown with his lion-skin and 

club; the presence of an identifiable Heracles would, for example, distinguish between 

scenes showing his battle with the Amazons and that of Theseus, or Achilles' combat 

against Penthesileia at Troy, or a generic Amazonomachy. One problem with such 

identifications is the question of how specific some "identifying traits" are: the aegis is 

not shared by Athene with another female figure, but the depiction of Theseus as an

97 Cf. Shapiro 1994, particularly pp.4-7 and later chapters on specific myths (a good example is that of the 
reunion of Electra and Orestes, pp. 130-4, where artistic depictions are often thought to be influenced by 
the Oresteia, but they typically show Electra seated at her father's grave, a detail not taken from any 
known text); see also Carpenter 1991 via index for particular myths.
98 For example, on a Laconian cup attributed to the Rider Painter (Paris, Cabinet des Me"dailles 190): 
Shapiro 1994p.53.
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ephebe makes it difficult, in the absence of names, to tell when a figure represents 

Theseus and when a more generalised, unidentified ephebe, particularly if the scene is 

also of a rather generic nature - for example, hunting or erotic pursuit99 . It has been 

suggested that there is not a simple division between figures which may be identified as 

Theseus' and those to be identified as 'an ephebe': even when a figure represents a 

generic ephebe, "when read through fifth-century Athenian eyes it would also refer to, 

and acquire its value through, the mythological paradigm of Theseus" 10°. Likewise, a 

picture of Theseus said things also about ephebes in general in fifth-century Athens, 

where Theseus was represented as the ephebe par excellence. Similarly, with a figure 

like Penelope, who was particularly identified with certain traits (ch.4) the question of a 

figure's "being Penelope" rather than "being a adbcppcov woman" is perhaps not a 

question of "either/or", but "both/and": even if the figure is not strictly to be identified 

with Penelope, the shared posture may still evoke Penelope and all that she stands for.

The "Penelope pose"

When considering depictions of Penelope in artistic media, the most striking fact 

is the consistency of the pictures. Almost all pictures of Penelope seem to relate either to 

her waiting for Odysseus - a seated figure, head on hand, with veiled head - or to scenes 

portrayed in the last few books of the Odyssey. The pose of a seated female figure, legs 

crossed, head on hand, is so typical that it is called the "Penelope type" when considering

99 Cf. Beard 1991 p.21, discussing examples which can represent both a mythological figure and a figure 
from the "real world". Goldhill/Osborne 1993 are very concerned about this problem, and criticise 
Carpenter 1991 for being too dogmatic on the issue of identification.
100 Sourvinou-Inwood 1987, especially pp. 135-6 (quotation from p. 135), 1990 pp.397-8.
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examples of this pose found in statuary 101 (the type is also found in other media; cf. 

LIMC 2e); it is also known as "mourning Penelope" or "anxious waiting". This posture 

seems to have been associated both with Penelope, and with other females who are in 

some respect in mourning. Electra is shown in this pose at Agamemnon's tomb (cf. 

below), and there are other examples of it to be found in depictions of unnamed 

figures 102 .

Melian and Other Reliefs (LIMC 20. 21. 33 a-f (Melian). 3. 4. 19. 30. 42}

The Melian reliefs showing Penelope date from 480-450 BC; the majority show a 

recognition scene between Penelope and Odysseus. In this scene, Penelope sits in her 

usual dejected pose, legs crossed, head on hand turned somewhat towards the viewer, 

while Odysseus, one hand outstretched, leans towards her. Penelope sits in the same 

attitude in a slightly later terracotta relief (LIMC 3), which, although it shows Penelope 

alone, might come from a larger piece. A series of Roman reliefs (LIMC 18 b-e) show 

Penelope again in the same position, but now in composition with Eurycleia and two 

maids. The Melian reliefs show distinct similarities to other reliefs showing the reunion 

of Electra and Orestes, which may slightly predate the Odyssean examples. Early in the 

sequence, they are very alike, with Electra seated at Agamemnon's tomb in the same 

dejected pose as Penelope, while Orestes stretched out his hand towards her. As the 

century progresses, however, Electra's mourning becomes more active, and her position 

at the foot of the tomb is taken by Orestes, who sits in a more pensive position. This is 

shown by a Melian relief (Jacobsthal 94=LIMC Elektra I 25) and in other media. This

101 The same type is found on vases and in other media too; Jacobsthal 1931 p.!92ff. collects examples 
from the Pentecontaetia, some of which are definite portrayals of Penelope, while others are definitely 
portraying someone different.
102 Jacobsthal 1931 on the "Penelope-Motiv", pp.!92ff, Ohly 1957 pp.439-40, Richter 1955 p.49.
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similarity in artistic portrayal has a counterpart in literature (see below p.206). In the 

case of Penelope, too, a shift of some form can be seen, but later: LIMC 34 and 35 a-c, 

engraved gemstones from the second or third century BC, show Odysseus seated with 

Penelope behind; 35a and b do seem to show Odysseus seated in a similar position to that 

normally used for Penelope. These are dated as third to second century BC; a 

"mourning" Odysseus is found earlier, however, for example on the cheek-piece of a 

bronze helmet (LIMC Odysseus 22; cf. 9, 10, 11). Although this pose is conventionally 

now associated with Odysseus on Calypso's island, it recalls Penelope and may be 

influenced by her typical pose 103 ; certainly the examples of Odysseus in this pose 

postdate those of Penelope.

Fifth-century painting (LIMC 1.31)

Although no paintings of Penelope from the fifth century survive, we do have 

references to two pictures in later writers. Pliny, in NH 35.63, mentions a painting by 

Zeuxis of Penelope as a symbol of virtue: [Zewcis] fecit et Penelopen, in qua pinxisse 

mores videtur. Zeuxis worked in the late fifth and early fourth centuries; this picture has 

been dated to the end of the fifth, and we may presume that she was probably depicted in 

the usual mourning pose, possibly with a loom in the background, to emphasise her 

virtues as a wife. Polygnotus painted the aftermath of the slaughter of the suitors, 

according to Pausanias 104, in the temple of Athene Areia in Plataeae. Pausanias' 

description does not include any mention of Penelope, but it is likely that she was 

depicted: perhaps in an upper register, being woken by Eurycleia, or as an onlooker in a

103 Cf. Buitron-Oliver/Cohen 1995 p.46.
104 Paus. 9.4.2.
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pose resembling the mourning pose, as on the oil lamps LIMC 27a, b. The presence of 

Penelope on the heroon at Golbasi-Trysa (see below), which may well have been inspired 

by Polygnotus, is our best evidence for the possible presence of Penelope in this painting.

Statuary (LIMC 2.

There are several statues (two complete, one torso and three heads) which are 

identified as representations of Penelope from their pose, which is that typical of the 

mourning Penelope: a seated female figure, with a veil over her head, her legs crossed 

and one arm, leaning on her knee, supporting her bowed head. This is the same pose as 

is seen on the Melian reliefs and on the Chiusi skyphos (see below). The identification 

with Penelope is on the strength of the pose alone, but it still seems persuasive, as this is 

such a typical pose for Penelope. The questions associated with the statues of Penelope 

are more concerned with relating Greek originals and later copies.

Most of the statues of Penelope appear to be Roman copies of Greek originals of 

c.460 BC. The exception is the Persepolis Penelope, now in Tehran Museum, which 

appears to be a Greek original. The complication is that this cannot be the original for 

the Roman copies. There are various differences, but these are not considered major 

enough to suggest that the later copies are done from memory rather than from an actual 

statue. Nevertheless, since Persepolis was burnt in 330 BC, the Persepolis Penelope 

must have been buried at that date, and it was not rediscovered until the modern 

excavation of the city; it is therefore impossible for copies of the first century BC to have 

been made from it. It thus seems likely that there was more than one statue of Penelope 

made in the fifth century, and that the Roman copies were imitating another similar but 

not absolutely identical Penelope. There has been much debate on the exact dating of the
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original(s) and their place of manufacture; it has been suggested that there were 

Penelopes set up all through the Athenian empire, representing the state of these places 

before they were rescued from Persian rule by Athens 105 . It has also been suggested that 

the Persepolis Penelope was made by a Greek sculptor working for the Persians, as a 

commission, presumably based on similar statues he had seen made by other Greek 

sculptors 106 . The similarities between the Persepolis Penelope and the Roman copies of a 

similar statue are close enough to force us to assume that the Persepolis Penelope was 

created by someone who was not copying directly another Greek original, but who knew 

a similar statue very well (or that the original from which the Roman copies come was 

made by someone who knew well the Persepolis statue before the sack of the city). This 

is because, although the drapery of the statues are not close enough to suggest direct 

copying, it is close enough to suggest something more than just recreation from a vague 

memory of the style of clothing 107 .

Another lost statue, LIMC 17, is described by Strabo 108 , and was in the 

Artemision at Ephesus, sculpted by Thrason, a sculptor of unknown date (probably 

Hellenistic). Only Penelope and Eurycleia are named as being part of the group, but 

Hiller suggests that there may also have been other figures present 109 . It seems likely 

that this depicted Penelope in her usual mourning pose, perhaps approached by Eurycleia 

as in the Melian reliefs.

In addition to the statues named as Penelope, it has also been suggested that the 

so-called "Barberini suppliant" represents Penelope. This statue has been taken to

105 Gauer 1990: this would be a striking political use of myth, but there seems to be little evidence for it.

106 Fleischerl983.
107 There is a large bibliography on these statues; in addition to works cited above, Ridgway 1970 pp. 101-
105, Ohly 1957, and Richter 1955 are particularly useful.
108 14.1.23.

109 Hiller 1972.
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represent many heroines, and it is implausible that Penelope is a correct identification 110 : 

the figure was possibly holding one sandal, and only wears one, which can be related to 

no known myth about or depiction of Penelope. It is perhaps a rather circular argument, 

to identify representations of Penelope from the typical poses, and then to say that 

Penelope is only found in these poses, but it is noticeable that Penelope otherwise 

appears in very few contexts which are not based on the last few books of the Odyssey, 

and her reunion with Odysseus.

Rings and gems (LIMC 5-10. 34. 35a-c)

The existence of a number of rings which show Penelope seated alone or 

Odysseus and Penelope together supports Penelope's status as a paradigm of the good 

wife. It is generally assumed that these rings and gems served as symbols of fidelity; 

one (LIMC 6) has an inscription suggesting it was a love token. The inscription is now 

only partly legible; the remaining letters are OIA...KA..., which have been interpreted 

both as a woman's name and as an inscription including some form of cpiXeco, to love 111 . 

The identification of the figure as Penelope on one ring suggests that the others may also 

represent Penelope specifically; if they were given as tokens of love, the connotations of 

Penelope the faithful wife would be very fitting, but, assuming the pose is associated 

with women (such as Penelope and Electra) who wait as well as mourn, the idea of a 

waiting woman might also be suitable, even if not definitively identified with 

Penelope 112 . The similarity to the named depiction of Penelope, however, does suggest a

110 See Ridgway 1981 pp.112-4, Boardman 1985 no.221, bibliography p.247; Danae seems the most 
likely of the other suggestions.
111 Boardman 1970 p.296, on ring 664; he gives the inscription as cpiXco KCCGQ, giving the first word as "I 
love", in keeping with the idea that such a ring could be a love-token.
112 Although, as stated above, questions of exact identification can be problematic and irrelevant in 
ancient art.
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specific referent. The later rings show Odysseus in the mourning pose, with Penelope 

behind him, on one occasion identified by her spindle. The shift of the mourning pose 

from Penelope to Odysseus may be paralleled by the shift of the pose from Electra to 

Orestes in the Melian reliefs.

Fifth- and Fourth-century vases (LIMC 16. 22.

Like the rings, vases would be a private, not public, depiction of the myth. The 

most famous vase from the fifth century which shows Penelope is a red-figure skyphos 

from Chiusi, the name vase of the Penelope painter (LIMC 16), dated to 440-435 BC. 

This vase shows two related scenes: on one side Penelope sits, head on hand, before her 

loom, with Telemachus standing by; on the other, Odysseus is recognised by Eurycleia. 

In the latter it differs from the Odyssey by adding Eumaeus to the scene, and by calling 

the old woman Antiphata rather than Eurycleia. It has been suggested that this has been 

done under the influence of a tragedy, but it could equally well be a name made up by the 

vase painter (perhaps half confusing her with Anticlea113) or taken from some other 

variant version.

LIMC 22 and 23, fourth-century vases, show Penelope standing behind the foot- 

washing scene, as she does in a Melian relief (LIMC 20) and a fourth-century Thessalian 

votive relief (LIMC 19). The shift to making Penelope a standing rather than seated 

figure appears to have become more popular over time; her standing posture (also called 

"troubled reflection"), is present in other scenes in Etruscan art. The Etruscan version 

shows Penelope standing up, feet crossed at the ankle; this standing posture appears 

again in frescoes from Pompeii. It seems likely that the standing posture passed into

13 Cf. p. 180 n. 11 below for Cicero's use of this name for the nurse.
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Roman art from Hellenistic, where it is found on grave stelai, and marks the pudicitia of 

the deceased 114 . The linking of this pose to images of the "good wife1 ' is reinforced by 

these grave stelai, which include other "markers" such as the basket of wool (even for a 

woman who can have done little weaving herself).

Roman representations in relief (LIMC 13-15.18a-e. 40)

These depictions of Penelope all date from the first century BC or AD. It is 

notable that they do not include of the foot-washing scene which seemed popular in 

Greece (and will appear in later Roman representations, including one from Pompeii). 

The Campana reliefs collected under LIMC 18 show Penelope seated in her mourning 

pose, relatively unusual in Italian representations. She is seated, legs crossed, right hand 

raised to her head, facing towards our left, while an old woman (Eurycleia?) advances 

towards her from behind. In front of her two maids have survived in some examples. 

This scene might have been the inspiration for a statue group involving the Vatican 

Penelope statue and an old woman 115 . Although it appears, from the differing styles of 

the two statues, that such a grouping would not have been the original setting for the 

statues, it is possible that these reliefs might have inspired (or been inspired by) the later 

grouping of these Greek statues.

Penelope is also shown on an oil-lamp, two gems, and a ring from this period. 

The earliest, LIMC 14, shows a seated woman, holding a skein of wool, with a loom in 

front of her. Although she is not in the "Penelope pose", it is still considered likely that 

this represents Penelope; the overlap here between Penelope and a generic "good wife" is

II4 Cf.Zankerl993pp.222-7. 
115 Cf. Hillerl972.
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clear. LIMC \ 5 gives us an example of a Roman ring with a Greek style engraving of a 

woman seated in the typical Penelope pose. The later date of this ring may be 

significant; it postdates the Campana reliefs, which also show Penelope in this pose. 

LIMC 13, the oil-lamp, shows Penelope again in almost typical mourning pose, seated on 

a diphros, with her right hand raised to her chin rather than her forehead. LIMC 40, 

however, is quite different: it shows a seated Odysseus, in what appears to be the 

mourning pose, with Penelope(?) behind him, touching his shoulder. It is possible that 

this may be intended to show Odysseus with Calypso, as pictures of Odysseus in this 

pose are often taken to be of him moping on the shore of Ogygia, as we first meet him in 

the Odyssey. As such pictures, however, typically consist of Odysseus alone, Penelope is 

generally considered a more likely identification for the female figure on this gem.

Frescoes (LIMC 12. 36-39^

These five first-century AD frescoes, found at Pompeii or Stabiae (12, 39), can all 

be tied to the Odyssean text except LIMC 12, which is more usually identified as 

Artemis/Diana. This fresco shows a young woman holding a bow - this is the only hint 

that it could be Penelope. Given the paucity of depictions of Penelope with a bow, it 

seems unlikely that this alone would be sufficient to characterise this figure as Penelope, 

and we are probably thus justified in considering it a depiction of Diana or another 

female huntress 116 . When Penelope is shown alone, it seems more common to show her 

with a spindle if any accoutrements are to be added.

LIMC 36 shows Penelope in her typical Italian standing pose, described as 

"troubled reflection": standing with her left arm held across her waist, supporting her

116 One may compare Boardman 1970 ring 533, which shows Artemis in this pose with a bow.
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right arm, which is bent at the elbow to allow her hand to go up to her face 117 . This pose 

first appears in Etruscan art, and becomes the standard pose for Penelope in Italian art, 

possibly under the influence of Hellenistic depictions. Odysseus is here shown seated 

but making the same gesture as Penelope. The scene is clearly the recognition after the 

slaughter of the suitors. The importance of Eurycleia in perceptions of the end of the 

Odyssey is made clear in LIMC 37, where the five extra figures of 36 are reduced to 

make a tighter composition showing only Penelope, Odysseus, and Eurycleia. LIMC 38 

again features just these three: although this fresco is now lost, it too seems to have 

shown Penelope in her standing "troubled reflection" pose; the elegant mirroring of 

gestures between Odysseus and Penelope does not seem to have been done as carefully in 

these later pictures as in the first. Such mirroring is particularly suitable for a depiction 

of the reunion of Penelope and Odysseus, for in Od. 23 their speeches to each other have 

a similar mirroring, both starting 8ai^,6vie/r|.

LIMC 39, a fresco from Stabiae, is less precisely dated than the Pompeian 

examples, and less precisely identified. It shows a seated woman and a man facing her. 

The man carries a bow, and it has been suggested that this identifies him as Odysseus. 

The oriental costumes, however, suggest that interpreting this couple as Anchises and 

Aphrodite or Paris and Oenone may be preferable 118 .

Penelope in the mourning pose is, as mentioned above, sometimes shown in 

conjunction with the recognition of Odysseus by Eurycleia, probably reflecting the story 

as told in the Odyssey. Two oil-lamps (LIMC 27a, b), although dated to the second half

117 Hill Richardson 1982 p.31with nn.32, 33; I use her translations of Neumann's terms. 
118 SeeMactoux 1975 p. 147.
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of the third century and end of the fifth century, show the same scene, that of the washing 

of Odysseus' feet by Eurycleia. In the background, there is a female figure who watches 

the action; this could be Penelope, but may be just a servant. There are two more 

representations of this foot-washing scene in which Penelope may appear, both in silver. 

LIMC 28 is a silver vase dated to the end of the fourth or start of the fifth century AD. 

There are three female onlookers; they could all be maids, but only one carries a spindle, 

so they could be Penelope with her two attendants 119 . LIMC 26 is a work known only 

through an epigram written about it by Euboulus 120 ; it is assumed to be a contemporary 

piece of Byzantine work. Penelope and Telemachus are described as watching the 

washing of Odysseus' feet by Eurycleia; this probably means that a scene much like that 

of the Melian reliefs was depicted. The scene clearly had an enduring popularity; 

although Havelock 121 states that in the context of Odyssean illustrations as a whole this 

scene is not popular, when considering depiction of Penelope, it is striking how often and 

over how long a period this scene occurs.

The similarity of the "Penelope pose" to a mourning pose suggests that for the 

fifth-century artists, the most striking feature about Penelope was her waiting for 

Odysseus - her status as a faithful mourner, to whom joy will come 122 . The 

characterisation of Penelope by this pose parallels the popularity in tragedy of the motif 

of the woman waiting at home 123 . Just as Heracles is characterised by reference to

1 19 Penelope with a spindle is not common, but is shown in LIMC 34; other depictions include a bow or a 
loom to aid identification.

121 Havelock 1995 p. 196.
122 Roller 1995 suggests that Penelope's posture on the Chiusi skyphos (LIMC 16) reflects her weariness 
from weaving; however, the fact that this posture is used for other female figures, shown with neither loom 
nor spindle, suggests that mourning rather than weariness is implied by the pose.
123 See below pp. 196-9.
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stories which show off his physical prowess, so Penelope is characterised, in art as in 

literature, as the wife who waited faithfully for her husband. The images which do not 

show Penelope in this characteristic pose are most often representations of scenes from 

the Odyssey (or from the tale of the return of Odysseus, if one prefers to remove a 

definite literary reference). Even when portrayed standing, Penelope often retains her 

characteristic pose of one hand to her face, although when she is in standing posture, it 

appears to be a more pensive pose than the depression or distress suggested by the seated 

pose of the head resting on the hand. Buitron-Oliver and Cohen suggest that the 

"Penelope pose" may not simply represent mourning and hence fidelity, but may involve 

a conscious contrast with bridal scenes, especially those involving Helen and Paris. They 

therefore suggest that it may represent "anguished thought and, more specifically, sexual 

decision making". However, the bridal scenes with which they would like to contrast 

Penelope are from the latter half of the fifth century, while portrayals of Penelope in 

mourning pose predate this. It thus seems probable that the "Penelope pose" is a 

development of the mourning pose found in sixth-century art, though it has a pensive 

element. In the Melian reliefs, as on the later Chiusi skyphos, the mourning, pensive 

figure of Penelope appears too wrapped up in her own thoughts to notice Eurycleia's 

recognition of her husband, as in book 19 of the Odyssey. In unnamed examples of a 

female figure in this pose, however, we are left with the problem of whether to identify 

such a figure definitively as Penelope, or as a generalised mourning (or waiting) woman. 

As this posture becomes more associated with Penelope, this question is not as critical 

for later depictions, but is relevant particularly for fifth-century rings, where a small 

image does not leave space for other identifying features (for example a loom, spindle, or 

even bow) to be added. As with the shift in gravestone inscriptions from giving the



virtues expected of the dead woman to comparing her with Penelope, the difficulty of 

identification reflects a continuum from specific to generic representations.

It is perhaps surprising that Penelope is only rarely shown with a loom or spindle, 

given the inclusion of this story in the Odyssey. Hausmann's summary, that Penelope is 

no longer the cunning wife but a symbol of marital fidelity and devotion 124 , is backed up 

by the persistent characterisation of Penelope through the pose of mourning which is 

most often used for her. When it is not, there will be another link to the Odyssey to show 

who is being represented, such as a recognisable representation of a scene from the 

Odyssey, most often the foot-washing or the reunion of Odysseus and Penelope, or a 

bow, loom, or spindle may be included in the picture to remind one of how Penelope 

remained faithful to Odysseus, or of the means of their eventual reunion (i.e. the contest 

of the bow).

Given Penelope's status as an exemplary chaste and faithful heroine, it would be 

interesting to contrast her iconography with that of a personification of, for example, 

oco(ppoo\)vr| or a similar virtue. However, such a personification does not seem to have 

been depicted in Classical art 125 , and, although mentioned in Theognis (1.1138), does not 

appear to have had much currency in Greek literature prior to the Roman period. 

Penelope's typical pose seems to be shared only with mourning figures, thus suggesting 

that this aspect rather than her aaxppoa\)vr| is particularly evoked by her typical pose.

124 Hausmann 1994p.295.
125 Although it will be dealt with in the Supplement to LIMC. Aidos has two definite representations 
listed in LIMC, one Greek and one Roman, and a third is suggested, the statue mentioned by Pausanias as 
being put up by Icarius on the road from Sparta, which might have used the "Penelope pose".
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Other Scenes Suggesting Penelope as "Good Wife"

LIMC 42 is a bobbin (used as a spindle-weight), which may show Penelope. One 

end shows a female figure bent over a small loom; like Penelope in her usual pose, she 

appears lost in her work. In front of her is a kalathos. Although the only thing giving a 

link to Penelope is the connection with weaving, the fact that the identification has been 

posited 126 highlights the close correspondence between the perception of Penelope and 

the image of the good wife.

LIMC does not mention a possible representation of Penelope on a "tabula 

Odysseaca" 121 . Plaques or panels with Iliadic pictures in low relief have survived, as 

have two Odyssean tabulae. One of these, the Tomasetti tabula, might have shown 

Penelope; unfortunately, the part showing scenes from Odyssey 1-2 and 20-24 is now 

missing. There is mention also of another Odyssean tabula by Sarti; if it represented 

each book with one picture it seems likely that the reunion with Penelope should feature 

for book 23 (Penelope might also feature in the illustrations for 18 and 19, but for 19 the 

recognition by Eurycleia seems most likely). Such panels would have been a feature in 

some Pompeian houses; given the existence of pictures of the recognition scene in 

frescoes, it seems possible that it might have been shown on a plaque too.

After the first century AD depictions of Penelope seem to become rare. LIMC 

25, an Alexandrian fresco of the third to fourth centuries AD, may have shown Penelope 

watching the washing of Odysseus' feet. Odysseus is shown as a beggar; the woman 

watching him might be a servant, but the pose of hand to chin, recalling the "Penelope 

pose", does suggest Penelope. LIMC 41 is a Syrian mosaic of the third quarter of the

126 Six 1922.
127 See Mactoux 1975 p. 149, Weitzmann 1941.
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fourth century AD. It shows a scene set dramatically after the death of the suitors: in the 

centre, Penelope and Odysseus embrace, and Penelope (as so rarely) is given a cheerful 

expression, while around them, dance six maidservants.

Penelope and the Suitors (LIMC section E)

Apart from the famous Chiusi skyphos, the other surviving fifth-century vase 

which depicts Penelope is a column crater dated to c.460 BC, again done in red-figure 

(LIMC Mnesteres II 1). This vase is unusual in depictions of Penelope in that it shows 

her with the suitors approaching to offer gifts. The depiction of this scene need not cast 

doubt on Penelope's reputation for fidelity, since to those who know their Homer well it 

would recall book 18, where Odysseus rejoices in her cunning.

A representation of the slaughter of the suitors in which Penelope is present is 

found on the fourth-century heroon at Golbasi-Trysa (LIMC 30). The depiction of this 

scene is perhaps a little surprising, but it may be serving as a paradigm for rightful 

revenge exacted by a wronged warrior/hero for his enemies' incursions on his 

territory 128 . It is interesting in that it shows Penelope as present at the slaughter: this 

possibly shows the influence of a Polygnotan painting 129 . The presence of both Penelope 

and Odysseus in this scene (along with Telemachus and Ithacan servants) might point 

towards a version in which they conspired together to kill the suitors. Alternatively, the 

juxtaposition might be thought to highlight the reason for the massacre of the suitors, 

namely their pursuit of the hero's wife. Penelope is shown in a posture resembling that 

used for Nausicaa on fifth-century vases, one associated with thought. It thus has

128 Suggested to me by Prof. R. Smith.
129 Cf. Touchfeu-Meynier 1968 p.258.
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something in common with her own typical fifth-century posture, although she is 

standing (as also on the Melian relief LIMC 20).

The surviving Etruscan representations of Penelope date from the fourth century 

(LIMC 11) to the second century BC. They include one vase, one gem, and various 

mirrors and urns (presumably funerary). Five of these urns (Odysseus/Uthuze 140-144) 

show Penelope, Odysseus, and the suitors at a banquet. The presence of Penelope is less 

surprising in an Etruscan production, as it appears to have been usual for their women to 

go to banquets with the men, so we need not assume from these pictures that there was 

an Italian tradition of a faithless Penelope. The first of these shows Odysseus in the 

guise of a beggar, seated on the left of the picture, with the suitors in the centre, feasting, 

and Penelope on the right, seated on a throne and being shown an open jewel box by a 

servant. This scene is the prelude to the murder of the suitors; it might be modelled quite 

closely on Odyssey 18, where Athene inspires Penelope to appear before the suitors and 

the unrecognised Odysseus 130 . A very similar scene is shown on a relief bowl from 

Volos, LIMC Mnesteres 2. The other urns show a slightly different version of the scene; 

in the first there are extra figures, including a Fury which is not present on the other urns. 

LIMC 141-4 still have Odysseus in beggar's costume, pushed back into a corner, with the 

suitors again in the centre, feasting, and Penelope offered a box. Both are standing. On 

all of these urns Penelope's expression is grave.

There is also a late fresco, LIMC 43, which was once thought to show Penelope 

and her suitors, but is now more generally thought to represent Circe with Odysseus' 

men. It dates from the first half of the third century AD, and comes from a hypogeum in 

the Viale Manzoni in Rome. It consists of two registers, the upper showing buildings,

130 Cf. van der Meer 1978 p.l 11.
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perhaps suggesting a city, with a single female figure at a fountain, and a group of 

domestic animals. The lower register shows, on the left, three nude men, then an upright 

loom centrally, while, on the right a man is seated, dressed as a beggar, extending his 

hand towards a woman who has turned away from the loom to give him her attention. If 

this scene is designed to show an allegory for the soul on its way towards heaven, then it 

could symbolise the temptations of Circe or the success of the soul in its search for 

wisdom, allegorically represented as Penelope 131 . I incline towards the identification of 

the characters as Penelope, Odysseus, and three suitors, on the grounds of Odysseus' 

beggarly costume. Both Circe and Penelope may be shown with a loom, but in the 

allegorical interpretation, Penelope's weaving becomes a metaphor for the philosophic 

method, which might be hinted at here 132 . Although this identification may be disputed, 

it seems no less dubious than several others, and would produce an interpretation of the 

picture fitting its original situation.

Hints of other Versions

Penelope in Etruscan art (if the identification is correct) tends to stand rather than 

sit. Our surviving vase is by the Settecamini painter, and dates from early to middle 

fourth century BC. On it, Penelope has a cheerful expression, and raises her hand to 

Odysseus, who faces her across a dog usually identified as Argos. There are some 

problems with this identification; it has been objected that Argos and Penelope do not 

appear together in the Odyssey, and that this picture cannot reflect the Homeric version 

of the story. This, however, is not an insuperable problem, as discussed below.

131 Cf. Gorgias fr.29; the same image is attributed to Aristotle, Bion, Ariston, and Aristippus, and is 
discussed above pp.72-3.
132 Cf. Buffiere 1956 p.390, and discussion above pp.70-3.
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From slightly later, there survives a graffito from Praeneste which shows an 

armed Odysseus speaking to a seated woman (LIMC Uthuze 127). The woman is 

touching his leg with one hand and holds a spindle with the other. Given Odysseus' 

military dress, in comparison with his usual beggarly attire for scenes on Ithaca, it seems 

possible that this may in fact show the scene between Helen and Odysseus in Troy (or a 

version of it or another of his missions inside Troy).

If we accept that the Etruscan depictions of the reunion of Odysseus and Penelope 

accurately reflect the versions of the story which they knew, then we must assume, with 

Hill Richardson, that the Etruscans knew several versions of the reunion, and that these 

were not all the same as that given in Homer133 . The bronze reliefs on the backs of 

mirrors (LIMC Odysseus/Uthuze 130-139, Jucker 1988 pi.7, 8) suggest a happy reunion 

with the dog, Argos, also included, although here Odysseus is, as in Homer, shown in a 

beggar's costume, and Penelope's expression of "troubled reflection" suggests a Homeric 

recognition by words. On the red-figure stamnos by the Settecamini Painter, we see a 

well-dressed traveller greeted by a cheerful woman and dog; the identification with 

Odysseus, Penelope, and Argos is suggested partly by the presence of an Odyssean scene 

on the other side of the vase, a representation of the encounter with Circe, and partly by 

the existence of a dog in other Italian pictures relating to the end of the Odyssey. 

Although this identification has been challenged, on the grounds that it is not Homeric, 

this does not seem grounds enough to dismiss it entirely, for complete fidelity to the epic 

text is not a feature of Classical art at any stage, and (as mentioned above) the conflation 

of different scenes is commonplace. In Etruscan art particularly, we must ask whether

133 Hill Richardson 1982 pp.33-4.
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the non-Homeric versions of the story reflect variants known to the Etruscans, or whether 

they illustrate innovation on the part of the artist, or a confusion between two stories.

The latest Etruscan representations of Penelope are those which might suggest 

another version of the recognition scene, two cinerary urns from Perugia of the first or 

second century BC, made of travertine (LIMC Odysseus/Uthuze 128-9). The first shows 

Odysseus, garbed as a beggar, facing a seated woman. Between them a maid is holding a 

mirror for the woman, and the woman is stretching out her hand towards the man. On 

the second, Odysseus, again in the guise of a beggar, looks back over his shoulder at a 

half-naked woman who is being dressed by servants. One of them holds up a mirror, in 

which the woman will be able to see Odysseus. It is possible that this does reflect a 

different version of the return of Odysseus; given the later date, however, one should not 

assume too much - although there has been time for the Etruscan artists to become 

familiar with the text or to create their own version of the story, there has also been time 

for Odysseus and Penelope to assume a general role as happy couple, which such a 

toilette scene might suggest. Odysseus' beggar-costume would then be a reminder of his 

identity, and a hint that this scene happens around the time of their reunion. 134

It has also been suggested that Penelope is to be identified with an unnamed 

female figure holding a bird (duck- or goose-like) on vases 135 . The reason for this 

suggestion is the etymological link between Penelope and 7irjveA,o\|/ ducks. However, the 

link between Penelope and these birds is not conclusively shown to be an original part of

134 Obviously, this speculation depends on how closely the Etruscan artists would stick to a Greek text, an 
issue which is much debated; cf. Brendel 1978 pp.360 (discussion of a mirror which shows 
Aphrodite/Turan beseeching a reluctant Helen/Elinai to give herself to Paris/Alcsentre), 368-70 (a 
depiction of Helen and heroes of the Trojan war in Hades). These treatments of myth imply a more 
sophisticated approach to Greek myths among the Etruscan than earlier spotting of "errors" has done, as 
they suggest an understanding of the thought behind some of the literary scenes.
135 Cf. Touchfeu-Meynier 1968 pp.221-2, Mactoux 1975 p.85.
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Penelope's story or for the etymology of her name 136 , and without any other reason to 

identify these figures as Penelope, such an identification seems unconvincing.

Other Depictions of Penelope

Another notable fact about artistic representations of Penelope is that we do not 

have any definite (or even probable) depictions which are dated before the fifth century 

BC. There is one vase not included as a possibility by LIMC which, it has been 

suggested, shows Penelope. This is a black-figure column crater, CVA France 19 pi. 166 

no.7 (Camp. 11260), described as "divinites en char", dated to c.540 BC; Bequignon 137 

suggested that it showed Penelope, arguing that it represented the scene described in 

Pausanias, where Penelope, asked to choose between her husband and father, pulled her 

veil over her face and stayed with her husband. For this reason, Pausanias says, her 

father raised a statue to Ai6co<; at that place. Bequignon argues that the figure on the left 

here is unusual in being fully veiled, not caught in the act of lifting the veil, not with any 

shape picked out under the veil. For this reason, he says, it recalls the statue of AiScoq 

erected by Icarius. However, this argument seems far from convincing. Langlotz has 

pictures of two vases 138 which seem to me to include a veiled figure like that in CVA 19 

pi. 166 no. 7, thus weakening Bequignon's argument that such a figure is unique. Also, 

given that this is a story known only from a late source, we may be dubious as to whether 

it would be well known enough at the date of the production of the vase for the scene to 

be recognised without any further identifying marks. It seems likely that the presence of

136 See above pp.62-5.
137 Bequignon 1960.
138 Langlotz 1931 pl.90 nos. 312 (=ABV324, 35) and 315, which is particularly close; again the pair in the 
chariot have been identified as a pair of gods. One may compare also the veiled figure standing behind the 
chariot in Langlotz pl.96 no.305 (=ABV3\Q, 101).
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Icarius would help establish the identity of this scene; his absence is odd, if this picture 

really shows Penelope's choice between her husband and father. Although the links 

between Odysseus and Athene and Hermes are clear from Homer, their presence alone 

does not seem sufficient to establish the identity of the other characters in the scene. 

This doubt may be supported by the absence of the scene from any other surviving 

Classical art, and it thus seems safe to assume that this vase does not in fact show 

Penelope. Other similarly dubious possible representations are to be found in 

Touchefeu-Meynier 1968 (for example, Touchefeu-Meynier no. 497, Mississippi 

1973.3.104, more probably to be identified (with CVA USA6) as showing Paris and 

Helen); establishing a plausible identification of any of these with Penelope seems 

unlikely.

However, if Penelope is not represented before the fifth century, she is not alone. 

Our earliest surviving examples of artistic representations of Penelope, Nausicaa, the 

maidservants, and the shades of women Odysseus sees in the Underworld, in various 

media, all date from c. 470/460-440 BC; several may be linked to lost paintings by 

Polygnotus 139 . Buitron-Oliver and Cohen see several themes linking these depictions of 

mortal women from the Odyssey in the fifth century: "marriage and generation", "the role 

of women's work in civilised life", and the view of women as "preservers of the 

household", a role well filled by Penelope, deriving the choice of mortal women from a 

"new-found interest in the human psyche". While possible, this does not seem to tell the 

whole story: the appearance of these subjects might also reflect the use of Odyssean 

characters on stage, in tragedies, in which mortal figures rather than strange and 

wonderful immortals appear as major characters.

139 Buitron-Oliver/Cohen 1995, p.38 with p.53 n.55 on Polygnotus.
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In conclusion, one may say that there is great consistency in portrayals of 

Penelope across all artistic media from the fifth century BC to the fifth century AD. The 

influence of the Odyssey is paramount; favoured scenes showing Penelope include her 

reunion with Odysseus and her presence at the scene of the foot-washing and recognition 

by Eurycleia. The typical pose for Penelope, with her head on her hand, shows her with 

her mind "turned away" from the action around her, as described in the Odyssey. Both 

her seated and standing postures may be interpreted as defensive: seated, her legs are 

always crossed, and standing, her feet may be crossed, and she holds one arm across her 

body. Such closed gestures may be symbolic of her protection of herself and her chastity 

from the approaches of her suitors. Amphimedon's speech to the shade of Agamemnon 

in the last book of the Odyssey suggests that there may have been a version of the story 

in which Penelope recognised Odysseus before the slaughter of the suitors, and helped to 

carry out his plan. If this was the case, it is notable that the Odyssean version of the story 

has such dominance in the artistic sources. The dominance of this version of the story, of 

course, and the popularity of this scene, might reflect not only the popularity and 

authority of Homer, but also the influence of dramatic versions of the story. Such a 

scene would definitely have appeared in Sophocles' Niptra, and might also have been 

included in Aeschylus' Penelope. Pacuvius' translation of the Niptra (and possible 

conflation with the Odysseus Acanthoplex140) suggest that this story had an enduring 

popularity, which may help explain the number of artistic representations of this scene. 

If the scenes of Penelope unaware of the recognition by Eurycleia are influenced by

140 For a discussion of the contents of all these plays, and others involving Penelope, see the section on 
fragmentary plays below pp. 175-84.
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dramatic performances as well as the Homeric narrative, then they may suggest to us that 

the dramatic versions of the story stayed close to Homer on this point at least.

The Etruscan pictures of Penelope are notable for their focus on the recognition 

of Odysseus and Penelope rather than on the foot-washing scene; Penelope appears only 

once in her typical sorrowing pose in Etruscan art, and that is on an early fourth-century 

scarab. Penelope's alternative pose, that of "troubled reflection", seems to come to the 

fore in Etruscan art, and then appears in Roman art, possibly reflecting a Hellenistic use 

of this pose 141 . This pose first appears in surviving art in representations of Penelope on 

Melian reliefs, but also may have appeared in lost works of art, perhaps one of the 

paintings (which could thus provide a model for the Pompeian frescoes). It seems quite 

possible that it is a development of the "mourning Penelope" pose, as it keeps the hand 

raised to the face, but the position of the arms has changed with the change from sitting 

to standing. It may be noted that even when shown standing, Penelope's legs are 

sometimes still shown crossed - as in her seated position - but at the ankle, as is 

necessary for a convincing standing posture. The pose is probably the most important 

factor in the identification of Penelope; she may be shown with a spindle or a loom, but 

the pose of hand to head is a more common marker of her identity. This emblematic 

image encapsulates Penelope's place in Classical thought as the exemplary faithful wife, 

who waited, though despondent, for her husband's return.

141 Mythological image types tend to pass into Roman art directly from Hellenistic repertoire, rather than 
via Etruria, due partly to the high status of Greek art and culture by the first century AD, and due to the 
large quantity of Greek art which was looted and brought to Rome.
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Conclusion to Section II

The usual conception of Penelope, now as in antiquity, is of the good wife who 

waited for her husband. The story of her infidelity and bearing Pan seems to have had 

remarkably little effect on this general conception of Penelope, and literary 

representations of her show a remarkable consistency. The same is true of artistic 

representations; it is not until very late that we have much beyond the usual scenes of 

Penelope sitting mourning, oblivious to what is going on around her, or Penelope 

standing considering the beggar before her in the moments before recognition. The 

artistic consistency of representation may be seen as reflecting the consistency of the 

"usual conception" of Penelope, but how is this later consistency to be explained? Two 

factors seem likely. One is the tendency for the stories popular in a society to reflect the 

ideals or fears of that society 142 ; Penelope becomes the ideal of what a faithful wife 

should be 143 . The second is that the story-pattern around Penelope is one often found in 

folk tales. The tale of the wanderer's return appears here in one of its several guises, that 

of the homecoming husband. Once that plot-line has commenced, there are two paths the 

plot may follow, both equally satisfying: that of the faithful wife who has waited and 

who is rewarded by the safe return of her husband, or that of the unfaithful wife who will 

(eventually) be punished. These two paths are represented by Penelope and 

Clytaemnestra; the difference between the two is heightened in the Odyssey through the 

contrast between the returns of Agamemnon and Odysseus as well as between the

142 Cf. Burke 1992 pp.91-6, and above p.5; this may also be linked to the tendency for such stories to have 
some form of existence in a simplified, black and white form, leaving it to more developed versions to 
expose the problems and contradictions which may be inherent.
143 The fact that (female) stereotypes are so often negative (cf. Ellmann 1968 ch.3) need not mean that 
positive stereotypes cannot exist; cf. Hawthorn 1994 s.v. "Stereotype", "Ideology", and "Interpellation"; 
cf. pp.2-4 above.
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attitudes of their wives. In the Odyssey the choice of Clytaemnestra as a parallel 

heightens the contrast between the two wives, for Clytaemnestra does not merely betray, 

but murders Agamemnon. Both tales also contain the very common element of the 

humbling of the arrogant: Agamemnon, the proud king, is brought low, while the beggar 

Odysseus overcomes the arrogant suitors to win back his rightful place. The dynamic of 

the story-line in the plot of the Odyssey (i.e. the story reduced to its most basic terms) is 

such that when we get to Ithaca (when Odysseus returns in secret to find his house full of 

suitors), the retelling is drawn onto the well-trodden track of the version of the "return of 

the wanderer" in which his return is successful, in which he destroys the suitors and finds 

his wife faithful. The happy outcome is his reward for all the wanderings; the contrast 

between his sufferings and their happy conclusion would not be as strong if he also had 

to punish his wife.

The idea that Penelope is characterised as she is in Homer specifically in order to 

make her the opposite of Clytaemnestra is an interesting one. It is suggested by 

Carpenter, who says:

we may rightly challenge Penelope's claim to be much more than a 
mythologically available character. Her stratagem of weaving and unraveling an 
ever-unfinished web in order to put off her marriage to any of the suitors is a 
motif typical of Marchen, perhaps suggested by some Marchen prototype ... 
Save that she mourns for her absent lord and resists the pressure to rewed, she has 
no active part in the plot and displays few interesting qualities. 144

Carpenter goes on to conclude that Penelope was evolved "in deliberate antithesis to the 

infamous Klytaimestra", suggesting that the parallels between Agamemnon and 

Odysseus, Orestes and Telemachus form the root of this contrast. Although there is 

much in Carpenter's analysis with which to disagree 145 (Penelope's part in the plot is

144 Carpenter 1946 pp. 165-6.
145 One might start with the main thesis of Carpenter 1946, namely that Odysseus is the "bearson".
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underestimated, in particular), the idea that Penelope evolved as the opposite of 

Clytaemnestra is not wholly implausible. Whatever Penelope's original character, the 

Homeric picture of the faithful wife swamped all other versions: what is notable about 

Penelope, in contrast to say, Helen, is how infrequently we come across any tales which 

show a different side from the usual picture. Might this suggest that there were very few 

tales about her before Homer, that she is in effect a Homeric creation? The story of the 

wanderer returned does not require the figure of a wife or lover, but her presence is a 

natural element. If a contrast is then to be drawn between the successful and 

unsuccessful returning wanderers, the contrast between the faithful and unfaithful wife at 

home is an obvious component. To make Odysseus the opposite of Agamemnon, it is 

thus clear that his wife ought to be faithful, the opposite of Clytaemnestra. The picture in 

the Odyssey is not wholly straightforward146, but the underlying story-pattern which lies 

behind it is more so. The complexities in Homer do not need to be ascribed to alternative 

versions of Penelope not fully drawn together - rather we can see them as an addition by 

a skilful poet. The identification of Penelope as the mother of Pan may then be ascribed, 

as it was by Nonnus, to a confusion between two Penelopes, or we may see it as a local 

legend from Mantineia - or, perhaps more plausibly, as an element in the story of 

Penelope which was never fully integrated with her Homeric portrayal, but which is of 

equal (or greater) antiquity.

The contradictions which we see, and which the more rationalistic later Greeks 

saw, between the picture of Penelope as a faithful wife and her position as the mother of 

Pan may not have been so apparent to their original audience. The story of the Odyssey 

requires the folk-tale faithful wife; so long as this is not a total contradiction of a

146 See ch.6 on Penelope in the Odyssey.
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powerful tradition of Penelope as unfaithful 147 , this would probably not cause any 

worries, even if Penelope was known as the mother of Pan. It is this tradition, in its 

powerful simplicity, rather than the more complicated one suggested by the link between 

Penelope and Pan, which remained in people's minds, and formed the background 

against which more developed literary depictions could stand in relief.

147 The sort of image required by Graves' suggestions on the origin of the Odyssey.
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Section III; Literary Treatments of Penelope 

Chapter 6: Penelope in Homer

On the one hand, there was the need for epic poetry, given its function of 
cultural training, to propose a model of woman that was the symbol of all the 
virtues that a woman could have. On the other, there was a misogynist ideology 
that mistrusted women profoundly. Penelope can be read as the product of these 
two opposing needs; she is an image of both the "should be" and the "is" (in the 
eyes of men, of course) of the Homeric woman.

Eva Cantarella Pandora's Daughters (1987), pp.29-30

Introduction

The focus on Penelope in much recent Odyssean scholarship has created a 

plethora of readings of Penelope, but one shared tendency in these works has been to put 

Penelope at the centre of the Odyssey, emphasising that her actions and choices are 

crucial to Odysseus' success 1 . Commenting on Agamemnon's praise of Penelope in the 

last book, Finley said "With these lines, Agamemnon comes close to making our 

Odysseia a Penelopeia"2 . This phrase has been much cited by those who wish to see 

Penelope as central to our interpretation of the Odyssey. Such Penelope-centred readings 

are certainly interesting, and do help to even the balance against the minimising or 

depreciatory interpretation of Penelope which held sway for so long, apparently at least 

partly because of the tendency (as in ancient art and in Aristotle) to focus on the 

Wanderings, and hence on Odysseus and the other women with whom he interacts3 . 

However, to see the Odyssey as an epic in praise of Penelope is clearly to go too far:

1 For example Katz 1992, Felson-Rubin 1994, various essays in Cohen 1995, Doherty 1996 pp.31-63 on 
the "Penelope-question", all giving earlier bibliography; at the APA meeting in 1993, there was a panel 
devoted to Homer's Penelope.
2 Finley 1978 p.3.
3 Cf. Woodhouse 1930; Clay 1983 pp.214-5 stresses that the Wanderings do not constitute the whole of
the Odyssey.
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Penelope's name is mentioned in most books of the Odyssey, it is true4 , and she is 

important for the story - but this epic, the Odyssey which has come down to us under the 

name of Homer, really belongs to Odysseus. Such an Odysseus-centred telling of the 

tale may well be unfair to Penelope, it may fail to recognise her full importance to 

Odysseus, but that does seem to be what the Odyssey is. Aristotle's summary of the 

poem5 does not even mention Penelope - only her suitors; though Ovid summarises the 

Odyssey as a romance6, he does so to serve his own purpose of defending love poetry, 

not to present an objective image of the epic. Penelope-centred readings of the Odyssey 

are, like all other readings, products of their time; in our (superficially) feminist age, 

focusing on the feminine in the epic is an understandable tactic for reading: rescuing 

Penelope from being condemned as inconsistent7 or dismissed as unimportant; rescuing 

the Odyssey from its position as second to the Iliad, a work of lesser artistry, written for 

"the other sex"8 .

However, Penelope should remain a major focus of a discussion of the Odyssey, 

for female characters loom large in the Odyssey - larger than in the Iliad, although that is 

not surprising when comparing a poem of war and a poem set, for the most part, "at 

home", be that in Ithaca, in Pylos, or in Phaeacia9 . (Indeed, one might think it more 

surprising that the female characters play as large a part as they do in the Iliad.) 

Penelope's importance among the women in the Odyssey is clear: she is human, and

4 See list of references in App.2; Penelope makes eleven appearances, but this includes four scenes in 
which she is told to leave.
5 Poetics 1455 b 15-23.
6 Tr. 2.375-6 (cf. below p.287).
7 For example, Kirk 1962 p.366 calls her "a paradigm of wifely constancy or of feminine illogicality, 
uncertainty and despair".
8 Richard Bentley, in Remarks upon a Late Discourse of Free Thinking (1713):"[Homer] wrote a sequel of 
Songs and Rhapsodies, to be sung by himself for small earnings and good cheer, at Festivals and other 
days of Merriment; the Ilias he made for men and the Odysseis for the other sex."
9 Cf. Beye 1974, who collects further bibliography on the prominence of women in the Odyssey.
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hence may be judged by human standards, and she is the one character who seems to 

match Odysseus in that she alone successfully tests him, instead of merely being tested.

The prominence of female characters in the Odyssey has been taken to mark this 

as a "feminist poem", or at least written by and for women 10 . However, the prominence 

of women need not be a sign of feminist - or feminine - sympathies; Winkler, discussing 

Butler's "detection" of the gender of the author of the Odyssey, says:

Nowadays we can easily notice that [Butler's] assumptions, particularly about 
social life and the roles of men and women, are anachronistic, when applied to 
Homer (if not to contemporary writing as well). His list of female traits that 
supposedly give away the Odyssey-writer's sex include severity against women 
who have disgraced their sex, love of small religious observances, of white lies 
and small play-acting, of having things both ways and of money. 11

The very traits which Butler sees as signs of female authorship could also be seen as 

marks of a misogynistic text; even if one does not wish to go this far, nowhere does the 

text appear to express any overt criticism of the traditional patriarchal assumptions about 

women's place in society and the home, and hence it cannot be regarded as clearly 

"feminist" in a modern sense 12 .

Griffin's description of the female characters in the Odyssey as inscrutable 13 is 

perhaps the only one that (almost) all Homeric critics could agree with. The different 

interpretations of the various characters are due partly to ambiguities in the text itself. 

Different generations of scholars, however, have interpreted these ambiguities differently 

in relation to Homer's supposed compositional method. When Analytic critics saw

10 See Bentley n.8 above; also Graves 1955 p.201, where the character Nausicaa, "Homer's daughter" and 
the authoress of the Odyssey, says "The Iliad... is devised by a man for men; this epic, the Odyssey, will 
be devised by a woman for women"; also Butler 1922 and Winkler 1990 pp.13 Iff. discussing Butler. 
1 ' Winkler 1990 pp. 131-2. On the stereotype used by Butler, cf. p.4, on the problems with using "female 

sympathies" as proof of female authorship, p.2.
12 On this point, see Cantarella 1987, Pedrick 1988 p.85ff., Murnaghan 1995 (discussed in part below) and 
readings such as that of Roisman 1987, who sees Penelope and Odysseus as being at odds, their interests in 

the closing books of the epic coinciding little.
13 On the inscrutability of Helen, Penelope, and other Odyssean female characters, see Griffin 1980 pp.76-

80.
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Penelope acting "inconsistently" in book 18, appearing before the suitors, they saw 

evidence for different, earlier versions of the story. Similarly, when Athene, appearing in 

a dream to Telemachus, persuades him to return at once to Ithaca with the thought that 

Penelope might even now be about to remarry and carry off some of the goods from the 

house, this is taken to be evidence that this was actually being planned by Penelope in 

one version of the story. Any passage which does not fit straightforwardly into these 

scholars' view of the Odyssey is seen as fair game for excision or for assignment to an 

"earlier version not properly synthesised with our Odyssey". The skill of the poet in 

presenting the viewpoints of different characters is downplayed: all such cases are 

dismissed as errors. The inscrutability of the female characters becomes another stick 

with which to berate the poet for incompetence. For example, Fenik quotes Merkelbach 

distinguishing different characterisations of the queen:

Penelope's inactivity is incomprehensible. Here in 8 she is nothing but the weak, 
weeping woman, seeking consolation in sleep, just as poet B likes to depict her. 
The Penelope of poet A is entirely different. 14

Fenik then adds:

Penelope has fared badly in much Homeric criticism. Schwartz [(Die Odysee, 
Munich 1924)] finds four different Penelopes (distributed among poets O,K,T 
and B), each different, and the later editions all bad.

More recent criticism has allowed the poet to be more of a craftsman, looking for 

explanations of apparent inconsistencies in the poem, rather than dismissing them as 

flaws. Such an approach to Penelope has its advantages: it does not require constant 

recourse to "different versions incompletely synthesised". However, it does not avoid 

the problem of subjectivity: in order to make sense of Penelope, the reader has to fill in

14 Fenik 1974 p. 164, with n.58, quoting from R. Merkelbach Untersuchungen zur Odyssee (Munich 1951). 
Cf. Page 1955 pp. 120-8, Woodhouse 1930 pp. 199-207 which breaks down Penelope into three aspects, the 

heroine of "Saga", "Romance", and "Folk-Tale".
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the blanks left by the poet regarding her motivation at various points, regarding her 

thoughts, regarding her desires 15 . As the poet has not told us explicitly what Penelope is 

thinking at various crucial points - for example, when she proposes the trial of the bow - 

any reconstruction of her motivation at such a point must be based on what the poet says 

elsewhere, as interpreted by each reader.

One reason for the Analytic splitting up of Penelope is that various passages may be 

read as implying that she was unfaithful, or at the very least not ill-disposed towards the 

suitors, although in the main she is presented as the faithful wife who expresses hatred for 

them. But this apparent inconsistency arises partly because she is presented not only in 

person but also through other characters' statements about her. Even if Penelope's actions 

were easily interpretable, the seeds of doubt about her fidelity might still be sown by 

Telemachus' suspicion, by Athene's playing on this suspicion (in the dream in book 15), 

reinforced by her warning to Odysseus (book 13) to test his wife, and by the claims of the 

suitors that Penelope has been encouraging them. Above all, or rather, underlying all, is the 

persistent theme of comparison between the house of Odysseus and that of Agamemnon: 

despite Agamemnon's statement that Penelope is nothing like Clytaemnestra, the 

possibility remains throughout much of the narrative that Odysseus' homecoming could be 

like Agamemnon's 16 . The character of Penelope could even have been developed by

15 Felson-Rubin 1994 says "Homer invites 'psychologizing' about Penelope, especially concerning her 
decision to hold the contest of the bow" (p. 126), although the possibility of "filling in" such details is 
denied as a valid approach by Foley 1995 p.97. Foley argues that despite the gaps in our information 
about Penelope's thoughts, the reader is given enough to "judge and make ethical sense of her decision" 
without making presuppositions about details not provided by the text - precisely the sort of details Felson- 
Rubin considers the audience are "invited" to think about.
16 Although this is not wholly straightforward - see below on Agamemnon's view of Penelope and on 
Penelope and Clytaemnestra.
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borrowing motifs from another story such as that of Clytaemnestra, or by creating her as 

the opposite of such a figure 17 .

Penelope's depiction in the poem is not solely a matter of presenting a credible 

character: it must also be shaped by the demands of the plot. In folktale, character is 

essentially subservient to, and determined by, plot: "psychological" reconstruction of 

such matters as motivation is not part of the expected reading process - or at least only as 

far as is necessary to maintain basic verisimilitude. In Homer, however, we have not 

folktale but literature 18 , which can explore the tension between character and plot. The 

best example is the tension created between Penelope's character as faithful wife, and the 

requirement of the plot (partly a folktale element) that she be on the point of remarriage. 

(That this motif is an integral part of the traditional story is suggested by the odd 

treatment of Penelope's weaving trick. This is not given as large a part in the epic as 

might be expected, and the discovery of Penelope's scheme does not seem to have 

changed the development of the action; the version of the plot given by Amphinomus in 

the second nekuia, in which Odysseus returns immediately after Penelope has finished 

the web, might seem a more obvious line to follow.) The conflicting demands of plot 

and characterisation have led to some of the scholar's problems in interpreting Penelope: 

in order for the plot to advance, Penelope must set the contest of the bow, an action 

which can be interpreted as showing her unfaithfulness to Odysseus 19 . By choosing to

17 Cf. Carpenter 1946 ch.l p. 104-5 on the development of Penelope through comparison with other 
figures; see also Woodhouse 1930 pp.246-7, who considers our Odyssey to have developed through the 
contrast of the houses of Agamemnon and Odysseus, starting from the parallels between Orestes and 
Telemachus.
18 The relationship between myth, literature, and folktale is discussed pp.lSff.
19 It is interesting that Homer does make Penelope take this step; modern retellings, worrying over how 
this fits with her characterisation, have dealt with this sometimes by making the contest an act of last 
resort, occasioned by the discovery of the weaving plot (for example, Odysseus II: The Journey Through 
Hell, by T. Robinson, R. Curtis and T. Haws (BBC 1987), in which the suitors' wickedness is emphasised 
by the heroine's desperation), or by having the contest initiated by Telemachus (in full knowledge of
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tell the story as it occurs in this poem, the poet has sharpened some of these tensions: 

Penelope does not have to descend to entice the suitors in book 18, nor does the text have 

to be so opaque as to her motives in doing so20 . It is this sort of scene which entices the 

audience to try to "fill out" Penelope's character and motivation. Penelope's character is 

a pivot for dramatic tension; even if the reader knows how the story will turn out, 

different possible endings can be envisaged or suggested to create such tension.

Viewpoints

As I have said, Penelope's apparent inconsistency arises partly because she is 

presented not only directly, but also as viewed by other characters of varying sympathies. 

As Felson-Rubin's able analysis shows, not all the text's comments about Penelope have 

authorial authority, so not all should be given the same weight when all are combined: 

their focalisation also varies significantly. Such an analysis also has the advantage of 

dealing with the text as we have it, rather than digressing into reconstruction of previous 

versions of the story: these may be interesting, but their results are unverifiable, and do 

not necessarily add much to our reading of the text we actually have. There are many 

potential approaches to Penelope; her character is drawn both directly in her actions and 

words, and in descriptions given by other characters, and indirectly, by comparison with 

other characters in the epic. Such comparison may be prompted by a repetition of a type 

scene, or other significant action, or by explicit comparison, as when Agamemnon twice 

contrasts Penelope and Clytaemnestra, or when Penelope herself compares her situation 

to Helen's. This study will start with an overview of the different pictures of Penelope

Odysseus' return: for example, The Odyssey retold by G. McCaughrean (Oxford University Press 1993), in 
which Telemachus appears to be acting in complicity with Odysseus). 
20 Cf. Griffin 1980 ch.2 on non-explicit motives in the Homeric poems.
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which are given in the poem from the differing points of view of the other characters, but 

starting with one element shared between the characters and narrating voice: the epithets 

applied to Penelope. It will then move on to consider how Penelope is shaped by 

comparison and contrast with other figures in the poem.

Epithets

Some epithets are shared and add little, but others are peculiar to an individual, and 

hence contribute more to a reader's conception of that individual. This is even more the 

case when they are used by several voices in the poem, both authorial and those of 

characters. Penelope is not as richly endowed with epithets as some Homeric characters; in 

fact, apart from phrases relating to her parentage or marriage, Penelope has only two real 

epithets, Tiepixppcov - used fifty times of Penelope in the Odyssey, and otherwise only four 

times of Eurycleia, and once (11.345) of Arete - and execppcov - used eight times of 

Penelope and once of Odysseus21 . Both refer to her intelligence. Although it may not be 

decisive evidence (as the surprising use of 6tu,\>jicov for Aegisthus could suggest), the lack 

of examples of other "unsuitable" personal epithets does suggest that the more personal 

Homeric epithets on the whole reflect a traditional perception of a character22 . The 

individual epithets used for Penelope thus suggest that the "original version" of the myth 

portrayed faithful Penelope as characteristically intelligent, and using her intelligence in her

21 Of Odysseus at 13.332, used by Penelope at 19.326.
22 Though there is some debate over the meaning of au-oucov, and the traditional etymology from a + 
|KOUO<; seems clearly wrong, its range of meanings from "beautiful/handsome" through to "good" does 
demand that with reference to Aegisthus the connotations lie all at one end of the scale, which is not 
wholly satisfactory. See Amory 1973, especially ch.4 on the etymology of CCUA)UXOV and pp. 123-4 on 
Aegisthus; also Lowenstam 1993 pp.48-51. On "illogical epithets" in the Homeric poems, see Lowenstam 
1993 ch.l, especially pp.38-53 on the "improper assignment of individual epithets". Lowenstam explains 
away all apparent examples of this phenomenon, mainly through consideration of the meaning and use of 
each epithet. He concludes that, although not necessarily the result of a careful search for an ideal word in 
each context, "each epithet that was employed was sanctioned by the poet" (p.57).
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husband's interests. One could argue that Penelope has few epithets because those 

reflecting the "original", unfaithful version have been dropped, but it is more plausible to 

suppose that Penelope has few epithets because she was originally a minor character in the 

cycle of myth, the Odyssey-poet having chosen to give her a larger part in the story. I 

would thus see her as a prehistorically obscure good wife whose popular image became 

shaped by Homer, rather than as a previously well-defined bad wife utterly whitewashed by 

Homer.

The only other stock descriptions accorded to Penelope in the Odyssey are yoooxra 

and 65\)pop,£VT|. yoocoaa is used to describe her five times, twice in the fourth book, and 

three times in the nineteenth, during her interview with the disguised Odysseus. There she 

is lamenting for the absent Odysseus, while in the earlier book, she is worried about 

Telemachus, whose journey to Pylos has just been revealed to her. 68\)pou,evr| too is used 

to describe Penelope's reaction to Odysseus' absence and being reminded of her loss. 

Penelope's weeping is, it seems, not a negative trait, for it illustrates her devotion to her 

husband, and to her son, even though both seem to be doubted by Telemachus. Cantarella 

perceives Penelope's frequent tears as indicative of her lack of power as a woman, and of a 

woman's passivity23 ; however, these tears can be given a more positive evaluation. 

Penelope's continual weeping demonstrates the genuineness of her devotion to her lost 

husband, more forcefully than the doubts expressed by her son and her suitors suggest the 

opposite. Penelope's tears do spring from her impotence, her inability to rid herself of her 

suitors, but the epic opens after her own schemes have been exhausted. There is no 

evidence that Penelope has spent the whole of the last twenty years weeping passively; 

rather, the tales told by the queen herself and her suitors suggest that she has been active

23 Cantarella 1987 p.29; cf. Helleman 1995 pp.235-6.

112



over the twenty years, constant in her devotion to and longing for Odysseus rather than in 

empty tears.

Internal Perspectives

An audience's way into the world of the poem is in part through their sympathy 

with the various characters. The text incorporates several different viewpoints on each 

character - that of the main narrator, that of the character, and those of the other 

characters in the poem24 . These views will not always be identical, and hence need to be 

synthesised if an audience want to create a complete, psychologically satisfying 

conception of each character. I here deal with the perspectives on Penelope offered by 

the various characters approximately in the order of their first reference to Penelope; 

Penelope herself is kept for last.

The view of Telemachus

The first mention of Penelope by name in the Odyssey, as anything more than the 

object of Odysseus' longing, comes from her son, Telemachus, in conversation with 

Athene. Penelope's first appearance in person (as discussed below) stresses her devotion 

to Odysseus and her modest behaviour. It is therefore important to consider the picture 

painted by Telemachus, for he gives a very different view of his mother. Telemachus

24 This approach is similar though not identical to that of Felson-Rubin 1994, which analyses Penelope in 
terms of possible plot structures. Felson-Rubin (pp. 125-7) explicitly states that she is giving a reading of 
and for the twentieth century; she does add, however, that as her reading is closely text-based, a similar 
reading could well have been possible for an "original audience". My reading aims more directly at being 
closer to that of an ancient audience, as it forms the background to the study of Penelope in later antiquity, 
which is based on ancient readings of the Odyssey (as well as, possibly, other texts): it aims to show that 
the reading suggested by the texts of later antiquity can be justified. The text is naturally our main 
resource in constructing any approach, and my approach too is therefore based on looking at what the text 
actually tells us. On the problems of reconstructing the viewpoint of an "original audience", see 
Sourvinou-Inwood 1995 ch.l, 1991 pp.3-23.
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makes his first reference to Penelope in such a way as to cause us to wonder about her 

chastity and faithfulness to Odysseus25 :

firrnp u£v T' eui (prjai TOU eu^ievai, croTocp eyco YE 
O\)K 016'- o\) yap 716 TK; eov yovov cfuxoq ctveYvco.

1.215-6

This is consistent with Telemachus' attitude to his mother throughout the poem: even in 

book 23, he is still berating her for not being quick enough to recognise Odysseus.

Telemachus' suspicion of and hostility towards his mother is made clear. The 

suitors play on this in the Ithacan assembly, separating the interests of Telemachus and 

his mother, in contrast to the faithful servants in Ithaca, who, loyal to both Penelope and 

Telemachus, as well as to Odysseus, do not seem to feel a conflict of interest between 

mother and son (see below). Telemachus' hostility towards his mother contributes to the 

conception of the 'Telemachy' as an educational process dealing with Telemachus' 

coming of age26 . The hostility of son towards mother is, seen in this light, a natural part 

of his maturation. However, the doubts which Telemachus has about his mother are 

passed on to the audience, particularly through the paradigm of the house of Atreus. 

Telemachus is told by Athene to emulate Orestes (1.298ff), another maturing young 

hero, but, although this is not the aspect of the story stressed by Athene, Orestes was 

probably known even at this stage as the killer of his own mother27 . This aspect of the 

story is not stressed in the Odyssey because Telemachus does not need to be exhorted to 

take revenge on his mother; this need not mean, however, that this aspect of the story 

was unknown to an original audience. When Telemachus is told to be an Orestes, this

25 Felson-Rubin (1994 p.81) is thus wrong to say that Telemachus does not think of Penelope as 
potentially unfaithful until he has met Helen.
26 On the 'Telemachy' as "Bildungsroman" see Schol. Od. 1.93, 284, Porphyry on Od. 1.284; cf. Clarke 
1963 pp. 102-4 (n.16 for earlier bibliography), West 1988 p.35. 
27 See particularly 3.309-10.
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must invite comparison of his mother with Clytaemnestra, who was, at the very least, 

known to have been unfaithful to her husband.

Telemachus first appears in the Odyssey casting doubt on his own parentage; as in 

Agamemnon's speeches, his generalisation that no one's father's identity may be known 

with certainty reflects the negative conception of women as all potentially unfaithful and 

dangerous to a man's household28 . He also reflects some knowledge of Penelope's view 

of things, however, when he calls the marriage which she will not accept a ai-oyepov 

ydjiov (1.249), although there is criticism implicit in his statement of her refusal to 

"make an end of it" (1.249-50). His reproach of the suitors is illuminating: although 

Penelope does not think of him as fully grown, he sees the suitors as destroying his house 

and eating up his goods:

TOI 8e cpGivoGo-oaiv 
OIKOV ejiov Taxa §r\ jie 8iappaico\)ai mi a\)iov.

Od 1.250-1

His perception of the house, and hence matters concerning it, as his own is further 

illuminated and shown to be a mark of his maturing in his first depicted encounter with 

Penelope. She comes down from her room in order to tell Phemius not to sing about the 

return of the Achaeans from Troy. Telemachus rebukes her and claims for himself the 

authority to decide such matters:

6' avSpeacn 
, n,dA,iaT(x 5' eum- TOO) yap KpotToq eat' evi OIKCQ.

Od 1.358-9

Thus Telemachus both counts himself among the men, and claims control of the 

household; he states that Odysseus is dead to back up his claim that he is now the man of

28 A perception common in the Odyssey which may be taken as evidence for its non-feminist, patriarchal 
leanings, probably reflecting Greek popular opinion about women, illustrated by, for example, Semonides 
fr. 7; for further citations, see Hutchinson 1985 ad 187-95.
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the house (perhaps the echo of Hector's words to Andromache at //. 6.642-3 reinforces 

this image for the audience). His assertiveness continues when he orders an assembly for 

the following day; the surprise of Penelope and the suitors at his actions suggest that this 

assertiveness is a new sort of behaviour for Telemachus (for example, 1.382).

At the assembly, Telemachus' words again show some understanding of his 

mother's position, for he says that she is courted OUK eeeXo-oori (2.50). This may be 

attributable partly to the aim of his speech at this point: he laments the loss of his father, 

and presents his own household as defenceless, preyed on by the rapacious suitors, with 

no man to defend it (ctvip 2.58-9). His youth is stressed here by the way in which he 

loses his self-control at the end of his speech and flings down the sceptre. When 

Antinous puts the blame for the situation onto Penelope, Telemachus does not refute this, 

but rather again shows the weakness of his own position, because he says that he cannot 

send his mother back to her father: although he has claimed to be the man of the house, 

there are some actions which his father could do which he cannot, because they involve 

his mother. His attitude to his mother outside this public context, where he is putting 

across a case, is shown by his preparations for his journey to Pylos. His instructions to 

Eurycleia not to tell Penelope of his journey suggest that he is trying to avoid her 

preventing him going, or crying (2.375-6), but the fact that the information is also kept 

from all the other serving women except Eurycleia suggests another motive too, namely 

fear of betrayal to the suitors. Penelope is again grouped by Telemachus, however 

unjustly, with those whom he cannot trust, that is, the suitors and those loyal to them.

Telemachus' doubts about his mother ought to be laid to rest by the comments 

made by Nestor, Helen, and Menelaus; throughout his travels, Telemachus' likeness to 

his father both in looks and character is stressed, a theme which reaches its culmination

116



at 21.126-9, where Telemachus proves himself his father's equal in his ability to string 

the bow, disproving his earlier doubt about his parentage. However, the success of the 

dream sent by Athene shows that his fears about his mother are still very much alive; the 

idea that she might be preparing to remarry and carry off his belongings very rapidly 

prompts him to action. His hostility towards Penelope is clearly unabated in book 17 

(especially 17.101-6), where he greets his mother coldly on his return, and in book 23, 

where he berates her for her failure to recognise Odysseus immediately. The hostility 

between mother and son has been seen as an accurate picture of a relationship of parent 

and rapidly maturing offspring, but in the context of the Odyssey, where the father-son 

relationship is rated highly, and the relationships of Penelope, Odysseus, and Telemachus 

compared to those of Clytaemnestra, Agamemnon, and Orestes, such hostility serves also 

to remind the audience of the negative paradigm of female behaviour, of the route of 

unfaithfulness and adultery which Penelope could take.

The view of Athene

Athene's comments on Penelope are interesting in their apparent inconsistency, 

though they must be interpreted in the context of the particular characters to whom they 

are addressed. She both assures Odysseus of Penelope's fidelity and tells him to test her, 

saying that this would be his way of doing things:

K aoq avp 
IET' Evi nEYapoiq iSEEiv rcatSaq T' Q^OXOV TE- 
ooi 8' ox> TCCO (piXov EOT! SafpEvai o\)6£ 7i\)8£aeai, 
Ttpiv y' eti <*fte aXoxo-o KEipfiaEai, TI TE TOI aftiax; 
flaiai Evi jiEyapoiaiv, 6i"C\>pai 8£ oi aiEi 
(p9ivo\)aiv vvKTEq TE mi f|uaTa 8ctKpx> XEotiar).

Od. 13.333-38
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However, Athene also suggests that Penelope's actions are not above reproach: she tells 

Odysseus that she has been tricking the suitors by sending them all messages, making 

promises to each of them. Although Athene qualifies this by saying vooq 8e oi otXXa 

u£voiva (13.381), this is not a wholly favourable picture of Penelope, and Odysseus' 

reaction - saying that, had the goddess not warned him, he would have met his fate on his 

return home, like Agamemnon - may suggest that Odysseus does not wholly trust his 

wife29 . Athene's words serve to remind Odysseus of one possible example his wife 

could follow, that of Clytaemnestra; although the possibility that Penelope is unfaithful is 

explicitly denied, it has still been brought to mind. It is also Athene who warns 

Telemachus to return to Ithaca from Sparta in case Penelope is about to remarry (15.10- 

42), and Athene who prevents Penelope from recognising Odysseus at the same moment 

as Eurycleia; however, Athene also reassures Telemachus that he is his father's son30, 

and holds Penelope as a fit mother for the hero Telemachus will be (1.222-3). Athene 

also suggests a more negative perception of Penelope at 15.24-6, when she tells 

Telemachus to entrust the gifts he has been given in Sparta to a trusted maidservant, to be 

looked after until his marriage; the obvious choice would seem to be Eurycleia, here 

again filling the role which might otherwise belong to Penelope - when Helen gives 

Telemachus the robe to be kept for his bride, she tells him to give it to Penelope for her 

to look after it for him (15.127)31 , and this is contradicted by Athene's instructions. The 

way in which Athene suggests the negative interpretations of Penelope's actions 

contrasts with the tale she tells Telemachus about Odysseus' whereabouts when

29 Cf. Felson-Rubin 1994 p.52. Athene also warns Odysseus against the suitors, but their presence does 
not seem to explain fully her advice that Penelope be tested.
30 The theme of paternity seems important in this poem; one function of the 'Telemachy' is to show that 
Telemachus is a worthy son of Odysseus.
31 Cf. Felson-Rubin 1994 p.83.

118



disguised as Mentes. There, she glosses over Odysseus' infidelity with Calypso, by 

telling his son that his father is detained by "wild men" (1.198-9); thus although not 

averse to highlighting the possibilities for Penelope's bad behaviour, Athene does not 

raise the same sort of doubts in Telemachus' mind about his father's actions32 . Athene 

does seem to use Penelope in her plot to help Odysseus regain his throne: she brings 

Penelope down before the suitors in book 18, beautifying her against her will, sends her 

to sleep when the massacre is taking place, and possibly inspires Penelope's weaving as a 

delaying tactic33 .

Athene's treatment of Penelope seems to provide the best evidence that the 

Odyssey is not at heart a feminist poem, not written to make Penelope the hero, or even a 

joint hero with Odysseus34 . Although there are similarities between goddess and mortal 

woman (see below), Athene does not show Penelope the favour which she shows to 

Odysseus, who is also like her; one may compare the way in which Penelope is 

beautified against her will, while in books 6 and 23 her beautifying of Odysseus happens 

after he has chosen to bathe and dress in fresh clothing. Thus, although Athene does 

send Penelope the comfort of a dream to reassure her of Telemachus' safety, when 

Penelope asks the dream about Odysseus, she is given no real answer:

oi) jiev TOI KEIVOV ye SirjveKecoq ayope\>aco 
c>£i 6 y' fj TEOvrpce- KCXKOV 6' dve|a.6Xia pd^eiv.

Od 4.836-7

32 Cf. Thorntonl970p.l06.
33 19.138 attributes the inspiration for the deception to a 8cducov; given Athene's links to weaving and 
care for Odysseus, it has been suggested that this refers to her. On Penelope's own perspective, see de 
Jong 1987 pp. 158, 239-40.
34 Cf. Murnaghan 1995, who argues that Athene's plotting in the Odyssey serves to reinforce the poem's 
conservative position.
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Though Penelope is "soothed at heart" (4.840)35 Athene's refusal to reassure her about 

Odysseus could seem unnecessarily harsh, given that other reliable (though not divine) 

sources will reassure her (and that Athene has been happy to tell Telemachus at 1.203-5 

that his father will definitely return home). Athene goads the suitors against Odysseus in 

order to drive him to greater fervour against them; it is possible that she keeps Penelope 

in suspense for a similar reason, in order to motivate the contest of the bow. However, 

the fact that Penelope disbelieves so many reassurances that Odysseus will return home 

suggests that such information from the dream would not necessarily have caused her to 

act differently.

This leads to the inference that Athene is merely using Penelope to forward the 

plot she has in mind for Odysseus and Telemachus; to have her collapse from worry over 

Telemachus would not help this aim. It is Athene who sets off the action of the Odyssey, 

masterminding both Odysseus' return and Telemachus' quest for news of his father (a 

search which brings him to manhood). Odysseus and Penelope seem to be the only 

characters who act independently of the roles in the plot which Athene has devised for 

them - and Odysseus does not diverge much from his expected role. He forces Athene to 

acknowledge her identity on Ithaca, but this seems to be no less than she expects of him. 

When Odysseus tells his own story for the four books of the Apology, he makes no 

mention of help from Athene. Penelope too takes some action outside the part assigned 

for her by Athene: she controls Odysseus' final return and reception into his home. 

Earlier, though, when she tries to step outside Athene's control, by asking the dream her 

own question, the dream leaves her, as Athene again asserts control of the information

35 Although this line does not specify that it was only about Telemachus that Penelope was reassured, he 
had been her most immediate source of worry before the dream; the contrast with the suitors at 4.842-7, 
with its specific mention of Telemachus, does suggest that he was their shared object of thought.
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which Penelope may have. It is also Athene who turns Penelope's mind aside at the 

moment of Eurycleia's cry at her recognition of Odysseus; although some earlier version 

of the story might have had Penelope and Odysseus plotting together, in this epic 

version, the women with whom Odysseus plots are rather Eurycleia and Athene herself. 

Athene can be described as consciously presenting herself as a better ally for Odysseus 

than Penelope, when she says at 13.336-40 that she never doubted Odysseus would 

succeed in getting home, while Penelope has given up hope36 . Athene then goes on to 

prove herself a more useful partner, by working with both father and son, while Penelope 

feels herself torn by her duty to each - her duty to stay faithful to Odysseus, and her duty 

to protect Telemachus and his livelihood against the suitors, an aim possibly best served 

by her remarriage37 . Athene also proves herself a better ally by her presence at the end of 

the poem, ending the fight with the suitors' families, after she has inspired Laertes to 

youthful exploits; Penelope, in contrast, does not have any direct speech after her reunion 

with Odysseus, and the only reference to her in the final book is in the second nekuia: her 

obscurity is only lifted by a reading of the events which reinforces her fidelity but 

ignores her cunning38 .

In the repeated pattern of Penelope's descent from her room in an attempt to 

intervene, and her subsequent return to her room without having accomplished 

anything39, Penelope's return is several times followed by her sleeping, a sleep sent by 

Athene. The formula oi xmvov | f]8i)v ini p^ecpctpoiai paXe ytaxx>Kco7ti<; 'A9fivr| is

36 Murnaghan 1995 p.72.
37 Murnaghan 1995 pp. 74-5; cf. Doherty 1991.
38 See below for more on this reading of Agamemnon's words.
39 Cf. Rutherford 1985 p. 137; this type of scene occurs in books 1, 16, 17, 18, 19 (where Penelope is 
deceived by Odysseus, rather than failing to act) and 21 (where she sets in action the test of the bow, but is 
dismissed to her room before it is complete). In book 23, her descent is after a happier sleep, and to a 
happier scene, which finally sees her reunited with Odysseus.
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used four times in the Odyssey**, each time to describe Athene's sending sleep to 

Penelope, after one of her descents and subsequent weeping. Such sleep is a relief from 

weeping and worry for Penelope, but also removes her from the action, and illustrates her 

inability to find a solution to the situation she is in. At 18.188, another line is used to 

describe Athene sending Penelope to sleep; there, Penelope has not been weeping, but 

rather she has started to act, albeit at Athene's instigation. During her sleep, Athene 

beautifies her, but Penelope's reaction on waking up is to pray for death, as a similar 

gentle release from her longing for Odysseus. Her true feelings are thus asserted against 

the part which Athene wishes her to play, in a scene which seems designed as part of 

Athene's plan to rouse Odysseus against the suitors. The sleep which Athene sends on 

Penelope at various points in the epic is thus a healing sleep in some senses, but it also 

illustrates how Athene is directing Odysseus' return and Telemachus' maturing; when 

Penelope is ordered by Telemachus to retire to her room, the sleep brings respite from 

her sufferings, but it also enables the plot to move on without her.

The view of the Suitors

The suitors may want to marry Penelope, but this does not mean that they are 

generally under any illusions about her attitude to them (collectively). It is difficult to 

know what to make of some statements by various suitors, for if they are telling the truth 

about Penelope sending messages of encouragement to each of them separately, this may 

put some of her other actions in a different light.

The first suitor to talk about Penelope is Antinous, at the assembly (2.85-128). 

Answering Telemachus' accusations that the suitors are all acting wrongly in courting

40 1.364, 17.457, 19.604,21.358.
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Penelope and destroying the substance of Odysseus' house, he lays the blame wholly on 

Penelope:

ooi 8' ox> TI nvrjaTfjpeq 'Axaicov amoi eiaiv, 
aXXa (piA,r| M-iycrip, i\ TOI nepi Kep6ea oi8ev.

Od. 2.87-8

Playing on the strained relations between Telemachus and his mother, Antinous separates 

the interests of the two; Penelope, he says, is acting in her own interests, winning icAioq 

for her faithfulness and ingenuity, while she is the cause of the depletion of Telemachus' 

patrimony (2.125-6). Antinous also accuses Penelope of leading the suitors on; in his 

summary of her deception of them over the weaving, he says that she started by saying 

Odysseus was already dead, which might be taken as legitimising their courtship of her. 

He also accuses her of leading them on more actively:

U.EV eXiiei, mi tmiaxETCci av8pi EmaTcp, 
ayy£A,ia<; TtpoiEiaa- vooq 8£ oi cxXXa p,£voiva.

Od. 2.91-2

Telemachus does not dispute this point; rather he replies to Antinous' advice that he 

should send his mother back to her father's house and let her be remarried from there. 

He says that it is impossible for him to take this advice as he could not pay back her 

dowry, nor does he want to call down his mother's anger on himself. The advice is 

repeated by Eurymachus; again, the implication is that Penelope's interests and those of 

her son and his household are different, and that Telemachus or his mother can solve the 

problem by precipitating her remarriage. Antinous completes his narrative by comparing 

Penelope to earlier heroines41 ; although he says that she is cleverer than them, this does 

not seem to be a compliment (or is, at best, a grudging one).

41 Tyro, Alcmene, and Mycene; the first two bore children to gods, and it seems likely that Mycene was 
the mother of the eponymous hero of Mycenae by a god; their cunning was presumably in preserving their 
children, managing to pass them off as the children of mortal husbands: Penelope would thus be parallel to 
them in her manipulation of her suitors.
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Antinous' narrative about Penelope's web is repeated and extended by 

Amphimedon's ghost in the second nekuia42 . Antinous says only that having been 

caught unpicking her weaving, Penelope was forced to complete it; rather oddly, he 

leaves the story hanging at this point. Amphimedon completes it in what has been seen 

as the "original version" of the story43 . He says that Penelope finished her weaving and 

at that time (TOTE 24.149) Odysseus returned and plotted with Penelope, telling her to set 

the test of the bow to give him an opportunity to kill the suitors (24.167-9). 

Amphimedon's version of events differs only slightly from that given in the rest of the 

poem, and the only substantive difference is that he says that Odysseus ordered Penelope 

to set up the test of the bow, while in book 1 9, it is Penelope who makes the suggestion, 

although it is then approved by the disguised Odysseus. It is not explicit in 

Amphimedon's speech whether or not he thinks Penelope recognised her husband and 

plotted with him; he says that Odysseus and Telemachus plotted together (24.153), but 

says only that Odysseus told Penelope what to do:

6 T\\ aXoxov 7toA,UKep8eiTiaiv avcoye 
jj,vrjaif|p8aai Ge^iev TroA-iov IE ai8t|pov, 

f]u,iv cdvou,6poiaiv aeOXia mi (povoi) apxfjv.
Od. 24.167-9

Thus the version of events presented in Amphimedon's speech does not differ as greatly 

from the rest of the poem as has sometimes been suggested; although the natural 

inference from his words is that Penelope recognised Odysseus, this is not explicit. By 

attributing the idea to Odysseus, Amphimedon is underestimating Penelope; the suitors 

admit that she deceived them with her weaving, but here Amphimedon is not willing to 

allow that Penelope was working on her own initiative. Such underestimation of

42 Cf. BUchner 1940 pp. 129-136.
43 Cf. Heubeck 1992 p.377 with further bibliography, also Woodhouse 1930 pp.80-91, Page 1955 pp.119- 
129, Kirk 1962 pp.245-7.
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Penelope seems common in the poem: Penelope manages to see through the dream sent 

her by Athene in book 4, suggesting that the goddess has underestimated her intelligence, 

and Telemachus does not credit her with the ability to recognise the worth of the beggar 

and treat him properly (20.128-43). Even Odysseus, perhaps, underestimates her 

carefulness, although he makes more allowance for her delay in recognising him than 

their son (see below).

Thus the suitors' words about Penelope reveal her intelligence and cunning; they 

also show her acting in ways which might suggest unfaithfulness to Odysseus. This is 

the negative side of the picture, the unfaithful woman feared by her son. However, 

Penelope's actions with regard to the suitors also show her faithfulness (see below). The 

portrayal of the suitors is negative, hubristic, and violent, and they seem to pay no 

attention to Penelope's expressions of dislike and reluctance to remarry. At the first 

appearance of individual suitors, Antinous and Eurymachus are characterised as vicious: 

Antinous has a particular desire for power in Ithaca, and Eurymachus is a soft-spoken 

dissembler44 . This apparent failure to take in her words undermines their reliability as 

narrators for events before the beginning of the poem, although this only becomes clear 

in the second half of the epic. Thus, when they accuse Penelope of having led them on, 

by sending messages to each of them and promising to marry one of them when her 

weaving was finished, the audience do not know how accurate this picture is. When 

Athene tells the same story to Odysseus, it is in the context of an assertion of Penelope's 

faithfulness to Odysseus, and thus presents her actions in a positive light, showing her 

intelligence deployed in keeping faith with Odysseus. Although the story told by

44 Cf. Race 1993, especially pp.83-8 on the suitors in general, p.84 on Antinous and Eurymachus.
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Amphimedon to the ghost of Agamemnon is different from that told in the poem, this 

may be because the suitors' version of earlier events is similarly biased against Penelope.

The views of other characters in Ithac^

Penelope is mentioned by other Ithacan characters too - various servants, and 

Odysseus' mother in the nekuia. Once she has been allowed to drink of the blood, 

Anticleia questions her son before he can question her. Asking how he has come to 

associate with the dead, she wonders whether he is still wandering,

o\)8e KCO
eiq 'IGocKriv, o\)8' et6e<; evi

Od. 11.161-2

Anticleia thus closely associates Odysseus' return to Ithaca with his return to his faithful 

wife, an association made also by other characters45 . Her second speech, answering 

Odysseus' questions about what is happening on Ithaca, has aroused much discussion. 

Anticleia says, speaking about Penelope and Laertes:

mi Air|v Keivr) ye ulvei 
aotaiv Evi neyapoiaiv oi^upai 8e oi aiei 
(pGivoaxnv V\)KTE<; IE mi fjuaTa SctKpa) 
oov 8' oft Ttcb TI<; EXEI mA,6v yEpaq, dX,Xot E 
Tr|A,£|xaxoq TEfiEVEa VEfiEtai Kai 8atia<; Ei 
8aiv\)Tai, aq ETCEOIKE SiKaajroXov avSp' d

Od 11.181-6

The description of Penelope fits the Penelope who has been described in the poem up to 

this point; it is considered surprising, however, that Anticleia makes no reference to the 

suitors. One possible explanation for this is that her speech is accurately designed to fit 

its own narrative time, that is, at least seven years before Odysseus reaches Ithaca, while

45 See below under Odysseus' view of Penelope.
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the suitors are only there for the last three or four years of Penelope's wait46 . 

Alternatively, it might be seen to reflect an even earlier point in time, namely that at 

which Anticleia died. However, this does not fit the picture given of Telemachus - fully 

adult and in control of his father's lands and privileges, which would suggest that the 

speech reflects the state of affairs during the period when Odysseus is with the 

Phaeacians - the dramatic timing of the speech as retold by Odysseus. Anticleia's speech 

can be understood as reflecting the position in Ithaca at the time she died, incorrectly 

projecting the then peaceful state of affairs into the future (chronological realism)47 . The 

absence of any mention of the suitors may also be explained by the fact that Teiresias has 

just mentioned them (narrative economy)48 ; Anticleia aims to reassure her son of his 

wife's fidelity, not to highlight the problems which he will face. Anticleia's speech is 

thus better suited to the period just before Odysseus' return, but does not give a very 

accurate picture of the state of affairs in Ithaca. Anticleia's description of a faithful wife 

and adult son in possession of his father's privileges contrasts with the picture of 

Agamemnon's unfaithful wife and his son driven into exile; Agamemnon too paints a 

happy picture of Odysseus' return to his family on Ithaca (11.444ff), and so both 

contrast the fates of the two heroes. The oddities in Anticleia's speech may thus be 

better understood if seen in their context in the poem, rather than taken out of that 

context and considered as if factual. In the context of Odysseus' tale to the Phaeacians, 

Anticleia's speech also serves as a reminder to Odysseus' hosts that he has a loving wife 

and son at home who are waiting for his return, and thus reinforces his request for a

46 See the accounts of Penelope's web, CW.2.89-90, 19.151-2, and especially 24.125ff, which suggest that 
the suitors had been at the palace for between three and four years.
47 Murnaghan 1987 p. 126.
48 Cf. Fenik 1974 pp. 120-6 on the way in which Circe and Teiresias give complementary accounts of 
Odysseus' further wanderings, particularly p. 122, which notes the avoidance of repetition between the two 
accounts.
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passage home rather than the honour of staying in Phaeacia and marrying Nausicaa. It 

has been suggested Odysseus is trying to evoke pity in his description of his trip to the 

Underworld, by raising the possibility that Penelope may be unfaithful through 

Agamemnon's tale of Clytaemnestra, while explicitly dissociating himself from 

Agamemnon's unflattering views on women, in order to keep Arete favourably disposed 

towards him. It is less convincing to suggest that Anticleia's description of Telemachus 

enjoying his privileges as ruler is part of Odysseus' attempt to persuade the Phaeacians to 

convey him home49 .

A living character important in forming a reader's view of Penelope is Eumaeus, 

the first Ithacan to tell Odysseus about events on the island in his absence. His first 

speeches to the disguised Odysseus reveal how much Odysseus is missed (Od. 14.61-71, 

89ff), and his first reference to Penelope makes two important points: she does not 

believe all the wanderers who come to tell her tales about Odysseus, yet she listens to 

anyone who claims to have news:

"to yepov, oft Tiq icetvov otvfp ocXccXfmevoq eX0cbv 
cVneXAcov rceiaeie yuvaiKcx te Kai cpiXov -oiov, 
dXX' aXXox; KojxiSfiq Kexpr|uivoi cxvSpe^ cxXiitai 
H/E^OVT', 0-68' e0eXo\>aiv aXr|0ea uv0f|aaa0ai. 
oq 8e K' aA,T|Te\)cov 'I0ccKTi<; e<; 8%iov iKTjtai, 
eX0cbv eq 8ea7toivav ep,fiv aTtaifiXia pa£ev 
f) 8' eS 8e^ajxevT| cpiAeei Kai emaTa neTaXXa, 
Kai oi 68x>pou,evn pXecpdpcov aTio 8ctKpi)a KITCTEI, 
r\ 0ejj,i(; eaii yovaiKoq, ini\v TTOOK; aXX,o0' oXritai."

Od. 14.122-30

Eumaeus considers Penelope to be acting correctly, in receiving all wanderers, and 

weeping at their news of her husband, even if she does not believe any of it: thus she 

proves herself a good wife, ever looking for more news, ever hospitable to those who 

bring it. Eumaeus' description of Penelope differs from that of Athene in one major

49 Felson-Rubin 1994 pp. 100-103.
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respect: he does not mention the messages she has been sending to the suitors. Such an 

action was presumably worthy of reproach; Eumaeus may thus be read either as 

presenting Penelope's actions in a favourable light, or as being ignorant of some of her 

actions. Eumaeus' description, which aims to portray Penelope as faithful, is thus 

undercut by the contrast with the other accounts which the audience (but not Odysseus) 

have heard. Odysseus has been assured by his mother, Athene, and Eumaeus that 

Penelope is waiting faithfully for him; his first direct information that this might not be 

the case comes from Telemachus (although he has also been advised not to approach her 

directly by Athene and Agamemnon). However, before Telemachus arrives, Eumaeus 

tells the beggar the story of how he came to be Odysseus' swineherd. Born in Syria, he 

was sold to Laertes by Phoenicians, who had persuaded his Phoenician nurse to leave 

with them in secret, bringing what she could from her master's house, including the child 

Eumaeus. The notion that women are not to be trusted is reinforced by Eumaeus' story, 

which should act as a warning to Odysseus that this is one path his wife could have 

followed. The admonitory force of the story (and it should be remembered that tales 

other than myths may be told with admonitory or paradigmatic force50) is stronger for the 

audience than for Odysseus, however, because it comes shortly after Athene's warning to 

Telemachus that he should hurry back to Ithaca, in case Penelope is about to marry 

Eurymachus and carry off property from Odysseus'/Telemachus' house. In between 

these two passages comes a digression on Theoclymenus' family, which included 

Amphiaraus, whose wife was bribed to persuade him to go to Thebes and die there (Od. 

15.244-7): a passage which again illustrates the untrustworthiness of women and the

50 For example, Odysseus' tale to Eumaeus about a night ambush at Troy (14.462-506) is told in order to 
test Eumaeus' hospitality.
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damage they can cause to a hero's household. Thus, although nothing is said explicitly 

in this book to make Odysseus doubt his wife's faithfulness to him, the other stories told 

all reinforce the picture of women as potentially unfaithful and destructive to the oikos.

Eumaeus says little else about Penelope, but his closeness to her - for example, 

acting as messenger between the beggar and the queen - does enhance our perception of 

her loyalty to Odysseus. It is because of Eumaeus' recommendation of the beggar, it 

seems, that Penelope is so keen to talk to him; possibly this is because Eumaeus is "not a 

gullible man"51 , a recommendation which may explain why Penelope trusts him, but also 

shows that his creditable judgement of Penelope should carry weight both with the 

beggar and the audience. It is notable that all the servants who are loyal to Odysseus are 

also loyal to Penelope; Melantho, who insults Odysseus, is also one of the servants not 

faithful to Penelope (18.321-5), who scolds her (19.89-95). Thus the loyalties of the 

servants make it clear that the interests and desires of Penelope are identified with those 

of Telemachus and Odysseus: it is Telemachus who tries to put his parents on opposing 

sides.

The other important Ithacan character is Eurycleia, but she says little about 

Penelope. She is the servant whom Telemachus trusts to help make arrangements for his 

trip to Sparta and Pylos, and she is the first he greets on his return to the palace. 

Eurycleia, it may be noted, was originally a servant in Odysseus' family, and hence has 

been in the household longer than Penelope. Given Telemachus' distrust of his mother, 

it is perhaps not surprising that he turns to a servant who has been with his family over 

several generations. However, the fact that he demands an oath from her not to tell 

Penelope about his journey suggests that left to herself, she would tell Penelope, and

51 Winkler 1990 p. 148; cf. Odysseus at 14.391, who says Eumaeus has a9\>u.6<;... &JIUJTOQ.
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hence that she has no doubts about her mistress; indeed, almost her first reaction upon 

recognising Odysseus is to tell Penelope. This impression is confirmed by Eurycleia's 

own words: when Telemachus accuses Penelope of not having shown the beggar proper 

hospitality, Eurycleia defends her (20.128-43).

Analytic criticism suggested that Penelope's recognition of Odysseus was 

displaced on to Eurycleia, who then played the part of the hero's accomplice amongst the 

women of the house, bolting the doors and keeping the maids away from the slaughter of 

the suitors (20.380-7). Certainly the scene in book 19 does seem to be leading up to a 

recognition of Odysseus by Penelope, and the fact that this does not happen is rather 

surprising. This need not mean, however, that here we have an incompetent splicing of 

two versions of the tale; rather, we can admire the way in which the poet confounds 

audience expectations52 . An accomplice within the house, who will keep the women 

away from the slaughter of the suitors, while not strictly necessary for Odysseus' plan, is 

a useful adjunct to it; by not giving this role to Penelope, Homer reserves the reunion of 

husband and wife for a position where it will not be overshadowed by the planning and 

execution of Odysseus' revenge on the suitors. Thus Eurycleia's role here enables the 

reunion with Penelope to form a climax rather than a prelude to Odysseus' return to his 

palace.

Penelope is also mentioned by Dolius53 , a servant who stays with Laertes and 

works for him, but came to Ithaca with Penelope (Od. 4.735). He is on Laertes' estate 

when Odysseus goes there to find his father, and, on first seeing Odysseus, expresses 

feelings like those of Eumaeus and Philoetius - he too has missed Odysseus, and did not

52 Cf. Austin 1975 pp.219-23.
53 Cf. Heubeck 1992 pp.385-6 ad 24.222, West 1989.
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expect to see him again. He then asks, however, whether Penelope knows that Odysseus 

has returned, or whether they ought to send a messenger to her54 . This could be ascribed 

to his position as originally one of Penelope's servants, rather than Odysseus', but it also 

reflects the loyalty felt by all the faithful servants on Ithaca towards Penelope.

The view of Agamemnon

Agamemnon's main theme in both nekuias55 is the faithlessness of women, as 

exemplified by his wife, Clytaemnestra. Twice, however, he contrasts Penelope with 

Clytaemnestra, setting up a comparison which will be used throughout Classical 

literature, a polarisation of Penelope as the Good Wife, Clytaemnestra as the Bad Wife. 

Agamemnon thus makes explicit a contrast clearly intended by the poet: throughout the 

first four books of the Odyssey in particular there are many references to Agamemnon, 

his wife and son. Agamemnon's comments on Penelope should be read in the light of 

his experience; although he praises Penelope, Clytaemnestra provides the model of 

female behaviour which he considers more general. As discussed below, Clytaemnestra 

provides one possible exemplum Penelope could follow. Thus, in the second nekuia, 

Agamemnon says that her actions will bring a aTuyEpfi .. aot5fi on Clytaemnestra 

herself, but also (cf. 1 1.433-4):

f|v Se TE (p%uv oTcd 
0r|Xx>TepT|oi yovai^i, KOCI r\ K' evepyo^ erjaiv

Od. 24.201-2

54 24.403-4.
55 It will be clear from this discussion, as from others, that I am not engaging with the question of the 
authenticity of the ending of the Odyssey. This stems from a conscious decision to deal with the poem as 
we now have it, not in any putative earlier forms. As the text from 23.296 seems to continue the same 
views of Penelope as are found earlier in the poem, in this regard at least any continuation has fully 
absorbed the spirit of the rest of the poem, and may be seen to add to our reading of earlier passages. This 
need not imply, however, that the continuation is by the same poet as the rest of the poem; the very end at 
least seems to be at best a sketch, so we may well be best to follow the suggestion put forward by Dr. R.B. 
Rutherford, in an unpublished paper delivered in Oxford Jan. 1996, namely that the Odyssey was left 
unfinished but with a final sketch which was partly worked up by a follower of Homer.
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Penelope is one of those "good" women on whom Clytaemnestra's reputation has 

brought unfair comments, particularly from her son, who, encouraged to be an Orestes, 

sees his mother as a Clytaemnestra, a woman who wishes to forget her absent husband 

and marry another man.

Although he praises Penelope to her husband, Agamemnon also warns Odysseus 

not to return home openly, nor to tell her everything he has done:

"TCQ vOv U.TI KOTE mi oi) yovociKi 7i£p f|7iio<; etvav 
jxrjS' oi |i\)6ov ajiavTcc 7iupcu)aK£n,ev, 6v K' eft eiSfjq, 
ocXXa TO U.EV cpdaGai, TO 5e Kai K£Kpi)U|i£vov eivai. 
ctXX' o\) aoi Y'. 'O8\)0£\), (povoq eaaeTai EK je. yovaiKoq- 
X,ir|v Y«p KIVOTTI TE Kai E\) cppEoi p,f|8Ea oT8£ 
Ko<>pr| 'iKapioio, TiEpicppcov ririvEXoTiEia. .....
aXXo SE TOI EpEco, ai) 8' EVI (ppEoi pdXXEO afjai- 
Kp\)p8riv, jinS' dvacpavSd, cpiXr|v Eq 7iaTpi8a yaiav 
vfia KaTiaxEp,Evai- ETIEI O-OKETI JiiaTOc Y^vai^iv."

Od. 11.441-6,454-656

Thus Penelope, as a woman, is tarred with the same brush as Clytaemnestra; due to his 

own experience, Agamemnon will judge all women as capable of being Clytaemnestras, 

and hence not to be trusted at all. This is one extreme; by the end of the poem, Penelope 

may represent the other, but during the poem, the different views given of her suggest 

that this is not the inevitable outcome.

To suggest that Agamemnon in book 24 confirms the function of the Odyssey as 

providing a song of praise for Penelope57 is to misunderstand the emphasis in 

Agamemnon's speech. Penelope conies first; the emphatic second position is saved for 

Clytaemnestra. Although Penelope is specifically excluded from Agamemnon's 

misogynistic generalisations in the first nekuia, in the second, the emphasis is on the

56 The bracketing of these last three lines even in antiquity suggests that the power of the image of "good 
Penelope" was such that they were deemed unacceptable; the doubt cast even on a woman whose virtue he 
has just praised, however, seems to suit the misogynistic Agamemnon. 
57 Finley 1978 p.3.
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disrepute which Clytaemnestra has brought on all women. Thus, while the poem overall 

sets up Clytaemnestra as a foil for Penelope, for Agamemnon it is the other way round: 

Penelope's good qualities are stressed to make her a contrast with Clytaemnestra. 

Agamemnon, when he calls Odysseus o^pioq, reveals his major concern: Odysseus, the 

lucky man, has a good wife, while, he himself, now dead and wretched, had the worst. 

He, like other users of myth in the Homeric poems (and beyond), is making a comparison 

with a deliberate purpose; namely, to illustrate how much happier Odysseus' fate is than 

his: the end of the Odyssey emphasises the theme of Odysseus as the "Greatest Hero of 

them all", who has both KXeo<; and a long life to come, and Agamemnon's jaundiced 

view contributes to this. He must therefore paint Penelope as beyond reproach; however, 

his advice to Odysseus not to trust her too far betrays his suspicions about her (caused by 

a general suspicion of women, rather than any more precise knowledge of Penelope)58 . 

Menelaus' reference to Penelope at 4.111-3 is similar in that it must be interpreted in 

context; Menelaus says that Penelope must be grieving for Odysseus, as must Laertes 

and Telemachus. His point here is to stress how much Odysseus, the good man he has 

just been praising, must be missed, rather than how devoted his family actually is. 

Agamemnon's comment on Amphimedon's version of the story also fails to 

acknowledge Penelope's own cunning: rather, she is portrayed as "remembering" 

Odysseus (24.195) and then acting on his instruction; this picture is thus parallel to that 

which Penelope herself gives in Od 18, the loyal wife who follows her husband's 

instructions.

58 Cf. Winkler 1990 pp. 138-9; for a different view, Goldhill 1991 pp. 100-1.
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The view of Odysseus

The very first mention of Penelope in the poem comes in the proem, where 

Odysseus is described as longing for a homecoming and his wife, VOGTOV 

fi6e yuvaiKoq (Od. 1.13). Shortly after, in Athene's description of him, the stress is on 

his desire to return to Ithaca; Penelope is not mentioned (1.55ff). Odysseus' desire to 

return home, rather than to return to Penelope, is again stressed when Calypso releases 

him:

TOI<; ctpoc u,<>6c0v fjpx£ KaX\)\|/cb, 6ta 9edcov 
"Aioyeveq AaEpiidSri, 7toA/ou,fixav' 'O8\)aaev, 
OUTCO 8fi oiKov8e (piA/r|v eq 7iaipi8a yatav 
aimm vx>v e9eXei<; ievai; oi) 8e xottpe Kai £ja,7ni<;. 
£i ye |4,ev eiSeiriq afiai cppeaiv oaaa TOI aiaa 
Kfi8e' avctTiA/naai, Ttpiv TcaipiSa yaiav iKeaGai, 
evGaSe K' avGi jievcov ai)v euoi To8e 8w[i 
dGdvaioc; T' ei'r|^, I|a,£ip6^ev6<; nep iSeaGai 
af)v aXoxov, Tfj(; aiev ee^8eai fjfiaia Ttdvia. 
oi) nev 0t|v Keivriq ye xepeicov ei3xop.ai etvai, 
o\> 8ena(; o\)8e cp-ofjv, ejtei oft rcox; o\)8e EOIKE 

Gavdfpai 8ep,a<; Kai ei8o<; epi^eiv." 
Tfjv 8' d7cap,Ei|36}iEvo<; TcpoaEcprj 7coX\)p,T|Ti( 

Ged, jifj jioi t68£ x®eo- ot8a Kai a\)to<; 
Tcdvia fidX', oi)V£Ka a£io TiEpicppcov ntjVEXoTtEia 
EiSoq aKi8voT£pT| jiEyEGoq T' Eiadvia ISEaGat- 
f) p,£v yap ppot6<; EOTI, ai) 8' dGdvatoq Kai dyfipcoq. 
dXXd Kai wq £6£A,a> Kai E£X8op,ai fjjxaTa Ttdvxa 
oiKa8£ T' £X6£u.£vai Kai voatiu,ov fj^iap ISEaGai."

Od 5.202-20

Odysseus has been seen here as tactfully declining Calypso's offer, and his words about 

home and Penelope do need to be read in the light of their context; to avoid upsetting 

Calypso, Odysseus portrays his desire to return home as his reason for refusing to stay 

with her, rather than his preferring Penelope to the goddess. However, the stress is on 

the importance of home for Odysseus: there is no comparable reason why Athene omits 

to mention Penelope when talking to Zeus at Od 1.44-62 or 5.11-15. At Od 5.1 14-5, 

Hermes, talking to Calypso, says:
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dXX' en oi jiotp' eaii cpiXoxx; I6eeiv mi iKe 
OIKOV eq \)\|/6po<pov Kai ETJV EC; naipiSa yaiav.

The word cpiXow; includes the other friends and family with whom Odysseus will be 

reunited on Ithaca, in addition to Penelope. Thus it is not just Odysseus who seems to 

rank returning to Ithaca as more important for him than just reunion with Penelope. 

Despite the wishes of some later readers (for example, Ovid59) to read the Odyssey as a 

romantic story, this is not the primary emphasis in the text: Odysseus wishes to return to 

Penelope because she is part of his home, part of what it means to return to Ithaca. The 

reunion with his wife is but one in a series of reunions for Odysseus, starting with the 

land of Ithaca itself, and ending with his father Laertes60 . 

Talking to Nausicaa, Odysseus famously says:

ox) UEV yap TO\) YE Kpetaaov Kai ocpeiov, 
r\ 69' ofiocppovEovtE vofpaaiv OIKOV £%r)Tov 
avfp fi8e yovfv rcoXV aXyea 6\)op,eveeaot, 
XapncxTa §' ei)U£veTr|av fiaXiaia 8e T' EK^UOV aural.

Od. 6.182-5

Do these words reflect his own marriage61 ? It is notable that the only person in the poem 

who succeeds in tricking him is Penelope, and he has more sympathy for her reasons in 

refusing to recognise him immediately than their son does (23.113-4). The fact that each 

insists on testing the other before admitting to a recognition shows their likemindedness:

59 7>. 2.375-6.
60 A modern reader should be careful not to put Odysseus' actions in too romantic a light: one reason why 
ancient writers do not seem to have worried about Penelope's ageing is that this is ignored by Homer. 
Penelope is still beautiful, as can be seen from the suitors' reactions to her in book 18, but this is probably 
not her main attraction: her attraction is also symbolic, as the wife of the ruler of Ithaca, a bride who could 
bring a good dowry; at 15.522 and 21.68-72 the suitors are said to be courting her with a view to obtaining 
Odysseus' yepaq. (Although it is not spelt out, from the suitors' attitudes it seems likely that marriage to 
Penelope could help legitimise rule over Ithaca, although the details are left unclear; cf. Halverson 1986, 
contra Finley 1977 pp.88-91, and Thomas 1988, who suggests that Penelope's desirability comes from 
what she stands for - wealth, a good family, and proof of the prowess of the man who marries her.) The 
Odyssey does not end with the reunion, in our text, but goes on to show the resolution of the conflict 
caused by the death of the suitors. In the first nekuia, the poet looks beyond the end of the poem to the 
eventual ending of Odysseus' wanderings, to his death, which will come upon him peacefully, and his 
people will be oXpioi again with him as their ruler.
61 Cf. Austin 1975 ch.4, particularly pp.197, 203-5, 216-7; Russo 1982.
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Athene comments on Odysseus' carefulness, saying that any other man coming home 

after such wanderings would go straight to see his wife and children, while Odysseus will 

test his wife first (rceipa^eiv 13.330-338). Similarly, Odysseus says that Penelope is not 

like other women (23.166-172), echoing Telemachus' words about her hard-heartedness 

(23.105-10); in his answer to those words of Telemachus, however, he predicted that 

Penelope would test him (23.114). So just as Odysseus does not return openly home 

immediately on landing in Ithaca, but insists on testing his friends and family, so 

Penelope will not, like other women, immediately welcome back her husband with open 

arms, but will test him first.

Their likemindedness is also illustrated by the simile used at their reunion, which 

appears to start as a description of Odysseus, but ends as a description of Penelope:

cpccTO, TCQ 8' ETI u,ccXXov ixp' tuEpov (opae 76010-
8' EXCOV aXoxov 0t>uapea, Ke8vct i8wav. 

ax; 8' OT' ctv dajiocaioq yfj vrixo}ievoiai <pavf|fl, 
cov TE noaei8acov £\>£py£a vfj' evi TCOVTCO 
paiatj, ETCEiyonEvrjV dvefico mi KU^CITI Trrrycp- 
Ttaupoi 8' £^£(px>yov noKiffe dXoq fiTt
VTJXO^EVOl, 7loX,Xf| 8E TCEpl XpOl TETpOCpEV

ctaTidoioi 8' EKEpav yaiT|<;, KaKOTT|Ta
ax; dpa Tfj dajcaaToq ETJV iroaiq £iaopo(bar|

Od. 23. 23 1-9

This simile reflects what Odysseus has endured in his journey back to Ithaca; it describes 

a man tossed up as he was on Phaeacia (compare his plight at 5.394-8). Thus, in addition 

to the slippage of the subject, the simile also likens Penelope and Odysseus by 

suggesting that their experiences are in some way parallel62 . Similarly, when Odysseus 

compares Penelope to a good king at 19.108-14, he is comparing her to his former self.

62 Cf. Murnaghan 1986 p. 103. The fact that both Penelope and Odysseus are subjects of "reverse similes" 
(Foley 1978), at 19.109-22 and 8.523-30 respectively, also shows something of their likemindedness: 
Odysseus weeps like a woman who has lost her husband, as Penelope could become, and Penelope is like a 
good king (whatever the term paaiXe\x; entails in this context), as Odysseus once was (and hopes to be 
again).
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Odysseus' and Penelope's likemindedness is also demonstrated in their rebukes to 

Melantho63 . In rebuking her wanton maid, Penelope shows herself a "good woman"; 

Odysseus' rebuke to Melantho shows what he thinks about "bad women". The 

punishment meted out to Melantho and the unfaithful maids suggests the punishment 

Penelope would have suffered, had she proved unfaithful to Odysseus. Both Penelope 

and Odysseus also weave plots: the image is used of Odysseus by himself at 9.422, 

TIOCVTCK; 8e 86Xoi)<; mi UT|TIV xxpcuvov, while Penelope says (19.137) SoXoix; 

ioX\)7iE\)(o. The verb {xpodvco is used of Penelope several times, sometimes in reference 

to her plot to deceive the suitors with a piece of weaving which is both actual and 

metaphorical64 .

The closeness of Odysseus and Penelope is brought out at the start of book 20, 

after their meeting in book 19. Each goes to bed and dreams of the other; Odysseus 

dreams that Penelope has already recognised him (again highlighting the fact that this is 

not what happens in this version of the story), while Penelope dreams of Odysseus as he 

was before he went away. The fact that this is how Penelope imagines Odysseus gives 

some force to Odysseus' thought in book 23 that it is partly his clothes and dirt which are 

preventing Penelope from recognising him, for she is thinking of him as a younger man, 

in the splendour in which he went to Troy.

The "likemindedness" of Odysseus and Penelope has been taken as providing an 

explanation for one puzzling piece of the text, namely Odysseus' reaction to Penelope's 

flirtation with the suitors in book 18. When Penelope speaks to the suitors, she says that, 

as he left for Troy, Odysseus told her to remarry when Telemachus had grown up. She

63 19.70ff. and 89ff.; Felson-Rubin 1994 pp.29-30 (cf. p.56).
64 Similar language is also used of other characters' plotting, including Athene (for example, at 13.303, 
386).
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makes it clear that she would prefer Odysseus 1 return to her remarriage to one of the 

suitors (18.253-5, 272-3), but goes on to say that she will remarry, and expresses her 

disappointment that her suitors are not acting in the traditional fashion, bringing gifts to 

woo her. The poet then says:

(pccio, yf)0r|oev 8e TcoXviXaq 8to<; '
TCOV U.EV 8copa mxpeXiceTO, GeXye 8e 

u£iAixioi<; eTieeoai, vooq 8e oi aMa u£voiva.
Od. 18.281-3

The passage has caused much debate: why should Odysseus rejoice when his wife has 

just admitted her intention of remarrying?65 His pleasure in the gifts she is enticing from 

the suitors is understandable, but as Odysseus cannot know her thoughts, the obvious 

assumption for him to make would be that she has finally decided to give in and betray 

him by remarrying. Part of the problem is the focalisation of the last comment, "but her 

mind was on other things". Could this reflect Odysseus' perception of the scene? It 

seems that he must know that she was not really thinking of remarriage in order to 

rejoice at her words66 . The significance may lie in what she was thinking about, but 

aAAa may be less concrete, the whole phrase meaning rather "she was thinking 

otherwise". The same expression is used by the suitors in describing Penelope's 

behaviour during the four years they have been at the palace: Penelope, Antinous says 

(2.91-2), sent encouraging messages to each of the suitors privately, vooq SE oi ctXXa 

uevoiva. The implication here is that she secretly encouraged each suitor (to keep some

65 For a summary of bibliography on this point, see Katz 1992 p.89ff., especially p.90 nn.35-8, Winkler 
1990 pp. 146-7, Rutherford 1992 pp.29-33, Felson-Rubin 1994 pp.54-5.
66 This is denied by Holscher 1967 p. 136, who maintains that Odysseus' joy is due to Penelope's clear 
aversion to a remarriage. Byre 1988 also rejects the necessity of Odysseus' recognising Penelope's state 
of mind, by suggesting that his joy is at seeing the suitors lulled into a false state of security - false not 
because of Penelope's deception, but because Odysseus has returned and they are unaware of this.
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power over them, perhaps) with promises or hints of marriage, while intending to remain 

faithful to Odysseus as long as possible.

The phrase vooq 5e oi ocMcc jievoiva is also used of Penelope by Athene at 

13.381, where the goddess is describing Penelope's ploys to keep her suitors at bay - in 

the same context as the phrase is used by Antinous at 2.92. De long suggests that while 

the meaning of the phrase is not the same in all three places67 (while in the earlier books, 

Penelope is scheming to avoid marriage to one of her suitors, in book 18, she is 

"seriously proposing remarriage"68), the significance is constant, namely that speech and 

thoughts do not correspond. In her scheming, Penelope promises to remarry while not 

intending to, while before the suitors the contrast is between her statement that she is 

upset by the suitors' manner of wooing (18.274-80)69 and her real distaste for them. The 

tone of her speech here is softer and sweeter than her earlier speech to the suitors at 

16.417-33; that speech seems to reflect Penelope's true feelings more closely. Odysseus' 

joy at Penelope's speech is thus explained by the suggestion that he alone recognises "the 

insincerity of Penelope's sweet tone" (p.42). Since they are likeminded, it does not seem 

unreasonable that Odysseus should be able to recognise when his wife is being insincere. 

Odysseus also knows that the marriage will not take place because he has returned to 

prevent it; he can therefore take pleasure in his wife's obvious reluctance to remarry70 .

Whether or not Odysseus ever said the words which Penelope attributes to him at 

18.259-70, the fact that he rejoices suggests that he can tell what his wife is up to. In 

these lines, Penelope says that Odysseus, as he was leaving for Troy, told her to remarry

67 De long 1994 p.41; pp.39-44 deal particularly with Penelope.
68 Cf. Holscher 1967 pp. 135-6, who argues that in all three places these words mean that she "long[s] 
passionately for something else", rather than implying that she has a plan.
69 By their not bringing gifts as is fitting in wooing a noble woman (dyaGfjv .. yuvaiKa).
70 Cf. Murnaghan 1986 p. 109, who suggests that Odysseus knows that Penelope's action will turn out to 
be a trick played on the suitors, as he has returned.
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when Telemachus had grown up. Telemachus has already shown that he now regards 

himself as adult, and so the time has come. If Odysseus did leave these instructions, then 

he sees his wife is still faithful to his commands. If these were his words, however, it is 

unclear why Penelope has not mentioned them before in order to put off her suitors. 

However, as the danger to Telemachus from the suitors seems to have increased with his 

growing maturity, Penelope may have been wise not to link her remaining in Odysseus' 

house with her duty to look after Telemachus: if it had been that simple, the idea "no 

Telemachus, no more delay" might have occurred to the suitors before. If Odysseus did 

not say these words, then he here sees his wife still ostensibly showing her obedience to 

his words before the suitors, but also taking thought for the interests of his son and his 

household (i.e., he realises that she is working on some private scheme). Penelope's 

concern for Telemachus comes out both in her reproaches to him for allowing the beggar 

to be mistreated, and in her acknowledgement that he is now adult. Thus her other 

thoughts may well be to do with drawing the suitors' attention off her son, whom she 

knows they have planned to murder, as well as replenishing his coffers. This scene may 

thus show Penelope moving towards the decision to remarry - a decision reached partly, 

at least, for Telemachus' benefit. Odysseus could rejoice in this, as it shows her devotion 

to his house and son; the actions Penelope is undertaking to protect Telemachus also 

work in Odysseus' favour, for although Telemachus may now be ready to take on the 

role of the master of the house, when he has a chance, at the test of the bow, he steps 

aside to return his rightful place to his father.

In some senses, our precise interpretation of the difficulties of this passage is not 

that important: whether or not Penelope is serious in proposing remarriage, whether or 

not she is really quoting Odysseus' words, what this scene and Odysseus' reaction to it
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show is that Penelope's true allegiance is still to Odysseus, even if she is now driven to 

serious contemplation of remarriage71 . The proof of this is Odysseus' rejoicing: the 

6^io(ppoa\)vr| between him and his wife is such that he can tell she is leading the suitors 

on, making up for their depredations on his livelihood. The reader can be sure that 

Penelope's actions are not what they seem on the surface, and this is acknowledged by 

Odysseus too.

Some of the problems with this scene are caused by the description of Athene's 

actions before Penelope descends. It is unusual for a Homeric god to intervene to make a 

character do something so utterly out of character as this alluring of the suitors seems to 

be for Penelope. Certainly Penelope and Athene are at odds over the question of 

Penelope's appearance when she goes down to the suitors: Penelope refuses Eurynome's 

advice to beautify herself before going down to them, but Athene sends her to sleep 

precisely to enable her to make Penelope more beautiful. Thus the wife Odysseus sees 

coming down is one whose beauty has been enhanced, but against her will. However, 

Penelope re-emphasises her feelings about her beauty when she is praised by 

Eurymachus: she says that all her beauty was lost when Odysseus went away, thus 

emphasising her continued devotion to Odysseus. Ignorant of her husband's presence 

and of the goddess's purposes, Penelope cannot adequately justify to herself or to 

Eurynome her sense of compulsion or desire (18.164-5) to go down to the suitors: the 

reason she states explicitly is to rebuke Telemachus, evidence for her continuing concern 

for his safety. Eurynome appears to assume that Penelope is going down, as Athene 

wishes, to impress the suitors, but Penelope explicitly rejects any such plan (18.178-81).

71 Cf. Hfllscher 1967 pp. 136-7, who points out how the poet's concern is "to remove from Penelope the 
conscious intention of exciting the Suitors", while exploiting the ambiguity of her appearance.
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Perhaps Penelope is interested in the beggar (although he does not act in the scene), as 

has been suggested, but is not mentioned in the text; what is most notable about this 

scene, however, is the way in which Penelope's determination to stress her devotion to 

Odysseus manages to come through despite Athene's plans.

Penelope's presentation of herself

The title of this section differs from those above for the reason that, when 

Penelope appears in person, the narrator very rarely tells us her inner thoughts: her 

speeches to other characters and her actions are allowed to speak for themselves, and the 

emotions described by the narrator are often reflected in her actions (for example, 

distress at 1.363 and 4.716, joy at 23.32, 308). This is in part due to the general restraint 

of the Homeric narrator, but the inner thoughts of other characters, particularly Odysseus, 

are more often expressed in the narrative. The narrator only twice describes what 

Penelope was thinking about (4.789, 23.85ff.), once says that she was thinking aXXoc 

(18.283; see above), and once states that Amphinomus was her favourite of the suitors (a 

detail which seems designed to reveal more about him than about her). The narrator 

intervenes to describe Penelope's thoughts and motivations only where this is necessary 

to prevent a misreading of her actions as suggesting she is not wholly faithful and 

devoted to Odysseus, as shown in book 18, when she appears before the suitors, and 

book 23, when her delay in recognising Odysseus needs explanation.

Penelope's own presentation of her thoughts and actions seems designed to 

support the view of her as Odysseus' faithful wife, as we shall see below. The narrator 

may be seen acting in complicity with this aim: the line describing Penelope weeping for 

her cpiXov rcoaiv is repeated several times (e.g. 1.363, 16.450, 19.603), and cpiXov can be

143



read as localised through Penelope. The narrator's presentation of Penelope thus 

coincides with her own, but neither makes it clear whether her self-presentation and inner 

thoughts are completely in harmony.

When Penelope makes her first actual appearance in the Odyssey, it is in such a 

way as to stress her modesty and devotion to Odysseus72 . She descends to the hall, face 

veiled and accompanied by two maids, to tell Phemius to change his song, because of the 

grief it evokes in her. Phemius is singing of the 'Axccuov vocrcov ... Voypov (Od. 1.326- 

7) - not just tales of the returns of the other Achaeans, but, presumably, of their failure to 

return, or the souring of the nostos when they reached home (to a less than ideal reunion 

with their waiting wives, in some cases). Thus it is not just that Penelope is upset 

thinking of the fact that her husband alone has still not returned, but also that she is 

reminded of all the others who did not return safely, of all the fates which could have 

befallen him, and - perhaps - of the reasons why the gods might not want a conqueror of 

Troy to return. Phemius sings of Athene's causing these unsuccessful or delayed 

homecomings73 ; the audience know that she is now working for Odysseus' return, but 

Penelope has no such assurance, and so her silencing of Phemius, stopping the song that 

brings icXeo<; to (dead) heroes, may be seen as a refusal to consider the possibility that 

Odysseus is among that group of dead heroes whose returns are being sung. If such a 

passing reference can evoke the memories of what the Greeks had done to deserve a 

voaiov A/oypov then one may also recall that the author of the Odyssey shows sympathy 

for the victims of the sacking of a city, in the simile describing Odysseus' weeping at

72 Cf. Race 1993 pp.88-9. Although Race is correct to say this first appearance sets the tone for the rest of 
the poem, it must be remembered that Penelope has already been mentioned, in less flattering terms, in the 
conversation between Athene and Telemachus.
73 Cf. Clay 1983 pp.46-53, 186-8, although she concentrates on the anger of Athene against Odysseus in 
particular rather than the Greeks as a whole.
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8.521-531, where the sacker of cities is compared to a woman lamenting at the fall of her 

city. Such pity for the victims of war, and sympathy for those, like Penelope, who were 

left behind, makes the perception of the Odyssey as more feminine than the Iliad 

understandable.

Penelope's second appearance is in book 4, when Medon brings her the news of 

Telemachus' trip to Pylos and the suitors' plan to ambush him on his return. She can do 

nothing to protect him herself, except pray to Athene (a prayer answered by the dream of 

her sister), but she is described with a simile of a lion. Such a simile likens Penelope to 

the heroes more usually described in such a way; here, the lion is at bay, as Penelope is, 

trapped by the suitors74 . The image, however, suggests that Penelope is not as 

defenceless as the narrative seems to imply. Penelope ends this scene asleep; for once, it 

is not said explicitly that Athene sent her to sleep, although the goddess does take 

advantage of her sleeping to send her a dream.

Penelope does not appear again in person until book 16, when she descends to 

rebuke the suitors for their plot against Telemachus. As in the first book, her appearance 

is marked as modest by her veil and maids; after it, again, Athene sends her to sleep, as 

relief from her weeping for Odysseus. In this scene, however, it is Eurymachus who 

prevents her achieving anything, rather than Telemachus. This scene thus follows the 

pattern of her first two in showing her impotence in her own home. This is shown again 

in her next scene, when she appears at 17.36 to greet Telemachus on his return. 

Although Telemachus is not rude to her on this occasion, he again dismisses her to her 

own rooms, and refuses to answer her questions about the news he brings. Later in the 

book, after a meal, Telemachus is willing to tell her about his travels; by demanding

74 Cf. West 1988 adloc.
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information before his bath and meal, Penelope seems to have been breaking the 

Homeric conventions for the reception of a visitor - conventions which thus can be seen 

to extend to a returning member of the family. Telemachus uses another lion simile in 

relation to Penelope, repeating Menelaus' words; here the lion is the absent Odysseus, 

and Penelope is therefore the doe, who will be destroyed by the lion, along with her 

fawns (the suitors): Telemachus is still exhibiting his customary hostility to his mother, 

and does not shrink from telling her that Odysseus is detained by a nymph75 . But despite 

Telemachus' hostility towards her, Penelope is not shown responding in kind, although 

she is clearly hurt by his bluntness. Theoclymenus gives her better news with his 

prediction of Odysseus' return, news which Penelope greets with joy.

Penelope reappears towards the end of book 17, where she prays for the death of 

the suitors, and sends Eumaeus to arrange an audience for the beggar with her. Eumaeus 

says that his stories will charm her, and retells his story as to the whereabouts of 

Odysseus - that he is in Thesprotia. As Telemachus has just told Penelope a different 

story about Odysseus' whereabouts, it is perhaps not surprising that Penelope has no 

more faith in the veracity of this tale than she has had in other sailors' tales. Penelope's 

prayer for the suitors' death is repeated at the end of the scene, when she hopes that 

Telemachus' sneeze may augur fulfilment to all their desires for the end of the suitors. 

Thus Penelope's devotion to Odysseus, and her good sense in disregarding the tales she 

is told about his whereabouts, are both demonstrated here.

Penelope's next appearance is in book 18, when she conies down before the 

suitors (see above). Although it shows Penelope encouraging the suitors more actively

75 In Telemachus' mouth, the simile of the lion seems to have a more condemnatory tone towards 
Penelope; the detail of the simile, identifying Penelope with the doe, has more force in his mouth than in 
Menelaus'.
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than she is shown doing at any other point in the epic, her own words in this scene serve 

to reinforce the picture of her devotion to Odysseus, and her distaste for remarriage. Just 

before she descends, she prays for a gentle death from Artemis, as a release from her 

grief for Odysseus, a prayer echoed at 20.6Iff., after her first actual meeting with 

Odysseus: the poet thus again stresses her devotion to Odysseus, for she would rather die 

than remarry.

It is not until book 19 that Penelope and Odysseus actually meet in this poem. 

The delayed meeting does not include a recognition between the two; that is even longer 

delayed76 . This scene reflects the concern of the Odyssey-poel with deceptive words and 

irony; the audience expect Penelope to recognise her husband, and this expectation is 

played with by the poet when Penelope in ordering Eurycleia to bathe the stranger, 

describes him as one similar in age to her master, vi\j/ov aoio avotKioq 6nf|A,iK(x 

(19.357) - there is a possible expectation of the final word being something like "feet" or 

"limbs"77 . A similar verbal ambiguity was used earlier, when this interview was set up. 

Penelope asked Eumaeus to set up a meeting between herself and the beggar, in order 

that she may hear what he has to say. She said that she would give him clothes cd K' 

OC-DTOV yvebco vriiiepiea TCCCVT' evercovta - if she recognised him as one speaking the 

truth about everything. The first half of the line brings to mind the possibility of a 

recognition scene between Penelope and Odysseus, as does 19.357. However, that is not 

the version of the story as Homer chooses to tell it, although such hints may lend force to

76 Contra Harsh 1950, Amory 1963, Austin 1975 pp.205-36, Winkler 1990, I do not believe that there is 
even a partial recognition of Odysseus by Penelope at this stage. Although such a suggestion does explain 
some features of the scene, and the idea that the contest of the bow is set as some form of divining test is 
attractive, the fact that the poet explicitly states that Penelope did not recognise Odysseus argues strongly 
against these suggestions; cf. Rutherford 1992 pp.34-7. For further discussion see Russo 1992 pp.5-14.
77 Cf. Austin 1975 p.218, Russo 1992 ad he., Rutherford 1992 ad he.

147



the argument that in some earlier version Penelope, not Eurycleia, recognised Odysseus 

at the washing scene and helped him carry out his revenge on the suitors78 .

When Odysseus refuses to answer Penelope's questions as to his identity, he 

excuses himself on the grounds of his great sorrow. Penelope's reply gives her own 

reasons for sorrow, emphasising the importance of Odysseus to her. Her K^eoq would be 

great, she says (19.128), if Odysseus were to return. She then launches straight into her 

own version of her actions over the years the suitors have been in the palace, stressing 

that her tricks were a response to their desire for her to remarry, and placing her deceit of 

the suitors in the context of her attempt to remain faithful to Odysseus. This shows 

Odysseus again how faithful his wife is; by telling her version of these events to the 

beggar, Penelope is presumably ensuring that such a traveller will not hear only the 

version given by the suitors, or other malicious gossips (compare the comments of 

passers-by at 23.147ff.), which shows her in a worse light, deceiving her suitors for no 

real reason bar her desire to prove her intelligence. When Penelope weeps at the 

beggar's description of Odysseus when he went off to war, this does not necessarily 

prove that she has less self-restraint than Odysseus. Rather, as Odysseus' loss of self- 

restraint in book 23 comes when such restraint is no longer necessary, and serves to 

prove his identity, so here Penelope has no reason to restrain her tears: they are yet 

another proof to the beggar of her longing for Odysseus. Her intelligence is shown by 

her next speech: although moved to tears by the beggar's earlier picture, she does not 

assume that he is telling the truth, but rather tests him by asking for a description of 

Odysseus' clothes. He then goes on to prophesy Odysseus' return, a hope rejected by 

Penelope. As she is moving towards remarriage, in order to safeguard Telemachus, the

78 Cf. Helen bathing Odysseus in her tale of her own cunning in bk. 4.
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possibility of Odysseus' return is something she cannot allow herself to think real. Also, 

Telemachus and the beggar have given different reports as to Odysseus' whereabouts, so 

she has no reason to assume that either is accurate. Penelope's worry about Telemachus 

is reflected in her choice of simile at 19.518ff., where she compares herself to the 

nightingale, who laments the son she killed herself. If Penelope does not act soon, this 

suggests, she will see Telemachus dead at the hands of the suitors, a fate brought on him 

by her own actions. Thus, if remarriage is necessary for Telemachus' sake, as Penelope 

is at the end of her delaying tactics, she cannot allow herself to be deluded by the hope of 

Odysseus' return, and hence cannot put off the marriage longer.

Penelope then describes her dream about the slaughter of her geese by an eagle 

which identified itself as Odysseus (19.535-53). Her distress at the death of the geese 

has been thought to reflect her underlying desire for the suitors, or at least desire to keep 

them in the palace79, although it should be noted that Penelope stresses that she wept for 

them in her dream before the eagle identified them with the suitors - but says nothing 

about any such sorrow after the identification80 . Again, she rejects the favourable 

interpretation given by Odysseus in the dream and seconded by the real Odysseus before 

her, although she says she would be glad if it did turn out true (19.569). She moves 

straight on to her suggestion of a contest to choose a new husband - again, setting aside 

the hope of Odysseus' return in order to carry through the action designed to keep 

Telemachus safe. Her sorrow as she suggests this course of action again reinforces the 

image of her as a faithful wife; this action will, of course, provide Odysseus with the 

means of revenge. The beggar's support for this plan may suggest to Penelope that she

79 Cf. Rankin 1962, Austin 1975 pp.211-35, Russo 1982 p.9, Latacz 1992.
80 Cf. Rutherford 1992 adloc.
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has weighed her duties to husband and son correctly: although she seems sincere in 

expecting this action to bring about her remarriage, she will in this way at least get the 

man most like Odysseus.

Penelope's penultimate appearance is in book 21, when she sets up the contest of 

the bow. Od. 21.6 xeipi na.%eir\ has caused some distress81 , as it is felt unsuitable for 

Penelope to have a "thick hand". There are several ways of explaining this phrase; it is 

formulaic, and used of heroes (for example, in the Odyssey of Odysseus at 20.299 and 

22.326), and hence may glorify Penelope82 , or the force of the epithet may not have been 

felt as strongly by an original audience. It might reflect the fact that Penelope's hand 

would be well developed from her work as a weaver83 . Or it could imply a different 

standard of beauty from our own (as suggested by 18.195). Of these possibilities, the 

first seems the most plausible, and it confirms our perception of Penelope in the Odyssey 

as heroic, an idea already introduced by the simile of a lion at 4.791-3.

Even when she has taken the decision to go through with a contest which will 

lead to her remarriage, Penelope still weeps for Odysseus (21.55-7). When she takes the 

bow to the suitors, she still veils her face and is attended by two maids; even as she 

proclaims the contest she still professes her desire to stay in Odysseus' house. After 

Penelope has argued against the suitors that the beggar should be allowed to try the bow, 

Telemachus once again sends her away. Penelope has been acting less passively in this 

book than earlier, but she is here once again removed from the action and sent to sleep by 

Athene. This sleep is generally seen as psychologically implausible, and reflecting the 

formulaic nature of the composition of the poem; but it has thematic weight, for it

81 For example, Woodhouse 1930 p.200 "O Homer! How could you!"; cf. Fernandez-Galliano ad loc., 
Lowenstam 1993 ch.l.
82 Austin 1975p.73.
83 Roller 1994, especially pp. 18-19.
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reflects the way in which Penelope is not allowed to take much of an active part in the 

progress of the plot. Having played her part, she is then removed and sent to sleep, so 

the lack of any intervention by her may seem more plausible.

Penelope's final appearance is in the long-delayed recognition scene between her 

and Odysseus. Her reluctance to recognise Odysseus has been seen as reflecting her 

habitual state of distrust84 , but also as forcing Odysseus to acknowledge her power as 

crucial to his homecoming. Penelope's own speech (23.205-230) seems to be the best 

source for understanding her reasons. Penelope herself says that she was afraid of being 

tricked by a man deceiving her with words. This is what Odysseus had done in their 

earlier meeting, but to see these words as an implicit criticism of Odysseus seems 

implausible85 ; the surrounding narrative suggests Penelope's joy, not indignation, at 

finally getting proof of Odysseus' identity. Penelope is sceptical when Eurycleia tells 

her that Odysseus has returned and killed all the suitors, but she leaps up to embrace her 

with joy when Eurycleia identifies Odysseus with the beggar Penelope had spoken to. 

After Eurycleia's description of the massacre of the suitors, Penelope again expresses 

disbelief, this time suggesting that the suitors were killed by a god in disguise. 

Penelope's fear of being tricked means that she must trick Odysseus herself in order to 

confirm his identity; the trick also demonstrates how well-suited they are, as Penelope is 

the only person in the epic to succeed in tricking Odysseus, causing him to lose his self- 

control. The scene of Penelope's outwitting Odysseus thus makes a fitting climax to the 

climactic scene of their reunion: even if this is not the end of the poem, it is most 

definitely a climactic moment. Penelope's action also allows her to demonstrate her

84 A repeated theme, as also with Eumaeus.
85 Roisman 1987.
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fidelity, while seeming about to prove the opposite. The trick of the bed thus mirrors the 

contest of the bow: just as Penelope seems closest to failing in her fidelity, she is actually 

closest to achieving reunion with Odysseus.

Penelope and Odysseus both sit in silence at the start of their encounter, Odysseus 

waiting for Penelope to act, she trying to decide whether or not the man in front of her 

really is her husband. Her indecision is captured by the poet in the ambiguous 

focalisation of rcoaiq (23.86), for if she recognises him as her husband, then there is no 

need for questions. Odysseus is here dependent on Penelope's action of recognition: he 

cannot force her to recognise him, and the actual moment of recognition, so long 

delayed, is dragged out even more. After Telemachus' intervention and Odysseus' bath, 

it is Odysseus' own speech which provides Penelope with a decisive means of 

identification; the dirty clothing which was given as her earlier excuse for not 

recognising him is now gone, but her caution does not allow his appearance to be 

conclusive - Penelope, unlike the suitors, will not be taken in by appearances.

This final scene involving Penelope resolves several themes from earlier in the 

poem. In particular, Telemachus' hostility towards his mother is finally rebuked by the 

man who both knows her best and has the right to criticise her behaviour if it were truly 

bad - her husband. As discussed below, it also resolves the comparison of Penelope and 

Helen, as Penelope explains her carefulness in terms of an attempt to avoid following 

Helen's example. As each tells the other the tale of the last twenty years, Penelope's 

sufferings during Odysseus' absence are made equivalent to Odysseus' sufferings in his 

journey home; Odysseus states the parallel between the two explicitly86 :

(5 Y\)vcu, fj8r| u£v noXecov KeKOpfiueG' cteGXcov

86 Doherty 1996 pp. 146-7 argues that Penelope's endurance is portrayed as inferior, but 23.233-47 does 

seem to make their experiences equivalent.
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Epco, ai) uiv ev0d8' E^OV 7coX\)Kr|8ea voaiov 
'- amap eul Zeix; aA/yeai Kai 6eoi aUoi 

ieu£vov rceSaaaicov e^fiq arco 7iccTpi6o<; avnq.
23.350-3

Thus not only does this scene show the likeness of Penelope and Odysseus' thoughts, but 

also of their experiences, for both have endured much. The end of the book shows how 

things are now returning to normal on Ithaca; Penelope will remain in her chamber, 

presumably with her women, again kept out of the action which engages the men of the 

family in the last book.

Contrasts

Besides considering how Penelope is described and perceived by the various 

characters in the poem, one may also consider how the audience's perception of her is 

built up through comparisons and contrasts with other figures in the poem - most 

obviously with Clytaemnestra. The creation of character through contrast with (other) 

mythological figures is a central part of the Odyssey, which introduces the story of 

Odysseus by first referring to Aegisthus and Orestes. Such a way of looking at Penelope 

has the advantage of drawing together the different views of her produced by analysis of 

the views of different characters, as given above, into a more rounded picture, rather as a 

listening audience can pull together the different threads as they are presented to develop 

a satisfactory picture of each individual character87 .

87 Cf. Beye 1974 p.96, who sees Penelope as "a kind of summation" of the other female characters in the 
epic. Beye's typological approach, which tends towards seeing Penelope as a culmination, does not reflect 
the position in the Odyssey wholly accurately; to see Penelope as shaped by our perceptions of other 
characters in the poem need not entail seeing her as in any way surpassing all these other women. The 
development of character through contrasts and implicit comparisons is more subtle than to simply set 
Penelope up as a paragon.
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Penelope and Clytaemnestra

The house of Atreus forms an important parallel for the house of Odysseus 

throughout the Odyssey. The characterisation given of Clytaemnestra is relatively 

straightforward - although initially virtuous, she is suborned away from Agamemnon by 

Aegisthus, who has disposed of the bard whom Agamemnon had set to look after her. She 

then helps Aegisthus plot the murder of Agamemnon, and herself kills Cassandra. Unlike 

the Oresteia of Aeschylus, the Odyssey does not give any justification for her behaviour; 

the sacrifice of Iphigeneia is not mentioned in either of the Homeric epics. Clytaemnestra 

killed her husband on his return, having become unfaithful; the possibility that Penelope 

could follow this example is several times hinted at in the Odyssey, only to be rejected. In 

book 3, Nestor, talking to Telemachus about Agamemnon's death, says that Clytaemnestra 

was charmed away from Agamemnon by Aegisthus' words. Before that, he stresses, she 

was loyal to Agamemnon:

f| 8' fj TOI TO Kpiv U.EV aval VETO epyov deiKeq 
8ta KA,DTOti^ivfiaTpiT cppeai yap Ke%pT|T' ayaGfiai

Od. 3.265-6

This links Clytaemnestra more closely to Penelope, whom Anticleia describes to Odysseus, 

during their encounter in the Underworld, as still faithful to him88 . The description of the 

faithful Penelope left behind may thus recall the picture of Clytaemnestra's original 

faithfulness, but the reader is soon reminded of what Clytaemnestra turned into when left 

alone, as Agamemnon describes his death at the hands of Aegisthus with his wife's 

complicity, and the death of Cassandra at his wife's own hands. Agamemnon then says in 

the same breath that Odysseus should be careful with his wife and that he has nothing to

88 There are problems with Anticleia's description of Telemachus, but the description of Penelope may fit 
the supposed time of the conversation; cf. above p. 126.
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fear from her (11.441-6). This contradiction sums up the "problems" found by some critics 

in the characterisation of Penelope -just as Agamemnon's advice to Odysseus is equivocal, 

so the text presents a Penelope who unites traits belonging to both the faithful and the 

unfaithful wife (and yet - or perhaps and so - is still the best like-minded wife for her wily 

husband). The boundary between the two is not always drawn sharply in the Odyssey. 

Clytaemnestra, who was a faithful wife, turns bad, while Helen, the unfaithful wife who ran 

off with her lover and started a war, is seen back in her original marital home, very cosy 

and domestic with her weaving and her care for visitors. The impression is left that 

Penelope could go either way.

Penelope is never shown with Mentor, to whom Odysseus had entrusted his house 

and family; it seems that although he is still around, for practical purposes Penelope, like 

Clytaemnestra, is alone with those who wish to seduce her away from her loyalty to her 

husband. Athene is playing on Telemachus' fears that Penelope will succumb when she 

sends the dream to him in book 15 to hurry him home, prompted by fear of the loss of 

household wealth. This is something both Helen and Clytaemnestra did: Helen took 

treasures with her to Troy, which in the Iliad are required to be returned along with Helen, 

and Clytaemnestra handed over control of her husband's kingdom to her lover. 

Agamemnon, in the Underworld, complains that his wife did not even let him see his son 

before she killed him; Odysseus forestalls this possibility by meeting his son and plotting 

with him before returning to his own house, but an audience may remember that at least in 

later myth, Orestes was sent away, returning in secret to avenge his father89 , and that this is 

paralleled in the story of Telemachus as Homer tells it, for he goes away, and returns in

89 Cf. Od 3.307; 6c\j/ emphasises Orestes' coming back to Mycenae.
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danger concealing his return from those who court his mother90 ; like Orestes, he is thus 

absent from home when his father returns to Ithaca (though the motif of the ambush is 

shifted from the father to the son here, for the suitors ambush Telemachus, not Odysseus). 

These correspondences keep open the possibility of Penelope's treachery.

Penelope and Helen

Although, as said above, the importance of the house of Atreus as a paradigm for 

the house of Odysseus in the Odyssey has long been acknowledged, attention has tended to 

focus on one side of the family, that of Agamemnon, neglecting the relationship with the 

other half of the family, that of Menelaus. This is particularly true for the woman of the 

family; the parallels between Menelaus' adventures and Odysseus' are well known, but, 

although the fact that Helen bears the same relation to Penelope as Clytaemnestra is 

accepted, it is rare to find as much made of the connection as of that with Clytaemnestra. 

There have been exceptions - Katz' reading, for example91 - but still Clytaemnestra is seen 

as the important paradigm set against Penelope.

However, at Od. 23.218-24, Penelope herself compares herself to Helen, in a 

passage which has caused some problems. The passage was athetised by ancient editors, 

and some modern scholars would like to follow their example (Wilamowitz, Schwartz, 

Schadewaldt et al.92). It seems preferable, however, to keep this reference in; Helen is a 

parallel to Penelope throughout the poem, as argued below, and the reference emphasises 

this point. Penelope uses the comparison to justify and explain herself93 , recalling the

90 For sons returning from journeys hostile to the mother in favour of the father, compare Orestes, Hyllus 
in the Trachiniae of Sophocles, and Alcmaeon.
91 Katz 1992 especially pp. 183-7.
92 Bibliography is collected by Heubeck 1992 pp. 336-7 adloc; cf. also Stanford 1959 ad he., Roisman 
1987, Katz 1992 pp. 183-5, Felson-Rubin 1994 pp.39-40, Zeitlin 1995 pp. 143-6. 
93 Cf. Heubeck 1992p.337.
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differences between the two of them both to Odysseus' mind and to the audience's. 

Allowing the explanation that Penelope recognises the importance of Helen as a possible 

paradigm for her own behaviour does not seem an over-subtle reading of the poem; this is 

an expected use of mythology, and Penelope is aware of the possibility of criticism. She 

says that she does not want to be criticised by the people for not providing Laertes with a 

shroud, so she is clearly aware of the possibility of malicious gossip. If the gamble of the 

contest of the bow had not paid off, then Penelope would have been unfaithful, won by 

another man94 . Thus in excusing Helen she also exculpates herself. Heubeck also says 

acutely that "Penelope's analysis of the actions of Helen is calculated to draw the listener's 

(Odysseus') attention to a comparison with her own behaviour", although the contrast 

between Helen and Penelope need not be as marked as he thinks. The defence of 

Penelope's reference to Helen depends on the conception of Penelope's character as a 

whole; in order to see its relevance, one must accept that Helen acts out one line of 

behaviour that Penelope could take, and that the contrast between the two runs throughout 

the poem.

The paradigm set up by Clytaemnestra is that of the wife who waits for her husband 

at home, but plots against his return. This is more obviously relevant to Penelope than the 

paradigm set up by Helen, that of the wife who deserts her husband, and whom he must 

retrieve. However, the wife beset by suitors, who must be won back from another man95 , is 

closer to the Helen paradigm. Both Helen and Penelope are said to have been sought by 

many suitors when they first married, and, indeed, according to Apollodorus, Odysseus 

received Penelope as a reward for finding a way in which Tyndareus could choose a

94Austin 1975p.230.
95 Cf. Lavinia, as discussed below, pp.291-8.
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husband for Helen without causing war; Odysseus was thus among the original suitors of 

Helen. Tales of Penelope's own marriage also suggest that she, like Helen, had many 

suitors96 . It has been suggested that the contest of the bow conforms to the folk-tale motif 

of the suitor who has to win the lady; the fact that Odysseus is already married to Penelope 

is outside the normal scope of the motif, which thus becomes the husband winning back his 

wife. The contest may thus be compared to the duel of Paris and Menelaus in the Iliad, 

which should lead to the award of Helen to the victor, in the usual folk-tale form of the 

motif. As Eumaeus complains (14.68-9), many men died for Helen, and this is what will 

happen to those who courted Penelope97 . At 22.227, Athene chastises Odysseus for not 

fighting the suitors with enough vigour, saying that he was more enthusiastic when he 

fought with the Greeks over Helen before Troy. This contributes to the parallel of the fight 

between Odysseus and the suitors over Penelope and that between the Greeks and Trojans 

over Helen; in both cases the property which the woman could bring to a marriage is also at 

stake in the fighting. Odysseus implies that the wasting of his substance by the suitors is at 

least as important a factor in his revenge on the suitors as their courting of Penelope, and in 

the Iliad the return of the goods Paris took along with Helen seems at times almost as 

important as the return of Helen (Paris seems to think that return of the goods alone could 

be an acceptable compromise at 7/. 7.36Iff.). Both Helen and Penelope are prizes to be 

fought over; neither of them, it seems, has much say in the matter. The situation of both is 

somewhat ambiguous, however; one could argue that Helen went to Troy with Paris of her 

own will (even if deluded by Aphrodite)98 , and one could read some passages of the 

Odyssey as implying that Penelope is not wholly averse to her suitors (for example, the

96 Apollodorus and Pausanias both contain the tale of her being won in a foot-race, like Atalanta, and the 
daughters of Danaus; cf. Frazer 1921 i p. 143 n.3, Edwards 1987 p.60 n.13.
97 Cf. Achilles Tatius 1.8.6, AP 9.166
98 Cf. Taplin 1992 pp.97-103, Kakridis 1971 25fT.
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dream of the geese)99 . The attitude of each is somewhat difficult to determine precisely, for 

although each represents herself as being devoted purely to her husband, the reports of 

them given by others may lead to a different interpretation.

Helen is also comparable to Penelope in her inscrutability. The scholarly 

arguments that have raged over the attitude of Helen to Menelaus in the Odyssey and over 

Penelope's opinion of the suitors are parallel 100 . The difference is, in part, that readers have 

been more inclined to believe Penelope's representation of herself as the faithful wife 

(although this may well be due to her traditional assignment to that role), whereas Helen 

has always been considered unfaithful. If we believe that the earlier tradition was as 

Graves posits 101 - that Penelope, like Aegiale, the wife of Diomedes, was originally another 

Greek wife who fell foul of Aphrodite's anger against the Greeks and so was unfaithful to 

her husband - then we may be more open to unsettling correspondences between Penelope 

and Helen. This line does not, however, seem worth pursuing; there are disturbing parallels 

between Helen and Penelope, and these are present whether or not there was a version of 

the myth in which Penelope was unfaithful.

The prefiguration of Penelope's reception of Odysseus in the account of Helen's 

reception of him in Troy is well known. This makes the abortion of the recognition by 

Penelope into one by Eurycleia more clearly a play on the expectations of the poem's 

audience. As Helen is said to have acted under the influence of a god when she imitated 

the wives of the men in the Wooden Horse (4.274-5, 289), so Penelope is prevented by 

Athene from recognising Odysseus at this point (19.479). Menelaus' attribution of Helen's 

action to a god is tactful, given the content of the story he has just told; Penelope's lack of

99 See above.
100 Cf. Austin 1975 pp. 188-91, Suzuki 1989 pp.67-73, Winkler 1990 pp. 140-2.
101 Graves 1955 pp.84, 203; cf. above p.43 n.9.
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recognition is similarly excused, but the fact that it is the poet who makes the explanation, 

and not a character in the poem, seems noteworthy and aimed to protect the view of 

Penelope as intelligent. If one believes that the poet was here refashioning a version of the 

story in which Penelope conspired with Odysseus to kill the suitors, then it is indeed the 

poet who is causing Penelope not to notice what is going on. This may well be thought to 

require too close a reading of the text; an oral poet, even if dictating a text, is going to be 

less aware of such subtleties than readers with a text who can easily flip back to earlier 

passages. However, the poet(s) of the Uiad and Odyssey does seem to have been able to 

use references across thousands of lines (for example, Diomedes' words to Agamemnon at 

Iliad 9.34 refer back explicitly to Agamemnon's words to him at 4.370), and large-scale 

structures are discernible in the poems. It seems that the digression about the history of 

Odysseus' scar can be seen as a delaying technique, at the end of which the expected 

outcome does not materialise; the poet has kept his audience waiting for the recognition by 

Penelope which does not occur, and if this is an innovation, then the digression, the 

delaying, and the fact the poet blandly tells us that Penelope did not notice because Athene 

"turned her mind away" make the innovation more striking 102 . Whatever the precise 

interpretation may be, in both cases the apparently unexpected action is explained by 

reference to a god (which is not unusual), and in both cases Athene is credited with leading 

the woman away, whether mentally (Penelope) or physically (Helen), thus protecting 

Odysseus and the other Greeks in the Trojan Horse.

The stories told about Helen in book 4 reflect both the Penelope-type paradigm of 

the good and faithful wife and the Clytaemnestra-type paradigm of the unfaithful and

102 The idea that Penelope did not recognise Odysseus because she really did not want to still has some 
currency, for example, Roisman 1987, which seems to rely on the discredited view that the gods should be 
read as reflecting a character's desires.
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treacherous wife. Helen's own story about herself casts her in the Penelope role, but going 

one better in hospitality in that she herself washes the beggar, while Menelaus' story casts 

her in the Clytaemnestra role, but again going one better (or worse) in that not only does 

she act treacherously against her husband, but also almost brings destruction on the whole 

Greek plan and all the chieftains in the Wooden Horse. It has been claimed that "her 

behaviour does not suggest deliberate treachery" 103 , but even accepting her actions as 

capricious folly, they are still those of a treacherous wife. Thus the tales told to 

Telemachus hold up two images of Helen, representing the two paths which Penelope 

could have followed.

The contrast between the Helen of Helen's story about Troy, and the Helen of 

Menelaus' story, may be paralleled by the contrast between various people's stories and 

conceptions of Penelope. Menelaus' story about a destructive, unfaithful Helen is 

paralleled by Amphimedon's story about Penelope's deception of the suitors, told in book 

24. Both involve deception, acting either as another man's wife or as if about to become 

another man's wife, and apparent unfaithfulness to the husband. Winkler suggests that 

Penelope mirrors Helen's action in her secret messages to each suitor, thus playing the role 

of "your bride" to each man, as Helen imitates the wife of each man inside the Horse in 

Menelaus' story 104 . Helen's own story, putting her in the role of Menelaus' true wife, 

working for him, then parallels Penelope's role of playing the good wife by day, as she 

weaves Laertes' shroud: the parallel here shows that the role of "good wife" is not 

straightforward, for Penelope is being the best wife to Odysseus when she unravels her 

weaving, the opposite of the constructive work usually associated with a good wife. This

103 West 1988 pp.210-1.
104 Winkler 1990 p. 141.
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parallel points up a difference between Helen and Penelope; Helen is attempting (it seems) 

to deceive her husband and his allies, whereas Penelope is practising her deception on her 

husband's rivals and enemies. Penelope also is proved faithful at the end, whereas it is 

never clear what Helen's real attitude is. The ambiguity perceived in Penelope is mainly 

due to the ways in which she and her actions recall other characters and their actions.

Penelope and Helen are both shown doing the woman's job par excellence in the 

Odyssey and Iliad, namely weaving 105 . Helen weaves the story of Troy (Iliad 3.126-8), 

Penelope weaves a shroud. Both also weave metaphorically in the Odyssey - Helen in the 

stories told of her cunning in Troy, Penelope in the plots she weaves to put off the 

suitors106 . Both can show themselves as excellent housewives and as cunning plotters with 

the same imagery. In the normal fairy-tale version of the story, one would expect the 

faithful wife to be weaving a marriage robe for herself (compare the story of 

Rumpelstiltskin), putting off the marriage until it is finished. This motif turns up, in a way, 

in Telemachus' trip to Sparta, where Helen gives him a robe for his bride to wear on their 

wedding day. The altering of such motifs is standard in the Odyssey101 , but that does not 

remove the point of such twists; Penelope is given more dignity than the Marchen-type 

figure, as is fitting for epic 108, and this removal of the wedding-dress motif from Penelope 

and the shifting of her weaving to a shroud for her father-in-law helps separate the queen 

from any implication that she is preparing for another marriage, and emphasises her 

position as part of Odysseus' family.

105 Cf West ] 988 ad ijss.g^ which collects parallels of women's weaving from both Iliad and Odyssey; 
Helleman 1995 p.238 n.29 gives further bibliography.
106 86?io\)<; ToXvneuco 19.137; cf. Marquardt 1993. Penelope is not otherwise said to "weave plots", but 

this seems to have been a common enough image that the description of her weaving the shroud for 

Laertes would have evoked the idea of weaving a plot.
107 The contest with the Phaeacians is like a marriage contest, but the woman Odysseus actually wins a 

contest for is Penelope, and in book 21 she says that he is not in the competition for her hand.

108 HOlscher 1967, developed in HOlscher 1978.
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In book 23 Penelope proves to her husband and son that she has rejected the modes 

of behaviour set up by the unfaithful Helen who went to Troy and the treacherous 

Clytaemnestra who waited at home 109 . The poem can be read as keeping the two 

possibilities open110 , and Penelope's final vindication ironically comes through a ruse that 

implies she has conformed to the Helen paradigm and been unfaithful (the immovability of 

the bed standing for the faithfulness of the marriage is a symbolism which is well- 

known 111 ). The fact that Penelope then refers to Helen herself is said to show that she is 

excusing the fact that she nearly became a Helen, in that if Odysseus had not turned up for 

the contest of the bow, she would have been married to another man while he was still 

alive. However much a reader may think Penelope has a subconscious recognition of 

Odysseus, or feels that he will arrive in time, her prayer to Artemis to die before she is 

married to someone else shows that she is by no means sure that it will all work out happily 

in the end.

Penelope and Nausicaa

The stories of both Penelope and Nausicaa use the folk-tale motif of the princess 

who is to be married off to the man who excels in a contest112 . In Penelope's case this is 

the contest of the bow, and in Nausicaa's case it is Odysseus' defeat of the Phaeacians in 

throwing the discus (although this is not explicitly a marriage contest, the motif of the 

contest is definitely present, as shown by Alcinous' earlier offer of Nausicaa's hand, and

109 Cf. Katz 1992 pp. 155-91
110 Winkler 1990 pp. 157-61, linking this to the male perspective found in the poem.
111 For the link between the (im)mobility of the bed and faithfulness, cf. the story of Ares and Aphrodite,
Zeitlin 1995.
112 Cf. Helen (Hesiod fr.200-4 Merkelbach and West), the daughters of Antaeus (Pindar Pythian 9.111 -18) 
and n.96 p. 158 above; cf. also Rutherford 1992 on Od 19.572-81.
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Euryalus' apparent perception of Odysseus as a threat113). The folk-tale story of the 

princess discernible behind these contests is never worked out straightforwardly and at 

length, however, for nothing comes of Odysseus' encounter with Nausicaa (much to the 

regret of some commentators 114), and in the case of Penelope he is winning back his own 

wife. Nausicaa, the text says, tries to hide from her father her real reasons for going to do 

the washing out of shyness, but he sees through her. When Penelope tries to conceal her 

motives, however, it is harder to explain what is really in her mind (for example, when she 

descends to see the suitors in book 18). This difficulty is only partly because no 

explanation is given; in book 8 the poet does not fully explain Alcinous' motivation for 

starting the games nor for later denying the Phaeacians' excellence at them, but it still 

seems clear enough115 . In the case of Penelope's appearance before the suitors there are the 

complexities of divine and human motivation, and the separation of the two is harder than 

in the case of Nausicaa. Both Nausicaa and Penelope are aware of the possibility of 

inciting scandalous rumours and take steps to prevent this - Penelope is also aware of her 

reputation in the wider world 116 ; both may thus be called prudent. Penelope, however, 

merits epithets relating to her intelligence more than Nausicaa does, for although both 

scheme, Penelope's machinations are more complex. Penelope, like Eumaeus made 

sceptical by years of attempted deceit, is less ready to take people at face value, as may be 

seen by contrasting their respective reactions to the stranger.

Nausicaa is, in a manner of speaking, courted by Odysseus; his treatment of her by 

the shore is respectful but aimed at winning her over, and hence is also flattering 117 . Both

113 Cf. Lattimore 1969.
114 For example, Woodhouse 1930 p.64
115 In both cases, Alcinous is smoothing over a possibly awkward moment for his guest. 
116 2.101-2, 19.325-34, 23.149-51; for Nausicaa, 6.273-85. 
117 Van Nortwick 1979 pp.270, 272.
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Penelope and Nausicaa are thinking about marriage, and, it can be argued, both are 

attracted to the stranger118 - whom both of them initially deal with alone. Their emotional 

confusion is also analogous 119 ; Van Nortwick sees the main correspondence in the gradual 

awakening or reawakening of the two women to sexual interest in men, which in 

Nausicaa's case is due to her reaching adolescence, and in Penelope to a preoccupation 

with marriage "as a social (and political) necessity", but the links are wider than this. Both 

Nausicaa and Penelope are manoeuvred into their first encounters with Odysseus by 

Athene, who plays with the feelings of both women in the sphere of marriage: Nausicaa is 

sent down to do the washing because she is soon to be married, while Penelope is sent 

before the suitors in order to allure them and entice them into giving her courtship gifts.

The parallels between Nausicaa and Penelope relate more to situation than to 

personality, but both share the confidence and courage which Homer expects of royalty. 

Nausicaa shows her courage when confronted by Odysseus, whereas Penelope shows it in 

her dealings with the suitors. The parallels between the two figures and their situations 

also draw attention to the differences. Nausicaa is far more easily read than Penelope; she 

tries to deceive her father without success, while Penelope remains inscrutable even to her 

son, and indeed to her husband, it appears, in the scene of their reunion. It has been 

suggested that Homer invented the episode on Phaeacia, which, if true, would make its 

thematic parallels with the rest of the epic more important 120 . The two main female 

characters there have clear parallels with Penelope, and so cast light on how one is 

supposed to perceive her. The self-control and composure of the Phaeacian women - 

Nausicaa when confronted by Odysseus, and Arete in not asking anything of the stranger

118 Cf. Rutherford I992p.33.
119 Van Nortwick 1979 p.272.
120 On general parallels between Phaeacia and Ithaca, see Rutherford 1985 pp. 140-44.
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until long after his arrival and reception - lead an audience to see more going on underneath 

Penelope's calm exterior in some situations than they might otherwise.

Although Nausicaa is comparable to Penelope in some ways, she is not the only 

figure in Phaeacia with whom Penelope should be compared. Nausicaa, daughter of the 

ruling couple, is also a parallel on Phaeacia for Telemachus in Ithaca; both are youngsters 

seen on the verge of adulthood, and Nausicaa helps Odysseus in Phaeacia as Telemachus 

will do on Ithaca121 . If Nausicaa is seen as comparable to Telemachus, then the next 

comparison to be suggested is that between Arete and Penelope.

Penelope and Arete

It is Arete who is the main parallel for Penelope in Phaeacia, each a queen who 

receives the beggar/suppliant. Or that at least is what one expects. The reception of 

Odysseus by Arete is built up in our expectations by Nausicaa's and Athene's words, 

impressing on Odysseus that he should approach Arete rather than Alcinous. It has long 

been a source of criticism that after this build-up, Arete does not reply to his supplication 

for over seventy lines. The initial reply to the supplication is not given by Arete, or even 

by Alcinous, but left to the aged Echeneus. The reception of Odysseus on Phaeacia is 

parallel to his reception on Ithaca122 ; in both one may see the poet delaying the encounter 

between the beggar and the queen, and when the queen does speak, she wants to know the 

beggar's identity. Arete gradually increases her degree of approval of the beggar; halfway 

through his tales, she says the Phaeacians should give him more guest-gifts, ^evict, and this 

may be paralleled in the increasing degree of closeness Penelope feels for the beggar, and

121 Cf. Austin 1975pp.201-2.
122 Cf. Fenik 1974 pt.l, Garvie 1994 p.25, also ad 6.274, 6.310-15, Doherty 1996 pp.77-84.
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the way in which the gifts she says she will give him increase along with her growing 

intimacy. Arete's suspicions of Odysseus are based on the fact that he turns up wearing 

clothes she recognises (7.234ff.), and clothes play a notable part in Odysseus' adventures 

on Ithaca: Penelope offers him clothes as a reward for his good news, Eumaeus gives him 

his cloak in a testing scene which proves Eumaeus' loyalty and goodness, and Odysseus 

suggests in book 23 that it is because of his ragged clothes that Penelope does not recognise 

him123 . The encounters with Arete and Penelope also both occur in the same setting 124 , by 

the hearth. Both Penelope and Arete demonstrate the typical pattern of reception of a guest 

by a Homeric noble woman (in books 1 and 7); both also appear strangely powerless at 

their first appearance 125 : Arete, after the build-up given to her, does not speak for some 

time, while Penelope appears downstairs only to be sent back to her own quarters almost 

immediately by Telemachus. Pedrick suggests that Arete's silence may be explained in 

terms of the typical scene composition, according to which a woman would not be present 

when the guest first arrives126 , but typical structure can be varied. The absence of the 

woman from discussion is also seen as a standard feature of such scenes. The final element 

in the scene, on the first day of a guest's arrival, is for the noble woman to retire to bed 

beside her husband, as Arete does at 7.347 and Nestor's wife at 3.402-3. Here Penelope's 

action is notably different: she retires to her chamber alone, to weep for her husband. Thus 

the illustrations of the "normal" end of a day in the scenes in Sparta, Pylos and Phaeacia 

contrast with the abnormal situation in Ithaca, stressing Penelope's isolation.

123 Cf. Block 1985.
124 Garvie 1994 ad 6.305-7; cf. Segal 1967 pp.339-40, which draws parallels between the recognition 
scene with Penelope in Od. 23 and the reception by Arete in Od. 7.
125 Pedrick 1988 p.86-91; p.88 on Penelope's first appearance.
126 Pedrick 1988 p.87; for a summary of Pedrick's construction of the typical scene of reception of a 
guest, see p.97 n.3.
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Penelope and the goddesses

As well as comparing Penelope with other mortal women, the Odyssey also 

encourages us to compare her with immortals. Calypso explicitly compares herself to 

Penelope in book 5, saying that Penelope cannot be as beautiful as her, for Penelope is 

mortal. There are also the inscrutable Circe and Athene, with whom Penelope is implicitly 

compared. Athene says that she and Odysseus both know K£p8ea (13.296-7), and 

Penelope is also said to know Kep8ea (2.117-8), so it would not be unreasonable to expect 

some likenesses between Penelope and the goddess. In book 13, Athene stresses the 

likenesses between herself and Odysseus, particularly their shared iiiyciq. This trait is one 

also shared by Penelope, although Athene does not acknowledge this. Murnaghan sees 

parallels between the scene between Odysseus and Athene hi 13 and that between 

Odysseus and Penelope in 23: both, she suggests, deal with the same themes, those of 

Hfjiiq and 6jioq>poa\)VT|; she argues that the relationship between Odysseus and Athene 

eclipses all others in the poem, even that between Odysseus and Penelope 127 . Athene, 

however, has the advantage over Penelope of being able to work with both father and son 

together, rather than feeling torn by her differing loyalty to each. Thus Athene, the 

goddess, is removed from the dilemmas which exist for the mortal Penelope.

When Athene sends a dream of her sister to comfort Penelope after she has heard 

about Telemachus' trip (book 4), Penelope sees through the vision in a way which others in 

the poem do not. Even Odysseus does not recognise Athene when she greets him on Ithaca 

disguised as a shepherd boy, although he does when she holds the lamp for Telemachus 

and helps him to clear away the armour; Telemachus and Nestor at Pylos recognise her 

only because she flies away. Circe and Calypso are both temptations for Odysseus to

127 Murnaghan 1995 p.72; cf. Doherty 1991.
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overcome, and one could say that Penelope too presents temptation - the temptation of 

revealing himself early, in book 19, and before the war, the temptation to provoke him into 

trying to stay behind, according to the Cypria.

But the differences between Penelope and the goddesses are perhaps more 

important, and most important is the fact that she is mortal while they are divine. Even 

though she is a woman to be fought over, Telemachus removes her from the hall before the 

real fighting, Athene turns her mind away, or sends her to sleep at crucial moments, and 

she is always full of doubts about the future, unaware of the plans of divinities despite 

playing a part in them. For Athene, she seems to be another pawn to be moved in 

accordance with the greater plan, but the strong personality under this comes out when 

Penelope expresses surprise at the dream of her sister, and asks for information which she 

is not allowed, proving she has a mind of her own.

Circe and Penelope are also alike, in that they are weavers: when Odysseus' men 

first come across her, Circe is weaving, and they are unsure whether she is mortal or divine 

(10.222-3, 226-8). Calypso too is a weaver; both she and Circe are first found in the poem 

at their looms, singing as they weave 128 . Circe and Calypso are part of a trio of temptations 

for Odysseus, the third member being Nausicaa129 (although this is not the order in which 

our text presents them). Three times, Odysseus is tempted to stay with another woman on 

his way home, and three times he refuses. The three temptations get harder: Circe makes 

no attempt to detain Odysseus, while Calypso offers the lure of immortality. Yet 

immortality without renown is not what Odysseus desires, and hence Nausicaa offers the 

toughest temptation, for she is human. Calypso, talking to Hermes, has reminded the

128 Calypso at 5.61-2, Circe at 10.221-2; cf. Heubeck 1989 ad 10.221-3.
129 Cf. Garvie 1994 OK/7.259-61.
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audience of the problems for mortals who become the lovers of goddesses; thus, although 

Circe and Calypso both share some traits with Penelope, their immortality and divinity 

separate them from mortals. Circe is particularly enigmatic; even at the end of their year 

together, Odysseus cannot predict her reaction to his request to be sent home.

At 17.37 and 19.54, Penelope is described as looking like Artemis or Aphrodite. A 

comparison with Aphrodite is also implicit in the tale of Aphrodite's adultery with Ares. 

Hephaestus, like Odysseus, made a bed which could serve as a test of chastity - 

Hephaestus' will catch adulterers, while Odysseus' remains as immovable as his wife is 

faithful to him. The mortals whose example Penelope could follow, Clytaemnestra and 

Helen, both get away with their adultery at least initially: the divine couple remind the 

audience that things do not always go the wife's way, especially if the husband is cunning. 

Thus yet another pattern which Penelope could follow is suggested: she could be unfaithful 

to her husband, but he could return and catch her, and send her back to her father130 . Not in 

vain does Odysseus share with Hephaestus the epithet TtoAAXppcov (8.297, 327 131 ); 

Odysseus, like the god, is a craftsman, who shaped of his marriage bed a trick to prove the 

stability and fidelity of the marriage. This parallel is strengthened by the comparison of 

Odysseus to the product of a craftsman taught by Hephaestus at 23.160, just before the 

description of his making of the bed, an image which recalls Hephaestus and his cunningly 

wrought bed in the earlier tale 132 .

130 As some later sources said he did, for example Apollodorus Epit. 7.38-9: see appendix for a summary 
of myths about Penelope.
131 At //. 21.355, Hephaestus is also called 7ioX\>uf|Ti<;, Odysseus' common epithet, used only of him in 
the two Homeric epics, and once each of Hermes and Athene in the Homeric Hymns.
132 23.157-62 is repeated from 6.230-5, but in the context of Odysseus' description of his own 
craftsmanship acquires new resonances; cf. Zeitlin 1995, especially pp.13Iff. on Hephaestus sand 
Odysseus.
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Penelope TioA/o

From the first book to the last, as each character contributes (on the whole) a 

consistent yet distinctive perspective to the overall picture (Telemachus constant in 

hostility, Eurycleia in loyalty, for example), the Odyssey's presentation of Penelope 

emerges as persistently two-fold. The audience is assured of her fidelity by Penelope 

herself, by figures such as Athene (when it suits her purposes), Agamemnon, Eumaeus, 

Eurycleia, and Anticleia, and by occasional interjections of the narrating voice (particularly 

in book 23: e.g. 23.32, 86-7, 205f, 239f.). Yet the question of whether she is truly loyal 

and faithful to Odysseus constantly resurfaces (in, for example, the words of Athene and 

the suitors) as a counterpoint to these continual assurances.

Homer portrays Penelope as intelligent and cunning, a fit wife for Odysseus; the 

downplaying of the role of Clytaemnestra in plotting Agamemnon's death means that the 

negative aspects of Penelope's intelligence, the fear that she might turn it against her 

husband, are not emphasised. She is described with a lion simile usually reserved for male 

heroes (4.791-4) and likened to a good king (a male figure); indeed she may be read as 

acting on political as well as personal considerations. Like her husband, she has an eye to 

protecting the wealth of her household, as well as its members. The dignified picture given 

of the sorrowful queen fits epic rather than folktale:

In short, she is not the cunning Penelope of the folktale, but the sensible, 
mourning Penelope of the epic. 133

The folk-tale motifs of the bride contest and waiting wife are still visible, but not central to 

the characterisation of the queen; in this way Homer can make the faithful wife of folktale 

more ambiguous, leaving it unclear as to whether Penelope is going to fulfil the role of

l33 H5lscher 1967 p. 137.
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faithful wife or treacherous wife (intentionally or not). This ambiguity is produced 

especially by the persistent parallel/contrast with Clytaemnestra, by the more "difficult" 

comparison with Helen, and by the creation of tension within Penelope's role as faithful 

wife, cast on the one hand in terms of conventional expectation (requiring her quiet 

devotion to her husband) and on the other in terms of the practical necessity of the situation 

(requiring her to exercise her ingenuity and cunning).

Penelope's own actions, and her descriptions of her actions and emotions, present 

a powerful picture of her as Odysseus' devoted wife. Although she is aware that the 

contest of the bow could have led to marriage with another man, all the doubts cast on 

her behaviour are voiced by others. In principle, some complexity could arise from the 

poet's playing on earlier versions of the myth, but it seems more likely that the tradition 

had always presented Penelope as the (faithful) wife of Odysseus, rather than that Homer 

has deliberately changed a version in which she was unfaithful 134 . Penelope's restraint 

when she finally confronts the man claiming to be Odysseus reflects the restraint which 

Athene attributes to him in book 13, and thus shows how well-matched they are. If the 

Odyssey were told from Penelope's point of view, it seems unlikely that there would be 

any doubts cast on her fidelity; the view of various modern scholars, that Penelope is 

aware that she has the power in book 23 to deny Odysseus a true nostos, and that her 

hesitation in identifying him is due to her reluctance to give up the independence she has 

had in his absence, seems to misinterpret Homer's Penelope. She is wily, but all her 

wiles are directed towards the end of ensuring that she remains married to Odysseus, and 

also ensuring the safety of her son. When she feels she has to make a move towards

134 Cf.abovepp.il 1-3.
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remarriage, the criterion used to decide on a new husband guarantees that such a man 

will be as like Odysseus as possible.

The way in which doubts are cast on Penelope's fidelity only makes the resolution, 

in which that fidelity is affirmed and praised, more emphatic. Other options have been 

offered, only to be eventually dismissed. The narrative resolution effectively closes off the 

avenues of suspicion: Penelope has been vindicated and proved Odysseus' faithful wife. 

Questions may remain - for example, about her apparently uncharacteristic behaviour in 

book 18 135 - and by focusing on these, and on the unfulfilled possibilities, more open 

readings of the Odyssey could be constructed. But "reading with the grain", at least as far 

as Penelope is concerned, the poem presents itself as an essentially closed text 136 , the 

resolution of her story providing a closure which pushes aside any remaining ambiguities 

of character: Penelope's thoughts and motives may remain unclear from the rather external 

picture which the text gives of her, but her actions have proved her worth, and it is by these, 

and in the light of the story's culmination, that she is judged.

There is another sense in which the poem reaches a kind of closure, in its 

reaffirmation of the status quo in male-female relations. Homer's Penelope, however 

complex a woman she may appear, is shaped by the patriarchal expectations of the society 

in which she is shown and in which she was created: unlike her son, she cannot take her 

husband's place in the assembly to bring the suitors to order, nor can she journey abroad to 

seek news of her husband. Even the unfaithful maids (such as Melantho) flout her 

authority when she is not actually present (for example, at 20.6-8). She fits herself into this 

pattern, dropping out of the narrative when her husband has returned, and voicing no

135 But cf. above: this scene need not be read as undermining Penelope's fidelity.
136 Cf. above p.4 n.13, Doherty 1996 pp.9-11.
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complaint about his dalliances with immortals. Although Penelope does act on her own 

initiative in books 19 and 23, such occasions when she is in control are rare, as other 

characters assert their control over her choices. In particular, Athene asserts her power over 

Penelope, causing her both to be passive (asleep or unaware of events) and active against 

her own inclinations (appearing before the suitors). Telemachus had exerted his power 

over her when he dismissed her in book 1; her parents also try to control her and force her 

to remarry. Even Eurycleia tries to exercise control over Penelope at the start of book 23. 

Penelope's direction of the contest of the bow is displaced by Telemachus and Odysseus, 

and after she has been in control of the reunion in 23, she is silenced, her recounting of her 

experiences to Odysseus confined to four lines of indirect speech (in contrast to Odysseus' 

thirty-eight) - she does not speak again in the poem.

It is thus oddly fitting that the Odyssey's last word on Penelope should be the 

barbed praises of the misogynist Agamemnon, mentioned at the very beginning of this 

chapter. Agamemnon's words do not provide an adequate basis for a complete reading of 

the Odyssey (as eulogy of Penelope) or of Penelope herself in the epic. Nevertheless, as 

the subsequent chapters will illustrate, it is not generally the total, complex, intelligent, 

ambiguous, Homeric Penelope who stands as the background to later literature 137 . Rather, 

it is Agamemnon's simultaneous praise of Penelope as simplified paragon, and denigration 

of all women with Clytaemnestra, which sets the tone for subsequent treatments, in which 

Penelope's virtue may be both lauded and questioned.

137 Cf. pp.2-4, 12.
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Chanter 7: Penelope in Greek Tragedy

uovrj
i)7iep dv8po<; dvieineiv, 6<; f|ua<; noUa mm 
e7iur|8e<; E-bpioKcov Xoyovq, OKOU y\)vf| Hovrjpa 
eyeveTO, MeXaviKTiaq KOICOV 3>ai8pa<; te- rinveXoTtriv 8e 

e7toir)a' on y\)vf) aaxppcov e8o^ev etvai.
Aristophanes Thesmophoriazousai 544-8

Plays Featuring Penelope

It is an unfortunate fact that all the plays which may have featured Penelope as a 

character have been lost. This means that developed depictions of Penelope from the 

fifth century are no longer available for consideration. As these will have formed part of 

the background for the briefer references, however, it is worth considering what can be 

reconstructed.

It is in the nature of lost plays that we are picking our way fairly blindly in trying 

to say anything about them, especially in the area of character portrayal, for even where 

we have a large number of fragments and a plot summary, the fragments will usually 

have been preserved for a linguistic point of interest, and the plot summary will usually 

record only the main events, not the details about how a particular play invited the 

audience to see them. In particular, textual references and the use of other mythological 

figures to shape a narrative are features we cannot hope to recover. With regard to the 

plays in which Penelope may have featured, we are very badly off; we know only the 

name (and one word) of Aeschylus' Penelope, and there has been debate over whether 

this was a tragedy or satyr play. The position with regard to the Sophoclean plays is 

better, but not by much. Here at least we have some fragments and reported plot 

summaries, though their accuracy is dubious, as they may well reflect not the story as 

Sophocles told it, but as it was generally known at the time the summary was written
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down. According to Aristophanes (quoted above), Penelope never appeared on stage in a 

Euripidean play.

It now seems generally agreed that Aeschylus wrote an Odysseus tetralogy, but 

the content is disputed: one theory takes Psychagogoi as the first, followed by Penelope, 

then Ostologoi, and finally the satyr play Circe, but this is undermined by the belief, now 

fairly common, that Ostologoi was a satyr play 1 . Psychagogoi was clearly set in the 

Underworld, as the remaining fragments show, and is generally assumed to have been 

based on Od. 11, as it involved an interview between Teiresias and Odysseus. What 

other matters were dealt with in this play remains unclear. Ostologoi then dealt with the 

aftermath of Odysseus' revenge on the suitors, the reconciliation between their families 

and Odysseus. It is possible that Penelope appeared in this play, but unlikely; it is, 

however, more than likely that she was referred to. Our existing fragments do not 

mention her, but it is probable that she was mentioned in any summary of the abuses of 

Odysseus' property committed by the suitors. It appears likely from fr.179 Radt2 that 

some such abuses were represented in the play. The Penelope probably treated the return 

of Odysseus, but could have dealt with events after or before instead or as well as this 

episode. It is possible but unlikely that it dealt with an episode in the life of Penelope 

before she reached Ithaca - for example, her marriage to Odysseus. One fragment (fr. 

187 Radt) survives from this, in which Odysseus proclaims himself a Cretan (as he does 

in his lying tales in the Odyssey). From this, it is presumed that this play follows the plot 

of the Odyssey, books 18 to 22 or thereabouts, and describes Odysseus' reunion with

'For a summary of views on this tetralogy see Radt TGrF III pp.113-4, p.291 on Ostologoi.
2 Fr. 179: <OA.> Evpujiocxoq, |OX>K aXXoqf o\)6ev fjaaov <_>

i3ppi£' \)|3piano\)<; O-UK evaiaioxx; eu,oi-
The fragment then proceeds to describe Eurymachus throwing things at Odysseus' head at a feast of some 
form.
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Penelope and his revenge on the suitors. Given that our scholia on the Odyssey do not 

mention this play, we may assume that (if it did deal with this part of the story of 

Penelope) it did not innovate greatly, and probably kept the recognition by Penelope until 

after the death of the suitors3 . Given the title of the play, the central action would most 

probably have been Penelope's decision to hold the contest of the bow, and the holding 

of this contest, with the slaying of the suitors reported to her in a messenger speech. 

Penelope as an isolated figure, waiting for her husband in ignorance, deciding to bring 

her waiting to an end, seems a suitable focus for a tragedy; we may want to compare her 

with the Sophoclean Deianeira, who opens her play in ignorance of her husband's fate 

and decides to act to bring him back to her in a way which causes disaster, as the contest 

of the bow could have done for Penelope and Odysseus. It is also possible that Penelope 

could have appeared in Aeschylus' Palamedes, as it is thought that in this play 

Aeschylus dealt with the recruitment of Odysseus to the Greek army for the Trojan war, 

and that the play was set on Ithaca.

We have more information on the Sophoclean plays, but this does not extend to 

knowledge of characterisation. It is unclear precisely which parts of the myth Sophocles 

treated in which play, and, indeed, how many plays we are dealing with. The earliest in 

the mythic cycle of interest in connection with Penelope is the Odysseus Mainomenos, 

which tells of the recruitment of Odysseus for the Trojan war4 . As Sutton says, "the 

fragments are meagre and do not serve to show how Sophocles dealt with this tale"5 ; we 

do not know which version of the story was used. Penelope may or may not have 

appeared; given the threat to Telemachus, an appearance by her, or at the very least

3 Although the scholia are so thin by this point in the Odyssey that their failure to mention a difference 
may not carry much weight.
4 A summary of this part of the myth is included in App. 1.
5 Sutton 1984 p.94 (see also Lloyd-Jones 1996, which has brief notes).

177



substantial reference to her, seems quite likely. The next are the plays about Nauplius. 

Sutton suggests that these could have dealt with the revenge of Nauplius on the house of 

Odysseus in throwing Penelope into the sea and causing Anticleia to kill herself, but it 

seems that if either dealt with Nauplius in the home of a Greek leader, then Idomeneus is 

a far better candidate than Odysseus6 . The story of Penelope being thrown into the sea 

seems to be an old part of the legend, for it is fitted in in different ways by different 

writers, but it is unlikely that Sophocles dramatised it (it is difficult to see how a tragedy 

including this incident could be constructed).

We then have three plays connected with the end of the Odyssey and/or 

Odysseus' death: Euryalus, Nipfra, and Odysseus Acanthoplex. For the first, there is 

only the title, in Eustathius' commentary on the Odyssey, and a summary given by 

Parthenius. The third chapter of Parthenius' epconKa rcccGfiuata is titled "Ilepi 

Ew7C7rn<;. iotopei EocpoKXfjq E-opDcdco", but there is some doubt as to how closely it 

follows the version of the story told by Sophocles, because Parthenius says that Odysseus 

himself killed his son Euryalus7, but Eustathius says that in Sophocles Euryalus was 

killed by Telemachus8 . Both versions may be reconciled by the assumption that 

Telemachus actually killed Euryalus, but that Odysseus was the instigator9 . Eustathius 

tells us nothing of Penelope's role in the play, but Parthenius suggests that she may have 

had a sizeable role, if we can depend on the summary at all. Parthenius says:

'5e 'O8x>aaeox; mice T-OXTIV TOTE ufj TiapovToq, nnveA-OTCTj 
Tcaha mi aMax; 6e rcpO7re7ia)auivT| TOV Tfjq Evinmy; epcoTa, TteiGei TOV 
'O8\)aoea 7iapayev6u,evov, rcpiv r\ yvcovai TI TOUTCOV ox; 
TOV EvpvaXov a><; empo\)A,e\>ovToc

6 The evidence for possible story lines for the two plays about Nauplius is gathered in Radt TGrF IV pp. 
353-361, Pearson 1917 pp.80-82, Sutton 1984 pp.80-84.
7 'O8\xjaet><; uev 5ia TO u,f| eyKpatfn; <pOvai \ir\bi aXXax; e7teiKf|<; a\ytoxeip TOV nai56<; eyeveTo.
8 The arguments over which source is closer to Sophocles are summarised by Radt TGrF IV p. 194.
9 Cf. Sutton 1984p.46.
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This suggests that Penelope could have been a major player on stage in the scheming 

which the summary mentions. It suggests a Penelope in the classic wicked stepmother 

role, as played by Medea in Athens, or Creusa in the Ion, when she thinks that Ion is 

Xuthus' child. This would appear to show Penelope in a more problematic light than her 

status as paradigmatic chaste wife would normally suggest. We do not, however, have 

enough evidence for more than speculation as to how Penelope was portrayed, or to what 

extent other mythological characters, other wicked stepmothers, may have contributed to 

the portrayal. It is a great pity that we know no more about Sophocles' treatment of her 

in this play, for it is the only drama we have in which she is likely to have broken out of 

her exemplary role in any major fashion. What follows is thus inevitably speculative.

Combining the information we have from Eustathius and Parthenius, we may 

reconstruct certain elements of the play with a fair degree of certainty. The Euryalus 

showed the arrival of Odysseus' illegitimate son in Ithaca, having come in search of his 

father, and subsequent action involved his death at the hands of his father or brother. 

This play must be set on Ithaca, at some point after the end of the Odyssey. Odysseus as 

an old man is therefore a possibility, and Telemachus as a mature adult, the natural age 

for a ruler. If Odysseus were portrayed as an old man, the death of his son Euryalus at 

the hands of the more active ruler (or would-be ruler) Telemachus would be plausible, in 

terms of a rivalry for power (as between the brothers in Eur. Phoenissae and Aesch. 

Septem). A conflict between Euryalus and Telemachus would not seem to involve any 

peripeteia; a conflict between Euryalus and Odysseus, or Odysseus and Telemachus, 

would seem to hold greater tragic potential. An old Odysseus could well be involved in 

scheming, causing one son to slay the other, but I am inclined to think that the time 

factor would not have been seen as overly important, and hence that we ought to consider
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Odysseus as not being long returned from the last of his set of wanderings, the journey 

predicted by Teiresias.

It has been argued that Sophocles' Niptra and Odysseus Acanthoplex are in fact 

the same play 10 . The main basis for this theory seems to be that Pacuvius' Niptra, as 

described by Cicero 11 , clearly encompasses the actions, as far as we can reconstruct 

them, of both the Sophoclean plays. The title Niptra suggests a play which covers the 

events towards the end of the Odyssey, and there are several fragments of the Pacuvian 

play which would fit with this. Other fragments (fr. 282-91 Warmington) clearly draw 

on the Odysseus Acanthoplex, and Cicero refers to Sophocles' play, but without naming 

it. Radt's rejection of this thesis has been followed by Sutton 12 , on the grounds that this 

would give an implausible amount of material to be crammed into a good play in terms 

of fifth-century drama (although Pacuvius could have covered more in his play 13 ). It 

seems most plausible to consider these as separate plays 14 ; if the Odysseus Acanthoplex 

is to be linked to another play, the Euryalus seems a more likely choice, given that 

Parthenius in his summary of the plot of the Euryalus ends with the words (following 

immediately on from those quoted above):

m o) u£ia 7co,)v XPOVOV TO £ aTreipyaaai rcp<; iq a\)To<; 
yeveaq ipcoGeiq amv9r| GaAxxoaiaq ipvyovoq e

10 Suggested by Brunck, and accepted by "omnes fere viri docti"; cf. TGrF IV pp.373-4 on the Niptra, 
374ff. on Odysseus Acanthoplex.
11 Tusculan Disputations 2.21.48 and 5.16.48; the first describes actions belonging to the Odysseus 
Acanthoplex part of the play, the later refers to the foot-washing scene, although there may be some 
confusion here, as Cicero calls the nurse Anticlea, the name of Odysseus' mother in the Odyssey, rather 
than Eurycleia.
12 Sutton 1984pp.88ff.
13 The Roman dramatists' practice of contaminatio is known, for example from Ter. Adelphoe, on which 
see Duckworth 1952 pp.202ff.
14 Cf. Lloyd-Jones 1996 pp.236-7
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These words need not, however, apply to the Sophoclean play 15 . The separation in time 

between Odysseus' return and his death which this would seem to posit makes the 

inclusion of his death in a Niptra less likely. For Telegonus to be old enough to be sent 

in search of his father, a gap of some time must be assumed between the two actions, but 

this is not a conclusive reason for assuming the plays were separate. The most plausible 

situation seems to be that Pacuvius combined material from two Sophoclean plays into 

one 16 . The Sophoclean plays would then have the Niptra probably encompassing the 

whole of the action at the end of the Odyssey, i.e. the washing scene, the slaying of the 

suitors, and the reunion with Penelope, though maybe not Laertes. As for the Odysseus 

Acanthoplex, the surviving fragments refer to an oracle, which presumably predicted that 

Odysseus would be killed by his son. As he does not recognise Telegonus when he is 

wounded by him, he concludes that the oracle was false, but then a recognition occurs 

before his death, a technique characteristic of tragedy. Again, we have no evidence as to 

how Penelope was treated in these plays, but given her standard appearance in art of this 

period, sitting with her head on her hand, often in front of a loom, we may hypothesise 

that this reflects her appearance in plays based on the end of the Odyssey11 . This 

suggests a sorrowing Penelope, a Penelope waiting for news of her husband, much as we 

see in the Odyssey. We have no reason to suspect that the treatments of Penelope in any 

of these plays diverged from the stereotype of the waiting wife, although we may assume 

that there was more to the tragic Penelope than this. As in the case of Phaedra, we may 

reasonably expect a paradigmatic mythological figure to be treated in a more interesting 

way when the focus of a drama than when used purely as a foil for a character in a

15 Wilamowitz 1884 p.!90ff.
16 For an intelligent summary of our evidence about these two plays, see Sutton 1984 pp. 88-94.
17 Although linking art and literature in this way is problematic; cf. pp.75-7 abovve.
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drama. Penelope's appearance in the Niptra seems likely, but the case is less clear for 

the Odysseus Acanthoplex, although she is a plausible person for Odysseus to tell about 

the oracle he has received, as Oedipus tells Jocasta about his oracle in the OT (a play 

which also resembles the Odysseus Acanthoplex in that both tell the tale of a man who 

tries to cheat an oracle).

As will be discussed below, Deianeira in the Trachiniai has been seen as based on 

the Penelope of the Niptra, rather than just the Penelope of the Odyssey. If that were the 

case, the fact that Deianeira and Heracles never meet would be still more striking if this 

implied a contrast with the happy reunion of Odysseus and Penelope. The death of 

Heracles at the end of the Trachiniai need not be seen as supporting the thesis that the 

Niptra and Odysseus Acanthoplex are the same play, however closely we see these plays 

as being in parallel, for the death of Odysseus at the hands of a new character in the 

drama is not at all parallel to Heracles' death at the hands of his wife, even though both 

deaths may be seen as springing from the hero's earlier misdeeds. The contrast between 

the reunion of Odysseus and Penelope and the eternal separation of Heracles and 

Deianeira would make an effective dramatic point, but we cannot use this speculative 

comparison to tell us much more about the Niptra, especially as both plays probably 

drew heavily on the end of the Odyssey.

In addition to these plays by the great tragedians, we know that Philocles wrote a 

tragedy and Theopompus a comedy with the name Penelope, but little survives except 

the names. There was also a play, by an unknown author, the Odysseus Pseudangelos, 

mentioned by Aristotle in the Poetics 1 *. This reference is rather garbled and unclear, but

18 Poetics 1455a 13: £<mv 8£ Tiq mi avvSEtfi EK napaXoyia^ioO toO 6£aTpm), otov EV TO> 'O8\)aa£i 
TW \|/E\)6ayyEXa>- to ^IEV yap TO to^ov EVTEIVEIV, aXXov 5£ nri8£va, TtETtoirmEvov \>rco toO 
Kal \)7t6e£aiq, KCU ei y£ to TO^OV £(pt| yv6a£o9ai 6 o\>x EcopctKEi.
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it does seem to be concerned with the return of Odysseus and his revenge on the suitors, 

although the fact that he is said not to have seen the bow before shows that if this is the 

case, this play is further from the Homeric version than the Sophoclean plays. It is, 

however, generally assumed that this play dramatised the end of the Odyssey, given that 

it combines Odysseus as a false messenger and a recognition by means of a bow. We can 

therefore assume that Penelope probably figured in the play, but can say no more than 

this with any degree of certainty. Merkelbach boldly (but quite plausibly) suggests an 

amendment to the text 19, keeping in the contest of the bow, but replacing the word "bow" 

in the clause saying that Odysseus had never seen it with the word XeKTpov, TO^OV 

having been wrongly copied from the previous clause. Odysseus would not have seen 

the bed, Merkelbach suggests, because Penelope could not bring out their marital bed, as 

it was built round a living olive tree. This suggestion would keep the double test, as we 

have in the Odyssey, and would go some way to getting round the textual problems in the 

Aristotelian passage.

Aristotle is also our source for a reference to a play called Odysseus 

Traumatias2®. Although it is possible that this is identical with the Odysseus 

Acanthoplex, it has also been identified with Chaeremon's Odysseus21 . The plot is 

certainly close to that of Sophocles' play, and of the Telegony, for Aristotle cites it as a 

play in which a dreadful deed is done by one person against another in ignorance of their 

relationship; the relationship and wounding are both said to happen in the play in this

19 Merkelbach 1969.
20 Poetics 1453b34.
21 Collard 1970, p.27 on the Odysseus. The Suda attributes a Traumatias to Chaeremon, but this is due to 
a "severe dislocation" in the text of Athenaeus; despite this, Collard still holds that Aristotle is here 
referring to a play by Chaeremon.
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case. Whether or not this play is to be identified with the Odysseus Acanthoplex, we can 

say no more on its portrayal of Penelope, for nothing beyond the name survives.

Thus there is no reason for us to believe that Penelope was ever presented as 

unfaithful in fifth-century drama, as no mention is made of any plays which treat her thus 

in the scholia which cite references for treatments of Penelope as unfaithful22 ; rather, the 

plays featuring Penelope seem to have looked back to the plots of Homer and the epic 

cycle. This need not mean that there was no doubt shed on her chastity, as in the 

Odyssey, but this would probably have been focalised by other characters in the drama. 

The references we possess from the fifth century linking Penelope with Pan do not 

explicitly refer to her as faithless or unchaste (though we know nothing about the relative 

dating in the fifth century between her marriage and Pan's birth). The nearest we have to 

a more morally dubious Penelope seems to be the Euryalus, but we know too little about 

this play to be able to build on this.

Passing References

It is ironic that although Euripides is notoriously castigated for never putting 

Penelope on stage as a character, the two passing references to her which are to be found 

in surviving tragedy come from his work. Neither mentions her by name, but in both we 

see that Penelope's reputation for goodness, chastity, and fidelity was already 

established:

i) 8', fiviic' dv ae AapTioi) 
ayeiv, eneaOar acb(ppovo<; 8' ear) Xct 

Of;, &<; <pac' oi p,oX,6vT£<; "iXiov.
Tr. 421-3

opaq, Ovaaeax; ao%ov o\) KaieKtave
- o\) yap eTceyajiei rcoaei rcoaiv,

22 Cf. above pp.50-3, and Appendix 2.
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(ievev 8' ev oiKoiq -byieq euvatipiov.
Or. 588-90

Both references come in the words of those using Penelope to back up their case in an 

argument: Talthybius in the Troades is consoling Hecabe for her fate as a slave, arguing 

that Penelope is awcppcov23 , and hence will be a good mistress; Orestes is trying to justify 

his murder of his mother to his grandfather, by putting the blame onto his mother's 

adulterous behaviour. The rhetorical point that is being made in each case determines the 

simple presentation of Penelope's character: Talthybius would be working against his 

aim of cheering Hecabe if he mentioned a less admirable side to Penelope, and Orestes is 

using the parallel between the houses of Agamemnon and Odysseus as Agamemnon did 

in the Odyssey, praising Penelope in order to denigrate Clytaemnestra. Any possible 

complications are not brought up, as the rhetoric of his argument requires that Penelope's 

reputation be considered spotless: that is why Telemachus did not kill her. In this 

context, the depersonalised phrase used by Orestes, -byieq exwaifpiov, is noteworthy: 

Penelope, chaste wife, is not referred to herself, but rather the bedchamber that 

symbolised the marriage (peculiarly in the case of Penelope and Odysseus).

Outside tragedy, but still in the fifth century, Penelope also makes a brief 

appearance in Herodotus' Histories. While talking about Egypt, Herodotus identifies 

various Greek and Egyptian gods. These include deified Greek heroes, such as Heracles, 

and gods born to mortal women, such as Dionysus, son of Semele, and the god Pan. 

Herodotus gives Pan's parentage as being from Penelope, the wife of Odysseus, and 

Hermes. He dates Pan's birth slightly after the Trojan war, and hence after the date of

23 Although the adjective aoxppcov is not used of Penelope in the Odyssey, she comes to be seen as an 
exemplar of aoxppoaxwTi; cf. North 1979 pp.47-54, especially p.48 on 'The Sophron Heroine' and the 
names of mythical women especially linked to aoxppoaxwr). In the Odyssey, the term execppoov is a 
particular attribute of Penelope; this is closer in meaning to acbcppcov than Penelope's other main epithet, 

, which also draws on the same root.
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Penelope's marriage to Odysseus, although it is not clear whether he places it after the 

death of Odysseus, during his wanderings, or at some other point. In the same book, he 

also describes a Helen who stayed in Egypt throughout the Trojan War. Herodotus is 

thus giving us, as apparently generally accepted and wholly unexceptional, a version of 

Greek mythology which reverses the characters of two of the most clearly defined 

personalities from the Trojan War cycle - although Herodotus' bland introduction of this 

"fact" may in fact be concealing its novelty. It is unclear how prevalent the story of 

Penelope as mother of Pan was, but it makes no other appearance in surviving fifth- 

century literature: this suggests either that it was not commonly known or that it had little 

effect on the common conception of Penelope, as Euripides' version of an innocent 

Helen did little to rescue her character. The "usual story " seems to have been the one 

which fixed the generalised conception of the character; versions which deliberately 

diverged from this simplified version seem to have had little impact on it.

It is perhaps not surprising that Penelope does not appear more frequently on the 

dramatic stage: good and faithful wives are rarely the stuff of tragedy, which focuses 

more on women who transgress the norms of society (and thereby bring about the 

tragedy)24 . That does not mean, however that a discussion of the fragments of plays 

featuring her and of the passing references covers all that can be said about the presence 

of Penelope in fifth-century tragedy. More can be learnt about the generalised view of 

Penelope by considering her function when she is evoked through reference (verbal 

echoes, plot parallels, etc.) to other works in which she was depicted more fully. The

24 Cf. the words of North 1979 p.50: "The very qualities that render women unfit to be stereotypes of 
sophrosyne - violence, self-will, unchastity, argumentativeness, insistence on their rights - equip them for 
tragedy". On "bad women" in tragedy see Gould 1980, Foley 1981, Just 1989 ch.9, particularly pp.197, 
215-6.
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importance of Homer to the tragedians meant that allusion to the Homeric poems was 

common; these poems were also texts with which an audience could be expected to be 

familiar, so their use to create meaning in a play should be considered eminently 

plausible.

Penelope's Implicit Presence in Tragedy

In order to see how the intertextual presence of Homer can reflect on fifth-century 

perceptions of Penelope, and how this would affect the 'reading' of a drama by a fifth- 

century audience, it is necessary first to consider some of the characteristic techniques of 

tragedy, and the ways in which one play may refer to another play or other text.

Plot and Character in Greek Tragedy

Firstly, the importance of plot-patterns should not be underestimated; Aristotle 

Poetics 1450a 23-5, en dvei) uiv Ttpd^eox; O-UK dv yevoito Tpay(p8ia, dve\) 8e r\Q&\ 

yevou' dv may be a rhetorical exaggeration, but shows the importance of the plot25 . 

There is room for dispute as to how well the plots were known, but it does seem likely 

that in the fifth century, the outlines of the myths would be known to an audience, and 

hence the depiction of character depended greatly on how the characters came to perform 

their inevitable parts in the drama26 . In dramas based on myth, there is a certain amount

25 On the whole area of plot and character in Aristotle, see Halliwell 1986 ch.5, especially pp.149-164, 
with further bibliography; also Mossman 1995 pp. 138-41.
26 For evidence relating to this point see Pickard-Cambridge 1968 pp.275-6, Csapo/Slater 1995 pp.286- 
306 on the audience in general. The former is unduly sceptical about the knowledge of the bulk of people, 
following Aristotle; Antiphanes is better evidence for the fifth century. However, if knowledge was 
restricted, this might contribute to the common conception of the myths in terms of paradigms, as the most 
basic knowledge of a myth consists in the bare outline of the action of the plot. As the section below 
shows, the basic outlines of the plot were the most important feature for the perception of some 
mythological characters - the best known ones, those who come to be treated as exemplary in some way.
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of freedom in the action, but there are some key elements of each myth that can neither 

be excluded nor changed; motivations, however, and the manner in which necessary 

actions are approached and executed are open to reshaping. Thus, Orestes must always 

kill his mother (though Electra's role is more fluid) and each Orestes will reveal his 

particular characterisation as he shows how he reaches the decision to kill his mother and 

acts on it. Of course, the key elements may seem remarkably flexible to us, brought up 

on "canonical" versions of the myths, but, nevertheless, there are immutable parts to the 

stories. The contrast in motivations and manner of execution may be observed by 

comparing different plays dealing with the same story. Each playwright has the same 

starting point and ending point, but the contents of the plays differ greatly27 . Through 

the fifth century, as more plays were written, the playwrights had to be more inventive in 

order to avoid repeating familiar material, and hence greater complexity and stranger 

variations in the myths result.

The Phaedra Plays: flexibility v. rigidity in the treatment of an archetypal figure.

Phaedra, like Penelope, is a figure who becomes a paradigm, but of infidelity. 

The plays about Phaedra are interesting for the tension they reveal between the 

immutability of the myth and the flexibility with which the characters are portrayed. 

Hippolytus could be painted a great deal more sympathetically than Euripides chose to 

do in the second Hippolytus, and Phaedra apparently changed greatly between his two 

plays about her28 . The second Phaedra tries to be virtuous but is doomed by the story she 

is in. As Euripides creates a Phaedra who goes against the normal conception of her

27 Cf. Winnington-Ingram 1969.
28 Cf. Barrett 1964 pp. 10-30, Halleran 1995 pp.24-37, and now Gibert 1997, questioning the assumption 
that the surviving play is the second.
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character, the main figure with whom she is compared is her earlier self, her own 

paradigm as the bad woman who betrayed her husband and his son. The second Phaedra 

is shown as fighting against her infatuation with Hippolytus and trying to suppress it, but 

she fails due to the power of Aphrodite and the deceit of her nurse. There are also 

allusions to the other infamous woman of her family, Pasiphae, her mother, making the 

family link a source of her destructive passion. (This link is exploited far more by 

Seneca in his Phaedra29 .} Euripides' Phaedra is a character for whom we can feel 

sympathy because she is a victim of the gods' malice. Aphrodite in Euripides' play does 

not destroy Phaedra because of her own sins or because of those of her family, although 

these are always in the background, but rather as a means of destroying Hippolytus. (The 

way in which Phaedra is manipulated may be compared to Aphrodite's treatment of 

Helen in Iliad 3, where again the goddess is using a mortal woman through desire to 

reward a mortal man for his attitude towards her.)

Yet, however much sympathy we are invited to feel for Phaedra in the second 

Hippolytus, Phaedra remained a paradigmatically unchaste woman, as we may see from 

the references to her in Aristophanes (Thesmo. 547, 550) and Euboulus (fr. 115 Kassel- 

Austin). Despite Euripides' second play about her, both she and he were always judged 

by the first play because that is the play which fits Phaedra's character as determined by 

her role in the plot which surrounds her, as a bad woman, an unchaste woman30 . Thus 

one may say that Phaedra is a character dominated by the power of the plot: the general 

perception which remains of her in the tradition depends on the plot in which she is

29 The importance of fate and the inescapable influence of heredity in Seneca's plays are part of the reason 
they are called Stoic drama by some critics. References in the Phaedra include 112ff, 124, 127, 688ff, 
698ff. Compare also Coffey/Mayer 1990 ad loc., Boyle 1987 ad loc., and also p.27 (cf. Winnington- 
Ingram 1958 pp. 175-6 on this theme in Euripides' play).
30 Cf. Sommerstein 1996 ad 1081 on the rewriting of one of Euripides' "good women" as a 
characteristically Euripidean "bad woman".
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involved, and ignores the ambiguities raised by particular retellings of the story. In this 

respect, she is similar to Penelope, who must be a good wife, because she waited for 

Odysseus; the fact that Homer does not give such a straightforward picture is irrelevant 

to the generalised conception of the character. Conversely, Phaedra must be a shameless 

hussy, because she tried to seduce her stepson, and accused him of rape when he rejected 

her (whether in person or not), thus causing his death. Euripides' more sympathetic 

portrayal of Phaedra cannot change the bones of the story, or, therefore, the generally 

accepted view of Phaedra.

Dramatic Structure and Character Types

Beyond plot-patterns, the formal aspects of tragedy had a marked effect on 

characterisation. Despite the constraints placed upon them by the myths they used, the 

Athenian dramatists had great freedom in how they dealt with these myths, as the various 

versions of the story about Hippolytus and Phaedra show3 '. The plays do, however, fall 

into structural groups; one may see these basic structures as due to the folk-tale and 

mythological background to the stories of tragedy, or to the nature of drama more 

generally. Thus there are plays, or sometimes scenes, which fall into categories such as 

suppliant drama, return and revenge drama, recognition scenes, and plays of return, or 

nostos plays32 . If a drama seems to belong to one of these categories - for example, 

identifying itself as a suppliant drama by opening with a scene of a victim sitting at an 

altar - then certain expectations are raised as to how the drama will proceed. In a 

suppliant drama, the expectation is that a saviour will appear at some point to rescue the

31 See also the plays about Philoctetes (as discussed by Dio Chrysostom Orations 52), and those about 
Electra/Orestes.
32 Basic introductory studies in this area include Lattimore 1964 and Strohm 1957; on nostos plays in 
particular, see below.
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suppliant in the nick of time. Before this happens, we expect the suppliant's pursuer(s) 

to appear and threaten the suppliant, and possibly try to trick the suppliant away from the 

altar33 .

It is not only the dramas themselves and the scenes within them that fall into 

"types"; the characters who are portrayed in them are also often "types". This is partly a 

function of the types of drama; a play which appears to fall into a particular structural 

group raises our expectations as to how the plot will develop, but also as to what sort of 

characters will be portrayed, for the stock plot elements require particular character 

types34 . Thus a play which appears to be a suppliant drama leads us to expect a villain 

pursuing the suppliant, and a saviour to protect him/her. The playwright may play off 

these expectations to produce the reversal of fortune which Aristotle considered an 

indispensable part of drama, as Euripides does in the Heracles, for example, where 

Heracles arrives in the nick of time to save his family, but then himself becomes the 

villain of the piece and attacks them. In his turn, he has to be rescued by Theseus and the 

parallelism is underlined when the image of the boat is repeated, first of all attached to 

Heracles' children coming along behind him, and then to Heracles himself, as he is led 

off by Theseus35 . Other "types" found in tragedy include the willing sacrificial victim, 

usually a young girl, such as Polyxena and Iphigeneia36 , the tyrannical ruler, such as 

Lycus in the Heracles or Creon in the Oedipus at Colonus, as well as the usually

33 On type scenes and characters, and the connection between them, see Heath 1987 pp. 145-150.
34 Cf. Heath 1987 p. 145-148 on the types expected in a suppliant plot, and Vickers 1973 pp.452-489 on 
"orthodox" and "unorthodox" suppliant plays.
35 1424 echoing 631; cf. Bond 1981 adloc.
36 On the sacrifice of young girls, see Schmitt 1921 pp.84-103, particularly pp.99-100 on Polyxena, 
Lattimore 1964 pp.47-9, O'Connor-Visser 1987 especially pp. 1-18, 197-9, Kearns 1989 ch.3, in particular 
pp.55-60, Rabinowitz 1993.
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unnamed messengers37 , and the elderly devoted servant - for example, the paedagogos in 

Sophocles' Electra, the nurse in the Choephoroi. The use of stylised masks, with 

conventional colouring and features for different types of people, could also contribute to 

the perception of characters on stage as more or less developed versions of "type" 

figures38 . There are also characters who assume typical roles: thus, in surviving plays, 

we always see Theseus in the role of saviour, as in the Oedipus at Colonus, and in 

Euripides' Heracles and Supplices. Plays such as the Aegeus of Sophocles and that of 

Euripides might well have shown Theseus in a different light, for in these plays he would 

be a major character in a different "type" part: that of the son returning unrecognised to 

face the hostility of a (step-)parent. One of the main aims of characterisation for 

Aristotle is the creation of "appropriateness"39, which he expands as meaning that 

characters must act in a way appropriate to their age and sex, and (for most tragic 

characters) to their heroic status. This suggests an accepted norm of behaviour for the 

various "types" one may see on the tragic stage.

Perhaps our best proof for the fact that the tragedians themselves were aware of 

these character types and dramatic structures is the way in which they are exploited40, 

particularly in Euripides, when the expected pattern of events does not occur. Thus in 

the Ion we have already had all the conventional elements of a recognition scene but 

without a recognition occurring between Creusa and Ion before she tries to kill him. As 

it seems that all the means of recognition have already been used and passed over, there

37 Messenger speeches have been thought of as consistently objective, describing for the audience action 
offstage with little comment; that this is not so is shown by de long 1991, ch.2, particularly pp.65ff. If a 
messenger speech is false, as in Sophocles' Electro, this is usually signalled.
38 On masks see Pickard-Cambridge 1968 pp. 190-5 which mentions the degree of standardisation which 
seems to be present in mask making from early on; Halliwell 1993.
39 TO ocpnorcov. Poetics 1454a 22-4; cf. Halliwell 1986 p. 159. 
40 Cf. Goldhill 1986ch.lO.
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seems no possibility of a recognition and reunion or prevention of intra-familial 

murder41 . All through the play, Euripides has been playing with the conventions of the 

recognition scene: we have had a false recognition, as Xuthus "recognises" Ion as his 

own son, and we have had an abortive recognition scene between Ion and Creusa, when 

all the details needed for the recognition are given, but the final step is not taken42 . The 

way in which Euripides thus arouses expectations only to dash them suggests that he was 

conscious of the conventions, and is deliberately playing with his audience. The Helen is 

similar in that it appears to begin as a suppliant drama, but the suppliant, Helen, acts very 

oddly when she leaves her sanctuary, and we begin to wonder how much of her danger is 

real, and what is really going on here. The contrasts between the scenario suggested by 

the dramatic structure and that suggested by the words and actions of the characters on 

stage echoes the theme of reality versus appearance that runs through the play.

The existence of character and plot "types" in tragedy may be linked to the 

mythical background on which tragedy draws. Mythical narrative does tend to fall into 

simple structural units, and the same sort of story-pattern is often repeated. The tendency 

for myth and mythological figures to become exemplary and to function paradigmatically 

is linked to this. The more exemplary the character of a mythological figure, the more 

likely it is that that figure will be read in the light of the folk-tale element of Greek myth. 

The same is true of the more schematic story-lines, such as that of the Odyssey, which 

uses a story-pattern found the world over43 .

41 SeeBurnett 1971 pp. 101-29.
42 One may compare the central scene of the IT.
43 On the story-pattern of the Odyssey, see above pp.40-9, Edmunds 1993 Appendix 2 "The Homecoming 
Husband" (pp.81-6), and Thompson 1955-58 N681 "husband arrives home as wife is about to marry 
another", with references to related motifs (for example, N741 "Unexpected meeting of husband and 
wife").
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Another factor to be considered in the matter of typology in Greek tragedy is the 

religious and social background of tragedy and its manner of performance. Those who 

see tragedy as springing from ritual might argue that the "type" characters come from the 

schematic origins of characterisation in the ritual drama44, where there might have been a 

stereotypical scenario of god against hubristic sinner. Given our uncertainty about the 

origin of drama, such thoughts must be speculative, but drama which grew out of one 

actor and a chorus does seem likely to have had a limited number of set scenarios which 

could be dealt with on stage, given the limitations of the resources.

The linkage of mythological characters and character types has been looked at 

briefly above, and is one of the areas which this chapter aims to explore. It is, however, 

difficult to draw a line between the particular mythological character and the type which 

they are taken to represent45 . It is possible to create a character through reference to the 

generalised types (e.g. "tyrant") rather than specific mythological persons. If there is 

verbal allusion to earlier textual versions of the figure, an audience will be more likely to 

perceive a reference to a specific mythological figure, rather than a general type. We are 

at a disadvantage looking for these allusions, given the number of texts which we have 

lost, but the appearance of a figure in more than one work may lead to reference to 

several instantiations to evoke the more generalised perception of that figure. If there 

were allusion to just one text, then a reader might look to that textual version of the 

character in particular; if, however, there is a broader intertextual relationship with 

several previous versions, all will contribute to the characterisation, creating a certain 

instability. Against this, the dynamic of intertextuality towards simplification of the

44 For recent approaches to this topic, see Easterling 1988 and Seaford 1994 pp.!39ff., 323ff, 354-5, 386-
7.
45 Cf. pp.76-7 above.
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earlier text will draw in the simpler, more generalised conception of the character as a 

firmer point of reference46 .

In addition to textual reference, the intertextual relationship may be created by 

similarity of plot pattern or staging: an obvious example of this is the parallel between 

the Agamemnon and Choephoroi, where the appearance of Orestes after the murder with 

his victims (one male, one female) recalls and reverses Clytaemnestra's appearance as 

murderess with her two victims. How well an ancient audience would remember a 

previously performed play is here an issue: textual allusion, particularly when backed up 

by plot parallels, similar staging, etc. may well evoke memories of an earlier play, but it 

is unlikely that all the audience would have a detailed recollection - the simplified 

picture, modified by other versions of the story they have heard, and a memory of the 

plot, seems more likely to be called to mind for the majority. Stinton has argued (in 

discussing allusion) that the tendency in Greek drama is to spell out the references which 

are more important for comprehension of the drama in greater detail and less allusively47 . 

This may be seen as a rather pragmatic (and perhaps circular) approach; if the references 

are clear then there must be an important point to be made, and an important point will 

be made clearly48 . The clearer a reference is, the more likely it is that a higher proportion 

of the audience would have picked up on it. When considering the reaction of an ancient 

audience, it is often difficult to know how great an acquaintance with other texts may be

46 This is another form of the simplification of earlier texts which may be found in "many to one" 
intertextual relationships: because each text develops the character differently, the matrix of references is 
more likely to evoke those characteristics shared by most versions, which are most likely to be those 
demanded by the plot. Cf. pp. 12-14 above.
47 Stinton 1986.
48 Such a pragmatic approach, however, may be the best with which to approach a nebulous area such as 
intertextual relationships, where the connection must be made by a reader, with the result that perception 
of such links must always be subjective. Some may be shared by more readers than others, but the effect 
each has on a reading of a text - whether this adds much or little - might be the best pragmatic 
consideration to take into account when thinking about which possible links are the most worth pursuing.
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assumed. In the case of Homer, however, this is less of a problem: even if the other 

plays involving Penelope survived, the bulk of an ancient audience would be more likely 

to be able to perceive references to the Homeric text49 . As discussed above, however, the 

ability to recognise allusion to the Homeric text would not necessarily be linked to a 

precise memory of the text, but might rather mean an ability to recollect a simplified 

version of the story. The Homeric text thus provides a less contentious example of how 

the intertextual relationship can be used to create character: given how heavily the post- 

Homeric depictions of Penelope seem to rely on the story as told by Homer, Penelope is 

a good example with which to explore how such textual reference might be "read" by an 

ancient audience.

Nostos plays

The theme of comparison between the houses of Agamemnon and Odysseus runs 

throughout the Odyssey. The positions of their respective sons as helpers of their fathers' 

causes are seen as parallel; their wives provide a complete contrast to each other at the 

end of the epic, as expressed by Agamemnon's ghost50 . Above all, the actual returns are 

contrasted: Agamemnon's public, glorious, laden with spoils of war, received by a 

household which is openly welcoming but hides treachery inside; Odysseus' secret, in 

shameful conditions, as a beggar, received by a household which is in reality longing for 

him but which is taken over by those who abuse the returning hero.

A short digression on the importance of nostos for Greek literature would seem 

useful at this point. One of the cyclical epics which filled in the story of the Trojan War

49 Cf. above p.9, with n.33.
50 Od. 24.194-202, cf. 11.445-6, etc.
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between the Iliad and the Odyssey was the Nostoi, or Returns, which described the fates 

of the major Greek heroes after the fall of Troy. The Odyssey gives us the stories of the 

return journeys of Menelaus, Agamemnon, Odysseus, and Nestor, as well as their fates 

when they got back; an important feature of the Nostoi was the fact that various Greek 

heroes had unsuccessful return journeys, either failing to reach home, or finding all there 

was not well. This was generally described as being due to the anger of the gods 

(particularly Athene) at the behaviour of the Greeks at the sack of Troy. The rape of 

Cassandra, the killing of Priam, and other outrages caused by hubris brought disaster on 

the Greeks; the Odyssey is somewhat unusual in concentrating on the heroes who got 

home safely (eventually). Nostos was also important for Greek tragedy, as there are 

numerous plays in which the return of the hero is central to the action - for example, 

Aeschylus' Persai, Sophocles' Trachiniai, Euripides' Heracles and Andromache. The 

Odyssey was probably the more important predecessor of the nostos plays, rather than the 

epic Nostoi; this judgement is based on the topics dealt with by the tragedians, rather 

than a particular style or approach to telling stories of nostos51 , and the comparative 

brevity of the Nostoi (five rather than twenty-four books) suggests that its potential as a 

model was less. The Odyssey covers the major returns from Troy - Agamemnon, 

Menelaus, Odysseus - and offers a variety of versions of the plot of the hero's return.

The nostos play is centred on the return of the hero: we expect the return to be the 

trigger for the action of the play, as in the Agamemnon and the Trachiniai. A nostos play 

arouses the expectation of a departure from the "proper" pattern of a return. A return 

should be a joyful occasion, the victor should return laden with spoils, to be feted by his 

people. If, however, this was the case in the stories told on the tragic stage, there would

51 Taplin 1977 p. 124.
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be no plot, no tragedy. We do not need to cite examples of "proper nostoi" in order to 

say that those in the tragedies and epic are in some way perverted52 . The ghost of 

Agamemnon realises that he could not expect a warm welcome from Clytaemnestra, but 

he says:

... fj TOI ecprjv ye
ocoTidaioq 7tai8eaaiv i8e Sjxcbeoaiv EJIOIOIV 
oiKa5' eX,e\)oea6ai g

Od. 11.430-2

At Od. 11.100, Teiresias prophesies to Odysseus concerning his return journey; the 

punishment for interfering with the cattle of the Sun and for wounding the Cyclops will 

be that he returns home after a long delay, alone and in a sorry state, in another's ship, 

and will find proud men courting his wife, having taken over his house. From this it is 

clear what is supposed to make up a "proper" nostos, a norm against which literature 

develops.

The importance of the Odyssey for Greek tragedy is often taken to be that it 

provides the model for recognition scenes53 , but, while this is an important influence, it is 

not the only one. Just as the Odyssey provides a variety of forms of recognition scene 

(the recognition by a scar with Eurycleia, the long drawn-out recognition with Laertes, 

the recognition of clothes in Od. 6 and 19, the recognition with trickery of the trickster 

with Penelope, and, in book 19, an expected recognition foiled and diverted onto another 

character), so it provides a variety of paradigms or prototypes of nostos, the warrior's 

return. Odysseus makes his longed-for return to a faithful wife; Agamemnon's return is

52 One might also compare the treatment of supplication in the Iliad, which is rejected in battle in the main 
narrative, although from earlier in the war we hear of supplications which were accepted; one may 
similarly contrast the gods of literature and "real life" (cf. Parker 1997; Parker 1985 pp.298-306 illustrates 
a similar phenomenon in respect of oracles).
53 See, for example, Matthiessen 1964 pp.93-107, and 107-8 on the Nostoi, which is again seen as a source 
for prototypes of recognition scenes rather than the nostos theme. For the Odyssey as the inspiration for 
recognition scenes, see Richardson 1983, Cave 1988 passim, but especially pp.10-24, and Aristotle Poetics 
1454bl9-1455a21.
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a hateful prospect to his unfaithful wife; Menelaus returns with his unfaithful wife, who 

reappears in the Odyssey playing the role of the good wife, at peace with society and 

household.

The Oresteia

Given the importance of the model of the family of Agamemnon in the Odyssey, 

an obvious starting point for a search for Odysseus' wife as a model is in the plays 

dealing with Agamemnon's wife, whose most famous appearance is in the highly 

influential Oresteia trilogy of Aeschylus. The importance of these plays for later 

tragedies is clear54 , and, as the whole trilogy exploits the contrast drawn in the Odyssey 

between Penelope and Clytaemnestra, reference to these plays may provide a guide as to 

where to look for characters who may be compared with Penelope through her cousin 

Clytaemnestra. The linking of visual and verbal imagery in these plays - for example, in 

the use of net imagery to describe Clytaemnestra's means of killing Agamemnon - may 

have helped to make these images more memorable, and hence help explain the 

popularity of allusion to these plays. Repeated production of Aeschylus' plays55 will 

also have helped give their language a marked resonance which an audience could pick 

up. Consideration of the Oresteia is thus important both for the way in which Aeschylus 

uses the Homeric text and for the role of these plays in later texts56 .

Clytaemnestra in the Agamemnon is a powerful, intelligent woman, who plots to 

remove her husband and replace him with a weaker man. She is portrayed as a woman

54 Garner 1990 especially pp. 100-40, 165-176 and 199-202 for a list of Oresteia passages and where they 
are alluded to. Garner finds many allusions to the Oresteia, particularly in the Trachiniai, Heracles, and 
other plays about the house of Atreus.
55 Cf. VitaU.
56 Cf. Goldhill 1984pp.l83-195

199



who acts like a man, in contrast to an effeminate Aegisthus; her behaviour is considered 

unnatural and dangerous, and his weakness contemptible57 . Clytaemnestra is dangerous 

to Agamemnon because she (like Penelope) plots to have the husband she wants; 

Penelope, however, is somewhat at the mercy of her suitors, whereas Aeschylus' 

Clytaemnestra is in control of hers. The role of Penelope as a paradigm, a contrast to 

Clytaemnestra, emerges most clearly through Clytaemnestra's own words, particularly in 

her speech of welcome to Agamemnon (see p.203 below).

One reason for reading such a comparison in the Agamemnon is the extensive 

reference to the Homeric poems in this play58 . The events of the Trojan war are always 

in the background, and the Homeric poems are specifically alluded to (for example, the 

image of Menelaus and Agamemnon as vultures at Ag. 48ff. alludes to //. 16.428ff). The 

reference to the loss of Menelaus, 674ff., looks forward to the satyr play, Proteus, based 

on Menelaus' tale in Od. 4, and Agamemnon's reference to Odysseus at 842-4 must 

recall his wanderings in the Odyssey. The Odyssey is our first source for the story of 

Agamemnon and Clytaemnestra, used explicitly as a comparison with Odysseus and 

Penelope, so it should not be surprising to find the comparison working the other way 

round here.

The Agamemnon is a straightforward example of a nostos play, as the action all 

centres round the return of the absent king, and this event triggers the action of the play. 

The nostos of Agamemnon, in Aeschylus as in Homer, is a perverted nostos: an event 

which should be joyful is filled with darker tones and foreboding. The Agamemnon 

starts with a speech from a guard, loyal to his master, who worries about how the house

57 Cf. Conacher 1987 pp.206-12, Zeitlin 1978, Winnington-Ingram 1949.
58 For verbal echoes, see Sideras 1971 pp.204-9, 220-32, and via index for echoes of particular Homeric 
passages.
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is being run in the master's absence. This figure can be identified with the guard posted 

by Aegisthus at Od. 4.524-8, but here he has been posted by Clytaemnestra, and his 

loyalty seems to be to Agamemnon59 ; his worries also recall those of Eumaeus in 

conversation with Odysseus in Od. 14. Argos is a discontented land, complaining about 

a wasteful war (for example, Ag. 456ff.), and the chorus are clearly uneasy about 

Agamemnon's actions at the start of the war. Similarly, in Ithaca there are murmurings 

against the absent Odysseus; the suitors' families attack Odysseus in the final section of 

the poem, rousing up those whose sons went to Troy with him but did not return, but 

even in the second book the Ithacans are accused of encouraging the suitors and do not 

act to prove this accusation false60 .

At the end of the Agamemnon, conflict is averted, but a full settlement is 

postponed until the end of the trilogy. Conflict between ruler and people also ends the 

Odyssey, which concludes, like the whole Oresteia trilogy, with the imposition of a 

divinely sanctioned moral order and new agreement between ruler and people61 . The 

uneasiness at the end of the Agamemnon is brought out through the contrast with the end 

of the Odyssey: here there is no divine sanction for the uneasy (and temporary) truce, and 

the stage is dominated not by the rightful king but by his unfaithful wife, who is the 

dominant peacemaker, and the usurper with his threats of violence. The Argive elders 

present no real opposition to Clytaemnestra and Aegisthus, unlike the families of the 

suitors, but resolution must await a more powerful avenger for Agamemnon. The 

comparison of Odyssey and Agamemnon thus emphasises the dark side of the play

59 Cf. Fraenkel 1950v. Hp.6.
60 2.70ff. (Telemachus), 146-76 (Halistherses), 224-41 (Mentor): these speeches (and that of Aegyptius) 
make it clear that some Ithacans are not happy with the dominance of the suitors, but none can or will act 
against them.
61 Cf. Heubeck 1992 pp.405-6 who wishes to read the end of the Odyssey as showing a new political 
settlement; West 1988 argues for a less political reading pp.59f., 132.
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(focusing more on the effect of these actions on the city rather than the individual62), and 

the need for a continuation to find resolution.

When Agamemnon eventually appears on stage, and Clytaemnestra greets him, 

she does not address him directly, but rather addresses the chorus. The speech appears to 

be an attempt to win the chorus over to her side63 ; whether or not the chorus know of, or 

suspect, her affair with Aegisthus (and hence must be prevented from telling 

Agamemnon), they have already shown hostility towards Clytaemnestra64 . In 

Agamemnon's speech, 84Iff., he expresses his fears about Odysseus' safe return from 

Troy, words which echo the worries expressed about Menelaus at 67Iff. This mention of 

Odysseus invokes a comparison of the fates of Agamemnon and Odysseus, as described 

and compared in the Odyssey, and can thus call the Odyssey to the forefront of the 

audience's mind early in this scene. This prepares the way for Clytaemnestra's speech 

(855ff.), which defends her governance of Agamemnon's house and substance in his 

absence in a similar fashion to Penelope's speech to the disguised Odysseus at Od. 

19.509-55365 ; her listening to travellers' tales (864ff.) recalls Penelope's willingness to 

listen to and reward any who bring her news of Odysseus, as described by Eumaeus at 

Od. 14.121-30. Although specific Homeric echoes are uncommon in this passage, the 

evocation of the Odyssey by Agamemnon's speech supports Fraenkel's suggestion that at 

899 Clytaemnestra is recalling the simile used of Penelope and Odysseus' reunion at Od. 

23.233ff, as well as the general topos of the welcomeness of the sight of land to the

62 Cf. Goldhill 1986 pp. 147-54.
63 Cf. Denniston/Page 1957 p. 144.
64 E.g. 485-7, 546ff., 615-6.
65 Cf. Goldhill 1984 pp.74-5 on the two choices (Stxcc 6\)|a6<; opcbpeTcii Od. 19.524) embodied by 
Penelope and Clytaemnestra.

202



sailor66 . Such a reading of Clytaemnestra's image is supported by the echo of Od. 16. IT- 

19:

ox; 6e Kctxfip 6v TcaiSa cpiXa cppovecov 
eXGovf e^ drciriq yodriq Semia) evia-uiw, 
uouvov TrjMyeiov, too ETC' dXyea TioXA-d

in 898, p-ovoyeveq TEKVOV jcaipi (mMiaTov fpap also may recall the Homeric 

yXuKepov cpdoq, Od. 16.23 and 17.41). Such an echo of the reunion scene of the 

Odyssey adds greatly to the interpretation of this passage, for the evocation is of that part 

of the poem where Penelope has finally proved her loyalty to her husband, which is 

exactly what Clytaemnestra is here trying to do. We may thus say that Clytaemnestra is 

trying to depict herself as a Penelope, a faithful wife; there are, however, other overtones 

in this echo, for the simile comes at the point when Penelope has just outwitted her 

husband, proving herself to be like him. Clytaemnestra is also tricking her husband, yet 

not to prove her fidelity, but to commit the ultimate infidelity in killing him. These 

overtones depend on a good knowledge of the story as told by our Odyssey, not just of 

the story of Odysseus as it could be told by anyone, so the intertextual relationship may 

be seen working at two levels: firstly, evocation of the intelligent Homeric Penelope, 

and, secondly, (a level open to any in the audience who compared Clytaemnestra and 

Penelope) evocation of the simplified, exemplary Penelope67 , in terms of whom 

Clytaemnestra is portraying herself. The way in which Clytaemnestra plays with the 

persona of the good wife both in this play and in the rest of the trilogy is emphasised by

66 Cf. Fraenkel 1950 ad he, Cairns 1972 pp.21-6.
67 As shown on p.66-7 we have no reason to doubt that such a paradigmatic figure would be used in fifth- 
century discourse; Aristophanes' use of Penelope in the Thesmo. confirms that she was used in this way in 
the later fifth century, for example in Euripides' kinsman's reply to the woman at 549-50, uiav yap OUK 
av eutoiq TOOV vOv yuvaiKcov nt|veX67CT|v, <J>ai5pa<; 6' a.
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the similarity of her words at 861-2 and at Cho. 920: Clytaemnestra's strength is 

demonstrated in her playing with the role of good wife as exemplified by Penelope.

When Aegisthus finally enters at 1577, he appears to be trying to play Odysseus 

to Clytaemnestra's Penelope. He presents himself as a returning hero, avenging the 

wrongs suffered by his father in accordance with the commands of (1606, 1611). He 

omits the wrongs of his father, however, in his presentation of the past - a story which 

Cassandra has already told; the clear omissions in this rewriting of earlier events reveal 

the gaps between Aegisthus and the Odysseus-figure he tries to make of himself. Not 

only would the audience know that his father was not simply sinned against (see 1193), 

undermining Aegisthus' claims to AIKTI, but the plot to dispose of Agamemnon has not 

been carried out by a resourceful hero through his own ingenuity, but rather by his 

resourceful female accomplice: his Penelope has rid herself of her unwelcome suitor 

Agamemnon. The dominance of Clytaemnestra continues to the end of the play, as she 

proves herself no shrinking good wife, but rather the dominant figure in Argos. 

Cassandra's simile of the cowardly lion at 1224-5, recalling Menelaus' comparison of 

Penelope's suitors to fawns in the lion's lair (Od. 4.333-40) shows Aegisthus' true 

Odyssean counterparts, as Clytaemnestra herself reveals through intertextuality with 

Homer that it is Agamemnon who is playing the role of Odysseus: at 1559 her words 

describing his reunion with the sacrificed Iphigeneia, Ttepi %etpe pceXovaa recall the 

meeting of Odysseus with his mother, where he fails to embrace her shade Tcepi %£ipe 

(3aX6vie (Od. 11.211). Thus despite Clytaemnestra and Aegisthus' attempts to 

appropriate Homeric roles, the same comparisons and contrast remain as in the Odyssey: 

Agamemnon the returning hero, Aegisthus the unattractive suitor, Clytaemnestra is 

unfaithful opposite of Homer's faithful Penelope.
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The Choephoroi, while sticking more closely to the Homeric version of the 

legend in making Orestes the main character in the revenge, is generally held to include 

less allusion to the Homeric poems than the first of the trilogy. However, the 

comparison with Penelope continues. Though in her assumption of masculine power 

Clytaemnestra refuses to conform to the standards set for women, she goes through the 

motions of being a good wife and mother, and so both imitates and undermines the 

tradition represented by Penelope. Her protestation (920) that it is hard for a woman to 

stay at home alone68 is a "feminine" excuse, but fails to convince when set against both 

her own "masculine" strength in earlier parts of the trilogy, and Penelope's "feminine" 

strength in remaining faithful. Clytaemnestra plays the traditional woman's role with her 

offer of a bath - and echoes Penelope's offer of a bath to the disguised Odysseus - but 

flouts convention by coming to the door herself to welcome the disguised Orestes at 

668ff. Her apparent grief at the report of Orestes' death (691-9) is revealed as role- 

playing by the nurse at 737-43. Cilissa, nurse to the returning hero as Eurycleia was to 

Odysseus, is unusually hostile to her mistress: a contrast to Eurycleia's constant loyalty 

to Penelope. Thus Clytaemnestra continues both to play the role of a good woman and to 

confound it.

Aeschylus differs from Sophocles and Euripides in giving such a small part to 

Electra. This must be at least partly due to the fact that the Choephoroi reflects the 

broader focus of the whole trilogy, and its interest in male-female relations, centred on 

the man-woman Clytaemnestra. The Sophoclean and Euripidean plays do show an 

interest in familial conflict, in the mother-daughter relationship and the effect of her

68 Cf. Golden 1966 p.85, which says "Clytemnestra's weak reply ... is that it is hard for a woman to be 
without a man, a reply which, even when taken in its least odious sense, does little credit to her and places 
her as the polar opposite of a tradition best represented in Greek literature by Penelope".
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mother's actions on Electra; but gender conflict is more central in the Aeschylean play. 

Electra, the faithful sister, is marginalised (or not developed) to allow the mother-son 

conflict central stage. She remains a background to the perversion of the masculine 

Clytaemnestra: Electra, like Athene in the final play of the trilogy, appears to be "for the 

male in all things", in that she rejects her mother totally, but still conforms to the bounds 

set on her life by a male-dominated society, when she disappears from the play at her 

brother's command to go inside and resume the woman's normal place. She has waited 

faithfully for the returning hero, and on his return disappears into the silence which was 

deemed suitable for women, as Penelope does at the end of the Odyssey.

The Trachiniai

It has long been recognised that Deianeira, traditionally Medea-like in her use of 

poison, and Clytaemnestra-like in her destruction of her husband, has in Sophocles' 

Trachiniai been made a more sympathetic figure, indeed even a woman who can be 

compared to the ideal of a good wife:

Endowed with the soul of a Penelope, she executes, unwittingly, the deed of a 
Clytemnestra or a Medea.69

Sophocles' depiction of a gentle Deianeira seems to go against earlier versions of the 

story: although her name was interpreted as meaning "destroyer of a husband", it also

69 Segal 1977 p. 156. Segal 1977 deals with the characterisation of Deianeira in terms of her 
differentiation from Heracles. The contrast between the traditional and Sophoclean Deianeiras is dealt 
with by Jebb 1892 pp.xxxiff, and Webster 1936, who focuses on the links between Deianeira and 
Clytaemnestra; Reinhardt 1979 p.34, p.241 n.2 links her also to Medea, considering 582-3 to be a 
reference to Medea. See also Bowra 1944 especially p. 124 on the contrast between Clytaemnestra and 
Deianeira, Easterling 1968 p.63, Erradonea 1927, who argues that Deianeira deliberately tried to poison 
Heracles, Kapsomenos 1963 ch.2 on the links between Euripides and 7>., ch.3 on its relationship with the 
Oresteia.
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means "man-destroyer", a name fit for an Amazon. Apollodorus describes Deianeira as 

man-like in her pursuits70 :

8' TIVIOXEI mi ia mice rcoXeuov fj
Apollod. fl/W. 1.8.1

However, this is not how Sophocles' Deianeira is characterised: she is fought over by 

Heracles, Nessus, and Achelous; she is not a fighter herself. Her life is centred on her 

husband and family; for example, when she talks about the troubles brought her by her 

marriage, she does not stress the problems she herself may have faced living in Trachis, 

but rather her worries about her husband:

yap 'HpaK^et Kpnov 
' aei TIV' EK cpopoi) (popov Tpecpco, 

Keivoi) TtpoKTjpaivovaa- v\)% yap eiadyei 
mi vb^ ancoOet 5ia8e5syj4,evr| KOVOV.

Track. 27-30

So, unlike the "bad women" usually seen on stage, who violate the accepted codes of 

behaviour, Deianeira is acting like a good wife, indeed in the manner of the sort of wife 

which a contemporary Athenian wished to have71 . (It is this closeness to "real life" that 

has led some commentators to view Deianeira as 'Euripidean' 72 .) Sophocles portrays 

Deianeira as acting in ignorance, unaware of the danger in the Centaur's blood, 

perceiving it only as a charm to win her husband back to her. When she discovers her 

error, she kills herself, in a way which has been taken to reinforce her sexual link with 

Heracles, and which definitely stresses her position as a good wife73 .

70 Cf. Schol. on Ap. Rhod. 1.1212, and the treatment of various versions of the myth by Jebb 1892 p.xxxi- 
iii, March 1987, ch.3 pp.47-79, esp. 66-71 on the Sophoclean Deianeira.
71 Just 1989 pp.114-8 on the problems of using tragedy as a source for the domestic life of real women; 
see also Gould 1980. Richter 1971 points out the fact that prose texts have their own agenda and reasons 
for emphasising the subjection of women.
72 E.g. Reinhardt 1979p.34.
73 Winnington-Ingram 1980 p.81 n.28 mentions the suggestion of Devereux (Tragedie et poesie grecques 
(Paris 1975) ch. 5) that there is a sexual element in Deianeira's use of Heracles' sword to commit suicide; 
March 1987 p.71 sees the use of the sword rather as a reference to a possible earlier version of the myth in 
which Heracles himself killed Deianeira after she had poisoned him. Although this is a dubious point,
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Yet Deianeira is also the murderess of her husband, however unwittingly. The 

resulting parallel with Clytaemnestra was developed by Sophocles through allusion to 

Aeschylus' famous depiction of Clytaemnestra in the Oresteia: not only are the 

Agamemnon and Trachiniai alike in being nostos plays (and so both look back to the 

Odyssey), but there are other parallels as well. Heracles, in an evocation of the 

Agamemnon which must presage disaster, is returning home in pomp, having razed a city 

to the ground over a girl, and he is bringing a king's daughter back as his concubine. 

Like Cassandra, lole does not speak when she is brought on stage, although she is 

questioned by the queen. Heracles appears on stage at the end of the play still wearing 

the robe from his wife that brought his doom, as Agamemnon's body is shown on stage 

in the Agamemnon, still wrapped in the robe in which he was killed. The nurse in the 

Trachiniai plays the role of confidant which is split between Eurycleia and Eurynome in 

the Odyssey.

The link between Clytaemnestra and Deianeira is most clearly brought out by the 

use of textual allusion. Like Clytaemnestra, Deianeira kills her husband with a robe, 

which is described both as a net woven by the Erinyes and as a fetter: Trachiniai 1051-2 

'Epivwov i)cpavi6v aiicpipA/naTpov (spoken by Heracles) echoes two passages from the 

Agamemnon, 1382 arceipov auxpipXrjo-cpov and 1580 ixpccvioiq ev TceTrXoiq 'Epiv\)cov; 

and djicpipXriaTpov is also used of the robe in which Agamemnon was killed at 

Choephoroi 492; 7ce8r| at 7>. 1057 echoes Cho. 493 7ie8oti<;. The scene between Hyllus

given the speed with which such poisons are usually portrayed as acting (cf. Medea 1160ff), March is, I 
think, right to see the stress placed on Deianeira's lone state at her death, and the stress on her innocence. 
The fact that Deianeira dies in Heracles' SaXctuxx; reinforces the idea we have from the rest of the play of 
her devotion to her marriage; as various scholars have stated, Deianeira stays in the house, the house is her 
sphere, as it is for Penelope, but not for some other tragic heroines, such as Antigone and Medea. Cf. 
Davies 199la p.217 on 930-1, with bibliography. On the connotations of Deianeira's choice of place and 
manner of death see Loraux 1987 pp.23-4 with 74-5 n.42 on death in the 9<xA,au,o<;, 54-6 on her use of a 
sword.
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and Deianeira, when Hyllus returns to report the effects of her gift on Heracles, recalls 

the scene between Clytaemnestra and Orestes in the Choephoroi, which centres on the 

issue of her killing her husband/his father: exactly the link made by Hyllus in his first 

speech. Heracles calls his wife 8eivf|<; 'ExiSvry; 9peu.ua (1099), picking up on his son's 

description of the effects of the poisoned robe as being that of a snake bite, i%Qpa$ 

exi§VT|<; io<; ox; (771); the image of the Echidna is borrowed from the Choephoroi 249, 

where Orestes describes his father's death as being in the coils of a Seivfjq e%i8vriq. 

Thus both Heracles and Hyllus see Deianeira as a Clytaemnestra, and show this by their 

choice of Oresteian language. The chorus too echo the Agamemnon, and even Deianeira 

herself does at 538, calling lole Xcopiycov EjiTcoXrma Tfj<; ejifjq cppevoq, rhythmically 

echoing Clytaemnestra's description of Cassandra as 7iapov|f(bvrijx(x ifjc; e^fjq x^iiq 

(Ag. 447): the irony of this unconscious echo is clear, given Deianeira's attempts in this 

play not to play the role of a Clytaemnestra. Only in one respect are Clytaemnestra and 

Deianeira clearly contrasted: they share the motive of sexual jealousy (and show this in 

the lines quoted above), for both their husbands are returning with concubines74 , but 

Deianeira denies any hatred of lole, and acts not to punish her husband for this offence, 

but to save her marriage. The parallels between the two women are further brought out 

by parallels in staging: both question the woman brought in as part of the husband's 

booty, and both fail to receive an answer. But whereas Deianeira expresses sympathy for 

this woman taken as a prize by her husband, Clytaemnestra shows little sympathy for 

Cassandra. Thus the parallels between the two plays are both dramatic and linguistic.

74 This element is played down in the Oresteia through the portrayal of Clytaemnestra as rather masculine, 
but it does appear, for example in her speeches to the chorus after the murders of Agamemnon and 
Cassandra; see the scene starting at 1372, and 1431-47 in particular.
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But what is the effect of these parallels? Can it only be the Aeschylean 

Clytaemnestra who is evoked? Aeschylus gives his Clytaemnestra some excuse for her 

killing of Agamemnon, in the slaughter of Iphigenia and the bringing of Cassandra to the 

house. The masculine qualities of this Clytaemnestra may recall earlier depictions of 

Deianeira, or at least the picture of her suggested by her name, "Man-Destroyer". Is the 

complex image of the Aeschylean Clytaemnestra (with all her justification for her deeds) 

the most helpful in understanding the characterisation of Deianeira? The comparison of 

Deianeira and Clytaemnestra is surely more powerful if the audience thought not only of 

the Aeschylean Clytaemnestra, but also in terms of the simplified, paradigmatic figure of 

Clytaemnestra, the bad wife who perverts her husband's nostos, as she may be recalled 

from the Oresteia as a whole (Clytaemnestra being treated more harshly in the later plays 

of the trilogy) and as her place in the well-known story would naturally require. The 

evocation of this simplified figure through the Aeschylean text points to the natural 

tendency for intertextuality to simplify earlier texts in order to produce a stable base from 

which to depart.

Structural parallels can also be drawn with the Odyssey. Odysseus, whose return 

home was accomplished successfully, although he brought booty back with him, left the 

king's daughter, Nausicaa, behind; the women whom later tradition allots him at the fall 

of Troy are lost with his ships and men, so they present no threat to his return. In other 

cyclic epics (the Telegony, for example), Odysseus has intrigues with mortal women, as 

well as Circe and Calypso in the Odyssey itself, but he never brings these women back to 

Ithaca. The familial tension which develops at Trachis reflects a common theme in 

tragedy, and one which also appears in epic, particularly the Odyssey, in the stories of
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Agamemnon and the relationship between Penelope and Telemachus75 . Telemachus is 

inclined to see his mother as a Helen figure, an unfaithful wife who might run off with 

the goods of the house, and Athene's comments on this point do not help; neither does 

her comparison of Telemachus with Orestes. Like Telemachus and Orestes, Hyllus is 

caught between his parents; like them, he turns against his mother for her treatment of his 

father (in the Odyssey, Telemachus is at least partially hostile towards his mother 

throughout, and when she does not recognise Odysseus immediately on her descent to 

the hall he calls her (23.97) 8\)ajxrjT£p). Deianeira starts the play with an advantage over 

Penelope in that her son departs in search of his father with her full knowledge and 

approval. Yet when Hyllus sees the effect of his mother's gift to Heracles, he 

immediately assumes the worst of her, that she did it deliberately. The failure of Heracles 

and Deianeira to meet on stage emphasises their lack of 6ux>9poa\)vr|; for all Deianeira's 

attempts to be a good wife, she fails in this characteristic stressed by Odysseus (Od. 

6.182-5) and central to his relationship with Penelope. Thus the resonances of the stories 

of the houses of Agamemnon and Odysseus add to an audience's understanding and 

expectations of the scene in Trachis.

The view suggested above, that Sophocles is using specific textual reference to 

draw on general mythological parallels, would also explain some of Sophocles' textual 

allusion to Homer. Although some are to relevant passages of the Homeric text, such as 

the coinage e\)[iocp9op6) (142) after the Homeric dxoq 0-o^O(p06pov (Od. 4.716, of 

Penelope's reaction to the news that Telemachus has gone to Pylos), others seem to be 

evocations of epic in general rather than allusions aimed at particular passages; for

75 In the Iliad, familial tension may be seen between Priam and his sons at 24.237-64 and throughout Troy 
over the issue of the return of Helen, for example at 3.156-61.
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example, the description of Hyllus when he first arrives on stage is as apTirco-oq (58), 

which occurs at Od. 8.310 (of Ares going to Aphrodite) and //. 9.505 (of Ate)76 : neither 

passage seems specifically relevant here, but if the echo can simply call Homer to mind, 

we might remember Homer's Telemachus, departing in search of his father (of his own 

accord, not trusting his mother). In contrast, at the start of this play, mother and son are 

in harmony (a state of affairs which will not last). Deianeira herself does seem at the 

start of the play, and at 175-7, 905-9, to echo the emotions expressed by Penelope in her 

speech at Od. 19.509-53, in which she tells the story of the nightingale (who killed in 

error, like Deianeira) and her dream of the slaughter of her geese. Other Homeric 

parallels include 130-1, "ApKioi) atpocpccSei; KeXei)9oi, which recall Od. 5.273-5 (as 

well as II. \ 8):

"ApKtov 9', r\v mi auxx^ccv eiuicXriaiv KaXeoixnv, 
r\ T' co)io\) aipecpETai mi T' 'ftpicova Soiceuei 
oi't| 8' au^opoq ecm Xoeipoov 'QKECXVOIO.

The mention of Iphitus may well recall that in Od. 21: Odysseus received from him the 

bow which is to be the means of his reunion with his wife; by contrast, Heracles kills him 

while fighting over lole, his wife being left abandoned.

Although there seem to be more clear textual references to the Iliad than to the 

Odyssey, some may be a more general use of epic diction77 . However, there are good 

reasons for thinking that this may not just be "epicising" for its own sake, but in the 

context of the similarity of plot between this play and the Odyssey may look specifically

76 It is also used at PL Laws 795d, where the context of Geryon and Briarieus seems to mark it as epic; 
Hdt. 3.130.3 suggests marking as medical, but that again seems less intelligible in the Trach. context.
77 Cf. Jebb 1892, Kamerbeek 1959, Easterling 1982, all of whom give different parallels, but still show a 
preponderance of references to the Iliad; this may, however, merely be symptomatic of a tendency for 
commentators to take parallels from the Iliad rather than the Odyssey when the word or phrase is 
frequently attested. Other examples of epic parallels to be found in the Trachiniai include the epic forms 
au(piy\)oi and Koctepctv (504), e\xoni<; (523, cf. Od. 6.113), TiETteipavTca (581, cf. Od. 12.37), and
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to that epic. The link between Penelope and Deianeira which can be perceived in her 

writing as a "good wife" must, in effect, relate to earlier portrayals of Penelope: in terms 

of surviving texts, this means either to the Penelope of the Odyssey, or to that of 

Sophocles' own Niptra. There is also the possibility of a debt to other early portrayals of 

Penelope, but as we know nothing about Aeschylus' play of that name, this is an area 

where we can do nothing but speculate in the dark78 . Given that these earlier plays 

almost certainly drew on the Odyssey, and certainly were intertextual with it, any allusion 

to them will strengthen the conclusion that the epic diction, in the context of this plot, 

suggests primarily the Odyssey.

Deianeira can thus be seen in mythical terms as "caught between the paradigms 

of Clytaemnestra and Penelope". Like Phaedra, she is constrained by the plot in which 

she is caught up; the conflict between her role in the story and her characterisation in this 

version is reflected by the tension between the two paradigms she simultaneously 

embodies. Garner shows how the pattern of allusions in the Trachiniai builds on this 

dichotomy79, moving from drawing mainly on the Odyssey to drawing mainly on the 

Agamemnon, as the tragedy moves forward, and Deianeira, unwittingly, moves from 

being a faithful Penelope to being a man-slaying Clytaemnestra. Although her motives 

remain those of a faithful wife, the results of Deianeira's actions draw her into the role of 

a Clytaemnestra, and the intertextual references stress this. There is allusion to particular 

texts, but the reference now zooms in on, now distances the particular textual creation,

78 Wilamowitz 1917 specifies the Sophoclean Niptra (discussed above), and links this back to the epic; 
Mactoux 1975 p.51 prefers to look directly to Homer; the Aeschylean Penelope is not specifically 
mentioned, but it seems most likely that this is due to the paucity of our evidence, rather than any reason 
for it not to have been alluded to.
79 Garner 1990 pp. 100-110 and 210-11 for a list of allusions in the Trachiniai. The main Odyssean 
allusions Garner lists from early in the play are at 130-1 (Od. 5.273-5), 144-7 (Od. 5.478ff) and 581 (Od. 
12.37); there are several allusions to the Agamemnon in 624-687 (Ag. 94-6, 224, 604-14) and to the 
Choephoroi at 716-771 (Cho. 248-9, 586, 600-1, 908ff).
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moving from the sharp focus of such a textual figure to the less specific, more blurred, 

more simplified image of the figure evoked, be it Penelope or Clytaemnestra. This 

simplified figure may be seen as a product of the tradition of mythological characters as 

moral exemplars, or as created by ancient readings of Homer, or as an instance of 

intertextuallty (and the audience's power of memory) evoking simplified readings of an 

earlier text80 . Such a reading might also be partly a product of story-telling at home or 

the practice of reciting certain portions of the poems more frequently than others.

A parallel for the evocation of a generalised character through a particular textual 

allusion is to be found in modern Greek poetry: Seferis describes a meeting with Helen:

She whom we hunted so many years by the banks of the Scamander. 
She was there, at the desert 's lip; I touched her; she spoke to me: 
"It isn 't true, it isn Y true, " she cried. 
"I didn 't board the blue-bowed ship. 
I never went to valiant Troy. "

G. Seferis, Helen^

An epigraph, three quotations from Euripides' Helen, identifies the text to which this 

poem is primarily alluding (though the poet's awareness also of Stesichorus' Palinode 

seems probable: see n.82 below), but in order to understand the poem, the reader must 

also be conscious of other versions of the story of Helen, as it ends mentioning the waste 

of life "all for a Helen". This less specific paralleling of character is similar to other 

broader forms of intertextual relation such as parallels of plot: parallel plots can typically 

be referred to a story in general, rather than to a particular version, and an intertextual 

link to a well-known story pattern could be present in the text even without any textual 

allusion to a specific version of the story. Through the Odyssey and the Agamemnon, the

80 Cf. pp. 12-14 above, also the "Concluding Questions" posed by J. Clauss "Domestic! Hostes: The 
Nausicaa in Medea, The Catiline in Hannibal" (forthcoming in MD intertextuality volume) on a possible 
link between allusion and role in a text.
81 Quoted from the English translation by Keeley and Sherrard (Four Greek Poets (Penguin, 
Harmondsworth 1966)p.70).
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audience of the Trachiniai may recall not only the particular characters of those texts, but 

also the generalised conceptions of the mythological figures they embody: Deianeira is 

thus caught not merely between two texts, but between two paradigms - the exemplary 

good and bad wives of classical antiquity.

The Helen

Euripides' Helen starts with a departure from the Homeric version of the myth of 

Helen, using rather that most famously known from Stesichorus' Palinode*2 : namely, 

that Helen herself did not go to Troy, but that an eidolon of her was sent by the gods 

instead, thus removing guilt for the fighting before Troy from Helen and giving it to the 

gods. For a play that starts by marking its separation from Homeric epic, however, the 

Helen is very full of Homeric allusions, and, of course, Homeric characters. Most of the 

Homeric parallels are to the Odyssey, a fact which is unsurprising given the subject 

matter; Helen appears in the Odyssey as apparently happily back in Sparta with 

Menelaus, a suitable background to a drama which shows their reunion in the light of 

Helen's innocence. The Homeric references, however, seem to function mainly as 

evocations of Homer's Odysseus and Penelope, rather than his Menelaus and Helen 

(although they do not all come from scenes featuring Odysseus and Penelope); the now 

innocent Helen is shown as faithful through reminders of her famously faithful cousin.

82 There appear to have been two palinodes, but it is not in doubt that one of them dealt with the story of 
the eidolon of Helen; for more on this subject, see Dale 1967 pp.xvii-xxiv, Austin 1994 ch.4 (with ch.5 on 
Herodotus). The fragments and testimonia are collected by Davies 1991b pp. 177-180, and the authorities 
supporting the existence of two palinodes are cited on p. 180, but Davies does not add anything on more 
recent scholarship on this point. The best summary of the contents of the two palinodes is Bowra 1963, 
which argues that the first dealt with the story that she did not go to Troy, the second with a different part 
of the myth. Bowra considers the Stesichoran version to have been quite close to the story we get in 
Euripides of how Helen came to be in Egypt. Herodotus was obviously familiar with the story, but 
presents a rationalised account which does not mention the eidolon.
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Steiger's conclusion, that Euripides was parodying the Odyssey, does not seem 

appropriate if one considers the word "parody" to convey pejorative overtones of 

mockery83 ; rather, this play develops the contrast made between Helen and Penelope in 

the Odyssey, in order to help create this new, acocppoveCTTOttri (1684) Helen.

The Iliad is more echoed than the Odyssey in later poetry, particularly in tragedy: 

this is not surprising, given its tragic content, including both Hector's tragedy84 , and that 

of Achilles85 . But Euripides' tendency towards Odyssean rather than Iliadic themes and 

style in his dramas has been noted86 , and this is particularly true of the later "romance 

plays", melodramas with happy endings, unbelievable reverses of fortune, and often 

unusual, sometimes bizarre, mythical themes87 . Indeed this Odyssean interest in 

domestic rather than heroic life was one of the traits of Euripides' dramas picked up by 

Aristophanes88 . The romantic end to the Odyssey, its humble characters, and its unusual 

hero are all features reflected in Euripidean drama.

Seeing the Odyssey as playing comedy to the Iliad as tragedy suits the overall 

tone of the Helen. The Helen shares with the Odyssey the sense of describing events that 

form a sequel - the Trojan war is always in the background, but as in the Odyssey, the

83 Steiger 1908; Eisner 1980 accuses Steiger (p.31) of missing "over two-thirds of the parallels and most 
of the point" . Eisner lists some more parallels between the two works and gives a perceptive description 
of what Euripides is doing in this play, pointing out (p.35) that he picks up on a parallel between the two 
couples which is already present in the epic; this, of course, is what Aeschylus had done also in his 
Oresteia. The parallels cited include 844ff. with Orf.3.109, SOOff. with Od 9.19ff, 1676ff. with Od 
4.569, 414ff. with Od 10.145, 275f, 766-771 with Od 23.310-40. See also Foley 1993, especially p. 153 
nn.10, 11, Austin 1994 ch.6, especially pp. 146-8, 156-60, 199. On a broader conception of "parody", cf. 
OCD* s.v. "Parody, Latin" with further bibliography.
84 See Farron 1978.
85 On the Iliad as tragedy, see Aristotle Poetics 1448b38ff, 1451a22-30, 1459a29-34, Longinus De Sub. 
9; cf. Rutherford 1982 (n.3 cites further ancient references) and Redfield 1975 ch.2, particularly pp.82-98, 
also pp. 106-7, 153-5, Mossman 1995 p.20 n.5, and, against the view that Homer and tragedy are linked, 
Seaford 1994 pp.275-80, and Seaford 1989 especially p.88 n.4, which lists earlier bibliography in favour 
of a link between Homer and tragedy.
86 Michelini 1987 p.65 with bibliography n.64, p.86 and elsewhere on particular plays.
87 Cf. Dunn 1996 ch. 9 on the Helen and "Romance", particularly pp. 133-5, 153-7.
88 Cf. Ar. Frogs 948-50, 959-60, Ach. 412-34.
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glories won at Troy are no help to the hero trying to get home. His treasure is lost (the 

eidolon returned to the skies) and to claim his rightful name and heroic status would be 

dangerous. This is an Odyssean world where trickery and deception serve better than the 

open action favoured in the Iliad.

As in the Odyssey, the slaughter at the end of the Helen forms a recapitulation of 

the events at Troy: the Odyssean Penelope is a new Helen for whom men are slain, and 

in the Helen, the fighting in Troy has been in vain so has to be repeated over the real 

Helen. As in the case of Penelope, the slaughter is directed at a suitor who is inferior to 

the heroine's rightful husband (1595ff). It is also the result of co-operation between the 

clever wife and her ragged husband - for Penelope colludes with Odysseus, even if 

unwittingly, and provides the means for the destruction of her suitors. The king in rags 

may be a Euripidean stereotype, but in such an Odyssean context cannot but recall the 

disguised Odysseus. Menelaus' rags are, he alleges, the result of divine persecution, 

paralleling Odysseus' persecution by Poseidon. Menelaus' vague allegation that the 

gods will not let him return home (403) is later backed up by Theonoe (878ff.); the lack 

of reference to a specific god, however, does not add to Menelaus' heroic status89 .

In the Odyssey, the parallel between Penelope and Helen is one of the more 

unsettling elements in the portrayal of Penelope. Penelope's complexity is more like that 

of Helen, the wife who had to be won back, than Clytaemnestra's more straightforward 

treachery: Helen appears to be back in the home in her proper place, but still acts in ways 

which strike jarring notes. In the Helen, the comparison is evoked, but reversed: Helen is 

likened to Penelope, most importantly in chastity and wifely fidelity, thus making her

89 Eisner 1980 p.33 also points out that both heroes will finally reach home after a goddess has intervened 
for them in the assembly of the gods - Athene for Odysseus, Hera for Menelaus.
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seem less worthy of suspicion; and Helen in this play, like Penelope in the epic, is a little 

more complicated than the simple schema of good and faithful wife might suggest. Like 

Penelope, she plots to escape from her suitor, and, again like Penelope, her chastity is 

suspected by those who come to her, owing to the behaviour of the eidolon. Helen has 

no Telemachus to suspect her fidelity, but the first Greek she encounters, Teucer, takes 

this role, judging this Helen by the actions of the phantom as Telemachus, in Od. 15, 

judges his mother on the report of Athene. The image which besets the Odyssean 

Penelope in the same way as the eidolon does Helen is principally that of Clytaemnestra, 

but also that of Helen: the actions of both throw suspicion onto Penelope. In the Helen, 

the implied comparison with Penelope serves to lessen suspicion of the heroine.

The links to the Odyssey of the recognition scene beween Helen and Menelaus 

seem to be more thematic than verbal90 . Helen is like both Nausicaa and Penelope, but 

the Penelope image dominates as husband and wife converse. The points of connection 

have been catalogued91 , but one clear difference is that in the play the recognition occurs 

before the intrigue and plan for escape, while in the epic the recognition is delayed until 

after the suitors have been dealt with. One effect is the de-heroisation of Menelaus, but 

this is obviously not the only result. The sequence conforms to the more usual plot 

pattern, which the Odyssey-poet appears to have deliberately disrupted. This order, 

however, allows for Menelaus and Helen to plot together; without another "in-house" 

helper, the role taken by Eurycleia and Telemachus in the Odyssey, Helen is the only 

figure with whom the plot can really be made.

90 Eisner 1980p.32-3.
91 Eisner 1980, including the suspicious hero arriving in rags, requiring a bath before the restoration to his 
wife, the wife hearing a prophecy of her husband's appearance just before this happens, and after the 
reunion hearing a summary of his wanderings from her husband; both end with the intervention of a deus 
ex machina - Athene or the Dioskouroi.
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One suggested reason for Euripides' use of this unusual version of the Helen 

myth is its contemporary prominence due to the recent publication of Herodotus' 

Histories, which mentions the story that Helen was left in Egypt92 . Herodotus says that 

Proteus kept Helen back in Egypt when she and Paris landed there on their way to Troy, 

because he was appalled by the immorality of their action93 . Whether Euripides was 

picking up on a story which Herodotus had made current, or was looking back to 

Stesichorus (who may well also have influenced Herodotus)94 , this play rehabilitates a 

morally dubious character by reference to one who, although traditionally good, was 

having that status undermined, an interesting inversion of characters95 . This inversion of 

characters also looks to the Homeric Penelope as she appears in that text, as well as to 

the idealised Penelope: the Homeric Penelope is, like Helen in this play, a figure whose 

chastity and fidelity can be suspected, but who is shown to have been faithful all along 

by the end. Helen thus traverses the same path through suspicion and doubt that the 

Homeric Penelope does, but her status as a good wife is enhanced both by reference to 

the Homeric Penelope, who had been tested and proved her worth, and by evocation of 

the idealised Penelope, with whom Helen may now be favourably compared.

92 E.g. Eisner 1980 p.36, drawing on Fornara 1971 which deals with the Helen on pp.30-1. Fomara 
considers that at the time Euripides wrote the play, the story of the eidolon was "fresh in mind" in Athens 
due to Herodotus' rationalisation of the story from Stesichorus.
93 Hdt. 2.114.3-115.1.
94 This is a rather problematic assumption, as the date of publication for Herodotus is still a matter of 
debate; see Gould 1989 p. 14-15, 137 n. 17 and 152 for bibliography, and now Hornblower 1996 pp.25-8. 
Fornara 1981 gives a fair assessment of the state of play with references to earlier bibliography. 
Herodotus' work was recited before publication, and this might increase the currency of such a novel 
story. Kannicht 1969 vol. 1 p.48 denies any link between Herodotus and the Helen; the two have been 
linked, however, from at least the date of the hypothesis (commentary by Kannicht in vol. 2, p.8).
95 Gorgias' Helen and Euripides' own Tro. also show the appeal of defending the indefensible; the appeal 
of blackening the ideal is similar. One might provide a deconstructive reading of this contrast: as Helen is 
shown in a more favourable light by comparing her to Penelope, this also brings in the possibility of a less 
admirable version of Penelope, who would need to be enhanced by being likened to this newly 
whitewashed Helen.
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The Odyssey is, of course, not the only text with which the Helen is playing. As 

it was produced at the same festival as Euripides' Andromeda, and hence on the same 

day, it seems possible that the comic aspects of the Helen may be partly a reaction to this 

play. Such aspects include the fact that Helen seems to be acting out a suppliant drama 

unnecessarily, the dialogue between Menelaus and the old woman, and Menelaus' failure 

as a saviour (it is Helen who successfully plots their escape). These may have been 

contrasted with the more real plight of Andromeda, her effective saviour Perseus, and the 

dangerous plot against him after he has rescued her. This comic rewriting of heroic 

drama is a mood that well suits a play which draws so heavily on the Odyssey96 .

Other Plays

As well as having a paradigmatic and contrastive function in straightforward 

nostos plays, Penelope can play a similar role in other plays where the image of the 

faithful wife is to be evoked. In the Alcestis, however, Alcestis is herself a paradigm of 

wifely devotion, and becomes a representative of acocppoawrj97, and hence the image of 

Penelope does not need to be evoked for us to see her in this light, as it does in the 

Trachiniai, where it helps to mark out the differences between Sophocles' Deianeira and 

the traditional character. Alcestis, who dies for a man, is likened rather to a male hero, 

Patroclus98, who also died in place of a man he loved well. Alcestis is thus ennobled by 

the pattern of allusion in this play". The other plays in which we may look for Penelope 

are thus most likely to involve women of dubious repute, who need to be associated with

96 On the change of mood between the two epics, see Rutherford 1993 pp.37-54, particularly pp.50-54 on 

passages of the Odyssey which may be seen as parodying the Iliad.
97 See North 1979.
98 On this, see Garner 1990 pp.64-78.
99 Consider also the allusion comparing Admetus to Laodamia at 348ff. (with Dale 1954 ad he.).
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Penelope to allow them to be seen in the right light, or bad women, for whom Penelope 

provides a contrast. Thus the lost Procris of Sophocles would be an interesting hunting 

ground, as this treated a wife who is almost seduced by her husband in disguise, despite a 

long period of holding out; like Odysseus, Cephalus returns and talks to his wife in 

disguise, woos and wins her, as Odysseus does in the contest of the bow. Like Odysseus 

too, he later falls under suspicion of infidelity himself, although, unlike Odysseus, he is 

not guilty. Odysseus ends up causing the death of one illegitimate son in the Euryalus, 

and being killed by another in the Odysseus Acanthoplex, while Cephalus' suspected 

infidelity led to the death of his wife. It is not clear which part of the story was 

dramatised by Sophocles, but there is certainly potential for evocation of Penelope and 

the Odyssey there 100 . One might also portray a "good" Phaedra in terms of Penelope. 

We do not know enough about either Sophocles' Phaedra or the first Hippolytus of 

Euripides, the Hippolytus Calyptomenos, to say whether or not they contained much 

allusion to the Odyssey, but there does not appear to be much, if indeed any, in the 

surviving play. One explanation for this would seem to be that the character of Phaedra, 

as defined by the tradition, is strong enough for it to be more effective to explore and 

create a new Phaedra by playing her off against her former self/selves rather than 

introducing another character for contrast. Similarly, in the IA, characters such as 

Clytaemnestra are portrayed with a view to their future selves (in mythological terms; 

past in terms of literature) 101 : we see them growing into the figures we know they will 

be, and the interest comes from the contrast of the figure on stage and his/her previous 

incarnations (as happens with Medea in Apollonius; see ch.8).

100 Cf. Lloyd-Jones 1996 p.269, who considers the later part of the story the most likely content of the 
play.
101 Cf. Luschnig 1988, especially p.26.
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Another group of plays in which Penelope may be looked for forms a sort of sub­ 

group of nostos plays, namely those where a child returns, often in disguise or unknown 

due to exposure as a baby. Penelope herself, it appears, featured in two such plays, 

Sophocles' Euryalus and Odysseus Acanthoplex 102 , and there are many plays of this sort, 

for example, all those connected with Aegeus' recognition of Theseus (plays by 

Sophocles and Euripides), and Priam and Hecabe's of Paris (again, plays by Euripides 

and Sophocles), as well as the surviving Ion (Sophocles' Creusa may have dealt with the 

same material), and the three plays about Electra, Clytaemnestra, and Orestes. The 

potential for Odyssean influence is clear, due to the link between the houses of 

Agamemnon and Odysseus made in the Odyssey, and the fact that these plays deal with 

the return of the hero: when Orestes is the returning hero, however, the Penelopean role 

of waiting, faithful woman is displaced onto his sister, Electra. Finally, one may also 

consider other plays where Clytaemnestra appears, especially those dealing with the early 

part of her story, before the death of Iphigeneia (I. A., Telephus\ which is usually seen as 

the point at which her relationship with Agamemnon started to deteriorate. Such plays 

may draw both on the comparison of Clytaemnestra and Penelope in the Odyssey and on 

the use of Penelope as the exemplary good wife, to whom a happily married 

Clytaemnestra may be likened, or the traditional, murderous Clytaemnestra (or her 

Aeschylean instantiation) unfavourably compared. Or the interplay may be between 

Penelope and another figure, as in the case of Euripides' Helen.

102 See above on the problems of the contents of these two plays.
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The Absent Penelope

We have thus seen that, where there is epic reminiscence combined with 

similarity of plot pattern, it seems reasonable to look for an intertextual relationship with 

the Homeric poems, which may call up both the specific Homeric version of the 

character and a more vague, general conception. But where the reminiscences are of epic 

in general, rather than looking specifically to one or other epic, why should one rather 

than the other be evoked (or rather than one of the other poems of the epic cycle)? Plot 

pattern will also play a part in this, and so will other forms of intertextuality. For 

example, the Andromache deals with a faithful woman - a concubine rather than a wife, 

but her actions show her as a truer and more faithful wife than Hermione, who may 

officially be called Neoptolemus' wife. As Andromache is a good "wife" in a play which 

deals with Homeric characters and uses Homeric vocabulary, one might think that the 

play would look to Penelope in the construction of her character. However, in the 

context of Iliadic characters (such as Andromache), and children of Iliadic characters 

(Neoptolemus and Hermione), the epic reminiscences look more to the Iliad than to the 

Odyssey103 . This Andromache looks not to Penelope but rather to her earlier self, and to 

Theano, who in the Iliad nursed her husband's illegitimate child as Andromache here 

says a good wife should 104 . Similarly, the characterisation of Neoptolemus looks back to 

the Iliadic Achilles and Hector, rather than to any character in the Odyssey (for example, 

Andr. 1140-1 looking to //. 21.943-6). Although the Andromache is a nostos play, the 

similarities of plot between it and the Odyssey are not strong enough to evoke primarily 

this epic rather than the fliad when there is general epic reminiscence. The fact that such

103 Cf. Page 1936 pp.220-1 (who identifies the main Homeric echoes in Andromache's lament as twice to 
the Iliad, once to the Odyssey), Stevens 1971 via index s.v. Homeric Echoes, Gamer 1990 pp. 132-4, and 
Lloyd 1994 via index 5.v. Homer. 
104 //. 5.70ff.
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additional features are usually present to mark a fruitful intertextual reference should also 

serve to make a reader more wary when they are not present. An example of an 

unfruitful reference might be at Medea 410-11, where Garner would like to see an 

allusion to Penelope 105 . This line seems rather to be an example of dSuvaTcc, following 

the theme of the problems faced by women, a topic dealt with by Medea herself; if an 

Odyssean reference is operating, Circe, a witch like Medea, would seem to be a more 

obvious comparand than Penelope. Either plot, or verbal allusion, or both, may mark an 

intertextual relationship; names too play a part. The more of these features which 

characterise the relationship of two texts, the more marked that relationship will be, and 

probably the more fruitful.

Conclusion

The evidence thus suggests a picture of Penelope in the fifth-century theatre as a 

figure who could function as an exemplum of wifely chastity and patience, a figure who 

came from Homeric epic and so could naturally be evoked when the story pattern of that 

epic was used. She could serve as a contrast to the bad women seen more often on stage, 

and like them could also be given a more paradoxical treatment (as probably happened in 

the Euryalus, where a paradigmatic figure seems to have appeared as a different "type"); 

this undermining of the paradigm may be compared to Deianeira, the man-destroyer, in 

Sophocles' play, where she is a faithful and loyal wife, and to Clytaemnestra in 

Euripides' Electra and LA, where she is given a strangely sympathetic portrayal. This 

shows the strength of the simplified pictures of figures such as Penelope, Clytaemnestra,

105 Garner 1990 pp.92-5 unconvincingly sees two main parallels between the Medea and the Odyssey: 
Medea 689 (Medea weeping before Aegeus) recalling Od. 19.204 (Penelope weeping in the presence of 
Odysseus) and 410-11 recalling Od. 10.351, both about rivers flowing backwards.
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and Phaedra, for the rhetorically powerful, paradigmatic figure retains its position in the 

mythological 'langue' despite the challenges presented by its reversal in some dramas, 

the mythological 'paroles', and the alternative versions of the myth which could be in 

circulation. The reversals show the importance of the stereotypes, for they rely on 

knowledge of those stereotypes for their effect. Penelope was thus usually seen as 

paradigmatically chaste and good, and it is in this role that she can act as a foil in other 

tragedies. Later poets made more use of contradictory variants to the myths, but in 

general, this did not undercut the power of the paradigmatic figures, as long as their 

paradigms were ones relevant to the society, and comedy suggests that this is the manner 

in which certain figures came down into the fourth century and beyond.

The three plays considered in detail in this chapter illustrate the main ways in 

which allusion to Penelope can be used to shape another figure. Clytaemnestra tries to 

show herself as a faithful Penelope, evoking the Homeric ideal in order to allay 

suspicion: she looks to the contrast already drawn by her husband in Homer, but 

insinuates that he has put her on the wrong side of the divide. Deianeira similarly sees 

herself as a Penelope, but not in order to deceive: she does conform to the ideal, but 

circumstance turns her into a Clytaemnestra, a husband-killer. In this play, the idealised 

figure of Penelope is more important than the Homeric Penelope in particular, as it is in 

comparison with the ideal that Deianeira is characterised. Helen is, paradoxically, a 

positive re-enactment of Penelope's role as faithful wife, scheming on her husband's 

behalf, in a parallel created more by similarities of plot and an Odyssean theme than 

specific textual allusion to the Odyssey. While Menelaus is made less heroic through the 

comparison with Odysseus, his wife displays all the intelligence which the Homeric 

Penelope is only allowed to hint at. Thus she looks both to Penelope the idealised figure
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and the Homeric Penelope. The theme of Penelope's intelligence, which makes her a 

match for her husband, is reflected in these later figures: Clytaemnestra's intelligence 

makes her dangerous, but Helen's enables her to plot her escape with her husband. 

Although Deianeira tries to use her cunning to bring her husband safely back to her, she 

actually uses it to kill him: the stories reflect an ambivalence about the intelligence of the 

wife who waits at home.

Both the Penelope of the Homeric text and the idealised conception may thus be 

evoked through textual allusion to Homer - although where the more generalised figure is 

important, this may well have been combined with more specific reference to other 

textual Penelopes. To perceive the use made by each text of the general conception of 

Penelope requires less specific knowledge (or memory) than to perceive reference to a 

specific textual Penelope (Homeric or otherwise), and thus could be shared by a wider 

proportion of the audience. Such less specific intertextuality probably also relied on an 

audience's general knowledge of myths and their story patterns, and so did not need to 

rely wholly on textual allusion. The presence of the textual Homeric Penelope cannot be 

excluded when the Homeric text is referred to, but this rather indeterminate state of 

affairs is what should be expected from intertextual relationships: a reader may focus on 

one text to the exclusion of others that are evoked, but the more that are evoked, the less 

one detailed picture can dominate over others. The accumulation of reference can lead to 

greater instability in the text, as so many different figures may be brought into a reading. 

Yet the simplifying nature of intertextuality means that this instability is usually 

accompanied by a more fixed, simple perception of the character, which gives a more 

stable point from which each new depiction may depart.
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Chapter 8; Penelone in Hellenistic

Hnmer and the Hellenistic Poets: Some General Considerations

In looking at literary uses and rewriting of mythology, one can hardly avoid 

considering the Alexandrian poets; their taste for the recherche is well known. This is 

illustrated by the fact that several obscure references to Penelope as the mother of Pan 

survive, but only one retelling of Odysseus' return (that of Lycophron). Both the Syrinx 

of [Theocritus] and the Bomos of Dosiadas seem to revel in the piquancy of obscure 

allusion to Odysseus' wife, a woman famed for her chastity and fidelity, as the mother of 

Pan by a father possibly unknown or unknowable. The Syrinx is particularly riddling on 

this point, calling Pan both KXcoTCOKdicop and drcdicop. According to the scholiast, these 

refer to two possible supposed parentages - Hermes the thief, and the suitors 1 . The 

references to Penelope in Lycophron (Alexandra 771-3, 792)2 are disparaging, centering 

on the depredations of the suitors on Odysseus' property. Although Penelope is not 

accused of outright adultery, Lycophron's Cassandra seems to be referring to her 

appearance before the suitors in Od. 18 when he describes her as fj 8e (3aaadpa aenvcoq 

Kaacopevo'oaa (771-2). If the story of Penelope as the mother of Pan was known at this 

time, it is interesting that the reference to it is not clearer; the lines on Penelope are 

comprehensible without reference to any such story, seeming to hint rather at tales of 

infidelity with the suitors, or, in particular, her appearance before them in Od. 18. These 

literary conceits contrast with the stereotypic characterisation whose continuing

1 The implication of ocTtcVtcop is that the father is unknown; the scholiast's explanation, that this was 
because it was all the suitors (and hence the real father could be any one of them), need not be the only 
way of reading this line: both words could refer to an illegitimate child, and arcaTcop is used of other 
deities with unusual births.
2 Dated (insecurely) to c. 197/6 BC; cf. OCD3 s.v. Lycophron (2b).
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popularity is evident from contemporary epitaphs3 . However, given the Alexandrian 

taste for the use of allusion4 , particularly to Homer, one would still expect to find 

implicit literary references to the Homeric Penelope, and hence to Penelope the good 

wife.

The Hellenistic authors, asserting their Greek identity and continuity with the 

canon of Classical writers5 , as well as writing about earlier literature, used their 

knowledge of it to rejuvenate the writing of poetry. In doing so, they blended different 

genres, used words and metres from one genre for another, and, in particular, reused the 

highly influential Homer in non-epic contexts6 . The poets of the Callimachean aesthetic 

seem to have avoided epic, although we know that epic was still being written. But 

despite the story of their quarrel, supposedly over the epic Argonautica, Apollonius and 

Callimachus do seem to be part of the same aesthetic movement7 . Their poetry uses the 

Homeric text in similar ways - exploiting variant readings8 , and sometimes explaining an 

unusual use of a Homeric word with a gloss9 - and thus both poets display their learning

3 E.g. IG IV.491 from Cleonae; cf. pp.69-70 above.
4 Central studies on Alexandrian arte allusiva include Giangrande 1967 and 1970, Livrea 1972 and 1980.
5 Cf. Parsons 1993 pp. 158-70 on the Alexandrian Greeks as an expatriate community desiring to identify 

with their past.
6 On the mixing of genres, see Kroll 1924, Rossi 1971, especially pp.83-4 on Callimachus, 84-5 on 
Theocritus; on Callimachus and epic, see Ziegler 1966, Lloyd-Jones 1984 pp.236-8, Newman 1974. 
Clauss 1994 p.2 n.2 has bibliography on the Argonautica as a "Callimachean epic"; contesting the 
traditional position, see Cameron 1995 ch.10, with pp. 147-54 on the mixing of genres.
7 Much general material on the relationship of Callimachus and Apollonius is to be found in Hutchinson 
1988 pp.85-96 and Pfeiffer 1953 ii pp.xliff; see also Lefkowitz 1980 and Bundy 1972. The consensus 
now is that there was no quarrel, and that Apollonius may be seen as part of the same movement as 
Callimachus. The shift in thinking may be seen by comparing Hutchinson and Hunter's work (for 

example, 1989, 1993) with that of Fraser (1971) and Ziegler (1966), who place Apollonius on the 
traditional, anti-Callimachean side of the divide over epic (see also above on Callimachus and epic). 
8 For example Call, fr.67 Pf. 1.13 'Apif|8T|q comes from a Zenodotean variant, 'ApifiSn. for 'ApiaSvp, at //. 
18.592, and fr. 47.6 (Hollis) of the Hecale uses Kaiiaevioq, again based on a Zenodotean variant, 
KCUTaEO-actv for laiTcbeaaav at Od. 4.1. Cf. Hollis 1990 p. 191-2 (his fr. 47 is Pf. 639, 329 and 629, and 

S//286) and Rengakos 1994.
9 Arg. 1.538 uses ojiaptfi, which appears at several points in Homer, e.g. //. 18.571, always with anocpifi 
as a variant; Arg. 4.1629-30 uses ax>3uo<;, a variant for otiXux; at //. 11.62, and adds a gloss, explaining the 
relevance of the variant. Cf. Hopkinson 1988 p. 195 adloc.; he records similar references by Apollonius to 

contemporary scholarship at Arg. 3.744ff and 4.1645.
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and, possibly, contribute to contemporary scholarly debates 10 . Both rewrite epic: the 

Apollonian epic portrays a hero who is both like and unlike earlier epic heroes, while the 

Callimachean epyllion takes an epic subject, Theseus and the Marathonian Bull, but 

concentrates not on the hero but on the old woman Hecale.

The Argonautica was certainly regarded as an epic in the ancient world, even if 

an unsatisfactory one 11 , and hence looks back to Homeric epic. But in creating a 

Hellenistic and Callimachean epic, Apollonius reworked Homeric epic in a non-Homeric 

way. The frequent verbal and structural reminiscences serve more to mark the 

Argonautica 's differences from Homer than to make it genuinely 'Homeric': the 

appropriation of epic language and reference to Homeric scenes may be used to make the 

reader re-evaluate Homer 12 . This is done partly by the blending of epic and tragic: a 

heroine best-known from fifth-century tragedy recast in epic metre and language. (It is 

noteworthy that each book of the Argonautica is roughly the length of a tragedy, rather 

than of a Homeric book as they now exist, and that there are four books, as in an Attic 

tetralogy of three tragedies and a satyr play13 (and as in the second edition of the Aetia). 

Given the subject matter, this adoption of the proportions of tragedy seems apt.) 

However, explicit references to actions outside the scope of his poem, particularly to the 

future, are very restricted in comparison with the web of predictions found in the

10 On Apollonius' use of Homeric language, see Erbse 1953, Garson 1972, Hunter 1989 pp.36-37, 38-42.
11 One Life says that Apollonius gained the surname Rhodius because he went to Rhodes, having left 
Alexandria after the Argonautica was badly received; however, this does not provide much evidence for 
ancient reception of the poem. We may conclude from Vergil's extensive use of the Argonautica in the 
Aeneid that the status of Apollonius' poem was fairly high at that period; by the time our scholia were 
compiled, the Argonautica seems to have been regarded as the standard treatment of the Argonaut myth. 
Deforest 1994 argues that Apollonius' poem is a failed Callimachean epic, and recognised as such by its 
author. Though interesting, this is not convincing. For the Argonautica as "anti-epic" see Pavlock 1990 
pp.20-l,Lawall 1966. 
12 Cf. Shumaker 1969 p. 140.
13 Apollonius might thus be seen as having produced an Aristotelian epic, conforming to the length laid 
down in the Poetics. Cf. Beye 1993 p.192, refering to Poetics 1459 b 21-2; Lucas 1968 ad he. states that 
this prescription fits the Argonautica.
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Homeric epics 14 . This serves partly to emphasise the contrast between the happy ending 

suggested by the poem and the tragic aftermath which we and readers of the time (having 

encountered Medea in Euripides) would know to be ahead15 . This contrast is typical of 

the manner in which the Apollonian epic draws attention to its differences from its 

models, as well as the similarities. The Euripidean Medea is always in the background in 

Apollonius' epic, but the fact that this is such an obvious background must not be 

allowed to obscure the presence of other texts in this poem. Indeed, it is sometimes 

through such references that the events of the later history of Medea and Jason are 

brought to mind.

One problem in assessing the influence of Homer on Apollonius is the theory that 

the Odyssey itself is based on an earlier Argonautic epic 16 ; Odysseus' travels do have 

much in common with what we know about early versions of this myth. However, 

although the story of the Argonauts was presumably well known, given its appearances 

on vases and reference to the 'ApYO) TtaoiulXovocc at Od. 12.70, our earliest literary 

sources are incomplete 17 , which hampers any consideration of links between these early 

versions and the Odyssey. Our most complete version of the Argonautic myth is that of 

Apollonius, who seems to have been modelling his work after Homer. We may thus fall

14 For example, Teiresias' prophecy of Odysseus' future wanderings and the references to the death of 

Achilles and fall of Troy in the Iliad. On this topic, see Duckworth 1933 particularly pp.28-36; other 

bibliography includes Schadewaldt 1938 p. 156 n.4, Richardson 1980 pp.267-70, with p.269 n.10 giving a 

list of references to events outside the Iliad, Griffin 1980 p. 163, esp. n.139 on Achilles' foreknowledge, 

Macleod 1982 o</24.84-6, Heubeck 1989 ad 11.121-37 on Teiresias' prediction to Odysseus.

15 The popularity of the Medea may be assumed from its survival as one of the select non-alphabetic

surviving plays of Euripides, and from its appearances on Athenian and South Italian vases (see Taplin

1993 pp.22-3 on the Cleveland and Policoro Medeas).
16 Meuli 1921; on this topic, see also Page 1955 p.2 and 1973 pp.38-9, 47-8 (on the Laestrygonians) and

86-91 (on the Sirens), Dufher 1988 ch. 1, pp. 7-55, DrSger 1993 pp.357-60. For an ancient awareness of

this possibility, see Strabo 1.2.38 (45).
17 See Fraser 1971 vol i pp.626-8, Braswell 1988 pp.6-23 (on all treatments of the Argonaut myth prior to

Pindar), Huxley 1969 pp.60-81 (on the early epics, including those of Eumelus and Epimenides) and

Hunter 1989 pp. 12-21. Gantz 1993 pp.340-73 gives various sources, but is not very good at distinguishing

later versions or innovations; Schefold/Jung 1989 pp. 15-47 deals with the Argonauts and the aftermath of

their voyage giving illustrations from the sixth century on. See also LIMC s.v. Argonautai, lason.
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into a vicious circle if we try to assess how far Apollonius has modelled his version on 

Homer while using him also to assess how much the Homeric Odyssey is modelled on an 

earlier Argonautic epic. We have no evidence that any such earlier oral epic was known 

in Alexandria when Apollonius was writing, nor even in Athens during the fifth century. 

If the Alexandrians were aware of any link between two early epics, it was probably only 

in the most general terms, i.e. that both journeys could be described as following the 

same route in places, and encountering the same places and peoples. Links between the 

Odyssey and the Argonautica, are, it seems, sufficiently explained as such, without the 

need to postulate any detailed awareness of a pre-Homeric epic Argonautica on the part 

of Apollonius 18 .

The Argonautica shows great awareness of its epigonal status 19 . It is very clearly 

post-Homeric in literary terms, but in mythological terms it is self-consciously set a 

generation earlier than the Homeric narrative. For example, from the varying lists of 

heroes who took part in the journey, only those who are not heroes of the Trojan war, and 

are clearly of an earlier generation, are included. Thus Meleager, a figure of the past in 

the Iliad, is included, as is Heracles, whose son Tlepolemus fought at Troy, as did the 

sons of Telamon and Peleus. Nestor, an elder at Troy, does not appear, as he did in some 

lists, but his eldest brother, Periclymenus, does. The relative dating of the two epics in 

mythological terms is emphasised by the appearance of the baby Achilles (1.557-8), a 

hero brought down to human dimensions as he appears in the arms of Cheiron's wife, a

18 For a detailed discussion of links between an earlier Argonautica and the Odyssey see Dufner 1988 
pp.7-55. Any such discussion must be based largely on conjecture, and we may safely assume that 
Apollonius was, at most, minimally aware of links between the two stories; hence attempts to use 
Apollonius to reconstruct any earlier epic are pursued in vain. It is notable that Apollonius' poem does not 
make the same links as are proposed for the modelling of the Odyssey on an Argonautic epic; for example, 
Apollonius' Medea does not look primarily to Circe, who might be modelled on an earlier Medea, 
although they share the epithets 6oX6eaaa and TtoXwpapucciox;.
19 Cf. Goldhill 1991 ch. 5, especially pp.284-6.
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figure otherwise little known in mythology20 . In the fourth book, although Alcinous and 

Arete are portrayed as already married, Medea's prayer:

aoi 8' OTiotoeiav
ocGdvaToi pioiov ie xeA-eacpopov otyXairjv ie 
mi 7cai8aq Kai K$8o<; arcopGfiToio TtoXrpq

^rg.4.1026-821

must recall the best known of their children, Nausicaa, who is entreated in similar terms 

by Odysseus at Od. 6.180-1; in addition this prayer contains a possible reference to the 

ultimate fate of Phaeacia22 . Thus the Argonautica presents itself, in the post-Homeric 

era, as a pre-Homeric epic. The references to Homer both give Apollonius' work epic 

authority and reinforce the idea that the erotic themes with which Apollonius works have 

their roots in Homer, particularly in the Odyssey1*. This is one way in which the 

Argonautica modernises epic, by blending ancient epic language and form with an un- 

Homeric erotic aspect24 . The erotic may even be seen to subvert the earlier epic, 

replacing the old-style hero with an erotic hero, who can win not only with words, like 

Odysseus, but also with beauty. Such a hero is more a development of Odysseus (who 

was also beautified by Athene) than of Achilles: Odysseus of the winning words, known 

for his dalliances on the way home. But Jason is also contrasted with Odysseus: he is 

djif)xavo<;, and finds himself in impossible situations with no way out, unlike the 

Odysseus, who always manages to escape.

20 On the choice of heroes see Levin 1971 pp.30-36; on the introduction of Achilles, see Levin 1971 p.32.
21 Text throughout from Vian/Delage (Bude 1976-81)
22 This passage also recalls Odysseus' words to Arete (Od. 7.148-50); see Campbell 1981 p.80, Hunter 
1993 p.40.
23 Cf. Pavlock 1990 pp. 21-3, pp.24-39 on the cloak, which she sees as an erotic equivalent to Achilles' 
shield, Hunter 1993 p.46 (Hunter cites Calypso and Nausicaa from the Odyssey, Achilles and Patroclus 
from the Iliad, to which one may add Briseis and Chryseis).
24 Cf. Pavlock 1990 pp.21-4; the erotic treatment given to Homeric material in tragedy (e.g. Aeschylus' 
Achilles and Patroclus) is also comparable.
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The Argonautica utilises Homeric vocabulary, sometimes straightforwardly, but 

sometimes in a more complicated fashion, either using Homeric words in later senses, or 

substituting synonyms for part of a standard Homeric phrase25 . As this is a literary, not 

an oral epic, it strives for variety and to avoid formulaic repetition, in marked contrast 

with the repetitive Homeric style26 . The opening of the epic may be read as based on the 

opening of the Iliad21, but there are also similarities to the opening of the Odyssey 

(enlarged on below): the Odyssey serves as the main structural model28 . This is in large 

part due to the similarity in subject matter (the long journey, quest for the hand of the 

princess, the educational aspect which appears particularly in the cases of Telemachus 

and Jason). Reminiscence may be small scale, on the level of single words, or larger 

scale, the evocation of whole scenes or even books of Homer.

Female figures in the earlier books: Alcimede and Hypsipyle

The figures of Alcimede and Hypsipyle demonstrate the complexity of reference 

we can expect from characters in this epic. Alcimede appears only briefly, but still 

manages to combine reminiscences of three Homeric characters; Hypsipyle, in a longer 

episode, has a more complex Homeric ancestry, which shapes her in ways which 

foreshadow the shaping of Medea. The idea of blending different characters or scenes 

from earlier poetry has been emphasised less in criticism of Greek poetry than of Latin, 

where this technique is recognised in Vergil's poetry (which possibly takes it from

25 See Carspecken 1952, Garson 1972.
26 Cf. Hunter 1989 p.39 on Arg. 3.27-9 and 86-9.
27 Shumaker 1969 p.34; see also below.
28 On the differences between structural and verbal imitation, see Knauer's work on Vergil, e.g. Knauer 
1964, especially pp.66-7.
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Apollonian texts), but it has its roots in earlier Greek literature29 . Evocation of Penelope 

will be in the context of such networks of intertextual reference.

The first Odyssean reference to involve Penelope comes early in the Argonautica. 

Alcimede appears at Arg. 1.261, lamenting for her son, whom everyone considers 

doomed on the expedition to Colchis. Jason calms his mother and the other women, then 

Apollonius describes the parting of Alcimede and Jason with an interesting simile:

8' cbq ice Tipcoi' ETTEXEWXTO 7cf)%ee 110:181, 
ax; EXETO KXaiova' dSivwiepov, frotE Ko\)pr| 
oioGEV aoKCCCTiax; TcoXirjv Tpocpov djicpiTiEaova 
u.<)p£Tai, fj o\)K Eiaiv ET' aXXoi KT|8£u,ovfj£<;, 
dX,X,' \)xc6 jj.TjTpwfi PIOTOV pap-bv f| 
mi E VEOV 7ioX,££oaiv 6v£i8£aiv E

ox>8' EXEI EKcpA^ai loaaov yoov, oaaov
ax; d8iv6v KX,ai£aK£v EOV TcaiS' dyKotc; £xov>aa
'AX,Kij4.£8r|, Kai toiov £KO(; (potTO KT|8oa\)VT|aiv.

Arg. 1.268-277

The mention of the nurse in this simile recalls the first of the Homeric characters who 

contribute to the figure of Alcimede, namely Eurycleia. It is Eurycleia who laments over 

Telemachus as he departs, for he keeps his departure secret from his mother. This 

passage also recalls Homeric similes concerning family relationships (particularly those 

of the Odyssey), which frequently reverse the sex of the characters being described30 . 

Two other Homeric figures contribute to the characterisation of Alcimede: Penelope, 

mother of the young departing hero, and Anticleia, the mother left behind pining for her 

son. The reference to Penelope is reflected both by the familial relationship and by the

29 Newman 1974 and 1986 p.36 (cf. pp.81 n.23, 85, 86-7 on Apollonius and Callimachus) discusses the 
idea of combination of models with regard to the Hecale; the phenomenon is also discussed by Knight 
1990 pp. 13-23. Knight refers to Cairns 1989 on one text "looking through" a second to a third, but prefers 
to think of "combining" of models, rather than "looking through". When considering Apollonius, this 
observation has particular strength, for although characters such as Penelope, Helen, Clytaemnestra, and 
Nausicaa are all implicitly or explicitly contrasted, not every combination of characters or scenes made by 
Apollonius has such an obvious Homeric root; in this way, one may distinguish between the combination 
of different scenes, and "looking through" one scene to an earlier one on which it is modelled, drawing in 
elements of both. Such "combining", as shown above for fifth-century tragedy, predates Apollonius' 
writings. 
30 Cf. Foley 1978.
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general relation to the start of the Odyssey. It is also produced linguistically: Alcimede's 

lament for Jason recalls the language used by Penelope in Od. 4.722-41, when she finally 

learns of Telemachus' departure31 . Arg. 1.286 also reflects the language used by 

Anticleia to Odysseus at Od 11.202-332 . This creates a three way comparison, i.e.: 

Penelope : Telemachus :: Alcimede : Jason :: Anticleia : Odysseus33 

This set of parallels shows also how Jason combines aspects of Odysseus and 

Telemachus. Jason is generally seen as having to find new answers to problems for 

which the traditional epic stereotypes of heroes prove insufficient34 . Thus at the start of 

the epic, we are invited to see Jason as like Telemachus in that he is a young hero, setting 

out on a journey to prove himself35 . As the story moves on, however, the references to 

Telemachus fall out of the picture, and Odysseus becomes the more important model, as 

the Argo sails past places also described in the Odyssey. As the intertexts shift so that we 

see Jason in terms of Odysseus, so the role played by the figure of Penelope is recreated, 

shifting from Jason's mother to the woman who will be Jason's wife. These intertexts 

help characterise the figures for us in brief appearances, but also set up a larger structure 

for the poem: this tale is both an ephebic adventure and an odyssey to strange places, but 

with a hero characterised partly through contrasts with these earlier figures. Thus this 

first reference to Penelope looks back to her Odyssean persona in particular, and 

considers her as a mother rather than as a wife.

As the encounters of Odysseus with various female figures, human and divine, 

lead up to and foreshadow his reunion with Penelope, so Jason's dealings with Medea are

31 For example, Od. 4.734 evi neyccoiatv eteutev and Arg. 1.283 teXeuj/onai ev
32 For example, the use of TcoGoq.
33 Shumaker 1969 pp.41-2.
34 SeeClaussl994.
35 For the departure of Jason echoing that of Telemachus, see Shumaker 1969 pp.34-6, 52-3, Dufner 1988
pp.262-3.
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prefigured by earlier adventures, including the episode on Lemnos. Hypsipyle, like 

Medea, echoes the Homeric Nausicaa; both will ultimately be abandoned by Jason as 

Nausicaa was by Odysseus36 . This fate is also shared by Ariadne, the exemplum given to 

Medea by Jason of a princess who helped a stranger (although this fact is concealed by 

Jason)37 :

8f) TCOTE mi Grjafia KOCKCOV \)7ieX,\)aaT' cte 
rcapGeviKfi Mivcoiq e\)<ppoveo\)a' 'ApidSvr), 
fjv pa TE naauparj Kovprj TEKEV 'HeXioio- 
aXX i\ HEV Kai vrpq, enei %6A,ov et>vaa£ Mivcoq, 
a\)v tcp £(p££ou,£vr| Tcdiprjv AATIE- TTJV 8e Kai avioi 
d9dvaioi cpiXavio, u^acp 8e oi alGepi leKfiap 
doTepoeiq aiecpavoq, tov te KXeiova' 'Apid8vr|q, 
Tidvvvxoq o\)pavioiq eveXiaaeiai ei86Xoiatv. 
coq Kai aoi 9e69ev x«P^^ eooeiai, ei KE 
TOOOOV dpiairicov dv8pcov aioXov. fj yap 
EK ^opcpfiq dyavfjaiv £7iriT£ir|ai KEKdaGai.

Arg. 3.997-100738

The example of Ariadne is crucial for the Argonautica, for it fits Medea's case more 

closely than is made clear to her; she, like Ariadne, will be abandoned after she has 

helped rescue the hero, and, as in the usual version of the story of Ariadne, Medea will 

help the hero and go with him against the will of her father. Both girls, both grand­ 

daughters of Helios, help in the destruction of their brother; both heroes will confront the 

destruction of family on their return, Jason of Pelias, Theseus of Aegeus, who commits 

suicide at the thought of his son's death. Ariadne is an interesting exemplum for Jason to 

have chosen here, for although she is Hypsipyle' s grandmother, Theseus' trip to Crete is 

usually said to occur after his journey to Athens and his recognition by his father - a 

recognition which Medea tries to prevent. The text is clearly playing with mythological

36 Cf. Hunter 1993 pp.47-8.
37 Pavlock 1990 pp. 19-68 takes Nausicaa, Medea, and Ariadne as paradigmatic of the "type" of the 
abandoned woman, as found from Homer onwards.
38 Cf. 3.1074-6, 1096-1101; when Medea uses the story, the irony increases, for she is ignorant of the 
"truth" of the story.
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time here, for Jason tells the story as a contemporary lover could, as happening in the 

past, Tcoie, rhetorically recasting the exemplum to fit his argument.

Jason also mirrors Odysseus at other points. As Calypso detains Odysseus until 

Hermes intervenes to set him free, so the Lemnian women hold the Argonauts back from 

their quest until Heracles comes and rouses them on to action39 . He receives the offer of 

a throne from Hypsipyle/Alcinous, linked to marriage to the princess, and is tempted to 

stay in Lemnos/Ogygia, but will instead continue on his journey so that he may 

eventually reach home - but a home where the hero (having offended a god) will not be 

able to remain40 . Hypsipyle, however, also prefigures Medea (as the Odyssean Penelope 

is prefigured), and, like her, recalls Nausicaa41 . Her plea to Jason to remember her (Arg. 

1.896-8) is modelled on Nausicaa's words at Od. 8.461-2; Medea too recalls Nausicaa's 

words when she asks to be remembered at 3.1069-71.

Medea: the end of the quest

Medea, the princess at the end of Jason's quest, plays the role filled in the Iliad 

by Helen (the goal of the quest), in the Odyssey by Penelope (indirect goal of the quest 

and instrumental in its fulfilment). A complex intertextual (and mtertextually complex) 

character, this Medea looks back to her own earlier instantiations (particularly in the 

works of Euripides and Pindar), to the Homeric Nausicaa, Circe, Helen, Penelope (and

39 Cf. Hunter 1993 pp.46-7, 34 (the "unheroic lust" which is perceived in Odysseus' relations with 
Calypso and Circe may be seen as reflecting the reaction of the Apollonian Heracles to the Argonauts' 
sojourn in Lemnos), Knight 1990 p.20, p.90 n.6, 1995 pp.221-2, 163 n.106. Verbal parallels (see 
Campbell 1981) which support the structural connection between Lemnos and Calypso include the use of 
the word aiiii>Xu>£, which occurs only at Od. 1.56, in Athene's description of Calypso, and the use of 
friiua KCCKOV by Odysseus and Hypsipyle (Od. 5.179, Arg. 1.809).
40 Post-Homeric epics made Odysseus go to Thesprotia and marry the princess, as Jason would do in 
Corinth; both heroes thus set in train the actions leading to their downfall: Odysseus, to be killed by his 
illegitimate son, Jason setting the scene for the Euripidean tragedy.
41 Cf. Hunter 1993 pp.47-8.
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Clytaemnestra), and to the tragic Helen and Clytaemnestra (and Penelope)42 - and to the 

comparisons made between these figures in earlier literature. Hunter comments:

Just as the central scenes of [Medea's] suffering - the arrow-shot, the dream, the 
sleeplessness, the ride to the temple - are modelled on Homeric scenes, so too the 
choice she faces, imposed upon her by the forces of shame and desire, is 
expressed by a polarity between a "Penelope model" and a "Helen model". .... 
"Being Penelope" or "being Helen" is not a simple, or even a possible, choice: 
Medea's position inevitably involves elements of both.43

This appeals to the generalised paradigmatic use of these characters (found in both 

antiquity and modern scholarship), who are known not only from texts as rounded 

characters, but also as paradigms44 .

The clear pattern of references to the wanderings of Odysseus in the first two 

books of the Argonautica makes more plausible the continuation of this pattern through 

reference to the second half of the Odyssey in the second half of the Argonautica*5 . 

Wider dual correspondences between the Apollonian and Homeric texts at the end of 

Arg. 2 and the start of 3 parallel the links between Medea and Nausicaa/Penelope46. The 

approach to Aeetes' palace recalls both Od. 13-14 (structurally), and Od. 1 (in verbal 

detail): the pattern of deliberation, disguise (god-given), approach to a dwelling, and

42 On Nausicaa, see Hunter 1989 ad 616-32, 795-7, 869ff. (cf. 838-43), 1152-4, Deforest 1994 pp.112-3, 
Campbell 1994 ad 3.4-5, 444-5; on Circe, Knight 1990 p.100, 104-7, 110, Hunter 1987 ad 3.1108, 
Campbell 1994 ad 3.21, 89, 309-13, Knight 1995 pp.27, 176-7, 181-3; on Helen, Hunter 1987, 1989 p.29 
with n.126, 1993 pp.55-68, Knight 1995 p.27; on Clytaemnestra, Beye 1982 pp. 157-61; on Penelope, 
Dufher 1988 pp.269-71, 426 n.24, Shumaker 1969 pp.108-25, Beye 1982 pp.158-60, Campbell 1994 ad 
3.259, 444-5, 453f., 454.
43 Hunter 1989 p.29; cf. Dufher 1988 pp.269.
44 One may compare the two views of Ajax - as an influence on Medea in Euripides' play (Knox 1977) he 
is used as a textual creation, but he also exists as a paradigm of brawn and stubbornness. Compare the 
tendency of orally-transmitted stories to reduplicate traits by using two motifs: for example characterising 
Judas as both incestuous and murderous, to make him seem sufficiently evil for the part tradition had him 
play; this story is dealt with by Edmunds 1985, especially pp.26-36 on the reduplication of motifs.
45 Shumaker says both have a divine council early on (which is a slight exaggeration of the conversation 
between Poseidon and Zeus in Od. 13, but one can see the parallel) and then a dialogue - in the Odyssey 
between Odysseus and Athene, in the Argonautica between Aphrodite and Eros; these scenes are not, 
however, parallel in content. This episode also alludes to Thetis' visit to Hephaestus in Iliad 18 (on this 
seeLennox 1980).
46 Cf. Shumaker 1969 pp.77-94.
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description of the dwelling occurs in both Od. 13.296-14.20 and Arg. 3.167-24847 , but in 

the Argonautic passage, the mist which disguises and protects Jason is more reminiscent 

of the mist which surrounds Odysseus as he approaches Alcinous' palace in Od 1 than of 

the change of appearance Athene works in 13, and the description of Aeetes' palace is 

more closely modelled verbally on that of Alcinous' palace than on that of Eumaeus' hut. 

These references help to structure the poem, by recalling the mid-point of the Odyssey, 

the beginning of the story of Odysseus' recovery of his land and wife, near the mid-point 

of the Argonautica, where Jason turns from travel to gaining a princess and then to 

returning to his own land safely48 .

Reference to both the Ithacan and Phaeacian episodes of the Odyssey enable 

Medea to combine characteristics of Penelope and Nausicaa. This combination may be 

partially responsible for the discontinuity in the characterisation of Medea which has 

been perceived by various scholars49 . She is both a virgin princess and a powerful witch: 

that Nausicaa and Circe contribute to these aspects is clear. Although Nausicaa has 

thoughts of marriage, she is not torn as Penelope is between family and (potential) 

husband, for her father explicitly approves of Odysseus, and hence she cannot be a model 

for Medea's indecision. It is Penelope's indecision, between fidelity to her husband and 

obedience to the wishes of her family, that is echoed in the Apollonian Medea.

47 In the Odyssey these component parts occur at 13.296-396, 397-440 and 14.1-70 respectively, and in 
the Argonautica lines 3.167-193, 210-12 and 213-248 respectively.
48 Odyssey 13.93-124 paralleling Arg. 2.1260-84; similarly, the beginning and end of the Argonautica 
echo the beginning and end of the Odyssey: Arg. 1.1-233 paralleling //1.1-2.779, with the parallel shifting, 
so that Arg. 1.18-579 parallels Od. 2.382-434; on the end, see below. The resemblance to the start of the 
Odyssey is looser than that to the start of the Iliad, but is reinforced by the general structure of setting off 
of the young hero on a journey, and by verbal reminiscence. Arg. 1.563 recalls Od. 2.424-5 and 15.289- 
90, and Arg. 1.564 recalls Od. 2.425 and 15.290, through the use of technical terms used only of 
Telemachus' activity in the Odyssey. See also Hunter 1993 p.l 19.
49 Summarised by Phinney 1967, pp.327-333, see also Foley 1989. This split may also be seen as being 
between the Homeric aspect of Nausicaa and the tragic aspect of Euripides' Medea (also seen as 
inconsistent) which both contribute to Apollonius' portrait of Medea; Foley and Phinney consider her 
realistically inconsistent.
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Penelope, although already Odysseus' wife, is won again, as Medea is won by Jason. 

Medea wants to marry Jason, contrary to her father's wishes; Penelope's father wants her 

to remarry, while she wishes to remain married to Odysseus50 . This internal conflict is 

the main point of contact between Medea and Penelope.

The simile with which Apollonius illustrates Medea's turmoil recalls Penelope's 

position51 :

ox; 8' OTE Tiq voucpri OocXepov rcoatv ev 0aXa|a,oioi 
(ropETcu, a) |4.iv onaaoav aSeXcpeoi TIE TOKfjeq, 
ovSe TI TICO Jiaoaiq ETCi^iayeTai a^icpircoXoiaiv 
aiSoi ETcicppoown IE, |4,i>xcp $ axeovaa Gaaaaei- 
TOV 8e ti<; G&ECTE umpa, icotpoq -rapTifmevai ajicpco 
Sfjveaiv dXXfiXcov f| 8' evSoGi 8aiop,evT| ;cep 
ciya ^iaXa K^aiei xfipov Xexo<; eiaopocoaa, 
[if] ja.iv KEpTOfieoDaai ETtioiopEcoai yovaiKEq.

Arg. 3.656-663

Although Penelope had longer with her husband than the bride of the simile, both suffer 

from similar unsatisfied longing for a man they believe to be dead. The differences 

between Penelope's situation and that of the bride in the simile may be considered 

mainly those demanded by Medea's circumstances at this point in time. Medea must not 

talk to her handmaids, and the man she cries over is, like the groom of the simile, a 

young man. The main similarities between Penelope's situation and that of the bride of 

the simile are, according to Shumaker, the weeping for the husband (Od. 1.362-3, 

16.450, 19.208-9; Arg. 3.657, 662), the pressure from family, the fear of public opinion 

(Od. 19.527), and belief in the death of the husband. Although this list is not wholly 

convincing, the situation, particularly the consideration given to ociSox; and the weeping 

(an action often considered characteristic of the Odyssean Penelope) clearly are 

paralleled in the Odyssey.

5Q Od 19.158.
51 Cf. also Cleite/lrg. 1.974-9, 1063-6.
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This simile, like the figure of Medea, in its various aspects evokes different 

figures from earlier literature and earlier in this poem. It evokes some aspects of 

Penelope's situation, but the correspondence in the simile itself is only strong enough to 

mark a specific connection to Penelope when seen in the broader context of references 

and resonances. Medea shares with Penelope the state of indecision which has been seen 

as central to her Homeric characterisation. Both also contemplate death as a way out of 

their dilemma (Od 20.61ff, Arg. 3.806-9). Arg. 3.804-5 is compared to Od. 21.55-6 by 

Hunter52 , a parallel which would back up the resemblance of the suicide wishes; at Od. 

18.20Iff., Penelope, like Medea thinks wishfully of death by Artemis' arrows (a 

woman's death). Despite their distress, however, both women fulfill with their promised 

actions. At dawn, Medea dresses in order carry out her plan to help Jason, in a scene 

which can be linked to two Homeric epic scenes and one from a Homeric Hymn: Hera's 

preparations to seduce Zeus in Iliad 14, the gift to Penelope of a robe from Antinous in 

Od. 18, and Aphrodite's preparations in the HHymn 5 to seduce Anchises. The 

description of Medea's robe echoes the description of that given by Antinous (Od. 

18.292-4, Arg. 3.832-3, 838), and both women are beautified before this. Here, however, 

Medea, in deliberately setting out to attract her suitor, is acting more like a Helen, and, 

like Helen, will bring ruin on her family for the sake of her lover (she thus affects the 

action more decisively than Helen can during either Homeric epic). However, Medea is 

modest enough to go veiled and accompanied by her maids, as Penelope always is when 

she appears before the suitors.

Jason's and Medea's testing of each other (e.g. Arg. 3.1146-7) is paralleled in the 

testing of both friends and strangers which is characteristic of Odysseus and which is

52 Hunter \9%9adloc.
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practised also by Penelope in her meeting with the disguised Odysseus and the 

recognition scene53 . Penelope's action in proposing the contest of the bow, action which 

leads to the resolution of the Odyssey, "is mirrored by Medea's determination to help 

Jason, which provides for the resolution of the action at Colchis"54 . The scene of Jason 

and Medea's meeting recalls several scenes in the Odyssey involving Odysseus and 

Penelope. At 3.924ff, Jason is beautified for Medea as Odysseus is not only for 

Nausicaa, but also for the recognition scene with Penelope, when Athene intervenes 

during his bath. When Medea looks at him, after his dissembling speech about Ariadne, 

she is described in language reminiscent of Penelope during her interview with the 

disguised Odysseus (1020-1, Od. 19.205-8): the verb tf)Koum is used of both women, 

and is linked to a simile of melting in nature. Earlier, Jason's first speech includes the 

words fjcc mpo<;, words used by the eagle which symbolises Odysseus to Penelope in her 

dream (Od. 19.978). It therefore seems clear that, alongside other models, the Homeric 

Penelope helps to shape and characterise Medea. In the fourth book of the poem, the 

linking of Jason and Medea to Odysseus and Penelope is at least partly displaced by a 

parallel with Aegisthus and Clytaemnestra55 : Dufner ascribes this allusion chiefly to 

tragedy, but it also picks up on the paralleling of Penelope and Clytaemnestra in the 

Odyssey.

One reason for linking the Argonautica and Odyssey structurally is the possibility 

of a reference to the ieXo<; of the Alexandrian Odyssey in the last line of the later epic56 .

53 The importance of the verb 7ieipdou.ai in the second half of the Odyssey is well known (see Rutherford 
1992 ad 19.215), and of 25 occurrences in the Argonautica, 13 are in the third book. For the importance 
of the theme in this book, see Hunter 1989 ad 3.8-10 neipace, and consider particularly 3.693 (Medea to 
Chalciope, pushing her sister into asking her to help the Argonauts) (pfj pa KaaiyvfiTTjq Keipcou.evT|, and 
1146-7 (Medea and Jason) &q TW y* aXXf|Xa>v ayavoiq erci Toaaov eneam | 7iEipT|6ev.
54 Dufner 1988 pp.270-1, with reference to Shumaker 1969 pp.119-20.
55 Dufner 1988 pp. 184-8.
56 This proposition is found in Rossi 1968 and Livrea 1973 ad he., and dismissed as "not merely fragile 
but baseless" by Campbell 1983b.
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Arg. 4.1781 starts aoKaaicoq, as does Od 23.296. Dufher plausibly concludes that the 

final line of the Argonautica evokes not the line which may have been considered the end 

of the Odyssey by some Alexandrian scholars, but rather the whole scene which may be 

seen as providing the xeXoq of the Homeric poem. 'AonocoicDQ also occurs earlier in the 

same scene, at 23.238, and that line seems closer than the later one to the Argonautic 

line. As Dufner says, the issue of how we are to interpret TeXo0i£pa<; in the scholiasts 

is relevant if we think that Apollonius is alluding to Od. 23.296 in Arg. 4.1781, and 

hence to a view which made that line the end of the Odyssey; in this context, it is worth 

noting that in Vian's list of alternative lines to which Apollonius may be alluding, there is 

definitely a cluster around the reunion scene in Od. 23 57 . Dufher finds a link between the 

use of otaTraaicoq/otaTiocoToq and voaioq in both Homer and Apollonius58 , and sees the 

earlier clusters of these words as looking forward to the reunion scene. This is why she 

considers the allusion here to be to the scene rather than the individual line; if this is 

posed in terms of an intertextual relationship between the two scenes, rather than in terms 

of a deliberate allusion, then it is hard to resist. Hunter takes the allusion to be to Od. 

23.238, which comes in the simile expressing the joy of Penelope in her reunion with 

Odysseus59 . Hunter considers the lines which follow to be of particular importance, for 

in them Odysseus says that further trials await them:

"(5 yovoci, ov yap ft03 rcocvTcov eni- jreipai' aeGXoov 
f|A,eo^ev, aAA' eY cmiaGev dji£Tpr|TO<; Ttovoq eatai, 

mi xatercoq, TOV eu£ xp^l nocvToc -ceXeaaai."
Od. 23.248-50

57 Vian 1981 p.68, Dufher 1988 p.211.
58 Dufher 1988 p.212 cites Arg. 4.996, 2.728, 4.1391 as arrivals in strange lands, and 4.67 as a sort of 
nostos for Medea and Od. 5.290-318, 23.233-40 and 13.33-5 as having both aanccaicoq and daTtdaioq 
and 4.523, 19.569, 23.60 and 13.333 as linked to the joy of reunion after a return.
59 Hunter 1993 pp. 119-20.
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Apollonius ends with an invocation to the heroes, in which he says that he has reached 

the "famous end", KXvia neipata, of their struggles. Hunter sees in the allusion to the 

Odyssey a suggestion that the troubles and struggles of the Argonauts are by no means 

over. Even if there is no implied textual criticism in the reference to the penultimate 

rather than last book of the Odyssey, in the context of an epic which contains a love- 

story, the earlier point is perhaps the more satisfactory TeXoq to which to allude: the 

existing end of the Odyssey, whether genuine or not, is fairly odd and unsatisfactory from 

various angles. Od. 23.296 is, of course, followed by the summary of Odysseus' 

adventures and Teiresias' prophecy, which looks forward to further trials for Odysseus. 

It also marks the "happy ending" which Odysseus and Penelope may have but Medea 

and Jason cannot (marked also by the comparison of the untidy Homeric ending with the 

"satisfactory" end to the Argonauticd).

The possibility that Arg. 4.1781 refers to Od. 23.296, and that this has relevance 

to Hellenistic Homeric criticism, may be enhanced by 57/947 (fr.2 from P.Oxy 2883), a 

fragment of Rhianus(?), which appears to allude to the same line in the final line of a 

poem60 . As this appears to be from a "historical" epic, the attraction of referring to the 

scene of the reunion of Odysseus and Penelope, rather than to the teXoq of the Odyssey, 

does not seem to be applicable; this need not, however, prevent us from considering the 

latter as an aspect of the Apollonian text. If the possibility of a reference to Od. 23.296 

in Arg. 4.1781 is denied, then an alternative explanation for SH 947 must also be 

provided - for this does appear to have a similar structure to both the Odyssean and 

Argonautic lines.

60 Lloyd-Jones and Parsons on SH 947 discuss this fragment; the final line, aanaoiTi 5£ Adiccoaiv 
v-DKtoc 6iuxXti, is marked with a coronis, which indicates the end of a book.
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In this study, I have concentrated on the use made of the Odyssean Penelope; had 

we more fifth-century tragedy surviving, we might find that Penelope entered the text in 

other ways too (and, indeed, would expect this, as the intertextual reference cannot be 

limited to only one text, but will bring as baggage other versions of the character). I have 

shown how the Apollonian epic uses the figure of Penelope and other aspects of the 

Odyssey as structural devices in its recreation of the epic genre, referring to the figure of 

Penelope through the text of the Odyssey, and vice versa. One may see (particularly in 

Arg. 3) a choice of paths between "being Penelope" and "being Helen" for Medea. This 

division appeals to the concept of these two figures as paradigms of possible modes of 

female behaviour. The figure of Penelope to whom Apollonius links Medea involves 

both the complex Penelope of the Odyssey and the more general conception of the 

paradigmatic Penelope. The important feature of Penelope which links her to Medea is 

one not generally considered crucial to her story, namely her emotional distress, but they 

also share a similar situation of secret devotion to and wish to help their husband (to be). 

It is an important factor in the myth of Penelope that she is on the point of being forced 

to remarry at the point of Odysseus' return; however, the important feature of her 

emotional state is not the distress she shows in the Odyssey, but her reluctance to marry 

again. The distress is emphasised by the references to the textual Odyssean Penelope; 

the structural similarities point up more the general similarity in position and mythical 

function for Medea and Penelope. Through the link with Penelope, Medea is made more 

sympathetic than her reputation as a murderess would lead us to expect.
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Chapter 9; Penelope in Augustan Poetry

Penelope's patient Fidelity 
Was once a Prouerbe, now a Prodigy. 

Robert Hayman ("Penelope's Patience" in Quodlibets, London 1628)

In moving from Greek to Latin literature, it seems worth considering in general 

terms whether the emphasis placed on Penelope after her transfer to Rome is different from 

that found in Greece. Roman women were allowed a wider role in society than Greek, and 

one might expect to find this reflected in the depiction of the "Good Wife" 1 . The main 

epithets given to Penelope or those with whom she is associated are pia, casta, and pudica. 

Although the semantic reach of these words covers more than sexual morality2 , the 

emphasis is still on fidelity and chastity as important virtues in a woman. The fact that the 

exemplum is used similarly in Greece and Rome, primarily to exhort or extol fidelity to a 

husband, shows the similarities in their ideologies about women; the Greek Penelope needs 

no modification to harmonise with the ideal of the the self-sufficient, obedient Roman wife 

promoted under Augustus, regardless of the reality of women's life in Rome. Literary 

depictions of Penelope (in a literature drawing heavily on Greek models3) thus continue to 

be developed against this background image of what a good wife should be: devoted to her 

husband's interests, monogamous4, fertile, hard-working in the house, a good housekeeper 

and a worker in wool5 . The importance of sexual chastity may be seen in the extension of

1 This freedom, however, still fell within firm moral and ideological constraints, as shown by Sallust's 
comments on Sempronia (Cat. 25); cf. Rawson 1986 pp.8-15, Rawson 1992 pp.14-16, Fantham et al. 1994 
ch.10. 
2 Wistrandl976pp.36-7.
3 Cf. Mayer 1995, Griffin 1985 ch.l, especially pp. 1-6.
4 An example of ideal and reality being in stark contrast: cf. Treggiari 1991 pp.213-8, chs. 8, 13, Fischler 
1994 pp.115-8, "the ideal conflicted with the historical reality of daily life. Yet, as in other societies, the 
disjunction between image and reality is not significant or problematic." (p.l 17).
5 Cf. Treggiari 1991 ch.7, 8 and Laudationes 'Turiae' (CIL 6.1527) and Murdiae (CIL 6.10230) on the 
virtues of wives, also the notorious domum servavit, lanum fecit (CIL 6.15346, epitaph on Claudia, 
Gracchan period). We may note that women's looks are rarely described while their virtues are listed 
more frequently. On this subject, see Lattimore 1962, particularly pp.290-8. Lattimore notes that the ideal
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terms such as pudor and castitas beyond the sexual to cover other moral qualities expected 

of a dutiful wife. Affection between spouses is attested on gravestones, even put in 

romantic terms, but love poetry tends to focus on unmarried couples, indeed couples who, 

it seems, could not marry, and love was not always seen as a necessary part of marriage6 . 

The assimilation of these ideals by Roman women may be illustrated by Cornelia in Prop. 

4.11, where the ideal of Roman womanhood is shown to have been appropriated by a 

woman (though the writer is a man)7 .

The Roman man's doubts about woman may be seen in Ovid's use of Penelope in 

the Ars, 3.15, as he tries to argue that women can be faithful lovers as well as men: the 

rhetoric shows that he is arguing against the prevailing view, and casts doubts, if not on 

Penelope's fidelity, then on her credibility as a realistic example. Similarly, in Am. 3.4.23, 

the suggestion is that women are naturally unfaithful: although Ovid evokes Penelope as a 

woman who was kept chaste by her own ingenium, the poem is addressed to a vir who is 

setting a guard on a woman in whom, it seems, Ovid is interested, so his focus (as a poet 

and a lover) is rather on women's unfaithfulness than their fidelity. Again, the main 

thrust of the poem here treats Penelope as exemplum pudicitiae, though this passing 

mention may also evoke other versions of the story. Even for such a good wife as 'Turia' 

no mention is made of her beauty, but rather the cultus modici, pudicitia, and skill at 

lanificiunfi.

was of "a woman as housewife, devoted to her family"; although the language of love elegy may be used, 
key words are more often linked to pietas, castitas, obedience, frugality, simplicity, and skill at working
wool.
6 Cf. Treggiari 1991 pp.299-309 on those who could not marry; on love in marriage, pp.260-1, and OCD3

s.v. "Heterosexuality".
7 Cf. Wykel987p.l57.
8 Cf. Wistrand 1976, Horsfall 1983 on this epitaph and the ideology behind it.
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References to Penelope in this period are often in erotic contexts, including elegy, 

and thus focus on Penelope as a lover: for example, Ars 2.355, Penelopen absens sellers 

torquebat Ulixes9 . This makes explicit some of the possible anxieties in the view of 

Penelope as a good wife: she must be cunning to maintain her fidelity, yet that 

characteristic makes her (in Homer) an uncertain ally for Odysseus. Similarly, when she is 

portrayed as a lover, the association with the unfaithful puellae of elegy makes her more 

likely to be read as fickle. As Penelope is brought into Latin poetry, her associations from 

contexts which makes her less than faithful to Odysseus cannot be totally excluded, but 

there are texts in which this is clearly not the primary focus of the reference: for example, 

Propertius 2.9.3, 3.13.24, Ovid Ars 1.477. This last shows how the ideal is evoked in such 

a way that its opposite may also be drawn to mind:

Penelopen ipsam, persta modo, tempore vincas

Here, Penelope is "a difficult proposition", but even she may be won over: even the best of 

women may be persuaded to be your lover (if you follow Ovid's guidance). This passing 

reference appeals to Penelope as a figure known for her resistance to suitors, but also places 

her as an elegiac puella, a recasting which we shall find elsewhere in Augustan poetry. 

This picture of faithful Penelope, Penelopen difficilem prods (Horace Odes 3.10.11), will 

be the starting point for this chapter, with a consideration of elegiac texts in which it is 

developed in different ways; I will then proceed to a broader range of contexts in which the 

possibility of infidelity is brought more to the fore; and finally one rather different 

treatment (Vergil's epic) in which the erotic aspect is downplayed, against the prevailing 

fashion. Throughout, my focus will be on the recontextualisation of Penelope, and

9 Possibly a reference to the Heroides in particular, as Penelope is listed with Phyllis and Laodamia; 
torqmo is used in erotic contexts elsewhere in Latin elegy, for example, Tib. 1.4.81, Ov. Am. 2.5.33, Ars 
2.124.
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particularly her recasting as a lover, thus exploring Penelope's role in the complex interplay 

of texts, genres, and perspectives to be found in Augustan poetry.

Abandoned wife and faithful lover

Aelia Galla and Arethusa. new Penelopes

The poems in which Penelope stands in the background, where her importance is 

only hinted at and she is not explicitly named, are perhaps the most interesting for what 

they suggest about underlying assumptions about her character. This is because where 

more is left implicit, we can see better what the reader could be expected to know without 

having it spelt out in detail. Propertius 3.12 relies mainly on the stereotype of Penelope as 

chaste wife, used here to describe another wife, Aelia Galla, who is said to outdo Penelope. 

Line 23 states explicitly that it is only in the matter of his wife that Postumus is an alter 

Ulixes\ of course, this very denial that Postumus' experiences will mirror Odysseus' raises 

in the reader's mind exactly that possibility, of other possible parallels between their 

experiences, including a peregrinus amor (Her. 1.76). Although Propertius is generally 

said to make more interesting use of myth than the other love elegists, the use to which 

Penelope is put in 3.12 is typical of love elegy: Penelope appears only as the exemplum 

pudicitiae, and other possible interpretations of her myth are not explored. One could read 

a suggestion into uincit Penelopes... fidem that Penelope's fidelity was not above question, 

but that seems contrary to the main thrust of the exemplum as used in this poem. As in 

grave epitaphs, the idea of surpassing Penelope seems to be used as a high compliment to 

the woman, rather than implying any deficiency in Penelope. The use of Penelope as a 

comparand for Aelia Galla in 3.12 is, however, interesting in the context of love elegy, for 

it involves treating a wife as a lover, in contrast to the women who more usually feature -

249



"girl-friends" not wives, with a tendency to infidelity (the poet playing the "other man" to 

the unnamed official v/>). In describing this faithful wife, Propertius has referred to another 

faithful wife, but one more often used ironically in love elegy as a reproach or 

encouragment to the elegiac puella.

It has been suggested that Propertius' summary of Odysseus' wanderings in 3.12 is 

deliberately different in detail of order and content to the story in the Odyssey in order to 

assist "in asserting the superiority of an elegiac way of life (at home with Galla) to an epic, 

Homeric way of life (at war)" 10, deliberately differentiating this Odyssey from Homer's. In 

this light, one may see Propertius' poetry reworking epic in a polemical fashion, arguing 

for the elegiac way of life and poetry (the slim, Callimachean Muse, as in 1.6). The 

polemic might be carried over into the comparison of the two wives, Penelope and Aelia 

Galla: Galla, the elegiac figure, will outdo Penelope, the epic character, on her own ground, 

that is, in the area of chastity. Of course, championing the elegiac lifestyle might in itself 

be thought of as polemical; the life of the elegist, the life ofotium, was not that expected of 

a good Roman citizen. Turning away from epic, a Callimachean trait, was a turning away 

from the genre which was more highly regarded, and which promoted those values praised 

most highly in Augustan society. Suitably, this poem deals with individuals: the 

consequences of war are seen in terms one might expect from an elegist - the feelings of the 

woman left behind, of the lover, rather than the views of the bereaved which are sometimes 

allowed to enter epic discourse. For 3.12, the Odyssey rather than the Uiad represents epic 

because it allows the parallel and comparison between the two wives; however, while 

Propertius allowed his "elegiac Odyssey" to carry Odysseus over a different route from that

10 Benediktson 1985 pp. 18-20 (quotation from p.20).
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in the epic, his Penelope is the simplified version of the epic figure so well known by this 

period.

Propertius 4.3 - the letter of a wife to her husband who is absent on campaign - 

links the elegiac Odysseys of Propertius 3.12 and the first of the Heroides. Although the 

names in 4.3 are Greek, this poem seems to be putting into the mouth of a Roman wife the 

sentiments expressed by the poet himself in 3.12. Thus while 3.12 shows the exploitation 

of Homer's Penelope for polemical reasons, in 4.3, one might say, a Penelope-figure is 

allowed to utter the complaints she does not give in epic (foreshadowing her finding of a 

voice in the Heroides). Although the Homeric Penelope expresses regret for the wasted 

years, and other Homeric women, such as Andromache, are allowed to speak on the 

wastefulness of war, the need for the Trojan War is not questioned; war is accepted as a fact 

of life 1 '. Like the Penelope of the Heroides, Arethusa wants to know about the battlefields, 

and links her intervention with her husband's safety:

armaque cum tulero portae uotiua Capenae 
subscribam SALVO GRATA PVELLA VIRO.

4.3.71-2 12

Although she is not as explicit as Ovid's Penelope, the idea of her influencing his safe 

return is there in the intertwining of the words of the dedication, and in the fact that this 

couplet follows immediately on a couplet enjoining Lycotas to fidelity. In this last book of 

Propertian poetry, which turns more to Augustan themes, we thus see the loving extra­ 

marital relationship, which the Propertius of the earlier books desired for himself, 

transformed into a marriage in which the woman has appropriated the voice of the elegiac

11 It is interesting that the complaints about the hardships of war which are to be found in the Homeric 
r -ems come from Odysseus. For example, at //. 2.292ff. he mentions the hardship of warriors being 
parted from their wives at Troy, and at Od. 14.459ff, in his role as a beggar, he reminisces about the cold 
and discomfort of a night-time ambush.
12 Burman's SALVA for GRATA pleasingly links the safety of the couple, and seems a plausible 
emendation.
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poet as well as the lermpuella to depict herself as a loving Penelope - a faithful lover and a 

faithful wife.

Penelope as herself

The Penelope of the Heroides is the most fully worked-out depiction of Penelope as 

wife and lover, and may be seen as a development of the "wife as lover" depicted by 

Propertius, since in making the first letter of the collection one from a faithful wife to a 

husband who went off to war, Ovid recalls Propertius 4.3, which was probably the source 

of the idea of elegiac love letters 13 . The first letter is thus the one closest in form to the 

main literary parallel, and it also presents a case which in the reader's mind would probably 

be seen as one of the simplest; given Penelope's position as an exemplum pudicitiae, a 

letter expressing her devotion to her husband is true to character. The opening lines:

hanc tua Penelope lento tibi mittit, Ulixe- 
nil mihi rescribas tu tamen; ipse uenil

echo the Propertian:

haec Arethusa suo mittit mandata Lycotae, 
cum totiens absis, si poles esse metis

particularly in the use of haec/hanc ... mittit, and the positioning of the names of both 

addressee and sender in the first line. Lines 20-25 of the Propertian poem are also to be 

compared to Heroides 1.75ff. Such explicit references tie the Ovidian poem closely to its 

literary predecessor, reinforcing the image of Penelope as both faithful wife and elegiac 

lover.

13 It is possible (though unlikely) that the influence is the other way; cf. Jacobson 1974 pp.312ff. on the 
relative dates.
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The Heroides are among Ovid's earlier works, possibly his earliest surviving in 

something close to the original form (since we only have the second edition of the Amores}. 

Given that the arrangement of poems in a book was felt by the ancient poets to be of great 

importance, and the first and last poems were counted as particularly important 14 , it is 

noteworthy that the first poem here is a letter from Penelope to Ulysses. Penelope is the 

only one of the heroines in the Heroides whose story has a truly happy ending: several of 

the heroines - Dido, Deianeira, and Sappho, for example - will eventually commit suicide; 

Hypsipyle and Ariadne will never regain the man to whom they write, although both will 

have consolation of a sort, one from her children, the other from Dionysus; Hermione will 

be married to Orestes only after he has murdered Neoptolemus 15 ; Medea will murder her 

children. The only possible exception seems to be Hypermnestra, whose letter is the last, if 

we follow all the manuscripts in omitting the fifteenth letter (that of Sappho), and if the 

double letters are agreed to be a later addition to the collection (whether or not they are by 

Ovid16). Later mythographers report that Hypermnestra stood trial for her disobedience to 

her father and saving of Lynceus and was acquitted; she is reported to have married 

Lynceus after this 17 . It seems likely that Ovid would have had access to a version of the

14 Cf. Matschler 1974 pp.!32ff, Rudd 1976, Dettmer 1983 ch.l.
l5 Schol. Pindar, Nem.l, 62 a and b says that "practically all poets" say that Pyrrhus was killed in a brawl 
with the Delphians; Orestes' involvement in his death is, however, in Euripides, and even if Ovid was not 
thinking of this, Hermione cannot be united with her lover until her husband has been murdered. For a 
summary of various versions of how Neoptolemus met his death, see Most 1985, especially ch. 3.2.2.2, 
pp. 163-4; for the disagreement on how this story was treated by Pindar in Paean 6 and Nemean 7, see 
Most 1985 loc. cit. and Lloyd-Jones 1973. It is clear that in Pindar Apollo was involved in the death, either 
actively or through the act of his priest, Machaireus; the link between Orestes and Apollo would suggest 
the god's involvement in other versions of the story too.
16 From Amores 3.18 it seems clear that there was originally a letter from Sappho; the question is really 
whether the letter we possess was that written by Ovid. On the question of the authenticity of the letter of 
Sappho which we possess, see Rosati 1996, Knox 1995 pp. 12-14, with pp.6-12 on the problems of 
authenticity in the Heroides in general, pp.34-7 on the history of the text; on the problems of the double 
epistles, see Kenney 1996 pp.20-26 (all with references to earlier scholarship).
17 It is not clear what the full story of Hypermnestra and Lynceus was supposed to have been, but she is 
reported as the mother of Abas by him, so it appears that her marriage to him after her release from being 
imprisoned by her father was generally assumed to have taken place. The main sources for the events after 
her imprisonment are ps-Apollodorus 2.1.4ff., Hyginus/a^M/a 170, and scattered references in Pausanias,

253



story with such a happy ending. One may thus note that both stories with (possible) happy 

endings are about women who are faithful to their husbands (on favouring husband over 

father, one recalls again the story of Penelope's departure with Ulysses, despite her father's 

reluctance 18).

The placing of Penelope's letter as the first in the book may be explained in various 

ways19 . It could reflect a desire to please the emperor with its example of married love, or 

it could represent an oblique tribute to the poet's wife; however, the most important factor 

in its placing must surely be the link it provides with Homer. By starting with a Homeric 

character, Ovid is giving his Heroides as much literary credibility as he can, showing that 

this new form of poetry could claim to have a relationship of some form with the oldest and 

most highly regarded form of literature. (If we accept the Sappho letter, then we may also 

see a movement from the oldest Greek mythology - or rather the oldest literary subject - to 

a historical character, and from epic to lyric, moving through tragedy between the two). 

Penelope or Helen would be the obvious choices for Homeric women to open the book, but 

Helen's story lends itself less neatly to the single letter format than Penelope's20, and 

Penelope has the advantage of being known best from Homer rather than later sources - 

Helen's story is more complicated, even in Homer, and later sources give more varied 

versions of her story than they do for Penelope. The other letter based mainly on Homer is 

the third, that of Briseis to Achilles. In this letter, Ovid has given words to a character who 

remains mute throughout the Iliad apart from one speech, her lament over Patroclus. She

including 2.16.1. Fra'nkel 1945, p.190 n.2 says "the details of the story which Ovid had in mind are 
obscure, and there is room for the possibility of a complication the shadow of which darkened the picture 
in a similar fashion as in the Briseis epistle".
18 Paus. 3.20.11-12; cf. pp.68-9.
19 Cf. Barchiesi 1992 pp.51-2.
20 Helen does, of course, make an appearance later in the Heroides as we have them, exchanging letters 
with Paris.
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would not be a suitable character for the first letter, perhaps, because she has so little story 

attached to her, and is only a minor character in the tale of Troy. The position given to 

Penelope's letter is also interesting given the poet's later interest in Penelope and Ulysses 

as paradigms for his wife and himself during the time of his relegation21 . The placing of 

the letter of a faithful wife in first position may perhaps seem rather odd given the 

philandering persona Ovid adopts in the Amores and Ars Amatoria, but his interest in the 

woman's point of view surfaced earlier in AA III.

Evidence that Ovid himself intended this poem to start the collection may be found 

in his later writings, Tristia 1.6, addressed to his wife.

prima locum sanctas heroidas inter haberes, 
prima bonis animi conspicerere tui.

1.6.23-4

If Ovid had been Homer, his wife (so much above Penelope in honour) would have had 

Penelope's first place among the heroines (that is, the Heroides). In starting the Heroides 

with Penelope, then, Ovid boldly invites comparison between his own poetry and that of 

the oldest and most revered poet of antiquity, and more particularly invites comparison of 

his own depiction of women with that of Homer.

Discussion of the Ovidian Penelope has focused on the variant forms of her story22 , 

but there is in fact little allusion to them; this text presents the paradigm chaste wife writing 

an elegiac letter in the language of love elegy23 , and so turns her into a deserted lover. In 

this, Penelope's letter sets the tone for the rest of the collection; the theme of querela is a

21 See below.
22 E.g. Jacobson 1974 pp.245-50.
23 Cf. Anderson 1973 pp.64-6; for elegiac language, Pichon 1902. Penelope uses words such as desertus, 
puella, queror,frigidus, rustica, and words related to timor of her own position and lentm of her husband, 
portraying him as the reluctant lover of elegy.
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notable feature of the collection as a whole24 and this is picked up not only in the general 

tone of Penelope's letter, but also explicitly in 7-8:

non ego deserto iacuissem frigida lee to 
non quererer tardos ire relicta dies

The heroines write their letters mainly to absent (or in Dido's case, soon to be absent) 

lovers, and it is common for a heroine to describe herself as deserta25 . Thus, as one would 

expect, the tone for the collection as a whole is set early in the first poem26 . The first line 

characterises Ulysses as the reluctant lover of love elegy, by calling him lentus21 . 

Penelope's complaints recall those of Cynthia in Propertius 1.3. Cynthia complains that 

Propertius has spent mea nox (1.3.37) somewhere else, while she span. She also says:

interdum leuiter mecum deserta querebar 
externo longas saepe in amore moras.

Prop. 1.3.43-4

Penelope expresses this fear at 1.76, and exhibits the elegiac vocabulary found throughout 

Penelope's letter:

haec ego dum stulte metuo. quae vestra libido est, 
esse peregrino captus amore potes

Her.\.75-6

The use of elegiac vocabulary, and the echoes of the notoriously unfaithful Cynthia 

(particularly 5-10 recalling Prop. 1.3.39-44), may undercut Penelope's protestations of 

faithfulness, although, as Propertius 4.3 seems to show, such elegiac language can be used 

sincerely28 .

24 Cf. Baca 1971, Conte 1994, and below p.279 on the etymology of "elegy".
25 Other examples ofdeserere to describe the situation of heroines in the Heroides may be found at 2.46, 
3.110,5.32,5.75, 12.161.
26 Parallels for the first poem of a collection being used to set the tone for the whole are common. Cf. 
Fraenkel 1957 p.230 on Odes 1.1, Butler/Barber 1933 on Propertius 1.1, Mayer 1994 pp.110-1 on Hor. 
Ep. 1.1, Heyworth 1993 pp.92-3 with n.36 on the Epodes.
27 Cf. Prop. 1.6.12, 1.15.4, Tib. 3.17.6, with Pichon 1902p.l86.
28 Cf. Barchiesi 1992 pp.24-5, who says that Penelope sees herself as a Cynthia.
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The first of the Heroides also fills in a gap in the Odyssey, in book 23 when the 

couple are finally reunited, they tell each other of their doings in the previous twenty years 

of separation. Odysseus, although his tales have already been told in full at the court of 

Alcinous, has his story retold in indirect speech. Penelope, although we have heard little of 

how she coped, must be satisfied with less, a reference to noXXct. This may be read as 

hinting at the epic Penelope could tell, for rcoMd is an epic marker (consider its 

appearances at the start of the Iliad (1.7), and Odyssey (1.3)); Ovid gives her a voice, and a 

chance to say the words Homer denies her29 . As in his treatment of the Aeneid at the end of 

the Metamorphoses, Ovid does not try to rewrite scenes already written, but summarises 

them, giving more space to other scenes, depending on the audience's knowledge of the 

earlier poetry to fill in the bits he does not cover. Thus in the Met., where Vergil had 

introduced a Greek left behind by Odysseus, Ovid adds another new character, Macareus, 

whose tales cover new ground, the wanderings of Odysseus' men from their point of 

view30 . Similarly, a full reading of the first of the Heroides depends on a knowledge of the 

Homeric text to pick up some of the subtleties of characterisation. Penelope's description 

of the events on Ithaca shows a different picture from that which may be perceived in the 

epic; here Penelope portrays herself as far more active, emphasising how much she is doing 

to try to find her husband, and how alone and without support she is, completely omitting 

an account of her stratagems to keep the suitors at bay, and any mention of their success so 

far. Both these aspects of her self-portrayal exaggerate the normal perception of the 

situation on Ithaca. Ovid's Penelope, hi a manner worthy of the wily epic Odysseus, 

manipulates the facts in an attempt to encourage her husband to return. Given this

29 Cf. Joyce's Ulysses, which ends with a monologue by his Penelope figure, Molly Bloom, in a section 
called "Penelope"; see also pp.2-3 above.
30 Met. 14.158ff.; cf. B6mer 1986 especially pp.65-7, Galinsky 1975 pp.219-37.
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manipulative side to Ovid's Penelope, more akin to the Penelope of Odyssey 18 and 23 

than the weeping grass-widow of the opening books, we may wonder exactly what is going 

on here: are the differences between Ovid and Homer deliberate slips or accidental, as has 

been suggested, and what is the significance of Penelope's inaccuracies when she describes 

events at Troy and on Ithaca?

The deviations from the Homeric story are plausibly explained in terms of the 

characterisation of, and focalisation of the poem by, Penelope; Penelope, like the elegiac 

poets, is interested in her own feelings, and reinterprets Ulysses' actions in terms that suit 

her rhetorical standpoint. She stresses not the danger that Ulysses was in during the Trojan 

War, but rather her own fears for him, and this emphasis is confirmed by her deviations 

from the account of the war we have in the Iliad. An example of this is Penelope's retelling 

of the story of the "Doloneia":

ausus es -o nimium nimiumque oblite tuorum! -
Thracia nocturno tangere castra dolo 

totque simul mactare uiros, adiutus ab uno!
Her. 1.41-3

In the Iliad, it is Diomedes who slaughters Rhesus' men, while Ulysses gets the horses. 

Penelope appears to have reversed the situation, by giving Ulysses the main part in the 

action and making Diomedes his sole helper; she also tells us of the worry this caused her. 

The story of Troy is told as it affects her, and events at home are retold in accordance with 

effect she wants to give. Thus when she is telling of her anxiety over what Ulysses went 

through at Troy, she says that Telemachus was sent to Nestor, implying that it was she who 

sent him, trying to find out what had become of her husband - a direct contradiction of the 

Odyssey, in which she does not find out about Telemachus' departure for several days, as 

he deliberately orders Eurycleia not to tell his mother of his journey. When she is painting
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a pathetic picture of her situation on Ithaca, however, something of the tension which we 

see in the Odyssey between her and Telemachus is revealed when she says he went to Pylos 

inuitis omnibus (1.100).

Penelope also sounds like one of the elegists when she says (1.84), Penelope 

coniunx semper Ulixis ero, but then goes on to remind her husband that she is still 

attractive to other men, and that her father wants her to remarry. She is stressing her 

predicament as a means to hurry him home. She argues her case skilfully, as we would 

expect of an Ovidian heroine. Her rhetoric is, however, not overly intrusive, indeed it is 

less so than in some of Ovid's love poetry presented in his own voice. The emphasis on 

her own feelings is characteristic of the self-interest of love elegy. Ovid may thus be seen 

as having married the subjective love elegy which developed in Rome with the Hellenistic 

retellings of mythological love stories, introducing or emphasising a love element in 

previously non-erotic or only incidentally erotic myths (such as that of Apollo and 

Admetus31 )- Such retellings of myths are thought to have been a major influence on Latin 

love elegy, although very little of this now survives in such a form that any conclusions 

about it may be drawn.32

The poem presents various ironies - surely deliberate - for the reader who 

remembers Homer. The first concerns its dramatic timing in relation to the Odyssey 

narrative. The title of an illustration to a mediaeval manuscript of the Heroides shows how 

this letter could be seen as merely another in the series which Penelope here claims to write

31 The eroticised version of this story appears to have originated in Rhianus (fr.10 Powell), and appears 
also in Callimachus (Hymn 2.47ff); cf. Smith 1913 on Tib. 2.3.1 Iff.
32 Much has been written on the origins of Latin love elegy; as a starting point, cf. Cairns 1979, ch.9, Day 
1938, discussed by Cairns. A new, possibly very important text, is POxy !iv. 3723, discussed by Parsons 
1988, 65ff.; it may well give a list of erotic myths linked to a personal affair, but the date of the poem on 
this papyrus is at present unclear. See now Butrica 1996.
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to give to every passing sailor, a view supported by the fact that Sabinus wrote a reply from 

Ulysses to Penelope33 :

quisquis adhaec uertit peregrinam litora puppim,
ille mihi de te multa rogatus abit, 

quamque tibi reddat, si te modo uiderit usquam,
traditur huic digitis charta notata meis.

1.59-62

This would fit the picture Eumaeus paints of Penelope in the Odyssey when talking to the 

disguised Odysseus (Od. 14.121ff.)34 . However, the mention of Telemachus' trip to Pylos 

should alert us to the importance of the timing of this letter - the trip to Pylos sends us back 

to the Odyssey, to a particular point in time, for, up to that point, Telemachus has been too 

young to do anything about discovering his father's whereabouts35 . It has been suggested 

that the letter is supposed to be written after Telemachus' return and report of his findings 

to his mother, that is, following the Odyssey, after Ulysses' arrival in Ithaca36 . Not only 

does this timing seem to fit the details given in the letter better than the others, but also it 

seems to provide a typically Ovidian touch of irony - Penelope is writing this letter to an 

absent husband who is no longer absent, her plea in line 2, ipse ueni!, will be answered, 

indeed has, in a sense, already been answered. Such irony is, of course, also typical of the 

Odyssey, where we are very conscious of how close Odysseus comes to revealing himself 

to Penelope even as she seems to conclude that she must marry again. There is a further 

irony: this precise description of the timing of the writing of the letter may lead to the

33 "Penelope Writing her Fifth Letter", illustration to Ovide Les epitres elegiaques MS. Fr. 873, f. 27v. 
(French 1496) in the Bibliotheque Nationale, Paris. (Prop. 1.8.23ff. shows an elegist acting in this way.) 
On Sabinus' reply, see Am. 2.\%,ExPont. 4.16.13-14.
34 Cf. Knox 1995 ad Her. 1.59-62.
35 Hence Showerman 1914 p.520 (index to the Heroides s.v. Penelope) is clearly wrong to state that the 
letter is written shortly after the fall of Troy (Palmer 1898 does not express an opinion on the timing of the 
letter).
36 Jacobson 1974 pp.255, 265-8.
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conclusion that the sailor to whom it is to be given is none other than Ulysses himselP 7 . 

Another irony may be found in 77-8:

forsitan et narres, quam sit tibi rustica coniwvc, 
quae tantum lanas non sinat esse rudes

This comes after expression of her fear that Ulysses isperegrino captus amore. This is, of 

course what happened to Ulysses, but the amor he is held by is not his for some foreigner, 

but rather that of the foreigner, Calypso, for him. Thus Penelope's fear is true, but not as 

she envisages it, for Ulysses still wants to return to her. Again, her fear that he is talking of 

her as rustica to his foreign love is true in a way, but not as she envisages it. In Odyssey 5, 

Odysseus told Calypso that she was much more beautiful than his wife, but that he still 

wanted to return to Penelope. One of the connotations which rustica may have is that of 

"plainness", but it is this homely familiarity and humanity which is the main reason 

Ulysses gives for wanting to return to Penelope. Again, the reference to Penelope's 

working in wool (a task we also see Calypso performing in Od. 5) recalls for us the ruse of 

the web; Penelope imagines her husband criticising her for the trick which has helped to 

keep her faithful to him. We may also see a degree of irony in her statement that she will 

always be Ulysses' wife, when she is soon to propose the contest of the bow, which she 

thinks will lead to another outcome. This is a major difference between Ovid's Penelope 

and Homer's; in Homer Penelope is often sunk in despair, preferring not to act because she

37 On the dramatic timing of the writing of the epistle, see Kennedy 1984 (and Henderson 1986, a reply); 
cf. Barchiesi 1992 pp. 15-6, Knox 1995 p.87. Kennedy thinks that the dramatic timing of the poem is 
between Penelope's first hearing of the beggar who has arrived in Ithaca, and their conversation, so she 
does not know who it is she is planning to use as messenger for the epistle. For the ironies of this situation, 
one may compare the scene in Euripides' Iph. Taur. where Iphigeneia tries to persuade first Orestes 
himself and then Pylades to deliver her letter to Orestes, and then describes in detail the contents of the 
letter. Tragedy was an important influence on some of the Heroides (for example that from Medea), so 
there may well be tragic influence working here. It is also notable that the Heroides are very carefully set 
in time - some, such as those of Ariadne or Deianeira, unrealistically so - with the result that Ovid's 
placing of this epistle very carefully at a crucial point in the story, rather than at some vague point during 
tKa tii.A..*., ,/ooro nf /~i/<\/ee<»iic' ahcpnrp choiilri not surnrise us.the twenty years of Odysseus' absence, should not surprise us.
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would bring about the end of her life as Odysseus' wife, whereas in the Heroides our 

overriding impression is of a wife who is afraid of the fate that may have befallen her 

husband, but who is active in trying to keep his memory and interests alive. It seems that 

this is the impression Penelope wishes to give, rather than necessarily an accurate picture of 

her state of mind, which, as is natural in a letter to which no reply can be expected, is rather 

self-absorbed.

Ovid's Penelope displays a believable state of mind for a wife who has been 

deserted for twenty years. She worries that her husband will not come back, and that when 

he does, he will find her an anus (116). In the elegists, anus is rarely found, but one of its 

appearances is in connection with Penelope:

visura et quamvis numquam speraret Ulixem, 
ilium exspectando facta remansit anus.

Propertius 2.9.7-8

Thus the first of the Heroides again picks up on an image found in Propertius. Senex may 

be used to describe someone too old or unsuitable for love, and a similar association is here 

being made with anus. This word may be developing Od. 23.210-12, where Penelope 

laments the years together which she and Odysseus have lost. Penelope is an elegiac lover, 

using terms such as desertus and uiduus to describe her state. She sees Paris's crime in 

sexual terms, calling him adulter. But she avoids mentioning Helen, the unfaithful wife; 

the only other women she mentions are Eurycleia, the puellae marvelling at the scene of the 

war (29), and the other women who have received their husbands back from the war - none 

by name, and none to suggest that the abandoned wife might not be faithful, until she has 

expressed a fear that Ulysses might have a new love. It is only after she has (truthfully) 

said that Ulysses might be detained by love of for another that she raises the possibility of
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her own remarriage, and then this is raised in terms of something other people want her to 

do, not as something she herself desires.

In writing Heroides 1, Ovid has elegiacised an epic character, bringing out the 

erotic possibilities in Penelope. Propertius seems similarly to have been interested in 

rewriting Homer, for we have poems which have been termed an "elegiac IHacT (2.8) and 

an "elegiac Odyssey" (3.12, discussed above)38 . However, whereas Propertius elegiacised 

Homeric characters such as Briseis, Andromache, and Helen in brief references, in the 

Heroides Ovid has gone so far as to create whole poems based on Penelope and Briseis 

(and Helen). Wyke39 compares the elegiac treatment of Lucretia in the Fasti with Livy's 

version thus:

When, however, Lucretia later enters the discourse of Ovid's Fasti and 
becomes an elegiac woman (2.741-60) her conduct as she awaits her 
husband's return is described in more detail and she takes on some features 
which parallel and recall those of the Propertian Arethusa ... Thus on entry 
into an elegiac genre, the woman's perspective is enlarged and in her 
loneliness at home warfare becomes not a glorious but a sorrowful thing.

It is easy to see some of the "elegiac" traits here attributed to Lucretia in the Penelope of 

the Heroides; the laments of Penelope in the Odyssey give something of the same point of 

view. The simile at Od. 8.521-31, where Odysseus is compared to a woman weeping at the 

sack of her city, shows the same interest in the "female" view of war, the inglorious side 

and the suffering of those left behind; this also appears in the Iliad in Andromache's lament 

over the probable fate of herself and her son after Hector's death. This element is more 

developed in elegy, however. The lamentation found in the Heroides, the theme of 

querela, recalls the etymology which derived "elegy" from e e Xeyeiv, and the linking of

38 See Dalzell 1980, Hutchinson 1984 p. 106 (Homeric influence in Propertius' second book), Benediktson 
1985,Conte 1994 pp.347-8. 
39 Wyke 1987 pp. 159-60.
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its original function to lamentations40 . Thus this is one way in which the epic Penelope is 

made more elegiac: she is given more lamentation; similarly, Briseis in both Ovid's and 

Propertius' works is said to weep over her parting from Achilles41 . Elegy is smaller scale 

poetry than epic42 : by writing about women from epic poetry, later poets were able both to 

write on epic themes and to avoid them, or, rather, to treat them in a different way, from a 

different perspective, and, in the process, giving the woman's voice a larger part.

Thus, the elegiac portrayal of Penelope combines the traditional elegiac distaste for 

war with the women's view of the non-heroic side of war as expressed in epic. Yet the 

elegiac Penelope is more active than her epic predecessor; she says that she has sent people 

to enquire about Ulysses, while the Homeric Penelope seems far more apathetic. There 

need not, however, be a contradiction in the two portrayals. Ovid gives us Penelope's 

viewpoint; the manipulation of the facts which may here be attributed to her are appropriate 

to the cunning Penelope we see outwitting Odysseus in Odyssey 23. If one follows the line 

that Penelope has heard about Ulysses' dalliance with Calypso from Telemachus, and 

hence that her ironic comment at Her. 1.77-8 is made in this knowledge, then one may 

wonder, given the dramatic timing of the poem, whether Penelope has not recognised her 

husband, and so also knows that she will be giving the letter into his hands43 . The irony 

remains, even if Penelope is to be read as unaware of it (as the other Heroines are often 

ignorant of the "truth" of their situations): the reader can delight in knowing more than the

40 On the derivation ofelegia, see also Nisbet/Hubbard 1970 on O/1.33.2, p. 371.
41 Heroides 3, Prop. 2.20.1. Benediktson 1985 p.23 seems right in asserting that Briseis' tears do not have 
their origins in a Hellenistic poem; Briseis is acting like an elegiac heroine, and thus in a manner to suit the 
metre in which she is appearing.
42 On the question of differences between epic and elegy, and the ways on which Augustan poetry plays 
with such distinctions, see Hinds 1987 chs.5-6. Hinds rightly stresses the generic differences while 
highlighting the way in which such constraints are not always adhered to by poets.
43 See discussion of this point above; for the suggestion that Penelope in Homer had recognised Odysseus 
during her interview with the beggar see Seneca Ep. 88.8, Harsh 1950.
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actors in the text. Thus it is clear that it is the Homeric text against which this poem should 

primarily be read, rather than other versions of the story of Penelope; if the reader does not 

look to the epic Penelope, then much may be lost. The Heroides combine elegy with epic 

and tragedy; for this text to set itself particularly against the epic text is thus not 

unexpected.

Ovid's wife, an abandoned Penelope

In his exile poetry44, Ovid portrays himself as Ulysses45, harassed this time not 

merely by Neptune, but the greater god Jupiter/Augustus, sent by his anger to the ends of 

the world. Ovid, however, frequently considers his position to be worse than Ulysses', the 

theme of Ex Ponto 4.1046 :

exemplum est animi nimium patientis Vlixes, 
iactatus dubio per duo lustra marl:

Ex Pont. 4.10.9-10

Given Ovid as Ulysses, who is his Penelope? In the first book of the Tristia, Ovid's wife is 

explicitly linked to Penelope (see also p.255 above):

tu si Maeonium uatem sortitafuisses, 
Penelopes essetfama secunda tuae.

Tr. 1.6.21-2

This appears to be recalling the contention of Hermesianax47 , that Homer was in love with 

Penelope, and suggests a view of the Odyssey as providing an encomium of Penelope, a 

view which seems to be based on Agamemnon's words at Od. 24.194-8 (cf. pp. 131-3

44 As well as modern works cited below, on the subject of the exile poetry, see Dickinson 1973, Luck 
1967-77, Nagle 1980, Evans 1983, Williams 1994.
45 Rahn 1958 p. 116 calls it a "Leitmotiv" of the exile poetry.
46 A poem aptly addressed to Pedo Albinovanus, a friend of Ovid's who wrote an epic poem about 
Germanicus, comparing him with Odysseus in his travels on the sea. For bibliography on Albinovanus, 
see Blansdorf 1995 p.290.
47 Fr. 7.27ff. in Powell 1925.
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above). Ovid in this poem reminds us of a theme in his earlier poetry which seems to have 

been important to him, the ability of the poet to confer immortality48 . These lines can be 

read as aimed at Augustus, reminding him that the poet has the power of conferring 

immortality, implying that this is something the emperor cannot do: Penelope has fame 

from Homer, and Ovid will bring the same to his wife, his new Penelope.

The importance of the myth of Odysseus is heightened by the links between the 

Tristia and Heroides*9 . The Tristia identify themselves with the genre of the amatory 

elegiac epistle through evocation of the early echo in the Heroides of Propertius' elegiac 

love letter (Prop. 4.3.3-4 echoed by Her. 3.3, which is in turn echoed by Tr. 1.1.13-14). 

Ovid, like the heroines he had earlier written about, writes elegies to complain about his 

position stranded far from his city and his beloved; the love interest remains in poems such 

as Tr. 1.6. There is a circularity in the appropriation by Ovid of the elegiac letter:

Note that in respect of its dramatis personae the elegiac epistle has here 
come full circle: in the Heroides Ovid transforms Propertius' tale of 
contemporary Roman married love into a series of tales of antique 
mythological love; now in the Tristia he reapplies the motifs of the 
mythological Heroides to another contemporary Roman married love, viz. 
his own.50

The analogy of parents and children for poets and their poems51 is used to stress again the 

importance of the myth of Odysseus. At Tr. 1.1.114, the poet likens the Ars to the 

involuntary patricides, Oedipus and Telegonus:

hi qui, quod nemo nescit, amare docent, 
hos tu uelfugias uel, si satis oris habebis, 

Oedipodas facito Telegonosque uoces!
Tr. 1.1.112-4

48 Kenney 1965 pp.40-1; cf. Hinds 1985 pp.27-8.
49 Hinds 1985 pp. 14-16, Conte 1994 p.358.
50 Hinds 1985 p. 15.
51 Cf. Hinds 1985 p.17-8.
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Telegonus' father was, of course, Odysseus; Ovid's poems are like these notorious 

patricides in that, albeit not deliberately, these books have been his downfall, causing him 

to anger Augustus and be relegated (the Ars being the carmen which he blames for 

Augustus' anger, the half of the charges against him about which he is willing to speak). 

Given this, the fact that Ovid, the injured father, links his wife with Penelope is not 

surprising. If Homer had written about her, rather than himself, he says, Penelope would 

have to yield to her: this is picked up in the lines following, where Ovid refers to his 

Heroides and puts his wife among them, alongside Penelope, whose place she could have 

usurped52 . Ovid also makes significant use of Penelope as the faithful wife left behind, for 

example, at Tr. 5.5.51-2. The faithfulness of his wife in Rome is much stressed by Ovid in 

his exile poetry, perhaps to reassure himself. The movement of Tr 1.6 is interesting on this 

point, as it starts with beloved women of mythology and history, culminating with 

Penelope, and then immediately mentions Livia: the juxtaposition of Livia and Penelope is 

a compliment to the emperor's wife, particularly as Penelope was not only a famous 

faithful wife, but also wife of a wise ruler.

The poet as waiting Penelope

It is not only Ovid's wife, however, who is in some way parallel in the Tristia to the 

heroines of the earlier epistles; the poet himself is also a Penelope figure, waiting for ships 

and asking the typical Homeric questions of all who arrive53 :

rarus ab Italia tantum mare nauita transit,
litora rarus in haecportubus orba uenit. 

siue tamen Graeca scierit, sine ille Latina
uoce loqui..... 

quisquis is est, memori rumorem uoce referre

52 See further p.255 above.
53 Cf. Prop. 1.8.21-6 for an elegist in this role.
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et fieri famae parsque gradusque potest.
Tr. 3.12.37-40,43-4

Like Penelope, Ovid is eager for any news, and will make welcome anyone who can supply 

such news. This trait is found both in the Homeric Penelope and in her elegiac counterpart 

in the Heroides; unlike the passages where Ovid sees his wife as a Penelope, where it is the 

stereotypical figure who is particularly evoked, in those where he depicts himself as a 

Penelope, Ovid looks more to the particular textual creation of his own earlier work, and 

through that to Homer's Penelope (cf. Her. 1.59-62 for comparison with Tr. 3.12). The 

deserted heroines of his earlier poetry are good models for the exile poetry to recall, with 

their laments and links to his other elegiac poetry54 . The cross-gender identification is 

paralleled elsewhere in elegy: for example, Propertius 4.8 (discussed below), where the 

poet is an unfaithful Penelope, Cynthia an avenging Odysseus.

Penelope as (potentially) unfaithful

The satiric Penelope

The fifth satire of Horace's second book represents a sequence of exchanges 

between Ulysses and Teiresias in the Underworld: that is, part of their conversation in 

Odyssey 11. The Ulysses of the satire reveals his main preoccupation in the second line of 

the poem - how to regain the wealth he has lost through the depredations of the suitors 

(how he knows that this will have happened, given that in the Odyssey it is in the future, 

and not definite at that, could cause problems for a literal-minded commentator). Teiresias' 

eventual answer is to recommend legacy-hunting, a practice which was rife in

54 Cf. Henderson 1986 p.24 "Ovid may think he's playing the literary game of 'false concealment' in 
impersonating Penelope in Bad Faith, starting from the Faithful Wife and the shortest letter. Not such fun 
when the author is de-centred to Odessa? In the 'Post-Exile Poetry' Ovid is still Penelope, the writer of 
constant letters".
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contemporary Rome. His description of what Ulysses should do is couched in such terms 

as to be an indictment of the practice for the reader.

Why the choice of Ulysses as the character on whom to hang this treatment of 

legacy-hunting? Ulysses does figure frequently in earlier satiric writing. Lucilius' 

seventeenth book included a poem about Ulysses' return to Ithaca; Varro wrote a piece 

called Sesculixes, probably a Menippean satire. It has been suggested that Menippus 

himself wrote some form of nekuia, on the basis of the treatment of him in Lucian55 , where 

there are several dialogues which involve Menippus in the Underworld. The dialogue form 

of this satire may thus reflect a Menippean form; it seems clear at least that the idea of a 

consultation in the Underworld is not out of place in satire56.

Yet although the flattery and hypocrisy recommended to Ulysses at 70ff. suggest 

the Roman stereotype of the sycophantic Greek57, the use of Ulysses in this poem is one of 

the few touches which prevent its being wholly Roman - the practice of legacy-hunting is 

Roman, most of the names and stories referred to are Roman, Ulysses returns home to his 

Lar (14). The reference to fishponds, cetaria, at 44 hints at things Greek, by referring to a 

contemporary Roman practice with a word derived from Greek; in general, however, the 

mores referred to are Roman. The satire has several targets, including both Ulysses the 

hero and legacy-hunting58 . The man who in the epic said he would be content to see the 

smoke rising from Ithaca now says:

et genus et uirtus nisi cum re uilior alga est
Sat. 2.5.8

55 On this point, see Hall 1981 ch. 2 especially pp.76, 128-131 and Helm 1906 passim, but especially 
pp. 17-62.
56 On literary Nekuias, cf. Nisbet/Hubbard 1970 on Horace Odes 2A3, pp.203-4, where they say "Less 
serious authors repeatedly satirized the theme [of the nekuia], thus showing its popularity".
57 Cf. Juvenal 3 with Courtney 1980 ad he., Petrochilos 1974 pp.40, 43-5, 48-53, Rawson 1985, pp.3ff 
especially 13-14, pp.54ff.
58 Contra Stanford 1963 p.266 n.12, who thinks it is just legacy-hunting being satirised here.
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The Homeric hero's love of gain has become his main characteristic, to the amusement of 

Teiresias. The emphasis on Ulysses' acquisitiveness was one of several ways in which the 

Homeric character became, in post-Homeric portrayals, more of a villain, less of a hero59 . 

In this poem, the cunning which Odysseus shows in Homer becomes craftiness (51 ff.), his 

dissembling pure hypocrisy (lOlff.)- This fits with the generic downgrading of epic 

characters into the lowly genre of satire suggested by 91 Dauus sis comicus.

Penelope gets the same sort of treatment in her brief appearance in the poem. Her 

chastity is ascribed to the suitors' being more interested in their stomachs than in her60 . 

When there is a legacy in prospect, Teiresias says, using a crude image, once she has 

acquired the taste for it, Ulysses will not be able to keep her away from legacy-hunting:

sic tibi Penelope frugi est, quae si seme I uno
de sene gustarit tecum partita lucellum,
ut canis a corio numquam absterrebitur uncto.

Sat. 2.5.81-3

Such crudity may be paralleled in both the Satires and Epodes, for example at Epode 

10.23-4, &z/.1.5.56ff. Penelope, like other mythological figures, is both idealised and 

mocked, with particular emphasis on her sexuality61 . Although the Horatian poem is 

primarily satirising the corruption in Roman society, he also brings Penelope "down to

59 For the less heroic post-Homeric portrayal of Odysseus, cf. in Greek the Cypria (where Odysseus is 
responsible for Palamedes' death), Pindar Nemean 1 and 8 (the earliest extant attack on Odysseus' cunning 
and eloquence), Sophocles' Philoctetes (where Odysseus is contrasted with the nobler Neoptolemus, as 
wanting to use guile to obtain Philoctetes' bow; Odysseus is also responsible for Philoctetes' 
abandonment), Euripides' Hecabe (Odysseus shows his skill at oratory when he argues that his debt to 
Hecabe does not necessitate his intervention on behalf of Polyxena), and Dio Chrysostom Discourse 52 
which compares the plays about Philoctetes by Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides, with Odysseus 
becoming more and more devious; in Latin, Ov. Met. 13.5-122 (Ajax's speech), Vergil Aeneid bk.2; 
compare also the depiction of Ulysses in Shakespeare's Troilus andCressida and see Stanford 1963 ch. 6- 
12. Ovid's own depiction of Ulysses in the Met. contrasts the skilled rhetorician with the brute strength of 
Ajax, who manages to recall many slurs on Ulysses' character (cf. Stanford 1963 pp. 138-42).
60 We may note that the passage in Od. 18 when Penelope appears before the suitors to entice them into 
giving her gifts is the only place in Homer where epox; is used of sexual desire rather than desire for food 
and drink.
61 Cf. Mactoux 1975 ch.9
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earth" by his suggestion that even she - the paradigm of the Good Wife - could be 

corrupted by the practices and mores of contemporary Rome. Although the use of Ulysses 

links the perceived moral deficiencies of the Greeks to the decline of Roman moral 

standards, this satire piles criticism on the moral degeneracy to be found in contemporary 

Rome62 . The use of a Greek figure may point to criticism of the importation of eastern 

practices, including those which came from Greece63 - all a contrast to the other Augustan 

descriptions of the idealised Golden Age64 . The knocking of Penelope off her pedestal 

must, however, be ascribed at least partly to the genre: the satire on Penelope is a different 

sort of humanising of Penelope from that we see in the Heroides. This possibility of 

corruption is not wholly satiric, however; it accords with Ovid's remark about women: 

casta est quam nemo rogauit65 . Even the most famous faithful wife of all is still a woman, 

with the faults that was considered to entail66 .

The contemporary references in Horace's poem suggest two possible approaches to 

the interpretation of the Homeric characters in the satire. The first, already alluded to, is the 

idea of Homeric characters "brought up to date": the suggestion may thus be made that if 

Penelope and Ulysses were living in contemporary Rome, they would be just as bad as 

everybody else; even Penelope's famous chastity would not survive in the now corrupt 

Rome - a graphic emphasis for the main focus of the satire. The second is that which sets

62 On this topic see Ov. Met. 1.149ff., Prop. 2.32.49ff, Juvenal 6.1-26, 45-49, 286-345 with Duff 1970 and 
Petrochilos 1974 pp.35-87, Griffin 1985 ch.l, Courtney 1980 on Juvenal 6, Rawson 1992, and Braund 
1992, especially pp.74-5.
63 Disparagement of Easterners may also be found in Greece, of course; for example, one may consider 
the depictions of Trojans on fifth-century vases in Phrygian clothing, and the links made between the 
Trojan War and the more recent Persian wars; in the Aeneid Aeneas is criticised by both Turnus and larbas 
for being an effeminate Phrygian.
64 For this theme in Classical antiquity and other cultures, see Lovejoy/Boas 1935, especially ch.2, pp.23- 
92 on the Golden Age, West 1978 pp. 172-7 (collects parallels particularly from the Mediterranean and the 
Near East).
65 Ovid, Am. 1.8.43, quoted with reference to Sat. 2.5 by Rudd 1966 p.231.
66 Cf, for example, Livy 34.2.2; OCD* s.v. "Sexuality" p. 1399 "texts stereotype women as promiscuous".
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us asking whether Horace's picture might not represent a more "realistic" reading of the 

Homeric characters than the idealised versions more often envisaged in poetry. This is 

emphasised by reminders of Homeric scenes, especially the scene in book 18 when 

Penelope persuades the suitors to give her gifts. Teiresias' jibe about the attraction legacy- 

hunting would hold for Penelope may plausibly be seen as a development of implications 

of this Homeric scenario. The scene caused problems for various interpreters of Homer, 

who saw it as presenting a Penelope inconsistent with that seen in the rest of the poem. 

Thus Horace's satire may be seen, particularly in the case of Penelope, as undermining the 

simplified picture of a character drawn from earlier poetry, and reminding the reader of the 

complexities of the characters in Homer. In contrast with, for example, his rather two- 

dimensional appearance in Ep. 1.2, Ulysses also here retains a more complex 

characterisation closer to that in Homer, rather than being a straightforward moral exemplar 

(be it positive or negative). Cupidity for gifts is a trait belonging to both Penelope and 

Ulysses, an example of their ouocppoaxwrj, in this poem as in Homer; both suffer the same 

exaggeration of the trait in the move from epic to satire.

In Romanising Odysseus while allowing him to keep the attributes and associations 

which he had in Greek versions of the story, Horace is following a standard Roman 

approach to Greek mythological figures. We may compare the manner in which the Greek 

gods are assimilated to their Roman counterparts; although the Roman names are usually 

used, the gods in Roman literature generally seem to be Romanised Greek gods rather than 

Hellenised Roman ones. Greek mythology thus gets tied into Roman culture; in the 

Metamorphoses, for example, we find a movement from Greek to Roman, myth to history,

272



old to new67 . This Romanisation can also be seen at work in the portrait of Penelope; the 

language used to describe her recalls grave epitaphs such as the Laudatio Turiae, laying the 

same stress on her pudicitia and good care of the goods of the house (Sat 2.5.77). The 

values stressed are those of a good Roman matron, not those usually associated with the 

heroines of myth (beauty, fidelity and her cunning in keeping the suitors at bay)68 . 

Penelope is thoroughly Romanised in this poem, in a fashion which draws in both her 

exemplary aspect and the complexities raised by the Homeric text (and, perhaps, by other 

texts now lost).

The bawd's appropriation of Penelope

Ovid's Amores 1.8 is probably modelled on Propertius 4.5, and both use Penelope 

as an icon of chastity69, but again they focus on her interest in men. In the Propertian 

poem, the bawd's power is so great that she could even compel Penelope to marry again 

and forget her husband (cf. Ars 1.477), while in the Ovidian poem, the bawd portrays 

Penelope as using her wiles not to put off the suitors altogether, but rather to test their 

manhood. Although Ovid's poem is generally simpler than its probable model, the 

reference to Penelope is nevertheless used rather differently.

The Propertian passage is straightforward in its use of the myth of Penelope. The 

statement that Acanthis could win over Penelope is merely expressive of her great power, 

and so may be compared to Ovid's use of Penelope in the Ars Amatoria10, where again she

67 This movement, particularly the Roman element which enters mainly in the final books, is foreshadowed in 
the first book, where the epic Greek-style council of the gods is compared to the senate, and Olympus to the 
Palatine; one of the first metamorphoses, that of Daphne, mentions her eventual home beside the temple of 
Apollo on the Palatine.
68 Cf. pp.246-7 above.
69 It is remotely possible that the poem in the first edition of Ovid's Amores was the model for Propertius; 
for a comparison of the two poems, see Courtney 1969.
70 1.477 in particular, also 2.355, 3.15
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is used as a supreme example of chastity, one whom only an extraordinarily powerful 

figure could compel to take a lover. Her appearance in Am. 1.8, however, is more 

interesting. Ovid puts the reference to Penelope in the bawd's mouth, rather than in the 

narrator's as a comment on the bawd. He thus uses her to rewrite the usual interpretation of 

Penelope, in the same way as Horace does in Teiresias' response to Ulysses at Satires 

2.5.75ff:

The poet's primary reason for introducing this exemplum is to make the reader 
smile at his dethroning of Penelope from her traditionally elevated place in the 
mythological tradition. 71

This is true, and the shock of the unorthodox reading of Penelope would be great, but it is 

not going too far to say that the poem challenges the reader to try to disprove this new 

version by looking at Homer - and that this new interpretation can be seen, in the spirit of 

the fifth-century Greeks72, as consistent with the "facts". Penelope's actions in the Odyssey 

are ambiguous, and she does test the suitors (however, the evocation of this ambiguity in 

this context is an addition to the basic use made of the myth). The Ovidian text may thus 

be seen to go back to the earliest literary Penelope in order to find material for dethroning 

the exemplary figure. This reading of Penelope may look to other versions of the myth, but 

the knowledge it is most clearly playing off is that of the exemplary Penelope and the plot 

of the Odyssey.

71 Whitaker 1983 p. 148.
72 For the rationalising tendencies of the fifth century, see, for example, Gorgias Helen, Palamedes, 
Herodotus 1.1-4, Thucydides 1.3-11; for rationalisings of the myths from Homer from the earliest 
interpreters onwards, see Buffiere 1956. Rationalising and deflating, although not the same thing, could 
be combined, as shown by Hecataeus' rationalisation and deflation of Heracles' labour with Cerberus to 
his killing of a large snake (FGrH 1 fr.27)
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Propertius. an unfaithful Penelope

In his fourth book, Propertius produces an elegiac Iliad and Odyssey pair, 4.7 and 

4.873 , both featuring Cynthia; the appearance of Cynthia in 4.8 is particularly striking, as it 

follows not only the ending of the relationship in 3.24, but even Cynthia's death in 4.774 . 

Each is based (mainly) on a book near the end of the epic in question, and each reworks the 

epic story by giving it more erotic content. The erotic element in 4.7, drawing on the end 

of the fliad, seems to recall the later versions of the myth of Achilles, in which he and 

Patroclus were lovers75 . Thus in 4.7, the ghost of Patroclus becomes the ghost of Cynthia, 

who returns to rebuke her erstwhile lover for his forgetfulness.

Even more noteworthy is the treatment of the Odyssey in 4.8; following on from a 

Propertian Achilles in 4.7, we might here expect to see the poet as Odysseus, returned to 

his faithful Cynthia (for how else has the ghost just described herself?). Here, however, the 

hero is Cynthia, though returning not from heroic exploits or harsh toils but from a day out 

with a lover (as Odysseus in the Odyssey returns from infidelity with Circe and Calypso), 

and it is Propertius who is presented as waiting Penelope (though one who has invited his 

"suitors" to share the revelry at his house). Thus the Propertian poems take over epic 

scenes and make them less heroic, more erotic, less creditable to the characters, even 

though, as in 4.8, an epic tone may be maintained for the purposes of contrast and comedy. 

From this point of view, it would be useful to know more about representations of Penelope

73 Evans 1971, cf. also Currie 1973, Hubbard 1974 pp. 154-6, Papanghelis 1987 pp. 196-7, McKeown 
1979.
74 4.8 is not presented as a historical view of the relationship; hoc nocte is as vivid as the descriptions in 
the earlier books.
75 Zenodotus and Aristarchus athetised Iliad 16.97-100 on the grounds that it suggested that the friendship 
of Achilles and Patroclus had an erotic element to it; the earliest example of Achilles and Patroclus as 
lovers which we have seems to be from Aeschylus, cited at Athenaeus 13.601A and PI. Symposium 180a 
(cf. Dover 1978 pp.!96ff.). The Hellenistic poets had a fondness for stories of heroic homosexual love (cf. 
Heracles and Hylas in Theocritus 13 for an erotic and Apollonius Arg. 1.1207ff. for a non-erotic version, 
and the catalogue poem 'Eponeq fj KaXoi by Phanocles, discussed by Hopkinson 1988, pp. 177-8), so the 
Roman poets may also have known about this version of the story from Hellenistic sources.
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and Ulysses in comedy; there may be a juxtaposition of an epic-sounding Penelope with a 

comic-sounding Ulysses in Cratinus' play Odysseuses16 .

The analogy between the returning Ulysses and the returning Cynthia is interesting 

for the gender change, as is the transferral of Penelope's role to the poet; these may find a 

parallel in the Aethiopica of Heliodorus, where it is the heroine who is the Ulysses figure, 

returning to her homeland, and the part of faithful lover belongs to her eventual husband77 . 

The role-reversal in Propertius 4.8 not only affects the hero and heroine; the male 

Lygdamus is substituted for the unfaithful maids of Homer, and two female prostitutes for 

the suitors. This reversal suits well the blending of epic and comic, or mimic78 , elements. 

The idea of role-reversal is also important as part of the conception of elegy as an unmanly 

form of poetry, in which women could be given more of a voice; here we can see 

"Penelope" taking erotic advantage of freedom, again both contrasting with and casting 

doubt on the usual perception of her character. Similarly, Ovid's exile poetry shows a male 

poet adopting the role of deserted heroine from his own earlier poetry. This reversal of 

roles in the movement from model to allusive poem may be seen already in Catullus. For 

example, Catullus 70 adapts an epigram by Callimachus which originally dealt with a 

young man promising to marry a woman; Catullus has reversed this, making Lesbia the one 

who makes the promise, himself the lover left to lament the breaking of it (another 

inversion occurs in the last stanza of Catullus 11). In the same way, the complex parallels

76 Though this is unlikely: the fragment is Ath. 2.68c, fr.147 of Cratinus (Kassel/Austin Poetae Comici 
Graeci). Kassel/Austin allot the lines to the Cyclops and Odysseus, as did Kock (Cratinus fr.136); 
Edmonds, however, (Cratinus fr.149) allots them to Penelope and Odysseus, giving a stronger force to 
avSpoc. The contrast in tone between the two speakers may be compared to Odysseus' attempts to be an 
epic/heroic figure in contrast to the satyrs in Euripides' Cyclops; cf. Seaford 1984 pp.50-9.
77 The Heliodoran role-reversal lacks satiric effect, but another novel, Petronius' Satyricon, also links epic 
(especially the Odyssey) with comic and mimic elements for its picaresque form of satire (cf. Cameron 1970).
78 Mimic elements are argued for by McKeown 1979; see especially p.75 n.20 on the possibility of there
having been an Odyssean mime.
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between Propertius and Cynthia and Odysseus and Penelope in 4.8 are prefigured by the 

complex paralleling of Catullus and Lesbia with Protesilaus and Laodamia in Catullus 6879 . 

In 4.8 there is a contrast between the evocation of Penelope as the archetypal chaste 

wife and the lowering of the tone from epic to elegy/comedy. The contrast between the 

faithfulness of Penelope, who waited twenty years, and Cynthia, who could not remain 

faithful for a single night, was made by Propertius in an earlier poem:

Penelope poterat bis denos salua per annos
uiuere, tarn multis femina dignaprods .... 

at tu non unapotuisti nocte uacare,
impia, non unum sola manere diem!

2.9.3-4, 19-20

In 4.8, the contrast is between the faithful Penelope and both the lover who stays at home, 

and the one who goes out to be unfaithful; Propertius plays the Penelope role in that he is 

the lover left at home to be tempted by suitors, while Cynthia, elsewhere compared to 

Penelope, is the wanderer, but also the one who stresses her fidelity. This contrasts with 

the picture Propertius presents elsewhere of the unfaithful Cynthia, and with the image 

presented in the poet's own voice at the start of this poem. As in 1.3, there is here also a 

contrast between the conjugal 6^ocppoo\)VT| of the Homeric couple and the passing 

relationship between the poet and his puella, both of whom are unfaithful. Both 

protagonists also have something of Odysseus about them, if we think of Odysseus as the 

one who both went away and was unfaithful - here the return is that of Cynthia, but the 

unfaithfulness that of the poet (although Cynthia, like Odysseus, has also been unfaithful in 

her absence; as with Odysseus, no reproaches are made). Like Odysseus, Propertius is here

79 Lesbia enters the house for their meeting like a Laodamia as a bride, but it is Catullus whose passion 
matches that of Laodamia; Lesbia is the one who will fail her lover as the dead Protesilaus failed to return to 
Laodamia (cf. Macleod 1974 pp.82-88). On Catullan self-identification with female figures, see Wiseman 
1985 pp. 121-2, 146, 162, 178.
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unfaithful with two women, although there is an element of unwillingness: like Odysseus 

with Calypso, he cannot tear his thoughts away from his more legitimate partner:

cantabant surdo, nudabant pectora caeco 
Lanuuii adportas, ei mihi, solus eram.

4.8.47-880

The use made of the myth in the background does not, however, invite the same sort of 

thought as Horace Satires 2.5, because the text does not aim to make the reader question 

the veracity of the idealised picture needed for the contrast; rather the "point" of the poem 

is the contrast itself. Thus the question of exactly how chaste Penelope was is not the main 

focus of the allusion in this poem, although the two women with Propertius do remind us of 

the multitude of suitors who courted Penelope. In this, 4.8 is similar to 4.5, and again 

different from the Ovidian treatment of the myth, which, like Horace, sometimes raises 

questions about the validity of the general conception of Penelope as the archetypal chaste 

wife.

This last example moves away from explicit reference to Penelope to a textually 

evoked Penelope; further examples of this show a similar play between the ideal of 

Penelope as good and faithful wife and the possibility that she was unfaithful. 

Nevertheless, her image as faithful wife (and not just lover) seems to predominate in the 

elegiac genre as a foil to the unfaithful puella.

Delia, fondly imagined as Penelope

In Tibullus 1.3, the poet, left behind sick in "Phaeacia" by Messalla and his cohors, 

imagines his own death but in the end his safe return to a faithful Delia81 . He pictures a

80 The conjecture totus eram (Kuypers) makes the point even more clearly.
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lovers' Underworld, but sees himself saved from death by Delia's prayers and devotion to 

Isis. There is disagreement amongst scholars as to how far there is reference to the Odyssey 

in this poem, some feeling that the analogy is too subtle to be worth considering82 . 

However, there are sufficient markers in the poem for the link to be made: for a start, the 

mention of Phaeacia in the opening lines is surely a strong indication of Odyssean 

associations83 . As in Propertius 1.3, the poet's mistress is described as sitting at home 

weaving, a motif which may be associated with Penelope (though also with other heroines 

such as Lucretia84). It may be a problem to distinguish reference specifically to Penelope 

from more general reference to a vaguer unnamed ideal of "a Good Wife", but in this 

poem, the Odyssean references will lead at least some readers to think in terms more of 

Penelope than of the unnamed ideal. The argument for seeing 1.3 as a "Tibullan Odyssey" 

is based on the appearance of other features in the poem which may be linked to the 

Odyssey; the mention at the start of the poem of Phaeacia, the picturing of the Underworld, 

including several figures who appear in the Homeric nekuia (Tantalus and Tityos; the 

lovers who appear first might also be compared to the Homeric Catalogue of Heroines), the 

hero's return to his waiting wife (or beloved), the unlucky start to the journey85 , the 

woman's occupation in his absence.

It is traditionally held that Tibullus makes less display oidoctrina in his poetry than 

Propertius or Ovid, both in his use of mythology and in his references to other poetry. It is

81 On this poem, see Eisenberger 1960 pp. 188-297, Hanslik 1970, Bright 1971, 1978 pp. 16-37, Ball 1975, 
1983 pp.50-65, Wimmel 1978 pp. 178-81, Cairns 1979 pp.44-60, as well as commentaries.
82 Pro Bright 1971, also in Bright 1978 loc. cit., cf. Ball 1983 pp.62-5; contra Galinsky 1981.
83 For the identification of Phaeacia with Corcyra, where Tibullus is generally thought to have been left ill, 
see Hellanicus FGrH 4 fr.77, Thucydides 1.25.2, Callimachus Aetia fr.12 Pfeiffer 1953 with commentary 
and scholia adloc.\ see also Howie 1989.
84 On coming home to find the beloved spinning, cf. Ter. Heaut. 275ff., Prop. 3.6.15ff, Ov. Met. 4.214ff., 
Lucretia at Livy 1.57.7ff., Ov. Fasti 2.725ff.
85 Odysseus' reluctant departure is followed by the sacrifice of Iphigeneia; on the return journey, the 
Greeks are dogged by the anger of the gods.
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possible, however, to show that Tibullus' doctrina is just as great as that of the other 

elegiac poets, even if it is less frequently displayed86 . For example, in 1.3.32 Tibullus is 

usually thought to have used Pharia to mean "Egyptian", by metonymy87 . The epithet 

gains more point, however, if we recognise that Pharos was a cult centre of Isis, and so 

means more than just "Egyptian" in the context of Delia's prayers to Isis. Given the 

unobtrusive way in which such display of doctrina appears in Tibullus, it seems possible 

that we should consider the Odyssey to be standing behind 1.3, at least at the beginning and 

end. Ring-composition is an important form of structure in Tibullus' work, and the 

beginning of 1.3 is recalled as the poem moves on. Life in the Golden Age is contrasted 

with the reality which has landed Tibullus, as it had landed Ulysses, in Phaeacia - a 

"Golden Age" land for Odysseus but a place of suffering for Tibullus. This is reinforced by 

verbal echoes, such as uias, undas, and ignotis terris in 36, 37, and 39, in the same sedes as 

they had in 14, 1, and 3 respectively (a Hellenistic trait showing Tibullus' doctrina^}. 

Mors reappears at 65 in the section on Elysium; this word has not been used since the start 

of the poem (1.3.4, 5) where it is stressed by repetition, and the dark picture of the 

underworld for sinners recalls the stress on the darkness of death at the beginning (Phaeacia 

may also be seen as linked to death89). The picture of Delia recalls that of the ideal Roman 

matron, as well as Penelope in the Odyssey. The Odyssean reminiscence is enhanced, 

however, by the mention of the sedula ... anus, a Eurycleia figure, and the picture of Delia

86 Lee 1982, referring to Cairns 1979 pp.54-7, describes 1.3.77 as a "typical example of Tibullus's 
unobtrusive doctrina", in contrast to the display of learning "usually" put on by Ovid and Propertius; cf. 
Bulloch 1973.
87 Cf, for example, Lee 1982 on this line, Cairns 1979 pp.64-5.
88 Cf. Whitaker 1983p.68.
89 This link appears to be based partly on a modern etymology (OcdiiKeq < cpaioq), and partly on the 
liminal position of the Phaeacians in the poem, between the fantasy world of Odysseus' wanderings and 
the reality of Ithaca; it is through his sojourn in Phaeacia that Odysseus re-enters the world of human 
beings, of civilisation, and comes back to life for his family and people on Ithaca who have presumed him 
dead. At Od. 13.80, Odysseus' sleep on board the Phaeacian vessel is described as Oavatcp a 
EOIKOX;. Cf. Hainsworth 1988 p.289, Garvie 1994 p.21 for further bibliography.
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and her maids working at night. The final couplet seems to contain a reminiscence of 

Homer's "rosy-fingered Dawn". The most marked Odyssean echo is in 89-92. Here we 

see the reunion of the couple, in a scene which echoes Od. 23.205fT. But Delia, unlike 

Penelope, does not need a long colloquy to establish the identity of the new arrival, nor 

does she need to test him: thus she surpasses Penelope. In 89-90

tune ueniam subito nee quisquam nuntiet ante 
sed uidear caelo missus adesse tibi

there may be a reminiscence of Penelope's excuse for having to test Odysseus, namely that 

she feared being deceived by a god.

As in Propertius 4.5 and 4.8, Penelope's relevance to interpretation of this poem 

depends on her fulfilling the role of chaste wife. The addition of the weaving picks up her 

other main literary trait, although the poem makes little use of the overtones of deception 

which this image may evoke. However, we should bear in mind that in other poems Delia 

is accused by the poet of deceiving him. The picture of Delia weaving evokes both the 

unreal picture of her as the poet's matronly wife, and the further (unreal?) image of her as 

Penelope using her weaving to keep off unwelcome suitors. The poet does not admit in this 

poem that she could deceive him, although he does implore her to be faithful; but when she 

next appears in this book, the poet is bemoaning the fact that some other man is enjoying 

her, and in the following poem we learn that Tibullus is not her husband, for she has 

another vir, and that she is cheating both of them90 . In this light, Tibullus' plea to Delia to 

remain faithful and be a Penelope becomes more poignant, and the reference to the myth of 

the Danaids might be taken as a warning to Delia of the fate of those who offend against 

Love (as in Hor. Odes 3.11). The reality of Delia's lack of fidelity jars against the idealised

90 1.5.17-18andl.6.5ff.
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picture generated by the sick poet, as in Propertius 1.3 poetic fantasy and reality may be 

said to jar (see below), and this makes us realise how unreal the picture of Delia as a 

faithful Penelope was. This poem may be read, deconstructively, as casting doubt on the 

chastity of Penelope, for acknowledgement of Delia's faithlessness may also evoke the 

doubts cast upon Penelope in the Odyssey and her more dubious reputation in some other 

versions of her story, collapsing the contrast between the two women; we thus move from 

Delia as faithful Penelope, through the contrast between them, to Penelope as a faithless 

Delia.

Cynthia as patient, suffering Penelope

If Tibullus 1.3 is working to an overtly Odyssean agenda, the same is found more 

covertly in Propertius 1.3: as well as the same positioning in each poet's first book, both 

poems deal with the return of the poets to their respective puellae, both of whom are 

implicitly compared to Penelope. Tibullus imagines his ideal reception from Delia; this 

contrasts with that Propertius actually receives from Cynthia. This link may help support a 

reading of Prop. 1.3 as involving the Odyssey, the substance of the link has been seen as 

hard to pin down:

Perhaps there is a hint of Homer also in the closing lines of i.3, where a weary 
Cynthia falling asleep over her loom seems a close relative of the troubled 
Penelope of Odyssey iv.787ff. 91

For a brief moment in 1.41 ... she reminds us of a chaste Penelope or Lucretia. 
But it is the image of Ariadne which opened the elegy, that dominates its close. 92

91 Dalzell 1980 p.33, who argues that at the end of the poem Cynthia is again "elevated to the status of
myth".
92 Whitaker 1983p.93.
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Cynthia is deliberately painting herself as a chaste Roman matron or a faithful Penelope in 

her words to Propertius: a reader may see her complaints as unfair, and contrast this self- 

presentation with the less flattering picture of the "realistic" Cynthia of the rest of the 

book93 . Again, the question may be asked how far she is comparing herself to Penelope in 

particular, and how much to some vaguer picture of a good wife. Her lamentation over the 

night which she thinks the poet should have spent with her is similar in tone to the lament 

over the wasted years Ovid gives to Penelope in Heroides 1. The words deserta querebar 

(43) are very much in keeping with the themes of elegy used in the Heroides; indeed, this 

lament may probably be counted as an important influence on the Heroides. The tone of 

gentle reproach which Propertius gives Cynthia is far more in keeping with the epic 

Penelope than the more active character of Ovid's portrayal. This poem could be seen as 

giving Penelope the voice she lacks in epic, expressing a natural reaction to her husband's 

long absence (it may also be seen as giving a voice to the woman's view in a relationship, 

which even love elegy does not often explore). If the possibility of a parallel with Penelope 

is admitted here, then Cynthia's complaints about Propertius acquire a greater ironic force; 

like Odysseus, Propertius comes home secretly, in that he is not announced beforehand and 

comes upon Cynthia unawares - Odysseus had in fact spent time with other women (albeit 

divine), which is what Cynthia accuses Propertius of having done. The complaint she 

makes, however, is one made not by the epic Penelope, but by the elegiac Penelope of the 

Heroides, in the ironic couplet 77-8. Both Cynthia and Penelope also have disturbing 

dreams - Cynthia, Propertius fears, is dreaming about involuntary infidelity (1.3.26-30); 

Penelope's dream in which she weeps over the slaughter of her geese (Od. 19.535-553) is 

sometimes taken as suggesting that she actually enjoys having her suitors in the palace.

93 Lyne 1970.
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These further parallels between the situation and language of Cynthia and Penelope do 

suggest that Penelope in particular may be in the background here.

Cynthia is elsewhere (like Delia) accused of infidelity; how does her evocation of 

Penelope read against this background? It highlights the irony of Cynthia's presentation of 

herself as a good wife, for even the wife to whom she compares herself may have her virtue 

undermined, and Cynthia herself is neither wife nor, as Propertius presents her, traditionally 

"good". Yet for the reader who thinks only of Penelope as a good wife, the irony is still 

present: the ideal and its opposite are so tightly bound together that to evoke one will, by 

contrast or intertextual reference, evoke the other.

Penelope as encouragement to fidelity

Penelope appears as the paradigm of chastity in some of the more elegiac of 

Horace's Odes. After the opening cycle of the six Roman Odes in Horace's third book of 

Odes, there is a change of tone, and love becomes a major theme of the next section of the 

book (whether we take this as running from 3.7 to 3.12 or to 3.1594). For example, 3.7 

starts this group with the portrayal of a faithful couple, a couple who resist the temptations 

offered to lure them away from each other; 3.9 is a dialogue between two ex-lovers, now 

attached to other people, who consider reestablishing their relationship. In 3.10, Horace 

addresses Lyce (whose name may perhaps be linked to MKCX;, and so reflect her nature), 

trying to win her away from her saevus uir (line 2). The reference to Penelope as difflcilem

94 Mutschler 1974 considers the second six Odes of the third book to be a sort of new introduction, with 3.8 
and 3.9 being parallel to 3.29 and 3.28 respectively, thus making 3.7 the new introductory poem. In favour of 
extending the group, cf. Santirocco 1986 pp. 125-31, Porter 1987 pp.39-49, 171-83. Nisbet 1995 pp.423-4 
expresses scepticism about finding significance in the ordering of the Odes. However, when the poems 
are read in context, the juxtapositions and ordering may add something to our readings of the separate 
odes. Some odes may have been written with others in mind; others may acquire further depths not 
originally thought of through juxtaposition with similar or contrasting poems. (Cf. Hutchinson 1984 

pp.99-100.)

284



prods is, in this context, a disparagement; the poet does not want Lyce to be a Penelope, so 

although the phrase is an accurate summary of the common picture of Penelope (the 

exemplary faithful wife), the previous reference to ingratam Veneri... superbiam does not 

encourage us to see this as a desirable trait. Thus Penelope, normally used as an 

encouragement to virtue, is here portrayed disparagingly in order to persuade a girl to the 

opposite. Similarly, 3.11 is a prayer which appears to be on Lyce's behalf, but which is 

aimed at winning her over, away from her apparent distaste for love (10-12) 95 . Like the 

previous poem, then, 3.11 shows the poet in the pose of the philandering Don Juan, far 

from the voice he uses in 3.7 to encourage the fidelity of Asterie.

The question of Odyssean reference in Ode 3.7 is more controversial. It may be 

read as evoking the Odyssey, creating parallels between Gyges and Ulysses, Asterie and 

Penelope96, the reminiscences forming part of the rhetorical strategy of the poem: Asterie is 

implicitly compared to Penelope in order to encourage her to be a faithful Penelope. 

However, Cairns denies a link to the Odyssey, preferring to look to a possible amatory 

treatment of the Odyssey-story by Anacreon97, and picking on details in an attempt to deny 

the allusion98 : Penelope's many suitors are paralleled by one suitor for Asterie, and 

Odysseus' several hospitae are paralleled by Gyges' one (but a similar reduction occurs in 

Prop. 4.8), and, most importantly, Asterie is not a middle-aged woman like Penelope who 

has a grown-up son. To view Penelope as old and unattractive is, however, to go against 

the usual view of her in antiquity. Although we know she waited for Odysseus for twenty 

years, no-one in the Odyssey is surprised that the suitors desire her, her worries in the

95 Cf. Cairns 1975.
96 Harrison 1988.
97 Cairns 1995 pp.97-9; this sits rather oddly with his own approach to Vergil (Cairns 1989, for example 
ch. 7).
98 Cf. pp.7-9 above on the difference between specific allusion and a more general intertextual 
relationship.
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Heroides that she will be found an anus are presumably dispelled by Odysseus' return, and 

she is an erotic exemplum in Latin poetry, particularly love elegy, where it would not make 

sense to evoke a figure who was seen as "over the hill".

Cairns also says that "in view .. of the common-place nature of such story-types, 

limiting the mythico-literary influence upon Odes 3.7 to the Odyssey seems unnecessarily 

reductionist"99; the same might be said of linking the Horatian poem particularly to 

Anacreon. This view would have more force if the linking of Asterie and Gyges to 

Penelope and Odysseus had to be limited to one myth or one work of literature, but this is 

not the case. The intertextual relationships between literary texts cannot be pinned down in 

this way: if there is allusion to Anacreon rewriting Homer, this invites remembrance of the 

Homeric text itself as well. For such well-known figures, evocation of one text involving 

them will also bring other texts and general knowledge into play, including the exemplary 

function which the rhetorical strategy of the poem appears to require. Although there are 

other myths which use the motif of the wife's seduction in the husband's absence, the 

Odyssey story is the best known case in which the wife repels her suitors. Cairns' parallels 

for women who repulsed suitors, Hermione and Oenone, are based on their own versions of 

their stories, as given in the Heroides; this detail of repulsing suitors is not a necessary 

element in the tales. The name Enipeus, the suitor mentioned in 3.7, recalls another story 

of deception of a woman, Tyro, told in the Odyssey. This reinforces the supposition that 

this pattern - abandoned woman courted by a new suitor - would tend to evoke the version 

of this plot-pattern in the Odyssey, i.e., the story of Penelope and Odysseus.

The evocation of this pattern is not disputed by Cairns, so perhaps the question 

should, as in the case of Tibullus 1.3 and Propertius 1.3, be seen in terms of an attempt to

99 Cairns 1995 p.98.
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determine how marked is the reference to the specific case of Penelope and Odysseus, and 

how far a more general picture of women being seduced in their husband's absence takes 

precedence. Reference to an erotic version of the Odyssey story by Anacreon would be one 

way of answering this question: one would expect this to be comparable to the Propertian 

elegiac treatment of Homer100 , which might thus be not a specifically elegiac trait, but 

rather more generally "non-epic". Unfortunately, we do not have Anacreon's text, and 

must find more indirect approaches to the "non-epic" Odyssey.

Earlier lyric parallels for a "non-epic" treatment of Homeric characters may be 

found in Sappho: fr.16 portrays Helen as a light-hearted lover, a contrast with her Homeric 

character, and fr.44 describes the wedding of Andromache and Hector, showing epic 

characters in a scene prior to the epic, in a non-epic manner, despite epic colouring to the 

passage101 . Both fragments focus on lovers from epic; similarly Alcaeus fr.42 deals with 

Thetis as an exemplum of a good bride, and he seems to have written a short poem about 

Thetis and the wrath of Achilles (fr.44). The romanticised view of the Odyssey may also be 

found in Ovid, Tristia 2.375-6:

aut quid Odyssea est, nisi femina propter amorem, 
dum uir abest, multis una petitaprods?

In the preceding lines, the Iliad is given a similar romantic summary; further parallels for 

the romantic view of Homer's poems may be found in the first and third Heroides, as well 

as in love elegy. This romantic view of Homer may be contrasted with earlier accounts, 

such as that given of the Odyssey by Aristotle at Poetics 17.1455M6-23. He summarises it 

as the story of a man who returns home after suffering under Poseidon's anger, and then

100 Dalzell 1980; p.31 he says that Propertius prefers a "romanticised Homer".
101 See Bowra 1961 pp.227-31, Rissman 1983 ch.4, and Schrenk 1994. On epic and lyric see also Bowra 
1961 pp.77-9, 87, 101-6, Bowie 1981 (at a metrical and verbal level), Davis 1991 ch.l, Putnam 1995.

287



has to rid his home of his wife's suitors. In fact, he refers to them merely as suitors; 

Penelope makes no appearance in the summary. The romanticised view of the Odyssey is 

particularly suitable for the erotic focus given to the myth in the Augustan age; this may 

point to an earlier source, but may also look more generally to the eroticisation of myths in 

Alexandria, a tendency continued in Rome. Whether or not he is referring to Anacreon, 

Horace himself refers easily to an amatory reading of the Odyssey story 102 :

hie in reducta ualle Caniculae 
uitabis aestus etfide Teia 
dices laborantis in uno 

Penelopen uitreamque Circen.
Odes 1.17.17'-20

Thus, our lack of the specific poem by Anacreon is not disastrous: its existence would help 

show the Odyssean link in 3.7, but it is not necessary to have such a predecessor for an 

amatory reading of the Homeric poem, as such readings are paralleled elsewhere.

However, as we do not have the poem, the intertextual relationship for us must rely 

on the overall situation of the characters, the reference to Enipeus, and the possibility that 

Icari suggests the name of Penelope's father (although Cairns' scepticism at this point 

seems reasonable). A further link to Penelope and Odysseus may be found in the fact that 

Asterie is probably at risk of being seduced by Enipeus: we may remember that the use of 

myths in antiquity is often persuasive, designed to give the person addressed an exemplum 

to follow, and Penelope, who held out against her suitors, looks like the exemplum which 

Asterie needs. The final line of the ode instructs Asterie difficilis mane; in 3.10, Penelope 

is referred to as difficilem prods. If the odes are read in order, the repetition of difficilis 

might well recall the earlier poem and cause a reader to rethink its Odyssean links. 

Interestingly, this poem may also be read as a covert recommendation of Enipeus to Asterie

102 Cf. Harrison 1988 pp.190-2.
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(he is described in such flattering terms) 103 - again paralleling 3.10, where the mention of 

Penelope is an exemplum ex contrario. Thus the recognition of the Odyssean links in this 

poem, as in Tibullus 1.3, lead first to the use of that reminiscence to encourage the girl to 

play the Penelope-role, but then also look towards her potential infidelity.

The background of the ideal of the chaste Penelope is necessary for the reversals 

and undercuttings found in these poems. The juxtaposition of the ideal with an unfaithful 

woman, the re-reading of Odyssean scenes, can deconstruct the idealised Penelope; the 

contrast between her and Cynthia or Delia can collapse into a new, parallel picture of 

infidelity. It is the ideal which the Cynthia of Propertius 1.3 and narrator of Tibullus 1.3 

want to evoke (as in Horace Odes 3.10), and these poems may be read at that level; 

however, the possibilities of other readings of Penelope, and hence of the poems, cannot be 

excluded.

Chaste Penelope

Penelopen difficilem prods may recall Penelope's faithfulness to one man alone, 

but it also marks her as chaste, and possibly not interested even in that one man, a de- 

sexualised character. It may also evoke images of Penelope as unfaithful with the suitors, 

by conjuring up the idea of her playing hard-to-get: where the simple picture of a faithful, 

uneroticised Penelope is present, its reverse can always be inferred as a possibility (reading 

against the grain, by which the denial of a trait must evoke its opposite in a 

marked/unmarked pair). The erotic aspect to Penelope may, however, be downplayed, as 

seems to happen in the Aeneid.

103 The possibility of such a double game was suggested to me by Dr. S.J. Heyworth.
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The new epic Penelope

To cover fully the relationship between Homer and Vergil, even between the 

Odyssey and the Aeneid, would be a task of great size and complexity even in the 

compilation of the material, let alone in the matter of analysis 104 . The treatment here will, 

as a consequence, be deliberately partial, giving a taste of how one may use one figure to 

explore the relationship between Homer and Vergil, rather than aiming to be 

comprehensive in any sense 105 . To discuss all of Vergil's sources would be near 

impossible, but it must be borne in mind that when a character is said to be modelled on 

another from earlier poetry, this is not to exclude the influence of other earlier characters in 

shaping the character under examination: this study will foreground Penelope over all other 

such influences. This sort of complexity is, of course, not only found in Vergil, but the 

scale of the Aeneid means that the scope for complicated characters drawing on many 

earlier figures is greatly increased106 . One very important factor in the relationship between 

Homer and Vergil is the influence of Apollonius, who mediates between the two: Vergil 

may refer directly to Homer, or to Apollonius and the passage of Homer to which 

Apollonius is looking simultaneously. For example, both Vergil and Apollonius imitate 

the Homeric simile comparing Nausicaa to Artemis (Od. 6.101ff.; Arg. 3.876-86; Aen.

104 SeeKnauer 1964.
105 This discussion has been influenced particularly by the following works: Poschl 1962, Otis 1969, Lyne
1987, and Cairns 1989.
106 See Griffin 1985 ch.9 on the creation of character. Multiple intertextuality is clear in the Aeneid, for
example, in the song of lopas at the end of book 1, whose models include Demodocus and Phemius in the
Odyssey, Orpheus in the Argonautica.
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1.497-506 107 ). But to acknowledge the importance of these earlier Greek epic writers for 

Vergil is not to deny the influence of other writers and other genres 108 .

It is received wisdom that the Aeneid falls into two halves, each one corresponding 

to one of the Homeric epics - the first half basically Odyssean, the second Iliadic 109 . The 

structure of the Aeneid, however, may also be seen as reflecting the structure of the 

Odyssey - the first half including a section of narrative detailing the hero's wanderings up 

to that point, told in the first person, the second the story of the hero's struggle to (re)gain 

his kingdom, once he has arrived at the goal of his wanderings. The same opposition is 

found in both Aeneid and Odyssey between land in the second half and sea in the first. The 

struggles of the hero in the first half are to survive his journey over the sea, in the second to 

possess the land he has reached. The struggle is not only over the kingdom, but also over 

the woman who will marry the victor. Lavinia is, like Helen, a prize of war, but this is a 

characteristic also shared by Penelope, who is the prize for the domestic battle in the 

Odyssey. Like Penelope too, Lavinia has one parent at least who favours her marriage to 

'the wrong man'. The Odyssey can thus be seen as the main structural model for the 

Aeneid, enabling Aeneas' arrival in Latium to be viewed as a homecoming 110 . In this 

context, the strangeness of the ending of the Aeneid becomes even more marked than it 

would otherwise be. Both Iliad and Odyssey end with reconciliation between the waning 

factions - Priam and Achilles, Odysseus and the families of the suitors 1 ' J : the Aeneid ends,

107 See Clausen 1987 pp."" see Clausen W8/ pp.iy-^.
108 For example, see Hunter 1993, ch.7 on Vergil and Apollonius, Cairns 1989 ch. 7 on the possibility of 
reading Lavinia as a lyric parthenos, Wigodsky 1972 on Vergil's relationships with earlier Latin poets; 
tragedy is another important influence, both directly and through Apollonius.
109 Although the Iliad does appear in the first half and Odyssey in the second; cf. Quint 1993 pp.7-10 amd 
ch.2 (with criticism by Fowler 1997 pp.8-10), Barchiesi 1984 ch.4 (especially pp.91-5).
110 Cf. Cairns 1989, especially ch.8.
111 Even if we do not accept the final book and a half of the Odyssey as genuine, by 23.296 we have 
reconciliation in the private sphere. Even if Vergil was aware of scholarly disputes over where the Odyssey 
ended, as Schlunk 1974 suggests, we may assume that he knew the complete text in the same form as we 
have it, and it seems never to have been seriously suggested that it ended before 23.296.
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as it were, at the twenty-second book of each of the Homeric epics, avoiding the 

reconciliation scenes. The ambiguity of the ending of the Argonautica may well be an 

important influence on the Aeneid, where there is no pretence of a complete closure of the 

story (leaving an opening for the rest of Roman history) 112 . Likewise, the homecoming of 

Odysseus is also crowned by his reunion with Penelope; the situation between Aeneas and 

Lavinia provides a distinct contrast. They never converse in the epic, and indeed Lavinia 

appears little. Unlike Penelope, she in no way tries to control the situation around her. In 

this, she is acting as the true Roman filiafamilias, completely under her father's control: a 

further contrast with Penelope, who can be read as being outside masculine control for 

most of the Odysseym . Penelope, in refusing to remarry, is going against her parents' 

wishes: such rebellion seems unsuitable for Lavinia, who is to become the "mother of the 

Roman people" 114 , and whose behaviour must therefore be that of a Roman royal virgo 

rather than that of an epic heroine (and the suppression of any erotic passion she might feel, 

or might express in elegy, in favour of dutiful submission to father and husband combines 

the generic restraint with a Roman ideal).

Nausicaa, a modest and virginal royal daughter, protected by her parents, is clearly 

a major Homeric model for Lavinia, but she is not the only one115 . Lavinia, like other 

characters in the Aeneid, takes on the role of several different figures from the Homeric 

poems. It has been said that "dual typology is characteristic of Vergil" 116 with reference to 

Lavinia's Iliadic role as a second Helen alongside her Odyssean role as a second

112 Cf. comments on closure in history and histories, Dewald 1997 p.63, and Hardie 1997 p.139-42 
(particularly p. 141 with n.13); Hardie 1997 pp.142-151 on the closure oftheAeneid.
113 Katz 1991 pp.29-40; as discussed above, however, the text does heavily circumscribe Penelope's 
freedom from male control.
114 Cairns 1989 p. 153.
115 E.g. Knauer 1964 pp.340, 343, Lavinia as a Penelope, and a Helen.
116 Gransden 1976 p. 13 n.l; "dual" rather understates the case.
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Penelope 117 . In the Iliadic context, there is a tension between Turnus' view of the parallels 

between the Italian war and the Trojan War, and the poet's view of these parallels. Turnus 

thinks of Aeneas as a second Paris and himself as the wronged Menelaus and the mighty 

warrior Achilles; the poet, however, portrays Turnus as a combination of the wife-stealing 

Paris and as Hector, doomed defender of his people, while presenting Aeneas as the 

wronged "husband" and the mighty warrior118 . The difference between Turnus' 

understanding of the situation and the real face of events (as described by the poet) is a 

tragic irony leading to Turnus' death. In the Odyssean context, the picture is clearer: 

Aeneas is the returning avenger Odysseus, come to (re)claim his wife and kingdom, while 

Turnus is a conglomeration of the suitors, but is linked especially to the most prominent, 

Antinous and Eurymachus. He is one of many suitors for Lavinia's hand, and is described 

as the best of them, and, like Antinous, handsome 119 :

multi illam magno e Latio totaque petebant 
Ausonia; petit ante aliospulcherrimus omnis 
Turnus, auis atauisque potens, quern regia coniunx 
adiungi generum miro proper abat amore.

7.54-7

Like Eurymachus, the second most prominent of Penelope's suitors, Turnus is supported in 

his suit by a parent of the woman he wants 120 ; as with Penelope, there is a certain amount 

of doubt as to what Lavinia herself wants. Telemachus thinks that his mother may well 

really want to remarry; it is Penelope herself who tells us that this is not her desire, while 

other characters (even Telemachus in book 1 and Athene in 15) cast doubt on her fidelity.

117 An added complexity is the view that Penelope plays the Helen-role in the Odyssey, the woman over 
whom men fight and for whom they die. For an ancient statement of this point of view, cf. Achilles Tatius 
1.8.6.
118 Cf. Anderson 1957.
119 See Od. 17.381, 454, 21.277, with Cairns 1989 p.211 n.105, Knauer 1964 pp.213-4.
120 Cf. also Knauer 1964 pp.322-4, 334, Cairns 1989 p.212 on parallels between the deaths of Turnus and 
Eurymachus.
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Lavinia makes no statement as to her preference, but the blush in book 12 has been read as 

suggesting that she is in fact in love with Turnus 121 . Like Eurymachus, facing his enemy at 

the end, Turnus renounces his claim to the hero's wife and kingdom, but does not save his 

own life. Lavinia thus plays the same role as Penelope, and this is a role shared with Helen 

partly because Penelope shares that role with Helen.

Lavinia contrasts with both Helen and Penelope in that throughout the poem her 

voice is not heard. Helen, both in Troy and in Sparta, is enigmatic, and Penelope is not 

straightforward, but both help to create the aura of enigma which surrounds them through 

their own words. Other women in Vergil speak, so it is not that women do not feature in 

Vergil's epic as active characters; Dido is proof of that. But Penelope's dubious status in 

the Odyssey does not transfer itself to Lavinia (though marriage to the heroine in each case 

seems to be linked to legitimising rule in the country, in some way or other). One might 

see in this an explanation, in part, for Lavinia's silence. She does not have the excuse of 

lack of a K\)pio<; to explain any attempt to take control of her life, and like Penelope loses 

her voice when she has a proper guardian. Homer's Penelope is thus neatly put back in her 

"proper place", one might say, a dutiful daughter, fulfilling the Roman ideal, who will not 

argue with or disobey her father over the matter of her marriage; this is particularly 

important for Lavinia as her father's sole heir122 . We may here note again Pausanias' story 

of Penelope's choice of husband over father123 . Vergil's Penelope figure does not have to 

make such a choice, and, although her mother favours Turnus, she is not under pressure 

from her father to marry the "wrong man". Thus Vergil makes her position less complex 

than Penelope's, enabling her to be a dutiful daughter to her father and still follow the

121 Lyne 1983, 1987 pp. 114-122; for a contrary view, see Cairns 1989p.l53 n.10.
122 Stressed at 7.50ff. Cf. Nisbet/Hubbard 1991 on Odes 2.14.14 on the importance of the heir.
123 3.20.10-1 l;cf. App. 1.
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commands of fate and what is right. Even though Lavinia's position is complicated by the 

split between her parents, while Penelope's parents, insofar as we are told what they think, 

seem to be unanimous, the only hint that Lavinia has an opinion herself is her famous blush 

(12.65-9) at the mention of her mother's preferred suitor: her actions express a submission 

to the will of her father and the gods, and such silence might be deemed suitable for the 

progenetrix of the Roman race.

A more complex characterisation with parallels to Penelope is seen in the episode 

concerning Dido, a queen who has to balance personal preference against the best interest 

of her kingdom. Dido is the ruling monarch, and when Aeneas arrives her kingdom is 

flourishing, like that described by the disguised Odysseus when talking to Penelope. At 

Od. 19.109-114 Odysseus likens Penelope to a good king: Dido actually is a ruling 

monarch124 - when Aeneas arrives her kingdom is flourishing and she can thus be regarded 

as an actualisation of the "good ruler", although she is female. Like Penelope, Dido 

"marries" the stranger who appears at her court; unlike Penelope, and unlike Lavinia, for 

Dido this is against the decrees of fate, and instead of heralding the happy ending, it brings 

on her tragedy, as happens to Apollonius' Medea. The other parallel to the redeption of 

Aeneas by Dido is that of Odysseus at the Phaeacian court, where he appeals to Arete for 

assistance. Like Arete, and unlike Penelope, Dido is seen to exercise effective power; 

though like Penelope, and unlike Arete, she is effectively alone.

Powerful women in the Aeneid tend to come to grief, and female characters in 

general are not portrayed favourably 125 . Thus, Dido, linked to powerful women in Homer

124 Note e.g. iura dabat 1.507, Venus' words at 1.338-70. Cairns 1989 pp.39-42 analyses Dido as a "good 
ruler" before Aeneas arrives; after this, however, he argues that she is corrupted, and starts to act in a 
manner unsuitable for the leader of a community (pp.42-57).
125 Indeed most female characters appear as victims, "opposed to the progress of history" (0CD3 s.v. 
"Virgil" p. 1606, col.2).
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such as Arete, as well as Penelope and Nausicaa, comes to tragedy through being a queen, 

because (partly) of the conflicting demands of private and public life, her own desires and 

her duty to her people. Creusa, the loyal wife, is disposed of; in Troy, Aeneas pays more 

attention to his father than to Creusa's fate. Amata kills herself, frustrated in her plans for 

her daughter. Juturna has to abandon her brother, and herself turn to lamentation, for she 

cannot save him. Camilla is brought down by herfemineus amor and desire for the fancy 

garments of the priest Chloreus (Aen. 11.768ff.). Even Juno has to subordinate her aims to 

those of Jupiter. Finally there is Lavinia, who never speaks, who serves as the excuse for 

war and to legitimise Aeneas' claim to rule in Latium; for Anchises in the underworld, she 

is the foremother of the ruling house of Alba Longa. The contrast with Penelope brings out 

this silencing of a female character more strongly, as does the contrast with Nausicaa, who 

meets a naked stranger on the beach and talks to him, even talks of marriage; Lavinia does 

not speak at all to Aeneas, even though he is a bridegroom who is approved by her father.

The women of the city are not portrayed favourably: they take to the hills in 

Bacchic revels, joining in Amata's desire to frustrate the destined outcome with respect to 

Lavinia's marriage 126 . The words used by Vergil of Amata's action in leading the Bacchic 

revels express apparent disapproval:

quin etiam in siluas simulate numine Bacchi 
mains adorta nefas maioremque orsafurorem 
euolat et natam frondosis montibus abdit

12.385-7

After the Bacchanalian scandal of 186 BC 127 , Bacchic worship seems to have been 

regarded with particular suspicion in Rome: the fact that women and men both worshipped 

together may have contributed to this, but Bacchic worship was seen as suspicious in

126 Cf. Feeney 1991 pp. 163-8 on the relation of Amata's desires and Allecto.
127 For full details and references, see North 1979.
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Greece far earlier on the grounds that it took the women out of their houses, away from 

their proper place. Linking Amata, who comes to an unhappy end, to such a group, casts 

her in a yet more negative light.

Speculation about the reasons for the suppression of the female voice and female 

power in the Aeneid may lead to interesting openings: a link might be seen to the role of 

Cleopatra, a figure with whom Dido is often associated, in the Civil War. One way in 

which Vergil Romanised Greek myth was by linking the mythological figures to historical 

Roman figures: Aeneas is linked to Augustus and Romulus, the first the new saviour of 

Rome, the second her founder; Dido is linked to Cleopatra, the queen who had recently 

threatened the Roman state paralleled by the queen who threatens the foundation of the 

people who will become the Romans. Following this approach, the Latin royal family 

would most obviously be linked to the imperial family in Rome128 . Such a reading shows 

the possibility of political appropriation of mythology and epic129 : the Aeneid may be read 

as a nationalistic poem and a glorification of Rome (despite its darker aspects). The 

contracting and controlling of the role of Vergil's Penelope-figure, read politically, could 

suggest a negative view of the role of women, such as Livia and Fulvia, in politics: the 

influence which such women could exert was certainly not always seen positively 130 . The 

quiet and dutiful Lavinia, her father's heir, exemplifies at least partially how a Roman royal 

daughter ought to behave, in strong contrast to the later history of Augustus' own daughter 

(and heir) Julia. Of course, the picture is greatly complicated by the constraints of genre 

which partly govern women's presentation in literature, not only in the archaizing context

128 Such a link may well be evoked by the description of the royal house in Latium as tectum augustum, 
7.170.
129 On Augustus' appropriation of Greek myth and art, see Zanker 1988, with particular reference to the 
Aeneid at pp. 193f, 201-215.
130 Cf. Fischler 1994, Lefkowitz 1983 pp.58-62.
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of epic, but even in elegy with a contemporary setting 131 . These considerations, however, 

cannot suppress the striking contrast between the silent Lavinia and her Homeric models; 

even though Penelope is silenced on several occasions, she is allowed more speech and 

more power than her analogue in Vergil's poem. Similarly, Penelope is allowed to use her 

own wiles to keep off her suitors, while Lavinia, disquietingly, does not act on her own 

account, despite (possibly) being in love with Turnus. Lavinia may also be contrasted with 

the more outspoken women of elegy, where, as shown above, new Penelopes have been 

allowed to express things their epic predecessor could not.

Conclusion

An illuminating way in which to summarise the Augustan views of Penelope is to 

consider how the Homeric woman is given a voice, or how her voice is changed. In book 

23 of the Odyssey, after their reunion, Odysseus and Penelope tell each other their tales of 

the previous twenty years. Although Odysseus has already narrated four books of his 

travels, his wanderings are told again at some length, in indirect speech. Penelope gets four 

lines (23.302-5). The first of the Heroides seeks to fill the gaps; however, it concentrates 

on aspects not covered by Homer's Penelope, and so the Ovidian Penelope omits mention 

of the weaving trick, which Homer's Penelope has recounted in Od. 19. In the same way, 

in Propertius' portrayal of Cynthia in 1.3 and 4.8 we may see a proxy for Penelope being 

given the words she could have said in the Odyssey, but did not. Cynthia in 1.3 contrasts 

with the Penelope figure whose role she claims, because Penelope did not revile her 

husband for his delay in returning in the Homeric poem - but if she had, we can imagine

131 The genre of epic, drawing on Homer, would seem to place more constraints on women's behaviour 
than normal life in Rome actually required, cf. Balsdon 1962, Fantham et al. 1994 chs. 7-11; on Li via see 
Purcell 1986. The literary genres which had Greek roots would tend towards a more controlled, Greek 
perception of what the woman's role ought to be; cf. n.4 above.
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her using words such as Cynthia's here (and, indeed, Cynthia's complaints are echoed by 

the elegiac Penelope of the Heroides). The letter of Arethusa to Lycotas too could be 

transferred to Penelope as a gentle reproach for the years of desertion. Linked to Penelope 

both by situation and via Propertius' earlier use of the mythical parallel in 3.12, Arethusa 

may easily be seen as speaking with Penelope's voice, uttering sentiments which an elegiac 

puella may, but an epic heroine may not express. Still more authoritative and demanding 

of submission from her man is the Cynthia of book four - to the extent that, in 4.8, she has 

taken on the role of Ulysses, leaving Propertius to play the abandoned Penelope (but this 

Penelope is the author, the origin of the main point of view expressed in the poem). In 

none of these, however, is the intelligence of Homer's Penelope really allowed to feature.

Augustan poets writing in other genres may be seen as reacting against the epic 

suppression of the woman's voice; elegy in particular becomes a place in which the 

woman's point of view is more at home. These poets give the mythological heroines a 

voice, allowing them to express things not dealt with in epic, including erotic passion - a 

contrast with the passive fidelity demanded of the epic heroine. Although Homer does 

allow descriptions of the horror of war, we do not get much in the way of complaints at the 

hardships. This appears in elegy, particularly in the form of women's complaints at the 

absence of men at war, something not voiced by the epic Penelope, but which these newer 

Penelopes feel free to express. In the epic, she laments the wasted years, but no more.

The presence of Penelope in Augustan poetry is thus not limited to those places 

where her name is mentioned. As well as explicit appearances and references to her as an 

exemplum pudicitiae, poets react to earlier tellings of the story, mainly that of Homer, in a 

variety of different ways. These shed interesting light both on Augustan views of Homer 

and on the use to which myths which are seen in generally simplistic terms may be put.
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The figure of Penelope most often appears in Augustan poetry as static, trapped in the 

literary role of a paradigm of chastity and faithfulness 132 . This is only natural where she is 

mentioned in passing, and the focus is not on her; it is the more developed interpretations 

of Penelope offered by the various poets which can add variety and complexity to the 

figure of Penelope. The brief references may merely use the stereotype, a figure reduced to 

one or two major characteristics, or may react against it. The turning of a character into an 

exemplum of some characteristic leads to a general perception that there is only one 

possible conception of the character, but as later writers react against this orthodoxy the 

number of conceptions multiply. Despite the different views of Penelope offered by the 

various poems from this period, however, each new depiction seems to look more to the 

exemplum and the Homeric text (or at least the Homeric plot) than to the other developed 

depictions of Penelope with their own complexities. The simple picture of Penelope thus 

dominates the literature even as it is rewritten: Penelope may escape briefly from her strait- 

jacket, but is soon reconfined, and each new depiction tends to begin again from the 

original starting point, rather than building on the new and complex Penelopes.

132 The static quality which Penelope may be seen as having in Augustan literature is pointed up explicitly 
by Penelope in the Heroides, 1.49-50:

maneo, qualis Troia durante manebam, 
uirque mihi demptofine carendus abest 

(Suggested to me by E. Spentzou).
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Conclusion

The end of the Augustan age was not, by any means, the end of references to 

Penelope in Classical art and literature, but there are (as far as we can tell) no further 

developed literary depictions. The different ways in which she is treated have all in 

effect been tried out by the end of the Augustan age: as exemplary good wife, as a 

developed character with her own agenda, and as paradoxically unfaithful and lascivious. 

With few exceptions, the complexity of developed treatments seems to be more a product 

of redefining her against her own stereotype than of reacting to earlier complex versions. 

The exceptions are the first Her aides, and Horace's Satire 2.5, both of which look to the 

Homeric text as well as to the paradigmatic figure. There is surely a Homeric 

background, too, to Penelope's typical portrayal in art as not attending to what is going 

on around her (for her mind is on other things); but in literature she weaves and 

unweaves, and she waits, occupations which, while based on the same conception of her 

character, are not so directly dependent on Homer's portrait.

After Ovid, Penelope continues to feature both in literature and on tombstones as 

the paradigm of the good and faithful wife 1 , and the desire of later classical authors to 

play with this image does produce some memorable passages. For example, Martial in 

his epigram 11.62 uses Penelope, along with other famous good wives such as Cornelia, 

wife of Gracchus, and Julia, wife of Pompey, to illustrate his argument that a good wife 

should masturbate her husband (and so his should him): here Penelope is again seen as an 

exceedingly good wife, for she masturbated Ulysses even when he was asleep. It is 

notable that as time goes on, authors do not merely say that a woman is a Penelope (as in

1 Cf. references labelled P in App. 2.
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Martial Ep. 11.7), but that the woman they are praising surpasses Penelope (as Julian 

does talking of Eusebia's mother Eulogia Eusebiae HOc; she, as a widow, was so 

respectable that no suitor dared approach her, while Penelope had many). There is also a 

delight in undermining this image; most references to variant versions of her story 

survive from this period: for example, the scholiasts referring to Penelope as the mother 

of Pan, and citing other stories of her unfaithfulness2 . Priapea 68, like Ovid Am. 1.8, has 

Penelope using the bow to test her suitors, as proof that none was as virile as her 

husband; Priapus takes a very earthy view of Penelope's wisdom: "omnis \ mens erat in 

cunno, Penelopea, tuo" (lines 27-8). Lucian delights in the paradox of an Odysseus who 

wishes he had stayed with Calypso (F//2.29)3 , and in the encounter between Hermes and 

his unknown son Pan, born to such a respectable mother (Dialogi Deorum 22). (His 

depictions of Penelope as chaste seem more linked to pictorial art than to literature.)

It was in the post-Augustan period that Penelope was adopted by the Neoplatonic 

philosophers as an image of Philosophy (see ch.4 above); this may have provided some 

of the impetus for the increased interest in the image of Penelope weaving and 

unweaving her web, an image surprisingly uncommon in antiquity considering its more 

central role in modern perceptions and depictions of Penelope. This image was also 

taken up by a handful of authors other than the philosophers. For Libanius and 

Theophylactus4, the weaving of Penelope seems to represent merely a difficult task, 

involving the idea of untangling what has already been done. In Aristaenetus5 , the idea

2 Cf. pp.329-32 below.
3 Discontented with his life in the Elysian Fields, Odysseus secretly asks Lucian to deliver a letter to

Calypso.
4 Libanius Ep.746 to Celsus, Theophylactus Simocatta Ep. 61.
5 Ep. 1.28.
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of weaving and then again unweaving is given an erotic twist, as it is applied to a lover 

who first encourages and enflames Nicostratus, but then turns cold and refuses him.

Throughout antiquity, there is thus a tendency for the simple picture of Penelope 

to be continually re-affirmed. She was probably a faithful wife in the original tale, but it 

is Homer's representation of Penelope which is the most important for later art and 

literature. Penelope's role as a paradigm is intriguing: she manages to keep this 

exemplary role despite the persistence of stories which have contradicted it. Several 

factors may contribute to this apparent conservatism. Possibly, the other myths about her 

had become known only to a literary elite, or the power of the story as told by Homer 

was such that, even if these stories were generally known, it was that story-line which 

provided the definitive version of Penelope. It is also in the interests of those who "play 

off the simple Penelope that this simple picture be well known: without it their 

paradoxical treatments of Penelope would lose their novelty and impact. A similar 

dynamic can be seen in operation for "bad women" such as Clytaemnestra, Phaedra6, or 

Medea, who may paradoxically be portrayed sympathetically (for example, 

Clytaemnestra in the IA, Medea in the Argonauticd), and may also be seen in the appeal 

of proving Helen innocent. Again, in the Phoenissae, Euripides reverses the traditional 

characterisations of Eteocles and Polyneices; in order for this reversal to be most 

effective, the traditional characterisation must be known, thus providing a stable base 

from which the text can depart. Such paradoxical literary 'parole' does not, on the 

whole, affect the underlying mythological 'langue', though, in time, the cumulative 

effect of departure from the norm, in myth as in language, may be to introduce lasting

6 Cf. pp. 188-90 above.

303



change (as seen, for example, in the development of Theseus from Athenian hero in fifth- 

century Athenian drama, to a seducer who abandons the girl in Latin elegy).

In both literature and life, perception of character frequently starts from 

simplified stereotypes, judgements based on clothing, use of language, and gender, as 

well as on a simplified perception of behaviour. Stereotypes such as the dizzy blonde, the 

greedy and unscrupulous lawyer, the absent-minded professor, or the boring and 

philistine chemistry student, persist regardless of how many individual counter-examples 

one actually meets. A similar drive towards simplification and the desire to make a good 

story can be seen both in the literature of antiquity and in the media (and much popular 

literature) of today.

Although Penelope may remain the chaste and faithful wife throughout antiquity, 

that does not mean that there was no change in the use of myth throughout this period. 

As a greater body of literary versions of the myths built up, and as the families and 

institutions requiring a mythological background changed, certain stories and figures 

became more static and fixed as literary and artistic artefacts, a source for material for 

poetry, rhetoric, or other storytelling, rather than a living and constantly changing body 

of myth. The exemplary function of a figure would require that their story be, to a 

substantial degree, fixed, so that the very mention of the name would consistently evoke 

the particular scenario in question. As shown above, this seems to have happened to 

Penelope very early on.

The study of Penelope can also illuminate the importance of dealing with 

relationships between texts in intertextual terms, rather than focusing solely on pinning 

down exact allusions. Because the intertextual approach allows for verbal allusion to 

evoke not only the complex text alluded to but also a simplified memory of it, and other
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versions of the characters in it, it shows how generalised or paradigmatic cultural figures 

can be brought into literature without mention of their names. It also relieves an 

interpreter from the necessity of pinning down allusion to a particular text: for example, 

whether Deianeira in the Trachiniai looks back to the Homeric Penelope or that of the 

Sophoclean Niptra (pp. 178-82 above), whether Horace is looking back to Homer or 

Anacreon in Odes 3.7 (pp.285-8 above).

Thus by studying even the single figure of Penelope, we can learn something of 

ancient readings of Homer: in general, fifth-century writers tend to regard Penelope in 

terms of her role in the Odyssey-story, while Hellenistic and Augustan writers are more 

interested in the detail of the Homeric text itself7 . This change in approach to reading 

Homer may have been a product of increasing literacy and availability of texts; it may 

also reflect the changing nature of the audience for the poetry we have: while fifth- 

century tragedy was performed for the whole citizen body, much later poetry seems to 

have been aimed at a more restricted audience. Homer was also read as a source of 

moral teaching8, and this may have contributed to the reduction of characters to moral 

exemplars.

Without looking at other figures in more detail, it is not possible to generalise 

about a "mythological mentality" at any period of antiquity, but the case of Penelope 

may provide some pointers. The most notable feature of Penelope is how little most of 

the developed treatments seem to add to the tradition: the figure is developed and made 

more complex, but the next developed treatment will often go back to Homer or to the 

paradigmatic Penelope as the basis of the new version. This continual expansion and

7 Although the comments of Chaucer in The Franklin's Tale suggest that a simplified conception of 
Homer was passed on to mediaeval literature through the Latin reception of the text.
8 Cf. PI. Hippias Min., Xenophanes DK 21 B 10, Heraclitus DK 22 B 57, Hdt. 2.53.
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contraction of the character is a feature which would be useful in looking at other 

mythological figures, such as Ajax or Medea. Each time Penelope is opened up, 

subsequent writers do not develop the openings, but rather return each time to the closed, 

simple version of her character as their starting point: the simplicity is always the 

background against which larger-scale treatments are developed. This could arise from 

to the simplicity of her story (she is not traditionally heroic; she simply waits faithfully 

and endures) and to the way in which she embodies an ideal which did not change over 

such a long time in antiquity, and, indeed continued into the modern period9 . Not until 

the twentieth century do we find real interest in Penelope for herself, as a woman in her 

own right, rather than merely a wife 10 . The relative stability of the image of Penelope, 

the good wife, illustrates the fact that, even though the social reality of women's life 

changed over the centuries, the ideal remained static; thus the image that Penelope had 

come to represent remained relevant and available for writers to reproduce and 

manipulate.

9 Modern developed treatments of Penelope include Joyce's Ulysses (on which see L.E. Doherty "Joyce's 
Penelope and Homer's: Feminist Reconsiderations" CML 10 pp.343-9), Monteverdi's // Ritorno di Ulisse, 
Nicholas Rowe's Ulysses; cf. D. Grigar "Penelopeia: The Making of Penelope in Homer's Story and 
Beyond" (unpublished Ph.D thesis, University of Texas).
10 See, for example, Dorothy Parker's "Penelope" (see p.307), Molly Bloom in Ulysses.
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In the pathway of the sun,
In the footsteps of the breeze, 

When the world and sky are one, 
He shall ride the silver seas,

He shall cut the glittering wave. 
I shall sit at home, and rock; 
Rise to heed a neighbour's knock; 
Brew my tea, and snip my thread; 
Bleach the linen for my bed. 

They will call him brave.
Dorothy Parker, 'Penelope'
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Appendix 1; The Myth of Penelope

This is a brief overview of the myth of Penelope with all significant variants, and 

main sources (also cross-references to fuller discussions in the main text); a full list of 

references to Penelope in Classical literature, briefly annotated, follows (App. 2).

In Homer, Penelope is described as the daughter of Icarius; her mother is not 

named. She is also said to have a sister, Iphthime, married to Eumelus and living in 

Pherae in Thessaly, and brothers are mentioned 1 . Later sources add other different 

details; her father, however, is always given as Icarius in later sources, except in one 

passage of Aristotle, where the claim is made that his name was originally Icadius, and 

that the change from -d- to -r- was a later error2 .

Penelope's mother is named variously as Periboia, Asterodia, Dorodoche, or 

Polycaste. Periboia is the name most commonly given in modern mythological 

compendia3 ; our ancient sources for this name are Apollodorus and a scholiast to 

Lycophron4 . Pherecydes, our earliest evidence if reliably reported, is said by an Odyssey 

scholiast to have called the mother of Penelope Asterodia5 . Another scholiast reports 

that Philostephanus called her Dorodoche6 . Finally, Strabo calls the mother of Penelope 

Polycaste7, referring to the epic Alcmaeonis. The different sources give Icarius and his 

wife differing numbers of children, and with differing names; only Penelope is a constant

1 At Od. 15.16-17, Athene says to Telemachus that Penelope is being pressured by her father and brothers 
to marry Eurymachus.
2 Poetics 1461 b 9-10.
3 For example, P. Grimal The Dictionary of Classical Mythology (Basil Blackwell, Oxford 1986).
4 Apollod. 3.126, schol. ad Lye. 511. 
$ Schol. ad Od. 1.275,4.797, 15.16.
6 Schol. adOd. 15.16.
7 Strabo 10.461.
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figure. Apollodorus says that in addition to Penelope, Periboia bore Icarius five sons, 

named Thoas, Damasippus, Imeusimus, Aletes, and Perilaus. According to Odyssey 

scholia, Pherecydes also attributed five sons to Icarius, by Asterodeia, namely Perilaus 

(the only shared name), Amasichus, Phalereus, Thoon, and Pheremelias. In addition, he 

gave them two daughters, Penelope and another, named as Mede, Hypsipyle, or 

Laodamia. This second sister was named Mede by Asius and Hypsipyle by Andron; it is 

not clear which name Pherecydes himself used. It may have been this variation in the 

name of Penelope's sister which caused Aristarchus to query whether Iphthime, the name 

Homer gives Penelope's sister, could be another name for her, or merely an epithet8 . The 

scholiasts are agreed that here it is a proper name, but it is an adjective, and so could 

originally have been an epithet, so this is not conclusive evidence for the "original" name 

of Penelope's sister. It is, of course, most likely that each variant name was an 

independent creation, and that there is no "original". The scholiast at Od. 15.16 implies 

that Dorodoche bore Icarius Penelope and five sons, as in Apollodorus, but adds two new 

names, Semus and Auletes. The similarities between Thoon and Thoas, Aletes and 

Auletes may suggest that some of these variations are due to scribal error at some stage 

in the tradition.

From scholiasts, Pausanias and Apollodorus, we have some details of Penelope's 

early life history. The suggestion that she was named after the 7rr|V£X6x|/ duck is linked 

to a story of her being rescued from the sea by these ducks9 . This story is either given as 

referring to her as a baby, thrown out to sea by her parents, or to her later life, when 

Nauplius was said to have pushed her off a cliff in Ithaca (or caused her to throw herself

8 Schol.ad Od. 4.797.
9 See passages quoted on p.57.
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off a cliff), as part of his revenge on the Greeks for the death of his son Palamedes. 

When the time came for Penelope to marry, we have two versions of how Odysseus came 

to be the successful suitor. Apollodorus says that Odysseus came up with the scheme 

whereby all the suitors of Helen would swear an oath to accept her father's ruling, and 

fight to uphold it 10 . His price for this advice was for Tyndareus to persuade his brother 

Icarius to let Odysseus marry the latter's daughter, namely Penelope. The other story is 

that Icarius offered his daughter to the winner of a foot-race, on the model of Danaus or 

the father of Atalanta 11 . The race was won by Odysseus - his prowess at running is seen 

in the Iliad12 . Pausanias also writes that when Odysseus and Penelope set out for Ithaca, 

her father came after them, pleading with his daughter not to leave him. Faced with a 

choice between husband and father, Penelope covered her head with a veil and stayed in 

the chariot with her husband13 . This may reflect her reputation for devotion to her 

husband; the story that Laertes chose her as a wife for Odysseus on account of her 

acixppoauvr] shows that characteristic pushed back into her earlier history 14 .

Penelope in Homer is married to Odysseus, with one son, Telemachus. She 

appears never to have been given another husband, nor her son another mother. 

Odysseus joined the Greek expedition to Troy to recover Helen. As one of Helen's 

suitors, he was bound to support Menelaus' attempt to recover her, because of the oath he 

is said to have suggested 15 . Not wanting to go (due to an oracle that he would be away 

twenty years), he pretended to be mad, and was found ploughing the sea-shore and

10 Bibl. 3.10.9.
11 Paus. 3.12.1-2; cf. pp.45, 158.
12 23.740-83.
13 Paus. 3.20; cf. pp.68-9.
i4pnerecydesKM/3F129.
15 Odysseus as a suitor first appears in Hes. Catalogue of Women fr.204.87-9 West. The story is given in
more detail by Apollod. Bib. 3.10.8-9.
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sowing it with salt when the Greeks came to collect him. Palamedes proved his madness 

false by snatching Telemachus from Penelope's arms and putting him in front of the 

plough; Odysseus had to stop in order not to harm him 16 . The Odyssey sets itself twenty 

years later: Penelope has been courted by the youth of Ithaca and the surrounding islands 

for three years or so. Her suitors included Antinous, Eurymachus, and Amphinomus 

(said to be her favourite). When they would not accept her refusal to remarry, Penelope 

devised a stratagem for putting off her suitors: saying that she could not marry until she 

had finished weaving a shroud for her father-in-law, Laertes, she wove it by day, but at 

night unpicked her work, so that she would never finish it. The Odyssey states that 

Penelope was betrayed to the suitors by one of her maids (identified by Winkler as 

Melantho 17), and compelled to finish her weaving. In Od. 24, the ghost of Amphimedon 

(another suitor) says that Odysseus returned as soon as the web was completed, but this 

is not the impression given by other references to it. From Antinous' and Penelope's 

descriptions, it appears that the web was finished a few months before Odysseus' return. 

Homer says that Penelope herself decided to hold a contest, a test of strength and skill at 

archery, to chose a husband. After he had won the contest (an aspect passed over by 

Homer except as proof of Odysseus' prowess), Odysseus and Telemachus turned to the 

slaughter of the suitors, and killed them all. In the Odyssey, Penelope is dismissed by 

Telemachus before the competition is fully under way, but reappears after the slaughter 

to identify Odysseus.

Later writers, on the whole, keep to Homer's version of this story, and there is 

little evidence in art for alternative versions; Etruscan urns may attest a version in which

16 Cypria fr.l (Allen/Davies)
17 J.J. Winkler The Constraints of Desire (Routledge 1990) p. 149.
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recognition happened through a mirror18 . However, there are late sources which record a 

different ending to the story, namely that Penelope was unfaithful to Odysseus with 

Antinous or Amphinomus, and when he returned to Ithaca, he either sent her away, or 

killed her19 : these names must be drawn from the Odyssey text, but no earlier texts giving 

more detail survive; they would be of great interest if they did. Pausanias, giving a local 

Mantinean story, states that Odysseus sent Penelope away for her infidelity when he 

returned from Troy; she wandered for some time and eventually came to Mantineia, 

where she bore Pan, died and was given a tomb.

Our main source for the post-Odyssean history of Penelope is Eugammon's 

Telegony and the various later writings which drew on it. The summary of the Telegony 

by Proclus describes the events leading up to the accidental killing of Odysseus by his 

son by Circe, Telegonus, and its aftermath. Tying up all possible loose ends, it says that 

Circe transported Penelope and Telemachus to her island, where she herself married 

Telemachus, and Penelope married Telegonus. Hyginus (fab. 127) gives Penelope and 

Telegonus a son, Italus (the eponymous hero of Italy)20, who is otherwise said to be the 

son of Odysseus and Circe. Eugammon of Cyrene also described events before 

Odysseus' death, and gave him and Penelope another son, Arcesilaus (a name of the 

royal house of Cyrene), born after Odysseus' return from Troy21 : this suggests that a 

genealogical link between Odyseus and the royal house of Cyrene was claimed. 

Apollodorus and Pausanias both report the birth of another son to Penelope and 

Odysseus, a son named Poliporthes or Ptoliporthes (meaning "sacker of cities")22 , again

18 Seepp.94-6 above.
19 Apollod. Epit. 7.38-9, Pausanias 8.12.6.
20 Eudocia Violarium 918.
21 Eustath. 1796 = Nostoi fr.9/Telegony fr.l (Alien) (= Teleg. 3 BernabeV 2 Davies) mentions Arcesilaus.
22 Apollod. Epit. 7.35, Paus. 8.12.6.
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born after Odysseus' return from Troy and named for his father's exploits there. 

Pausanias says that this story was found in the Thesprotis; Odysseus is said to have 

returned from Troy to discover that Penelope had borne him this child, but the mention 

of Poliporthes may have been included in the later part of the poem which dealt with 

Odysseus' journey to Thesprotis and his death, as there is nothing to suggest that 

Poliporthes was thought of as nearly the same age as Telemachus, which suggests that he 

was born after Odysseus' return from Troy.

Penelope is also said to be the mother of the god Pan (for a summary of sources 

and variant details, see appendix 2, and pp.50-4 above for fuller discussion). Our earliest 

definite source for this tale is Herodotus (2.145), but it is also attributed to Pindar in 

scholia (fr. 100 Snell-Maehler). There is, however, some confusion in the scholia as to 

whether Pindar named the father of Pan by Penelope as Apollo or Hermes. Both these 

names appear in other places too (citations listed by father pp.330-1). Examination of 

this list will show the interesting fact that Apollo is named as the father of Pan by 

Penelope solely by sources now known from references by scholiasts, while there are 

some definite classical sources for Hermes as the father. The link between the name Pan 

and nav meaning "all" with reference to all the suitors appears to have been given first 

by Douris23 , thus giving a rough date of late fourth or early third century BC. This 

version was referred to by [Theocritus]24 ; it has a rather bizarre flavour which might well 

be seen as making it appeal to a later Alexandrian writer. The suggestions that the father 

of Pan was Odysseus25 or Hermes after Odysseus' death26 seem to be rationalisations in 

view of Penelope's reputation as a good wife.

23 Fr. 21.
24 Syrinx.
25 Euphorion apudschol. adLuc. 3.402,. Schol. a^Theoc. 1.123b.
26 First Vatican Mythographer 1.89.
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Appendix 2; References to Penelope in Classical Literature

This list is based mainly on Mactoux 1975, together with other references I have found 

(cf. Roscher Lexicon and RE under "Penelope"). I have divided the references into three groups: 

definite references, places where we may conclude with a reasonable degree of certainty that 

Penelope appeared, and places where it is possible that she appeared; this is followed by a 

breakdown of references to Penelope either as the mother of Pan or otherwise unfaithful. 

References in the Scholia have been placed after the author whom they are discussing; these 

references may duplicate references to fragments of some authors. Epigrams from Anthologies 

have all been collected under the "Anthologies", even where the author is named. References to 

inscriptions and anonymous papyrus fragments are gathered at the end of each list. Most 

references (where possible) are followed by a brief description of the content; P stands for 

Penelope as the paradigm of the good wife, O for her merely as Odysseus' wife. Main references 

only are given for Eustathius and the Homeric scholia.

Definite references

Achilles Tatius (Vilborg, Stockholm 1955)

Leucippe and Cleitophon 1.8.6 (P, but as cause of men's deaths) 

Aelian (Dilts, Leipzig 1974)

Variae Historiae 14.45 (P. praised by Greeks) 

Aeschylus Penelope TRI B IV (cf. fr. 187 TGrFlll) 

Anthologies (Beckby, Munich 1965-8)

Palatine Anthology 6.289 (Leonidas Tarentinus) (C. 3 BC) (P)

6.314 (Nicodemus of Heraclea) (date unknown, ?late) (O)

7.557 (Cyrus of Panopolis = Peek 885) (C.5 AD) (P, weaving)

9.166 (Palladas of Alexandria) (C.4 AD) (P, but as cause of men's deaths)
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9.192 (Antiphilos of Byzantium) (C.I AD) (P) 

9.395 (Palladas of Alexandria) (C.4AD) 

9.816 (Anon.) (on Euboulus' plate) (date unknown, ?Byzantine) 

15.8 (Anon. = Peek 1999.31-6) (C.4 AD) (P) 

Planudean Anthology 16.300 (Anon.) (date unknown) (O) 

Antisthenes in Diogenes Laertius 6.16 (p. 19 in Caizzi, Milan 1966)

nepi 'E?ievT|<; mi nrjve^oTuiq

Ilepi TO\) OSuacTEcoq mi rir|veX,67iT|q [mi] rcepi TOV KDVOC; 

Apollodorus (Wagner Mythographi Graeci, Leipzig 1894)

Bibliotheca 3.10.6 (family)

3.10.9 (marriage of P. to Odysseus, through Tyndareus' agency) 

Epitome 3.7 (Palamedes seizes Telemachus) 

7.26-40 (the return of Odysseus and its aftermath) 

Aristaenetus (Mazal, Stuttgart 1971)

Lib. Ep. 1.28 (weaving/philosophical) 

Aristippus fr.23 (Mannebach, Leiden 1961) (philosophical) 

Ariston of Chios in Stobaeus Eel. 3.4.109(=fr.350 Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta I, von Arnim

Leipzig 1903-24) (philosophical) 

Aristophanes (Coulon and van Daele, Paris 1967)

Thesmo. 547-50 (P) 

Aristotle

fr.176 (Rose, Leipzig 1886) (why did O. not reveal himself to P.?)

Rhetorica 3.16 (1417a) (Ross, Oxford 1959) (ref. to Od. 23)

in Eliae in Porphyrii Isagogen et Aristotelis Categorias Commentaria (Busse, Berlin

1900) c.8.11.6-10 (411.15-19) (philosophical)

Apophthegmata fr.26 (Bussemaker in Dubner et al., Paris 1848-69, vol. IV)
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[Aristotle] Oeconomica 3.1 (van Groningen and Wartelle, Paris 1968) (P)

Asius of Samos fr.10 Davies (Gottingen 1988)/Bernabe (Stuttgart 1987)=Schol. M ad Od. 4.797

(family) 

Athenaeus (Kaibel, Leipzig 1887-90)

Deipnosophistae 1.14b-c (ref. to Phemius) 

5.190d (quotes CW. 4.1 lOff.) 

8.351c (Rhodians are a "community of suitors") 

13.559c(=Euboulusfr.) 

13.597e (=Hermesianax fr.) 

14.615a(P) 

Bion fr.3 Kindstrand (Bion of Borysthenes, Uppsala 1976) in Plutarch de lib. educ. ID

(philosophical)

Catullus (Mynors, Oxford) 61.219-23 (P) 

Chariton (Gould, Loeb Classical Library 1995)

Chaereas and Callirhoe 8.1.17 (quotation of Od. 23.296) 

Cicero Academica 2.29.95 (Plasberg, Leipzig 1922) (philosophical/weaving)

De natura Deorum 3.22 (Ax, Leipzig 1933) (Pan) 

Claudian (Hall, Leipzig 1985) Laus Serenae 20-32 (P, weaving) 

Crates (Hercher Epistolographi Graeci Paris 1873) 

Epistulae 9 (P)

23 (suitors: implies that P.'s own actions kept them about) 

Demetrius Poliorcetes at Athenaeus 14.615a and Plut. Demetrius. 25 (P) 

Dicaearchus of Messene (Wehrli, Basel 1967) Homeric Questions fr.92 (P) 

Dictys Cretensis (Eisenhut, Leipzig 1973) Belli Troiani lib. 6.6 (P) 

Dio Chrysostom (von Arnim, Berlin 1893-6)

Discourses 7.84-6 (denies P.'s good sense)
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11.134 (P. courted due to O.'s delay at returning, due to shame) 

15.4 (P - Telemachus was wrong to doubt P. re his father) 

52.13 (ref. to Odyssey) 

55.20 (Antinous slept with her maids) 

Diogenes Laertius (Lang, Oxford) Vitae Philosophorum 6.16 

Dosiadas Bomos (pp. 182-3 in Gow Bucolici Graeci, Oxford, also in Powell, Collectanea

Alexandrina p. 175) (Pan)

Schol. ad Dosiadas Bomos 15-18a (in Theocritean scholia, ed. Wendel 1914) (Pan) 

Douris FGrH16 F 21 = Schol. ad Lye. 112 (Pan) 

Etymologicum Magnum (Gaisford, Oxford 1848) s.v. ox; (quotation)

s.v. nXei(TTo5iKEia (name)

Euboulus Chrysilla quoted at Ath. 13.559b, Hunter (Cambridge 1983) fr.l 17 = PCG 115 (P) 

Eudocia (Flach, Leipzig 1880) Eudociae Augustae Violarium

63 (Amphinomus - P.'s favourite of the suitors, although she did not like him) 

918 (about Telemachus, gives Arcesilaus as son of P. and O.) 

Eugammon Telegony = Proclus Chrest. 306 (Severyns) (OCT Homer V pp. 143-4 (Alien,

Oxford), Davies Ep. Gr. Fr. p.71ff, Bernabe (Teubner) p.lOOff.) 

Euphorion fr.l09 (Powell Coll. Alex.} (Pan) 

Euripides (Diggle, Oxford) 

Orestes 588-90 (P) 

Troades 422-3 (P)

Schol. adEur. Rhesus 36 (Schwartz, Berlin 1891) (Pan)

Eustathius Commentarii ad Iliad. 23.762 (van der Valk, Leiden) (weaving and name) 

Commentarii ad Od. 1389 (philosophical/weaving) 

1390 (philosophical/weaving) 

1412 (name)
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1417 (Icarius' family) 

1422 (P.'s original name) 

1436-7 (weaving/philosophy) 

1466 (Timolaus S7/ 850) 

1518 (family) 

1796(Euryalus) 

1956 (O.s departure for Troy)

Gorgias (Diels-Kranz Fragmente der Vorsokratiker\ Berlin 1952) 82 fr. B 29 (philosophical) 

Hecataeus FGrH 1 F 371 = Schol. adLuc. 402 (Pan)

Heliodorus (Rattenbury, Lumb and Maillon, Paris 1960) Aethiopica 5.22.3 (P) 

[Heraclitus] (Buffiere, Paris 1962)

Homeric Allegories 76.13 (O. wandered for sake of P.)

78.2-3 (P)

[Heraclitus] Pap. Genev. Inv 271 = V. Martin "Un recueil de diatribes cyniques, pap. Genv. Inv. 

271"M#16(1959)pp.83-lll 

coll. 15.29-30 (suitors died because of P.)

15.47-8 (P. is the last in O.'s string of women; Arete was (jaxppoveCTTEpa) 

Hermesianax fr.7 (Towell, Coll. Alex.) (Homer was in love with P.) 

Herodotus (Hude, Oxford) Histories 2.145 (Pan) 

Hesychius Lexicon (vol.2, Schmidt, 1861-2)

s.v. Penelope (p. 1239, 2203) (P. as proper name) 

Homer (Alien, Oxford)

Od. 1.13, 215-6, 223, 245-50, 269-79, 292, 329-66, 415-6 

2.52-4, 88-137, 195-207, 223, 249-50, 274-5, 336-7, 373-6, 411

3.212-3

4.110-13, 316-21, 675-767, 787-841
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5.37, 113,209-218 

6.182-5 

8.242,411 

9.344-5, 444-50 

13.333-8,406 

14.9, 123-7, 164, 172,373 

15.14-26, 40-2, 313-4, 374-8, 515-22

16.33-8,73-7,130-2, 151-3, 301-3, 328-41, 385-6,395-400,409-451,458-9, 469 

17.6-9, 36-61, 99-166, 390-1, 492-588 

18.143, 158-301,313-5,322-5 

19.51-604

20.57-94, 131-43, 289-90, 327-44, 387-9 

21.1-12,43-82,86-88, 101-11, 114-7, 157-62,311-42,349-58 

22.38, 324, 424-9, 462-4, 482-3 

23.1-116, 149-51, 166-296,297-309,350-365 

24.126-50, 167-9, 192-202,294-6,404-5,407 

Schol. ad Horn. Od. (Dindorf, Oxford 1855) 

1.275 (family) 

1.277 (family) 

1.329(P)

1.332(Dicaearchusfr.92) 

2.89 (on the timing of the weaving) 

4.1 (family)

4.797 (family, both names) 

14.68 (family) 

15.16 (family)
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Horace (Wickham/Garrod, Oxford) 

Ep. 1.2.28 (suitors) 

Sat. 2.5.75-83 (P?) 

Odes 1.17.20 (P. as lover) 

Odes 3.10.11-12 (P) 

[Acron] (Keller, Leipzig 1904)

Commentarii in Hor. adcarm. 3.10.11 (P, O)

4.9.9 (P)

adserm. 2.5.76, 80 (P) 

Schol. ad Hor. (Botschuyver, Amsterdam 1935)

Ser. 2.5.76, 79, 80, 81 (codpar lat 7972 etc) (P, O) 

Carm. 3.10.11 (P) 

Hyginus (Rose, Leiden 1963)

Fabulae 125.19 et Scholium (in Rose) (story of the Odyssey and aftermath) 

126.3-5, 7, 9 (story of O.'s return to Ithaca) 

127.2-3 (story of Telegonus) 

224 (gods born from mortals: Pan) 

256 (P) 

Isocrates wrote an epideictic speech Penelope (Vita 136-43, p.xxxvii in vol. 1 of works (Mathieu

and Bremond, Paris)) 

Jerome adv. lovin. 1.45 = 312A (Bickel, Diatribe in Senecae philosophi fragmenta VII, Leipzig

1915)(P)

Julian Epistulae 81 (Bidez, Paris vol. 1.2) (P - but Callixene is above P.) 

Eulogia Eusebiae (Bidez, Paris 1932) 104c (P)

1 lOc (P - but Eusebia's mother surpassed P.) 

112c(P)
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113d-114(P)

Juvenal (Clausen, Oxford) Satires 2.54-6 (weaving) 

Libanius (Foerster, Leipzig 1903-8)

Oral. 5.8 (Artemis} (Homer compared P. and Artemis)

Oral. 64.73 (Homer shows P. weeping)

Declamations. 5.61, 62 (O)

Declamations. 6.59 (P)

Ethopoeiae 15.1 (O) 

25.1(0)

Ep. 495 (P)

Ep. 746 (weaving) 

Livius Andronicus (Blansdorf Fragmenta Poetarum Latinorum Stuttgart and Leipzig 1995)

(Odyssey translation) frs.8 (7 Morel), 27 (30 Morel), 28 (36 Morel) 

Schol. adLucan 3.402 (Usener, Leipzig 1869) (Pan) 

Lucian (Macleod, Oxford)

Verae Historiae 2.29, 35, 36 (O. bored with P. in Isles of Blessed)

Dialogi Meretricii 12 (P)

Dialogi Deorum 2 (22) (Pan)

Fugitivi 2 1 (weaving)

Pro Imaginibus 7 (P)

Imagines 20 (P) 

Lucilius (Charpin, Paris 1979)

bk.17, esp. fr. 3 (= 11.538-9 Marx) (Odyssey story) 

Lycophron (Mascialino, Leipzig 1964)

Alexandra 770-1 (ref. to Od. 18) 

791-2 (P. Spartan)
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Schol. tf^Lycophron (including Tzetzes) (Scheer, Berlin 1958) 

ad Alexandra 51 1 (family)

772 (= Douris fr.; Pan as son of another P.) 

792 (mother and P.'s other name)

805 (P. married Telegonus)

806 (= Theopompus fr.) 

Martial (Shackleton-Bailey, Stuttgart 1990) 

Epigrams 1 .62 (P)

1 1. 104.1 5-6 (P?)

Vatican Mythographers (Classicorum auctorum e vaticanis vol.III, ed. Mai, 1832) 

Mythographus primus 1.89 (P, Pan)

3.204 (P. mother of Telemachus) 

Mythographus secundus 212 (P) 

Nonnus (Keydell, Berlin 1959)

Dionysiaca 14.92, 24.87 (Pan, son of nymph P.) 

Nonnus Abbas (Migne, Petit-Montrouge 1858 vol.36)

Ads. Gregorii oral. I contra Jul. 13 (col. 1008, 40) (P, Pan) 

Ads. Gregorii oral. II contra Jul. 34 (col. 1052-3) (Pan) 

Nostoi dub. et sp. 1 (Davies) = fr. 9 Alien = fals. 16 Bernabe 

Schol. adOppian Halieutica 3 (Bussemaker, Paris 1849) (Pan) 

Ovid

(Kenney, Oxford) Amores 1.8.46-7 (P) 

2.\%.2\,29(Heroides) 

3.4.23-4 (P) 

3.9.30 (weaving)



ArsAm. 1.477(P)

2.355 (P. as lover) 

3.15-16 (P)

(Showerman, London and Harvard 1914) Heroides 1 passim 

(Anderson, Leipzig 1991) Met. 8.315 (O) 

13.301 (O) 

13.511 (O)

14.671 (O; had many suitors) 

(Owen, Oxford 1904) Tristia 1.6.22 (praised by Homer)

5.5.3-4 (O), 43-4 (P), 51-2 (P. has praise due to O's sufferings) 

5.14.35-6 (P) 

Ex Ponto 3.1.107, 113 (P, weaving)

4.16.13 (Heroides) 

Parthenius (Mythographi Graeci 2.1, Martini, Leipzig 1902)

Erotica Pathemata 3 (summary of Soph. Euryalus) 

Pausanias (Rocha-Pereira, Stuttgart and Leipzig 1989-90) 

Periegesis 3.12.1 (place of the foot-race) 

3.12.4 (foot-race for P.) 

3.13.6 (foot-race for P.) 

3.20.10-11 (P. chooses O. over her father) 

8.12.5-6 (tomb of P. in Mantinea) 

9.41.5 (quotation Od. 18.295) 

10.30.1 (reference to Od. 20.66-78)

Pherecydes FGrH3 ¥129 = Schol. MV ad Od. 15.16 (Laertes chose P. as O.'s wife -P) 

Philargyrius (Hagen, Appendix Serviana, Leipzig 1887) 

ad Verg. Buc. 2.32 (Pan, O)
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Philocles TGrFl wrote & Penelope

Philostephanus Cyrenaeus FGrHllI (Muller) F 38 (family) 

Philostratus the elder (Kayser, Leipzig 1871) Eikones 2.28.81 (weaving) 

Pindar fr.100 (Snell-Maehler, Stuttgart = fr. 90 Bowra, Oxford) (Pan) 

Schol. ad Pindar (Drachmann, Leipzig 1903-27)

ad O/.8.30c, k (quotation)

adOl. 9.79d(name)

Hypothesis ad Pindar Pythians (Pan) 

Plato (Burnet, Oxford; Duke et al., Oxford 1995 for Phaedo)

Alcibiades 112b (P. caused suitors' deaths)

Phaedo 84a-b (weaving) 

Plautus (Lindsay, Oxford) Stichus 2 (P) 

Pliny (Croisille, Paris 1985) Atf/35.63 (P) 

Plutarch (Loeb Classical Library, ed. Babbitt et al, Perrin (Lives)) 

bruta animalia rat. uti 985f (P. will be old when O. returns)

988b (P. is not protecting O.'s house) 

989b (P, but P.'s ao)(ppocK)vr| surpassed by crows)

coniug. praecept. 140f-141 (P)

de def. orac. 419 (Pan - Hermes)

de garrulitate 506 (Homer makes O. and others silent)

quaest. graec. 302e (48) (why Sparta has shrine to Odysseus)

de lib. educ. 7d (suitors - philosophical)

quomodod adol. poet, and deb. 27 b-c (suitors)

quaest. conviv. 706d (P)

vita Demetrii 25 (P) 

[Plutarch] de vita etpoesi Homeri
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84 (quotation)

135 (P,O)

217 (on Od. 19 - recognition scene) 

Porphyry (Schrader, Leipzig 1890) quaestiones homericae ad Odysseam pertinentem

ad 1.262 (pp.15, 16) (suitors/Telemachus) 

1.332 (pp. 18-22) (Dicaearchus, P) 

4.Iff. (pp. 40-2) (family)

7.258 (p.70) (wise O. pursues wise P. not immortality) 

15.188 (pp. 121-3) (O. and P.; quotation; why does O. not reveal himself immediately to

P. and the servants?) 

Priapaeans (W.H. Parker, Croom Helm, London 1987)

67, 68 (P)

Probus (Hagen, Appendix Serviand) ad Verg. Buc. 2.58 (Pan)

Proclus Chrest. 306-330 (Severyns, Recherches sur la Chrestomathie de Proclos Brussels 1962) 

Propertius (Barber, Oxford)

2.6.23 (P)

2.9.3-8 (P)

3.12.23-38 (P)

3.13.10, 24 (P)

4.5.7-8 (P) 

Pythagoras in lambilichi de vita Pythagorica liber (Deubner-Klein, Leipzig 1975) 11.57 (virtue

in men and women) 

Seneca

(Zwierlein, Oxford) Troades 698-702 (P?)

(Reynolds, Oxford) Ep. Mor. 88.8 (when did P. suspect the beggar was O., was she

unfaithful?)
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Servius (Editio Harvardiana, Pennsylvania 1946 for Georgics; Hagen and Thilo Servii

commentarii III Leipzig 1881-7 for Aeneid)

Comm. in Verg. Georg. 1.16 (ed. Rand et al) (Pan - ref. to Pindar)

Comm. in Verg. Aen. 2.44 (Pan; born before O.'s return) 

Statius (Courtney, Oxford)

Silvae 3.5.6-10, 46-7 (P)

Stesichorus PMG (Page, Oxford 1962) 209 = Stes. F 32 (from Nostoi) 

Stobaeus (Wachsmuth and Hense, Berlin 1884-1912) Eclogues 3.4.109 (Ariston fr.) 

Strabo Geography (Meineke, Leipzig 1877)

8.6.5 (suitors)

10.2.9 (family: ref. to Alcmaeonis)

10.2.24 (family: why Telemachus did not meet Icarius in Sparta)

14.1.23 (Thrason's picture of P. and Eurycleia) 

Suda (Adler, Leipzig 1929-38) s.v Penelopeia, Philokles 

Theocritus (Gow Bucolici Graeci, Oxford 1952) Syrinx 1, 2, (15) (p. 180) (Pan) 

Schol. fl^Theoc. (Wendel, Leipzig 1914)

1.3/4c, f (Pan - suitors and Hermes)

1.123b (Pan - Hermes and Odysseus)

7.109/1 lOb, [c] (Pan - suitors and Hermes)

Syr. l/2a, b, c (Pan - Pindar)

Syr. 3 (Pan)

Syr. 15a, b, c (Pan - Hermes) 

Theognis (Young, Leipzig 1971) 1126-8 (P) 

Theophylactus Simocatta (Zanetto, Stuttgart 1985)

Epistulae 61 (weaving)

82 (O, philosophy)
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Theopompus of Athens PCG VII Penelope

Theopompus of Chios FGrH 115 F 354 (O. left Ithaca, when he discovered P.'s infidelity) 

Timolaus of Larisa SH 850 

[Vergil] (Clausen et al, Oxford)

Culex 265-6 (P) 

Schol. Bernensia ad Verg. (Hagen Scholia Bernensia, Jahrb.fur class. Phil. 40, Leipzig 1861-7)

Georg. 1.17, 18, cod. 165 (Pan - Hermes as father, after O.'s death) 

Brevis expositio in Verg. Georg. I ad 11.17 (in Appendix Serviana) (Pan - Pindar)

(See also Servius, Probus and Philargyrius above)

Epigrams, papyrus fragments and inscriptions:

A. Rehm Didyma II (Berlin 1958) 532, reedited by Peek "Die Penelope der lonerrinen'

MDAI(Ath) 80 (1965) pp. 160-9 (P)

Coll. Alex.: Epica Adespota 8 (?Heraclea) 1.12 (Hellenistic epic) (P) 

 S7/952 ( Hellenistic epic poem on a Trojan war theme, Penelope speaking?) 

Kaibel Epigrammata Graeca (Berlin, 1878) 874 (P) = IG V.2.599 (C.2/3 AD)

917 (P) = IG V.2.540 (C.4 AD) 

Peek Griechische Vers-Inschriften /(Berlin 1955) 693 (P) = IG XII.2.65 (C.3 AD)

727 (P) (C.2/3 AD)

848 (P) = Kaibel 250 (C.I BC)

885 (P, weaving) = AP 7.557 (C.5 AD)

1115 (P) = Kaibel 277 (late)

1735 (P) = Kaibel 471 =/GIV.491 (C.2/1 BC)

1736 (P) = Kaibel 558 = IG XIV.2064 (C.2 AD)

1737 (P) (C.3 AD)

1999.31-36 =AP 15.8 (P) (C.4 AD)
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IG V.2.598 (P) (C.2/3 AD)

V.2.607 (P)

XII.5.66(P)(C.3AD)

Oslo Papyrus (Pap. Osloemes I, Eitrem, Oslo 1925) I col. 12.289 (C.4 AD) (P) 

D.L. Page Greek Literary Papyri I (Loeb Classical Library) fr.137 (C.3/4 AD poem on Odyssean 

theme; Penelope in supplement)

Probable References (mainly lost works^

Anon. Odysseus Pseudangelos (Poetics 1455a 13)

Alexis PCG II wrote an Odysseus Aponiptomenos (Bekker, Anecdota Graeca 98.17) (C.4 BC)

Odysseus Hyphainon ('Ycpcdvcov) (Ath. 6.240c, 7.302f, 10.42la) 

Amphis PCG II wrote an Odysseus (and a Pan) (Ath. 15.69la) (C.4 BC) 

Anaxandrides PCG II wrote an Odysseus (Ath. 6.227b, 6.242f, cf. 7.307e) (C.4 BC) 

Andron of Halicarnassus FGrH 10 F 12 (family) (C.5 BC) 

Antisthenes in Diogenes Laertius 6.16 Ilepi 'O8i)(jaeia<; 

Apollodorus of Tarsus TGrFl wrote an Odysseus, and an Acanthoplex (C.4 BC) 

Chaeremon TGrFl wrote an Odysseus (C.4 BC) 

Corinna in Apollodorus Pron. 69c 145.37; Mactoux (p.39 n.65)suggests that the citation of a

Boeotian form of "Penelope" may be from Corinna's work 

Hesiod Catalogue of Women 

Lycophron TGrFl Telegonus (C.3 BC) 

Pacuvius (Warmington Remains of Old Latin III) Niptra 

Sophocles TGrF IV Euryalus

Niptra

Odysseus Acanthoplex

Odysseus Mainomenos
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Stasinus Cypria (see Proclus)

Theopompus of Athens PCG VII wrote an Odysseus (C.5/4 BC)

Thesprotis author of a Telegony (Paus. 8.12.5; fr. 1 (Kinkel)) or a separate epic

Timesitheus TGrF I wrote a Mnesteres (date unknown)

Possible References

Anacreon in [Acron] adHor Carm. 4.9.9 (=Bgk. 133, PMG fr.505e rejects it)

Antisthenes (C.5 BC) in Diogenes Laertius 6.16 Oepi Ki

'AGrivd ii rcepi 

Cratinus Odysseuses fr.147 PCG IV = fr.149 Edmunds (line attributed to Penelope by Edmunds,

elsewhere to Cyclops) (C.5 BC) 

Epicharmus PCG I wrote Cyclops, Odysseus Automates, Odysseus Nauagos (cf. Kaibel fr.173)

(C.5 BC)

Euboulus wrote an Odysseus fr.71 Hunter/PCG V (C.4 BC) 

Philyllius PCG VII wrote various plays on Odyssean themes (C.5/4 BC) 

Timotheus wrote an Odyssey (?) Et. Mag. 630,40ff, 1791 s.v. Timotheus (not in PCG or TGrF)

Epigrams and inscriptions:

Kaibel 520 = Peek 876; Keil proposed Penelope as the name in the first line.

Page Greek Literary Papyri fr.143 (C.5 AD; no explicit reference to Penelope, but Odysseus and

children mentioned) 

W, Schubart Griechische literarische Papyri (Berlin 1950) 3 ("Days of the Odyssey'*)

References to Penelope as unfaithful

This collection is divided, for easy analysis, into statements about Penelope as the mother 

of Pan, broken down by the name of the father, other definite references to Penelope as
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unfaithful, and statements which might suggest a version of the story in which Penelope was 

unfaithful (these may be prompted, however, by a desire to undermine the standard exemplum 

pudicitiae, or by other factors in the individual texts, which are discussed in the main text).

Mercury/ Hermes as father of Pan 

Apollodorus Epitome 7.38

Cicero de nat. deor. 3.22

Douris fr.21 = Tzetzes ad Lye. 112

Herodotus 2.145

(also all suitors)

. 224

Lucian Dialogi deorum 22

Mythographus Primus 1.89

Nonnus Abbas greg I

Schol. ad Oppian Halieutica 3

Philargyrius ad Verg. Buc. 2.32

Pindar fr.100 (Snell-Maehler)

Schol. Hypothesis ad Pindar i Pyth.

Plutarch de def. orac

Probus ad Verg. Buc. 2.58

Servius Comm. in Verg. Georg. 1.16 

Comm. in Verg. Aen. 2.44

Schol. arf Theocritus 1.3/4f, 123b

7.1 09/1 10b,c 

Syrinx 15 a, b, c

Schol. Bernensia ad Verg. Georg. 1.18, cod.165

(but cp. 256)

(after Od.'s death) 

(also all suitors)

(see also under Apollo)

(15a also gives Apollo)
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Apollo as father of Pan

Euphorion apud schol. adEur. Rhes. 36 (also by Od.)

Schol. adEur. Rhes. 36

Hecataeus fr.371 apud schol. Lite. 3.402

Schol. adLuc. 3.402

Pindar apud schol. Luc. 3.402, et al

Schol. ordTheoc. Syrinx l/2a

Schol. Bernensia ad Verg. Georg. 1.17

(Hermes also) 

(15a,c gives Hermes)

(attributed to Pindar)

One or all of the suitors as father of Pan

Schol. ad Dosiadas Bomos 15-18a

Douris fr.21

Et. Mag. s.v.

Nonnus Abbas ad S. Greg. orat. I, II contra lulian. 

Schol. adOppian Halieutica 3

(implicit)

(I also Hermes)

(also Hermes)

Theocritus Syrinx

Schol. . 1.3/4c, 7.109/110b, Syr 15a

Odysseus as father of Pan 

Euphorion apud schol. adLuc. 3.402 (cf. Schol Eur. Rhes 36)

Schol. flo/Theoc. 1.123b

Father of Pan unnamed

Dosiadas Bomos

Schol. ad Theoc. Syrinx 3
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Other references to Penelope as unfaithful

Apollodorus.fi/7f7. 38-9

Eugammon Telegony (remarriage after O.'s death)

[Heraclitus] Pap. Genv. Inv. 271

Hyginus 127

Pausanias 8.12.5-6

Plutarch brut. anim. rat. us. 988b

Seneca Ep. 88.8

Theopompus of Chios fr. 354

Other places where story of Penelope's infidelity may be hinted at

Homer Od. e.g. 15.16-17

Lycophron Alex. 772-3

Nonnus Dionysiaca 14.92

Ovid Am. 1.8

Priapaeans 68

Strabo 8.6.5

References to Penelope's Weaving

Although the story of Penelope weaving by day and unravelling it at night, in order to put 

off her marriage to one of the suitors, is well known now, surprisingly little reference is made to 

it in Classical literature. Where Penelope is described as weaving, there is not always a reference 

to the unravelling as well; it must be remembered that weaving was a normal activity for most 

women in the Classical world.

API. 557
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Apollodorus Epit. 31 

Aristaenetus Lib. Ep. 1.28 

Cicero Acad.2.29 

Claudian Laus Serenae 11.31-2 

Juvenal Sat. 2.54-6 

Libanius Ep.746 

Lucian Fugitivi 2 1 

Ovid Am. 3.9.30 

Philostratus Eikones 2.28.81 

Plato Phaedo 84 

Schol. Theoc. 7.109/110 

Theophylactus Ep. 61

333



Bibliography: Ch. 1 (Prolegomena)

Bibliography to Chapter 1

Bal 1977: M. Bal Narratologie (Editions Klincksieck, Paris)

Bal 1981: M. Bal "Notes on Narrative Embedding" Poetics Today 2.2 pp.41-59

Barthes 1957: R. Barthes Mythologies (Editions de Seuil, Paris) trans. A. Laver (Jonathan Cape

1972, refs. to repr. Random House, London 1993) 

Benjamin 1968: W. Benjamin "The Storyteller" in Illuminations trans. H. Zohn (Harcourt, Brace

and World, New York)

Burke 1992: P. Burke History and Social Theory (Polity Press, Cambridge) 

Cabezali, Cuevas and Chicote 1990: E. Cabezali, M. Cuevas and M.T. Chicote "Myth as

Suppression" in Samuel and Thompson 1990 pp. 161-73

Cameron 1995: A. Cameron Callimachus and his Critics (Princeton University Press) 

Cavarero 1995: A. Cavarero In Spite of Plato (Polity Press, Cambridge) 

Chambers 1984: R. Chambers Story and Situation: Narrative Seduction and the Power of Fiction

(Manchester University Press/University of Minnesota Press) 

Chatman 1978: S. Chatman Story and Discourse (Cornell University Press) 

Cixous 1976: H. Cixous "The Laugh of the Medusa: Viewpoint" Signs 1.4 pp.875-93 

Cixous 1981: H. Cixous "Castration or Decapitation" trans. A. Kuhn Signs 7.1 pp.41-55 

Cixous 1986: H. Cixous and C. Clement The Newly Born Woman trans. B. Wong (Manchester

University Press) 

Coates 1987: R. Coates "Historical Linguistics" pp. 179-99 in New Horizons in Linguistics 2

(Penguin, London) ed. J. Lyons, R. Coates, M. Deuchar and G. Gazdar 

Conte 1986: G.B. Conte The Rhetoric of Imitation (Cornell University Press) 

Conte 1994: G.B. Conte Genres and Readers (Johns Hopkins University Press) 

Culham 1986: P. Culham "Ten Years After Pomeroy: Studies of the Image and Reality of

Women in Antiquity" Helios 13.2 (Rescuing Creusd) pp.9-30 

Culler 1983: J. Culler On Deconstruction (Routledge, London) 

de Jong 1994: I.J.F. de Jong "Between Word and Deed: Hidden Thoughts in the Odyssey" pp.27-

50 in de Jong and Sullivan 1994 

de Jong and Sullivan 1994: I.J.F. de Jong and J.P. Sullivan Modern Critical Theory and

Classical Literature (E.J. Brill, Leiden) 

de Jong 1997: I.J.F. de Jong "Homer and Narratology" pp.305-25 in I. Morris and B.B. Powell,

eds. A New Companion to Homer Mnemosyne Supp. 163 (E.J. Brill, Leiden) 

Doherty 1996: L. Doherty Siren Songs (University of Michigan Press) 

Eco 1979: U. Eco The Role of the Reader (Indiana University Press)

334



Bibliography: Ch. 1 (Prolegomena)

Edmunds 1995: L. Edmunds "Intertextuality Today" Lexis 13 pp.3-22

Edwards 1991: M.W. Edwards The Iliad: A Commentary. V: books 17-20 (Cambridge University

Press)

Ellmann 1968: M. Ellmann Thinking About Women (Macmillan, London) 

Fetterley 1978: J. Fetterley The Resisting Reader (Indiana University Press) 

Fowler forthcoming: D.P. Fowler "Standing on the shoulders of giants: intertextuality and

classical studies" in a forthcoming volume of MD devoted to intertextuality 

Genette 1972: G. Genette "Discours du recit" in Figures III (Editions de Seuil, Paris) 

Gold 1993: B.K. Gold "'But Ariadne Was Never There in the First Place': Finding the Female in

Roman Poetry" pp.75-101 in Rabinowitz and Richlin 1993 

Graff 1987: G. Graff Professing Literature: An Institutional History (University of Chicago

Press) 

Gutzwiller and Michelini 1991: K. Gutzwiller and A. Michelini "Women and Other Strangers:

Feminist Perspectives in Classical Literature" pp.66-84 in J. Hartman and E. Messer-

Davidow, eds. (Engendering Knowledge (University of Tennessee Press) 

Halleran forthcoming: M. Halleran "It's Not What You Say: Unspoken Allusions in Greek

Tragedy" in a forthcoming volume of MD devoted to intertextuality 

Harris 1996: W.V. Harris Literary Meaning (MacMillan Press, Basingstoke) 

Hawthorn 1994: J. Hawthorn A Glossary of Contemporary Literary Theory (Edward Arnold,

London) 

Hershkowitz forthcoming: D. Hershkowitz "parce metu, Cytherea: 'Failed' Intertext repetition

in Statius' Thebaid, or, Don't Stop Me If You've Heard This One Before" in a

forthcoming volume of MD devoted to intertextuality 

Hinds forthcoming (a): S. Hinds Allusion and Intertext: Dynamics of Appropriation in Roman

Poetry (Cambridge University Press) 

Hinds forthcoming (b): S. Hinds "Do-it-yourself literary Tradition: Statius, Martial and Others"

in a forthcoming volume ofMD devoted to intertextuality 

Humm 1994: M. Humm A Reader's Guide to Contemporary Feminist Literary Criticism

(Harvester Wheatsheaf, London) 

Humm 1995: M. Humm Practising Feminist Criticism: an Introduction (Harvester Wheatsheaf,

London) 

Irigary 1980: L. Irigary "This Sex which is not One" trans. C. Reeder in New French Feminisms

(Harvester Press, Brighton) ed. E. Marks and I. de Courtivron 

Jakobson 1957: R. Jakobson Shifters, Verbal Categories, and the Russian Verb (Harvard

University Press)

335



Bibliography: Ch. I (Prolegomena)

Jardine 1985: A. Jardine Gynesis: Configurations of Woman and Modernity (Cornell University

Press) 

Jauss 1982: H.R. Jauss Toward an Aesthetic of Reception trans. T. Bahti (Harvester Press,

Brighton)

Kennedy 1994: D. Kennedy "Subject Review: Latin Literature" G&R 41 pp.87-93 

Kristeva 1967: J. Kristeva "Bakhtin, le mot, le dialogue et le roman" Critique 239 pp.438-65

trans. A. Jardine, T. Gora and L. Roudiez "Word, Dialogue and Novel" in Moi 1986 

Kristeva 1974: J. Kristeva "La femme, ce n'est jamais 9a" Tel Quel 59 (Automne) pp. 19-24 

Lyne 1987: R.O.A.M. Lyne Further Voices in Vergil's Aeneid (Oxford University Press) 

Macleod 1982: C. Macleod Homer. IliadXXIV (Cambridge University Press) 

Martindale 1993: C. Martindale Redeeming the Text (Cambridge University Press) 

Milroy and Milroy 1978: J. Milroy and L. Milroy "Belfast: change and variation in an urban

vernacular" pp. 19-36 in P. Trudgill, ed. Sociolinguistic Patterns in British English

(Edward Arnold, London) 

Milroy and Milroy 1985: J. Milroy and L. Milroy "Linguistic Change, Social Network and

Speaker Innovation" Journal of Linguistics 21 pp.3 3 9-84 

Moi 1985: T. Moi Sexual/Textual Politics: Feminist Literary Theory (Methuen/ Routledge,

London)

Moi 1986: T. Moi A Kristeva Reader (Basil Blackwell, Oxford) 

Moore 1988: H.L. Moore Feminism and Anthropology (Polity Press, Cambridge) 

Nagy 1990: G. Nagy Pindar's Homer (Johns Hopkins University Press) 

Oakes, Haslam and Turner 1994: P.J. Oakes, S.A. Haslam and J.C. Turner Stereotyping and

Social Reality (Basil Blackwell, Oxford)

Page 1955: D.L. Page The Homeric Odyssey (Oxford University Press) 

Page 1973: D.L. Page "Stesichorus: The Geryonei's" JHS 93 pp.138-54 

Polanyi 1981: L. Polanyi "What Stories Can Tell us about their Teller's World" Poetics Today

2.2pp.97-112

Prince 1987: G. Prince A Dictionary of Narratology (University of Nebraska Press) 

Pucci 1987: P. Pucci Odysseus Polutropos: Intertextual Readings in the Odyssey and the Iliad

(Cornell University Press) 

Rabinowitz and Richlin 1993: N. S. Rabinowitz and A. Richlin Feminist Theory and the Classics

(Routledge, London)

Rutherford 1993: R.B. Rutherford "From the Iliad to the Odyssey" BICS 38 (1991-3) pp.37-54 

Samuel and Thompson 1990: R. Samuel and P. Thompson The Myths We Live By (Routledge,

London)

336



Bibliography: Ch. 1 (Prolegomena)

Showalter 1979: E. Showalter "Towards a Feminist Poetics" in Women Writing and Writing

About Women ed. M. Jacobus (Croom Helm, London) pp.22-41 

Sider 1996: D. Sider "As Is the Generation of Leaves in Homer, Simonides, Horace, and

Stobaios" Arethusa 29 pp.263-82 

Sourvinou-Inwood 1989: C. Sourvinou-Inwood "Assumptions and the Creation of Meaning:

Reading Sophocles' Antigone" JHS 109 pp. 134-48 

Sourvinou-Inwood 1991: C. Sourvinou-Inwood 'Reading' Greek Culture (Oxford University

Press) 

Stinton 1986: T.C.W. Stinton "The Scope and Limits of Allusion in Greek Tragedy" repr. in

Collected Papers (Oxford University Press, 1990) pp.454-92 

Taplin 1990: O. Taplin "The Earliest Quotation of the Iliad?" in Owls to Athens (Oxford

University Press) pp. 109-112

Thomas 1986: R. Thomas "Virgil's Georgics and the Art of Reference" HSCP 90 pp. 171-98 

van Erp Taalman Kip 1994: A.M. van Erp Taalman Kip "Intertextuality and Theocritus 13"

pp. 153-70 in de Jong and Sullivan 1994

West 1995: M.L. West "The Date of the Iliad" MH52 pp.203-19 

Wills 1996: J. Wills Repetition in Latin Poetry (Oxford University Press) 

Worton and Still 1990: M. Worton and J. Still Intertextuality: theories and practices

(Manchester University Press)

Zajko 1995: V. Zajko "Speaking Myth" Arethusa 28 pp.21-38 

Zeitlin 1996: F. Zeitlin Playing The Other (University of Chicago Press)

337



Bibliography: Ch. 2 (Myth)

Bibliography to

Alty 1982: J.H.M. Alty "Dorians and Ionians"y//,S 102 pp. 1-14

Austin 1960: R.G. Austin Cicero. Pro M. Caelio Oratw (Oxford University Press)

Barrett 1964: W.S. Barrett Euripides. Hippolytus (Oxford University Press)

Barthes 1957: R. Barthes Mythologies (Editions de Seuil, Paris) trans. A. Laver (Jonathan Cape

1972, refs. to repr. Random House, London 1993) 

Bishop 1985: J.D. Bishop Seneca's Daggered Stylus: Political code in the Tragedies (Anton

Hain, Konigstein) 

Boardman 1982: J. Boardman "Heracles, Theseus and Amazons" in The Eye of Greece (Studies

for M. Robertson) ed. D.C. Kurtz and B.A. Sparkes (Cambridge University Press) pp.l-

28 

Bosworth 1980: A.B. Bosworth A Historical Commentary on Arrian's History of Alexander (vol.

I) (Oxford University Press) 

Bosworth 1988a: A.B. Bosworth Conquest and Empire: the reign of Alexander the Geat

(Cambridge University Press)

Bosworth 1988b: A.B. Bosworth From Arrian to Alexander (Oxford University Press) 

Bosworth 1995: A.B. Bosworth A Historical Commentary on Arrian's History of Alexander (vol.

II) (Oxford University Press)

Bowra 1961: C.M. Bowra Greek Lyric Poetry2 (Oxford University Press) 

Braswell 1988: B.K. Braswell A Commentary on the Fourth Pythian Ode of Pindar (de Gruyter,

Berlin and New York)

Bremmer 1987: J.N. Bremmer, ed. Interpretations of Greek Mythology (Croom Helm, London) 

Bremmer 1988: J.N. Bremmer "La plasticite du mythe: Meleagre dans la poesie homerique" in

C. Calame, ed. Metamorphoses du mythe en Grece antique (Labor et Fides, Geneva)

pp.37-56 

Bremmer 1994: J.N. Bremmer Greek Religion (G&R New Surveys in the Classics 24) (Oxford

University Press) 

Bremmer and Horsfall 1987: J.N. Bremmer and N.M. Horsfall Roman Myth and Mythography

(Institute of Classical Studies, London) BICS Supplement 52 

Burke 1992: P. Burke History and Social Theory (Polity Press, Cambridge) 

Burkert 1966: W. Burkert "Kekropidensage und Arrhephoria" Hermes 94 pp. 1-25 

Burkert 1979: W. Burkert Structure and History in Greek Mythology and Ritual (University of

California Press, Berkeley) 

Burkert 1985: W. Burkert Greek Religion: Archaic and Classical (Basil Blackwell, Oxford)

338



Bibliography: Ch. 2 (Myth)

Buxton 1994: R.G.A. Buxton Imaginary Greece: the contexts of mythology (Cambridge

University Press)

Calame 1990: C. Calame Thesee et I'imaginaire Athenien (Editions Payot, Lausanne) 

Canter 1933: H.V. Canter "The Mythological Paradigm in Greek and Latin Poetry" AJP 54

pp.201-224

Chatman 1978: S. Chatman Story and Discourse (Cornell University Press) 

Curtius 1953: E.R. Curtius European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages (Routledge and

Kegan Paul, London) 

Detienne 1986: M. Detienne The Creation of Mythology (University of Chicago Press) trans. M.

Cook 

Durkheim 1895: E. Durkheim Les regies de la methode sociologique (Felix Alcan, Paris), cited

from The Rules of Sociological Method trans. S.A. Solvay and J. Mueller (University of

Chicago Press 1938) 

Durkheim 1912: E. Durkheim Les formes elementaires de la vie religieuse (Felix Alcan, Paris)

cited from The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life trans. J.W. Swain (Alien and

Unwin, London 1915)

Earl 1961: D.C. Earl The Political Thought ofSallust (Cambridge University Press) 

Edmunds 1985: L. Edmunds Oedipus: the ancient legend and its later analogues (Johns Hopkins

University Press, Baltimore) 

Edmunds 1990: L. Edmunds, ed. Approaches to Greek Myth (Johns Hopkins University Press,

Baltimore) 

Edmunds 1997: L. Edmunds "Myth in Homer" pp.415-441 in I. Morris and B.B. Powell, eds. A

New Companion to Homer Mnemosyne Supp. 163 (E.J. Brill, Leiden) 

Evans-Pritchard 1965: E.E. Evans-Pritchard Theories of Primitive Religion (Oxford University

Press)

Farnell 1921: L.R. Farnell Greek Hero Cults and Ideas of Immortality (Oxford University Press) 

Feeney 1991: D. Feeney The Gods in Epic (Oxford University Press) 

Finnegan 1977: R. Finnegan Oral Poetry. Its nature, significance and social context

(Cambridge University Press)

Fraser 1971: P.M. Fraser Ptolemaic Alexandria (3 vols.) (Oxford University Press) 

Garner 1990: R. Garner From Homer to Tragedy (Routledge, London) 

Goldhill 1990: S. Goldhill "Character and Action, Representation and Reading: Greek Tragedy

and its Critics" pp. 100-27 in C.B.R. Pelling, ed. Characterization and Individuality in

Greek Literature (Oxford University Press)

339



Bibliography: Ch. 2 (Myth)

Goldhill 1994: S. Goldhill "The Failure of Exemplarity" in Modern Critical Theory and

Classical Literature ed. I.J.F. de Jong and J.P. Sullivan pp.51-73 

Gould 1989: J. Gould Herodotus (Weidenfield and Nicholson, London) 

Graf 1987: F. Graf Greek Mythology (trans. Marier) (Johns Hopkins University Press,

Baltimore)

Griffin 1985: J. Griffin Latin Poets and Roman Life (Duckworth, London) 

Hall 1989: E. Hall Inventing the Barbarian (Oxford University Press) 

Harris 1989: W.V. Harris Ancient Literacy (Harvard Univeristy Press) 

Harvey 1965: W.J. Harvey Character and the Novel (Cornell University Press) 

Hochmann 1985: B. Hochmann Character in Literature (Cornell University Press) 

Hutchinson 1988: G. Hutchinson Hellenistic Poetry (Oxford University Press) 

Janko 1992: R. Janko The Iliad: A Commentary vol. IV: books 13-16 (Cambridge University

Press)

Kakridis 1949: J.Th. Kakridis Homeric Researches (Lund) 

Kearns 1989: E. Kearns The Heroes of Attica (Institute of Classical Studies, London) BICS

Supplement 57 

Kirk 1970: G.S. Kirk Myth: Its Meaning and Function in Ancient and Other Cultures

(Cambridge University Press)

Kirk 1974: G.S. Kirk The Nature of Greek Myths (Penguin, London) 

Knox 1977: B.M.W. Knox "The Medea of Euripides" YCS 25 pp.193-225 (= Word and Action

(Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore 1979) pp.295-322) 

Kohnken 1971: A. Kohnken Die Funktion des Mythos bei Pindar (De Gruyter, Berlin/New

York)

Larson 1995: J. Larson Greek Heroine Cults (University of Wisconsin Press, Madison) 

Leach 1970: E. Leach Levi-Strauss (Fontana, London) 

Litchfield 1914: H.W. Litchfield "National Exempla Virtutis in Roman Literature" HSCP 25

pp. 1-71

Macleod 1982: C. Macleod Homer. IliadXXIV (Cambridge University Press) 

March 1987: J.R. March The Creative Poet (Institute of Classical Studies, London) BICS

Supplement 49 

Mills 1992: S.J. Mills "Theseus and the Ideals of Athens in Literature from Homer to Euripides"

(unpublished D.Phil thesis, Oxford) 

Morford 1967: M.P.O. Morford The Poet Lucan: studies in rhetorical epic (Basil Blackwell,

Oxford) 

Ohler 1925: R. Ohler Mythologische Exempla (diss. Basel)

340



Bibliography: Ch. 2 (Myth)

Page 1939: D.L. Page Euripides. Medea (Oxford University Press)

Parke 1977: H.W. Parke Festivals of the Athenians (Thames and Hudson, London)

Parker 1996: R. Parker Athenian Religion: A History (Oxford University Press)

Prince 1987: G. Prince A Dictionary of Narratology (University of Nebraska Press)

Rosenmeyer 1991: P.A. Rosenmeyer "Simonides' Danae Fragment Reconsidered" Arethusa 24

pp.5-29

Said 1993: S. Said Approches de la mythologie grecque (Editions Nathan, Paris) 

Silk 1985: M. Silk "Heracles and Greek Tragedy" G&R 32 pp. 1-22 

Smith 1981: P.M. Smith "Aineidai as patrons of Iliad XX and the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite"

HSCP 85 pp. 17-58

Sommerstein 1989: A. Sommerstein Aeschylus. Eumenides (Cambridge University Press) 

Taplin 1993: O. Taplin Comic Angels (Oxford University Press) 

Thomas 1989: R. Thomas Oral Tradition and Written Record in Classical Athens (Cambridge

University Press)

Thompson 1982: K. Thompson Emile Durkheim (Ellis Horwood, Chichester) 

Trenkner 1958: S. Trenkner The Greek Novella in the Classical Period (Cambridge University

Press) 

Versnel 1990: H.S. Versnel "What's Sauce for the Goose Is Sauce for the Gander: Myth and

Ritual, Old and New" in Edmunds 1990 pp.23-90 

Veyne 1988: P. Veyne Did the Greeks Believe in their Myths? (University of Chicago Press)

trans. P. Wissing

Wardman 1960: A.E. Wardman "Myth in Greek Historiography" Historia 9 pp.403-13 

Warner 1994: M. Warner Managing Monsters: Six Myths of Our Time (Vintage, London) 

Warner 1995: M. Warner From the Beast to the Blonde: On Fairy Tales and their Tellers

(Vintage, London) 

Watson 1994: P.A. Watson Ancient Stepmothers: myth, misogyny and reality (E.J. Brill, Leiden)

Mnemosyne Supplement 143

West 1966: M.L. West Hesiod. Theogony (Oxford University Press) 

West 1985: M.L. West The Hesiodic Catalogue of Women (Oxford University Press) 

West 1993: M.L. West "Simonides Redivivus" ZPE 98 pp. 1-14

Willcock 1964: M.M. Willcock "Mythological Paradeigma in the Iliad" CQ ns 14 pp. 141-54 

Williams 1978: F. Williams Callimachus' "Hymn to Apollo", a commentary (Oxford University

Press) 
Winnington-Ingram 1969: R.P. Winnington-Ingram "Euripides: Poietes Sophos" Arethusa 2

pp. 127-42

341



Bibliography: Ch. 2 (Myth)

Wiseman 1974: T.P. Wiseman "Legendary genealogies in Late-Republican Rome" G&R 21 

pp. 153-64 (= Roman Studies: literary and historical (Francis Cairns, Liverpool 1987) 

pp.207-18)

Wiseman 1979: T.P. Wiseman Clio's Cosmetics (Leicester University Press) 

Wiseman 1994: T.P. Wiseman Historiography and Imagination (University of Exeter Press) 

Young 1971: D.C. Young Pindar Isthmian VII: Myth and Exempla (E.J. Brill, Leiden) 

Mnemosyne Supplement 15

342



Bibliography: Chs. 3-5 (Section II)

Bibliography to Section II

Aarne/Thompson 1961: A. Aarne and S. Thompson The Types of the Folktale2 (Helsinki) 

Alien 1970: Don Cameron Alien Mysteriously Meant: The Rediscovery of Pagan Symbolism and 

Allegorical Interpretation in the Renaissance (Johns Hopkins University Press, 

Baltimore)

Alien 1995: N.J. Alien "Why Did Odysseus Become a Horse?" JASO 26.2 pp. 143-54 

Barber 1991: E.J.W. Barber Prehistoric Textiles (Princeton University Press) 

Beard 1991: M. Beard "Adopting an Approach II" in N. Spivey/T. Rasmussen ed. Looking at

Greek Vases (Cambridge University Press) pp. 12-3 5 

Bequignon 1960: Y. Bequignon, review of F. Villard CVA France 19 (Louvre 12) JS 1960 pp.92-

4 

Boardman 1970: J. Boardman Greek Gems and Engraved Rings. Early Bronze Age to Late

Classical (Thames and Hudson, London) 

Boardman 1985: J. Boardman Greek Sculpture: The Classical Period (Thames and Hudson,

London)

Borgeaud 1988: P. Borgeaud The Cult of Pan in Ancient Greece (University of Chicago Press) 

Brommer 1983: F. Brommer Odysseus: Die Taten und Leiden des Helden in Antiker Kunst und

Literatur (Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft Darmstadt)

Buffiere 1956: F. Buffiere Les Mythes d'Homere et la Pensee Grecque (Belles Lettres, Paris) 

Buitron-Oliver/Cohen 1995: D. Buitron-Oliver and B. Cohen "Between Skylla and Penelope:

Female Characters of the Odyssey in Archaic and Classical Greek Art" in Cohen 1995

pp.29-60 

Burke 1984: P. Burke review of Davis 1983, "The Imposter" London Review of Books 19th

April-2ndMay p. 12

Burke 1992: P. Burke History and Social Theory (Polity Press, Cambridge) 

Burkert 1979: W. Burkert Structure and History in Greek Mythology and Ritual (University of

California Press, Berkeley)

Burkert 1985: W. Burkert Greek Religion (Basil Blackwell) 

Carpenter 1946: Rhys Carpenter Folk Tale, Fiction and Saga in the Homeric Epics (University

of California Press, Berkeley) 

Carpenter 1991: T.H. Carpenter Art and Myth in Ancient Greece (Thames and Hudson, London)
f

Chantraine 1968-80: P. Chantraine Dictionnaire Etymologique de la Langue Grecque (Editions

Klincksieck, Paris) 

Clarke 1981: H. Clarke Homer's Readers (Associated University Press, London and Toronto)

343



Bibliography: Chs. 3-5 (Section II)

Cohen 1995: B. Cohen, ed. The Distaff Side (Oxford University Press)

Crooke 1898: W- Crooke "The Wooing of Penelope" Folklore 9 pp.97-133

Davis 1983: Natalie Zemon Davis The Return of Martin Guerre (Harvard University Press)

Dowden 1979: K. Dowden review of Fehling 1977 CR 93 (n.s. 29) p.314

Dyck 1983: A.R. Dyck, ed. Epimerismi Homerici (de Gruyter, Berlin)

Edmunds 1993: L. Edmunds Myth in Homer: A Handbook2 (Mill Book Press, Highland Park NJ)

Ellmann 1968: M. Ellmann Thinking About Women (Macmillan, London)

Farnell 1921: L.R. Farnell Greek Hero Cults and Ideas of Immortality (Oxford University Press)

Feeney 1992: D. Feeney Gods in Epic (Oxford University Press)

Fehling 1977: D. Fehling Amor und Psyche: Die Schopfung des Apuleius und ihre Ein\virkung

auf das Marchen, eine Kritik der romantischen Mdrchentheorie (Franz Steiner,

Wiesbaden) 

Finnegan 1977: R. Finnegan Oral Poetry. Its nature, significance and social context (Cambridge

University Press)

Fleischer 1983: R. Fleischer "Ein Bildhauerauftrag unter Dareios II" AA 98 pp.33-37 

Frazer 1921: J. Frazer Apollodorus. The Library, The Epitome (Loeb Classical Library, Harvard

and London)

Frisk 1970: H. Frisk Griechisches Etymologisches Worterbuch (Carl Winter, Heidelburg) 

Gauer 1990: W. Gauer "Penelope, Hellas und der Perserkonig. Ein hermeneutisches Problem"

JDAI 105 pp.31-65 

Goldhill 1988: S. Goldhill "Reading Differences. The Odyssey and Juxtaposition" Ramus 17

pp. 1-31 

Goldhill/Osborne 1993: S. Goldhill and R. Osborne Art and Text in Greek Culture (Cambridge

University Press)

Gow-Page 1965: A.S.F. Gow and D.L. Page Hellenistic Epigrams (Cambridge University Press) 

Graves 1955: R.R. Graves Homer's Daughter (Cassell and Co., London) 

Graves 1960: R.R. Graves The Greek Myths (Penguin, London) 

Grigar 1995: D. Grigar "Penelopeia: The Making of Penelope in Homer's Story and Beyond"

(unpublished Ph.D thesis, University of Texas) 

Hansen 1997: W. Hansen "Homer and the Folktale" pp.442-62 in I. Morris and B.B. Powell, eds.

A New Companion to Homer Mnemosyne Supp. 163 (E.J. Brill, Leiden) 

Harrison 1988: S.J. Harrison "Horace Odes 3.7: An Erotic OdysseyT CQ 38 pp.186-92 

Hausmann 1994: C. Hausmann "Penelope" LIMC 7.1 pp.291-5 

Havelock 1995: C.M. Havelock "The Intimate Act of Footwashing: Odyssey 19" in Cohen 1995

pp.185-199

344



Bibliography: Chs. 3-5 (Section II)

Hawthorn 1994: J. Hawthorn A Glossary of Contemporary Literary Theory2 (Edward Arnold,

London) 

Hiller 1972: H. Hiller "Penelope und Eurykleia? Vorbemerkungen zur Rekonstruction einer

Statuengruppe"A4 87 pp.47-67 

Hill Richardson 1982: E. Hill Richardson "A Mirror in the Duke University Classical Collection

and the Etruscan Versions of Odysseus' Return" MDAI(R) 89 pp.27'-34 

Hollis 1970: A.S. Hollis Ovid Metamorphoses VIII (Oxford University Press) 

Holscher 1988: U. Holscher Die Odyssee: Epos zwischen Marchen und Roman (Munich) 

Holzapfel 1990: O. Holzapfel "Heimkehr des Gatten" Enzyklopddie des Marchens (Berlin) 

Immerwahr 1891: W. Immerwahr Die Kulte und Mythen Arkadiens (Leipzig) 

Jacobsthal 1931: P. Jacobsthal Die Melischen Reliefs (Berlin) 

Jucker 1988: I. Jucker "Bemerkungen zu einigen etruskischen Klappspiegeln" MDAI(R) 95 pp.l-

12, plates 4-11 

Kearns 1989: E. Kearns The Heroes of Attica (Institute of Classical Studies, London) BICS

Supplement 57

Kenney 1990: E.J. Kenney Apuleius. Cupid and Psyche (Cambridge University Press) 

Kindstrand 1976: J.F. Kindstrand Bion of Borysthenes (University of Uppsala Press) 

Kretschmer 1945: P. Kretschmer "Penelope" AAWW 1945 pp.80-93 

Lamberton 1986: R. Lamberton Homer the Theologian (University of California Press, Berkeley

and Los Angeles)

Langlotz 1931: E. Langlotz Griechische Vasen (J.B. Obernetter, Munich) 

Larson 1995: J. Larson Greek Heroine Cults (University of Wisconsin Press, Madison) 

Lattimore 1962: R. Lattimore Themes in Greek and Latin Epitaphs (University of Illinois Press,

Urbana)

Lendle 1957: O. Lendle Die "Pandorasage " bei Hesiod (Konrad Triltsch, Wurzburg) 

Lodge 1980: D. Lodge How Far Can You Go? (Seeker and Warburg, London) 

Loriaux 1969: R. Loriaux Le Phedon de Platon vol. I (Namur/Edition J. Duculot, Gemblaux) 

Lyons 1996: D. Lyons Gender and Immortality (Priceton University Press) 

Mactoux 1975: M.-M. Mactoux Penelope: legend et mythe (Belles Lettres, Paris) 

McCartney 1953: E.S. McCartney "Undoing by night work done by day. A folklore motif in

Studies Presented to DM Robinson (St. Louis) pp. 1249-53 

North 1979: H.F. North From Myth to Icon: Reflections of Greek Ethical Doctrine in Literature

and Art (Cornell University Press) 

Ohly 1957: D. Ohly "ATa TwaiKCOv" in Robert Boehringer: Eine Freundesgabe ed. E.

Boehringer and W. Hoffmann (J.C.B. Mohr, Tubingen) pp.433-60

345



Bibliography: Chs. 3-5 (Section II)

Page 1955: D. Page The Homeric Odyssey (Oxford University Press)

Parker 1987: R. Parker "Myths of Early Athens" pp. 187-214 in J.N. Bremmer, ed.

Interpretations of Greek Mythology (Croom Helm, London) 

Peyrefitte 1949: A. Peyrefitte Le Mythe de Penelope (Editions Gallimard, Paris) 

Pfeiffer 1968: R. Pfeiffer^ History of Classical Scholarship (Oxford University Press) 

Pisani 1946: V. Pisani "Penelope" Paideia 1 pp.339-40 

Powell 1997: B.B. Powell "Homer and Writing" pp.3-32 in I. Morris and B.B. Powell, eds. A

New Companion to Homer Mnemosyne Supp. 163 (E.J. Brill, Leiden) 

Propp 1968: V. Propp Morphology of the Folktale?- (tr. Laurence Scott, intr. A. Dundes)

(University of Texas Press) 

Radermacher 1915: L. Radermacher "Die Erzahlungen der Odyssee" Sitz. d. Akad. d. Wiss. 178
Abh.l 

Rank 1951: L.P. Rank Etymologiseering en verwandte verschijnselen bij Homerus (diss.

Utrecht) 

Reid 1993: J.D. Reid The Oxford Guide to Classical Mythology in the Arts, 1300-1900s (Oxford

University Press)

Richardson 1974: N.J. Richardson The Homeric Hymn to Demeter (Oxford University Press) 

Richardson 1975: N.J. Richardson "Homeric Professors in the Age of the Sophists" PCPS 21

pp.65-81

Richter 1955: G.M.A. Richter Ancient Italy (University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor) 

Ridgway 1970: B.S. Ridgway The Severe Style in Greek Sculpture (Princeton University Press) 

Ridgway 1981: B.S. Ridgway Fifth Century Styles in Greek Sculpture (Princeton University

Press)

Robinson 1953: R. Robinson Plato's Earlier Dialectic (Oxford University Press) 

Roller 1995: D.W. and L.K. Roller "Penelope's Thick Hand (Odyssey 21.6)" C/90 pp.9-19 

Roscher 1894: W.H. Roscher "Die Sagen von der Geburt des Pan" Philologus 63 pp.362-77 

Rowe 1993: C.J. Rowe, ed. Plato. Phaedo (Cambridge University Press) 

Shapiro 1994: H.A. Shapiro Myth into Art: Poet and Painter in Classical Greece (Routledge,

London)

Shewan 1915: A. Shewan "The Waterfowl Goddess Penelope and her son Pan" CR 19 pp.37-40 

Six 1922: J. Six "L'ouvrage de Penelope" RA 15 (5th Series) 

Solmsen 1908: F. Solmsen "Odysseus und Penelope" KZ 42 p.232

Sommerstein 1996: A. Sommerstein Aristophanes. Frogs (Aris and Phillips, Warminster) 

Sourvinou-Inwood 1987: C. Sourvinou-Inwood "A Series of Erotic Pursuits: Images and 

Meanings" JHS 107 pp. 131-53

346



Bibliography: Chs. 3-5 (Section II)

Sourvinou-Inwood 1990: C. Sourvinou-Inwood "Myths in Images: Theseus and Medea as a Case 

Study" in L. Edmunds, ed. Approaches to Greek Myth (Johns Hopkins University Press, 

Baltimore) pp.395-445 

Splettstosser 1898: W. Splettstosser Der heimkehrende Gatte und sein Weib in der Weltliteratw

(Mayer & Miiller, Berlin) Vol. 1 (pts.1-3) (vol. 2 apparently unobtainable) 

Stanford 1959: W.B. Stanford Homer. Odyssey I-Xlf (Macmillan and Co, London) 

Stuckelberger 1965: A. Stuckelberger Senecas 88. Brief (Carl Winter, Heidelberg) 

Thompson 1955-8: Stith Thompson Motif-Index of Folk Literature (Copenhagen) 

Thomson 1914: J.A.K. Thomson Studies in the Odyssey (Oxford University Press) 

Tolstoi 1934: J. Tolstoi "Einige Marchenparallelen zur Heimkehr des Odysseus" Philologus 89

(n.F.43)pp.261-74 

Touchefeu-Meynier 1968: O. Touchefeu-Meynier Themes Odysseens dans I'art antique (Editions

E. de Boccard, Paris) 

van der Meer 1978: L.B. van der Meer Etruscan Urns from Volterra: Studies on Mythological
Representations /-//(Groningen University, Meppel)

Verilhac 1985: A.-M. Verilhac "L'image de la femme dans les epigrammes funeraires grecques" 

in La femme dans le monde mediterraneen (Travaux de la Maison de 1'Orient 10, 

Lyons) pp.85-112 

Von Kamptz 1982: H. Von Kamptz Homerische Personennamen (Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,

Gottingen)

Weitzmann 1941: K. Weitzmann "A tabula Odysseaca" AJA 45 pp. 166-181 

West 1988: S.R. West in A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey. I: I-VIII ed. A. Heubeck, A.

Hoekstra and S. West (Oxford University Press) 

West 1989: S. West "Laertes Revisited" PCPS35 pp.113-43 

Whallon 1960: W. Whallon "The name of Penelope" GRBS3 pp.57-64

Zanker 1993: P. Zanker "The Hellenistic Grave Stelai from Smyrna: Identity and Self-image in 

the Polis" pp.212-230 in A. Bulloch, E.S. Gruen, A.A. Long, and A. Stewart, eds. Images 

and Ideologies: Self-definition in the Hellenistic World (University of California Press, 

Berkeley/Los Angeles)

347



Bibliography: Ch. 6 (Homer)

Bibliography to Chapter 6

Amory 1963: A. Amory "The Reunion of Odysseus and Penelope" in C.H. Taylor Jr., ed. Essays

on the Odyssey (Indiana University Press, Bloomington) 

Amory 1973: A. Amory Parry Blameless Aegisthus (E.J. Brill, Leiden) Mnemosyne Supplement

26 

Austin 1975: N. Austin Archery at the Dark of the Moon (University of California Press,

Berkeley/Los Angeles)

Beye 1974: C.R. Beye "Male and Female in the Homeric Poems" Ramus 3 pp.87-101 

Block 1985: E. Block "Clothing Makes the Man: A Pattern in the Odyssey" TAP A 115 pp. 1-12 

Bremer et al. 1987: J.M. Bremer, I.F.J. de Jong and J. Kalff, eds. Homer: Beyond Oral Poetry

(B.R. Griiner, Amsterdam)

Buchner 1931: W. Buchner "Die Niptra in der Odyssee" /MM80 pp. 129-36 

Buchner 1940: W. Buchner "Die Penelopeszenen in der Odyssee" Hermes 75 pp. 129-67 

Butler 1922: S. Butler The Authoress of the Odyssey2 (Jonathan Cape, London) 

Byre 1988: C.S. Byre "Penelope and the Suitors before Odysseus: Odyssey 18.158-303" AJP 109

pp. 159-173 

Cantarella 1987: E. Cantarella Pandora's Daughters. The Role and Status of Women in Greek

and Roman Antiquity (Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore) 

Carpenter 1946: Rhys Carpenter Folk Tale, Fiction and Saga in the Homeric Epics (University

of California Press, Berkeley)

Clarke 1963: H.W. Clarke "Telemachus and the Telemacheia" AJP 84 pp. 129-145 

Clay 1983: J.S. Clay The wrath of Athena: gods and men in the Odyssey (Princeton University

Press)

Cohen 1995: B. Cohen, ed. The Distaff Side (Oxford University Press) 

de Jong 1987: I.J.F. de Jong Narrators and Focalizers: The Presentation of Story in the Iliad

(B.R. Griiner, Amsterdam) 

de Jong 1994: I.J.F. de Jong "Between Word and Deed: Hidden Thoughts in the Odyssey" in

Modern Critical Theory and Classical Literature ed. I.J.F. de Jong and J.P. Sullivan

pp.27-50 

Doherty 1991: L.E. Doherty "Athena and Penelope as Foils for Odysseus in the Odyssey" QUCC

39.3 pp.31-44 

Doherty 1996: L.E. Doherty Siren Songs: gender, audiences, and narrators in the Odyssev

(University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor) 

Edwards 1987: M.W. Edwards "Topos and Transformation" in Bremer et al. 1987 pp.47-60

348



Bibliography: Ch. 6 (Homer)

Emlyn-Jones 1984: C. Emlyn-Jones "The Reunion of Penelope and Odysseus" G&R 31 pp. 1-18 

Felson-Rubin 1994: N. Felson-Rubin Regarding Penelope: From Character to Poetics

(Princeton University Press)

Fenik 1974: B.C. Fenik Studies in the Odyssey (Wiesbaden) 

Fernandez-Galliano 1992: M. Fernandez-Galliano in A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey. Hi:

XVII-XXIV ed. J. Russo, M. Fernandez-Galliano and A. Heubeck (Oxford University

Press)

Finley 1977: M.I. Finley The World of Odysseus (revised ed.) (Penguin, London) 

Finley 1978: J.H. Finley Homer's Odyssey (Harvard University Press)

Foley 1978: H.P. Foley '"Reverse Similes' and Sex Roles in the Odyssey" Arethusa 11 pp.7-26 

Foley 1995: H.P. Foley "Penelope as Moral Agent" in Cohen 1995 pp.93-115 

Frazer 1921: J. Frazer Apollodorus. The Library, The Epitome (Loeb Classical Library, Harvard

and London)

Garvie 1994: A. Garvie Homer. Odyssey VI- VIII (Cambridge University Press) 

Goldhill 1991: S. Goldhill The poet's voice: essays on poetics and Greek literature (Cambridge

University Press)

Graves 1955: R. Graves Homer's Daughter (Cassell & Co., London) 

Griffin 1980: J. Griffin Homer on Life and Death (Oxford University Press) 

Halverson 1986: J. Halverson "The Succession Issue in the Odyssey" G&R 33 pp.119-28 

Harsh 1950: P.W. Harsh "Penelope and Odysseus in Odyssey XIX" AJP 71 pp. 1-21 

Helleman 1995: W.E. Helleman "Homer's Penelope: A Tale of Feminine Arete" EMC 39 (n.s.

14) pp.227-50 

Heubeck 1989: A. Heubeck in A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey, ii: IX-XVI ed. A. Heubeck

and A. Hoekstra (Oxford University Press) 

Heubeck 1992: A. Heubeck in A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey. Hi: XVII-XXIV ed. J. Russo,

M. Fernandez-Galliano and A. Heubeck (Oxford University Press) 

Holscher 1967: U. Holscher "Penelope vor dem Freiern" in Lebende Antike: Symposion Jur

Rudolf Suhnel, ed. H. Meller and H.J. Zimmermann (E. Schmidt, Berlin) pp.27-33; repr.

in English in S.L. Schein, ed. Reading the Odyssey (Princeton University Press) pp. 133-

140; page references are to the English translation. 

Holscher 1978: U. Holscher "The Transformation from Folk-tale to Epic" in Homer. Tradition

and Invention ed. B.C. Fenik (EJ. Brill, Leiden) pp.51-67

Hutchinson 1985: G.O. Hutchinson Aeschylus. Septem Contra Thebas (Oxford University Press) 

Kakridis 1971: J.Th. Kakridis Homer Revisited (Lund)

349



Bibliography: Ch. 6 (Homer)

Katz 1992: M. Katz Penelope's Renown. Meaning and Indeterminacy in the Odyssey (Princeton

University Press)

Kirk 1962: G.S. Kirk The Songs of Homer (Cambridge University Press) 

Latacz 1992: J. Latacz "Lesersteuerung durch Traiime. Der Traum Penelopes im 19. Gesang der

Odysee" in Kotinos. Festschrift fur Erika Simon ed. H. Froning, T. Holscher, H. Mielsch

(Philipp von Zabern, Mainz/Rhein) 

Lattimore 1969: R. Lattimore "Nausikaa's Suitors" in Classical Studies Presented to Ben Edwin

Perry (University of Illinois Press, Urbana) pp.88-102 

Lowenstam 1993: S. Lowenstam The Scepter and the Spear: Studies on Forms of Repetition in

the Homeric Poems (Rowan and Littlefield, Lanham)

Marquardt 1984: P. Marquardt "Penelope HOAYTPOHOZ" AJP 106 pp.32-48 

Marquardt 1993: P. Marquardt "Penelope as Weaver of Words" in Woman's Power, Man's

Game. Essays presented to Joy King (Wauconda) ed. M. Deforest pp. 149-58 

Murnaghan 1986: S. Murnaghan "Penelope's agnoia: Knowledge, Power, and Gender in the

Odyssey" Helios 13 pp. 103-15 

Murnaghan 1987: S. Murnaghan Disguise and Recognition in the Odyssey (Princeton University

Press)

Murnaghan 1995: S. Murnaghan "The Plan of Athena" in Cohen 1995 pp.61-80 

Page 1955: D.L. Page The Homeric Odyssey (Oxford University Press) 

Pedrick 1988: V. Pedrick "The Hospitality of Noble Women in the Odyssey" Helios 15 pp.85-

101

Race 1993: W.H. Race "First Appearances in the Odyssey" TAP A 123 pp.77-107 

Rankin 1962: A.V. Rankin "Penelope's Dreams in Books XIX and XX of the Odyssey" Helikon

2 pp.617-24

Roisman 1987: H.M. Roisman "Penelope's Indignation" TAP A 117 pp.59-68 

Roller 1994: D.W. and L.K. Roller "Penelope's Thick Hand (Odyssey 21.6)" CJ90 pp.9-19 

Russo 1982: J. Russo "Interview and Aftermath: Dream, Fantasy and Intuition in Odyssey 19 and

20" AJP 103 pp.4-18 

Russo 1992: J. Russo in A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey, in: XVII-XXIV ed. J. Russo, M.

Fernandez-Galliano and A. Heubeck (Oxford University Press) 

Rutherford 1985: R.B. Rutherford "At home and abroad: aspects of the structure of the Odyssey"

PCPS31 pp. 135-50

Rutherford 1992: R.B. Rutherford Homer. Odyssey XIXandXX (Cambridge University Press) 

Rutherford 1993: R.B. Rutherford "From the Iliadto the Odyssey BICS38 (1991-3) pp.37-54 

Segal 1967: C.P. Segal "Transition and Ritual in Odysseus' Return" PP 22 (fasc. 116) pp.321-42

350



Bibliography: Ch. 6 (Homer)

Stanford 1959: W.B. Stanford Homer. Odyssey2 (Macmillan, London)

Sourvinou-Inwood 1991: C. Sourvinou-Inwood 'Reading' Greek Culture (Oxford University

Press) 

Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: C. Sourvinou-Inwood 'Reading' Greek Death (Oxford University

Press) 

Suzuki 1989: M. Suzuki Metamorphoses of Helen. Authority, Difference and the Epic (Cornell

University Press)

Taplin 1992: O. Taplin Homeric Soundings (Oxford University Press) 

Thomas 1988: C.G. Thomas "Penelope's Worth: Looming Large in Early Greece" Hermes 116

pp.257-64 

Thornton 1970: A. Thornton People and Themes in Homer's Odyssey (University of Otage

Press, Dunedin/ Methuen, London)

Van Nortwick 1979: T. Van Nortwick "Penelope and Nausicaa" TAP A 109 pp.269-76 

Vester 1968: H. Vester "Das 19. Buch der Odyssee" Gymnasium 75 pp.417-34 

West 1988: S.R. West in A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey. I: I-VIII ed. A. Heubeck, A.

Hoekstra and S. West (Oxford University Press) 

West 1989: S.R. West "Laertes Revisited" PCPS 35 pp.113-43 

Winkler 1990: J.J. Winkler "Penelope's Cunning and Homer's" in The Constraints of Desire

(Routledge, London) pp. 129-161 

Woodhouse 1930: W.J. Woodhouse The Composition of Homer's Odyssey (Oxford University

Press) 

Zeitlin 1995: F. Zeitlin "Figuring Fidelity" in Cohen 1995 pp.117-152

351



Bibliography: Ch. 7 (Tragedy)

Bibliography to Chanter 7

Austin 1994: N. Austin Helen of Troy and her shameless phantom (Cornell University Press)

Barrett 1964: W.S. Barrett Euripides. Hippolytos (Oxford University Press)

Bond 1981: G.W. Bond Euripides. Heracles (Oxford University Press)

Bowra 1944: C.M. Bowra Sophoclean Tragedy (Oxford University Press)

Bowra 1963: C.M. Bowra "The Two Palinodes of Steisichorus" CR 13 pp.245-252 (=On Greek

Margins (Oxford University Press 1970) pp.87-98)

Boyle 1987: A.J. Boyle Seneca's Phaedra (Aris and Phillips, Warminster) 

Burnett 1971: A.P. Burnett Catastrophe Survived (Oxford University Press) 

Cairns 1972: F. Cairns Generic Composition in Greek and Roman Poetry (Edinburgh University

Press)

Cave 1988: T. Cave Recognitions: a study in poetics (Oxford University Press) 

Coffey/Mayer 1990: M. Coffey and R. Mayer Seneca's Phaedra (Cambridge University Press) 

Collard 1970: C. Collard "On the tragedian Chaeremon" JHS 90 pp.22-34 

Conacher 1987: D.J. Conacher Aeschylus' Oresteia: a literary commentary (University of

Toronto Press) 

Csapo/Slater 1995: E. Csapo and W.J. Slater The Context of Ancient Drama (University of

Michigan Press, Ann Arbor)

Dale 1954: A.M. Dale Euripides. Alcestis (Oxford University Press) 

Dale 1967: A.M. Dale Euripides. Helen (Oxford University Press, repr. Bristol Classical Press

1981)

Davies 199la: M. Davies Sophocles' Trachiniae (Oxford University Press) 

Davies 1991b: M. Davies Poetarum Melicorum Graecorum Fragmenta vol. 1 (Oxford

University Press) 

de Jong 1991: I.J.F. de long Narrative in Drama (E.J. Brill, Leiden) Mnemosyne Supplement

116 

Denniston/Page 1957: J.D. Denniston and D.L.Page Aeschylus. Agamemnon (Oxford University

Press) 

Duckworth 1952: G. Duckworth The Nature of Roman Comedy (Princeton University Press,

repr. Bristol Classical Press 1994) 

Dunn 1996: F. Dunn Tragedy's End: Closure and Innovation in Euripidean Drama (Oxford

University Press)

Easterling 1968: P.E. Easterling "Sophocles, Trachiniae" BICS 15 pp.58-69 

Easterling 1982: P.E. Easterling Sophocles. Trachiniae (Cambridge University Press)

352



Bibliography: Ch. 7 (Tragedy)

Easterling 1988: P.E. Easterling "Tragedy and Ritual" Metis 3 pp.87-109

Edmunds 1993: L. Edmunds Myth in Homer: A Handbook2 (Mill Book Press, Highland Park NJ)

Eisner 1980: R. Eisner "Echoes of the Odyssey in Euripides' Helen" Maia 32 pp.31-7

Erradonea 1927: I. Errandonea "Deianeira Vere DHIANEIRA" Mnemosyne 55 pp. 145-64

Farron 1978: S. Farron "The Character of Hector in the Iliad" AClass 21 pp.39-57

Foley 1981: H.P. Foley "The Conception of Women in Athenian Drama" pp.127-68 in H. P.

Foley, ed. Reflections of Women in Antiquity (Gordon Breech, New York) 

Foley 1993: H.P. Foley "Anodos Drama: Euripides' Alcestis and Helen" pp. 133-60 in

Innovations of Antiquity (Routledge, London) ed. R. Hexter and D. Selden 

Fornara 1971: C.W. Fornara "Evidence for the Date of Herodotus' Publication" JHS 91 pp.25-34 

Fornara 1981: C.W. Fornara "Herodotus' knowledge of the Archidamian War" Hermes 109

pp. 149-156

Fraenkel 1950: E. Fraenkel Aeschylus. Agamemnon 3 vols. (Oxford University Press) 

Garner 1990: R. Garner From Homer to Tragedy (Routledge, London) 

Gibert 1997: J.C. Gibert "Euripides' Hippolytus plays: which came first?" CQ 47 pp.85-97 

Golden 1966: L. Golden In Praise of Prometheus (University of Carolina Press, Chapel Hill) 

Goldhill 1984: S. Goldhill Language, sexuality, narrative: the Oresteia (Cambridge University

Press)

Goldhill 1986: S. Goldhill Reading Greek Tragedy (Cambridge University Press) 

Gould 1980: J. Gould "Law, Custom and Myth: Aspects of the Social Position of Women in

Classical Athens" JHS 100 pp.3 8-59

Gould 1989: J. Gould Herodotus (Weidenfield and Nicholson, London) 

Halleran 1995: M.R. Halleran Euripides. Hippolytus (Aris and Phillips, Warminster) 

Halliwell 1986: S. Halliwell Aristotle's Poetics (Duckworth, London) 

Halliwell 1993: S. Halliwell "The Function and Aesthetics of the Greek Tragic Mask" Drama 2

pp. 195-211

Heath 1987: M. Heath The Poetics of Greek Tragedy (Duckworth, London) 

Heubeck 1992: A. Heubeck in A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey, in: XVII-XXIV ed. J. Russo,

M. Fernandez-Galliano and A. Heubeck (Oxford University Press) 

Hornblower 1996: S. Hornblower Commentary on Thucydides. ii: IV-V.24 (Oxford University

Press) 

Jebb 1892: R.C. Jebb Sophocles, The Plays and Fragments: The Trachiniae (Cambridge

University Press) 

Just 1989: R. Just Women in Athenian Law and Life (Routledge, London)

353



Bibliography: Ch. 7 (Tragedy)

Kamerbeek 1959: J.C. Kamerbeek The Plays of Sophocles: ii: The Trachiniae (E.J. Brill,

Leiden)

Kannicht 1969: R. Kannicht Euripides Helena (Carl Winter, Heidelberg) 

Kapsomenos 1963: S.G. Kapsomenos Sophokles Trachinierinnen und ihr Vorbild (Athens) 

Kearns 1989: E. Kearns The Heroes of Attica (Institute of Classical Studies, London) BICS
Supplement 57

Lattimore 1964: R. Lattimore Story Patterns in Greek Tragedy (Athlone Press, London) 

Lloyd 1994: M. Lloyd Euripides. Andromache (Aris and Phillips, Warminster) 

Lloyd-Jones 1996: H. Lloyd-Jones Sophocles. Ill Fragments (Loeb Classical Library, London

and Harvard) 

Loraux 1987: N. Loraux Tragic Ways of Killing a Woman (Harvard University Press, originally

published in French, Hachette 1985) 

Luschnig 1988: C.A.E. Luschnig Tragic Aporia: A Study of Euripides' Iphigeneia at Aulis
(Aureal Publications, Victoria) Ramus monograph 3

Mactoux 1975: M.-M. Mactoux Penelope: Legende et Mythe (Belles Lettres, Paris) 

March 1987: J.R. March The Creative Poet (Institute of Classical Studies, London) BICS
Supplement 49 

Matthiessen 1964: K. Matthiessen Elektra, Taurische Iphigenie und Helena (Gottingen)

Hypomnemata 4 

Merkelbach 1969: R. Merkelbach "Zwei Vermutungen zu Tragikerfragmenten. II. Uber die

Tragodie 'O8\)aoei)<; \|/ea>8(XYYeXo<;" RhM 112 pp.111-113 

Michelini 1987: A.N. Michelini Euripides and the Tragic Tradition (University of Wisconsin

Press, Madison and London)

Mossman 1995: J. Mossman Wild Justice (Oxford University Press) 

North 1979: H.F- North From Myth to Icon (Cornell University Press) 

O'Connor-Visser 1987: E.A.M.E. O'Connor-Visser Aspects of human sacrifice in the tragedies

of Euripides (B.R. Griiner, Amsterdam) 

Page 1936: D.L. Page "The Elegiacs in Euripides' Andromache" pp.206-220 in Greek Poetry
and Life: Essays presented to Gilbert Murray on his Seventieth Birthday (Oxford

University Press) 

Parker 1985: R. Parker "Greek States and Greek Oracles" pp.298-326 in P. Cartledge, F.D.

Harvey, eds. Crux: Essays presented to G.E.M. de Ste. Croix on his 75th Birthday

(Duckworth, London) 

Parker 1997: R. Parker "Gods Cruel and Kind: Tragic and Civic Theology" pp. 143-60 in

C.B.R.Pelling, ed. Greek Tragedy and the Historian (Oxford University Press)

354



Bibliography: Ch. 7 (Tragedy)

Pearson 1917: A.C. Pearson The Fragments of Sophocles II (Cambridge University Press) 

Pickard-Cambridge 1968: A. Pickard-Cambridge (rev. J. Could and D. Lewis) The Dramatic

Festivals of Athens^ (Oxford University Press) 

Rabinowitz 1993: N.S. Rabinowitz Anxiety Veiled: Euripides and the Traffic in Women (Cornell

University Press) 

Redfield 1975: J. Redfield Nature and Culture in the Iliad: The Tragedy of Hector (University of

Chicago Press)

Reinhardt 1979: K. Reinhardt Sophocles (tr., Oxford University Press) 

Richardson 1983: N.J. Richardson "Recognition Scenes in the Odyssey and Ancient Literary

Criticism" PLLS 4 pp.219-235

Richter 1971: C.D. Richter "The Position of Women in Classical Athens" C/67 pp.1-8 

Rutherford 1982: R.B. Rutherford "Tragic Form and Feeling in the Iliad" JHS 102 pp. 145-60 

Rutherford 1993: R.B. Rutherford "From the Iliad to the Odyssey" BICS 38 (1991-3) pp.37-54 

Schmitt 1921: Johanna Schmitt Freiwilliger Opfertod bei Euripides (Giessen) 

Seaford 1989: R. Seaford "Homeric and Tragic sacrifice" TAP A 119 pp.87-95 

Seaford 1994: R. Seaford Reciprocity and Ritual: Homer and Tragedy in the Developing City-

State (Oxford University Press)

Segal 1977: C. Segal "Sophocles' Trachiniae: myth, poetry, heroic values" YCS25 pp.99-158 

Sideras 1971: A. Sideras Aeschylus Homericus (Gottingen) Hypomnemata 31 

Sommerstein 1996: A.H. Sommerstein Aristophanes. Frogs (Aris and Phillips, Warminster) 

Steiger 1908: H. Steiger "Wie entstand die Helena des Euripides?" Philologus 67 pp.202-237 

Stevens 1971: P.T. Stevens Euripides. Andromache (Oxford University Press) 

Stinton 1986: T.C.W. Stinton "The Scope and Limits of Allusion in Greek Tragedy" in Collected

Papers on Greek Tragedy (Oxford University Press 1990) pp. 454-492 (= Greek Tragedy

and its Legacy: Essays Presented to D.J. Conacher ed. M.J. Cropp, E. Fantham and S.E.

Scully (University of Calgary Press 1986) p.67-102) 

Strohm 1957: H. Strohm Euripides: Interpretationen zur dramatischen Form (Munich) Zetemata

15

Sutton 1984: D.F. Sutton The Lost Sophocles (University of Carolina Press, Chapel Hill) 

Taplin 1977: O. Taplin The Stagecraft of Aeschylus (Oxford University Press) 

Thompson 1955-8: Stith Thompson Motif-Index of Folk Literature (Copenhagen) 

Vickers 1973: B. Vickers Towards Greek Tragedy (Longman, London) 

Webster 1936: T.L.B. Webster "Sophocles' Trachiniae'" in Greek Poetry and Life: Essays

presented to Gilbert Murray (Oxford University Press) pp. 164-80

355



Bibliography: Ch. 7 (Tragedy)

West 1988: S.R. West in A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey. I: l-Vlll ed. A. Heubeck, A.

Hoekstra and S. West (Oxford University Press)

Wilamowitz 1884: U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff Homerische Untersuchungen (Berlin) 

Wilamowitz 1917: T. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff Die dramatische Technik des Sophokles

(Berlin) 

Winnington-Ingram 1949: R.P. Winnington-Ingram "Clytemnestra and the Vote of Athena" JHS

68 pp. 130-47 (repr. in Studies in Aeschylus (Cambridge Univeristy Press 1983) pp. 101-

31) 

Winnington-Ingram 1958: R.P. Winnington-Ingram "Hippolytus: A Study in Causation" in

Euripide (Fondation Hardt, Geneva) pp. 169-91 

Winnington-Ingram 1969: R.P. Winnington-Ingram "Euripides: Poietes Sophos" Arethusa 2

pp. 127-42 

Winnington-Ingram 1980: R.P. Winnington-Ingram Sophocles: An Interpretation (Cambridge

University Press) 

Zeitlin 1978: F.I. Zeitlin "The Dynamics of Misogyny in the Oresteia" Arethusa 11 pp. 149-184,

repr. in Zeitlin 1996 

Zeitlin 1996: F.I. Zeitlin Playing the Other (Princeton University Press)

356



Bibliography: Ch. 8 (Hellenistic Poetry)

Bibliography to Chapter 8

Beye 1969: C.R. Beye "Jason as love-hero in Apollonios' Argonautika" GRBS \ 0 pp.31 -55 

Beye 1982: C.R. Beye Epic and Romance in the Argonautica of Apollonius (Illinois University

Press, Carbondale) 

Beye 1993: C.R. Beye Ancient Epic Poetry: Homer, Apollonius and Virgil (Cornell University

Press) 

Braswell 1988: B.K. Braswell A Commentary on the Fourth Pythian Ode of Pindar (de Gruyter,

Berlin) 

Bundy 1972: E.L. Bundy "The 'Quarrel between Kallimachos and Apollonios'. Part I: The

epilogue of Kallimachos' Hymn to Apollo" CSCA 5 pp.39-94 

Cairns 1989: F Cairns Vergil's Augustan Epic (Cambridge University Press) 

Cameron 1995: A. Cameron Callimachus and his critics (Princeton University Press) 

Campbell 1981: M. Campbell Echoes and Imitations of Early Epic in Apollonius Rhodius (E.J.

Brill, Leiden) 

Campbell 1983a: M. Campbell Studies in the Third Book of Apollonius Rhodius' Argonautica

(Georg Olms, Hildesheim)

Campbell 1983b: M. Campbell "Apollonian and Homeric Book Division" Mnem. 36 pp. 154-6 

Campbell 1983c: M. Campbell Index verborum in Apollonium Rhodium (Georg Olms,

Hildesheim) 

Campbell 1994: M. Campbell A Commentary on Apollonius Rhodius Argonautica III 1-471 (E.J.

Brill, Leiden) Mnemosyne Supplement 141 

Carspecken 1952: J.F. Carspecken "Apollonius Rhodius and the Homeric epic." YCS 13 pp.33-

143 

Clauss 1994: JJ. Clauss The Best of the Argonauts (University of California Press, Berkeley/Los

Angeles) 

Deforest 1994: M.M. Deforest Apollonius' Argonautica: A Callimachean Epic (E.J. Brill,

Leiden) Mnemosyne Supplement 142 

Dra'ger 1993: P. Dra'ger Argo Pasimelousa. Der Argonautenmythos in der griechischen und

romischen Literatur (Franz Steiner, Stuttgart) 

Duckworth 1933: G.E. Duckworth Foreshadowing and Suspense in the Epics of Homer,

Apollonius and Vergil (Princeton University Press, repr. Haskell House, New York

1966) 

Dufner 1988: C.M. Dufner "The Odyssey in the Argonautica: reminiscence, revision,

reconstruction" (unpublished Ph.D thesis, Princeton University; DAI-A 49105)

357



Bibliography: Ch. 8 (Hellenistic Poetry)

Dyck 1989: A.R. Dyck "On the way from Colchis to Corinth: Medea in Book 4 of the

'Argonautica'." Hermes \ 17 pp.455-70 

Edmunds 1985: L. Edmunds Oedipus: The Ancient Legend and its Later Analogues (Johns

Hopkins University Press, Baltimore) 

Erbse 1953: H. Erbse "Homerscholien und hellenistische Glossare bei Apollonios Rhodios"

Hermes 81 pp. 163-96

Feeney 1991: D. Feeney The Gods in Epic (Oxford University Press) 

Foley 1978: H. Foley "Reverse Similes and Sex Roles in the Odyssey" Arethusa 11 pp.7-26 

Foley 1989: H. Foley "Medea's Divided Self CA 8 pp.61-85 

Fraser 1971: P.M. Fraser Ptolemaic Alexandria (Oxford University Press) 

Gantz 1993: T. Gantz Early Greek Myth: A Guide to the Literary and Artistic Sources (Johns

Hopkins University Press, Baltimore) 

Garson 1972: R.V. Garson "Homeric Echoes in Apollonius Rhodius' Argonautica" CPh 67 pp.l-

9 

Giangrande 1967: G. Giangrande '"Arte Allusiva' and Alexandrian Epic Poetry" CQ 17 pp.85-

95

Giangrande 1970: G. Giangrande "Hellenistic Poetry and Homer" AC 39 pp.46-77 

Giangrande 1973: G. Giangrande Zu Sprachgebrauch Technik und Text des Apollonios Rhodios

(Amsterdam)

Goldhill 1991: S. Goldhill The Poet's Voice (Cambridge University Press) 

Griffin 1980: J. Griffin Homer on Life and Death (Oxford University Press) 

Heubeck 1989: A Heubeck in A. Heubeck and A. Hoekstra^ Commentary on Homer's Odyssey.

ii:IX-XVI (Oxford University Press)

Hollis 1990: A. Hollis Callimachus' Hecale (Oxford University Press) 

Hopkinson 1988: N. Hopkinson A Hellenistic Anthology (Cambridge University Press) 

Hunter 1987: R.L. Hunter "Medea's flight: the fourth book of the Argonautica" CQ 37 pp. 129-

39

Hunter 1988: R.L. Hunter "'Short on heroics': Jason in the Argonautica" CQ 38 pp.436-53 

Hunter 1989: R.L. Hunter Apollonius of Rhodes: Argonautica ///(Cambridge University Press) 

Hunter 1993: R.L. Hunter The Argonautica of Apollonius: literary studies (Cambridge

University Press)

Hutchinson 1988: G. Hutchinson Hellenistic Poetry (Oxford University Press) 

Huxley 1969: G.L. Huxley Greek Epic Poetry: from Eumelos to Panyassis (Faber and Faber,

London) 

Knauer 1964: G.N. Knauer "Vergil's Aeneid and Homer" GRBS 5 pp.61-84

358



Bibliography: Ch. 8 (Hellenistic Poetry)

Knight 1990: V. Knight "npoaBev en icAeiovaiv doiSoi: Types of response to Homer in the

Argonautica of Apollonius" (unpublished Ph.D thesis, Cambridge; publ. as Knight

1995) 

Knight 1995: V. Knight The Renewal of Epic: responses to Homer in the Argonautica of

Apollonius (EJ. Brill, Leiden) Mnemosyne Supplement 152 

Knox 1977: B. Knox "The Medea of Euripides" YCS 25 - Word and Action (Johns Hopkins

University Press 1979) pp.295-322 

Kroll 1924: W. Kroll Studien zum Verstandnis der Romischen Literatur (J.B. Metzler, Stuttgart),

ch.9 pp.202-224 "Die Kreuzung der Gartungen"

Lawall 1966: G. Lawall "Apollonius' Argonautica: Jason as anti-hero" YCS 19 pp.119-69 

Lefkowitz 1980: M.R. Lefkowitz "The Quarrel between Callimachus and Apollonius" ZPE 40

pp.1-19 ( = The Lives of the Greek Poets (Duckworth, London 1981) pp.117-35) 

Lennox 1980: P.G. Lennox "Apollonius, Argonautica 3, Iff. and Homer" Hermes 108 pp.45-73 

Levin 1971: D.N. Levin Apollonius' Argonautica Re-examined, I The Neglected First and

Second Books (E.J. Brill, Leiden)

Livrea 1972: E. Livrea "Una Technica allusiva" SIFC 44 pp.231-43 

Livrea 1973: E. Livrea Apollonii Rhodii Argonauticon liber quartus (Florence) 

Livrea 1980: E. Livrea "L'epos philologique"^C 49 pp. 146-60 

Lloyd-Jones 1984: H. Lloyd-Jones "A Hellenistic Miscellany" SIFC 2 pp.52-71, reprinted in

(and quoted from) Greek Comedy, Hellenistic Literature, Greek Religion and

Miscellanea (Collected Papers, Oxford University Press) pp.231-49 

Lucas 1968: D.W. Lucas Aristotle. Poetics (Oxford University Press) 

Macleod 1982: C.W. Macleod Homer. Iliad XXIV (Cambridge University Press) 

Meuli 1921: K. Meuli Odysee undArgonautika (Weidmann, Berlin) 

Natzel 1992: S.A. Natzel KA.eoc rwaiKcov: Frauen in den "Argonautika" des Apollonios

Rhodios (Wissenschaftlicher Verlag Trier) 

Newman 1974: J.K. Newman "Callimachus and the Epic" Serta Turyniana (University of

Illinois Press: Urbana, Chicago, London) pp.342-60 

Newman 1986: J.K. Newman The Classical Epic Tradition (University of Wisconsin Press,

Madison) 

Nyberg 1992: L. Nyberg Unity and Coherence: Studies in Apollonius' Argonautica and the

Alexandrian Epic Tradition (Studia Graeca et Latina Lundensia 4, Lund University

Press)

Page 1955: D. Page The Homeric Odyssey (Oxford University Press) 

Page 1973: D- Pa8e Folktales in Homer's Odyssey (Harvard University Press)

359



Bibliography: Ch. 8 (Hellenistic Poetry)

Parsons 1993: P.J. Parsons "Identities in Diversity" pp. 152-70 in A. Bulloch, E.S. Gruen, A.A.

Long and A. Stewart, eds. Images and Ideologies: Self-definition in the Hellenistic

World (University of California Press, Berkeley/Los Angeles)

Pavlock 1990: B. Pavlock Eros, Imitation and the Epic Tradition (Cornell University Press) 

Pfeiffer 1953: R. Pfeiffer Callimachus i. Fragmenta, ii. Hymni et Epigrammata (Oxford

University Press) 

Pfeiffer 1955: R. Pfeiffer "The future of studies in the field of Hellenistic poetry" JHS 75 pp.69-

73 

Phinney 1967: E.S. Phinney "Narrative Unity in the Argonautica; the Medea-Jason Romance"

TAP A 98 pp.327-41 

Rengakos 1994: A. Rengakos Apollonios Rhodios und die antike Homererklarung (Munich)

Zetemata 92 

Richardson 1980: N.J. Richardson "Literary Criticism in the Exegetical Scholia to the Iliad: A

Sketch" CQ 30 pp.265-287 

Rossi 1968: L.E. Rossi "La fine alessandrina dell' 'Odissea' e lo £fjXo<; 'OjiipiKoq di Apollonio

Rhodio" RFIC 96 pp. 151 -163 

Rossi 1971: L.E. Rossi "I genere letterari e le loro leggi scritte e non scritte nelle letterature

classiche" BICS 18 pp.69-94

Rutherford 1992: R.B. Rutherford Homer. Odyssey XIXandXX (Cambridge University Press) 

Schadewaldt 1938: W. Schadewaldt Iliasstudien (Berlin) 

Schefold /Jung 1989: K. Schefold and F. Jung Die Sagen von den Argonauten, von Theben und

Troia in der klassischen und hellenistischen Kunst (Hirmer Verlag, Munich) 

Shumaker 1969: J.W. Shumaker "Homeric Transformations in the Argonautica of Apollonius of

Rhodes" (unpublished Ph.D thesis, University of Pennsylvania; DAI 70-7850) 

Taplin 1993: O. Taplin Comic Angels: and other approaches to Greek drama through vase- 

paintings (Oxford University Press)

Vian 1981: F. Vian and E. Delage Argonautiques ///(Paris, Belles Lettres) 

Zanker 1987: G. Zanker Realism in Alexandrian poetry: a literature and its audience (Croom

Helm, Beckenham) 

Ziegler 1966: K. Ziegler Das hellenistische Epos2 (Leipzig)

360



Bibliography: Ch. 9 (Augustan Poetry)

Bibliography to Chapter 9

Anderson 1957: W.S. Anderson "Vergil's Second///ad" TAPA 88 pp.17-30 (repr. S.J. Harrison, ed.

Oxford Readings in Vergil's Aeneid (Oxford University Press 1990) pp.239-52) 

Anderson 1973: W.S. Anderson "The Heroides" in Binns 1973 pp.49-83 

Baca 1971: A.R. Baca "The themes of Querela and Lacrimae in Ovid's Heroides" Emerita 39

pp.195-201

Ball 1975: R.J. Ball "Recent work on Tibullus (1970-1974)" Eranos 63 pp.62-68 

Ball 1983: R.J. Ball Tibullus the Elegist (Gottingen) Hypomnemata 77 

Balsdon 1962: J. Balsdon Roman Women (London) 

Barchiesi 1984: A. Barchiesi La traccia del modello (Giardini, Pisa) 

Barchiesi 1992: A. Barchiesi P. Ovidii Nasonis Epistulae Heroidum (Felice le Monnier,

Florence)

Barsby 1973: J. Barsby Ovid: Amores /(Oxford University Press)

Benediktson 1985: D.T. Benediktson "Propertius' 'elegiacisation' of Homer" Mala 35.1 pp. 17-26 

Binns 1973: J.W. Binns, ed. Ovid (London: Routledge)

Bomer 1986: F. Bomer Ovid. Metamorphoses XIV-XV (Carl Winter, Heidelburg) 

Bowie 1981: A.M. Bowie The Poetic Dialect of Sappho andAlcaeus (Ayer Co., Salem) 

Bowra 1961: C.M. Bowra Greek lyric poetry: from Alcman to Simonides (Oxford University

Press) 

Blansdorf 1995: J. Blansdorf Fragmenta Poetarum Latinorum Epicorum et Lyricorum (post Morel,

Biichner) (Teubner, Stuttgart and Leipzig)

Braund 1992: S.H. Braund "Juvenal - Misogynist or Misogamist?" JRS 82 pp.71-86 

Bright 1971: D.F. Bright "A Tibullan Odyssey" Arethusa 4.2 pp. 197-214 

Bright 1978: D.F. Bright Haec mihi Fingebam (E.J. Brill, Leiden)

Buffiere 1956: F. Buffiere Les Mythes D'Homere et la Pensee Grecque (Belles Lettres, Paris) 

Bulloch 1973: A.W. Bulloch "Tibullus and the Alexandrians" PCPS 19 pp.71-89 

Butler/Barber 1933: H.E. Butler and E.A.Barber The Elegies of Propertius (Oxford University

Press) 

Butrica 1996: J.L. Butrica "Hellenistic Erotic Elegy: the evidence of the papyri" PLLS 9 pp.297-

322 

Cairns 1975: F. Cairns "Splendide Mendax: Horace Odes iii.ll" G&R 22 pp.129-139

361



Bibliography: Ch. 9 (Augustan Poetry)

Cairns 1979: F. Cairns Tibullus: A Hellenistic Poet at Rome (Cambridge University Press)

Cairns 1989: F. Cairns Vergil's Augustan Epic (Cambridge University Press)

Cairns 1995: F. Cairns "Horace, Odes 3.7: Elegy, Lyric, Myth, Learning and Interpretation" in

Homage to Horace ed. S.J. Harrison pp.65-99 (Oxford University Press) 

Cameron 1970: A.M. Cameron "Myth and Meaning in Petronius: Some Modern Comparisons"

Latomus 29 pp.397-425

Camps 1961: W.A. Camps Propertius: Elegies, Book I (Cambridge University Press) 

Camps 1967: W.A. Camps Propertius: Elegies, Book II (Cambridge University Press) 

Camps 1966: W.A. Camps Propertius: Elegies, Book III (Cambridge University Press) 

Camps 1965: W.A. Camps Propertius: Elegies, Book IV (Cambridge University Press) 

Clark 1908: S.B. Clark "The Authorship and the Date of the Double Letters in Ovid's Heroides"

HSCP 19 pp.\2\-\55 

Clausen 1987: W. Clausen Vergil's Aeneid and the Tradition of Hellenistic Poetry (University of

California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles)

Conte 1986: G.B. Conte The Rhetoric of Imitation (Cornell University Press) 

Conte 1994: G.B. Conte Latin Literature: A History (Johns Hopkins University Press) 

Courtney 1965: E. Courtney "Ovidian and Non-Ovidian Heroides" BICS 12 pp.63-66 

Courtney 1969: E. Courtney "Three poems of Propertius" BICS 16 pt.3 "Acanthis and Dipsas"

pp.80-87

Courtney 1980: E. Courtney Commentary on the Satires of Juvenal (Athlone Press, London) 

Currie 1973: H. Currie "Propertius IV.8: a reading" Latomus 23 pp.616-22 

Dalzell 1980: A. Dalzell "Homeric themes in Propertius" Hermathena 129 pp.29-36 

Davis 1991: G. Davis Polyhymnia: the Rhetoric of Horatian Lyric Discourse (University of

California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles)

Day 1938: A. A. Day The Origins of Latin Love Elegy (Oxford University Press) 

Dettmer 1983: H. Dettmer Horace: A Study in Structure (Olms-Weidmann, Hildesheim) 

Dewald 1997: C. Dewald "Wanton Kings, Pickled Heroes, and Gnomic Founding Fathers:

Strategies of Meaning at the End of Herodotus' Histories''' pp.62-82 in D.H. Roberts,

P.M. Dunn and D. Fowler, eds. Classical Closure (Princeton University Press) 

Dickinson 1973: R.J. Dickinson "The Tristia: Poetry in Exile" in Binns 1973 pp. 154-190 

Dorrie 1968: H. Dorrie Der heroische Brief (de Gruyter, Berlin) 

Dorrie 1971: H. Dorrie P. Ovidii Nasonis Epistulae Heroidum (de Gruyter, Berlin)

362



Bibliography: Ch. 9 (Augustan Poetry)

Dover 1978: K. Dover Greek Homosexuality (Duckworth, London)

Du Quesnay 1973: I.M.Le M. Du Quesnay "TheAmores" in Binns 1973 pp. 1-48

Duff 1970: J.D. Duff Fourteen Satires of Juvenal2 (Cambridge University Press)

Eisenberger 1960: H. Eisenberger "Der innere Zusammenhang der Motive in Tibulls Gedicht

1.3" Hermes 88 pp. 188-97

Evans 1971: S. Evans "Odyssean echoes in Propertius IV.8" G&R 18 pp.51-3 

Evans 1983: H.B. Evans Publica Carmina: Ovid's books from exile (University of Nebraska

Press) 

Fantham et al. 1994: E. Fantham, H.P. Foley, N.B. Kampen, S.B. Pomeroy, and H.A. Shapiro

Women in the Classical World (Oxford University Press) 

Feeney 1991: D. Feeney The Gods in Epic (Oxford University Press) 

Fischler 1994: S. Fischler "Social Stereotypes and Historical Analysis: The Case of the Imperial

Women at Rome" pp. 115-33 in L.J. Archer, S. Fischler and M. Wyke, eds., Women in

Ancient Societies (Macmillan, London) 

Fowler 1997: D. Fowler "Second thoughts on Closure" pp.3-22 in D.H. Roberts, F.M. Dunn and

D. Fowler, eds. Classical Closure (Princeton University Press) 

Fraenkel 1957: E. Fraenkel Horace (Oxford University Press) 

Frankel 1945: H. Frankel, Ovid: A Poet Between Two Worlds (University of California Press,

Berkeley and Los Angeles)

Galinsky 1975: K. Galinsky Ovid's Metamorphoses (Basil Blackwell, Oxford) 

Galinsky 1981: K. Galinsky, review of Bright 1978 CPh 76 pp.72-4 

Garvie 1994: A. Garvie Homer. Odyssey VI-VIII (Cambridge University Press) 

Gransden 1976: K. Gransden Vergil. Aeneid VIII (Cambridge University Press) 

Griffin 1985: J. Griffin Latin Poets and Roman Life (Duckworth, London) 

Hall 1981: J. Hall Lucian 's Satire (Arno Press, New York) 

Hanslik 1970: Hanslik "Tibulls Elegie 1.3" in Festschrift z. 60 Geburtstag von K. Buchner ed. W.

Wimmel (Steiner, Wiesbaden) pp. 138-45 

Hainsworth 1988: J.B. Hainsworth in,4 Commentary on Homer's Odyssey. I: I-VIIIed. A.

Heubeck, A. Hoekstra and S. West (Oxford University Press) 

Hardie 1997: P- Hardie "Closure in the Epic" pp. 139-162 in D.H. Roberts, F.M. Dunn and D.

Fowler, eds. Classical Closure (Princeton University Press) 

Harrison 1988: S.J. Harrison "Horace Odes 3.7: An Erotic Odyssey?" C038 pp.186-92.

363



Bibliography: Ch. 9 (Augustan Poetry)

Harsh 1950: P.W. Harsh "Penelope and Odysseus in Odyssey XIX" AJP 71 pp. 1-21

Helm 1906: R. Helm Lukian und Menipp (Teubner, Leipzig and Berlin, repr. Georg Olms.

Hildesheim 1967) 

Henderson 1986: J. Henderson "Becoming a Heroine (1st): Penelope's Ovid" LCM 11 pp.7-10,

21-24, 37-40, 67-70, 82-85, 114-21 

Heyworth 1993: S.J. Heyworth "Horace's Ibis: on the titles, unity, and contents of the Epodes"

PLLS7pp.85-96

Hinds 1985: S. Hinds "Booking the Return Trip: Ovid and Tristia 1" PCPS 31 pp. 13-32 

Hinds 1987: S. Hinds The Metamorphosis of Persephone: Ovid and the Self-Conscious Muse

(Cambridge University Press) 

Hinds 1993: S. Hinds "Medea in Ovid: Scenes from the Life of an Intertextual Heroine" MD 30

pp.9-47

Hollis 1977: A.S. Hollis Ovid. Ars Amatoria 1 (Oxford University Press) 

Hopkinson 1988: N. Hopkinson A Hellenistic Anthology (Cambridge University Press) 

Horsfall 1983: N. Horsfall "Some Problems in the Laudatio Turiae" BICS3Q pp.85-98 

Howie 1989: J.D. Howie "The Phaeacians in the Odyssey: Fable and Territorial Claim" Shadow

6.1 pp.26-9

Hubbard 1974: M. Hubbard Propertius (Duckworth, London) 

Hunter 1993: R.L. Hunter The Argonautica of Apollonius: Literary Studies (Cambridge

University Press)

Hutchinson 1984: G. Hutchinson "Propertius and the Unity of the Book" JRS 74 pp.99-106 

Jacobson 1974: H. Jacobson Ovid's Heroides (Princeton University Press) 

Jacoby 1909: F. Jacoby "Tibulls erste Elegie" RhM64 pp.601-32 

Katz 1991: M.A. Katz Penelope's Renown (Princeton University Press) 

Kennedy 1984: D.J. Kennedy "The Epistolary Mode and the First of Ovid's Heroides", CQ 34

pp.413-22

Kenney 1965: E.J. Kenney "The poetry of Ovid's exile" PCPS 11 pp.37-49 

Kenney 1967: E.J. Kenney "Liebe als juristisches Problem" Philologus 111 pp.212-32 

Kenney 1996: E.J. Kenney Ovid. Heroides XVI-XXI (Cambridge University Press) 

Kiessling/Heinze 1967: A. Kiessling, revised R. Heinze ed. with commentary Horaz: Satiren

(Dublin/Zurich) 9th. edn. 

Knauer 1964: G.N. Knauer Die Aeneis und Homer (Gottingen) Hypomnemata 7

364



Bibliography: Ch. 9 (Augustan Poetry)

Knox 1995: P.E. Knox Ovid. Heroides: Select Epistles (Cambridge University Press)

Lattimore 1962: R. Lattimore Themes in Greek and Latin Epitaphs (University of Illinois Press,

Urbana)

Lee 1982: G. Lee Tibullus: Elegies 2nd. ed. (Francis Cairns, Liverpool) 

Lefkowitz 1983: M. Lefkowitz "Influential Women" pp.49-64 in A. Cameron and A. Kuhrt, eds..

Images of Women in Antiquity (Groom Helm, Beckenham) 

Lloyd-Jones 1973: H. Lloyd-Jones "Modern Interpretation of Pindar. The Second Pythian and

Seventh Nemean Odes" JHS pp. 109-37 

Lovejoy/Boas 1935: A. Lovejoy and G. Boas Primitivism and related ideas in antiquity (Johns

Hopkins University Press, Baltimore)

Luck 1967-77: G. Luck P. Ovidius Naso: Tristia 2 vols. (Carl Winter, Heidelburg) 

Lyne 1970: R.O.A.M. Lyne "Propertius and Cynthia: elegy 1.3" PCPS 16 pp.60-78 

Lyne 1980: R.O.A.M. Lyne The Latin Love Poets (Oxford University Press) 

Lyne 1983: R.O.A.M. Lyne "Lavinia's Blush: Vergil, Aen. 12.64-70" G&R 30 pp.55-63 

Lyne 1987: R.O.A.M. Lyne Further Voices in Vergil's Aeneid (Oxford University Press) 

McKeown 1979: J.C. McKeown "Augustan Elegy and Mime" PCPS 25 pp.71-84 

McKeown 1987: J.C. McKeown Ovid, Amores: text, prolegomena and commentary vol. 1

(Francis Cairns, Liverpool) 

Macleod 1974: C.W. Macleod "A Use of Myth in Ancient Poetry" CQ 24 pp.82-93 repr. in

Collected Essays (Oxford University Press 1983) pp. 159-70 

Macleod 1982: C.W. Macleod Homer. IliadXXIV (Cambridge University Press) 

Mactoux 1975: M.-M. Mactoux Penelope: Legende et Mythe (Belles Lettres, Paris) 

Martindale 1993: C. Martindale Redeeming the Text (Cambridge University Press) 

Mayer 1994: R.G. Mayer Horace. Epistles /(Cambridge University Press) 

Mayer 1995: R.G. Mayer "Graecia Capta: The Roman Reception of Greek Literature" PLLS 8

pp.289-307

Morgan 1977: K. Morgan Ovid's Art of Imitation (E.J. Brill, Leiden) Mnemosyne Supplement 47 

Most 1985: G. Most The Measures of Praise (Gottingen) Hypomnemata 83 

Mutschler 1974: F.H. Mutschler "Gedichtanordnung in der ersten Odensammlung des Horaz"

/MM117pp.l09-33 

Nagle 1980: B.R. Nagle The Poetics of exile (Latomus, Brussels) Collection Latomus 170

365



Bibliography: Ch. 9 (Augustan Poetry)

Nisbet/Hubbard 1970: R.G.M. Nisbet and M. Hubbard A Commentary on Horace Odes, book I

(Oxford University Press) 

Nisbet/Hubbard 1991: R.G.M. Nisbet and M. Hubbard A Commentary on Horace Odes, book II

(Oxford University Press) 

Nisbet 1995: R.G.M. Nisbet "Tying Down Proteus: The Limits of Ambiguity and Cross-Reference

in Horace's Odes" pp.414-430 in Collected Papers (Oxford University Press) 

North 1979: J.A. North "Religious Toleration in Republican Rome" PCPS25 pp.85-103 

Otis 1969: B. Otis "The Originality of the Aeneid" pp.27-66 in Virgil ed. D.R. Dudley

(Routledge, London)

Palmer 1898: A. Palmer Ovidii Epistulae Heroidum (Oxford University Press) 

Papanghelis 1987: T. Papanghelis Propertius: A Hellenistic Poet on Love and Death (Cambridge

University Press)

Parsons 1988: P.J. Parsons "Eine neugefundene griechische Liebeselegie" MH45 pp.65-74 

Petrochilos 1974: N. Petrochilos Roman Attitudes to the Greeks (S. Saripolos' Library, Athens) 

Pfeiffer 1953: R. Pfeiffer, ed. Callimachus 2 vols. (Oxford University Press) 

Pichon 1902: J.R. Pichon de sermone amatorio apudLatinos elegiarum scriptores (Paris) 

Porter 1987: D.H. Porter Horace's Poetic Journey. A reading of Odes 1-3 (Princeton University

Press)

Poschl 1962: V. Poschl The Art of Vergil (trans. Michigan University Press, Ann Arbor) 

Powell 1925: J.U. Powell, ed. Collectanea Alexandrina (Oxford University Press) 

Purcell 1986: N. Purcell "Livia and the womanhood of Rome" PCPS 32 pp.78-105 

Putnam 1995: M.J. Putnam "Design and Allusion in Horace, Odes 1.6" pp.50-64 in S.J.

Harrison, ed. Homage to Horace (Oxford University Press) 

Quint 1993: D. Quint Epic and Empire (Princeton University Press) 

Rahn 1958: H. Rahn "Ovids elegische Epistel"^cL4 7 pp.105-20

Rawson 1985: E. Rawson Intellectual Life in the Late Roman Republic (Duckworth, London) 

Rawson 1986: B. Rawson "The Roman Family" pp. 1-57 in B. Rawson, ed. The Family in Ancient

Rome (Croom Helm, London) 

Rawson 1992: E. Rawson "The Romans" pp. 1-28 in K.J. Dover, ed. Perceptions of the Ancient

Greeks (Basil Blackwell, Oxford) 

Rissman 1983: L. Rissman Love as War: Homeric Allusion in the Poetry of Sappho (Anton

Hain, Konigstein)

366



Bibliography: Ch. 9 (Augustan Poetry)

Rosati 1996: G. Rosati "Sabinus, the Heroides, and the Poet Nightingale. Some Observations on

the Authenticity of the Epistula Sapphus" CQ 46 pp.207-216 

Rudd 1966: N. Rudd The Satires of Horace (Cambridge University Press) 

Rudd 1976: N. Rudd "Architecture: Theories about Vergil's Eclogues" pp.119-44 in his Lines of

Enquiry (Cambridge University Press)

Sabot 1981: A.-F. Sabot "Les 'Heroides' D'Ovide" ANRW231A pp.2252-2636 

Santirocco 1986: M.S. Santirocco Unity and Design in Horace's Odes (University of Carolina

Press) 

Schlunk 1974: Schlunk The Homeric Scholia and the Aeneid (University of Michigan Press, Ann

Arbor)

Schrenk 1994: L.P. Schrenk "Sappho Fr.44 and the Iliad" Hermes 122 pp. 144-50 

Seaford 1984: R. Seaford Euripides. Cyclops (Oxford University Press) 

Showerman 1914: G. Showerman, ed. Ovid: Heroides and Amores (Loeb Classical Library,

London and Harvard)

Smith 1913: K.F. Smith The Elegies ofAlbius Tibullus (New York, repr. Darmstadt 1971) 

Stanford 1963: W.B. Stanford The Ulysses Theme2 (Basil Blackwell, Oxford) 

Treggiari 1991: S. Treggiari Roman Marriage (Oxford University Press) 

West 1978: M.L. West Hesiod. Works and Days (Oxford University Press) 

Whitaker 1983: R. Whitaker Myth and Personal Experience in Roman Love Elegy (Gottingen)

Hypomnemata 76

Wigodsky 1972: M. Wigodsky Virgil and Early Latin Poetry (Wiesbaden) 

Williams 1969: G.W. Williams The Third Book of Horace's Odes (Oxford University Press) 

Williams 1973: R.D. Williams The Aeneid of Virgil: books VII-XII (Glasgow) 

Williams 1994: G.D. Williams Banished voices: readings in Ovid's exile poetry (Cambridge

University Press)

Wimmel 1978: W. WimmelDerfriihe Tibull (Munich)

Wiseman 1985: T.P. Wiseman Catullus and His World (Cambridge University Press) 

Wistrand 1976: E. Wistrand The So-called Laudatio Turiae (Lund) 

Wyke 1987: M. Wyke "The Elegiac Woman at Rome" PCPS33 pp. 153-78 

Zanker 1988: P. Zanker The Power of Images in the Age ofAugustsus (University Of Michigan

Press)

367




