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genus, habebal itlc complum et decens et am‘abilc ingeniuin,
oratio cius iam tum nihil aliud poteral videri quam snlu_l\'lm.
carmmelt. adeo autemn studiose Latronem audiit, ut n}.L}\ta‘s ulhu:
senlentias in versus suos traustuleril ... (here Mel XL 121 aud
Am. il 2. 11-12 are quoled). 9, tune aulem, cmu studeret, ha-

e ¢ o versi ante
bebatur bonus  declamalor: hane cerle controversiam at

Arellium Fuseum Adeelamavit, ut nibi videbatur, l(f}xgu ingenio-
sius, exceplo ev, quod sine certo ordine per locos lllSUUl‘i‘(‘l)L‘l[

(v,\:t'racls fromy Ovid’s declamation T()”()?\'?. 1.% dccl.amdlf.al.

autem Naso raro conlroversias el notl st Clhlcas;.hh(‘ﬂl‘llﬁ

dieebat stasorias @ molesta illi erat omnis argumt:nlu{m \"mbls
minime licenter usus est nisi in canninibus, in quibus lhmu igno-
ravil vitia sua, sed amavit... (here follows an illu.st.rauw mu-
dole). ex quo apparel sumna ingenii vire now iudicium d(.*fmssn

ad compescendam licentiam carminum suorum, s.ed .zvmn'n.tn,lu.\

aiebatl interim decentiorem faciem esse in qua aliquis naevus

essel.

There are several points of interest and importange in this pas-'
sage, some of which appear to have been missed. 1.‘1\'0 cm}lmcil‘xt‘s.
will bring these to light and lead up to an explanation of Seneca’s

in of thought.
tra(1‘1) Seneca, \gvlm was at least ten years older than Ovi'(l but sgr—
vived himn by at least twenty, quotes fromn no declamation ‘by hu'u
other than ihis one school-exercise of his poyhood. As Seneca’s
memnory was prodigious, it is reasonable to suppose tht Lh(er,ei,
were no later Ovidian declamatious to record and that (Jvul»s
preferences for suasoriae, etc. mentioned in § 12 also refer t()- hlj
school-days alone. (This point does not seem to have obtaine

cognition).
* (is Ovid)declaimed, Sencca says, ' before A'rellius I° uscusa: vj‘lu;se
pupil {(auditor) he was: for hie gave Latro lushlmznagn {at zxaf:j(:.(z::
eraly when aiming al a dilferent style of speakm'g . lvlcrc, ‘dt,t)[)l, e
what follows and despite any implications of Pliny N.H. xx. 160,
the chauge from the word auditor to admiralor should. not be ch'rj
stressed. 1t may well be due to a difference of fact; h.)r the ‘pulnls
of Fuscus and of Latro were not on the same fooling. bm{cca
himself explains this in Conlr. ix. 2. 23, where the 'L.crm' (ftl(ll(i(.)!‘:
as applied to a pupil of Latro’s, is care[‘ully qualified : aiu I1\11
Florum quemdan, auditorem Latronis, dicentem non apud Li-

ayy e M 5 N ) Lo ] .
Lronem. neque enim illi mos eral quemquam audire declaimantem ;
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declamabat ipse tantum et aicbat se non esse magistrmn sed ex-
cmplunt’. Seneea goes on to say that Latro was the only Roman
thetor whose diseipull were conlent to listen instead of themselves
being heacd ; and so “inilio contumeliae causa a deridentibus ...
auditores vocabantur; deinde in usu verbum esse coepit el pro-
miscue poni pro diseipulo aoditor’,

(ili) The gualities of Arellius Fuscus, “who had the faults and
merits of the Asiatic school” !, are sunumarised by Seueca {(Contr.
i Praef. 1) In deseriplive passages he admitled words ol any
kiud, provided only they were brilliant or striking (dummodo
niterenty ; his style wuas gorgeous, exuberanl rather than rich
{splendida oralio ef magis laseiva quam laelay ; and it was also cx-
tremely uneven, being souetimes jejune and somelimes nimida
licentia vaya ol effusa. Shuilarly in Swas. i 10, alter giving ¢
lengish sample of the style, Seneea asks his sous to decide whether
Fuscus had spoken nitide or with excessive liberty (ficenter) of
diction. Cerlainly poelicus color can be found in this sample, as
also in another, viz. Suas. vi, 5-6 %, Elsewhere (Suas. iv, 5) Seneca
says that Fuscus was especially partial to suasoriae (which he
preferred Lo declaim in Greek), These gave more scope for poelry
than did confroversiae. They allowed the treatment of ‘locorumn
hubitus fluminumgue decursus et urbiwmn situs moresque popu-
lorum” (Conir. ii. Praef. 3.)

(iv) Ovid’s affinities with FFuseus are clear.  In school-rhetorie
he shared his preference for suasoriae ; in his poetry, as in Fuaseus’
deelamation, the chiel faull was licentin - cf. Sencea § 12 above
and Quintilian’s famous eriticism : “Ovidi Medea videtur mihi
ostendere quantum ille vir praestare poluerit, si ingenio suo im-
perare quam indulgere maluissel” (Tnsh, Or. %, 1. 98) ; in poetry, too,
he was guilty of exuberance (laseivin), a Iailing which Quintilian
noticed both in his clegiae poems (ibid. 83) and in the Melminor-
phoses (ibid. 88 ; cf. iv. 1. 77). Perhaps beecause ol these affinities
and because, on occasion, he could far ouldo Fuscus al his own
game (longe ingeniosius, § 9, above), he Lried a change of tutor?®.

1. CLOW. Epwaun, op. cil. pp. xui and 108,

3. GL also Saas. 1, O osulebal L. Fuscus ex Yergilio multa Trahere ul Mae-
cenati imputarel,

3. Se too anciher pupll of Areliins Fuscus, the philosopher Papirius Fabia-
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(v) Porcius Latro of Cordova, unlike the Greek or Greco-Asian
Arellius Fuscus and unlike Ovid Limself, was capable of great sell-
restraint. 1lis old friend Seneea the Llder in a long description of
him ! says: ‘nemo plus ingenio suo imperavit, neno plus indulsit’.
{le accuses those erilics who denied Latro’s ingenuity (subfilitas)
recognise a quality that was all the more effective

of failing to
aud also tells us that Latro’s somewhal severe

heeause concealed
taste (fudieium striclius) allowed him no sbylistic effects and no
irrelevance without good excuse. latro scems to have kept more
closely than his rivals Lo what was natural and probable 25 and
was more nicthodical than some in annonneing  the intended
sequence ol his topices before he began (o declaim. Bul perhaps
Nis frec use of sentenfige was the quality that won hin the greatest
adiniration.

Though Sencea’s train of thought in the passage transcribed
above remains much obscured by his desultory, parenthetic style,
the foregoing comments snggest the following explanation® of it:

Ovid was taught in his boyhood by Arellius Fuscus (it was
only later, wheu studying a different style, that he gave his ho-
mage Lo Latro). The marks of his talent were neatness, grace and
charm. Poetry underlay even his boyish declamations, which
niight have been taken ¢ for poetry in prose. (His eager hearing
of Latro is attested by wmany poetic renderings of Latro’s prosce
senfenlide)... Despite its kinship with poetry, his school-boy decla-
mation was considered good; and in one controversia he far out-
did Arellius Fuscus, except for some disorderly arrangement. (Ac-
tually he seldom spoke in coniroversiae at all, and then only if

nas, after imitating the style of his masler ‘plus deinde laboris impendit ut
similitudinem eius effugeret, quam impenderat ut exprimeret’ (Conir. 11.
Pruef. 1).

1. Contr. 1. Praef. 13-24, from which all descriptive points are taken unless

otherwise stated.
9. (. H. BoRNECQUE, Sénéque le Rhéteur, Conlr. el Suas., Parls 1902,

Vol. 1, p. XXIX.

3. See also Il FRANKEL, op. ¢il., pp. 5-7, 170 1., who comes by different ways
{o much the sume conclusion.

4. i.e. “ Might have been taken for prose-poetry, (bul was not) because ‘ ver-

bis minime licenter usus est’. Gf. 1. FRANKEL, op. cil. p. 170. Tor a similar

polest videri see Conlr.ix. 5. 17 (p. 40 below).
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they turned on questions of character; any argumentalio he
f%)lll](l tiresome, and so preferred suasoriace). 1is :s‘ttll()<)l-(lcclallx:l-
tion was good because the liberlies he took with diction were
extremely few.  In his poctry, however, he was wayward 'md’
wilfully so, as Lthe following anecdote shows... (ll(ij -

I’urlthor references to Ovid by Seneea the Elder are mainly con-
cerned with senfenfive, a term Lo which no single Tnglis ‘ )
corresponds. They are terse observations, cither f:[ a ;:l(::irhll“((l)llﬂ
racter or relating to particular  circumstances, and  sometimes
f‘lmrgv(l with dry humour or wil or innuendo. Both types :11‘;'
vll‘luslr.utml by the senfentiae of Latro which Ovid V(‘I‘Si“(‘('M(:ll)()\’(‘)
Ihe first, which is akin Lo proverbial wisdom or the Greek ")'(v,)ll)/.
appears in Latro’s ‘non vides ul immota fax torpeat, ut oxi’lgil‘ul:;
reddat ignes ? mollit viros olium, ferrum silu carpitur, desidia
dedocet’, ¢l Am. i. 2. 11 : o

vidi ego iaclalas mola face crescere flammas
el rursus nullo conculiente mori ;

the second in his ‘mitlamus arma in hostes el peltamus’ a chal-
lenge thrown out by Ajax in the dxdmr xpioes, cl. Met. xiii, 1211, :
arma viri forlis medios millanfur in hosles ;
inde {ubele peli,

Ovid in Am. i. 8. 43 ‘casla esl quam nemo rogavit’ provides a
more pungent example of the first Lvpe; and of the second in
II(.’r. v. 105, where Ocnone sizes up lelen to Paris @ "ardet amore
tui ? sic el Menelaon amavit’. Lough parallels of equal pun-
geney can be fonnd in the Elder Seneca and are quoled by S I
Bonner, op. cil. pp. 151-52, ¢f. 51-H5. S

There is nothing in Seneca and nothing clsewhere to suggest
that Ovid declaimed afler leaving school, or even Lhal he :cﬂu—
larly attended declamations® as well as recilals of poclry ; ltnl

.14 "Argunentalio is Lhe rieckly syllogistic by means of which the oralor
tries to convinee the audienee that the facls of the ease are sueh as he alleges
them to be’, TI, FrRANKEL, op. ¢l p. 170, who poinls oul Thal as the Ihomox?ur
\f‘hmll conlroversice were ill-supplicd with faels arqumentalio was bound lo be
tiresome and that Sencca seems to have shared Ovid’s distaste for it

2. Nothing can be safelv inferred from his friendship with 1. luuiu‘x' Gadlio

oNuas, S wUs ' i
15, 111, 7), one of Senced’s “telvad’ of declaimers, vounger hy ¢, 13 vears
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this is currently believed and has helped to foster another belief

that the influence of declamatio accounls for his numerous
sententiae. 1t is Lherefore worth uoting that Senecea’s evidenee
(the loans from Latro aparl) favours an oppesite view, nanmely
that the flow of seafentiae was rather from Ovid to the rhelors,
so that Latro, like Fuscus before him, may have met his match
in the poet. Thus in Condr. il 7. 9. L. Cestius Pius, a popular
rhetor, is quoted as saying that Ovid had stocked the age with
brevities as well as with breviaries on love - - “hoe saeculmm ama-
{oriis non artibus tantum, sed sententiis implevit”; amd bid. x,
1. 95 we find P, Vinicius, cos. sufl, of 2 A Dy, a Csununns amalor
Ovidi', quoting Mel. xii. 602 with approval and advising declaters
“ta gel Ovid by heart and so carry models of senfentiae in their
heads’.

Essentially Lliere is nothing rhetorical about senlentige of what-
ever type. Seneca in Confr. vil. 3. 8 mentions a declamator who
applied to particular circumstances a form of expression borrowed
from the mime-writer Publilius Syrus. Tle describes il as a genus
sententiarum which had turned the heads of all the young men
—. ‘quo infecta iam erant adulescentnlorum omnium ingenia’ —
and then goes on to niention the regrets of Cassius Severus, a ‘sun-
mus Publili amator’, that Uie mime-writer's less good poinls were
being chosen for imitation in preference to those oulstanding
generalisations ' better expressed by Publilius than by any comic
or tragie writer, Roman or Greek’, e. g.

tam deesl avaro quod habel quam quod non habet.

Similar tributes to Publilins are paid by Seneca the Younger (Epp.
viii. 8-10) and by Aulus Gellius (xvii. 11). Rhetoric did not create
the senfentia: it merely created a vogue. Nor did it create that
Italum acetum which infuses the native drama and satire of the
Romans and gives to certain senlenfine their pungency.

Another passage in the Conlroversiae (vil. 1. 27), though con-
nected rather with description than with senfenfiae, is of interest
because it shows us Ovid’s mind at work, intent here too wupon
brevity. Seneca has occasion to quote two lines from Varro Ata-
cinus :

Desierant latrare canes urbesgue silebant ;
omunia noclis eranl placida composia quiele.

OVID AND RIETORIC 39

Ile then adds, not without demur !, a coniment ‘which Ovid used
to make’, that “there eould have been a great improvement by
cutling oul the last three words and slopping al « omnia noclis
cranl »" -~ « night held all ».

N1 s a1 3

Nature’s operalions on the grandest scale are more than once
depicted by Ovid wilh equal conciseness. lere is the flood in
epitome (Met. 1. 292):

omnia pontus eral, deerand quoque litora ponto ®

everywhere was sea # shoreless sea’. Or here the shrinking
of the seas during Phaéthon’s exploit (Mef. i, 263 1) :
quod modo pontus erad, quosque alfum lereral aequor,
cusistunt monles el sparsas Cycladus augent 3,

A couplel in his Pontic landscape is equally condensed and
effective (. 3. 1. 19 1.y
rara, neque haec felix, in aperlis eminel arpis
arbor, el in terra est allera forina maris.

Liven these little masterpieces, with others as good, are some-
times called rhetorical on the ground that descriptio (éxpoaots)
was a subject taught among the school-exercises in composition,
Thus Carl Briick 4, after adducing the Progympasmala of Theon
Lo show that the subjects of fxpoacic were persons, evenls (such
as war and peace, storm and famine), places and seasons, goes
on to quote or cite, with an occasional despairing “ef celera’, some
ninety descriptions in Ovid, neatly arranged uuder Theou’s
headings but including for good measure animals and monsters
described and the more outrée of the metamorphoses — these last
as presenting a peculiar challenge to rhetorical skill. Nor is this
all. If we turn to Briick's chapter (pp. 47-59) ou Paraphrasis,
i.e. recasling one’s own or another’s thought in different ways —
and then consult the sub-section on &fepyacin - ie, dil'ating

1. The suggested change, he says, would express Ovid’s thought, not Varro's,
which was different,

2-3 Approved by the younger Seneca, (. Naf. . 23, 13-15, whe, however,
quotes Lhem as if from Lhe same passage and regrels thal the rest of it is not
up to their fevel, CFL YL FrAxNkeL, op. cil. p. 173 and reff,

4, De Gpidio Selnlasticarnm Declamationum Imitatore, Giessen 1909, p. 26,
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and improving upon a theme briefly treated by anolher - we
<hall find thal Ovid in his picture of the Tlood was concerned Lo
improve upon llorace, €. i, 2. 7-12, and so was rhetorical bwice
over, practising the school-exercise of ffepyaoia as well as thal
of Pxgoaais or deseriplio. In fact puraplrasis or £fepyucia ave
minde to aceount for every item in the Amores, the Heroides, aud
the AMefumorphoses for which any ‘source’, Greek or Roman, can
plausibly be traced.

Sueh studies are not valueless - al any rale Lu the hislory of
education.  Unforlunalely schiolars bemused by them sometimes
forget that the eye for significant delail and the [awr lor a brief
deseriptive phrase are a gilt of nalure to poels. Sehooling by the
rhetors could sharpen observation and sharpen phrases, bul al
(he most was a secondary matter. Nor should it be Torgotien
that poets throughoul the ages have been inspired by poctry!
and that the Roman poets in parlicular enjoyed variations, play-
ful or otherwise, upon the work of predecessors.

The only other passage in Seneca thal calis for mention is Contr.
ix. 5. 17.
bonne, who spoilt lis own sententice by reiterating them. “Not
content’, Seneca says, ‘with saying a lhing once and saying it
well, he ends by having said it badly : and because of this and
of other points in which an orator can seem (pofest videri) lo
reseible a poet, Scaurns used Lo call Montanus « an Ovid among
orators ». For Ovid too does not know how to leave a good saying
well alone’. Tle goes on : “Of the many « Montaniana », as Scanrus
safled theny, to be found in Ovid, I'll be content wilh this one
example 1 — When Polyxena has been led off to be sacrificed al

Achilles’ burial mound, Hecnba says (Mef. xiii. 503 £.):

It concerns Votienus Montanus, an orator [rom Nar-

cinis ipse sepulfi
in genus hoe pugnat.
Ovid might have been content with that. He added:
tnulo quogue sensimus hostem.
Nor did that content him. He added :
Aeacidae fecunda fui.

1. Gt Tr.oann 11037 “non hic librorum per quos inviler alarque [ copla’

VIN AND RHETORIC 11

What Scanrus used Lo say is true @« to know how Lo speak is not
so good a point as knowing when Lo stop s

Reiteration of this purticuiar kind is not connected by Sencea
with rhetovical Lraining or practice : he regards il rather as an
idiosynerasy common Lo both Montanus and Ovid, 1t is true that
efforts “Lo surpass onesell” i successive variations on a single
Weme were an exercise in puraphrasis recognised al any rate by
Quintlilian * and possibly already prescribed in Ovid’s boyhood,
Il so, 0t may well be that "o naluwral tendency” in Ovid “was ex-
aggeraled’® by suech schooling. Bub Scueea does nol say so; nor
does he imply, though cited by 1. P Wilkinson (sp. eil., p. 10) to
this elfeel, Lthal “rheloricians counled” Ovid ‘among the poels’
andd thal “the poels’” counted him “among the rheloricians’.
Neither in Seneca nor elsewhere is there any support Tor the second
hall of Lhis anlithesis. Ovid the rhelovician is an invention of
modern critics.

Briick, withont citing this passage of Sencca, has his own method
of suggesting thal Ovid’s ‘variations on a theme® were rhelorical.
He quotes (op. el p. A7) lines 123 and 128 of A A, i as if they
formied a single couplel ‘

non formosus eral, sed ceral fucundus Ulires,
ille referre aliler saepe solebat idem,
—-and then invites us Lo suppose thal facandia in Ovid’s opinion
consisted in reileralion. Bub in ils proper couplel the meaning
of 128 is simply Lhat Ulixes, asked by Calypso again and again
for the story of Troy’s fall, told it from a number of different
angles. Quite aparl from this, Ovid surely knew, no less than
Scaurus and Sencea, that true facundio wondd resist idle vari-
alions, wot display thens.  1F he failed to apply Uie principle to
his poetry, it was beeause “non ignoravit vitia sua, sed amavit'.

The references made by Ovid himself Lo his counection with
rhetoric are mostly indirect, except in his autohiography (Tr. iv.

1. Cf. " contendere nobiseum possunius’ Inst, Or, x. 5, 7 and conlext. When
f.yslas made play with variations, Plato regarded it as youlbful swagger
cpalvero 84 por veavieventar (Phaedr. 2350, quoted by Briek, ap, eff, p. 47).

2. 8. F. Bonwen, op, ¢fl, po 105, no 4
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10). Therc he draws a contrast belween himselfl and his brother,
older by a year, in their days al school. 13oth altended fn.nmus
teachers of rhetoric (insignes urbis ab arle viros) and continued
{heir studics after assuming the broad-striped loga pirilis that
marked them out for a senatorial career. But his brother's talent
was for oratory from the first (17-18):
frater ad eloguium piridi tendebal ab «aevo
fortia perbosi nafus ad arma fori;
his own, for the high vocation, the caelestia sacra of puelry - a
phrase which recalls lines 17-18 in his lament for Tibullus (Ami.
i, 9):
al saeri pales ef dipum eura pocamur;
sunl eliam qui nos nianen habere pulend.

11e tells of the seerel compulsion of the Muse ; of a brief reversion
to prose, in deference to his father's maleri:lilism; and of pms.o
{urning automatically to versc. None of this suggesls a parti-
cularly serious student of rhetoric ; and however we reconstruet
the chronology of his early life ', he cannot for long have ])llFSl.l(‘(I
the publie carcer which was the prime ()l)j()(‘”\'c of rhetorical
training. Moreover he speaks of that career, after its abandonment,
with distaste or even contempt (A, 1. 15, 5Ly

nec me perbosas leges ediscere nec e

ingrafo pocemn prostituisse foro.

Tlis autobiography makes no mention of declaimers or declaiming,
bul dwells upon lis youthful cultivation, amounting Lo worship,
of contemporary poets and upon his grateful devotion to the Muse,

1. 1Hs firsl public recital of poelry (Tr. v, 10, 57ff.) may have been gi\:(-n
in 25 1.0, at the age of 18. Nexl year his brother died, leaving him prospective
heir to his father. About the same time his study at Athens (rr. 1. 2.7) would
normally have begun and then or later -— perhaps 21-20 B.C.. — came & Aluur
with the poet Macer in Asia Minor and Sicily (P. 1. 10.311£.). In 19 I.}.(“ he
first circulated Am. m.9. on the death of Tibuallus ; and before his 25th birt hday
in 18 B.C. (the first year in which a quaestorship could fall due), he must have
decided 1o abandon a publie career — & deeision that may well have l)et:n
made before the tour with Macer. Sec 1. FRANKEL, 0P. cit. pp. 8, l744f., l‘.r).i,
and reff.; . Barpon, La Litlérature Latine Inconnue, Tome 11, Paris 1956,

pp. 64-66 and reff.

OVID AND RHETORIC 13

first and lasl. There is nothing here to conflict with the inference
drawn above from Sencea the Flder, that ©vid deelaimed only
inn his school-days ; bul we must think of that period as inchuding
the assumption of the foga pirilis. This might take place between
the ages of 11 and 16, sometimes earlier or later by a couple
of years !, Ovid’s brother had assumed il hefore his death at 19.
Ovid, n year younger, may have done so at 18 at latest or hefore.

FFuneral orations gave play to rhetorieal talenl even under the
Principate and were perhaps more satisfying than declamation for
its own sake. Yet Ovid, when given the chanee of publie Fament
for his patron Messalla, preferred the medium of verse (. 1. 7.
2913, Recitals of poetry were certainly to his taste (see below)
but no record remains that he either declaimed or attended
declamations once his school-days were over. 1L is reasonable,
however, (o suppose Lhat social duty sometimes claimed  Tis
attendance ; and a qualified interest in the oratory of his [riends
may be argued from two of the Pontic Episiles. Thus in . iii.
5. 7M1, he acknowledges with gratitude the copy of a speech made
by M. Aurclius Colta Maximus before the cenfumpiri. T'his warmed
his heart by bringing Rome and his friend Maximus to Tomi ;
and it may have held his altention for other reasons as well. He
himself had once served in the Centumviral Court (T'r. ii. 9303
moreover the business of that Court somelimes furned on assess-
ments of character and merit 2 similar Lo those of the dzAmy xolais
in Mel. xiii, or, indeed, to those of the conlroversia ethica - the
ounly kind of conlroversia that Ovid could stomach. Ovid read
the specch again and again, and asked for more ; but characleris-
tically asked also for proof by samples thal Maximus was still
wriling poetry and for assurances that he himsell was remembered
at recitals given by Maximus and his friends.

The other epistle (2. ii. h) is addressed Lo Salanus - not a close
fricnd, bul a sympathiser and clearly of importance as heing the

1. Gf. MAarQuaRrDT, Privatleben, p. 126 (L

2, Cf. Quint., Insl. Or. n103: “..at cum apud centumviros post alia
quacritur et hoc, uter dignior hereditate sit': ibid. v, 2, 50 L dde ve conslal,
de iure quaeritur, ul apud centumviros ; « filias an frater debeat esse intestatae

heres» . Cf. Bricek, op. cit., p. 95,
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tutor in oratory of Germanicus, In lines 59-72 Ovid compares
and contrasls poel and orator. They arc kindred spirits ; there
is a bond between them ; but each observes the convenlions of
lis own pursuil (‘et servat studii focdera quisque sui’, 60). Aller
comparing other kindred spirils, such as peasanl and farmer, he
continues :
tu quoque Pieridum studio, studiose, leneris,
ingenioque faves, ingeniose, neo.
distal opus nostrum, sed fonlibus cxil ab isdem :
artis el ingenuae cullor ulerque sumis. (63-66).
tere follows a corrupt line, and then:
sed tamen ambobus debel inesse calor:
ulque meis numeris {ua dal facundia nerpos,
sic venil « nobis in lua verba nitor.
iure igitur studio confinia carmina vestro
el commilitii sacra tuenda pulas. (68-72).

These lines are sometimes quoled to supporl Lhe contenlion
that Ovid’s poelry is largely rhetorical. It has even been sug-
gested that school-rhetoric is the “common source’ relerred Lo in
the words ‘fontibus exit ab isdem’?, though surcly Che Pierian
spring is meant, as indicated by line 63. Ovid musl nalurally
have wished Lo make the most of his conneclion wilh Salanns,
But he preserves whal was most precious Lo him, his artistic in-
tegrily, by not exaggeraling the similarity of Uheir respeclive
pursuils - “distal opus nostrum’. Horace had writlen (A.0P. 86F) :

descriplas servare vices operuingue colores

cur ego st nequeo ignoroque, pocla salutor ?
Ovid, long familiar with every kind of poetry, was keenly aware
of the recoguised convenlions separaking one kind from another
and not less aware of the ‘studii foedera’ separating orator from
poet. He acknowledges that both need ardour or fire (calor);
hut oralor must look to poet for polished brilliance of expression
(nitor) and poet to orator for sinews, nervi, a word which seems
in Lhis context to mean substance or struclure

1. ¢f. Brijck, op. cil., p. 7.
2. Cf. Quint., Insl. Or, v, Praef. 18 resistam iis, (ui omissa rerum, qai
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This is Lhe same Ovid whose school-rhetorie ‘could seem’
but was not prose-poelry and whose liberties ol diction were
few; the Ovid whose firsl tutor Arellius Fuscus soughl over-
cagerly after nitor and conlused the bounds of poelry and decla-
mation. Other passages show, not without humour, that the uses
and abuses of rhetorical training and ability had not escaped him.
Thus in A.A. i ADYIL. he teaches Lhat cloguence can take effect
in love as w public life, but only il well concealed - - “quis, nisi
menlis inops, tenerae deelamal amicae ?° Love-letters, Loo, if over-
wroughl in styfe, could give offence; their language should be
colloquial bul a lover's - and suggesl thal Lhe writer was
present and lalking. Laler (ibid. 6091.) he adds thal after a first
dectaralion of love words will come of themselves, without need of
his teaching ; and poels as well as oralors are given a caution in
AAL i BOTLL, nol beeause of any rhetlorical taint, but because
their levis insantia (as llorace calls it) has faults of its own :

sed neque declament medio sermone diserti,
nec sua non sanus seripla poeta legal.

Women too receive Lheir warning ((bid. iii. 4791.). For them Lhe
pitfall is not deelamation nor a poel’s eraziness, but “barbara
lingua’ bad style, the speeeh of the underbred.

This review ol evidenee from Seneea Lhe Elder and from Ovid
himself may al leasl have suggested Lhal the closeness of the
poet’s conneclion with rhelorical training and practice of all kKinds
has been exaggerated. But whatl of his conncclion with recilatio,
a soecial activily, first encouraged by Gaius Asinius Pollio (76 B.C.

- A.D. b), which grew up side by side with declumatio and had
some of the same cffecls 2 1olh activities could be either private
or public. Just as llorace says in Sal. i. 4. 73 : “nee recilo cuiquam
nisi amicis idque coactus’, so it is said of C. Cassius Severus (c. H0

B.C. -~ ¢ A.D. 37): ‘raro declamabat et non nisi ab amicis co-
actus’ (Sen. Conlr. iii, Praef. 7). Ovid may have had the privilege
of listening to Horace — if that is the meaning of Tr. iv. 10. 49,

nervi sant in causis, diligentia quodam inani circa voces studio senescunt,
idque facianl gratia decoris ... In Cic., de Or, 111, 106 Lhe meaning is more like
‘structure’, Elsewhere vigour' is meant, c. g. Cic., ibid, 80 ; Orafor 91 : Hor.,
A P26 Quint, ibid, x. 1 60,
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In his youth, when he saw a goi in every pocet, he attended recita-
tions of one kind or the other by Bdacer, Propertius, Ponticus
and Bassus and made his own début al a publie performance “when
his beard had been cul but once of {wice™ (ibid. D7), T is clear
from . ii. 4. 13-18 (Lo Atticus) thal Ovid regarded private recitals
as a means of ablaining sound criticisin before risking a public
performance. The value sel by him upou such criticism is shown
also by Tr. il 14 301., iv. 1. 89-92; P L 5. 30-44 (Lo Cotla Ma-
ximus), iv. 12, 251 (Lo ‘Tuticanus). Both private and public recital
helped to nake a work known ; and publie applause ! was a greal
stimulus Lo poets, no less than Lo actors, on their road to renown,
ol AL B A3 Pt D BTE 77-82; iv. 2 33-38.

When L. 1. Wilkinson writes (op. ¢ils, p. 11y :  We should neser
forget that Roman poetry was written primarily to be declaimed,
not read’, by ‘declaimed’ he simply means ‘recited in public’.
But when the adjective “deelamatory” is nsed of any Ovidian
work, there is always a suggestion that ils modes of thought and
figures of speech are better suited to an arator’s audicnce than
Lo a reader and also, very often, thal they are ont of place in Lhe
work coneerned, The suggestion may itmply either a rescimblance
{o the declamations preserved by Seneca the Lilder, or, in a wider
cense of the word ‘declamatory’, dependence upon the lore of
inventiv and elocntio as taught in school-rhetoric.

§. 1. Bouner (op. cil, p. 119-156) lias kept this distinction
in view and sought out only those [eatures in Ovid ‘which seem
to have a sharply-defined relationship with the Scnecai declama-
tions”. lle follows the trail of suasoriae in Am. ii. 11, Met, xiii
(Gahoy nolow), and T'r. ii; rouunds up somne senfentiac so brief
and pungent that they “inight cqually well be transplanted to
the pages of Seneca’; and points here and there to Ovid’s deelama-
tory ligures of thought and speech. There is much in this that
commands assent; but assent is qualified partly for the reason
indicated on p. 38 above and partly for two others. 1t is asswmed

1. The public were nol necessarily bad eritics; for poets abounded, compe-
tition was severe, coniparison easy. Nor was their applause at this time neces-
sarily venal or influenced by a clugue. Horace A. P, 419025, 451-52 indicates
that false praise could be given to rich amateurs at a private recital but might
lead to a very different public reception.
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throughout that Ovid’s connection with declamatio was long and
f‘io&c, FFor this there is no gond warrant (pp. 37, 13 me)% ;\’nr
is attention given o the “ingrained’ rhetorie of the Rom'm; ;1130
la‘l‘goly to chimatie effects on social habils. This, as L {l’”\\'i!
kinson says, made thom “speak, even in moments of pnssix.m in
a way more likely Lo sound artificial te an LKnglishiman lh‘n; to
an Halian or to a Frenchman wrtured on Corneille and Ié‘lci ’
(op. cil., p. 220, ‘ e

Alttempts Lo trace in Ovid the clements dependent upon school-
rhvtur%v have been made by Britck and others. This s m.> place
lni review them in detail. Fuough to say that the h’('h()()1—{“((’1‘(’59{‘;
of his time are first recoustruclted (with obvious Imznrd.;') fr;n;\
later works, including always the Proggmnasmata of Hm‘mlngvnm
and Theon (ef. p. 39 above) and that every element which Ul&'lvl
app/('m‘s to mateh a text-hook item is (-lui;m'(l as “dechunatory’
()Ar ‘rhetorical” often with the connotation *fictitious” or 'i‘l/l-
sincere’, We are Lold !, for example, that the writing of love-letters
was praclised by the orator Lysias as a sub-division of fyxe) /1;1
and ypdyor; and that if the {leroides cannol be classed un()lcr (lvli%
sub-division, or cven as suasorive,-they ave surely prosopo )()Pitl;’
or ethopeeiae, corresponding lo the l,y;)(:o[ vxvrciscu whic‘h ll(‘l‘nm—
gc}ucs and his like introduce with the words tiras dr el
Aoyovs e what wondd Andromache say over Ilector’s d('“ul‘
body ? Ovid is left Ly this procedure with precious liLUL: of Itli%
f)\vn, and Vergil 2 and Propertius with little more 3. The ro%uli
is not surprising ; for poels as well as prose-wrilers had long l;(*(‘|1
drawn upon o provide the rhetors with their elassificd lists of
every theme and ils development, every turn of thought u:md
expression, known to man. As well play hide and seek \;;th one-
sell as search in this way for traces of rhelorie in poetry.

1L is true, however, thal formalism in the Roman Le;whing of
sL}fle was much more pronounced than it is in our own and that
this appears in the structural and other elemenls common to many

1. (Ef‘ Ao AL Dav, op. eit, pp. 65-67, 74; S. F. Boxner, op. cil p. 150,
g, ¢f. M. L. CLARKRE, ' Rheforical Influences in the Aeneid’, in Greece and
Rome, Vol, XVI1II, Jan, 1919, pp. 11-27,
3. GO AL AL Day, op. cil, p. 71, referrit
L op.cil, p. 71, erring to Meuvsern, Curge P 1
et 190, [:4 v, Curae Properfionce,
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of the Augustan and later pocts. Pabits inculeated at school be-
came a second nature; and many ol these habils were good, by
auv standards.  Vergil himsel{ would have written less well with-
1)lli them ; even Lo-day they are of service, as anyone may learn
from Sir 11 1. €. Grierson’s Rieloric and English Compostlion
(lidinburgh and Londou, 1941,

ad Ovid not lived al a time when the art of cffective speeeh
was inlensively cultivated, more for its own sake than for civie
use, his best would have heen less good. But he gave o rhetorie
as much or more than he got, putting inlo it something of his
own poetic and gaily individual lemperament. Macaulay ! Tound
him ‘rather a rhetorician than a poel’. But Lhal was not. the
feeling of antiquity. 1L was of Lucan, nol Ovid, that Q.uinlilinn
(Inst. Or., x, 1, 90) wrole ‘magis oraloribus quai poetis imitandus’.

Oxford, Trinity College. 1. . thenam.

1. The Lije and Letters, by Sir (reorge TREVELYAN, World's Classics 1dilion,

Oxford, Vol. 11, p. 446,

OVIDS VERWALTNIS ZUR BILDENDEN KUNST

AM BEISPIEL DER SONNENBURG ILLUSTRIERT

Scit den Tagen des von Lessing so energisch verurteilten Jo-
seph Spence ist das Verhiiltnis antiker Dichter zur bildenden Kunst
ihrer Zeit nichl selten bhehandell worden ; Ovid allein sind nach
manchen allgemeineren Urleilen oder Einzelbeobachtungen meines
Wissens nichl weniger als finf Monographicn saml cinem Aufsalz
gewidmel worden. Als erster beschrinkte sich P. Schénfeld T noch
aul das ergiebigste Werk, die Metamorphosen, erkannle aber ausser
den eigentlichen Ekphraseis von Bildwerken nur zwei zuverliissige
Iille von Becinflussung des Dichters durch dic Kunst an; scine
krilische Haltung trug ihm A. Rieses Vorwurf cin, dass er nichts
Neues nnd nichls Sicheres gebracht habe 2. Viel systemalischer
behandelle W. Wunderer 3 die gesamte Hintlerlassenschaft des Pac-
ligners und kam zu deutlicheren Ergebnissen, indem cr mutig Ge-
wisses von Zweifelhaftem untersehied. Hingegen konzentrierte sich
Costantino Buccino * wieder auf ausgewiihlle Sticke der Meta-
morphosen, und so crschien ihm die perfeila corrispondenza zwi-
schen Dichtung und Bildnerei fast nirgends getriibt, ja, er meinte
geradezu, dass Ovid seinen FFarbenreichtum zum grossten Teil sei-
ner Iebendigen Kunstbetrachlung zu verdanken habe. Auch N.
Laslo ® wollte dic Malerie wolll nieht erschipfen ; nachdem er in
langen theorclischen Erorierungen das Problem reichlich kompli-
zierl hatle, gelangle er in der Praxis der Linzelbehandlung jeweils

1. Qvids Melamorphosen in ihrem Verhdlinis zur anliken Kunst, Diss. Leipzig,
18717,

2. Burs. Jahresber. V2 1877, 23 I.

3. Ovids Werke in ihrem Verhdltnis zur anliken Kunsi, Diss. Lirl. 1889 (Acta
sem. Philol. Erl. V 1891, 158 fI). Skeptisch dazu R. Enwavp, Burs. Jahresb.
XX 2, 1894, 46 {f.

4. Le opere d’arle nelle Metamorfosi di Ovidio, Napoli 1913 (55 S.). U. Albini
hat mir freundlicherweise insicht in die Schrift verschafft.

5. Riflessi d’arle [igurala nelle Melamorfosi di Ovidio, in Ephem. Dacorom.
V1 1935, 368 If.
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