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Euripides rejects this Sophoclean upmmgm. and desceribes a socicty in which

there are no fotees for right or good. no models for the young o take to heart,
onl\j

welcomed b\ all with no questions asked. Beneath the “happy ending ™ of the
Orestes is a reality more frightemng than the homror thift preceded it
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varieties of greed. vinity and \mhnu The almost comic unity of the ¢
play’s.ending reyeals a herd who has heln ahsorbed into this socicty and i |
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BYBLIS AND MYRRHA
TWO INCEST \It\R.R»\IlVE:S IN THE M‘LTAMORPHOSES

fn two mn\uumc hook® of lhe Mplanmrphose: occu eplsodcs of incest "
(V450-6057100,298-502). By blis’ passion for het brother Cdunus is narraledby
Ovid himselt. as an tllustration wr ament concessa puellq (4‘34) Myrrha's”
desire for her father Cinyras is part of the cycle of Orpheus’ songs, one of those

conthe theme . inconcessisque puellas/ rgmbus attonitas mefuzs:e libidine

pocnam (15315437 The wo stories naturally,have a number of -paralléls
becase of the similarity of subject. as well as ditferences, some of-which can,’
be atiributed to Orpheus” personal bias. His narrative is more tendentious; but,

. curiously - more prurient. Despite the lcndcn‘nous]y stated moral purpose df his  »7;

sstory. Orpheus exploits the horrot? of Myrrha s incest in a melodramaof .
picias perverted.”” whereas Ovid presents a, sympathetic and rélatively re-
strdned wbcountof Byblis. Many of the differences betieen the styles pf-these -

SUWO DATTALVeS drise from one underlying dlthrence—the attitude of the nar-

rador toward his main character. Ovid s Lonmslently sympa[hehc toward
Bablis. wheteas Orpheus is ambivalent toward Myrrha with his mmal revu!—

sién ultm wely giving way to sy mpdlh\ .
B : .

Ovid l'rcqucml) puts a story in the mouth of one of his fictio_n:il“chgra{:,ter[.
Scholars huae noted this. both in the present case of Orpheus, and in othe
selsewherd. but they have offered a variety ol explanations for - why Ovid-doe
this. The device of stories-within-a-story had been part of the epic. traditjon,
from the tales of Odvmux through thé neoteric epyllia.’, As for Ovid’s.
particulay motives mr,kxtmbutmw stories tor +his characters in the Metanwrph-
TGN hofarly explanations fall into two broad categories, those.whicki relate
Ov W7 matin ¢y Lo structure and thme and those which ‘relate them o fone and
mood. Structural and thematic expldmtlons are common in Brooks Qltis, a5 a
consequence of his overall approach to the pgém. For.Otis. Orpheus Tinks the
stories of Pygimalion, Mymrha, and Venug and Adonjs (183), while: the stories
“atributed to the Minyades™ achieve variety and anticipate a themduc ransi-
tion (1321, Betore Otis. Hermann Frinkef.noted that the. Pygmahon sto

“inte the mouth of Orpheus. nplicitly underscofcﬂ parallels: id -thes

characters“situgtions; L.P. V\ ilkinson explamed the phenomenon in Eenerafa

. I
“En faet, Orpheus” story of My rrha’m
Williany S. Andersen rightfy abserves in hlS cmm c

e /(! {Norman. Oklahoma 1972) 501, heteafter citéd as **

*Brooks Qus. O\/(IA:\An l:plr Pml (Camhndge 1970, 2nd:rev?,
states, 21
Cinna’s //n\rnu was
chimax of his eptsodes of ﬁ;rm.m.[ibido and to establish a-contrast witl
iSee M. ;x\l&ll’](‘rl’lé Crump. 7'}10 Ep)-llinn Srom Theocritys 1o OV
“dipression” asa rule” oses )
(47). For two maore recent stidies whth dcﬂl specifically with Qvid's-stories-withii
GlL\Lklﬂg 1Die Rahme /lwkuhlungm in Quids Melamnrpho:en(dxss
Boillal. LL\ récits intercalés!” Les Métamorphoses d' Owde-'
composiron (Bern and Frankfort 1976). '
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Caoway of including stories which do not fit Oyid's announced chronelogieal

schemie. ' The ntotive of tore and mood appeurs in Frinkel's k\pl;l”d[lt)n that

y the bifttle of the Lapiths and Centaurs is daid *“in the mouth of old Nestor. ™ as
way for Ovid o avoid telling this - “Brutal tale’ himself (10257 Noie that”

Friinkel's reasonimg seerns to be—itis abrutal wle. thercfore Q\ 1d has Nestor

tell it—not=—itis a brutal tale hec quese Ovid has Nestortelt it Wilkinson ullx

attention e the vividness w hth resulls when anamator welly, lu\ awnesfory

the dase of Arethusa’s story about fier ‘escape Trom Atpheas (17601, and ni'

Achelous” account of his struggl® with Hercules €876 0 and 200 O,
referring to the tone of the story of Cephalus and Proeris, asserts (181 " The
harsh cuptdity and indeceney of Ovid's sources are softened not so much by
Ovid speaking i propria persona as by his narrator, Cephalus

Until recently this hay been the extent to which scholars hayve consdered the
effect a fictional narrator may have uponatale * The fictonad narrator has been
regarded primartly as afictuonal character, with certain personality trats and
biographical experiences which Ovidmay explotor reasons of thenie o tone
Despite Onis’ oblervation ubout Cephalus as nartator, his prevarlmg atuude
appedrs ‘when he reters 1o the section ol the poamn swhich s nommalls
attributed”” 1o Ompheus (1901, Thuas, according 10 Ous. the story of Cyparissus
appuirs 0 the cotalogle of trees. old by OV on propra pessona . bt
Gandymede™s trnee hewas zuu adreei s putin the stouth of Ophieus™ (185
titalies mine).

Recently, however. scholars have begun o ke the Sietonal narators more
sertoushy ay narrarors cand o discover reasons for Ovid s use of them which
relate to the sel- [Q”k xive nature otthis poenyin wineh the role ot the artst s an

S AMpOrk mt concern.® Zumw althas shown that Sestor's bias in his version ot the

Lapiths and Centaurs undermines his othierwise excellent gquabificatgos., thus
allowing Ovid to tomment upon the possibilie of trath innaratise * [nacbned
discugsion o Ovid's narranne art.-Segal has shown the cifect of contexi
gincluding audience. circwmstances. and scwing. as well as narrdor) on the
tales of Pyranius and Thisbe and Baucis and Phitemon: his oxcellent recent
study ot the Cephalus and Proerts episode include s consideration of the ¢ltect of
(q\h;llm as narrator, as well as other elements of the conext.”

The Cephatus dnd Procris episode has also been discussed by Galinsky: tor
him," the use of Cephalus as narator allows Ovd o «lL’] ieve T fine balunee
between dic “expericnce” and the “artiste” pspects of the stony ™ and o

A Poci Beseeen Two Worldy (Berkeley T94S), hereatior Gited as Frinkel. L0-UT Qv
i (Cambndgé 19351 hereatter cited as "Wilkinson, " 147 ’
¢n the narrative theorisis Roberr Seholes and Robert Kellege. Fie Nutre o Narrdine
1OxTor) 1260) 263, contrast the effect of the  multiplication of ¢ ¢-w itness naTalor ™ with that of
“ihe ml\rlmk\ o tale-tellers of frankly ticnonal narratives Hhe Ovid's Metamorpiunes or the
rlrulwup Nighis.” o o , .

“Albon Goddard Elliot, " Ovid's Mewmorphoses: A\ Bibhiography, 19681978 (W 737
(April-Aaw 1980) 391, remarks on (his as one el the emergidg trends in the scholarship in that
decade] as part of the concern with Ovidian poctivs and narrabive techmigue (383
g Sibversa: Theme and Structure in Ovid's ,\Iz‘mzwrp}n:,w,\' 127 03CA 1o (1‘477<
p.muul«\rlx 202317
rrative At in the Mewamorphoses

.
And Tragedy,” GraZer Beitrdge 7 (1978

IﬁG(I‘WHM 1-337 ()\Jd\(q\huluwndprmn\
785 173208 -

BYBLIS'AND MYRRHA

demonstrate (hat hc-cuuld tell the story differently and with sustained dignity

and even pmtundltv The notion of OQvid's desire" o' tet]l a’familiar yth”
Cdifterentdy s fundamerital to Galinsky's 1nlgrpretduon of+the Meramorph-
osey. Accardthg to him (4). Qvid's concern. in that poem:«was wglh the
mel Jmanhmu of myth rather than mythologlcal metamorphaoses;”’ thé poet:

was ubly to accomplish this . mefamorphosis by followirly: example of

(SN sses. whowm he had represénted in his own ArsAmatoria as-respondm’g [T

Calypso’srepeated requests to hear about th fall ofTroy by telling * the same .:
thing ditterendy™ (ille referre aliter mzpe solébat idem, Ars 2428). "
A'special category of this narrativé diversification, yet to ke exammed .
thoroughly, consists of the tales told- “dltferemly" by Ovid's fxcuunal nar-:
rators. hor this purpose it is especially useful to juxtapdse two stories:on: the
same theme, one by a fictional narratof and the other by Ovid, slnce this allox
direct comparison of the narrative style (voice and techmque) of Owd in
propria perSong with that in hisccharacter. In cornparifig the incest narratives.of
()\ 1d and ()lphul\ I slmfl be pursumg lhg |n~.lg:hl that OVJd Jses some: Of h

lnl_m\ in llk /I«/umm/rlmws (both wsual hkc Arachne dnd Mmerva,
verbal, tike Minvades. the Pierides, the Musu., and, Orpheus), showmg h
the cephrases of their works ““mirror”" th¢ larger poen. ' Anderson comments
on a particulur (lddl] in* the M)rrhd episode which is 3
ILIHA[OI’.I\()IphLUS no. Ovid,”” but for the most part his comm nts et
narrator us OV Leach explicitly and emphatically denies s(y stic'di

. (muum\ bu»\un Owd dnd the flutmnal poets (106)

deser 1,pn\ LFLChquULS dnd their ndrrauve paung are the same
Lxrﬂu pmm :

"Ovid's \lwm/mn/rhmm Ahlnlruduruou fo lh? Ba;l

Loy (mlmxk\

own earlier version.

19See Andarson 157-171 on the wcavmg comest 1d
Onis” st edition, AJP 89 (1068) 93-104: Lcach“ Ekphra: s.an thi
the Meramnorphoses,” Ramis 3.2 (1974) 102-142, hcrcéfler CI 'd
17 1'nr the'” mlm)r

‘J' Lmhuldcd ymlg Y *the rmrmme of a narmnve )rcﬂecls an 1m:rge of

ua 2ood sample of Anderson's procedure appears on 488 48

. refers o the parrator once as Orpheus but several

comipents onthe phrase meus geritor *Orphelis represents hlmself as
152-54 he cofhments that ** With five daclyls Orphcus I
Anderson boe‘s funher lhdﬂ l do in dssessmg ‘the effecls of
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thefr 0 pacig L 1t is still worth examinmg dividual cases: especially
“thode cises iy which Ovid and o character el the <ame kind of story . to
determine it any styhstic differences do exist. In my exanmination ot the two
ineest narratives i the Metamorphoses . T shall be focussing on the stvhiste
ditferences between Ovid and Orpheus. ditferences, that is. i those closely
mterrelated aspects of nartative siyle which come under the heading - of
Cvoree s mcluding pace. tooe, mdod o sclecnon and arrangement of details,
Andl most important, sinee 1 intluences all the others, the narratde's attiude
towhrd his subjeet. o
I'he meesttales of Ovid and ()?ph\ us are notthe ondy parr of tales one could
choose inorder to contrast the stvie of Osad himseld \‘.Hh that o1 a ficnonal
rarrator. = butitis a particularhs dlustrats ¢ pares Faest, Quidacems o mvate the
comparison himselt by puttmg the pair so close together m two consecuting
books. He exiended @ sl inviaton near the begmnmg of the poem with
twa tates of agod pursuing a uluudm nymph s own Apallo and Daphine and
Mereury s Pan and Syrinxe beth i Book ]. ih—c Vctamorphoves contams
several variations on that (humu. hul the Babhis and My are the ondy 1w
mncest tales told at dny lun-'lh B These eprsodes are abso roughihy e samie
length (216 hines tor Babhis, 205 tor Murrhar s s tact which chimnates one more
Both were tales well-hnown o Ovid's readers, henee otterimg the
challenge o referre alirer P Finably L Orphcon” ovcle of songs i Book

, b
SAnother mteresting Par consists b Ovnl's g g

Phineus i Book S0 and Nestor™ baitle of the Lapithe nd Cennors o o

focty dlasston . vigeroisdy cemsarad Byocimios, o sone
prommently e Galimshy s discgssiom i o83
sensdtionalism i the Seaonerpenes s thas
lnselt Morcover. Nestor s battde aartiting senve
Franket 220 o 810 and owore recenihy s O
Vowipiorphoses ot Ovidd . Clissicn of Medh
Henee o camparrson of the two hattle marraies
stastdpernt of Ovid s selt-retlecton v the prinaplos of maratin e am e on RS prededessers oo i
il :
CEranked s remarks onthe Panand Sy NSt b seostive ahont Ond omntiiion
suve abe Ot 3RS 380 s Appeinding on e
Onnd duestaelude very brich allisions toseveral otlier o os ol i
case vf tather dunghier sacestis alided to wuhim the vrow s wan
became Minerva's owie Nyatmiene bad o
teest with hus mother 17386387 R :
places NMedea thes overin her drigon et Fhe v
Cephalus™ brict reterence 1o Lardes (77307631 unless Catrea An e comimied us
retnnder The equally tamous vase of Hippoelyias s redued 100 1 see S As
Phacdpa s auempied seductoon. reported by Hippolytes tuaisell afier he bas heen resurrecied as
Virbius dnd refocated i lady - Elements of Buripides™ Hippobvie . however, appear in bath the
Babhis and Myorhao Froally owattnn Bablis™ stony s there are aflusions to several ather cases of
brother-sister meest. which corie 1o Bybln® mind we provedents tor hier own siwation: Setar i
Ops, Oeganand Tethys doprterand Junoand the sons of Acolus and ther :X\[cr\‘(” 47499 507
HParthemus told Bybln® stony in Pudhemia fronea 11 und Cinna wrote the tamous Zesvrnu
As Quis puts 102000, Ohvid was here Iveinthe ragic fove stones of Sovila, Bublin, Myrrha, and
Proene] dealingawith a central topic of Hellenistic and neoterie poetry—a topie that he had already
treated at length W his-Heroides:™ he Taier (2170 characierizes the Sovily episade as an “ab-
breviwed™ neoteric epyvilion. and the Bablis and -Myrrha cpisodes as “complete "or rounded
xamgtlels] ot the genre. ™ On neotene epyllia'in general see Crump (2bove. note 11 passin. hut

BYBLIS,AND MYRRHA -
mirrors the Metamorphoses in several ways: 1) it is a miniature. carnien s
perpeaen . which begins, as does the larger one. With loves of Jupllcr and
Apollo: 2) Orpheus” stated themes. boys Toved by gods, and girls punished for '
forbidden passions, dorr espond to major themes-in the larger poem:"™ 3) Ovid:
mcludes tales about artists, such as-Orphéus, and.Orpheus.in turn’tglls about
Pygmahion: H).Ovid uses charcters, such as Orpheus, as narrators; Orphcustoo,,
has o character, Venus, telh a story withinthis ¢ycle; and 5) Orpheus’ Lyc]e 157
one of w number of groups of stories in the Metamorphoses; tinlfike most of the
ather groups. however, Orplieus” cyele isot simply a series of tales t@ldundgr
sipilar circumstances but by different narrators (é.g., the stories of the
Minvades. and the tales 1old in Achelous’ cave, but cather it is a sequence of:
stories shaped by one n.umlm. And that onc the mythical singer par cwl-

s

Oud's introduction to the Byblis episode is brief (7- lines, 9.450-456,
contpared to Orpheuss 220 10.298-319) and straighteforward, evep under-

stated. The transition from the previous story is, gencalogical: Cyane bore
\Imln\ twins, Byblis and Caunus. Byblis is an C\ampk that girls should Jove
what is allowed: she loved her brother, but hot as.a sister should. (Itis curlous !
that Ovid adopts the version in which Byblis and Caunus are twins, noj |ust
siblings. but does not work out nor play up the possibilities of this, nor does he
have Bybbs do so o her monologues. This is typical of Ovid's S restraint in
telling this story )7 The narrative proper begins with the sympathetic assertion

fonee

“ilat at first she did ot vealize what she was doing -and did mot think it was

wrong, I fact, Byblis™ whole tragedy is preu\dy one ot self- dclusmn she®

especndly Chaptes Vi Catullus and His Schogl™ (115 140 (‘mmp asserts (132) lhdt in the -
Metamorphoses Ovd retold all known Latm tpvllm (except the Cuh'r) and the valllun subjects
listed m Felogue 6 )

FOrphets” divine amores are Homosexual, in keeping with his own preference i
the tounder Ul homosexual practices in Thrace; on female passion, as d mijot ‘theme, ofv the -,
Metamorphoses . see Olis, Chapter V1, especially 166-167, 169, 172- 17%and 216"

"The group most similar both to Orphens” eycle and to the Idrgu poeiyis the decumesn.rplna
sang by the Muse Calliope in Book 5 Like Orpheus she is a singer] in fact he invokey her as:Musa
parens th begin his cyele 110.148), ‘Like Ovid (and Orphem Calliope yses lhc technigue of
cibedding: in fact the decpest instance of embe dding in the poen is Arethisa-s Story. of Ceres:
within the song sung by Calliope. as itis reported by the Muse to Minervh, Orpheus had alludédl to .
the rape isellin his song to Proserpina in the Underworld (10.28-29). The tile is onie told by Ovid, -
not i the' Metwmaorphoses. but an the Fasti (4.317-620)., The: Rape -of Proserpina in‘.the
Metamorplloses s an instance of another sort of parrative self- rdlunon invthe: M, ‘ulrl(lrphnwr
retelting “differently” myths Ovid told in elegidc works. Galinsky's conceptof re errk aliter iden
plﬂ\luu a4 very serviceable alternative 1o Richard Heinze's long-rejected distinction betwee

qm Cand elegiae’ narrative in the classsic Ovids ylvgzsr‘he Erzihlung. (Leipzig, 1919y,

“Anderson 450 ad 9, 45‘ wmanu “In ()lhcr »ersmns BSbhs and Caunus are merely brother
and sisler: but Ovid's s
Nivander). )’ II is indeed
out : A . Lt i ;

Selt- mdulggnu is assumed by eritics to be the. Ovidian norm, so the ‘inslance’ of: rcslraml
warrant special comment; Galinsky 152 refers o ‘the’ unusual it in e
Cephalus and Procris, and Howard Jacobson, Ovid's Hercides, (PrmCetnn 1974) 159 pr
Heroides 11 as “testimony to Ovid's abil which he dld not-often cxplml toNprgfit fron
restraint. and self-control.”; L : S
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never really understands or accepts what she is doing. ™ Ovid’s repetition of
forms of Byblis™ name at the beginning of three consecutive Hines of his short
introduction (453-455) alerts us to the focus of this tragedy of self-defusion. As
Byblis concentrates on heiself', (there are a great many lirst-person and refies -
five pronotns d[‘l(delLLH\ 5. wdm\tlu narrator Rnu«'hlx halt ot this episade
consists of the main character’s own words, i wo monologues and a leter
which constitutes another monologue. rather than one-hadll of a dialogte s s
alsa the case with the comparable Tove-leiters i Ovid's own st ifeen
Heroides).™ This procedure has several consequences for the Bybiis epraode
It stamps the narrative with an 8vidian tmprines the Tove-letter mepgrteala
renunds the reader of the poct’s carhier work . Alo. casting the episode s o
sertes of monologues makes 1t statie, by concenuating on asingle Characier s
thoughts. r: ather than on mteraction between characters. Puting so much of the
episode in the characler’s owm words nakhes 1 Gaser o presedt o svinpathct.
view of her, but paradoxically it also allow s Ovid o distanee himeelt some addresses Myirha s Ovid L by contrast, shows sympathy and twicg apOstr uphucs
what. since the rhetorical and melodramane clements are the speiber s ot the BN LN NI |m[>mrmul nctures in the plot, tiest, when a servant reports Cauntis ;-
narrator’s own. : rerectien 3N and again at the end ol her wanderings.. just before hes
By contrast. Orpheus’ preamble v b pitched wnd rheonval i metamogphosis (049031 o o )
rencalogreal transition s omimously conirars o Gacr Pyoiadion ' NN Orpheas” narrative proper begins with the introdbction to Myrrha's.opening,
monologue: unlike Byblis she realizes and resiststher: foul passion ‘(i() 319).
Fhis first monologue (320-355) reveals Myrrha's Lhdldtlu’dﬂd lhoughtproux-

S . sen o She pravs tothe gods, and to Pietay and the rights of purents™ to help
procul hine narae, procal oste parcntes G000 This seduchion by reserse ' ’ ’
psychology—don™t Listen to s, ity aasty s amphticd By two condimons

new tree was notworth so el ™ (renti nova non fiit arbor | 310) thus rgduunﬂ‘
SAMverha s tagedy toan actiotogical triviality. This hoslxlny will shift to sym?

pathy by the end of the episode when Orpheus refers to'the honor and everast-
mg memortal b the myrh-tree ahd B8 TTrears T (504-502).. Olphr,u\ nex{
harangues Myrrha herself o telt her thit Cupid refuses respongibitity for her
passion and blames iton o Fury (Orpheus will revise this o, at the beginning ofe.
the Nenus and Adonis, when he u,nphull\ bldmcs Venus for Myrtha's pas®
ston . aad to present the paradox that 7w i to halea parent;, thlskmd
of love s greater sin ithus beginning {hg molll of **pictas perverted' ™y, HL
exhorts hers from all her suitors, d\\unhlgd from .1][ over the East, to.pick one
for her bshand. provided there fsone destriction on her choice (311-318). Bis.
word-phay at the ends of the Tast two Tines (ex omnibies wnant and in annibug
s bcunnmely emphasizes the any one of all shd smay choose. and the onk
one sbie s not Hereo i his inroduction, 1s thejonly time Olphu) direetly

wis Cinyras, who could have been constdered s it he had beon chiliioss
Next Orpheus pretends to warn away potentially corruptible fisteners tmack as
the praccepror amorts does at ty hegmmng of cry matoria

i
Eorile sost part the chimcal ieratare onthe psyehology offineest sheds little or mpylight on the

vou fisten to it don t beljeve it hdm\‘lu\ﬂ Hovow bolieve 1t h‘IPFWL‘i"'\'ki_ Botion e wpen foe eviienee rome 208 cases ol deteeted oftenders in [ty R.E L. Masters P(l(!(‘rns,(g/‘

which make it Clear that Orpheus knows s warmme ™ will ot be hocded ™ cprsedos ol By bl ad Marhi S0 Karson Weinberg, Jnees \rH:[hmmr (New York 1955)is based
) s . Fone v gk K ' N s dry against the prohibiton -
alse that 10 was punished GUwas, of course, but guite differently Trom the was : S O YR 0T des exintiing casés sudies o support s argyment against the probiby

oleest e tas apposes g rape. child abuse . ete. ) Herbert aisch, Inzest (Hamblrg 1968). iy
one would expect from this profoguc, sinee e punishiment comios as oad] Dused o vrons stildies o West Germany and the Uniled States: Karin'C. Meiselinan, Incest: A
come retief to the sinnet who has actuadiy prased 1«\1 v IYus seducion o the - Pavedodioencad Stedvoof Causes aud Effecis with Freatment Recommendations (SanrJncnm 1078;
auise of 4w arning retlects ()rphgux‘ an gy mbpvalent aititude towards his ’ e rate e provious hiierature on the psyehalogy of jneest Wwith her own 1|ndmp chd ona
subject. ! He then smugly congratutates s nats e fand For not spawning such ’ : \‘w\\m[!u.‘w"\ wmple” ol 3% cases Trom a Los Angeles psychidtrié clinic.. gathered during .
. . . 0 N N R o o . . P T Rabert Lo Gewser, Madden Vicims: The 51,\'14:1//41111“' of Chit{ren (B SLON 1979}
abominations. and w Hingls concedes o the Panchacan Jamd dbei mctudes o section 1 725 o fucest afwirty extensive bxhlmgmbm cart be;foulid in Elm and Rit
Tistiee, fhe Broken Fabue: Sexcin the Family (New York 1979, 193. 7"8 s
e cleoses ta treat Byblis and Myrrha as “rease studies, 1 it s true that parabicly with agtual”
PO 221 speathe of The relentiess process of selt-ded s ' : teest dises doenst hutthey are Lairly obvious ones. As cds ‘\ILH]KS howevdr, Byblisand Myrrha o
Yo of those Tetiers deal witl incest, o Mo 4 Phoredr. i . . 8 r dre tandentathy atspodal, snee they are the nftiators. of mcc,  Thisis bUI not unan\\n 1"}1"
Hippolvtus, and i Her ELCanace weiies o ber brothy ihou RN : actial Cases,and seems to be mare common among, sisters thamduug + The reasonyfor ‘_hk’,
LHH\UHHIMIUI and which, o Oved's veraen had bee mug acebaen g o ’ : Trnted useiulness of chmeal bierature is abvious: Ovid is not preseduiigeiise \lUdlk\k
RGRATSR u‘l\hl\cnlm" on his discussion of those (W i consect, R 1 [ESERTN ’ B, meest s an extrenme example of the behavior which fémale. [rlmln can pmm
Trifi (2383384 nO0vid untaposed the tales of Phacdra and ¢ Dllaag samipie s ’ Chapter ML

phants. spives. und flower<, provided that italso prodiee myeeh concluding -

st :
have Etor it s itlaminating how Ovid ceuld tike two tales ol vvess and desciop e it s ] Potennally more usefel than clinival Jiferattre on incest are \ludm of the incest lhune in ather -
stakingly ditferent fashions. ™ . Forks ol tleton. Many of these (ictional works are referred toin OllowRank [ monamental Has
SO 227 savs, after quoling 10 300-303 0 He protests, perthaps, too moch 7 Ajso e : Inzese- Mo i Dichoang wnd Suga; "Grundziige ciner Psychiofogie d(’s dichierischen S(hryf('n
wonders what prospective audience Urvh us hasin nuad His prefudtons warming o cearls - . . theipzigand v ienna 1912; 2nd rev, ed. 1926). There is'a brict mnuduqnon\mlhcnuroduc[mnbv b
inietded for the trees. which have been drawn e the spot by fis ang ' : ’ . Daonald Webster Cory and R E.L. Masters to their anthology leun(m of Taboo. Incese iu' the -
.o “'Leach. speaking of the diserepuncs bebween his staied themes and the actual songs. b Grear Litesanre of the Past and Presenr (New York [1963). Paul G rcvnfu treh I'gc Inu'.n 5
observed (122) that " Orpheus” thoughts and purpose wander s he sings Tl satroduction (o : ; Tacme i Folklore, Folklore Fellows Communications 2)2 (Hdsmkl PT’) and includes ntdn
Mymha's story can also, be viewed as reflecting a hypocriicalls selteny shicous wtiituder see . appendix d briet list, of 1|1Lmr\ works on the, themé (35-36) i 3
Anderson S03 G 304307 on the puriamical criticism of incest by The puhrm Omieus, and b : PdrULU]‘.lrl\ germane o my discussion of self- reflection on narrduv tuhmque\’ nd vomc i
Or}‘h‘“" as the type of [hk “hypocrite moralisty” Ovid’s twy incest ades 1s John T, Irwin,-Doubling and e (‘\l(RL[)('lIiIO(l a!u/Rz"lgng A‘Sp('(ula-

- - &
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her tesist her seefus. The atter thought i Tt asceds ™ Teads o sophisiie
argument that in fact Picras refuses 1o condenmn this sortof fove. Myrrha cites
gexmuples of incestbetw een wnimals and clavms there are human soaicties that
permit neest whereby “preras grows with doubled lovd. Since her veny
snearnessT s harmlul (proxemitay ambiguotishy reters o bothy kinship anid
peographyy, she considers leaving the country s provided T oescape mn
Scclus. but admits that medies ardor keeps her back. Here \"‘u cotild e
“louch. speak to, and Kiss Cinvras, b noting turther s gianted 7 A dos hing
of wishful thinking. she mm'up[\'hu\kll violently: hut vou can hope Loy
sométhing furthers vou dnpia virgo . She asks hersell i outrage. 7 do von
wait to throw faws and names mto confuston . becomie youranother’s mval.
vour father’s mistress, your son’s sister, yvour brother's mother” Aven’t vou
afviid ol the Fartes and theirtorches 7™ Although Myreha sresistanee wavers in
the course of this monologue with s sephistey sond wishiud thiskine . ae the
beginning, and agam at the end she s herselt scareedy o outrared
Orpheus. She uses the same themes 1 her monologue as Orpheus dil o s
Sintroducton to it as it the mroduction were amusicad overture. Fhe key words
nefas, sechis, and pretas all appear. as doesreterence to ploces where meest
Hegedly s an aceeptable practice. Both aisoassocizie Fun@s and thewrstorche
with this dire abommation. Orphens clamimy o Fury Kindled Mymhads passion.
and Myrrha asking herselt if sheghas no lear of pumishiocet by ibe Fures
Orpheus” ambivalened 1 this narrativ e corresponds o s wlaracionr s norad
demma. and ogether they establish ar the otiset s seducin e warnnes and
i ticr wavering monologue. a recurrent approach avordanee pattcin, wivich
provides the structunng rhyvthm of the eprode
When Byblis" first appears,she s, accordimg o Ovid . ienorant that he
displays of alfection tor Caunus and jealoasy over B are other than sisteris

tive Reading of Fawlner iBalomere 1679 Bty byocaplin e ook senes
prasenting 1s thesis ’ ’
One day aftel teachimg Fauhnet 1o geoup ol uadergradiates fealv struck by
relatonship of the story thatQuentm Compaon el o A
O we hnow it tram fie Sownd ard the Frev Vlemore |
reahize that mthe refationshiyy between these tao boeks : .
Compson L had found akes 1« \llmwmmx witor whidh baniher s crhoowritern o
suw that i that imtertexual oscllaton between the sty denarrates wils and hes e sy
Faulkner was oy oking the osedlating relationsbip botse ocn i w Pl and B ook ov ok
d K ol gneestuous doubling im which the w riter hrough an ohlgue Ui, ek
Lovenge Qgainst nme
Ovid's chronological trameworh and it cuhminatss maan opeh ity Galba
convennonally y s hiterary imoworahity . amd moview of Ophens ol statusamad prominero
among the manysfctnonal narrators of [4‘¢L Mewriorpioses D10 wouid seent that sene ol Tewm’s

msightabout Compson and F aulkner could apply wo Opheus and Ovid. Cnnes have freguentls noted

lie e Almn\hlp between the stories i Orphieus” ey cle and Bis own story as Ovad il e the ceele’s
frame (Im a gond supmimary of these see Leuch 140 003710 Perhaps the connaet o belween the
st I\mm and narrative selt-retlection s not coinerdental

“The temaining instances of the approach avoidance paters i the epiode are as Toliows
Myrrha's restlessness during the night after her imtervien with Cinvras iy desented by Orpheus

cxplicidy with the simile of ahuge ree otienmg under ax-blowg 37-4» He chinacterizos her”

reaction 1o the nurse’s “good news ahout the asdignation wi Do s s ond e

cmotony are mixed

S Ovid™s representation of Byblis ax self-deluded Lonmbules to his sympalhm

BYBLIS AND MYRRHA

At this point the narrator’s sympathy for his character renders him almo;él as
credulous as she is nave. She does not think she i doing wrong when she
Kisses her brothentoo often and puts her arms around his neck mendm‘i(ﬂw div -
pretatis falline wmbra (438-460). Gradually the situation gets worse (pawlatim.
dectinar amor 461 she primps before she contes 1o see him, she wants to look”
pretty . sheas jealous shen somcone seems prettier (461-463). Even' so, Ovid
insists that Byblis is not conscious of what she is doing: sed nondwmn manifesia
siht esi ntdlwnguee sulby itlol igne jacit vorn {(464-463). But she blazes within,
she calls himn donfins . she wants him to call her “*Byblis,™ not *“sister™
HHO5-407) Sull she can repress her desires while awake: spes tamen obscends
anse demiitere non est! @it suo vigitany (468-469). icn she has an’erotic
dream about hint, and her H‘r\l monologuc (474-516) reacts ‘to that dream. She
begins narvely asking " What does this mean. this imago which | would not
want to he real ™ She then aliernates between fighting against the meaning of

The drcam. and bemg won over by it Fantasy ultimately wins out, and-she
decides 1o conless her Jove o Caunus, in a letter rather than in person.

© o amportant that Byblis spends much of her monologue figuring out the
stenificance of her dream. whereas Myrrha understands her desites from the
start, Myrrha's knowledge prepares her lo restst,. while Byblis™ igneraiice
makes her vulnerable o tantasy and wishtul thinking. From a comparisnnof
the two monologueseig s clear that Byblis™ tendency to fantasy and wishful
thinkimg appears throuthout. whereas Myrrha has a” stronger grip oni reality,
winch can be refated to her constant acceptance of responsibility - On the level
of plot. this difference contributes to their respective ragedies: self-delusion
leads to Byblis™ downfally not even self-knowledge can prevent-Myrrha's.
picture of her, whereas in Orpheus” eves. Myrrha is reprehensible because she
does know and understand. Byblis™ retreat into fantasy and Myrrhd s.Honest
confrontatre with reality in cach case cause the reader to sense a dlauep‘mc)
between the character and the narrator's attitude toward her. Byblis does not
seem to deserve the sympathy Ovid shows her, éxcept at the vexy beginping:,

infehia non ot pectore seatit .
lacttium virgo, pracsagaque pettora maerent, N ) .
: en ¢ Ut ac > K i > L343 4-33) -

|
+
|
i
i
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sed tmen et gaudet anta est discordia mentis.

Grplieus sums up her approach-avoidance response on the way to Cinyras! bed =

. o .
Yuaygue sue propaar sctlert est, mugl\ horret; ¢t ausi ! . .

paenitet et vellet non cognita posse revent. Lo < (460-9617

The nurse’s umxnmwn makces that avoidance impaossible. In the last scene bctorc her transformas
von. her fingl'desperation finds Myrtha caught in one last approl}ch avondancc situation.irrer

]ruqum metes ef tacdia vitae (482). Her prayer for relief requests a penmnenlly intermediate. |

status betweenilife and duth which she expresses twice, firstas*‘drive me from both realms (sc. of -
the living and the dead)”" (ambobus pellite regnis, 486), then as “*deny me life and dealh lhrough
mctamorphosis Unutaraeque mihi viiamgue necemque negate, 487). ' ‘

Orpheus” ambivalerice ma» be'due in part to the subject of incest; on this phcnomeno?}tscc Cor\ )
and Masters (above, note 22) 3. Nevertheless, B\’blls is also atale oflnusl aqd Ovid natrates that’
\Jnmnbxulmll\ (hmuﬂhoul v
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. Fhis svmpathy is part of the signature of the poct ot the
mittedyv. Ovid provides a foil in the decidedly vasvmputhetic

n uspmm to thegRve who delivers Byblis™ teter mages Ovid's sympathy for
Byblis scenns \Ll\tlh(x‘!, In tarn s Myvdrha's agonized stuggle of conscience
seems (o desern & svipathy rather than hostline, and indeed Orpheus” wnitial
hostihty doés wrn o <ty by the end ol the episgde .
Bybhs™ precedents for meesl (:‘Lw‘\‘ﬂ S99 50T come fromnnvth and legend.
realms of Tantasy - and i her examples the make characters the the iiian «
“These cases of male imban c.pv{h‘\p\ trtderhic torat feast pive exprossion 1o
her fantasy of Caunus” possible initatve or mterest Muehnr s cniphasis s ot
Con it although in three of e Lot aninad cxamples she cites te fomale
330

B uru"m'mu\xll\ the subject@ 203280 fothe human sphergthe cnapliasias on

reciprocity in parént-ofispring imcest. but there oo the femiade tah ul Wi

A Myrrha dra
ples from more readistic cases. and ones closer o lier san sitsgtion

trix or nara ) s erammatcal Ve subjeg 330

Within Myreha's tirade occurs the outraced rhetoreal guostion o
conluston of names and retatton \h'[v\ her desires would entnl 306
Bybliy ,nmnu!ngm s e oceurs instead s o how aned ;
wattate nomine g she could be his parent’s - danghieria L nd he could
be her parent’s “son-in-law S TS0 Wl cophemismis stch as s O
comveys Byblis® selt-decepnon. Mymha presents h\r dekemimg e
forward contrary -tosFact condi®n o o crvn il niaunin e oaer o
Cinvrde conctgnbere posseni. FIST 3350 The phrase Conrac concinis
possenrdoes notnnnee \\HIL|\ MWadh tat frank exprossion. Orphens hus My

“indicate Grat she haow s what she s dome, tatsheundetnds evactiy Wi s
wants, :

Finally . Myrrha NN opeiitng monalogue onanote of tue resohve s while
Byblis™ momentary resobve s broken almiost imvmediatel by the though that
sinee she might have reoprocated anoverture from Caunus, he nughtrecpro
cate ape fiom her (3112314 Bevause of hier advantage of selt-knowledpe.
Myerhi s sufticionty deteched {o-address herselt frequentdy in the second
person: which Byblis Rever does. Bybhs can not only ot dissociate horselt
fromn her thoughts, but s also wtrdbntes them to Cannus, and bases e actions
on that mistaken atmbiton. Myerha's abihiy o discrimimate between hier
desirey and reality meludes the e pml mtrecogmtion ol the potency of wishes
She concludes by exhortin

don’t think about 1t (3
cspection and of dwelling on her Tantasies. In recalling the pleasure af her
’ mni. shenvites ivto return while averring that she would notdo athing ke
this while awake (479-4807 Later, when Caunus has rejected her overture, she
decided to persist, ulumately becaise she considers what has been thought and
said stas good (or bad) as done (626-629)

ierselfl since vou fve Dot cominiited RIS TN

1

t
i
[-352) Bablis doed notrealize the dangers of miro-

|

;

e
e

After the inttial Toyg stasis of the tw o monolovues and the Tetter. the rest of

HA Anderson comme b\ 60 @ STE26-028 L The decisne tatonadizalion is what's done s
done.” : X

_reference by the nurse to Myrrha's father.
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Byblis® story moves very quu]\l\ as Ovid spud\ lhc Lpl‘ 1de o its how
unavoidable conclusion. Once she has deluded herself, vblls acts “with
single-minded determination, refusing to take any accoupt of what. other
characters say or do. Despite her servant’s report of Caunué’ vehement rejec-
tion. she pcmxl\ Dcxpllc Cadnus’ revolted flight fram her persistence, she
pursues him. crazed, throughout Asia Minor. - In contrast; -the roles of other
charavters are esséntial for the development of I\d\’ll’hd S %lor\' and the tXpllClI
passage of tine contributes o tension and suspense.

Myrrha's tragedy 1s not due to her own misunderstunding orignorance. butto
that of others; Orpheus relies on dramatic irony and suspense o createhis
melodrama of " pieras perverted. ™ An interview with Cinyras immediately
alter her internal debate disturbs Myrrha's hard-won resolve. This episode is’
brict (336-367). but packed with irony. When Myrrha blushes and weeps in
stlence ather father's insistence that she choose a husband, he misinterprets this:
ay modesty helicving {eredens) ivis maidenly fear.” and in com{orting her,
hegives her kisses inwhich she wimiun gauder. When he inquires about what
sortof man she wants, she responds similen 1ibi. Of course Cinyras misscs the

L tony. but Orpheus makes sure that his listeners do not, saying that Cinyras

prases the wpsunderstood utterance™ (ron intelleciam vocem) and com-
“Always be tam pia " which only makes Myrrha more miserably
aware of her seefux. The next scene takes place in the melodramatically
appropriate niddle of the night. Myrthais kept awake by her emotional turmofl

tOrpheus uses her patronymic, virgo Cinyreig, 369, as a reminderof the cause

meids her

of her distraught mental state), and decides that suicide 1s the only way out.

fusthefore Myrrha hangs herself she says - Farewell., dear Cinyras. and learn
tometlege the reason for my death” (380). Not likely, .considering the abun- |
Jance. of Tronic misunderstanding upon which this cplsqdu depends. - These
wonds awiken her old nurse. who rescues her. [t takes extended interrogation
by the nurse to wring from Myrrha what Byblis rashly volunteered in a letter.
Fhis episode has @ tricolonic structure; eacl{ df the three sections ends with a-
" With this structure and dramatic
irony, Orpheus builds suspense and drives the episode- toward its-ievitable
conclusion: : L L

First the nurse begs Myrrha o cxpj,m’hx(lc, reason for her suicide attempt,
since she knows how (o deal with'the mhﬂgcss‘. magic spell, or diving wrath that
must have driven Myrrha tg that act._ There could be no othér motive: Myrrha
and her family are well—afterall viv IIg(’ll(’lrlX!{lt(’p(ll(’l({ll(" (401) Thiseligits
a groan from Myrrha which the nurse mlsundursldnds and*next irantically. |
assumes that Myrrha is in lovie. She [L”\ frer Lharvc ano worry, she'll help
and her father won't find out? the Latin w ord orden—nec senifel umquum/ hoc -
puter—saves the critical word for tast (409-410). N vrrh.i reacts v1olgnllv and

tells the nurse 10 'go away . or at least stop asking what is the\m [tLr"*'s}-HGs-LL

“See Andetson SO8 ad 10.377-379 on the involvemnent of sothers Tn Myrrh
lhl\ pont{sc. the suicide atte mpt] she is innocent; \hc beeomes guilty largely | thro
pressures applied 'hy her honest Euripidean nurse.”” (italics mine); 507 ad“359- 36()
400-301 op drainaucirony: 513 ad 456-459 on susanSL and 451 ad 9. 460&nd 507 ad®
on ()\ul s e of the pietas lhum BN
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scelys. The nurse ts frightened. but persists: finally after remendous oftort
Myirha manages to exclaim only O . felicem coniege matrern (4227, and
then' groans. At last the purse really does understand (42342400 00 eelicho
HRITCES D driesd osxdqiee— sensit enim —-perretral remor., . The phrase
sensit enim s parenthetically emphatie, and 15 in contrast o her carlier.
ronjcally true sensinues 0 wnas (408), After the hurse ries to dissuade
Myirha. but realizes she will dic if she does not obtain her desire. ke Phaedra’s
nurse in Euripides™ Hippolvius,*¢
Cpoticre wo” ——ct non ausa barente’ dicere (4294301 The Latin word
order s haltungly suspenseful and emphatics vt aso Tovates the kav wernd
parente prominently at line’s end.

Conveniently itis ime for the annual festival m honor o Ceres. durine which
wives observe ritual abstinence. The nurse scrzes this apportuniey and Hinding

she encourages her chirge: ”L e, e

Cinvras drunk, describes to him the Tovely girl swho desires hime To s gueny
about the gir’s age. the nurst rephics with anrony paralle! o Narrha's can
carhvr similem 1ibi. The answer— " Par’ i est Myrrliae b s the
Cdectding factor. The nurse reports timmphantly rejoree. weve won
Cvicimus . 42-343), but Myrrha's reachon contyns axy much forehoding s
rejoicing ($43-443)y Orpheus sumpurzes those nuxtd emotions eprgrann.a
cally as discordia mynis (4451 Myrtha's ambis dlqn renction contibutes 1o
WIthougl he coptinues i

lhu IHHH'\L‘HK ot

who hasdecomgsainvolved in her mlc s gwml\\.u 1 that there are ne

ber mitial orror. as she trmumphantly exhorts Myrhado rejoice. Justaposes
the nurse’™s vicomds s afeliv, with which Orpheas bogins his descipinm
Myrrha's Tar trom unnutigated joy.

The time comes for the assignation— at ceghi, of course. Orphess chaboraios
ametodramatic ‘.umn\pl‘crc and builds up suspense onthie was - Nature ibsel
revolted——the moon flees the sky. black clouds hrde the stars Orpheus smgle
out tor spectiic menton a constetlation thustramy e of exemplany devetion ot o
daughter to her Tather. There are bad amens  Murrha seimbies three tisies
three tmes a sereech owl hoots s ory of docim Despite ihis s she seos on
according to Orpheus. the shadows and nght dimvinish her predor s butihe ot
details he provides tend to undermine thae wssertion, agam revealing his own
ambivalence as well ax hers. She holds the nurse’s hand i her fettand gropes
¥ way through the darkness wath the other. A tricolon of wan’s buarlds

N

suspense (3643717 powe she is on the bedroom threshold, rene she epens the

“Onthe debt o the Hippelvias of the Mareha plot especialiv the chatgr ot i
Anderson SO in has general introduction o that cpisade
sev Anderson 400 @i 9.020-62 1 and Ous 2200 who descnbes Caunes us
Kind of Hippolytus

“This passage cchoes Ovid s sy mpatheticdeseription ol By bl shiedppeats to Casites
1 person: there o the narrator deseribes the character '~ menial stu . maticadly !
ext dikcordia mentis (9.6301 and calls her afeliv (6320

SAnderson S13 wd 456-439 pornts out thidt the anaphora of tam heighions our saspense
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door. now she is led (note the passive) inside. Her knees knock, her face is’
pale. her courage is gone. The closer she gets to the scélus | the more afraid $he
becomes: she repents her daring, and wishes she could leave unrecognized. She
cannot, since he hesitation and reluctance are overcome from the outside,
when the nurse Teads her to the bed and hands her over with the ironic words
Cucape divid U ista e est, Cinvea . (463-464)
Orpheus begins the scene of consummation in this way:

Accipit obsceno genitor sua viscera lecto

virgincosque metus Jevat hortaturque timentem. (465—4663
Phe tisstIme ts so arranged that the obsceno . . fecto encloses the two nouns .
and geniror s juxtaposed w seea viscera ™ The gentle thoughtfulness of the
NUNE Time comes as asurprising contrast, but it does recall Cinyras' earliér
tutherhy consideration for what he interpreted as **maidenly fear'™ (virginei

timoris . 361 This reminiscence of Cinyras® tatherly behavior is given a

Cnasty twisgin the next'two lines, in which Orpheus’ salacious lmavmatmn

develops the ronte potennial of the situation to the utmost:
forsitan actatis quogue nomine U Filia™ dixit

. divat et dla U Pater,” seelert ne nomina desint. (467-468)

I the next two hines. which state that Myrrha left the bedroom after having
comnutted eest. Orpheus includes three graphic, phvslml variations to et-
[‘hl\\/L the meest:

plena paris thalams exeedil ¢t inpia diro

senupd fert wiero conceptd crimina portat. {(469- 470) .
Phe fiveneris told that the Tinson continued. but is kept in suspense about thk,_ e
cvact duration: g

postera nox facinus geminat, nec finis-in illa esty

cum randenr Cinyras avidus cognoscere amantem

post ror concubitus . (471-473 g )
The duration is Tefe indetinite, but the words tandem and tot: are, surcl\"
cxageerattons (we were told carhier that the ritual period of abstinende 'las,,ted -

“nme day sy When Cinyras discovers the girl in his bed is his daughter, he draws,

i sword. but Myrrha escapes., abetted by the same shadows and night that «
conspired 1 her downtall ™ Nature aids her escape. an unnamed du/ky granls
hor tinad prayer, and Orpheus concludes on a sympathetic note. .~ :
Wanderig weary and pregnant, Myrrha prays in desperation bétween fear of:
death and disgust for life; first she acknowledges rcspohsibility . . Inerninec.”
triste vecusol suppliciom. .. (484-485). In contrast, Byblis refuses rc;ponw
bility even for the failure of h&r first overture o Caurius. -She will-not admit it~
was wrong, just badly managed—the timing was wrong, she should havc.gong,

“Anderson S14ad S64-306 comments on (his framing effect.

PNMyrrha's esvupe under cover of darkness has verbal echoes in the passage in which shu wentto
the asignaton: for echoes of Myrrha fugit tenebris et caecae munere noctisfintercepta néci est. T
(370-37TV it tamen: et tenchrae minunt noxque atra pudorem (454) and the refcrenue m lhe~ o

Lcdecrn e {456 § i

Also, Orpheus” LIL\mplmn of Cinyras as avidiys cognoscere amamum (472) Juﬁ before he
diseavers his Jover's identily. has anecho in'Ovid’s description of Orphuusas metuens: n\zdu.sqw
visdenrdt (367, just before he turns o look back at Eurydice. L
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in person, she should have heeded the bad omens. it mnght have been the
ferter-bearer’s faudt (but Ovid had already told us ‘lpli mOnisiers empuord
nactus adit (’r‘ur/zlqm' lateniia verba . 37225730 providing the reader more
evidence®ol Byblis™ seli-deluston)y Myrrha takes full u\pmmhm Jeven
though she wasin farge part the vicum ol a pandering nurse and a tuther willing
tosleep with w gerd his daughter’s age. Morcover, \1)‘_{1!\;1 has shame Shorth
atter Orphicus” furid account of her mceestuous-constmimation . Myverha aers
her praver for suitable punishment. scrupuloushy worded toexpross the concern

that she contammate neither*the fiving nor e dewds this s comparable, s
own way, (o her sreat grandthibon Pyemabion’s carefully worded prasver o

. N 84 T v e ! o
Venus (tor a woman fke his statue ! The Paemaiion episode inmediatehy

prcu‘do that of Myrrhas Orpheus emiphasizes the contrast hetween those e
aracters and therr ethieal predicaments, se sy left oo the reader o note e
NOIRIR R
Phesprie Bybhis® selt-delusion. Ovid remams ssipathetic o
crazdd pursuit of Caunus brings Ber near N Cragos, Tome ot
Ovid addresses ber svmpathieiically as sho collapses there
deticmmt sihvie . cunm W Lissata segoends
conetdis et dara posins wehure caprilisg
Bablhiraces fondesgue tio premis ome Codioas b ga
ihe Lm“nl mymphs T ot to console Tier Base s oo citect on e than i
other action by any §ther chigacter Out ol frestranon ™ it
herselt oo a sprimg s Yor wheh the i dieachanny
episade with an actrolhes o that place
now e grioguc 0040 which nosre
Whasgis OsadTentuns svmpatheny
forher T Orpheus” ambi alenee s o svinpath espooi
Gon of her mctamorphoses mto wmeey e’ which e concludes i
ot honar Lacrinns, stflatague roboye g
noien eale eact aulfogue taeehitor devo 1 sy
Orpheus” actinlogical conclusion iy actially mer, sempatiict 't
Orpheus” phrase nomen cride o as rennmiseent of Ovd s ol
Jonrmac but Orphicus 'voes further i Clavsany pevrrh will never b Toroetion
while Ovid only observes that e spomg Babbis sull tleas st prosent
Fusthermore i Orpheus ovprosses b mvih s pot senpls aorelic of Mo
but 1t s abso an bonor tor Gers This conclusion, woutarhy the assertio
Chior dacrinds (SOL reterrimg to the b re s e s gaite JBilerent i one g
i i sty between e twos 1
Mite by oes verbals seondariny evsts b
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BYBLIS AND MYRRHA

content trom his initial sarcastic insensitivite that tanii nova nou /1(// arbor
L3 -~

[n contrast with the initial stasis of Byblis™ nmnol(wuu and letter, Ovid
Bimshes the story guickly, and he leaves it dhl’hpll\ and artificially in his
ansitton o Iphis and Lanthe on Crewe (9.666-668). * Orphens, by contrast,
moves more cradualiy and nawrally (o the next pare of his cycle, from Myrrha.
to-her son Adonis (haen after her transformation), 1o Venus® fove for Adanis.
Atthe beginning and the end ol the tale of Y enus and Adonis, Oqahgus rentimds
the reader of the incest which produced »\dmn\ when Adonis 1s gored by the
boar b is called aevenss Cinvrenes (7171, and Venus herself refers o him s
Convraids hieroy (7303, as she n‘:1|1\1m‘|m his remaial into his memorial, the
ancmone I ntroduding the Tove of Venus for Adonis, Orphens refersto the

ol passagee of time after Adonis” bivth untit the time when ile \()/()!l/ll(l{l(\

g fam placet or Venerl marisque wciscimr ignes {(520-521, 524y
Here Ombicus s clearly svmpathetic toward Myrtha, since vengednee implies i -
victie and a culprit responsible for that victun's sutferings now Orpheus
smpherhv blames Venus for Murhacs passion. whereis imtially he had claimed
At Cupud had refused the blamce. atiihuting it w'a Fury % This change.in
detot reflects Orpheus” change of atdde in the course ot ndxmllon i

Perhaps the tale of Myrrha is necessarily more horrible than that of Bybiis.'
sticethe former actaally did commit incest Even so, Orpheus” maprative
technrgues eaplon this inherenthorror (o the fullest, He COMposes a melodrama
abstspense and irony . atrue deama, mowhich the actions of the other chacacters

Che nurses Cinvras) actually do alier the development ol the prot.% Although

Nurrha's moral struggle is ultimately settled | by forees.outside her control. at

the oubet Orpheus harshly condemns her, and only implicitly-is he wonvverat
the endimspite ot his bias. Morally Byblisis Myrha's mferiof, yor Ovid is able
o present her e far more sympadietic Jight by using integjections at’ key

porint. by eredulity closely paratleling his charaeter’s naivetd; and. by the
prosentation of much of this tale of self-delusion in the character’s own whrds .-

Ovid™s own treatment of H\NI\ as u \[ud\' in scH‘ dclux‘iuy pl‘{:pﬁl‘é\' us o
refoonize ¢

awareness, w Imh lum\und [hL NATOW pre IUJILC\ AmI mllml hOHlllll\ of th
farrator of het story, Orplicus. :

BETTY ‘ROSE NAGLE
Indicna Universiny :

O mtzoductony wansiton o the Byblis story s also antiticial and ahmpl lhg nnpludlmn

aondd ceem o he that he wanted o teldl this stony

FACcerding to Anderson 820 ad 524 ve PSS of \|m]|,>mwr.n and H\Lmumnlrll‘ulc M\rrlm 57
Poasion o e anger of Venos, and Hn' Hus Founds ofl h\ ]mm.th out that Adonis gvenged |!
muther by hueting Venus

“Ous 220 remarks that Ovid s “emphasis s on‘the iorror of \1\rrha'\ act (after all \‘[\rmq
comuinmated herineestous desire as Byblis Jid not and an the spdeial nuarice whmh this givesto
fer mietamorphosis.

YOS 221 ey of the Byblis episode that 1t Kas all the aspects of a true drama. Ope step leads
Tatally o the mext. ™ My condeption of “drama’ here i, however, closer fo Galinsky's. when he
Cottrasts e episades by calling atiention’ (o the role of other lemuus, dnd the, l\;munl ot
canlronttion between pairs of them, in the Myrrha EE ST .




