





Michael von Albrecht’s A History of Roman
Literature, onginally published in German, can
rightly be seen as the long awaited counterpant
to Albin Lesky's Geschichte der griechischen
Literatur. In what will probably be the last
survey made by a single scholar the whale of
Latin Hterature from Livios Andronicus up to
Hoethius comes to the fore, *Literature” is
taken here in its broad, antique sense, aud
therefore also includes e.g rhetoric,
philosophy and history. Special antention has
been given to the influence of Latin lterature
on subsequent centuries down to our own
days, Extensive inghices give access to this
monument of learning. The introductions in
Von Albrecht’s texts, together with the large
bibliographies make further study both more
fruneul and easy.

Michael ven Albrecht is Emeritus Professor of
Clasical Philology at the University of
Heidelberg. He studied in Tibingen and Paris
and has held several guest professorships in the
United Seates and the Netherlands. He is a
Vergil), in Latin bigh prose {Cicero), text
syitax and style, narative structure, the
influence of the Clasical tradition in modem
titerature and music. He is editor of Smdien
zur Klassischen Philologie, and Internatiortal
Journal of Musicology. His publications include
M. Tullius Cicero, Sprache und Sl (1971),
Meister rmischer Poesie (1g71, English
vranslation 1988), Rowm: Spiegel Ewropas (1988},
Owid: Metamorphosen (1989).
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TO MY TEACHERS AND TO MY STUDENTS






PREFACE

While many fronters are opened and world traffic is becoming easier
every day, one might ask if this progress in mobility is matched by
a progress in mutual understanding. It might be worthwhile to listen,
in this context, to the undogmatic voice of that literature which to a
special degree influenced all western and some eastern literatures.
Even if the answers given by Roman authors may be ‘dated’, cer-
tainly the questions they raised, their methods of thought and their
standards of quality proved and still prove to be a path to indepen-
dent thought and intellectual freedom for many.

The present book is addressed to students and teachers of classical
and modern languages and to all friends of literature. It will fulfill its
purpose if the reader feels the desire o open a classic anew or to
discover for himself a Latin author he had not known.

The author gratefully dedicates this book to his teachers Paul
Ludwig, Emst Zinn, and Pierre Courcelle—and to his students. While
preparing the present English edition, he constantly kept in mind his
students and the unforgettable experiences of mutual teaching and
learning he had at the University of Florida and at the University
of Texas.

This English edition is a document of friendship. Frances and ]J.
Kevin Newman did the author the great honor of offering their help
as translators and sending him a rough draft of an English transla-
tion of vol. I. They were, therefore, the first English translators of
the present book. Ruth R. Caston and Francis R. Schwartz made
rough drafis of other parts and assisted the author at diflerent stages
of a long and complex working process. It is a pleasure to thank all
translators for their sacrificial work. The author who, of course, is
solely responsible for any error in the final version, is also deeply
obliged to his friend Gareth Schmeling, who kindly revised it.

The present editon is based on the second, improved and aug-
mented German edition of 1994. Within reasonable limits, the bib-
liographies have been updated, and English editions and translations
of classical authors have been added. Latin quotatons in the text
have been translated. The chapters on Roman Jurists greatly profited
from three substantal letters from Detlef Liebs. Some remarks came
from Reinhard Hiussler (on Sallust and Tacitus) and from Aldo
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Setaioli’s admirable Italian translaton of this book (Torino 1995-
1996). Further advice was given by Gregor Damschen, Petra Farian,
Sabine Grebe (e.g. on Martianus Capella), Janet Weisselberg, Riidiger
Nichl (e.g. on the Poetae Novelli), Claudia Nissle, Franz M. Scherer,
Matthias Schopper, and, last but not least, by the author’s wife.

This English edition would not have been possible without the
generous support granted by the Stiftung Humanismus Heute of Baden-
Wiirttemberg, by Robert Bosch (Stuttgart), and by Inter Nationes
(Bonn). The author gives his thanks to these institutions and to the
humane persons behind them. Moreover, he wants to express his
gratitude to his German publisher K. G. Saur who, with the untir-
ing assistance of Petra Hiitter, put his international contacts in the
service of the present book. The author is pleased indeed that this
book is published in the Netherlands, where, thanks to A. D. Leeman’s
friendship, he had the privilege of living and teaching some twenty
years ago. Albert Hoffstadt of Brill's was a friendly and competent
tutor of the publication.



HOW TO USE THIS BOOK

This book was planned as a single unit, and its division into two
volumes is due purely to external constraints.

The four sections referring to periods (e.g. ‘Survey of the Literature of
the Republican Period’) which introduce each of the major Chapters
II to V present synchronical overviews of the literary activity of that
period. There follows a detailed discussion of poetry and, subsequently,
prose according to genres and authors. Within each period, works of
the same genre are, where possible, treated together. However, au-
thors active in several genres appear only in one place.

The sub-sections on genre (¢.g. ‘Roman Epic’) are intended to facilitate
a diachronical sverviaw, and their titles are emphasized by walics. These
sub-sections on genre are in each case placed before the earliest
important representative of that genre.

A synoptic study is also made possible by the fact that all the sub-
sections on the authors exhibit the same subdivisions: Life and Dates;
Sources, Models, and Genres; Literary Technique; Language and Style;
Ideas; Transmission; Influence. Because of their particular significance,
reflections on literature (i.e. literary theory and criticism) are discussed
separately (‘Ideas I') from the other ideas of the author in question
(‘Ideas II’).

In bibliographical references, short titles without initials of the first
name (e.g..Leo, LG) refer to the general list of abbreviations at the
end of the whole work. Short titles with initals and dates (e.g. F. Leo
1912) refer to the specialized bibliography at the end of each par-
ticular section.

The orthography of places of publication is determined in each
case by the book cited, and so ‘Romae’ appears along with ‘Roma’
and ‘Rome’. The names of Latin authors and works are abbreviated
in accordance with the usage of the Thesaurus Linguae Latinae. The
few exceptions in the cases of Seneca and Claudian are intended for
case of reference. Journals and other works cited in brief are listed
fully in the list of abbreviations. Abbreviations used for editions are:
T = text; Tr = translation; C = commentary; N = notes.
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INTRODUCTION
LITERATURE AND LITERARY HISTORY

‘Roman literature’ for us means the works written in Latin in antiq-
uity. The fall of the Western Empire in Rome occurred officially in
A.D. 476. In 529 Justinian closed Plato’s Academy, and St. Benedict
founded his monastic community on Monte Cassino. Symbolically,
the end of one tradition coincided with the beginning of another.

From the start, we should make a distinction between ancient and
modern ideas of literature. In addition to poetry and novels, ancient
literature included genres which today’s readers do not normally
associate with literature: oratorical, historical, and philosophical writ-
ings, that is to say, formal prose in the broadest sense. But there is
more. In principle, we have to take into account even technical works,
whether they concern agriculture, law, warfare, or architecture. Again,
the boundaries between ‘artistic’ and ‘real’ letters were fluid, and it
would be mere caprice to exclude from literary history such highly
personal communications as Cicero’s Letters to Atticus for the sake of
a principle. The lines of demarcation between artistic and utilitarian
literature were less strictly drawn than they are today. Even when
writing utilitarian texts, classical authors strove for beauty of style,
and in Roman eyes usefulness was not a drawback even for belles
lettres. Indeed, it was this very duality that contributed to the survival
of Roman writings. On the one hand, their literary shape made them
more accessible to readers (this was the case, for example, with phi-
losophy). On the other, most generations before us read Latin books
rather for their content than for mere aesthetic enjoyment.

There are limits to our knowledge of literary history and to an
historical approach to literature. Only a small portion of Roman lit-
erature has come down to us, and we should never forget how much
has been lost. Moreover, in many cases we no longer have the Greek
models for surviving Latin works, a fact which makes it difficult to
judge the achievement of a given Roman writer. The dating of many
authors, even of sets of authors, is questionable, and the biographies
of most of them are scarcely known. To reconstruct an historical
background, against which literature might be measured, we must
often turn to the literature itself. As a result, the danger of circular
argument is ever present. There is a chasm between the intellectual
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horizon of an author’s contemporaries and that of later generations.
Authors often waste no words on things they themselves take for
granted. Furthermore, what they write sometimes reflects the milieu
of their models, not their own. Constraints of tradition and genre
are overwhelming. Finally, we often derive a false perspective from
relatively rich, but extraneous, information. In some of these cases,
conventional knowledge' seems to obscure rather than illuminate the
uniqueness of the individual and his creative achievement. One might
even ask if literary history is a suitable path at all to an understand-
ing of an author’s greatness. The problems indicated here have
influenced the character and structure of this book:

Indeed, a study of a writer’s influence is, in its way, an /kistorical
approach to a comprehension of his range and stature. It is part of
the task of literary history to show what had influence and what
might still have influence. Therefore, the impact of Roman litera-
ture on world literature is given more emphasis in this book than is
customary.

A basic feature of Roman literature is its ability to revitalize itself;
hence its place as mother of European literature. This first became
evident on a large scale with Christian Latin writings—an exemplary
case, not to be overlooked in a history of Roman literature. As the
late Imperial period drew its life from the tension between paganism
and Christianity, an exclusive consideration of pagan late antiquity
would be vulnerable to criticism from the point of view of both his-
tory and method.

Of course more space is devoted to ‘great’ names in classical lit-
erature than to others; yet some discoveries about minor writers can
be found here. In the final analysis, the attention we pay to less
commonly read works may help us more deeply appreciate the great-
ness of the acknowledged masters.?

! “The greatness of true art. .. lay in finding again, in grasping again and making
known to us that reality from which we live at so great a remove, the reality from
which we distance ourselves more and more, the more the conventional knowledge
by which we replace it gains in mass and opacity.” M. Proust, A la recherche du temps
perdu VII: Le temps retrowvé, Paris 1954, vol. 8, 257.

? ‘We cannot understand the famous unless we have responded sympathetically to
the obscure’, Franz Grillparzer, Der arme Spielmann.
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Geographical and political miliev. Bounded on the north by the Alps, and
on its other sides by the sea, the Apennine Peninsula forms a geo-
graphic unit. The Apennine range for a long time prevented the
Romans from extending their territory into the plain of the Po, which,
under the name of Gallia Cisalpina, was also home to a different
population. Since there are more harbors on the Tyrrhenian side,
Italy has a marked orientation toward the west. As a result, for a
considerable period the Romans showed no inclination to acquire
territory in the eastern Mediterranean. There was racial diversity as
well. The Romans and related tribes were first concentrated in the
center of Italy and on portions of the mountainous terrain there.
Etruscans settled in Tuscany, Gauls in the plain of the Po, and Greeks
in the south of the peninsula. Interaction with these peoples, some-
times warlike and sometimes peaceful, is reflected in Roman civiliza-
tion and literature.

It was the Elder Cato who recognized the role of Italy. In his
Origines he took into account not only Rome but also the other cities
of Italy, but in doing so he found no followers among later histori-
ans. Virgil established a memorial to the Italian countryside and its
peoples, with such characters as Turnus and Camilla, and with his
catalogue of Italian allies. The contrast between the capital and the
rest of the Italian motherland was still felt to be of major importance
in the 1st century B.C.

For a long time Rome was governed by Etruscans, a fact which
later Romans often found difficult to admit. Much that passes as
typically Roman is of Etruscan origin, such as the fasces (‘bundle of
rods’), a symbol of magisterial office, the gladiatorial games, probably
even the very name of Rome. Etruscan cultural influences extended
from soothsaying to theater, art, and architecture.

Greek culture was known from the earliest period, and the more
the empire expanded, the more deeply Greek influence penetrated
Roman civilization. Having acquired an alphabet from Cumae, the
Romans subsequently embraced Etruscan and Oscan varieties of
drama and even the Greek tragedy and comedy encountered at Taren-
tum. The Greek authors imitated by the oldest Latin writers were
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for the most part associated with Magna Graecia, either by their
origin or their subject matter. The laws of the Twelve Tables, which
were based on Greek city codes, and the ‘Pythagorean’ (i.e. South
Italian) maxims of Appius Claudius provide early and particularly
impressive evidence of this relationship.

The city of Rome is situated at a considerable distance from the
sea at a bridge where the Via Salaria crosses the Tiber. Its position
on an old trading route was economically and militarily advanta-
geous. Accordingly, at the outset expansion occurred here, along the
land route. This explains why relations with Garthage, a sea power,
were so good for many years, especially since the common rival was
Etruria. Conflict erupted after Rome had acquired all Italy’s har-
bors, and consequently had to defend their interests. The peasant
people rose to the new challenge and became, almost overnight, a
victorious seapower. Expansion of territory also brought cultural and
intellectual challenges, which stimulated new responses. The political
union of the peninsula called into play the name Italy and Italian
myths. Only now did Carthage become an ‘ancestral’ enemy; only
now was an Italian picture of history created. So, too, emerged a
genuine Latin literature,' one born late, but destined for a long life.

Rome increasingly extended the right of citizenship, attracting the
upper classes of the Italian cities, and of course also their talented
youth. The Capital became the forum for literary talents from south-
ern and central Italy, and later also for those from Gaul and the rest
of the provinces.

Literature may be an echo of great historical events; even so it is
not a mere reflection of them, but a projection of new questions and
answers. Thus, the epic of Naevius was the result of the First Punic
War, that of Ennius looked back to the Second, and so, too, Virgil’s
Aenerd came at the end of a hundred years of civil wars.

The disintegration of social and political links in the late Repub-
lican period indirectly encouraged the rise of great personal poetry.
The new political order under Sulla, however, did not inspire a last-
ing echo in literature, a fact indicative of the gulf separating this
dictator from Augustus.

The great change between Republic and Empire is reflected most
strikingly in the altered function of oratory. Instead of a means of

' A necessary presupposition for the rise of Latin literature was the spread of the
use of Latin which had occurred in the meantime (cf. Language, below, pp. 26-31).
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persuading other men to political decisions, oratory now became at
best a medium of psychological analysis and self-education, and at
worst a mere display of technical virtuosity.

The new peace established by Augustus fostered a unique blos-
soming of literature: Greek and Roman culture merged, and the world-
wide Empire was perceived as a unity. Against this background, a
subjective genre like elegy could develop in the hands of the younger
generation, who had not consciously experienced the Civil Wars and
so enjoyed the blessings of the Principate with more satisfaction than
gratitude.

In the exalted intellectual atmosphere typical of Nero’s time, writers
did not feel oppressed by the burden of a rich tradition and rose to
a level of free creativity. With this, literary fields came to be cultivated
which so far had been alien to the Romans, as can be seen in Seneca’s
Naturales Quaestiones and in the Natural History of the Elder Pliny.

Again under Domitian, a Roman and imperial cultural identity
found expression in Latin. After this, the Empire became more and
more fragmented into cultural provinces. At first the outlying regions
still sent their best representatives to Rome, as Spain had done in
the Silver period. But later, it made more sense for writers to be
active in their own homelands. African writers from Apuleius on-
ward are cases in point.

CONDITIONS OF THE RISE OF LITERATURE

Patronage. The attitudes of politicians and patrons may either advance
or hinder literature. Republican magistrates put on public celebra-
tions, thereby encouraging the production of comedies and tragedies.
Augustus made the right choice with Maecenas, as did Maecenas
with Virgil and Horace. Indeed, we may owe the preservation of the
Aeneid to the personal intervention of the princeps. Tiberius did not
have such a good eye. He surrounded himself with philologists who
had to amuse him by discussing rather absurd problems. In his turn,
Caligula allowed the publication of historical works banned under his
predecessor. The much misunderstood Claudius entrusted the newly
created position a studus (a sort of Ministry of Culture) to his efficient
freedman, Polybius. Nero thought of himself as an artist, and encour-
aged the artistic inclinations of the aristocracy. Vespasian, in spite
of his thrifty nature, was the first to regard a public professorship of
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rhetoric as a good investment. Domitian enlarged the holdings of the
Roman libraries, and founded the Capitoline Poetic Contest. Trajan
established the Bibliotheca Ulpia. From the time of Hadrian, the
work of jurists enjoyed increased support. Even in the intellectual
desert of the 3rd century a small ray of light shines: Emperor Tacitus
is said to have taken measures to promote the spread of the writings
of his namesake.

The record of sins which the Roman state committed against its
literature, however, is no less extensive. In the days of the Republic,
important orators were proscribed. Philosophers and Latin rhetors
were banished from Rome.! The murder of Cicero, the enforced
death of Cornelius Gallus, and the relegation of Ovid all ocurred in
the time of Augustus. There were many book burnings, and famous
speakers were silenced by banishment to lonely islands. In this
respect as in many others Tiberius was anxious to continue the tra-
ditions of his predecessor—even to the point of persecuting incon-
venient historians. Caligula raised negative selection to a principle. A
would-be Plato without Plato’s wisdom, he wanted to expel the works
of the ‘incompetent’ Homer, Virgil and Livy from the state libraries
and from the bookstalls and, conversely, to execute Seneca because of
his talent. Claudius sent the same philosopher into exile. It was finally
under Nero that Seneca, like Petronius and Lucan, met his death. In
the 2nd century, Juvenal desperately implored the emperor to rescue
Roman literature; his cry went unheeded. Hadrian turned to the Greek
language. In the time of the Severi the greatest jurists became mar-
tyrs. The dire financial straits endured by the soldier-emperors of the
3rd century allowed, with few exceptions, no patronage. The emper-
ors Valerian and Gallienus had on their conscience the Christian
author Cyprian. Justinian closed Plato’s Academy.

Private generosity on the part of the aristocracy was an impor-
tant form of patronage during the whole course of Roman history.
In Republican times it was indistinguishable from public support:
offices were held by aristocrats who, in organizing games, for exam-
ple, placed even their private means at public disposal. In contrast
to foreigners like Livius Andronicus and Ennius, who needed financial

! Banishment of two Epicurean philosophers from Rome (173 B.C.; Ath. 12. 547a);
general expulsion of philosophers and rhetors (161 B.C.; Suet. gramm. 25. 1; Gell.
15. 11), and of the philosoper’s embassy (156155 B.C.; Plutarch, Cato maior 22);
closing of the Latin school of rhetors (92 B.C.; Suet. gramm. 25. 2).
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help, the satirist Lucilius belonged to the Italian rural aristocracy
and was thus economically independent. This was probably also true
of the greatest poets of the late Republican period, Catullus and
Lucretius.

Under Augustus, Maecenas gave preference to poets who had al-
ready gained a reputation, regardless of their social origin. Messalla,
who was less intimately connected with the princeps, encouraged youth-
ful talents, mostly however from the upper classes.

The leading authors of Silver Latin belonged either to the aristoc-
racy, such as the Senecas, the Elder and Younger Pliny, Tacitus,
Valerius Flaccus, Silius Italicus; or, like Martial and Statius, they
enjoyed private patronage.

The tendency prevailing from Hadrian’s ime onward to favor Greek
writers was a natural function of the hellenization of the upper class,
and had corrresponding effects on Latin literature. The learned schol-
arship of specialists like the jurists and the Latin grammarians was one
of the few intellectual pursuits that still attracted respect from society.

In late antiquity, Latin literature owed its revival largely to the
senatorial aristocracy, which maintained with lasting success the tra-
dition of learning even in its pagan aspects.

School and Church. Schools also influenced the origin and expansion
of literature. However, ‘school’ is a multifaceted phenomenon. Edu-
cation at Rome was in the first instance a private affair. Originally
instruction in Greek prevailed; the language was imparted by slaves
and freedmen employed as house tutors. In principle the grammaticus
supervised the reading of the poets for those aged eleven and older,
after they had learnt reading and writing from the ltterator. Latin
instruction right down to the days of Augustus centered on the Odusia
of Livius Andronicus. It was only in 25 B.C. that Q, Caecilius Epi-
rota ventured to lecture on ‘Virgil and other modern poets’. A few
decades later, however, Virgil had driven his predecessors Livius
Andronicus and Ennius out of the classroom. In the 4th century A.D.
Virgil, Sallust, Terence, and Cicero were school authors.

From the age of about fourteen on, the pupils studied with the
rhetor. There had been Latin rhetors since the Ist century B.C. At
first their activity encountered official opposition. However, rhetori-
cal instruction soon became the rule, and until the end of antiquity,
in spite of the decline of the political speech, it remained the core of
education. So it was that on the one hand rhetorical invention and
elocution invaded all literary genres: elegy (Ovid), lyric (Statius), tragedy
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(Seneca), epic (Lucan); on the other hand, the transmission of Ro-
man authors was conditioned by their suitability for rhetorical instruc-
tion. This explains, for example, why we possess almost nothing from
Sallust’s Histories except for the speeches and letters contained in
that work.

In addition to schools, the Church came increasingly to control
the origin and transmission of literature. Latin translations of the
Bible, accounts of the sufferings of persecuted Christians, sermons
and exegetical works were directed to the faithful. Other writings
refuted heresy. Finally, apologetic writing would present Christianity
to the wider world and confront it with the Roman state. Thus, new
institutions were able to give rise to literary genres hitherto unknown.

Phases and Phase Displacements. Roman literature was ‘made, not
born’. The conditions which nurtured it may be understood only
in the light of historical circumstances. While Greek literature was
able to develop according to its own laws through the sequence of
an archaic, classical, and Hellenistic period, Roman literature did
not exhibit these ‘normal stages’.

To some extent, Rome creatively adapted Hellenistic influences
earlier than those of classical and archaic Greece. We can observe
this in the works of Plautus, Terence and Catullus. Although classi-
cism was certainly possible from the very beginning, no one wrote a
classical epic before Virgil. The historical situation resulted in the
peculiar ‘double resonance’ of Republican literature: it was precisely
during the period when Roman society still displayed archaic fea-
tures that the books it read were overwhelmingly Hellenistic and
modern. In those early times contradictory factors were present simul-
taneously. Thus, Ennius blended elements from a wide range of epochs
and intellectual tendencies to make a disparate unity, which was held
together only by his person and his desire to act as a teacher and
cultural intermediary. Even in Lucretius we are surprised at the jar-
ring contrast between an intellect in tune with Hellenistic philosophy
and an archaic, undaunted sense of mission reminiscent of the pre-
Socratics. Comedy, among the last fruits of Greek poetry, was the
first to ripen in Rome, whereas epic, Greece’s oldest genre, was the
last. Prose reached its culmination in Cicero before poetry enjoyed
its Augustan age.' Literary developments seem to occur in reverse

! Even in the early period the pioneers of poetry could make use of a developed
practice of oratory. The results of these antecedents of poetic style were marked.
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order from those in Greece. Condemned to be modern before it
could be classical, Roman literature travelled a long road before it
discovered its identity. Its fascinating story is not unlike an Odyssey or
Aeneid: first the Romans had to lose what belonged to them, so that
later they could consciously recover it at a new level.

The pioneers of Roman literature were cultural intermediaries, and
therefore not allowed to specialize in a given genre. Only in the
course of time would they learn to make a virtue of their enforced
universality. At first what is typologically ‘early’ and ‘late’ appeared
simultaneously: Homeric myth along with its rationalization in the
style of Euhemerus; Aeschylean tragedy along with Menandrean com-
edy. In Greece, epic, lyric and drama developed respectively within
a definite temporal, spatial and social framework. In Rome, by con-
trast, the literary genres were separated from their original relevance
to life with the consequence that a writer could not rely on a gen-
erally accepted connection between content and form, but had to
establish it himself every time anew. The generic style was no longer
determined by the expectations of the reader. It was a shape that
was artificial, almost exclusively imposed by models and literary
theories. Even the linguistic and stylistic differentiation of the genres
became a product of individual artistic judgment.

A Roman poet was different from a Greek rhapsode or tragedian:
he had not as a matter of course inherited a generic style drawn
from social and craft traditions. The style had to be created. At first,
archaism and classicism did not appear directly in literature as dis-
crete and necessary stages of development. They existed along with
‘modern’ tendencies as in some degree simultaneous forms of style to
be learned. Instead of successive stages of a quasi organic develop-
ment, we find therefore in Rome modernism, classicism and archa-
ism as equally available stylistic attitudes among which an author
could choose.

A Roman author was simultaneously a pioneer and a latecomer,
contending with twin difficulties. Yet, in spite of its not particularly
poetic environment and the discouraging circumstances of its origin,
Roman literature maintained its grip on life. It was the result of
intellectually disciplined work. We can confirm this statement by
comparing Cato the Elder or Cicero with the majority of their con-
temporaries, or by following the stages in which the Homeric epic
was assimilated from Naevius and Ennius to Virgil. In old Roman
epic, myth and history, Greek form and Roman matter, modern and
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archaic had been associated but loosely; it was Virgil’s genius that
blended all this into an artistic unity, in which every part was related
to the whole. With the Aeneid there arose a work of art formed by an
individual which was accepted by the community as the expression
of its identity, a milestone in world literature. More quietly, but with
no less greatness, Horace raised the tender form of the lyric poem to
objective meaning without denying the personal dimension.

Literary development never stands still, however, and least of all
in the case of supreme masterpieces which, precisely because of their
inimitability, challenge the search for new goals. While personalities
and styles come and go, there is alternation between expansion and
contraction, diastole and systole. Plautus’ linguistic creativity and
colorfulness is succeeded by the discipline of the purist, Terence. The
opposite also occurs: after the classical Virgil comes Ovid, his many
facets inspired by Hellenistic models.

In the larger historical perspective, Greek and Latin literature alter-
nated in importance. From approximately the 2nd century B.C. to
the beginning of the 2nd century A.D., Latin literature assumed the
leadership, corresponding to the prestige of Italy and later also of
Spain. In the 2nd and 3rd centuries, in accordance with the increas-
ing economic and political influence of the East, Greek literature
again came to the fore. In the 4th century, Latin literature, which
had survived especially in Africa, had a wide-ranging renaissance.

LATIN AND GREEK LITERATURE:
TRADITION AND RENEWAL

Roman literature is the first ‘derived’ literature. Its authors consciously
took account of the tradition of another people which they recog-
nized as superior. In differentiating itself from its predecessor, Ro-
man literature found its own identity and a specific self-awareness.
Thus, it paved the way for later European literatures and became
their teacher.

Since the Romantic period, the principle of literary imitation (imuta-
tio) has acquired a bad reputation,’ though even antiquity had been

! ‘Plagiarism in France. Here, one wit has his hand in another’s pocket, and that
creates among them a certain dependence. Given this talent for the kind of thievery
by which one man filches his neighbor’s thoughts before he has quite finished with
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familiar with the negative concept of plagium (plagiarism). A more
equitable evaluation of literary dependence was prepared by a dic-
tum ascribed to Virgil, which said that it was easier to steal Her-
cules’ club than a single verse from Homer (Vita Donati 195). An
artistic borrowing and transfer to a new context was not considered
a theft but a loan meant to be easily recognized as such by anyone.'
Arellius Fuscus, an Augustan teacher of rhetoric, not satisfied with
mere imitation, emphasized competition with the model (Sen. contr. 9.
1, 24. 13). The showpiece he advanced as an illustration was a pas-
sage in which Sallust had surpassed even Thucydides in brevity and
therefore defeated the Greek on his own ground. Thus, imitatio al-
lowed an author to emphasize precisely his own contribution by meas-
uring it expressly against the achievement of a predecessor. The more
significant the model, the greater the challenge and, in the case of
success, the greater the emulator’s gain in artistic capability. There-
fore, a literature conscious of its history is not necessarily a mere
dialogue with the past conducted by epigones. Again and again, even
at a distance of centuries, it may become a ‘summit meeting’, as has
been the case with Dante, Virgil, and Homer.

Roman literature is one of apprenticeship. It is not ashamed of
having teachers, but often pays them homage, even when distancing
itself from them and following its own paths. This frequently mis-
leads present-day interpreters. The modern demand for originality
often forces authors to claim novelty for what is in fact old. The
reverse convention prevailed among the Romans. In political life,
innovations had to be trumpeted as old Roman practice so as to
gain acceptance. In the same way, a writer had to refer to a series
of ancestors and, if need be, to create them. The principle and prac-
tice of imitatio produced an intellectual relationship binding author to
author and period to period. This phenomenon merits the attention
of the literary historian and helps him understand his subject both as
a coherent process and as the conquest of ever new horizons.

Practice changed in the course of history. In the older period only

them, wit becomes common property.—In the république des lettres thoughts are for
public use.” Heinrich Heine, ‘Sketches’, in: Sdmtliche Schriften in 12 Bénden, ed.
by K. BriecLEB, Munich 1976, vol. 11, 646.

U Non subripiendi causa, sed palam mutuandi, hoc animo ut vellet agnosci (Sen. suas. 3. 7,
describing Ovid’s relationship to Virgil); s. now: A. SeeLE, Rémische Ubersetzer.
Note, Freiheiten, Absichten. Verfahren des literarischen Ubersetzens in der griechisch-
romischen Antike, Darmstadt 1995.
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imitation of Greek models was creditable, whereas borrowing from
Latin predecessors was labeled as theft. With the formation of genu-
ine Roman traditions, however, a change took place. Virgil, for in-
stance, was also competing with earlier Latin epic poets such as
Naevius and Ennius. With Cicero, Latin prose began to count as a
classical model; the same may be said of Virgil for Latin poetry.

From the late Augustan period on, dialogue with the native tradi-
tion became more prominent. Ovid viewed himself as the fourth in
a series of Latin elegists. While the epic poets of the Imperial period
were primarily engaged in a dialogue with Virgil, they also drew on
Homeric scenes, especially those which Virgil had neglected. The
literature of the imperial period was not an exclusive dialogue with
Roman writers. As long as the two languages remained in use, the
Greek background maintained its importance. This was even more
true when knowledge of Greek began to decline: at that very moment
literature in translation began to flourish.

The character of the encounter with predecessors also changed. In
the early period authors reshaped their models freely, transposing
foreign subject matter into a new language (it is hardly possible at
this stage to speak of ‘translation’). In various genres stricter fidelity
to the original gradually prevailed, along with more attentive mas-
tery of form and deeper intellectual penetration. So philosophical
literature began with artistic adaptations such as Lucretius’ poem and
Cicero’s dialogues and ended with translations that were strictly schol-
arly. For both religious and philosophical reasons, late antiquity made
increasingly greater demands for accuracy in translations. With the
decline of bilingualism it became necessary not merely to imitate the
original, but to replace it.!

In addition to imitatio of particular texts, there was also the disem-
bodied power of tradition, which was transmitted by the educational
system and kept alive in the minds of the authors and in the expec-
tations of their public.

INDIVIDUAL AND GENRE

Quintilian divided his first detailed examination of Roman literature
(inst. 10) according to genre, and in modern times many scholars

! Jerome attempts to combine accuracy with beauty.
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have followed this method.! Even apart from the question of the
arrangement of the subject matter in works on literary history, the
problem of the literary genres requires our particular attention.

Examining sub-genres,” we observe the organic rise and fall of ever
new forms. They can be created, for example, by reversal at the
beginning, inversion at a particular point, or variation of speaker
and addressee. While Horace fostered the fiction of more or less
‘pure’ genres in his Ars poetica, Roman practice followed different paths.
Crossing of genres was one of its distinguishing features.’ Creative
manipulation of the genres also allowed for the introduction of ele-
ments from other genres. Playing with different traditions, the poet
was able to demonstrate his originality.

Since an author often worked in several literary genres, a presenta-
tion divided strictly according to genre would break the live context
determined by the author’s person and his position in history. Roman
literature at the outset had no recognized function in society. It had
first of all to discover what its place was and then to fight for it.
Hence in Roman literature the individual, with his spirit of enter-
prise and his achievement, revealed himself in a novel way. Accord-
ingly, one of the greatest of modern scholars went so far as to assert
that there was no such thing as Roman satire, but only Lucilius,
Horace, Persius and Juvenal.* However, even the most original Roman
had to take account of the basic preoccupation with tradition found
in ancient literature, and to pay attention to his readers and their
expectations. The truth lies somewhere between the extremes of an
emphasis on the individual, which would border on novelistic fanci-
fulness, and a mechanical insistence on laws of genre. Important here
is the interplay of fixed and variable elements.

These variable elements include the general preference for Greek
or Latin models and also the degree of dependence on them. Here
again, there are further choices: an author may either follow an
individual predecessor (running the gamut from free imitation to lit-
eral translation) or he may adopt a more abstract generic tradition
transmitted by school and scholarship. Finally, among the elements
of a given literary genre, there may be differences of emphasis or

! For example, Bicker, LG.

2 F. Camrns, Generic Composition in Greek and Roman Poetry, Edinburgh 1972.

% KroLr, Studien 202-224.

* U. v. WiLaAMOWITZ-MOELLENDORFF, Griechische Verskunst, Berlin 1921 = Darm-
stadt 1962, 42, n. 1.
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gradation: so it was that Ennius mastered the epic meter, not yet
imitated by Naevius, while Virgil mastered the larger artistic form,
in which both predecessors had fallen short.

One of the constant elements is the effort to conform ever more
closely to the standards established by predecessors, by the tradition
of the genre, and by scholarship. With regard to the imitation of
individual models this may mean an increase in technical perfection:
we may compare the loose structure of some of Plautus’ comedies
with the stricter complexity of Terence. On the other hand, perfec-
tionism can also lead to slavish dependence, which results in the decline
of literary genres. There are indications that comedy after Terence
followed this path.'

This ‘aging process’ with its increasing inflexibility, however, is by
no means inevitable. Epic, for example, maintained its creative fresh-
ness even after the classic achievement of Virgil. Ovid, Lucan, Valerius,
and Statius moved along new and, in part, untrodden paths. It is
only with Silius that we find symptoms of a timid pedantry charac-
teristic of the epigone, although he made a virtue of necessity and
raised his imutatio of the Aeneid to an artistic principle. The mutual
interaction of fixed and variable elements keeps a literary genre alive.
The withering of a branch of literature may be avoided by a timely
introduction of new models, materials or principles of form. Thus,
by means of rhetoric, Ovid and Lucan enlivened epic, and Seneca
renewed tragedy.

The standard example of a genre in which variable elements domi-
nate at least at first glance is satire; even if we consider subject matter
alone, this genre allowed for an almost limitless variety. On the other
hand, there were characteristic constants: although the content of
the satura developed towards ‘universal’ poetry, its author’s viewpoint
always remained personal. The person of the poet was the focus on
which its disparate elements were centered. This was another typi-
cally Roman feature of the satiric genre.

! Comedy in Menander’s style was so strictly defined that any fundamental expan-
sion of the canon hardly seemed possible without affecting the foundations of the
genre. Accordingly, it was natural to expect that comedy at Rome would increas-
ingly avail itself of the freer scope presented, for example, by the mime. Nevertheless,
even in Plautus’ day there was no lack of attempts to open a wider storehouse of
models, forms and topics for comedy. Why did the artistic writing for the stage not
go further in this direction? An unbridgeable chasm had opened between the artistic
standards of connoisseurs, who were only satisfied with the most faithful replication
of Menander, and the public’s demand for entertainment.
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Is satire a loose association of discordant elements, held together
only nominally by the authority of the author? Or are there definite
formal features, which may be recognized as typical of the genre?
This would allow us to define its constant elements in less abstract
terms. In the case of satire, a literary genre evolves, so to speak,
before our very eyes. The successors of Lucilius took up certain fea-
tures of his satura and so in retrospect raised them to the rank of
generic markers. This is true of particular themes, such as the author’s
posing as a ‘poet without poetic claims’, i.e. as a ‘non-poet’; or his
self-portrayal through his relationship to prominent friends or patrons;
further themes would be accounts of travels; mockery of the follies of
love, of inheritance hunting and so on. But there are also specific
literary forms such as dialogues (e.g. consultations with experts); mor-
alizing sermons; or brief narratives. The satirist’s high degree of self-
awareness and the distance from which he views the world encourage
critical reflection, even on literary themes, and the parody of loftier
literary genres, such as epic and tragedy. Once traditional structural
elements of satire are themselves taken up and modified, it is clear
that we may, and indeed must, speak of a genre of satire; this is
unmistakably the case with Horace. As development proceeds, the
elements increasingly resemble conventional literary patterns. As early
as in Horace, self-presentation often becomes self-concealment. This
is even more true of Persius. In Juvenal, what had been the most
personal form of Roman literature has largely become supra-personal,
and for that reason may quite clearly be described as a genre.

While the genre of satire developed within Roman literature, the
other genres came from outside and followed different laws of develop-
ment. Their constant features were already established by tradition.
The reader is therefore tempted to set the (‘ideal’) Greek form over
against its more or less imperfect Roman realization. This disastrous
way of thinking has often led to superficial verdicts on Roman litera-
ture as a whole, which ignored the elementary fact that the encoun-
ters between a Roman author and his Greek model did not occur in
a vacuum. When adapting for the Roman stage a Greek play which
he might have seen in Tarentum, an early Latin author had other
priorities than a modern scholar, who is not obliged to think of a
theatrical audience. It is precisely the deviations from our expecta-
tions, therefore, which demand historical explanation.

The need to take account of historical factors is also clear in the
case of love elegy. This was not an exclusively Roman genre, but it
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did receive its definitive stamp in Rome. The accidents of transmis-
sion make judgment difficult in many respects. We have no sufficient
notion of Hellenistic elegy. Moreover, the works of the very founder
of the genre at Rome, Cornelius Gallus, are lost. What we may
reconstruct from the evidence of later poets shows that, for Gallus,
love was a service and a destiny. Catullus could love and write with-
out political ambitions in the free atmosphere of the late Republic.
But the subjectivity of the love poet in Gallus, as we now see from
the newly deciphered obelisk inscription, was bound up with the sort
of triumphant political self-assurance which in Rome had been vis-
ible ever since the time of the Scipios. This made his clash with the
princeps’ far-reaching claim to power inevitable. Often the lives of the
poets are like a barometer indicating accurately the painful changes
in social climate. What Gallus had created from his personal experi-
ence—perhaps still in an artistically ill-defined no-man’s-land between
epigram and elegy—became in his successors a ‘genre’. Propertius in
his Ist book elevated Gallus’ approach to love to an ‘attitude’. It is
evident that Tibullus, and especially Ovid, are playing with themes
and motifs they already consider traditional. For all this, it would be
a mistake to call these authors ‘disingenuous’ without qualification.
Their style had become more and more sophisticated and presup-
posed an ever increasing literary background; their public had be-
come spoiled: it knew the motifs and demanded artistic variation.
Ovid played out to its end, like a virtuoso, the game of this genre,
which he already perceived as something Roman. To begin with,
therefore, elegy moved from the individual to generic conformity,
from personal engagement to classicizing parody. Then followed a
renewal of the genre, at first through the mingling of genres (ama-
tory didactic, the letters of the Heroides, even the Metamorphoses) and
finally through a recovery of the origins of elegy, propaganda for
one’s own cause. All innovations here were connected with the con-
temporary use of rhetoric.

What of fric? Can it be called a genre in the strict sense at Rome?
Almost nothing is known of popular Roman lyric, which exercised
no perceptible influence on artistic poetry. The sacral lyric of the
earlier period may be compared with that of a later time only with
reservations. Leaving aside late antiquity, only Catullus, Horace, and
Statius merit consideration as lyricists in the true sense. Catullus and
Horace, however, could not take up any native tradition. They were
compelled to create an individual synthesis. As an artistic genre within
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Roman literature, the ode was a creation of Horace. Once again,
therefore, the scholar is required to take an historical approach.

We can witness to a certain extent the development of Aistorical
writing into a genre at Rome. We may believe Cicero when he com-
plains about the lack of any national Roman historical writing of
quality. The example of Claudius Quadrigarius shows that for a long
time there was no obligatory style for historical writing, since he uses
fewer archaisms than later historians do. Hence one may accept—if
only in principle—the view that Sallust was the first to fashion the
generic style of Roman historical writing, by consciously adopting
stylistic elements from Cato the Elder. This, however, is true only in
a strictly stylistic perspective. The totality of structural markers pro-
duced by the blending of Greek and native traditions had been formed
long ago.

Cicero is for us the most important, and in many areas indeed the
only, representative of oratory. His exceptional status is due not merely
to circumstances of textual transmission. We may reconstruct the ear-
lier history of oratory from Cicero’s Brutus, which gives an historical
sketch of Roman eloquence, and from surviving fragments.! In spite
of an established native tradition, in this area, too, with the general
adoption of Greek education among the upper classes, Hellenization
began relatively early. Traces of it may be found already in Cato the
Elder.? As a fragment of Crassus shows, in the Ist century, public
speeches of serious Romans could be marked by the then fashion-
able Asian oratory, right down to the rhythm used. ‘Naturalness’ in
Roman eloquence, as in all arts and cultures, is a relatively rare and
late phenomenon. It takes a refined artistic sense to bring forth some-
thing that looks ‘natural’. The greatest orators, Gaius Gracchus and
Cicero, may serve here as examples.

Variety in means of expression allied with the harmonious effect
of the whole reached their pinnacle in Cicero’s prose. As a result,
development of prose style after him had to follow other paths. The
new tendency found its culmination in Seneca, whose brilliant but
somewhat spasmodic concetti may be regarded as the pole opposite
from the fluid style of Cicero. With the Flavian classicism of a Quin-
tilian or a Pliny, the pendulum again swung in the opposite direction.

' ORF, ed. by H. Mavrcovarti, Torino 1930, 4th ed. 1976.
2 A more confident, account in Leeman, Orationis Ratio, I, 21-24, esp. 22-24.
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The persistence of the generic markers of oratory was selfishly
guaranteed by the rhetorical school, which set its stamp on prac-
tically the whole of Roman literature. As for the variable elements
in this genre, they were influenced by historical conditions. The
Republic had given oratory a scope which would be lacking under
Empire. What especially mattered in a speech was its object, occa-
sion, and audience, and the more skilled the orator, the more he
would adapt his discourse to the given situation. Although the indi-
vidual orator had more latitude here, separate types of oratory were
differentiated: public or judicial speeches by their object, speeches
to the senate or people by their audience. As the historical context
changed, either the functional or the aesthetic dimension received
greater emphasis in speeches. The question must also be raised whether
speeches destined for immediate consumption may be described as
literature in the same sense as, for example, epic, and further, whether
they may be understood as a genre in a strictly analogous sense.

We are fully entitled to call Technical writing a genre, especially in
regard to the structure of prefaces, and the general chapters con-
cerning the education of the specialist, his moral outlook, and so on;
that is to say, things which strictly speaking are not part of his spe-
cial subject. The presentation of the actual material is dictated in the
first place by the topic itself.

Finally, Philosophical writings are essentially represented for us by
extensive corpora of individual writers: Cicero, Seneca, Apuleius, the
Church Fathers. In each case, these works bear a quite different stamp:
that of their author, his historical situation, his cultural background,
his audience, his purpose, and his artistic principles.

It is evident, therefore, that the notion of genre may indeed be
fruitful for the study of Roman literary history, but often because of
the particular circumstances in which that literature developed can
only be applied with a certain caution.

This impression changes, however, if we take into account the later
influence of Roman literature. The genres coined by the individual
representatives of Roman literature developed their own history, and
were continually guided by retrospective reference to these models.
To a large extent, individual accomplishments acquired canonical
status, even for what were later called literary genres. Specific authors
became ‘classical’ for the most part retroactively, when they were
claimed for particular generic traditions. In their creation, the essence
of the corresponding genre seemed to be embodied, either exclu-
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sively, as when Horace stood for Roman lyric and Cicero for politi-
cal speech, or alternatively: so it was that satire oscillated between
Horace and Juvenal, comedy between Plautus and Terence.'

At first, for the Romans, there was no definite idea of genre or
style. As a still young people, they had been inundated by a foreign
culture which had long passed its prime. Genre and style were there-
fore something they had to strive for continually, in the face of a
~ permanent risk: that of lacking any style whatsoever, a danger hard
to avoid, given the historical circumstances. This struggle demanded
unfaltering judgment in matters of taste, and an alert, honest and
uncompromising artistic sense. All this effort was not exactly fostered
by the social circumstances of the Roman Empire; rather, it had to
be painstakingly exerted by the individual writer. Yet precisely as a
result of these difficulties, Latin literature became a paradigm for
other literatures. Only in individuals could the genres find their iden-
tity, and only through the activity of individual creative minds did
their influence bear fruit.

DIALOGUE WITH THE READER AND
LITERARY TECHNIQUE

Roman literature is not only a dialogue with literary predecessors,
but also a dialogue with the reader. Hence, the search for genres
must be complemented by a markedly historic perspective. The spe-
cific character of a literary text is conditioned not only by the person
of the author, but also by his audience. The practice of reading aloud®
affected the form of texts. Through public readings—and even more
through theatrical presentations—literature could reach even the
uneducated. Of all literary genres, it is Roman drama therefore which
perhaps enjoyed the widest dissemination and contributed most to
public awareness of Greek culture. It is all the more regrettable then
that all that remains of early Latin tragic poetry are fragments.

! In this the effect of literary theory and rhetoric on the creativity of the authors
must neither be neglected nor overestimated. The comparison of texts with relevant
theories makes us more aware of the originality of the creative impulse.

2 Silent reading was naturally known, but hardly more widespread than silent
reading of music today; cf. now: G. VogT-SPIra, ed., Strukturen der Miindlichkeit
in der rémischen Literatur, Tiibingen 1990; id., Beitrdge zur miindlichen Kultur
der Rémer, ibid. 1993; E. ZinN, Viva vox.
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Literary history must accordingly not only take into account the
origin and education of the authors, but also the scope and nature
of their audience. In Rome, education was a private affair. From the
middle of the 3rd century B.C. Roman children—if only those of
the elite—were instructed by Greek teachers. There was often a sig-
nificant disparity between authors and audiences in the degree of
knowledge and appreciation of Greek education. Even in Cicero’s
time, a speaker who did not wish to lose all his credit was compelled
to do his best to conceal his Greek education.

Just as a speaker adapts the style and form of his message to his
listeners, so, too, does the author. An Attic poet, for example, wanting
to write a ‘tragedy’, had to conform to his Athenians’ expectations
as to what a tragedy was. In this respect there is a convergence of
‘receptionist’ and ‘generic’ interpretations, since, within their society
of origin, generic laws may ultimately be understood as reflections of
the public’s expectations. At Rome the situation was different at first,
since there the literary genres were not native but had to be adapted
to novel surroundings. A Roman author, therefore, initially, could
not rely on the literary expectations of his listeners. Using a new
linguistic medium and writing for a largely inexperienced audience,
he had to create something which was a viable compromise between
traditional literary norms and new social conditions. Plautine com-
edy, when compared with Menander’s, manifests a loss of intellec-
tual and psychological subtlety, but a gain in theatrical effectiveness.
The poet was a man of the theater, and knew how much Greek
sophistication his Roman audience would tolerate. To meet the un-
spoken but fairly clear demands of its new public, the genre of com-
edy was transformed.

An author may address different circles of listeners simultaneously.
Even Terence did not write exclusively for the educated. Granted,
not every spectator could appreciate all the fine points of his plays;
even so, the poet did not want to do without the applause of the
multitude. There are different levels of understanding: the works of
Latin literature in particular are for the most part open to both the
connoisseur and the interested amateur. Roman philosophical writ-
ings are ‘exoteric’ and in this they differ from the majority of compa-
rable Greek writings, among which the exception—Plato’s dialogues—-
proves the rule. The fact that Plato wrote dialogues was in general
better understood by the Romans, with their openness for the reader’s
demands, than by Plato’s own countrymen.
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Latin literature has several levels of meaning and is at the same
time accessible to various audiences; this is a characteristic feature
contributing to its longevity. Insofar as the structure of the text is
conditioned by their needs, the addressee or the audience intended
by the author may be felt by later readers as their ‘representatives’.

As a general rule, Roman texts have addressees; these play an
important part even in the way poems are arranged in books. In a
given case, an address to a man or a god may appear conventional,
but on the whole it may be said: ‘All modern attempts to translate
this basic reality of dialogue into a relationship of the I’ to the self
or something similar, that is to say, into a process within the subjec-
tivity of a self-sufficient individual, are pointless. They belong to the
abysmal history of man’s alienation from reality.”’ Nevertheless, we
continually find in Rome, from the self-addresses of a Catullus down
to Augustine’s Soltloquies, noteworthy steps towards an inner dialogue
or monologue. The addressee must be distinguished from the con-
temporary reader, and the latter, in his turn, from posterity, which
is first addressed by Ovid. However, we are dealing with concentric
circles, and the one addressed in the text may sometimes serve as a
point of reference or as a representative for both wider circles of
recipients.

Relationship to a reader calls rhetoric into play. Rhetoric compen-
sates through stylistic means for the original poverty of vocabulary,
and as an art of persuasion contributes to the text’s effectiveness and
its appeal to the audience. The influence of rhetoric was not confined
to prose. Elegy used rhetorical technique to woo the beloved and,
even in a genre so rich in tradition as epic, Lucan broke through his
objectivity to express his emotional involvement in events through
rhetorical commentaries, which sometimes gain an almost lyrical ring.
Once political speech had lost its relevance, rhetoric, which had been
a means of influencing others, became more and more an instru-
ment of self-experience and self-education, a topography or typology
of emotions. Thus it helped the Latin authors conquer the field of
psychology for literature.

The specific character of the Roman public also determined the
manner in which literary techniques such as metaphor, example, myth,
allegory were to be applied. The modern reader, for whom the essence
of literature is fiction and metaphor, runs the risk of underestimating

' M. BuBer, Ich und Du, Heidelberg, 11th ed. 1983, 102-103.
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the role of the concrete and factual in Roman literature. Often Roman
authors hint at their interpretation of facts merely by the way in
which they collect and group them. An exemplary case is Suetonius’
Luves of the Emperors. The same mentality is observable even in lyric.
An influential scholar wrote: ‘Ancient poetry never knew a un dv in
the strict meaning of that term, that is, an imaginary product of
pure phantasy, devoid of any reality. The sense of reality was too
strongly developed to tolerate mere fiction.”! Did not Goethe find in
Horace ‘frightful reality without any genuine poetry’?? Actually, this
is one of the differences between Horatian and modern poetry. Yet
Roman literature offers to us anything but a trivial stereotype of reality.

This typically Roman preoccupation with concrete details, which
the sensitive reader could perceive as a sort of alphabet, does not
render their literature easily accessible. Metonymy is more frequent
in Horace than metaphor, which is so fashionable nowadays. Some-
times his search for concrete terms leads him surprisingly far.> Much
of it is felt today as a breach in imagery. One and the same ode
may conjure up the mood of winter and summer, the same person
may be called metaphorically a dog and shortly afterwards a bull.
However, Roman readers were used to establishing connections even
between disparate images, and deciphering them as signs of a single
thought.

Many Roman works of art use a single concrete incident from his-
tory to illustrate a pattern of behavior considered typically Roman:
Jfides may be signified by a handshake between partners over an agree-
ment; clementia by the pardoning of specific adversaries. Romans were
disinclined to speculation. For them, virtues did not exist in them-
selves, but only in the moment when they were exercised. In an
almost ‘documentary’ way, such instances of realization were pre-
sented to a later audience as an exemplum which drew its power chiefly
from its historical reality. The recording of such individual examples
of right behavior in art and literature continued to hand down exem-
plary experiences. An interpretation of them as fictitious symbols would
reverse the Roman perspective. For the Romans, it was the actual

! E. NorDEN to A. ScHULTEN, cited by the latter in Tartessos, Hamburg, 2nd ed.
1950, 96, n. 3; noted by H. HommEL, in: Wege zu Vergil, Darmstadt 1963, 423.

2 F. voN BiEpeErRMANN, Goethes Gespriache, Gesamtausgabe, vol. 1, Leipzig, 2nd
ed. 1909, 458.

* Instead of ‘wine’ he says ‘Massic’; instead of ‘sea’ ‘Adriatic’; instead of ‘per-
fume’ ‘Syrian malobathrum’. He uses names of persons in the same way.
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realization that mattered; however, they were not interested in mate-
rial for its own sake, but in material transformed into a vehicle of
meaning. In literature, the mention of historical names had just such
an exemplary function. Facts served at the same time as ‘letters’ in
a system of signs. In great authors, the Roman ability to ‘read’ the
facts rose to prophetic levels. Tacitus, for example, described the year
of the four emperors in terms that seem to anticipate the process of
decay in the 3rd century A.D.

The relationship to Greek forms changed as did the conditions of
reception. Although literature as such was not autochthonous at Rome,
it acquired new functions in its social context. As a school text, or as
poetry written for patrons, epic communicated Roman values; as part
of the public /udi, tragedy and comedy served for public representa-
tion and reflected the generosity of the responsible magistrates; lyric
appeared on official occasions as expiatory or celebratory song; epi-
gram flourished both as memorial inscription and as a social pas-
time; historical writing transmitted the wisdom of aging senators to
their younger contemporaries; philosophy offered relaxation and com-
fort to men of action during their brief moments of leisure. In gen-
eral, literature, as a meaningful way of passing one’s spare time (ofium),
was a complement to the world of negotium.

Along with foreign forms, foreign contents were borrowed. In
comedy, Plautus interspersed his presentation of Hellenistic life with
allusions to Rome, while Terence reduced his theme to what is uni-
versally human. Since subject matter and costume remained Greek,
the Roman spectator stood at a greater distance from the action on
the stage. This permitted a participation which was untroubled by
any extraneous aims and which could prepare the way for specifically
aesthetic experience.

There was a corresponding shift in the meaning and function of
myth. To the Romans, who had been brought up among strict con-
ventions, Greek myth must have appeared as an attractive world of
freedom. From their own age of iron, they seemed to be looking in
on one of gold. Therefore, the assertion that the Romans lacked
imagination is only partly true. Thanks to their strong ties to exter-
nal reality, they did not consider myth to be a part of their daily
lives, but a separate world of fantasy and appearance, a new ‘poetic’
dimension, only accessible to sympathetic feeling. Subjectivity, emo-
tionalism, ethos and pathos lend a peculiar coloring to the stories
told in Roman literature and transpose them from the external to
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the internal sphere. Hence, Roman literature gives a new impression
of ‘inner life’.

Intellectual activity was also drawn into the play of art. Apart from
subjects which, like the Trojan War, claimed historical validity, lit-
eral belief in Greek myths was not to be expected at Rome. Given
that together with those myths, their philosophical analysis had come
to Rome, there was a readiness to read them as a code, which helped
to transcend what was visible. Greek poets and artists had already
done much to emancipate myth from its national and religious roots.
It now served as a convenient medium of literature and art, as a
treasury of firmly established characters, situations and patterns of
life. Its links to tragedy were especially close, and as theologia fabulosa
it was thought to be the proper domain of poets in general and
dramatists in particular (Varro apud Aug. ciw. 6. 5).

In Pompeian wall painting, considerations of meaning determine
the arrangement of pictures on a wall or within an entire room.'
This may shedlight on the patterning of the elements in Roman poetry.

A specifically Roman preference for linking and summarizing con-
crete details in the service of a single thought culminated in a literary
technique which, in the course of Roman literary history, acquired
increasing importance. In allegory, the reader’s mind was confronted
with a picture, whose parts could be taken from reality but were not
found there in that combination. This meant that they had to be
read as signs for an abstract idea.

LANGUAGE AND STYLE

Therefore, the genius of language is also
the genius of a nation’s literature.
Herder®

When we speak of the dominant influence of Greek literature on
Latin, we may easily overlook the fact that the Romans were one of
the very few peoples who succeeded in setting a literature in their
own language over against that of the Greeks. Soldiers, statesmen,
and jurists alike were the standard-bearers of Latin. Military colo-

' K. Scurrorp, Pompejanische Malerei. Sinn und Idcengeschichte, Basel 1952.
2 Uber die nevere deutsche Literatur, Fragmente, in: Samtliche Werke, ed. B. Supnan,
vol. I, Berlin 1877, 146.
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nies, which at the outset had been linguistic islands, became outposts
which fostered the spread of Latin, first throughout Italy, and then
the western provinces. Political expansion moved outwards from a
center which continued to maintain direct relations with every part.
Since it was a principle of Roman politics, if possible, not to enter
into treaties with any people as a whole, but with cities individually,
dialects could never acquire more than regional significance, even if
they were not being suppressed directly. The language of the capital
became standard even for authors from other areas. This explains
why Roman literature, unlike Greek, knows no variety in dialects.

Even after the disappearance of the Roman empire, Latin remained
for a long time the general cultural language of western Europe, and
it was only hesitantly that national languages were accepted. What is
the nature of this language, which so successfully maintained itself
against civilizations both older and younger? What formal character-
istics on its part helped to shape its literature?

‘Like hammerblows, each of which hits the nail on the head with
full force, comes the sound of od: profanum vulgus et arceo, and a trans-
lator sensitive to this must be reduced to despair by the superfluous,
incidental sounds of words like I’ and ‘the’ and ‘it’ in his own lan-
guage.”! The diversity of cases and verbal forms allows Latin to employ
prepositions and personal pronouns sparingly. Moods need not be
expressed by periphrasis. The article is missing completely. To use a
metaphor, the blocks need no mortar between them. The structure
of Latin is ‘cyclopean’? Such a language allows a thought to be
reduced to its essence. All that is dispensable may be omitted. Latin
was, as it were, born for solemn inscriptions and witty epigrams, for
the blows and sideswipes of the orator’s club, but also for the weighty,
mysteriously ambiguous utterance of the poet.

A language with a rich treasury of forms may plausibly be thought
of as particularly ‘logical’, and the crystal-clear Latin of the jurists or
even of a Caesar favors this interpretation. However, Wilhelm von

' F. SkutscH, Die lateinische Sprache, in: Die griechische und lateinische Literatur
und Sprache (= Die Kultur der Gegenwart I, 8), Leipzig and Berlin, 3rd ed. 1912,
513-565, esp. 526-528; on the Latin language in general: ANRW 2, 29, 1, 1983;
R. CoLeEmaN, ed., New Studies in Latin linguistics, Amsterdam 1991; J. DaNGEL,
Histoire de la langue latine, Paris 1995; F. DuponT, ed., Paroles romaines (articles
by several authors), Nancy 1995; G. Maurach, Lateinische Dichtersprache, Darm-
stadt 1995,

2 Loc. cit., 526-527.
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Humboldt has taught us to make a sharper distinction between word
and concept, and certainly the laws of language are dictated in the
first instance by psychology, not logic. Logical thinking depends more
on the speaker than on the language he uses. Still it is true that
Latin possesses precise endings and, beyond that, at least in its clas-
sical form, many particles which govern clauses.! Therefore it permits
an author, insofar as he is thinking logically, to express with peculiar
clarity the interrelationships of his words, and to construct a hierarchy
of thoughts by means of syntax. The reflective and systematic study
of such a language is a good preparation for learning and science,
and since the Renaissance it has shown many Europeans the way to
intellectual independence.

Apart from the linguistic means just mentioned, which it shares
with Greek, Latin characteristically places its verb at the end of the
sentence. This makes the most important part of the sentence the
coping stone in the edifice, holding the structure together, and unmis-
takably marking the unity even of longer sentences.

The artistic advantages of such linguistic material are obvious. It
permits in prose the building of wide-ranging periods, and in poetry
the employment of bold hyperbata. Friedrich Nietzsche said of the
Horatian ode: ‘In certain languages, what is here attained may not
even be wished for. This mosaic of words, where every unit exercises
its influence to right and left and over the whole, as sound, as place,
as concept; this minimum in extent and number of signs which pro-
duces a maximum in their energy—all this is Roman and, in my
judgment, the very mark of a noble mind.”

The Latin language endowed its speakers with a keen sense of
form almost from birth. Nevertheless, not all possibilities offered by
the richness of forms were exploited in literature from the beginning.
The fruitful challenge of Greek led to a gradual discovery of powers
previously dormant, as can be seen by the example of the participle.®

The deficiencies of Latin were no less significant for literary devel-
opment. As a language without articles it stubbornly resisted the use
of abstract expressions, something not conducive to philosophical
thought. In literature, this offers the advantage of close proximity to

' A precision bordering on pedantry may be observed, for example, in the indi-
cation of temporal priority (pluperfect, future perfect).

2 Was ich den Alten verdanke, in: Werke in drei Binden, ed. by K. ScHLECHTA,
Darmstadt, 7th ed. 1973, vol. 2, 1027.

* E. Lavcuron, The Participle in Cicero, Oxford 1964.
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reality and practice and, from the point of view of an Existential-
ist, may even appear as a philosophical plus. In daily life, Romans
often give preference to concrete expression: ‘the capture of the city’
may be compared with urbs capta. The scope of abstract expressions
was to be developed to perfection only in late antiquity and the
Middle Ages.

A further ‘disadvantage’ was a pronounced aversion to compound
words, so favored for example in Greek or Sanskrit. The limited
vocabulary, and the resulting ambivalence of Latin words, offered
the writer a productive challenge. Authors who treated language se-
lectively and with stylistic restraint (Terence, Caesar) secured clarity
by other methods than those who would avoid ambiguity by rich-
ness (Cicero).

A structural principle which both enhanced clarity and secured a
rhetorical effect was equally widespread in poetry and prose. This
was the preference for expressions consisting of two or more mem-
bers, often emphasized by alliteration. The antiquity of this device is
proved by divine names structured in a similar way (e.g. Mater Matuta)
and by Indo-European parallels. The amassing of words related in
sense may also spring from the lawyer’s anxiety to avoid misunder-
standings and false interpretations.! On the other hand, doubling of
terms may also have arisen from the fear of any too great definiteness.?

Color and richness might be attained by rhetorical treatment.?
Instead of those Greek adjectives which often emphasized quality and
perfection (such as compounds with &b- in the Homeric epic) Roman
literature sometimes used quantitative attributes like magnus and ingens,
and sometimes affective attributes, thus increasing the pathos of the
presentation. This is true even of a genre where such a phenomenon
is quite unexpected—comedy. The refined and sober elegance of Hel-
lenistic art resisted Romanization for a relatively long time, although
it was Hellenistic influence which had made itself felt earliest.

These weaknesses of Latin accordingly tempted many an author

! One may compare repetitions found in official language (‘the day, on which
day’), as well as doublings meant to exhaust all possibilities (‘whoever under this law
is or will be condemned’).

% Verbal circumspection prevails particularly in reference to the irrational which
escapes precise observation or indeed human knowledge in general. Thus a deity
whose sex is unknown is carefully indicated with the formula swe deus sive dea.

* The often lamented development of rhetoric at Rome is, on this view, not a
‘weakness’, but an inner necessity.
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to make up for the missing precision by the use of emphasis. The
best authors, however, felt the poverty of their own language as a
challenge to a struggle for supreme stylistic mastery. Horace speaks
of the ‘cunning juxtaposition’ (callida iwunctura) which gives to a well-
known word the quality of novelty (ars 47—48).

To turn our discussion from form to content, we are told that the
Romans were a nation of soldiers. Indeed, many metaphors were
drawn from the military sphere,' although the extension of meaning
they received was often considerable.? The original sense, which some-
times had faded in Latin, could be roused to new life in poetry even
in literary genres where warlike sounds were least expected: comedy
and love elegy. The ingenious slave became a ‘great general’, the
lover became a ‘soldier’ in the service of Amor.?

However, the Romans were far from any biased glorification of
war. Their early culture had not been one of mere warriors, but of
settlers and farmers. The natural rhythms of the year in any case
allowed military expeditions only at certain imes. The Roman method
of giving names attests to their rustic past* and their other vocabu-
lary betrays the same truth.> On the other hand, from quite early on
there are traces of urbanization.® Latin may have arisen as a lan-
guage of peasants, but it was as the language of the capital city that
it was generally adopted.

' “The language of the Romans can never deny its origin. It is a military lan-
guage for commanders, a formal language for administrators, a legal language for
usurers, a lapidary language for the stonyhearted people of Rome.” Heinrich Heine,
Qur Geschichte der Religion und Philosophie in Deutschland, 2nd book: Von Luther bis Kant,
in: H. Heing, Samtliche Schriften in 12 Binden, ed. K. BriecLes, vol. 3, 1831-
1837, Miinchen 1976, 572-573.

2 Who today is reminded of the military by words like ‘interval’, ‘premiumy’,
‘stipend’?

® A. Spies, Militat omnis amans. Ein Beitrag zur Bildersprache der antiken Erotik,
Tiibingen 1930.

* They are derived from cultivated plants (Fabius, Lentulus, Piso, Cicero) or
domestic animals (Porcius, Asinius, Vitellius).

®> Delirare ‘to be crazy’ (‘to stray from the furrow’); tribulare ‘to vex’ (‘to thresh’);
praevaricari ‘to be in collusion with an adversary’ (‘to trace crooked lines with the
plow’); emolumentum ‘advantage’ (‘product of the mill’); detrimentum ‘harm’ (‘wear and
tear of the plowshare’); riwalis ‘rival’ (‘neighbor along the same stream’); saeculum
‘generation’ (‘sowing season’); manipulus ‘company’ (‘armful of hay’); felix ‘happy’ (‘fruit-
ful’); pecunia ‘money’ (from pecus ‘cattle’); egregius ‘outstanding’ (‘out of the flock’);
septentriones ‘north’ (‘the seven threshing oxen’).

® Thus several important animals bear names which phonetically are not strictly
Latin but come from Italian dialects, e.g. bos ‘0X’, scrofa ‘pig’, and lupus ‘wolf’.
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Legal and business life offered writers appropriate metaphors. Ju-
ridical language and ways of thinking influenced both oratory and
poetry, affecting even the presentation of myth. Unlike Roman mag-
istrates, the gods could not cancel official acts of their colleagues (cf.
Ovid, met. 14. 784-785). Economic and banking terminology often
enriched the vocabulary, even in philosophical writing. Seneca ‘keeps
account’ of the time he has ‘spent’ (¢pust. 1). On the one hand, the
meaning of a word might be extended to areas beyond its original
sphere. On the other, poetic fantasy could in an instant renew the
original association of ideas, deepen it by artistic presentation, and
dwell with satisfaction on the contrast between the old and new
contexts.

The vocabulary of ethics and of social psychology was of particu-
lar importance in Latin. Since it set an indelible stamp on Roman
thought, it will be considered in that context.

IDEAS 1
CONQUEST OF AN INTELLECTUAL WORLD
POETRY, THOUGHT, AND TEACHING

The conquest of a field originally foreign to its discoverer demands
conscious effort on his part. At Rome, therefore, right from the
beginning, poetry and reflection could not be divided. In the epi-
taphs of early Roman poets, proud words commemorate their liter-
ary achievement, while the epitaph of the Greek tragedian Aeschylus
notes merely that he fought at Marathon. The basic difference here
is not so much one between Greek modesty and Roman claims to
fame as a difference in social conditions. In classical Greece, litera-
ture was something native. It was sustained by citizens. In Rome its
first task was to win the right to citizenship.

This fact had two consequences. On the one hand, the old Latin
poets, mostly foreigners, could base their self-esteem on their literary
accomplishment only. On the other, their activity needed justification
and rational defense in the eyes of society. Thus, during the course
of Roman literary history, poetry discovered its identity by way of
reflection. The Roman public’s contribution to this development should
not be underrated. It offered far more than material conditions, the
Latin language and its concepts of value. A culture still ‘young’ re-
ceived from the hands of an older civilization the phenomenon of
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poetry and assimilated it with the seriousness and intensity of a first
encounter.'

At Rome, aesthetic experience was not, as in Greece, a self-evident
part of existence. It was a realm yet to be conquered, a system of
signs whose forms and contents had to be learned. The author’s task
was to teach, the reader’s to learn. The Roman approach to didac-
ticism was somewhat different from that of the Hellenistic world. A
certain reluctance to go into technical particulars encouraged on the
positive side a search for clarity and general intelligibility, even for
artistic presentation. The ‘exoteric’ character of Roman literature, its
respect for the audience, combined with a need to select from Greek
sources what could be generally communicated and understood, in-
duced Roman authors to confine themselves to what was essential
and of general human interest. This feature made Roman literature
more accessible to later generations, and safeguarded it against any
premature loss of freshness. This also explains the moral seriousness
permeating many works of Roman literature: the individual felt re-
sponsible to his family, his society and himself. Even where moraliz-
ing was ridiculed, a system of moral values was still presupposed.
The comedy of ‘howlers’ can only be appreciated against the back-
ground of a marked awareness of conventions.

The social situation therefore encouraged development in different
directions. On the one hand, it demanded that what was to be learned
should be reduced to essentials, which would stand the test of Roman
gravitas. On the other, it allowed to construct an independent world
of aesthetic and intellectual values, thus leading literature towards
self-awareness.?

! “In the Romans . . . may be enjoyed the spectacle of a reconquest of practically
all spheres of life by poetry. This people of farmers and shopkeepers in its sober
earnestness and sturdy thoroughness grasped with tough determination the task of
constructing a spiritual world.” W. ScHADEWALDT, Sinn und Werden der vergilischen
Dichtung (1931), now in: Wege zu Vergil, ed. by H. OppErMANN, Darmstadt 1963,
43-78, esp. 45.

? Horace’s Ars Poetica makes use of Greek theory, but at the same time is itself
organized as a poetic work of art.
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IDEAS 1I
OLD ROMAN MENTALITY VERSUS MODERN IDEAS

Before giving a brief sketch of Roman mentality and its manifestation
in literature, we have to remind our readers that in this area many
simplifications and generalizations are current; on closer inspection
we find that they were drawn from particular works of literature.
However, each passage must be seen against the background of its
own time. Moreover, each author lives in a state of intellectual ten-
sion between traditional and new ideas, and in given circumstances
he may employ old words to express new ideas or, in his search for
a line of ancestors, project contemporary problems into the past.

The social order of the Republic considerably fostered the devel-
opment of Roman law, one of the most significant achievements of
the Roman mind, and one which exercised influence far beyond the
area of legal texts. Roman law, as later codified during the Empire,
even today forms the basis of civil law in many countries. Since in
the course of their history the Romans increasingly developed forms
of law intended to regulate intercourse with representatives of other
peoples, at a later stage international law and human rights could be
organized along Roman lines. Even other areas, such as theology,
were influenced by legal thought. The important notion of ‘person’
was also a discovery of Roman legal thought. A parallel develop-
ment to this is the rise of autobiography and personal poetry at Rome.

As a republic,' Rome was a society in which, at least theoretically,
conflicts were resolved more with mental than with material weap-
ons. The state was entrusted to its citizens, not as an anonymous
organization, but as the sum of interpersonal relationships deemed
valuable and worth protecting. It was a common possession, 7es publica.
These were ideal conditions for the rise of an oral practice of politi-
cal speech and judicial pleading. From here there would develop
literary oratory, the writing of history, technical works of law, and
indeed the first blossoming of Roman poetry.

The Roman talent for organizing things on a large scale? was active

! The Roman state was originally closely linked with the ancient Roman religion.
Christianity, at least in theory, made it possible to divide the state and religion,
even though soon and with rather lasting success the opposite occurred. It was only
at a later period that Europe began to take lessons, not from the Empire, but from
the Roman Republic.

2 The concept of maiesias presupposes an order to which men conform: G. DumgziL,
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in different spheres of life—most strikingly perhaps in politics. In the
plastic arts, we find the construction of large architectural complexes
and the purposeful grouping of wall paintings, in literature an ‘ency-
clopedic’ tendency and also the practice of shaping entire books of
poetry as organized units.

Religion, morals and politics in ancient Rome belonged together,
not in the sense of an alliance between sacred and profane, but as a
unity from the very beginning. There was no self-contained priestly
caste, and most priestly offices had a close connection with political
and social life.! Accordingly, myths and legends at Rome, if trace-
able at all, were concerned with the commonwealth of citizens. Tra-
ditional mythical characters and situations were put into the context
of Roman society and given a national and historical interpretation.
This is evident not only from Livy’s picture of early history but also
from Virgil’s mythical invention.

It has often been maintained that the Romans lacked mythical
imagination and the sculptor’s eye. For them the gods were powers
at work,? not mythical figures like the gods of the Greeks. On the
basis of similar observations, the word numen-—the mighty ‘nod’ as
an expression of will—has been regarded as typically Roman. The
word itself, however, is relatively recent, and in all probability formed
on the model of the famous nod of Zeus.®> Numen is a later word,
while deus belongs to the oldest linguistic stratum. It is true that the
Romans possessed a keen sense of power and will but they were
unable to imagine these qualities apart from definite persons.

Greeks had sought the divine through contemplation of beauty
and meditation of what is perfect. Romans found it chiefly in listen-
ing to the words of the gods, in respecting mutual obligations and

Maiestas et gravitas, RPh 26, 1952, 7-28; 28, 1954, 19-20; O. HiLTBRUNNER, Vir
gravis, in: FS A. DEBRUNNER, Bern 1954, 195-206.

! Accordingly, the Latin sus receives a social interpretation (‘law’), while Vedic yds
and Avestan yaof denote ‘integrity’, ‘mystical perfection’. The Vedic §rad-dhd defines
the relationship with the deity; the Latin c¢redo overwhelmingly refers to relations
between men. The Indic 744 denotes the cosmic order, the Latin rifus the method of
ritual behavior.

2 Cic. nat. deor. 2. 61; leg. 2. 28; K. LartE, Uber eine Eigentiimlichkeit der italischen
Gottesvorstellung, ARW 24, 1926, 244-258 (= Kl. Schriften, Miinchen 1968, 76—
90); M. P. NiLsson, Wesensverschiedenheiten der rémischen und griechischen Reli-
gion, MDAI(R) 48, 1933, 245-260.

¥ S. Wemsrock, Review of H. J. Rose, Ancient Roman Religion, London 1949,
JRS 39, 1949, 166-167.
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above all in leading an active live.! The ‘reflective’ character of Roman
literature and art is bound up with this mentality. The Romans re-
garded themselves as particularly religious (cf. Sallust Catil. 12. 3),
and ascribed their successes in foreign policy to their piety.? The
word religio, often brought into association with religare (‘to bind’),
according to Cicero (nat. deor. 2. 72) belonged together with neg-legere,
di-ligere and denoted an attitude of constant and loving attention (cf.
also the Greek dAéyw). Rites and divine signs are the objects of such
attention. Everything, whether the flight of a bird or an accidentally
heard utterance or indeed a stumbling or trembling, may become a
sign or a divine hint determining the behavior of an individual.
Observation of signs, however, has little or nothing to do with the
practices of magic. The augur does not conjure up a mystical fullness
of power (Vedic djas), he simply states its presence. Virgil depicts
Aeneas as a hero guided entirely by such expressions of divine will.
Attention, the gift of observation and patient listening are typical of
the Roman fomo religiosus. The hero of the Aeneid is the noblest example
of a type of man who, in less exalted guise—as an anxiously supersti-
tious primitive or as a pedantic ritualist—, must have been frequent
in Rome.

As a people on the margins of the Indo-European sphere, the
Romans preserved a whole series of ancient notions of function,
particularly from the area of politics: for example, their terms for
king and priest;®> and even ancient ritual traditions have left clear
traces. This is not surprising, given the conservatism of the Romans
in such matters. However, it would be one-sided to describe the
Roman mentality only as ‘conservative’. Much more than, for ex-
ample, Celtic civilization with its stereotyped patterns of behavior,
Roman civilization was open to new experiences. Once he had under-
stood the signs of the time, a Roman was ready for enterprise and
bold deeds. Such energy was called virtus.

Unrestrained virtus was checked, however, by attention to the will

! “Greek is . . . much more adapted to a natural, cheerful, gifted, aesthetic presen-
tation of happy views of nature. Its habit of speaking in verbs, and especially through
infinitives and participles, makes every expression permissible ... The Latin lan-
guage, by contrast, is made decisive and imperious by its use of nouns. The notion
is presented as complete in the word, fixed in the word, which thereafter receives
attention as if it were a real being’ (Goethe, WA 2, 3, 201-202).

2 Cic. nat. deor. 2, 8; Livy 5. 51-54. ’

* Rex (Sanskr. rgja; flamen (cf. brahman).
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of the gods, deduced from signs. Another important controlling prin-
ciple was the respect for social values, to which we must now turn
our attention. The impact of such values varied considerably accord-
ing to period, social class and individual.'

There are numerous words denoting moral, social or political re-
lationship between persons. To translate them we often need two
complementary expressions: gratia is ‘grace’ and ‘gratitude’; fides, ‘trust-
worthiness’ and ‘trust’. Fides, which is symbolized by a handshake, is
the embodiment of keeping one’s word. Fides was the personification
of an accepted principle of social control: checking the aggressive
impulse by giving one’s word. Accordingly it was incorporated into
the worship of the supreme god of the state and considered one of
the most venerable Roman divinities. Such ideas paved the way
for the later popularity of personifications and allegorical figures in
Roman literature. Pietas, originally connected with the notion of ritual
purity, is right behavior towards the living and the dead. Love of
country, of parents and children are included in this concept—things
which for us do not belong to the specific sphere of religion.?

Further principles guarding against unbridled bravery are clementia,
‘clemency’, and sapientia, ‘wisdom’. These qualities, which are basic
to Roman civilization, are not mere reflections of Greek philosophy.
They also refine the prudence of the ancient Roman peasant. Clever
talk arouses mistrust,® but all circumspection, even great hesitancy, is
highly esteemed. This explains the preference for behaviors which
are defensive® rather than aggressive. Much of this carries a negative
connotation in other cultures. Perhaps no other people has made a
virtue out of ‘heaviness’ (gravitas) and turned a ‘lingerer’ (cunctator)
into a hero.

Festivals in honor of the gods or the dead fostered cultural activity

' As might be expected, derivations from pater (‘father’) are widespread. The
meaning is extended: patronus (counterpart to cliens), sermo pairius (cf. ‘mother tongue’),
patres (senators), patricii. Pater is a title (pater patriae) and denotes eminent persons and
gods (e.g. Tuppiter). The patriarchal order of society is also reflected in the term used
for property or inheritance, patrimonium. Even so, modern readers are occasionally
inclined to underestimate the influence of women at Rome.

2 Pietas is embodied in Aeneas. He carries his father (the past) and his shield with
its pictures of his descendants (the future) on his shoulders, fulfilling his duty to
both.

* Mentiri, etymologically ‘to think’, means ‘to tell lies’.

* Prudentia (‘foresight’), cavere (‘to be on one’s guard’), patientia (‘endurance’), labor
(‘toil’).
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and were therefore a cradle for literature. Representation and rite
transcended simple commemoration. The celebrants were directly
involved in the re-enactment of exemplary patterns of behavior. At
the funeral procession of noble gentes, characters in costume repre-
sented the dead man’s ancestors, each in the garb of the highest
office he had held. Polybius (6. 53-54) considered this form of remem-
brance a means of education: the example (exemplum) was intended
to work on the younger generation. In the same framework, the laudatio
funebris (panegyric of the dead) developed, which prepared the way
for Roman historical writing.

Seriousness and mirth are not mutually exclusive. The festival was
an occasion on which the Latins could freely indulge their delight in
witty sayings' and well-turned epigrams, as well as their fondness for
music, dance, and theater. In the Republican period such elements,
under Greek inspiration, were raised to the level of literature. The
public officials of that period in fact showed better taste than those
of the Empire, for they encouraged the development of Latin drama.
Of course it always had at its side raw and grisly forms of popular
amusement.?

The significance of the typically Roman concept of ofium® for cul-
ture and literature has long been neglected. The one who appears in
public as a serious-minded Stoic need not be a spoilsport at home.
In the philosophic dress of Epicureanism and even without, pleasure
in Rome found its adherents. Otum was the opposite of business,
negotium. In this case, leisure formed the positive concept, and busi-
ness (negotium) the negative, even linguistically. Romans knew not only

' An institution such as the triumph well expressed the emotional nature of the
Romans, their feeling for expansive gestures. The triumphing general appeared as a
manifestation of Jupiter. But at the same time a specially appointed person whis-
pered into his ear jests intended to remind him that he was only a man.

? The fact that gladiatorial games originated in the worship of the dead cannot
rob this institution of its gruesomeness. All civilizations, especially those founded on
powerful repressions, have such dark sides. The theory that watching them neutral-
izes personal cruelty is a mere palliative. The contests described by the Roman epic
poets seem at times to reflect impressions of the gladiatorial combats. It is to his
credit that at least Seneca condemned such games. Our generation which, thanks to
technology, can murder on a greater and more efficient scale has the right to regard
the Romans in this area as bunglers, but no right to assume the moral vantage
point.

 J.-M. ANDRrE, L’otium dans la vie morale et intellectuelle romaine des origines a
I’époque augustéenne, Paris 1966.



38 CONDITIONS OF THE RISE OF ROMAN LITERATURE

how to fight and die, but also how to live. Many private forms of
literature have their roots in ofium: epigram, elegy, lyric monody, and
the occasional poem.

Before abandoning the theme of Roman mentality, which is as
attractive as it is difficult, we must make clear that this is an area
less monolithic than often assumed. Much changed in the course of
time. Much varied from place to place, for Italy is by no means
uniform. Much altered in accordance with the environment of city
or country, much was evaluated differently by one and the same
person in different circumstances. Much that we regard as univer-
sally valid reflects the judgment of individual great writers. Accord-
ingly, our picture of the attitude of the ancient Roman in relation to
the state is colored by the outlook of Cato the Elder although he did
not embody the typical Roman aristocrat. Cato was a homo novus,
and had every reason to put public concerns before private ones and
to depreciate personal honor—at least by not mentioning the names
of Roman magistrates who, as representatives of their gentes, certainly
looked out for their reputations. The suppression of the names in
Cato’s Ongines was exceptional and not typically Roman. Another
great author who has drawn for us a lasting picture of the Roman
mentality is Cicero. Admittedly he projected back onto the Elder
Cato the Greek education of his own time, and it is highly probable
that he did the same for the picture he sketched of the Scipionic
Circle. Even more dramatic is the alteration of the image of primi-
tive Rome offered by Livy. The Augustan writer transferred to the
primitive period his own noble ideal of humanity which was reminis-
cent of Menander. The contribution of the Attic Orators and Xeno-
phon to the development of Roman concepts and Roman identity
remains to be assessed.

Though it is difficult to reconstruct the real circumstances in Rome’s
early period, the sketches offered by Cato, Cicero, and Livy remain
valuable evidence of the way in which at particular periods the best
representatives of literature thought of the character of their people.
What is more, these concepts became strongly influential later, thus
acquiring a certain validity at least after the fact. Of course this in
no way bridges the gap between literature and historical reality.
Therefore, these sketches are to be studied within and explained from
their historical contexts.

Nor should we overlook the clash between traditional and modern
values found in the literary witnesses themselves. This tension, mostly
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unresolved but extremely fruitful, is a constant feature in Roman
literature. The richness of new philosophical and religious ideas, which
in the course of history the Romans were not reluctant to accept,
was more impressive and more productive than the immovable,
patriarchal background so readily conjured up by some of their writers.

Already in the earliest Roman authors there was an antagonism
between old Roman values and progressive Hellenistic ideas, as, for
example, in Plautus, Ennius, and the tragedians. Lucretius took hold
of the philosophy of Epicurus with emotional seriousness, while Catul-
lus adopted for himself the erotic and literary life-style of the Hel-
lenistic world. Stoicism, Neo-Pythagoreanism, Middle Platonism, and
mystery religions opened to many an author the world of the mind.
Epicureanism justified the dignity of private life and happiness.

Conversely, the Stoa offered a philosophical foundation for civic
virtues and for the concept of world empire. In the area of political
thought, Cicero synthesized the values of the Republican past. He
also laid the groundwork for the Augustan ideal of the principate.
Offering a new picture of Roman history to his contemporaries and
to later generations, Livy emphasized the values of tolerance, clem-
ency and wisdom for which he felt the time was ripe.

The emperors needed a religious basis for their rule. Accordingly,
long before Constantine, there arose a series of quite different mod-
els which were equally significant whether successful or not. Such
were the Apolline sun-kingship of Augustus and Nero, Caligula’s effort
to impersonate an Egyptian pharaoh, Domitian’s presentation of him-
self as Jupiter Cosmocrator, Seneca’s, Hadrian’s, and Marcus’ idea
of a philosopher king, Commodus’ posing as Hercules, and the differ-
ent oriental state cults from Septimius Severus on. In an attempt to
breathe new life into state religion, continually fresh efforts were made
to secure a link with living philosophical and religious tendencies.

The central position of the Augustan period in Roman history is
shown by its balanced relationship to past and future. The same
may be said of its literature, which lovingly assumed the old Roman
inheritance, but also, by the prudent adoption of new religious trends,
laid the groundwork for many developments to come.

Under Nero, Seneca pointed to the future by writing his manual
for princes, the De Clementia. 1t is true that the contemporary addressee
of this was unworthy, but it is equally true that many of Seneca’s
expectations were fulfilled by the emperors of the 2nd century, who
boldly adopted the Stoic ideas of the senatorial opposition and on
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them firmly established their rule. Seneca’s philosophical writing was
favored by the religious atmosphere of the time. The same may be
said later of Apuleius and mutatis mutandis of the Christians. How-
ever, in contrast to other mystery religions, Christianity could not
mesh with emperor worship. The fact that it was the most energetic
emperors who persecuted Christians is a striking proof of this. Con-
stantine brought about a turning point by putting to his own use (as
philosopher-emperors had once done) the strongest spiritual force in
the Empire and assuming its leadership. This political change altered
Christian literature. Apologetics lost significance, while the struggle
against heretics became a civic duty. More interesting than Christian
loyalty to the government, an attitude which after Constantine sur-
vived well into the future, was Augustine’s recognition of the impor-
tance of the provinces and of their possible autonomy from Rome,
a fruitful lesson he drew from the City’s downfall. Inspired by the
debate with Christianity, a national and Roman senatorial opposi-
tion formed once again. It did much to preserve and transmit litera-
ture. The rise of a Christian humanism in late antiquity provided a
first model for all later renaissances of Latin literature. We may con-
clude that literature does more than react to contemporary trends; it
is also able to place itself at the vanguard of new developments and
thus anticipate the future.

To sum up: the circumstances under which Roman literature devel-
oped as described here rest partly on external and partly on internal
factors. To the first group belong geographical, political, economic,
and organizational influences; to the second, changes of taste and
artistic purpose in a dialectical alternation of generations and fash-
ions. The important thing for a historian of literature is to observe
how these factors work together in a real historical process and in an
individual’s literary creation.
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BEFORE LITERATURE

The history of what preceded dramas and epics of Greek type at
Rome does not belong to literary history in the narrower sense. Never-
theless, such texts deserve mention since they reveal in part stylistic
tendencies comparable to those found later in artistic prose and poetry.
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A first obstacle to our search for the earliest antecedents of the
literary genres is the difficulty of drawing a clear line between poetry
and prose in that early period. Originally, the concept of carmen was
not limited to poetry. It denoted a solemn saying uttered orally,
whether treaty, oath, prayer or magical spell.! This last meaning is
still visible in the French charme. In fact many texts which may be
classed under the rubric of ‘solemn oral style’ could be interpreted
either as raw poetry still ignorant of quantities or as a prelude to
later artistic prose. In any case, certain structural markers—for example
the division of a longer line into two related sections of similar though
unequal extent—may also be observed in later poetry, and allitera-
tion and bipartite expressions are likewise employed in literary po-
etry and prose.

The most significant lyric text from the pre-literary period is the
Carmen Arvale. This is the hymn of a primitive rite, renewed by Augus-
tus, intended to preserve the state. It is transmitted to us in an in-
scription dating from A.D. 218.2 Of course we are dealing here with
concepta verba, or established formulas, familiar also in legal language.
But remarkably, in this text destined for song, the use of alliteration,
otherwise so favored in archaic Latin, does not play a dominant role.
Instead rhymes (lue rue) and small variations are characteristic, e.g.
Mars is continually addressed by different titles. Although solemn
tricola will later be deployed in Cato’s speeches, in general the Carmen
Arvale should not be classified as prose:®* we know that it was accom-
panied by dance, and this presupposes a definite rhythm. In particu-

! J. BLANsDORF, Ein System oraler Gebrauchspoesie: Die alt- (und spat) lateinischen
Zauberspriiche und Gebete, in: H. L. C. TristraM, ed., Metrik und Medienwechsel,
Tiibingen 1991, 33-51.

? CIL I, 2nd ed., 2, No. 2 (pp. 369-370); CE 1; cf. Varro, ling. 5. 85; Gell. 7. 7. 8.

? Not so NorpEN, Priesterbiicher 94; 109-280; more correctly S. Ferri, Osserva-
zioni archeologico-antiquarie al Carmen in Lemures, in: Studi in onore di U. E. Paoi,
Firenze 1956, 289-292; in general: G. H. HenzeN, Acta fratrum Arvalium quae
supersunt, Berlin 1874; C. TrHuLIN, Italische sakrale Poesie und Prosa, Berlin 1906;
M. NacwvoviclH, Carmen Arale, Text und Kommentar, 2 vols., Roma 1933-1934;
R. Stark, Mars Gradivus und Averruncus, ARW 35, 1938, 139-149, esp. 142-143;
K. Larte, Augur und Templum in der Varronischen Auguralformel, Philologus 97,
1948, 143~159, esp. 152, 1; A. PasoLi, Acta fratrum Arvalium, Bologna 1950; R. G.
Tanner, The Arval Hymn and Early Latin Verse, CQ 55 n.s. 11, 1961, 209-238;
B. LuseL, Il problema della piu antica prosa latina, Cagliari 1969; U. W. ScroLrz,
Studien zum altitalischen und altromischen Marskult und Marsmythos, Heidelberg
1970; M. T. CamiLLoni, Ipotesi sul Cammen Awale, in the same author’s Su le vestigia
degli antichi padri, Ancona 1985, 60-86.



BEFORE LITERATURE 43

lar, the forced abbreviations, such as sins for sinas, may be ascribed
to the requirements of the dance step. On such occasions we are
painfully aware of the lack of any musical tradition worth the name.

Musical rhythm is also perhaps more important than the words
allow us to recognize in the Carmen Saliare. This was the hymn of the
college of the priests of Mars, the ‘leapers’, a hymn containing their
triple stamping (tripudium). A further group of texts belonging to the
Salian priests is known as axamenta (roughly: ‘formulas of invocation’).
It is not certain whether they were sung.'

The loss of secular folklore is much to be regretted. At least we do
know for certain (although this is sometimes forgotten) that a Roman’s
life in all its stages was accompanied by songs: cradle-songs, work-
songs, drinking-songs, dance-songs, love-songs, marches, or laments
for the dead. The pithy praise of the dead in epitaphs develops before
our eyes into poetic elogia in the style of Greek epigrams. The Scipionic
epitaphs are proof of this. But were there also ancient Roman heroic
songs? Should we rather believe ancient witnesses and Niebuhr’s?
instinct, or the modern cliché pronouncing the Romans unpoetic?
Recent studies® have shown convincingly that the delight in festival
and song was native also to the ancient inhabitants of Italy. Traces
of early Indo-European myths have been detected, especially in Livy.*
The surprising choice of the Saturnian meter for early Latin artistic
epic would be more understandable if this meter had previously served
in Rome as a vehicle for narrative. As ballads performed at the ban-
quet® (although already in Cato’s time they had been forgotten) such
songs would be something between epic and lyric. This view is sup-
ported by the lyrical character of the saturnian.

Is the saturnian a Greek import or a native, even Indo-European,

! At Festus p. 3 LiNpsay the manuscript tradition is componebantur. Canebantur is a
conjecture.

2 A. MomIGLIANO, Perizonius, Niebuhr and the Character of Early Roman Tra-
dition, JRS 44, 1957, 104-114 (in favor of the existence of such cammina).

* G. WiLLE, Musica Romana. Die Bedeutung der Musik im Leben der Rémer,
Amsterdam 1967.

* DuMEziL, Mythe.

> E. M. Stevart, The Earliest Narrative Poetry of Rome, CQ 15, 1921, 31-37;
L. Arronst, Sui carmi convivali, Aevum 28, 1954, 172-175; skeptically handled by
H. DaniMann, Zur Uberlieferung iiber die ‘altrémischen Tafellieder’, AAWM 17,
1950, 1191-1202 (publ. Wiesbaden 1951); pottery inscriptions from Teanum prove
that the Oscans used a saturnian form of verse for their popular poetry (P. Poccerri,
Eine Spur des saturnischen Verses im Oskischen, Glotta 61, 1983, 207-217).
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meter? This is a question which we are hardly in a position to an-
swer. The answer would depend on the way in which the search was
conducted. If only the verses of artistic poetry evincing Greek influence
are allowed to count as saturnians, one may follow Marius Victorinus
and Terentianus Maurus' in describing the meter as quantitative,
although its stichic employment and rhythmic treatment are not Greek.
However, the more preliterary texts (along with other material out-
side literature in the narrow sense of the word) we define as satur-
nians, the more we are forced to resort to word-accent, the number
of syllables or words, or a combination of these principles; that is,
unless everything which cannot be interpreted as quantitative is to
be regarded as prose. The hypothesis of a development from accen-
tual verse with fairly fixed boundaries between words? towards quan-
titative verse is therefore unavoidable. This is true even though to
project two mutually exclusive explanations into a temporal sequence,
connected by the convenient notion of evolution, may seem merely
to shift our dilemma into the minds of the earliest authors.* Neverthe-
less, as a Greek, Livius Andronicus was naturally inclined to explain
to himself the foreign saturnian according to the metrical principles
of his people. As so often in the history of Roman literature, the
leap forward in development had its source in the initiative of a
single individual.

' GL 6, 138-140; 6, 399-400.

H-EH-O1EE - - EJE

4-6 syllables 2-3

legend: =0-1 unstressed syllables in between,

=0-2 unstressed syllables in between.

The diagram was made by W. KIssEL.

* The history of the problem is traced by M. Barchiesi, Nevio epico, Padova
1962, 310-323. An account of recent research is found in P. W. Harsn, Early Latin
Meter and Prosody, Lustrum 3, 1958, 222-226. G. B. PicHi, Il verso saturnio, RFIC
35, 1957, 47-60, constructs his theory of the saturnian simply on the regularity of
its word count. A. W, De Groot, Le vers saturnien littéraire, REL 12, 1934, 284
312, accepts the possibility of subordinate accents. T. CoL, The Saturnian Verse,
YCIS 21, 1969, 1-73, argues for an Indo-European origin (esp. 46-73). The Indo-
European verse is shown to be isosyllabic by A. MEwLLET, Die Urspriinge der grie-
chischen Metrik, in: Riid. Scumitr, ed., Indogermanische Dichtersprache, Darmstadt
1968, 40-48. A Greek origin is proposed by G. PasquaLi, Preistoria dalla poesia
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Epitaphs are significant.! Some of them are in saturnians, others
in dactylic or iambic meters.

Before we leave lyric and turn our attention to drama, we must
mention the songs of mockery? which particularly reflect the natural
bent of the Italians, be they improvised songs of merriment at the
harvest festival, or more or less ritualized barbs such as the young
bridegroom had to endure in the Fescennine Verses. Even the tri-
umphant general at the height of his glory was greeted by caustic
derision.

Originally, the Fescennine served to ward off evil spirits, and even
stage plays had at first a religious purpose. They were introduced at
Rome to atone for a plague in 364 B.C. (Livy 7. 2). Long before
Livius Andronicus, therefore, Rome possessed a stage tradition handed
down to them by way of Etruria. But the accounts in our authors
concerning dramatic saturae are obscure and contradictory. The ways
in which Greek dramas were modified in Rome may probably be
traced back to native traditions. This is true of the evolution towards
the musical play with ‘flute’ accompaniment and the fondness for
anapaestic rhythms. The lavish use of the trochaic septenarius in
Roman comedy is reminiscent of the Sicilian poet Epicharmus (6th—
5th century B.C.). This meter, which served as the versus quadratus in
soldiers’ songs at triumphal processions, had a long Italian pedigree.?
The popular forms of the Roman theater, notably the Oscan Atellan
farce, will be discussed later. The final Hellenization was preceded
by influences of Greek culture transmitted in some cases by Etruscans
or Oscans.

romana, Firenze, 2nd ed. 1981, 91-112. Cf. E. Fraenker, The Pedigree of the
Saturnian Metre, Eranos 49, 1951, 170-171; G. Erasmi, The Saturnian and Livius
Andronicus, Glotta 57, 1979, 125-149; also V. Poschr, Gli studi latini, in: Giorgio
Pasquali e la filologia classica del novecento. Atti del Convegno Firenze-Pisa (1985),
a cura di F. Bornmann, Firenze 1988, 1-13; D. Fenring, Zur historischen Her-
leitung des Saturniers, in: H. L. C. TristraM, ed., Metrik und Medienwechsel,
Tiibingen 1991, 23-31; older standard works: F. Lo, Der saturnische Vers, Berlin
1905; W. M. Linpsay, Early Latin Verse, Oxford 1922; B. LuseLLy, 1l verso saturnio,
Roma 1967.

' Cf. the Scipionic inscriptions (on them H. PETERsMANN 1991) and for example
the funeral poem on Claudia (CIL I, Berlin 1918, no. 1211; voN ArsBrecHT, Rom
101-102 with note 131).

2 Cf. Hor. epist. 2. 1. 145; Verg. georg. 2. 385-386.

* F. Artaem, Die neuesten Forschungen zur Vorgeschichte der rémischen Metrik,
Glotta 19, 1931, 24-48; further E. FRaENkEL, Die Vorgeschichte des versus quadratus,
Hermes 62, 1927, 357-370.
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The roots of prose are, as already indicated, related to those of
poetry, but in part also quite different.

Sacred and legal texts belong to the sphere of a ‘solemn oral style’.
The special significance of orality, of the actual performance of the
established words, is clear from the fact that the validity of a legal
act depends on it and not on any written document. These areas
gave rise to stylistic tendencies found later in literary prose: combi-
nations of two nouns and other parallel structures as well as an
extended use of alliteration.

The Twelve Tables mark a milestone on the way to a somewhat
more developed prose style. Just as this work owed some of its con-
tent to the codes of the cities of Magna Graecia, so did its language.
Along with instances of carelessness like the abrupt change of sub-
ject, we find here the first efforts at subordination and the organiza-
tion of periods. Since this text was learned by heart for generations,
its influence should not be underestimated. Just as many an English-
man grew up with the King James Bible, so the Roman grew up
with the law of the Twelve Tables' and was conditioned by it in his
use of language.

As a republic, Roman society fostered the development of every
type of public speaking. In this area there is no doubt of the exist-
ence of an old native tradition. Greek rhetoric subsequently helped
to give an account of what the young Roman had learned in the
forum through observation and imitation.

Without doubt law and oratory were the two most important pre-
liminary stages of literary prose at Rome. .

The laudatio funebris bridged the gap between oratory, biography,
and historiography. The praise of the dead performed an important
educational function in Roman society. The generic tradition of the
laudatio funebris was ancient, even if the examples preserved are of
later date, and ancient historians rightly doubted if such documents
of family pride could be trusted as historical evidence. Other rudi-
mentary forms of historical writing raised fewer literary claims. The
records of the pontifices contained, for the most part, only dry facts,
which were based on the calendar board drawn up by the pontifex
maximus. While these priestly annals were published already in the
2nd century B.C., other material remained limited to a very narrow

! Cic. lgg. 2. 59. It was only in Cicero’s lifetime that learning the XII Tables by
heart became unfashionable.
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circle of readers; for example, the ritual books of the pontifices' and
augurs, the official records of the consuls and censors (perhaps a
point of departure for later commentarii). The publication of the legal
formulae (legis actiones) by Gnaeus Flavius, the secretary of Appius
Claudius, responded to a strong public demand. It gratified the de-
sire for legal certainty; however their literary value must have been
correspondingly slight.

The first author known to us as an individual, Appius Claudius
Caecus,? censor 312 B.C. marks the transition to literature in the full
sense of the word, both in prose and in poetry. This ‘boldest inno-
vator known to Roman history” gained his lasting repute by more
than the construction of the road and aqueduct to which he gave his
name. He also earned it by his famous speech—still read in Cicero’s
day—against Pyrrhus’ ambassador, Cineas (280 B.C.; Cicero Brutus
61). His maxims in saturnians, adapted from a south Italian Greek
(‘Pythagorean’) collection, were, if taken as genuine, the first harbin-
ger of a still distant literary spring. They revealed even then the
Romans’ penchant for practical morality, the lapidary style of their
language, the historical and geographical conditions defining Greek
influence, and the highly personal character of literary achievement
in Rome.

To sum up: it is true that at Rome literature in the proper sense
arose only under Greek influence. There were, however, important
native conditions accounting for its rise and its preference for particu-
lar literary genres. Strong pre-literary traditions also set an indelible
stamp on later literary development. In particular, the penetration of
Greek culture began long before the rise of literature, and maintained
a clearly visible connection with Rome’s territorial expansion.

This indication of preliminary stages does not diminish the achieve-
ment of the true pioneers of Roman literature proper. It simply makes
clear what were the starting points of their work, what means of
expression they found available and what conditions of reception they
were able to exploit.

' G. RoupE, Die Kultsatzungen der rémischen Pontifices, Berlin 1936.

? P. Lejay, Appius Claudius Caecus, RPh 44, 1920, 92-141; E. Stokssr, Die
Sententiae des Appius Claudius Caecus, RhM 122, 1979, 18-23; 1. Tar, Uber die
Anfinge der romischen Lyrik, Szeged 1975, 15-30; M. Marini, Osservazioni sui
frammenti di Appio Claudio, RCCM 27, 1985, 3-11.

* Mowmmsen, RG 1, 310.
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Most recent introduction with further bibliography: H. aNp A. PETERSMANN,
Republikanische Zeit I: Poesie, in: Die romische Literatur in Text und Dar-
stellung, ed. by M. voN ALBREcHT, vol. 1, Stuttgart 1991. * G. VocT-SpPIraA,
ed., Studien zur vorliterarischen Periode im frithen Rom, Tibingen 1989.
* G. VoGT-Spira, ed., Strukturen der Miindlichkeit in der rémischen Lite-
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der Romer, Tiibingen 1993. * D. Tivpe, Miindlichkeit und Schriftlichkeit
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266-286. * See also the sections on genres.
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I. SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE OF THE
REPUBLICAN PERIOD

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

In Rome literature was a late phenomenon. Five centuries of struggle
passed during which books were hardly even a dream, before the
need was felt to set over against the Greek achievement an artistic
literature in Latin.

But now from ever more distant regions unforeseen prosperity inun-
dated Rome’s noble houses. The old thirst for glory and the new
enjoyment of life joined to produce a hunger for culture and literary
education which earlier had been partly unthinkable and partly sus-
pect. The heirs of Romulus started to adorn their homes with Greek
works of art and Greek books. In order to lend beauty to feast and
festival, in order to explain in Latin their exploits and their trophies
to a united Italy, to friends and foes, to children and children’s chil-
dren, they set to work house-tutors, chroniclers in verse, playwrights,
composers of festival poems. The date of the first production of a
Latin drama at Rome (240 B.C.) marks an epoch. Etruria had been
vanquished (282 B.C.), the Greek city of Tarentum, famous for its
vigorous theatrical life, had been conquered (272 B.C.), the First Punic
War had been won (241 B.C.). Italy, unified under Roman leader-
ship after the victory over Pyrrhus, faced as a shared ordeal the clash
with Carthage. With the end of the struggle between the orders (287
B.C.), an internal consolidation took place. Rome was now the most
powerful center in the western Mediterranean, possessor of a unified
territory. This new identity required a name, and so now the whole
peninsula took the name of its southern tip: Italy.

It also needed authentication in literature and myth. Festivals were
the appropriate venue for public reflection and presentation. At first
the topics of the new Latin drama in Greek style were often Trojan,
or related in some other way to the history of Italy. Livius Andronicus
wrote his Latin epic Odusia as a piece of Italian pre-history. The
epics of Naevius and Ennius incorporated the experiences of the First
and Second Punic Wars. In moments of respite after great changes
the time was ripe for literature. But that literature was more than a
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mere echo of events. It was an answer, even a blueprint of the future.

Roman literature developed along with the breath-taking expan-
sion of Rome from dominance in Italy to world empire. In 240 B.C.
the Empire embraced Italy (but not the plain of the Po, which came
under Roman jurisdiction in 225-222) and Sicily (apart from Syra-
cuse). It soon took in also Corsica and Sardinia (227 B.C.). The Second
Punic War brought the Romans Spain (206 B.C.), although it would
be a long time before Spain was finally pacified. Hesitatingly, they
turned to the east. After the victory over Philip V of Macedonia at
Cynoscephalae (197 B.C.), Flamininus proclaimed to an incredulous
and amazed Greece that it was free. It was only some time after the
defeat of Perseus by Aemilius Paullus at Pydna (168 B.C.) that a
harsher wind blew from Rome. Macedonia became a Roman prov-
ince in 148 B.C., Achaea after 146, and Asia after 133, thanks to
the will of Attalus III of Pergamum.

Rome was now a new Hellenistic state, albeit one with its own lan-
guage. In the provinces, beginning with Sicily which became Roman
after the First Punic War, Roman magistrates simply behaved as if
they had been the heirs of the Hellenistic tyrants. Becoming more
adept and more discriminating with each passing day, the stern and
sober patrons developed understanding and taste, and then began to
write books, first with hesitation, and later with enthusiasm. Not even
the hundred years of civil war could impede the irresistible rise of
Roman literature. On the contrary, it lent it intellectual depth.

Around 100 B.C., Rome was mistress of almost the whole Iberian
Peninsula, of Provence (from 121 B.C.), Italy, the whole Adriatic
coast, Greece, western Asia Minor and the North African coast be-
tween Utica and Leptis Magna. Between 100 and 43 B.C. there were
added Gaul (58-51 B.C., conquered by Caesar), Pontus, Bithynia
(74 B.C. by the will of Nicomedes IV), Cilicia, Syria, Judaea, Cyprus,
Crete, Cyrenaica, Numidia (Province of Nova Africa). The Mediter-
ranean had become mare nostrum.

The simultaneous advance of Roman literature from modest begin-
nings to world status was no less powerful. Yet it took place against
a dismal historical background. The circle of the privileged at Rome
was and remained narrow. The unity of Italy, which may be traced
from the 3rd century, was severely tested. It proved itself not merely
a blessing but also a challenge. The Italians who for the most part
had fought loyally at Rome’s side as early as the Punic Wars had to
wait unreasonably long for legal equality. Even the bloody Social
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War, with its large-scale fratricide, brought them only partial success.

Native Roman citizens for the most part fared even worse. The
new conquests destroyed economic equilibrium at home. The rich
became richer' and the poor poorer. Considerable wealth had accu-
mulated in the hands of leading families, mostly in the form of large
estates, which were managed in plantation style. Accordingly the num-
ber of slaves—and of slave rebellions—increased. On the other hand
free smallholders were decimated by the wars, severely damaged by
Hannibal’s devastations, and impoverished by competition with the
latifundia worked by cheap slave labor. The roots of Rome’s military
power were being threatened. Either an agrarian law had to restore
the small farmer, or the line of least resistance had to be followed,
and a military career opened to include the large numbers now without
property.

The senators were divided. Some with ill-concealed greed defended
the status quo. Some with ostentatious selflessness supported reforms
which, while more publicly effective, offended their colleagues. In
settling this quarrel, even though it was conducted between social
equals, they were not overscrupulous. For the first time citizens mur-
dered citizens, senators murdered senators, while appealing under
pretext of law to national emergency.

After the collapse of the Gracchan reforms, Marius adopted the
second-best method, and brought about the overdue reform of the
army. He replaced the citizen soldiers with an army that was paid,
which meant that although efficiency increased, the sense of civic
duty declined. The soldiers felt less obligation to the res publica than
to their general. Soon Roman troops would march against Rome.

Admittance to civilization was no protection against the shattering
barbarity stamping that century’s moral character. The institution of
proscription made murder of fellow citizens a routine and profitable
political weapon. There was scarcely a family of repute without its
dead to mourn.

In foreign politics, after the fall of Carthage Rome showed itself
no more peaceful or merciful. Numantia is the proof. Only the grounds
for war were often more threadbare than before. The oligarchy saw
no reason to depart from its traditions. Were not wars a means of
distracting attention from domestic conflicts? And must not every

' The eguites began to define themselves as a second socially elite class from the
2nd century B.C. on.
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Roman noble take the opportunity to satisfy his desire for glory and,
in the process, to enrich himself according to the requirements of his
class, so that on his return to Rome he could drive his rivals from
the field? The attitude with which Caesar would begin and conduct
his Gallic War was therefore already established. His special contribu-
tion was his grand manner, and his mercy towards fellow citizens—
and no one else.

Not even a resurrected Carthage could have rallied these Romans.
If ever now a real threat came from abroad, it had, unlike previous
crises, no longer a unifying effect. In order to repel the danger, the
senate was forced to grant extraordinary powers to individual com-
manders, and there was no way to prevent the selfish misuse of such
authority. Even this desperate remedy only succeeded therefore in
accelerating the decay of the Republic.

This period of turmoil, in which the ancient link to family and
community was loosened, was quite peculiar in its atmosphere. It
showed a double aspect. On the one hand, given the frequent change
of rulers, there prevailed for most people a depressing uncertainty of
existence. On the other, new possibilities for freedom opened up for
individuals. Never before had a Roman been able to live to the full
as Sulla or Caesar could. Sulla, if need required, was energetic and
active, although without commitment to any planned career. Half
predator, half aristocrat, a gambler by nature, he marched and con-
quered, murdered and ruled with relish. Yet he possessed a gift rarely
found in politicians, a spirit magnanimous enough to retire of his
own free will. In this he surpassed his aptest pupil, Caesar, who, by
an irony of fate, reproached him with political illiteracy because of
his withdrawal from office.

The failure of the senatorial aristocracy in the face of the Grac-
chan attempts at reform, like the fatal reform of the army by Marius,
initiated a process which led through numerous civil wars to the
obliteration of the Republic by the Principate. The replacement of
citizen soldiery by professionals had the unintended consequence of
finally guaranteeing victory to the one who could secure for himself
the best and most expensive army. As the Republic lost respect it
was transformed into a military dictatorship. There was a correspond-
ing change in the Roman system of values. The state, no longer
taken for granted, now became a problem. The individual discov-
ered his freedom.
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CONDITIONS OF THE RISE OF LITERATURE

The changing influence of particular parts of Italy and the spread of
Romanization among neighboring areas were reflected in the varied
origin of Roman authors, a development which would naturally con-
tinue during the Empire. In the beginning, the south, with its heavy
debt to Greek influence, had taken the lead. In the 2nd and lst
centuries B.C. authors came increasingly from the center of the pen-
insula.! From the first half of the 1st century B.C. on, with Nepos
and Catullus, the north,? too, found its voice. Cisalpine Gaul, long
felt to be foreign, gave to Rome some of its greatest talents.

The social background of these writers varied. The senator, who
often combined the roles of author and patron, wrote his own speeches,
composed memoirs or historical works,® with special emphasis on his
own family’s exploits. To praise himself, he could employ epic writ-
ers of humble origin, who at first were often Greeks. The dramatists
too were mostly from modest circumstances, as, for example Accius,
a protégé of D. Junius Brutus, consul in 138 B.C.* Lyric poets re-
ceived commissions for religious hymns.

Respectable Italian citizens who wrote poetry were at first rare,
and appeared as individual champions. From the 3rd century Naevius
may be mentioned, from the second Lucilius. Intellectual freedom in
both cases was fostered by financial independence. The attitude to-
wards poetry changed only gradually as Hellenization advanced. Yet,
independently of their origin, authors gained respect and recogni-
tion. Ennius is said to have been honored by a statue in the vault of
the Scipios. Even for an aristocrat, the writing of poetry became less

' From south Italy came Livius Andronicus (3rd century), Ennius (3rd-2nd cen-
tury), Pacuvius (2nd century) and later Horace; from central Italy Naevius (3rd
century), Cato (3rd—2nd century), Plautus (3rd—2nd century), Lucilius (2nd century),
Cicero (Ist century), Caesar (Ist century), Varro Reatinus (Ist century), Asinius Pollio
(Ist century); later Sallust, Tibullus, Propertius, Ovid; from Africa Terence (2nd
century); later, Apuleius among many others; from north Italy Nepos (Ist century),
Catullus (Ist century); later, Virgil, Livy, and the Elder and Younger Pliny; from
Gaul Pompeius Trogus.

2 S. MRrATscHEK, Literatur und Gesellschaft in der Transpadana, Athenaeum,
n.s. 62, 1984, 154-189.

® In the Sullan period historical works were also composed by clients of the great
families.

* Laberius, the writer of mimes (d. 43 B.C.), however, was a Roman knight.
Caesar compelled him to appear publicly on the stage. The audience compounded
the disgrace by awarding the palm to his rival Publilius Syrus, a freedman.
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of a scandal. Some epigrams dating from the turn of the century
mark a modest beginning. Soon, however, senators were found not
only in the traditional College of Poets but also among the neoterics.
Helvius Cinna and Licinius Calvus are examples. In general, in the
Ist century B.C., writers of noble origin became more numerous;
Varro Reatinus, Cicero, Caesar, and Asinius Pollio wrote poetry.'
The tragic poet Accius, although his parents were only freedmen,
did not rise from his place when the noble Julius Caesar Strabo
entered the College of Poets (Val. Max. 3. 7. 11), and society acknowl-
edged that in the empire of the mind ancestors made no difference.

The municipal aristocracy gained a reputation in scholarship with
Aelius Stilo, in prose with Nepos, in poetry with Catullus. In Horace’s
time, poetic dabbling was already a fashionable weakness in the best
circles (ars 382). If literary masters made their way to the forefront in
spite of their humble origins,> among other factors, this may be cred-
ited to the social tolerance of men like Maecenas. Many of his peers,
such as Cicero’s friend and publisher Atticus, put their means at the
service of literature.

Parallel and Complementary Phases. The change in Roman society during
the last 200 years of the Republic is reflected in literary development.

The period from 240 to 146 B.C. included the Second Punic War,
Rome’s severest trial. It differs considerably in historical atmosphere,
intellectual attitude, and literary production from the following cen-
tury of civil wars. During the first hundred years, Roman literature
was influenced by its encounter with Greek culture in southern Italy,
by the unification of Italy and by the confrontation with Carthage.
Numerous intellectual stimuli felt at Rome were productively exploited
by individuals. Cultural interaction was of course a general phenom-
enon, but the rise of literature was bound up with particular places
and persons. Prose at Rome, at least in principle, could make use of
resources already available. Poetry had to create generic styles and
forms from virtually nothing. Only gradually, and often with aston-
ishing slowness, did traditions become established. During these early
years occurred the flowering of the palliata and of historical epic, and
the beginning of prose. Stylistically in this time, colorful expression

' Nigidius Figulus seems only to have written prose.

? Two qualifications must be made: Virgil and Horace, though not of noble family,
were not entirely poor; and Maecenas only encouraged talents which had already
proved themselves. /
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and fullness prevailed. Towards the end, Terence introduced stylistic
restraint, which would set a trend for the future.

In the period when Flamininus was granting freedom to the Greeks,
Cato, in his Oration for the Rhodians, advocated a policy of clemency.
Cato’s Origines linked the historical identity of Italy to that of Rome.
In comedy, we can grasp the beginnings of a Roman sense of human-
ity. It was already visible in Plautus’ Captiv: and of course in Terence.
Ennius set wisdom higher than brute force. Unhappily, in the fol-
lowing century, in spite of its advancing culture, Rome failed to take
to heart these teachings of its oldest literature.

A new century (146—43 B.C.) opened with the destruction of Car-
thage, Corinth, and Numantia, and ended with the self-annihilation
of the Roman Republic. The contrast with the previous period is
instructive. The elegant and succinct manner of Gaius Gracchus bears
the same relationship to the lavishly colored style of Cato the Elder
as do the innovative comedies of Terence (d. probably in 159) to
those of Plautus. In his circle, Lucilius, so aware of language, fully
merited the title doctus et urbanus. The increasing purism of the 2nd
century, which may have been partly due to Stoic influence, soon
led to a feeling that the works of Caecilius Statius and Pacuvius in
the intervening generation lacked style. As a result, they were more
quickly forgotten than the equally luxuriant works of their pioneering
predecessors, Plautus and Ennius, which had become classics. The
second half of the 2nd century saw a considerable development in
oratory couched in a relatively strict style (the Gracchi); the literary
enhancement of historical writing (Coelius Antipater); the culmina-
tion of Republican tragedy (Accius); and the beginning of scholar-
ship (Aelius Stilo).

Sullan literature took many forms. Orators like Crassus and Hor-
tensius cultivated an Asian style, with its relentless rhythms. The early
Cicero still competed with these speakers. Later, he would find a
classical mean, although without ever denying his beginnings. The
historian Claudius Quadrigarius wrote with crystal clarity, display-
ing no trace of the fondness for archaism later normal in that genre.
Evidently, the formal appearance of a genre was something not yet
rigidly defined.

The strictness of the 2nd, and the variety of the early 1st century
formed the basis for the subsequent Golden Age. During the waning
decades of the Republic prose reached its culmination in Cicero and
Caesar. Poetry likewise was represented by two towering figures,
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Catullus and Lucretius. These two poets are often categorized as ‘pre-
classical’, an epithet that raises problems because it suggests the notion
of incompleteness. The value of these authors is diminished if they
are considered not as products of their own time, but as preliminary
stages on the way to some kind of sequel. They are in fact the wit-
nesses of an intellectual liberation which could only have taken place
in that period.

LATIN AND GREEK LITERATURE

Thanks to Alexander, Greek civilization mastered the world. During
the Hellenistic period, which may be defined as lasting from the death
of Alexander to that of Caesar, Rome conquered the Greek east,
and was at the same time penetrated by Greek culture. But, unlike
most Mediterranean peoples, the Romans remained loyal to their
native language, and responded to Greek literature by creating a lit-
erature of their own. In the Hellenistic period, Latin assimilated Greek
literary forms, and, in the first instance, those that were contemporary.

The encounter with Greek culture did not take place in a vacuum.
It was tied to those particular cities and areas with which Rome
came sequentially into closer connection. Greek authors were not
read at random; preference was given to those who, through their
subjects, their origin or their biography, had ties with Italy. Ennius,
for example, turned his attention to Sicilian authors like Epichar-
mus and Archestratus of Gela. Even later, the Romans liked to refer
to Pythagoras as an ‘Italian’ philosopher or to Theocritus’ ‘Sicilian
Muses’.

Each of these authors was less concerned with imitation than with
the challenge presented by an historical situation. From this point of
view, the origin of Roman literature takes its place within a larger
process. The Romans owed their triumphant course not to their alleged
conservatism, but to their ability to relearn, and to find new answers
to new challenges. Earlier, they had not been in the habit of break-
ing down their legions into maniples. Now they adopted these tactics
from the Samnites, and defeated them with their own weapon. In its
struggle with the Carthaginians the ‘peasant people’ built large fleets,
and won victories at sea.! Roman patriarchs, with Cato the Elder in

! Duilius in 260 B.C. at Mylae; Catulus in 241 B.C. at the Aegadian Islands.
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their van, adapted modern Hellenistic farming methods. New ways
of living found expression in Hellenistic planning of houses and vil-
las. Our picture of the rise of Italy as its own center of culture is
inseparable from the rise of a self-awareness which expressed itself in
open confrontation with Greek literature.

When Aemilius Paullus, victor at Pydna (168), had the Royal Mac-
edonian Library brought from Pella to Rome, this marked a turning-
point in history. The close relationship of the Romans with the Per-
gamene kingdom, bequeathed to them by its last ruler, Attalus III
(133), had permanent consequences for intellectual life as well.

The head of the Pergamene school of grammarians, the Stoic Crates
of Mallus (2nd century), the teacher of Panaetius, came to Rome
perhaps about 169 B.C. as ambassador for his country. There he
gave lectures, and his interpretation of the poets became standard
for many Romans after him. He discovered in Homer extensive geo-
graphical knowledge and, in the description of the shield, a scientific
picture of the Stoic universe. To prove his point, he had to make
considerable use of allegorical interpretation. In grammar, Crates
defended the importance of anomaly rather than analogy. He initiated
the Stoic direction taken by Roman scholarship and the Romans’
approach to language and literature. The linguistic doctrine of the
leading grammarian L. Aelius Stilo' Praeconinus, who died in the
first third of the Ist century B.C, would be Stoic in principle. Through
his students, Cicero and Varro, he defined for centuries the subse-
quent development of the Roman mind.

The close association with Pergamum contributed to the fact that
scholarship of the strict Alexandrian variety did not find permanent
footing in Rome. The textual critic and analogist Aristarchus (d. about
145 B.C.), and the universal scholar Eratosthenes (d. about 202
B.C.), both Alexandrians, are intellectual antipodes to Crates. Eratos-
thenes, for example, who calculated the circumference of the earth,
held that Homer was not a scientific authority.

Rhodes provided another bridge into the intellectual world of
Greece. It was an island republic which, not least because of its sig-
nificance as a trading power,? exerted a powerful influence on Rome.
After the adoption of a pro-Egyptian policy by the Ptolemies in the

' Suet. gramm. 2 (on Crates); 3 (on Aelius Stilo); GRF 51-76.
? Elements of Rhodian marine law were actually incorporated in Roman law: cf.
RE s.v. iactus.
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middle of the 2nd century, Rhodes welcomed scholars expelled from
Alexandria. It was also the refuge of the great astronomer Hipparchus
of Nicaea (d. after 127) and of famous teachers of rhetoric such as
Molon, who taught Caesar and Cicero. It was also the favorite home
of the philosopher Posidonius of Apamea (d. about 51 B.C.), whose
work would become the basis of many Latin philosophical texts. His
teacher Panaetius (d. about 109) was actually born in Rhodes. Panae-
tius was a student of Crates and a member of the Scipionic Circle.
It was he who provided the model for Cicero’s De officizs. Rhodes,
too, therefore, made an essential contribution to the Stoic cast of
Roman thought.

Rome’s schooldays under Greek tutelage were not free from ten-
sions. The Romans were willing enough to profit from Greek expe-
riences, but showed no inclination to be distracted from reality by
Greek theories. The philosophers who arrived as ambassadors in 155
provoked a clash between old-fashioned respect for the res publica
and modern skepticism. The men who came from Athens to Rome
were the Peripatetic Critolaus, the Academic Skeptic Carneades, and
the Stoic Diogenes. Carneades spoke one day in favor of justice in
policy and the next day against it. Cato took steps to secure the
early dismissal of these corrupters of public morals. This did not pre-
vent him from secretly learning as much as he could from the Greeks,
even in the area of capitalist agronomy. The creation of a Latin
literature is, in fact, a fruitful reaction to overweening Greek influence.

Numerous anonymous merchants, freedmen, and slaves furthered
the spread of Greek influence in the capital. Many served as tutors
and emended or even composed the historical works written in Greek
by their Roman masters. But there were also individual personalities
of importance. One fruitful intellectual seedbed for future literary
growth was the so-called Scipionic Circle. It was not exclusive. Greek
and Latin authors swarmed around the notables of the Rome of
those days. Here the historically necessary exchange between two
cultures was realized in lively dialogue. Polybius and Panaetius commu-
nicated to Roman society the education for which its best representa-
tives yearned. Conversely, there arose a new picture of the historical
and cultural mission of Rome in the minds of these Greeks.

The last decisive step was taken at the end of the Republic. The
circle of the neoterics, which again was not exclusive, united young
men of noble birth. Here for the first time Latin literature liberated
itself from the claims of traditional society. The conservative Cicero
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(who in his day had made his own contribution to the advance of
Roman poetry) looked on the group with a suspicion that would be
shared later on by Horace.

GENRES

One of the oldest genres is oratory, which is the soul of every repub-
lican society. The young Roman acquired this skill by listening to
proceedings in the Forum and by attaching himself to one of the
great orators of the older generation. From orally transmitted prac-
tice there developed typical characteristics of style.

Legend places the first influence of Greek rhetoric as early as Tar-
quinius Priscus. It gradually increased since the masters of the world
wanted to put into practice what they had learned from their Greek
tutors. Already in Cato the Elder traces of Greek rhetoric have been
discovered.

At a later phase of literature, Gaius Gracchus, whose Latin was
particularly elegant and pure, depended so much on Greek tech-
nique that he always kept in his retinue a Greek elocutionist, whose
task was to give him the right tone with a pitchpipe. In an age with-
out microphones, the success of a speaker was determined by his
ability to speak loudly and clearly without damaging his voice, and
for this he needed Greek coaches.

In the generation before Cicero, the Asian style came into promi-
nence, for which archaic Latin shows an affinity. Crassus divided
his speeches into short rhythmical commata. Hortensius followed
him. Cicero himself preserved clausula-rhythms, even though he soon
overcame an exaggerated Asianism by wide-ranging imitation of
Demosthenes. In comparison with him, the extreme Atticists lost their
attraction. In Cicero’s oratory a degree of art is attained which allows
us to forget art, a ‘second nature’, which however no longer has
much in common with the first. In the school of Greek rhetoric,
Latin oratory cast off the last remains of official and legal stiltedness
still clinging to it from its early period. In style, Cicero discovered
the golden mean between Atticism and Asianism.

The custom of publishing speeches began early in Rome and was
said to have been practiced by Appius Claudius. Cicero’s publication
of his speeches was therefore nothing unusual in his day. For a fomo
novus the publication of speeches was a method of self-advertisement
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as lawyer and politician. Another typically Roman motive was to
provide the younger generation with educational material, an ambi-
tion inspiring Cicero’s other works. His ornate philosophical and rhetorical
writings were quite different from Greek books of his time. Mommsen
jokingly remarked that he had driven from the field Demosthenes
with his speeches and Plato with his philosophical dialogues. Only
time, he suggested, prevented Cicero from outdoing Thucydides as
well.! But, more fairly, it needs to be said that in his day Cicero was
literally the only author who in prose could dare to challenge Demos-
thenes and Plato. Such courage to confront the greatest masters of
the past also shows that Latin literature had advanced beyond its
years of tutelage. So it was that Lucretius measured himself against
Empedocles.

Although Cicero’s philosophical and rhetorical writings reflect the
circumstances of his career, they were not inspired exclusively by
political aims of the day. They were a necessary expression of the
author’s identity as an intellectual and made him a teacher of Rome
and Europe. In his speeches, too, it is not the ephemeral which rouses
admiration, but the ability of a great man to view a given case in
the light of greater, more general issues. The publication of speeches
has been called a symptom of decadence,? but for two thousand years
this decadence has given us food for thought. Without it we would
miss the pinnacle of Latin prose, and Mommsen would have missed
intelligent contemporary documents. If the Romans had manfully
resisted this literary original sin, they would have had no more to
say to us than, for example, the Spartans.

Cicero’s Letters are an inestimable witness to contemporary events.
The degree of literary elaboration in them varies. There are notes
jotted down spontaneously to trusted friends, sometimes cheerful,
sometimes dismal, along with sober communications to his wife, and,
at the opposite end of the scale, studiedly polite greetings to oppo-
nents and carefully polished official reports. And yet this author of a
thousand nuances has been deliberately downgraded to the status of
classical representative of classicism!

We encounter technical writing® in two standard representatives, one
early and the other late: Cato’s work on agriculture, and the simi-

' RG 3, Berlin 6th ed. 1875, 620.
2 MOMMSEN, loc. cit., 619.
* For bibliography see Roman Technical Writers, below, pp. 564-582.
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larly titled work of Varro. In Cato, the carefully organized introduc-
tion is visibly distinguished from the actual instruction, which raises
no literary claim. Varro, by contrast, writes as a scholar, and in that
work strives moreover, by using the dialogue form, for a literary effect
throughout.

In the area of law' Rome also had a native tradition. The Law of
the Twelve Tables (middle of the 5th century B.C.) is known only from
fragmentary later quotations. Since it was learned by heart by every
Roman, however, its influence was considerable. For many years civil
legislation was kept in the background by interpretation and further
development of existing law. Legal formulae were long safeguarded
on the grounds that they were the property of the priests, who were
originally the only ones concerned with interpreting the laws. The
publication of the formulas around 300 B.C. marked an essential
step forward. An important source of law was provided by the edicts
which the praetors published on taking office.

Legal science originally made no literary claims. It consisted of
the responsa given by wrisconsulti (Cic. de orat. 1. 200). In their houses
could also be found young students.

Roman law early fell under Greek influence.? The Twelve Tables
followed the codes of Greek cities. Otherwise Greek legal forms were
only rarely adopted.®

The extension of the imperium also made legal regulations for
dealings involving non-Romans necessary (ius gentium). Legal scholar-
ship was further refined under Stoic influence,* to which the Scipionic
Circle contributed. In the late Republican period, the ius gentium was
closely related to s naturale. Greek influence was at work here, as
Cicero’s De re publica and De legibus reveal. Nevertheless the tus gentium
remained Roman in structure. Under the influence of philosophy,
and particularly of the Stoa, the jurists came to develop a delight in
definition. An example is offered by the “Opot of Q. Mucius Scaevola.
Cicero took up the questions of Roman law in his De wre cwili in
artem redigendo. Since he had no technical proficiency as a jurist, the

! For bibliography see Roman Furists and Furidical Literature of the Republican Period,
below, pp. 616-630.

2 An old borrowing from Greek is poena (‘fine’).

* For example, some part of the Rhodian marine law and the general principle
requiring written codification of laws.

* J. StrROUX, Summum ius, summa iniuria. Ein Kapitel aus der Geschichte der interpretatio
iuris, Leipzig/Berlin, no date (about 1926).
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influence of philosophy and rhetoric in this work must have been
considerable. Though likewise no jurist, Varro composed fifteen books
De ure civils. :

No complete works by jurists of the Republican period have been
preserved. We know of publications of commercial and testamentary
formulas, as also of Responsa (Digesta). The practice of giving responses
led M. Junius Brutus to cast his work on ius cuwile into the form of a
dialogue. Here an apparently Greek literary form sprang from a
practice observed in Roman life. The Twelve Tables were given legal
commentaries, which adapted their intent to contemporary needs and
were accompanied by the relevant formulas. An example is the
Tripertita of Sextus Aelius Paetus Catus. There were also commentar-
ies on the praetorian edict and that of the curule aediles. Quintus
Mucius Scaevola composed a system of ws ciwile in 18 books. It was
supplied with a commentary by Servius Sulpicius Rufus, a contempo-
rary of Cicero. The same author created an elegant style of jurispru-
dence. The transformation of legal language from the lapidary brevity
of the Twelve Tables to captious longwindedness may be followed on
inscriptions, for example in the Lex Acilia repetundarum (122 B.C.).

Historical writing in origin was the only genre of writing compatible
with social distinction. Cato, Cincius Alimentus, Fabius Pictor, even
the Graecomaniac Aulus Postumius Albinus, were all senators. There
is only a single genuine writer among them: the historian, orator,
and jurist Coelius Antipater, but it would be too bold to conclude
from his Greek cognomen that he was of humble birth. In the time of
Sulla there is some change. Claudius Quadrigarius certainly did not
belong to the patrician gens Claudia, and Valerius Antias may have
been a client of the patrician Valerii. Even so, the historian Sisenna
was a senator, just as later were Cicero’s contemporaries Aelius Tubero
and Sallust.

We do not possess memoirs like those of Sulla, and so the Com-
mentaries of Caesar are for us a unique phenomenon in Roman lit-
erature. They link the Roman commentarius with features of Greek
historiography. Cicero would gladly have written history if he could
only have found time. Since his historiographical theories were based
on Herodotus and Theopompus, the outcome of his efforts would
probably have been not unlike the work of Livy. Sallust’s historical
works offered a stylized picture of the late Republican period. The
Jugurthine War dealt with the earlier part of this period, the Catilina
with a later phase. The Histories lay in between. Sallust created a
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fixed style for Roman historical writing, modeling its language on
Cato and its literary technique on Thucydides. The Histories show us
a different Sallust, one somewhat closer to Herodotus; but impulses
towards this development are found earlier, especially in the Bellum
Jugurthinum.

The fragments of Asinius Pollio and Trogus prove that Sallust’s
manner was not the only one possible for a historian. Even in liter-
ary technique there are great differences; for example, Trogus rejected
the practice of inserting invented speeches, otherwise so common.
Livy, too, was not an orthodox follower of Sallust. His diction is vis-
ibly different. It was through Tacitus and Ammianus that the Sallus-
tian style became typical of the genre.

Poetry at first adopted predominantly Hellenistic literary forms. Epic
was nominally Homeric, but in practice mostly followed Hellenistic
historical epic. Ennius perfected archaic Latin epic in the very first
stage of Roman literature. In the late Republican period, Catullus
created a miniature epic in the Hellenistic style. Cicero translated
Aratus, and celebrated the deeds of Marius and his own consulship.
Lucretius produced a didactic poem in the grand manner. Technically,
these poets imbued epic with refined Alexandrian technique and with
elements of rhetoric. Lucretius mastered the large-scale form. With-
out these pioneering works, the Aeneid could not have been written.
The Republican epic developed Hellenistic techniques, but still fell
short of complete assimilation of Homer. In content, each of these
works exhibits individual features and a personal touch.

It was a logical consequence of the historical situation of Roman
literature that a Hellenistic literary form such as New Comedy should
take definitive shape in the first period of Latin literature. Some
genuinely Italian elements irresistibly invaded certain early Latin
comedies: thanks to his linguistic creativity and his musical gift, Plau-
tus produced something essentially different from Menander. Atten-
tion to purity of language and strictness of form contributed to the
refinement of comedy. Terence reached a classical compromise. After
him, literary comedy ran out of energy and clung ever more closely
to its models, to be ruined finally by suicidal perfectionism and ped-
antry. The public demanded cruder fare.

Tragedy enjoyed longer life. It reached its high point in the century
of turmoil following 146. This genre, which played an important part
in the assimilation of myth at Rome, likewise reflected Hellenistic
taste. It had something of the character of grand opera. At the same
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time, tragedy especially catered to the Roman sense of pathos. Horace
would find a talent for tragedy in the Romans (spirat tragicum, ‘he has
some tragic inspiration’, epist. 2. 1. 166), and Cicero would attest to
the lasting impression created by tragic performances. Accius, Rome’s
most finished tragic writer, possessed both the archaic power and the
modern sensibility to create something valuable. Thus the loss of his
works is particularly regrettable. The genre, without whose influence
both the Aeneid and Metamorphoses would be unthinkable, is repre-
sented under Augustus by Varius and Ovid, and under Nero by
Seneca. That author’s delight in macabre and gruesome elements
had probably been prepared by the tragedians of the Republican
period. Because of gaps in the tradition, the reader might have the
impression that tragedy at Rome passed directly from its Hellenistic
to its rhetorical stage. But in the light of the fragments of Accius we
should revise this judgment. His clear, dignified language forms the
poetic pendant to the well-chiselled prose of C. Gracchus.

The native Roman satura came into prominence equally in the
second half of the 2nd century with Lucilius. As a medium through
which a free man could express himself, satire was in many ways
ahead of its time, sometimes heralding Catullus and even Horace.
Doctus and wrbanus, Lucilius was part of his period; he belonged with
purists like C. Gracchus, but also with critics of language like Accius,
although with the latter he could not see eye to eye. These are the
years in which literary scholarship was also making its appearance
in Rome.

Epigram, elegy, and lyric began only in the late Republican period,
if we discount sepulchral epigrams, the Hymn to Juno of Andronicus,
and the quite different lyric of the Plautine cantica. After shaky begin-
nings at the turn of the century, personal poetry in Hellenistic min-
iature forms culminated in Catullus. These genres were particularly
linked to the discovery of the world of otium during the last decades
of the Republic. In form they bore the mark of the Callimachean
school, but in content they breathed the spirit of a new individual
freedom. Thus, these genres were unmistakably the children of their
time and yet harbingers of things to come. Love elegy, both techni-
cally and as a genre, would only reach perfection in the next stage
of literature.
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LANGUAGE AND STYLE

In what language would that new Roman and Italian self-awareness
find expression? The answer to this question was not a foregone
conclusion. Authors wishing to be read by the Greek-speaking world
wrote in Greek, even if they were Roman senators. Conversely, the
magnetism and luster of Rome as center of power, with its uniform
administrative and military language, was so strong that not only
Rome’s Italian kinsfolk but also many Greeks began to write in Latin.
In the long run, the Greek colonies in the west were less able to
resist assimilation to Latin than the self-contained Greek linguistic
sphere of the eastern Mediterranean. As the language of the capital,
Latin became the language of literature. Latin, to whose authority
surrender now had to be made, was subsequently justified as a ‘Greek-
Aeolic dialect’.

Language and style acquired in the first instance rich color and full-
ness. This was equally true of the poems of Naevius, Ennius or Plautus,
and of the prose of Cato the Elder, in which heavy, archaic ornament
within the sentence contrasts with brusque brevity at the end.

In the 2nd century, selectivity increased. The comedies of Terence
provide the first evidence, but in the speeches of C. Gracchus the
purism and strictness distinguishing the Roman aristocracy is no less
manifest.

Lucilius is actually one of the most colorful Latin authors. Even
so, he aims to be doctus and wurbanus, and criticism of language is one
of his pursuits.

The clear, factual Latin of Claudius Quadrigarius allows us to
estimate what we have lost with Sullan prose. Cornelius Nepos and
Varro compensate to some extent for the lack. Technical writers and
jurists would develop this style further, after Sallust had imposed his
archaizing manner on history.

Caesar continued the tradition of purism typical of the capital.
Cicero was his equal in purity of language, but outshone him in
fullness. He conquered numerous new provinces for the Latin lan-
guage in both prose and poetry. The lively variety of the levels of
language and of generic styles exploited by this master of a thousand
colors has not been fully appreciated; instead, the whims of critics
have turned him into a mute idol of classicism.

Cicero remained unmatched as a prose writer, but his quite suc-
cessful efforts to refine the hexameter were soon overshadowed by
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Catullus. To the epic verse and to particular small-scale lyric forms
in Latin Catullus lent a tenderness and sweetness previously unknown.
Yet, despite magnificence in concepts, he found difficulty in master-
ing the elegiac couplet. Technically, much remained to be done by
the Augustans in this area.

In his language, too, Catullus was continually defying convention.
He struck out in two directions. Along with an extraordinary delicacy
of language we find in him coarse, even rude expressions. This unpar-
alleled breadth of linguistic range is evidence of the scope of an author
who in Rome turned the small poem into a great artistic form.

Lucretius, who complained of the poverty of Latin, was wholly
dedicated to his theme. In his search for the right word he allowed
himself to be led into unexplored realms of language which he re-
searched with bold innovative instinct.

IDEAS 1
REFLECTIONS ON LITERATURE

The earliest Latin poets won for themselves and for poetry the right
of residence in Rome. Their identity was inseparable from their work,
and their self-confidence rested wholly on their literary achievement;
this made them forerunners of both the Augustans and later Euro-
pean authors. Ennius mirrored his own life in the picture he gave of
the cultivated friend who chats with the commanding general after
work, but he also thought of himself as a reincarnation of Homer.
Plautus communicated with his public by breaking the dramatic illu-
sion. On other occasions, he projected his poetic persona into the role
of a slave, which he frequently played himself. It was the cunning
slave, spinning the plot, who became the ‘strategist’ or ‘architect’ of
the play. The will of the author determined destiny: ‘Plautus wanted
it this way.” Only one further step remained to complete the idea of
poeta creator. Terence turned his prologue into a vehicle for literary
polemics; he thus wrote the first texts of literary criticism in the Latin
language. In Lucilius, reflection became more detailed and technical.
Accius followed two routes, that of poet and that of scholar. Yet
scholarship was on the road to independence. Volcacius Sedigitus
and others produced critical catalogs of Roman poets. Appreciation
of native literature was added to philology’s role as preserver and
interpreter.
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Catullus and the neoterics took over the Hellenistic poetics of grace-
ful ‘play’ and of ‘trifles’. It is surprising to find in Catullus of all
people the division between poetry and life expressed with full force
(carm. 16),—although this was intended as a defensive tactic. Mali-
cious contemporaries had defamed the singer of tender love poetry
as ‘unmanly’. Acts described in blunt language would convince those
miserable cronies of Catullus’ potency. With this, the poet main-
tained his sovereign independence. In Lucretius the conviction of
freedom found different expression. Old #opo: of the mysteries, such
as the untrodden path at the side of the highway, the untouched
spring, had long lost their original religious significance, and had
been adapted by Hellenistic poets to literary creation. One may re-
call Callimachus’ prologue to the Aetia, which influenced Ennius.
Lucretius (1. 921-950) restored to such faded ideas their savor of
intellectual adventure. This attitude fit well into an epoch of great
political adventurers and even outstripped their deeds in daring.

For Lucretius, poetry had a subordinate role. It was the honey
with which the doctor makes his bitter medicine acceptable to chil-
dren. The poet thought of himself, we may deduce, as a physician.
As a born poet, he was in fact proof against his own unpoetic theory
of poetry. Likewise, he reflected on the poverty of the Latin lan-
guage, while busy with the task of enriching it.

In many of his introductions, Cicero boasted of having conquered
new fields—such as philosophy—for the Latin language. A parallel
with the conquests of Roman generals is easily made. He defended
his own literary activity, and emphasized the merits of Latin. In his
Pro Archia, he established the function of the poet in Roman society.

IDEAS 1T

For a long time there could be no talk of a ‘world of ideas’ at Rome.
What we understand by ‘thinking’ would have struck a Roman of
the old school as sheer cynicism and an attack on the state. The five
early centuries which knew no literature, and the continued expul-
sion from Rome of philosophers and rhetors until well into more
civilized times speak for themselves.

Once literature began, it came to reflect historical development
significantly. The ‘Italic’ phase of the Roman Empire brought about
an inner consolidation, leading to the rise of a Latin literature. The
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creation of ideas, myths, and values was linked to concrete historical,
geographical, and administrative conditions. The establishment of a
national history went hand in hand with the establishment of cul-
tural awareness, and depended on stimuli from southern Italy. Pub-
lic and social values were formulated, but along with them literature
also shared the task of enlightenment. From the outset, drama, epic,
and other genres also encouraged reflection. Centrifugal forces ever
present in Roman society, such as the ambition of individual families
and increasingly of individual personalities, found expression early in
poetry. Evidently, the grandees of Rome took undue satisfaction in
the Hellenistic panegyric of rulers, to which they became accustomed
at the hands of compliant poets, beginning with the worthy Ennius.
The collective moral attitude of old Roman society, particularly empha-
sized by homines novi, could not long withstand the personality cult of
the Greek-speaking East. There was an ancient equivalence at Rome
between the triumphant general and Jupiter. Perhaps linked to this,
we now find in the Scipios a victorious self-confidence, of which the
guiding stars were Alexander and Achilles. We also find a feeling
about life which broke the mold of the civic heroism of the old Roman
type, and which was bound to appear suspect to conservatively minded
contemporaries. What an individual politician might have called the
discovery of his personal liberty seemed to his peers a striving for
regal dignity dangerous to the state. The late Republican period was
uncommonly rich in great personalities. Politically, these individuals
strove for power. Yet it was no coincidence that Sulla, the terrifying
exponent of personal caprice, also made his appearance as the com-
poser of an autobiography. All this is matched in the literary sphere
by the rise of original personalities like Lucretius and Catullus, who
were largely liberated from Roman conventions. The affinity of mod-
ern readers to these very poets rests not least on the fact that they
worked in a challenging atmosphere of social change not possible
either earlier or later in ancient Rome. The chaos of the 3rd century
A.D. would produce no literature. By contrast, the confusions of the
Republican period contributed to the emancipation of the individual
and to the birth of personal poetry.

In the late Republican period, old bounds were transgressed. Rome
itself was no longer safe from its sons as they came of age. The
shrine of Fortuna at Praeneste was a monumental triumph of archi-
tecture over landscape. Technical power came to master the mate-
rial world. Man became conscious of what was feasible and made it
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a reality. Cato had already acquired modern farming techniques.
Without the precise methods of the Roman agrimensores, CGaesar’s
achievements as a general would have been unthinkable.

Attitudes towards life at this time fluctuated between unparalleled
autonomy and an uncertainty equally unheard of. On the one hand,
proscriptions and civil wars daily confronted the individual with his
mortality. On the other, the great conquests in east and west opened
to him the vastness of space.

The contrast with the previous period could not have been sharper.
Not long ago the city itself had been both cosmos and religious
community, thus forming the only world for the Roman, who felt
himself part of its hierarchical structure.

Looking back, Cicero recognized what had been lost. In sketching
a picture of the past, he was early enough to be able to speak from
personal observation, and late enough to enjoy a lofty philosophical
stance. In his intellectual attitude, Cicero was the opposite of a Roman
of the old stamp. He owed all that he was to his education, which
had brought him liberation and lent him grandeur. By meditating
on the Roman state and Roman law he steadily fulfilled in his time
a unique mission. He conquered for Latin prose the realm of mind
and of philosophy. Here, he was no less bold than many a general.
However he did not settle to rest in that new world, but worked to
become by means of philosophical reasoning what earlier Romans
had been by nature. Thus, he continued to return to politics, and
was active in the service of the republic to the end. It is worth empha-
sizing that behind such a voluntary commitment to the common-
wealth there was not foolishness and weakness, but strength and a
willingness to sacrifice, of a kind not shown by the great men of
action of that time.

Lucretius separated the natural universe from the state, and ana-
lyzed it with a thoroughness previously unknown at Rome. He was
one of the first Romans to consider nature a worthy object of study.
Moreover, while Cicero clung to the uniqueness of the Roman state,
and tried to anchor it in an equally unique natural world, Lucretius,
with Epicurus, denied that our world was the only one in existence
(Lucr. 2. 1084-1092). To crown everything, he argued that the gods
had nothing to do with its guidance. Ritual, a central element of old
Roman religion, became meaningless in this regard. ‘Piety’ was no
longer the performing of rites, but a state of mind (Lucr. 5. 1198~
1203). Without his traditional mediators, man stood alone under the
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starry sky (Lucr. 1. 140-145). Not blind belief, but enlightenment
and knowledge of nature brought freedom from fear. The experi-
ence of emancipation from old prejudices (religio) was novel, and novel,
too, was the joy of illuminating with the torch of reason and nothing
else the darkness of a life into whose depths Lucretius, as a man of
his time, had looked. In retrospect, men like Marius and Sulla al-
most deserve thanks for so emphatically demonstrating to their coun-
trymen what a questionable thing the res publica was. But it needed
a genius like Lucretius to draw from this truth such bold consequences,
and to match his famous contemporaries’ foreign conquests with
spiritual conquests of infinitely greater dimensions.

Another contemporary, Catullus, discovered love and poetry. They
belonged to the sphere of leisure (otium). Catullus, however, scandal-
ized his fellow Romans by making otium, if not theoretically, at least
practically, the content of his life. The powerful had done enough to
discredit the res publica in the eyes of thoughtful young men. Defiant
indifference set the tone of Catullus’ verses to Caesar (carm. 93). Catul-
lus here was not the humble provincial who respectfully received a
highly placed guest from Rome, which would have been the tradi-
tional role gladly played by Catullus’ father. The poet was full of
self-confidence. He had his own point of view which allowed him to
challenge the great ones of the world as a free man.

For Catullus, the worlds of ofium and negotium exchanged places.
Words which Romans normally employed in the res publica ( fides, foedus)
were internalized, and transferred to private, inter-personal relation-
ships. Catullus gave them a personal meaning.

Love was presented as a total human experience. Bene velle, expressed
in bene facta (76. 1), was opposed to the sensual amare (cf. 72; 75). In-
stead of asserting that Catullus had discovered spiritual love, we should
rather say that for man, who is normally so anxious to possess, he
discovered the love of surrender ascribed by tradition to women. In
an extraordinary exchange of gender roles, Catullus compares him-
self with Juno, the spouse of the unfaithful Jupiter (68. 135-140).

Undoubtedly, Catullus was one of the first men in Rome prepared
to learn something from the experiences and sufferings of women. In
another sense, Lesbia was his teacher. But she was more than a ‘mis-
tress of love’, playing the part expected from hetaerae. She was for
him a divine and demonic being, who lead him to an extreme aporia.'

' Cf. poem 76 and voN ALBREGHT, Poesie 80-94.
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The feelings with which he confronted her were divided (odi et amo,
85; cf. 72. 8). In his discovery of love as a content of life and even
school of life for a man, Catullus broke through the bounds of the
traditional Roman way of thinking.

‘Going beyond normal bounds’ is the theme of poem 63. Through
his dedication to the Great Mother, Attis gave up not only his man-
hood but also his home. At a time when many Romans were break-
ing out of inherited social structures and seeking new paths, the Attis
is to be taken seriously as an historical witness to the atmosphere of
that age. Exceeding boundaries and expanding consciousness: these
basic experiences of Catullus’ generation were brought together here
by way of example in a mythological narrative. Attis had to learn
that the journey into the unknown had its price: the loss of familiar
social relationships. In the end he was left alone, not liberated, but
enslaved. Even more gloomy is the conclusion of the miniature epic
on Peleus (carm. 64). By Catullus’ time, encounters between gods and
men were no longer possible. Transgression found its nemesis, and
Catullus knew that. But he had successfully rattled the bars of the
human cage and become for Roman and later readers one of the
greatest cultural discoverers and liberators.

Like the architect of the great temple of Fortuna at Praeneste,
Catullus was also the creator of symmetrical structures on a grand
scale. We still admire them in the carmina maiora, such as 64 and 68.
That generation forced its way simultaneously both within and with-
out, into the intimate and into the monumental dimension.

In sum, the early Republic celebrated in epic and historical writ-
ing the unity of Italy, although these efforts at first enjoyed no con-
tinuation. The summons to mercy and humanitas in comedy and in
political speeches are other features worthy of mention. So is the
praise of wisdom at the expense of brute force in epic.

The late Republic plumbed all the heights and depths of life itself
both in a positive and a negative fashion. In Caesar, all is action,
fulfillment of the day, put into words imperiously. Cicero conquered
for the future the realm of philosophy. He and Sallust were not con-
tent to paint a picture of their own times, but succeeded in mak-
ing a new and creative discovery of ‘old’ Rome, which thanks to
their writings would become authoritative both in the immediate and
long term future. The late Republican period marked indeed a high
point in the development of Latin prose. The past was stll near
enough to be understood, and yet far enough away to be grasped
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and intellectualized in words. In poetry, even where its subject was
not expressly drawn from contemporary history, we find what may
be called a seismographic graph of the inner quakings of the time. It
offers a subtle picture in which if not the events, at least the atmos-
phere in which they happened is reflected, along with the mentality
by which those events were experienced or rejected.

Culturally the restless and ‘decadent’ time of transition between
Republic and military dictatorship was especially fruitful. In protest
against the events of the day, new intellectual continents were dis-
covered. Cicero and Sallust internalized the idea of glory, and estab-
lished the intrinsic value of literary activity. The poets pressed even
further. The loosening of the link to society and often the chaotic
circumstances of the time themselves set the individual free, and
compelled him to look for his rule of life not abroad in the world,
but in his own heart. The discoveries of that age were of lasting
value, not only because they had been personally endured and mas-
tered by individuals but because they were given expression by true
poets in strong and valid language. For poetry, the late Republican
period was a moment of freedom between old and new forms of
subjection, when a brief suspension, as it were, of the laws of grav-
ity, made possible, for an instant, what was otherwise impossible.
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II. POETRY

A. EPIC AND DRAMA

ROMAN EPIC

General Remarks

Antiquity distinguished literary genres in two ways. One was purely
external, and took as its criterion meter.! The second noted the differ-
ence of type and significance of content. Perhaps following Theo-
phrastus, Suetonius defined epic as carmine hexametro divinarum rerum et
herotcarum humanarumque comprehensio (‘a representation of divine, heroic
and human affairs in a hexametric poem’).? Its task was to commu-
nicate an all-embracing picture of the world, so that Silius (13. 788)
could say of Homer: carmine complexus terram mare sidera manes (‘his poetry
embraced earth and sea, the sky and the nether world’). Homer was
considered a wise man, teacher, and educator. His works were Bible
and school primer at the same time. A young Greek grew up with
the lhiad and the Odyssey, a Roman with Livius Andronicus (Hor.
epist. 2. 1. 69—71), Ennius, and eventually Virgil. In spite of the prog-
ress of science, one wanted to believe in the infallibility of Homer’s
text, an attitude that gave rise quite early to the development of
allegory. In the Augustan period, the geographer Strabo (geogr. 1. 2. 3
C 15-16) ascribed to Homer wide geographical and political knowl-
edge. In this, he followed Stoic theories of the utility of literature,
and opposed the critical Alexandrians. Indeed, he regarded Homer’s
poetry as ‘elementary philosophy’ (rpdt tig pthocopia 1. 1. 10 C 7).2

! Everything metrically equivalent was combined under one rubric: e.g. by Dion.
Hal. comp. verb. 22. 7 Aujac-LeBeL = 150 Hanow; Quint. inst. 10. 1. 46-72; 85-100.

2 Suet. poet. p. 17, ed. by A. RerrrerscHEID, Lipsiae 1860: nepioxh Oeimv e
xoi hpoikdv xai dvBperivov npaypdtev. For Theophrastean origin of this definition:
R. HAussLer 1978, 226, n. 46.

* Like Hipparchus (2nd century B.C.) Strabo regards Homer as the founder of
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Herodotus already attributed (2. 53) authoritative status to the ac-
counts of the origin of the gods in Homer and Hesiod, ascribing
thus to great poets the power of creating gods. Reflective poets like
Virgil were guided by such expectations on the part of their readers.
The world of the Romans was the res publica, and so for them, more
perhaps than for the Greeks, major epic gained political and reli-
gious importance. Both features of the Aeneid were to be reflected in
European poetry. Camdes lent eternity to an imperium; Dante, Milton,
Klopstock wrote sacred poems.

In late antiquity, Virgil replaced Homer. The commentator Servius
(about 400) wrote on the beginning of Aeneid 6: Totus quidem Vergilius
scientia plenus est, in qua hic liber possidet principatum (“Virgil is full of
science throughout; in this regard, the present book holds the first
place’). Macrobius, writing perhaps at the beginning of the 5th cen-
tury, tried to show that Virgil was an expert in all sciences. He
compared the colorful richness of Virgil’s poetry with Nature, and
the poet with the Creator (sat. 5. 1. 18-5. 2. 2). We stand at the
threshold between ancient and modern poetics. The notion of polyma-
thy is ancient; that of human creativity' looks ahead to the future.

Compared to these ancient views, some modern efforts to explain
the nature of epic? seem trivial. They are marked by ideas such as
‘delight in realistic detail’ and ‘epic lengthiness’. They are also unsat-
isfactory as tools of literary theory. They fail to recognize the brevity
and ‘dramatic’ presentation which distinguish the greatest ancient epic
poets, Homer and Virgil. The epic poet, who has to master rela-
tively large amounts of material, must possess in a special degree
creative oikovopia, the strategic disposition of the material: ut iam
nunc dicat iam nunc debentia dici/ pleraque differat ‘that he shall say at the
moment what at the moment should be said, reserving much...’

(Hor. ars 43—44).

geography. Poetry and myth are said to have developed first, and from them his-
tory and philosophy; these are the concerns of a minority. Poetry is a mixture of
truth and falsehood, according to Zeno and Polybius, but the latter is necessary in
order to guide and aid the multitude. According to Stoic doctrine, only the wise
man may be a poet (1. 2. 3 C 15). Even for Melanchthon, by his description of
the shield of Achilles, Homer founded astronomy and philosophy (Declamationes, ed.
K. HARTFELDER, Berlin 1891, 37); cf. now T. Gourp, The Ancient Quarrel Be-
tween Poetry and Philosophy, Princeton 1990.

! Perhaps not formulated in philosophy before Plotinus, but already anticipated
in Roman poetry: cf. G. LieBerc 1982.

% Staiger’s Grundbegriffe has been influential.
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Greek Background

Thanks to Livius Andronicus’ achievement as translator, from its begin-
ning Roman epic confronted the question of cultural assimilation and
intellectual apprenticeship (wmitatio). This is not a negative concept.
Since Andronicus, Roman epic had to define its identity in terms of
the rebirth of Homeric epic.’

In spite of programmatic claims to be following Homer, for the
Romans, Hellenistic epic was the nearest starting point. This is true
of the writers of historical epic such as Naevius and Ennius, but
partly also even for Virgil, who engages in an intensive dialogue with
Apollonius Rhodius (3rd century B.C.).

The struggle with Homer proceeded in roughly three stages: the
archaic Latin, the Virgilian, the post-Virgilian. After the pioneering
achievements of Livius Andronicus and Naevius, Ennius perfected
the external assimilation of Greek epic by naturalizing the hexame-
ter. He called himself a Homer reincarnate. In fact, he fashioned
once and for all poetic language and meter, the ‘divine apparatus’,
the similes, making all the colors of Homeric narrative available. Even
so, he remained a Hellenistic poet, though of course his medium was
Latin. It was still a long way to any serious competition with Homer.
Ennius composed a work which on its surface was highly expressive
and full of unremitted tension, and was written in a style now artificial,
now mysteriously solemn: an epic of great picturesque fascination,
but lacking both sculptural depth and large-scale architectonic struc-
ture. The missing artistic unity was replaced by one of ideas.

It was left to Virgil to transfer to Rome the overarching frame-
work and epic structure of the Jhad. Neoteric practice and Hellenis-
tic theory helped him in this endeavor. To some degree, Virgil went
beyond Homer in dramatically shortening the narrative; in omitting
whatever is unnecessary for the continuation or the understanding of
events; and in giving individual shape, in the fashion of Apollonius
Rhodius, to stock situations such as that of daybreak. Like Apollonius,
he drew psychological themes in Euripidean manner into his epic.
Unlike his predecessor, however, he did not care for displaying fac-
tual knowledge and learning for their own sake. Everything was guided
by a grand, leading idea. In his dialogue with his Roman predeces-

sors he was aware of his own superiority.

! Ennius; on the importance of Homer see also Manil. 2. 8-11.
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In Virgil, internal structure had precedence over color. But Ovid
and Statius took a different clue from Homer and from Hellenistic
delight in small-scale painting. They were also, like Lucan, influenced
by rhetoric. Accordingly, they strove to lend to epic a power of visual
suggestivity. This tendency marked a new, third stage of encounter
with Homer, following that of Ennius and Virgil.

Virgil himself was to become for his successors what Homer and
Ennius had been for epic poets until Virgil. Roman models now
became authoritative; the Greeks continued to be imitated, especially
in passages hitherto overlooked by Latin poets. In the silver age,
Lucan was the ‘anti-Virgil’, Valerius Flaccus was a follower of Apollo-
nius while remaining close to Virgil; Silius was an orthodox Virgilian,
Statius a Virgilian who was also a successor to Homer. Valerius and
Statius created a final, definitive blend of Greek mythological epic
with the Virgilian and Roman tradition.

Roman Development

Pre-literary origins are no longer accessible. The beginning of Roman
epic, therefore, is the Odusia of Livius Andronicus, a pioneering work
and a document of cultural assimilation. Each of the three greatest
Roman epics of the pre-Christian era was inspired by an experience
of a great war and the subsequent restoration of order. After the
First Punic War, Naevius wrote the Bellum Poenicum. After the Sec-
ond, Ennius wrote the Annales. After the Civil Wars, Virgil composed
the Aeneid.

Each of the epics of the Republican period displayed a multiplic-
ity of heroes and actions. The Aeneid, however, possessed an inner
unity. It stood at a climactic point of both general and literary his-
tory. Mature poetic technique permitted bold experiment with a large-
scale form without loss of inner cohesion. A deliberate reinstatement
of myth made possible unity of action without neglect of history.
The idealized experience of the early Principate showed the way to
a unity of character without sacrifice of Republican ideals. The re-
sult was the classic ‘sacred poem’ (R. A. ScHRODER)' of a universal
empire with Rome at its center.

In a sense, Virgil had ‘stopped’ the stream of Hellenistic and Roman
literary development for a moment. But still in Augustus’ lifetime it

!'In: E. Zinw 1963, 317.
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returned to its ancient course. This is proved by the court epic of
Lucius Varius Rufus and by the work of gifted rhetorical poets such
as Cornelius Severus and Albinovanus Pedo. Ovid names other con-
temporaries (Pont. 4. 16). He himself in the Metamorphoses created a
universal poem suz generis. It is more Alexandrian than Virgil’s epic:
rich in color, full of lively pictures, but without classical unity.

Under Nero and the Flavians, Rome once again, politically and
intellectually, played the role of world capital, and epic experienced
a rebirth. But the relations between individual and society were no
longer in balance. Epic withdrew from the present to the past, from
the state into the world of the mind. Formally, epics were influenced
by the Aeneid. In content, political disillusionment and Stoic opposi-
tion encouraged introspection. In Lucan, the Virgilian view of world
history collapsed. Virtus now proved itself by resistance. Unlike Virgil,
Silver Latin epic poets were no longer inspired by a positive experi-
ence of the present, but by a past becoming ever more distant. Lucan
himself had not experienced the Civil War of which he wrote. Silius
Italicus looked even further back to the war with Hannibal. Valerius
Flaccus and Statius turned their attention to Greek myth, and inter-
preted it creatively as an ‘Old Testament’ of the Greco-Roman civi-
lization in which they were living. With Virgil’s deneid, and Lucan’s
praise of the young Nero, the possibilities of a political epic relevant
to the present had been exhausted for the moment. Now the prefer-
ence was for problems of moral philosophy (Silius) and of purely
human concern (Statius, in the footsteps of Ovid). Even so, their
themes were still of importance to the community. Roman values
such as fides in Silius, or imperial virtues such as clementia in Statius,
prevailed. In the following period, which was tired of ‘unrealistic’
epics, the serious satire of Juvenal appeared as a substitute.

It was only the late Imperial period which roused epic to new life.
Direct reference to contemporary events was typical of the peak of
the epic panegyric (Claudian, cf. Sidonius Apollinaris and Corippus).
A new feeling for religion gave rise to Biblical epic. It developed
from modest beginnings (Iuvencus) to significant achievement (Sedu-
lius). There also appeared the important Christian epics of Pruden-
tius, whose allegorical style explored further typical approaches of
Roman poetry.
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Literary Technique

The Roman sense of representation aimed less at realism than at
dignity. This is especially true of epic, which is both universal and
representative of a political or religious identity. An epic poet empha-
sizes important and meaningful events and omits what is insignificant.

Narrative structure. In narrative, this principle often requires a ‘tech-
nique of isolated pictures’. More often the chain of events is determined
by causality than by temporal continuity.! The same is true for the
manner in which Virgil reveals fatal connections between events. He
graphically reflects relationships of content in quasi musical symme-
tries.? Concentration on essentials may sometimes occur at the expense
of visual qualities and pictorial vividness, although this objection does
not apply, for example, to Ovid, Statius, and Claudian. Even Virgil
and Lucan laid more stress on facts than some critics concede.

Ornatus. ‘Epic ornament’ acquired new significance in Roman epic.
The Roman epic poets, with the exception of Lucan, preserved the
divine apparatus of Homeric tradition. It served to bring about dra-
matic changes in the story and to lend them vividness. Naevius had
already staged a conversation between gods, which prepared the
prophecy of Jupiter in Virgil. An assembly of the gods, such as that
in Aen. 10. 1-117, had been anticipated by Ennius. Gods appeared
as protectors or destroyers of individual heroes (den. 12. 853-884;
895). Even without a naive belief in their existence, gods of nature
could reflect aspects of the physical universe.’ In general, they formed
a hierarchy comparable to that of Roman society, with Jupiter at its
head. Anthropomorphism of the gods was taken especially far in Ovid
and Statius. "

Simultaneously in Rome, the number of allegorical figures increased,
a device found occasionally in Homer and more often in Hesiod.
They embody particular powers (e.g. Discordia: Enn., ann. 266-267 V.
2nd. ed. = 225-226 Sk.; Allecto: Aen. 7. 324). Their appearance may
be described (Fama: Aen. 4. 173-188) or their actual dwelling
place (e.g. Ovid, met. 12. 39-63). In accordance with the ethical bent
of Roman thought, these personifications were mainly virtues or

' F. MenmeL 1935; 1940.

2 Aen. 6. 450476 may be compared with the entire 4th book; M. VON ALBRECHT,
Die Kunst der Spiegelung in Vergils Aeneis, Hermes 93, 1965, 54—64.

% Heinze, V. e. T. 298-299 (Engl. ed. 238-239) on ratio physica.
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emotions. This fondness for allegory anticipates medieval literature
and art.

Descriptions of works of art' in Homer are self-contained and free
from any extraneous purpose: for example, the shield of Achilles,
Iliad 18. 478-608. In Roman epic, they are ideologically connected
with the narrative: for example, the shield of Aeneas, Aeneid 8. 626
728. Just as in Hellenistic miniature epic, parallel or contrast between
action and description of the work of art are the aim of a workman-
ship which ‘transcends’ its immediate object.

In the same way, episodes and vignettes are closely interwoven
with their context: for example, in Aeneid 2, the fall of Troy acts as
a foil for the rise of Rome. The connection may be causal (e.g. an
aition, frequent in Ovid) or final (an historical example, such as the
story of Regulus in Silius 6. 101-551). This technique may be com-
pared with the thematic correspondences in Pompeian murals.”

Although similes still served to intensify the presentation, they were
also being used increasingly to give dignity to the action. Instead of
evoking things familiar to everyone from everyday life, poets now
resorted to lofty, though often obscure, mythology. The reader, instead
of getting closer to the object, is now kept at a distance from it. In
order to secure a strong coherence of thought and structure, the
elements of omatus often break free from their immediate context
and assume an articulating and interpretative function. These artistic
devices point beyond themselves, and give the presentation a trans-
parency in which the basic idea is no longer immanent and imme-
diately present, but transcendental and symbolic.

Even though exclamations and invocations of the Muses play a
somewhat larger role than in Greek literature, the Roman represent-
atives of the genre, with the exception of Lucan, seem to maintain
the traditional ‘objectivity’ of the epic poet. Yet a decisive change
had taken place. Objective presentation gave way to emotional moti-
vation, gesture to abstract formulation, and temporal to causal con-
nection. Feelings were expressed at first in somewhat restrained tones
(Naev. frg. 4 M. = 5 Bii; Enn., ann. 110 V. 2nd ed. = 105 Sk.).
Later they became ever more vivid. In Virgil, the experiences of the

' A history of the description of works of art in the ancient literatures is offered
by P. FriEDLANDER 1912; s. also V. PoscHL, Die Dichtkunst Virgils, Wien 1950,
Berlin, 3rd ed. 1977.

2 ScurrForp, Kunst 36; Scuerorp, Malerei passim.
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love poets had left some traces. His language from the Eclogues on
was brought to life in a fresh way. A personal tone is felt even in his
epic. The poet freely chose and evaluated his material, grouped it
according to its own laws, and used abstract nouns to denote explic-
itly the psychological powers at work in his story. The poet took
over and manipulated his object, imbued it with feeling and signifi-
cance and modeled it anew from within. At the center of the poetic
world was no longer Homer’s ‘sun’ but the poet’s heart.! Both poet
and interpreter, he replaced immanence with transcendence. Things
were not left to enjoy their own existence. Rather, will reconstructed
reality. Not content to contemplate and then reflect the world, the
poet energetically subdued it. In the post-Virgilian period, the effort
to imbue reality with poetic life led increasingly to pathos and rheto-
ric in epic. In Lucan it is not narrative, but the passionate excite-
ment of the reader, which seems to be the principal aim.

Language and Style

Livius Andronicus already used a more formal language in epic than
in other genres, including tragedy. At times, he even outdid his orig-
inal. He paraphrased proper names, and took delight in bold hyper-
bata and archaisms. Even after his day, epic preserved its privilege of
using archaic ornament. Virgil could employ forms such as o/li and aula,
but not Horace. The language of Naevius possessed the restraint,
dignity, and plainness of Roman triumphal inscriptions (fig. 39 M. =
37 Bi), while he arranged mythical elements to convey solemnity
(frg. 19; 30 M. = 8; 24 Bii.). In the saturnian, apart from the rhythm,
alliteration was an important feature of style. Naevius’ art reminded
Cicero (Brut. 75) of Myron’s. Later, Virgil would reacquire at a fresh
level this architectural, dignified fashion of using language.

Ennius irrevocably determined the language and meter of Roman
epic. He introduced the hexameter, and once and for all established,
as a peculiar Roman feature, the prevalence of the penthemimeral
caesura. Richness of expression, such as archaisms and neologisms, a
somewhat haphazard and motley colorfulness, rhetorical impetus and
studied adornment: all this distinguished the language of this great
pioneer. For all his significant mastery of language, however, he was
indebted in detail not only to Homer and Hellenistic writers, but

UE. Zinn 1963, 312-322, esp. 319 and 321.
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also to his Roman predecessors. Later, it was particularly Lucretius
and Ovid who had influence as creators of language, whereas Cicero
and Virgil contributed to the formation of style.

Virgil’s language, holding aloof from all extremes, left its mark on
Roman epic. His meter was developed by Ovid and Lucan towards
elegance and smoothness. The influence of rhetoric on the language
of epic from Ennius on was incalculable. It affected Cornelius Severus
(Sen. suas. 6. 26), Ovid (Sen. contr. 2. 2. 8), and Lucan, to mention
only these, and continued into late antiquity. To account for this, we
may recall that Roman epic, especially at the beginning and end of
its development, was close to the panegyric; and what is more, the
creator of the literary language of classical Latin had been an orator.

Ideas I
Reflections on Literature

Roman epic writers had been poetae docti from the start. A decisive
step towards a sharpening of artistic awareness was made, however,
by the authors of Roman miniature epic composed in the Hellenistic
manner, such as Catullus, Helvius Cinna, and the poets of the min-
iature epics of the Appendix Vergiliana. They brought into focus the
problem of organic unity in works of art (cf. later Horace’s Ars Poetica
and Letter to Augustus). It took much work on a small scale and atten-
tion to detail to find the solution. Lucretius’ convincing management
of a large-scale, self-contained form was another important achieve-
ment conditioning the rise of the Aeneid. Even the successors of Ennius
were less and less able to avoid the stricter demands on form imposed
by the neoterics.'

Ennius’ pride as a poet was un-Homeric. It may be explained by
his success in winning, both for literature and for himself, a social
position which was significant, given Roman circumstances. The
change from Ennius to Virgil is inconceivable without the labors of
Lucretius, Cicero, and the neoterics. As a philosophical poet, Lucretius
in theory assumed the modest attitude of a ‘doctor’, while in practice
displaying Empedoclean solemnity. Cicero, in his De Consulatu suo,
made himself the hero of an epic and panegyric presentation. In

! Hostius (Bellum Histricum, after 129 B.C.), A. Furius Antias (cf. Cic. Brut.),
M. Furius Bibaculus (Caesar’s Gallic War), P. Terentius Varro Atacinus (Bellum Sequa-
nicum); the latter also wrote mythological epic (Argonautae, following Apollonius Rhodius),
as did the early Neoteric, Cn. Matius, who wrote an fliad, and Ninnius Crassus.



POETRY: EPIC 85

both cases, the strongly personal engagement is characteristically
Roman. Virgil, in his Eclogues, became the mouthpiece of Sibylline
prophecy. In the Georgics, he replaced the traditional ‘immodesty’ of
Roman poets with the humility of a priest of the Muses. In the Aeneid,
the poet’s attitude is basically ‘prophetic’; he invokes the Muse par-
ticularly when he intends to transcend the human scope of his con-
sciousness and memory. Later, many epic writers felt inspired by
their imperial patrons (an idea found not in the Aeneid but in the
Georgics). Furthermore, Statius and Silius gratefully paid homage to
the great poets of the past, who were their true teachers. Juvencus
indeed, in his Biblical epic, would appeal to the Holy Spirit.

Ideas 11

Mpythical and Philosophical View of the World. Heaven, Earth, and the
Netherworld are occupied by gods. This ancient ‘three storeyed’ model
of the world (theologia fabulosa, Varro apud Aug. ciw. 6. 5) was for
Homer the only one conceivable. For the Romans it was from the
start less obligatory, since, along with Greek poetry, they simulta-
neously took over Greek philosophy and its quite different, scientific
view of a geocentric world (theologia naturalis). They also adopted the
allegorical explanation of myth, through which the philosophers tried
to reconcile both ‘theologies’. Thus, in Rome the conditions for the
use of mythical elements in epic were different from those in early
Greece. No Latin epic poet could dispense with the philosophers’
explanations and their demythologizing of the Homeric epic. If he
wanted to write an epic, he had to reverse that analytic process, to
make a retrogressive effort and retranslate into myth his own expe-
rience of the world and his own picture of history. In a time removed
from myth, and in a prosaic ambience, this task was difficult, almost
insuperable. Only Virgil, the greatest poet of Rome, and one of the
greatest of mankind, had the artistic skill to master it.

Each epic poet found another solution to the problems caused by
this coexistence of different views of the world (theologia_fabulosa, naturalis,
cuwilis, Varro, loc. cit.). With his pagan tolerance and unerring sense of
the appropriate, Ovid changed his picture of the world in the Meta-
morphoses according to the context. He employed theologia naturalis in
books 1 and 15; civilis in book 15; fabulosa in the rest of the work.!

' A side-glance may be directed at didactic epic: Lucretius passionately assailed
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Lucan abandoned the so-called divine apparatus, a bold step contra-
dicting the style of the genre (cf. Petronius 118-124); instead, he
founded his epic on Stoic teaching. The important role of philo-
sophical instruction even in narrative poetry is a symptom of the
‘universal’ aspirations of Roman epic and its intellectual position in
the aftermath of philosophy.

Myth and the Roman tidea of the gods. The Roman idea of the gods
was originally abstract, just like their concept of the state (res publica)
and the morality supporting it (the Roman virtues). An outlook that
knew nothing of images was confronted by an adopted (Greek) world
of images. Roman awareness of invisible moral powers had to be
transformed into an anthropomorphic world of myth. To achieve this,
poets like Lucan and Silius had recourse to Stoic and Cynic ethical
teaching, along with the means developed by rhetoric for the concrete
presentation of abstract thoughts (personification, allegory, proso-
popoeia). When consciously adopting the mythical picture of the world
into Roman epic, the poets had to overcome the above-mentioned
difficulties. Virgil answered them by creating a Roman myth.

Mpyth and History. For Homer, myth was history. Conversely, in
Rome, the concern of epic with history in the narrower sense pro-
duced a novel tension between historical and mythical reality. In
Naevius, the simple narration of fact and the solemn stylization of
myth occurred side by side. History was viewed with austere, sober
realism, whereas ‘Greek’ mythology was the only way of represent-
ing vividly the higher values of life. Naevius himself was the first to
exploit this contrast artistically: for him, myth became a golden back-
ground and served to enhance the importance of the present. Virgil
bridged this gap by interspersing the mythical narrative with pro-
phetic digressions into the historical future. Lucan avoided the difficulty
by avoiding myth.

Historical poetry was not a Roman creation, but Latin epic from
its very beginnings was more inclined towards history, whether because
the Romans originally lacked a myth that transcended history, or
because the Romans’ sense of mission was directed towards histo-
rical fulfillment.! The Odusia of Livius Andronicus supplied a segment

the mythical picture of the world and replaced it by the Epicurean. Manilius in his
astronomical lore attempted to make a Stoic synthesis.

! For a criticism of Virgil’s methods cf. W. H. AupeNn, ‘Secondary Epic’ (Homage
to Clio, New York 1960, 26-27); G. ScuMeLNg, The Satyricon: The Sense of an
Ending, RhM 134, 1991, 352-377, esp. n. 22.
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of primitive Italian history. Whereas the Iliad had ‘integrated’ its story
into a single exemplary and self-contained narrative, in Naevius and
Ennius historical events were detailed in all their multiplicity. Unity
- was not based on person and action, nor on organic structure, nor
on sculptural or architectural qualities. It was found merely in the
concepts forming the moral background: in the res publica and in the
abstract values represented by the Roman virtues. It took a Virgil to
reverse this relationship, and to make the ideas presupposed by the
Ennian epic, the values of the Roman state, mythically visible in a
single person and a uniform action. Here myth, a world initially alien
to the Romans, underwent an intellectual transformation. It gained
symbolic power by allegorical refashioning (which on its part presup-
posed allegorical interpretation). The multiplicity of historical events
no longer made a direct appearance in the Aeneid; rather it was pro-
jected into the story of Aeneas as a prophecy. Virgil’s eye discovered
inchoate forms (‘archetypes’) containing all the potential of a future
still in store (1. 254—296; 4. 615-629; 6. 752-892; 8. 626—731). Silius
Italicus reversed this Virgilian process of concentration. His Punica
again depicted historical multiplicity, but made the events transpar-
ent against the ever present Virgilian background. The Aeneid was
continually presupposed as an authoritative archetype, and so it
guaranteed for Silius’ poem intellectual unity in multiplicity. Lucan
opposed to the Virgilian myth of birth a mystery of death.

The original link between history and the panegyric in the Roman
epic led once again in late antiquity to the creation of accomplished
poetic works (Claudian). The Augustan idea of the return of the golden
age had lasting influence. Both in pagan and Christian form (Pruden-
tius) two aspects of Virgil’s legacy lived on in late antiquity: the reli-
gious belief in the fulfillment of a messianic expectation, and a linear
and teleological sense of time and history lending special meaning to
the actual moment. With his interpretation of history, Virgil became
an important partner in dialogue for Augustine, the founder of a
Christian philosophy of history.

Anthropology. Primarily, Roman epic poets were as little concerned
with the physical macrocosm as were Roman philosophers. They were
interested in the state as an intermediate cosmos, and .in the human
soul as microcosm.

Originally in Roman epic, only the vicissitudes of the community
deserved description (cf. Naevius, frg. 42-43 M. = 50-51 Bii.). In
Homer, the heroic deeds of the individual brought honor to himself
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and his clan. But in Rome, the achievement of the individual affected,
as an exemplum, the Roman people as a whole (Cicero, Arch. 22).
lustitia and religio were the foundations of the state; the auspices were
observed (Ennius, ann. 77-96 V.).Virgil transformed the Homeric
notion of fate into the mission of a nation. Thanks to this positive'
interpretation of fate, the Aeneid became an anti-Jliad. Aeneas accepted
his fata in hope and trust. In Lucan and also in Statius, on the other
hand, it was no longer peace and construction but war and destruc-
tion that were now the fates’ primary aims.

As the notion of national mission faded, individual destiny gained
in significance (Ovid, Statius). Such an upward revaluation of the
realm of otium was ultimately rooted in the Aumanitas of the Scipionic
period. Ennius already turned himself into the spokesman of this new
world—his world—when he depicted the friendship between the
general and his confidant, the scholar (234251 V. 2nd ed. = 268—
285 Sk.). Later, out of Apollonius’ rather generalized description of
Medea’s experience of love, Virgil shaped a grand personal destiny
(Dido). Private and purely human concerns, which had been restrained
in the Aeneid by national duty, were presented for their own sake in
Ovid’s Metamorphoses as individual destinies (Cephalus and Procris,
Ceyx and Alcyone). Statius’ epic may also be cited. This loosen-
ing of metaphysical and social links sharpened the eye for what
is demonic in man, his pleasure in evil (Ovid, Lucan) and his per-
sonal guilt (Ovid). These aspects protected the epic presentation of a
merely human destiny against the danger of degenerating into the
contingency of a mere adventure story. A new form was discovered
to express great truths about man. From this introspective form of
epic? no further development was possible. Only the fresh emphasis
on the link to the state and nature in late antiquity (Claudian) could
once again give rise to significant epic.

P. J. Aicuer, Homer and Roman Republican Poetry, diss. Chapel Hill 1986.
* C. R. BevE, Ancient Epic Poetry. Homer, Apollonius, Virgil, Ithaca, London
1993. * M. BILLERBECK, Stoizismus in der rémischen Epik neronischer und
flavischer Zeit, ANRW 2, 32, 5, 1986, 3116-3151. * C. M. Bowra, From

' Virgil’s glance however was too penetrating to be satisfied with painting in black
and white.

2 A relatively late example is furnished by the recently discovered Alcestis Barci-
nonensis, which lends rhetorical and poetic life to a ‘universally human’ story.
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ROMAN DRAMA

General Remarks

The word drama, derived from the Greek dpaw, ‘I do, I act’ denotes
tragedy, comedy and satyr play under the aspect of presentation. It
is the term employed in the Greek documents of dramatic perfor-
mances. For Roman literature, the satyr play is the least important
of these forms of Greek drama.

The principal festival in Athens at which dramas were presented
was the Greater or City Dionysia (March-April). Originally at these
festivals the poet was also actor and producer. The author, the cho-
ral singers, and the performers were respectable citizens. With the
introduction of the second actor by Aeschylus, and of the third by
Sophocles, professionalism began to take over.! In Athens, a tetra-
logy was presented in a single day, consisting of three tragedies and
a satyr play. The celebrations had the character of an agon. A panel
of judges presented prizes to the authors and in due course also to
the actors.

In the Hellenistic period, groups of traveling actors were organized
(ot mepi tov Awdvuoov texvitar). Through the agency of a manager,
they contracted with the cities and traveled from festival to festival.
This ended the link with any definite polis, and reflected the declin-
ing importance of the chorus. Even so, these craftsmen retained their
superior social standing.

' In comedy, the number of actors seems not to have been limited to three.
Surviving Roman dramas may be presented by between three to five players, includ-
ing exchanges of roles; cf. on this J. A. Barssy 1982.
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It was a distinctive feature of classical Attic drama to be rooted
profoundly in the community and in public worship. According to
Aristotle, both tragedy and comedy had grown from improvisation
(Poetics 4. 1449a). Organic connections were noted between satyr play
and tragedy (‘goat song’), but also between tragedy and dithyramb,
a form of Dionysiac choral lyric.

Tragedy

Aristotle, who died in 322 B.C., defined tragedy in his Poetics (6. 1449b
24-28) as ‘the imitative representation (uipnoig) of a serious and self-
contained (complete) action possessing a definite magnitude, in artistic
speech whose specific modes (i.e. speech and song and their respec-
tive meters) are employed separately in the different parts, presented
by persons acting, not narrated, effecting by the excitement of sym-
pathy and fear (pity and terror, £Aeog kai ¢6Bog) the purification (dis-
charge) of feelings of that kind’. KéBapoig is understood medically as
‘relief joined with pleasure’.

For the Greeks, a ‘serious’ action normally took place against a
heroic and mythical background.! This explains the definition given
by Theophrastus and quoted in Diomedes (3. 8. 1: FCG 57): Tragoedia
est heroicae fortunae in adversis comprehensio (‘a tragedy is a representation
of a heroic fate in bad circumstances’).? Aristotle gives action (plot)
precedence over character drawing. The act of ‘getting it wrong’ (op-
tio, Guaptnuo) committed by the tragic hero is distinguished both
from unlucky accident (dtoynpo) and from crime (&dixnue; Aristot.
thet. 1. 13. 1374 b 7).

Hellenistic theory canonized a division of tragedy into five acts. It
gave great attention to character portrayal and style. Pathos and horror
may indeed not have been first introduced into the genre by Seneca,
but rather stem from Hellenistic times. Otherwise, Horace’s advice
not to shed blood on the stage (ars 185-186) would be irrelevant.

The doctrine of the moral usefulness of tragedy taught that its aim
was to guard the citizens against their weaknesses and to guide them
towards the best possible philosophical life (Schol. Dion. Thr. 17. 16—
33 Hil. = FCG 11-12). It is attested from the period when ancient

' There are, however, also historical plays, such as Aeschylus’ Persae. Tragedies
with wholly invented plots, such as Agathon’s Anthos or Antheus, are quite rare.

2 Theophrastus, loc. cit.: Tpaypdia éotiv fipoikiig Toxng nepictaoig; cf. Eym. M. 764.
1 (FCG 16); Schol. Dion. Thr. p. 306 Hil.
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texts had to be defended in a Christian ambiance. However, the
notion may well go back to the Hellenistic period. At that time,
different schools of philosophy were concerned with poetic theory:
Peripatetics, Stoics, Epicureans. Horace juxtaposed the aims of use-
fulness and pleasure (aut prodesse volunt aut delectare poetae, ‘poets want
either to be useful or to please’, ars 333). He was aware therefore of
two different positions, one rigorous, the other hedonist, and he tried
to link them: omne tulit punctum qui miscuit utile dulci, ‘he has won every
vote who has blended profit and pleasure’ (ars 343). The demand for
a philosophical education in the poeta doctus smacks of the Stoa: the
poet must be aware of duties to his neighbors, his country, humanity;
and also of the tasks proper to the individual classes of society and
age groups (ars 309-318). Character portrayal therefore takes prior-
ity. Horace also accepts the Aristotelian notion of a quasi-rhetorical
emotional ‘guidance’ (yvxoywyle) which induces varying feelings in
the listener (ars 99-105)." To conclude, Epicurus sees in poetry® a
‘stronghold of human passions’,® while Philodemus, for his part, inter-
prets it in a purely hedonistic fashion.

Comedy
Comedy takes its name from the unrestrained festival procession (k®poc)
in honor of Dionysus from which at Athens the stage play developed,
perhaps from more or less obscene and outspoken political banter
between choral leaders and chorus (cf. Arist. poet. 1449 a 9-14).
By the literary form called comedy one has always understood a
dramatic poem with a happy conclusion, mostly played against a
middle-class, civic background.* While tragic heroes rise above the
common level, comedy presents actions of men who are somewhat
worse than average (Arist. poet. 1448 a 16-18; 1449 a 32-33). Love
themes are important.’ In dramatic structure Menander’s comedy,

' A pre-Platonic, purely rhetorical definition of the nature of tragedy is found in
Plato, Phaedr. 268 c~d.

2 The notion of poetry is governed in antiquity by drama, while in modern times
lyric sets the tone.

3 "Emueiyiopa dvBpornivav na@dv, quoted by Sext. Emp. math. 1. 298.

* Comoedia est privatae civilisque fortunae sine periculo vitae conprehensio (Diom. gramm.
1. 488. 3-4); in comoedia mediocres fortunae hominum, parvi impetus pericula laetique sunt
exttus actionum (Evanth. de com. 4. 2 Cup.).

> Lact. epit. 58. 5 de stupris et amoribus, Serv. Aen. 4. | sane fotus (sc. liber IV) in
consiliis et subtilitatibus est; nam paene comicus stilus est: nec mirum, ubi de amore tractatur.
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which set the standard at Rome, transferred Aristotle’s theory of
tragedy to another genre. The action is self-contained and organic:
it has a beginning, a middle and end; it consists of necessary or
probable happenings, and develops at least in part from the charac-
ter of the dramatis personae. However, the presentation is cheerful. The
language borders on the colloquial and is mediocris et duleis (Gloss. Plac.
5. 56. 11), without however being vulgar. Its distinguishing mark is
elegantia (Quint. inst. 1. 8. 8). A contrived discrepancy between object
described and linguistic level may contribute to the comedy (Arist.
rhet. 1408a 14).

In contrast to Old Comedy, New Comedy replaces coarse abu-
siveness with nuances, thus giving respectability its due (Arist. eth.
Nic. 1128a 22-25). Comedy, particularly New Comedy, passed for a
reflection of life (below, p. 107-108). How far, however, it is re-
moved from realism is shown by a glance at its poetic technique.

Greek Background

Tragedy
Of the three great Greek tragic writers—Aeschylus (d. 456/55 B.C.),
Sophocles (d. 406/05) and Euripides (d. 406)—it was the third who
had the greatest influence at Rome, in accordance with the Hellenis-
tic taste which regarded Euripides as the ‘most tragic’ of the tragic
poets (Arist. poet. 1453 a 29-30).
 There was in addition considerable influence from Hellenistic trag-
edy which also affected the production, reception, and reshaping of
the three classical authors. More than 60 names of later tragic poets
are known. They were active in many places, e.g. at the court of
Ptolemy Philadelphus (285-246 B.C.). Unfortunately, we possess out
of all this only Lycophron’s Alexandra, written perhaps at the begin-
ning of the 2nd century B.C. (a long prophetic speech put into the
mouth of Cassandra); and parts of Ezechiel’s play on the theme of
the Exodus, Exagoge, an ‘historical’ play from perhaps the 2nd cen-
tury B.C., with a double change of scene, known to us through
Eusebius (praep. ev. 9. 28; 29 p. 437-446). For the rest, we must
depend on fragments, accessible on papyrus,’ in Stobaeus or in Latin

! On Pap. Oxy. 23, 1956, no. 2382, s. B. SNeLL, Gyges und Kroisos als Tragodien-
Figuren, ZPE 12, 1973, 197-205.
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adaptation. About one third of the subject matter of Hellenistic trag-
edy, compared with that of Attic drama, consists of new material. It
was drawn from out-of-the-way myths, and also from history, both
older and more recent. This latter provided a point of departure for
the Roman praetexta, just as Ennius stands in the line of succession of
Alexandrian epic. It was not lack of quality which led to the disap-
pearance of Hellenistic tragedy, but the Atticizing taste of the Impe-
rial period.

Comedy

For Roman comic poets, Old Comedy, chiefly represented by Aris-
tophanes (active 427-388 B.C.), has no importance. After the inter-
vening period of Middle Comedy' came the New Comedy, which
provided the model for Plautus and Terence. In contrast with the
Old, New Comedy abandoned both fabulous fantasy and criticism of
contemporary politicians. Its action takes place among middle-class
citizens of the polis, and its action is fictitious, self-contained, and
clearly organized. Its structure is influenced by late Euripidean trag-
edy. Accordingly, the role of the chorus is reduced, while intrigue?
and recognition play an important part.

The leading poets of the New Comedy were Menander (d. 293/
92 B.C.), the centenarian Philemon (d. about 264/63) and Diphilus
(4th—3rd century B.C.). The unchallenged master of the genre, Menan-
der, supplied the originals for several plays by Plautus® and Terence,*
and Terence was especially attracted to his subtle character portrayal.
Diphilus had created the romantic Rudens and the farcical Casina,
and he also lent an animated scene to Terence’s Adelphoe. Philemon’s
strength lay in his comedy of situation, sententious apophthegms and
clever conduct of the action. To him may be traced the Mercator, the
Trinummus and perhaps also the Mostellaria. The ingenious and refined
Apollodorus furnished the models for Terence’s Phormio and Hecyra.
Demophilus, whose name alone betrays his craving for popularity,
was the source of the Asinaria.

! Traces of Middle Comedy have been recognized in Plautus’ Persa, and also in
his Poenulus, Amphitruo, and Menaechma.

2 A. DieTerLE 1980.

% Bacchides, Cistellaria, Stichus, and perhaps also Aulularia.

* Andria, Eunuchus, Hautontimorumenos, Adelphoe.
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Roman Development

The beginnings of the Roman theater are obscure. According to Livy,'
in 364 Etruscan dancers performed for the first time at Rome mime-
tic dances to ‘flute’ (tibia, adAOG)* accompaniment in a religious con-
text. There had been an outbreak of plague, and there was a need
to placate the gods. The Romans came to know the Greek theater
in South Italy, where Tarentum especially was famous as a city of
theater. The encounter did not primarily have a literary character.
Drama was ‘absorbed’ like other elements of Greek culture, and
experienced in a festive, religious context. As a result, from the days
of Livius Andronicus on, Hellenistic stage practices® were taken over,
and this fact had far-reaching consequences for Roman refashioning
of the different dramatic genres.

The ritual framework for theatrical productions in Rome was pro-
vided by triumphs, temple dedications, funerals and above all by public
festivals. In April the Ludi Megalenses were celebrated in honor of the
Mater Magna; in July the Ludi Apollinares, in September the Ludi Roman.
In November came the Lud: plebe: in honor of the Capitoline Triad,
Jupiter, Juno, and Minerva. There were therefore many occasions
for visiting the theater. The plays were performed on a temporary
stage, built on wooden scaffolding. From the beginning, the theater
in Rome was linked with festive pageantry and the display, for ex-
ample, of captured booty. In keeping with the character of such
festivals, drama had to compete with crude popular entertainments.
It was only in 68 B.C. that a fixed wooden theater was built, fol-
lowed in 55 by Pompey’s stone theater. The theaters were architec-
turally related to temples, and themselves contained shrines (sacella)
on the upper edge of the spectators’ galleries (cavea). The link with
religion must always be reckoned into the account.

The aediles were responsible for games, as were the praetor urbanus
and the decemviri or quindecimviri sacris factundis. 'The magistrate bought
a play from the author and hired a troupe of actors. This explains
why sallies against magistrates, or against the powerful families who

! J. H. Waszing, Varro, Livy, and Tertullian on the History of Roman Dramatic
Art, VChr 2, 1948, 224-242; for Varro as a source of Liv. 7. 2 und Val. Max. 2.
4, 4: P. L. Scamipt in: G. VoGT1-SPIRA, ed., Studien zur vorliterarischen Periode im
frithen Rom, Tiibingen 1989, 77-133, esp. 77-83.

? The tibia resembled an oboe rather than a flute.

* Older Etruscan influences, as well as elements of the Italian popular theater,
must also be borne in mind.
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would probably continue to fill the magistracies, were from the begin-
ning unlikely.

The Romans adopted tragedy, not in its classical form, but in the
framework of the Hellenistic stage practice found also in Magna
Graecia. This affects the form of Roman tragedy. The theater of the
day favored the display piece, rich in parts and trappings. Cicero
lamented that in tragic productions 600 mules or 3000 costly vessels
were on show (fam. 7. 1. 2). But the aim was not merely to entice
the spectator’s eye. Music played a greater role in the tragedy of
the Hellenistic period than in Euripides. Among the Romans, reci-
tatives and cantica occupied considerable space.! Tragedy drew closer
to opera.

In tragedy Hellenistic taste preferred themes appealing strongly to
the emotions (cf. Hor. ars 95-107; epist. 2. 1. 210-213). In their selec-
tion of subjects, the Romans also took into account their connec-
tion with Italy. This explains the importance of Trojan myths. Even
if the material is shared with classical drama, often an intermediate
Hellenistic source should not be excluded. livius Andronicus and
Naevius were not writers of classicizing taste.’

The appearance of similar titles in Livius and Naevius shows that
the younger poet already wanted to outdo and replace works of his
predecessor. He also created the genre of praetextae, providing trag-
edy with Roman plots.?

Ennius favored Euripides. The proportion of classical Greek mod-
els appears greater in him than in other Roman tragic playwrights,
though it must always be remembered that Euripides, the most ‘mod-
ern’ and ‘tragic’ of the great triad, was the darling of the Hellenistic
period. Atilius, a contemporary of Ennius, not only adapted com-
edies, but also Sophocles’ Electra.

Pacuvius, Ennius’ nephew, showed a more pronounced affinity with
Sophocles, probably not because of any classicizing inclination, but
in order to keep out of his uncle’s patch. He also employed many
Hellenistic models.

Accius represented the culmination of Republican tragic poetry.
In his relationship to his various models, he showed considerable

! Since only comedies are fully preserved, we have to quote the comparative
figures for Plautus: there are 45% of spoken lines against 65% in Euripides.

? K. ZiecLEr 1937, col. 1986 against Leo, LG 71.

* The fragments are found in L. Peprorr 1954; G. De DuranTE 1966.
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independence. His younger contemporary, Julius Caesar Strabo, used
Hellenistic models for his Tecmessa and Teuthras.

Classicizing tendencies may perhaps be noted in Quintus Cicero,
the orator’s brother. Distinguished dilettantes also wrote dramas; an
example is Augustus’ 4jax. The classic tragedies of the Romans were
Varius® Thyestes, produced at Octavian’s victory games (29 B.C.), and
Ovid’s Medea.

In the imperial period, tragedies show a republican attitude. In
Seneca’s dramas, we encounter for the first time plays completely
preserved. They attest the rhetorical and pathetic cast of tragedy,
and in places its receptivity to the gruesome and cruel. Through
Seneca, Rome gave indispensable stimulus to European drama.

Comedy presupposes a mature, open society, a feature not particularly
typical of archaic Rome. The Roman ambience therefore altered com-
edy. Before we consider comedy’s Italian roots, the especially important
Latin comedy in Greek dress, the palliata, requires our attention. In
his comedies, Naevius shone because of his power of language, which
pointed the way for the great Plautus. With Plautus and Terence,
comedy attained within Roman literature, earlier than any other genre,
a degree of excellence which secured its influence on later Europe.
Both great comic writers sought, each in his own way, to strike a
mean between slavish imitation and barbaric caprice. They cut out
dispensable scenes, and added episodes from other plays, a procedure
which has, not entirely happily, been called ‘contamination’. At the
side of these two masters, Caecilius Statius and Turpilius also deserve
mention. After Terence, the palliata, ever trying to fulfill an exag-
gerated demand for fidelity to the original, seems to have lost all of
its impetus.

Next to the palliata stands comedy in Roman dress, the fogata.' Its
chief representatives are Titinius and Afranius. Too little is known of

! First edition of the writers of fogatae by R. and E. StepHANUS, Fragmenta poeta-
rum veterum Latinorum, Genevae 1564. Titinius and Atta: Titinio e Atta, Fabula
togata. I frammenti (TTrC), a cura di T. Guarpi, Milano 1985; CRF, 2nd ed.
1873, 133159 (Titinius), 160—-164 (Atta); 3rd ed. 1898, 157-188 (Titinius), 188-193
(Atta). A. Daviaurt, Comoedia togata. Fragments, Paris 1981 (controversial). Bibl:
A. Pasquazi BagnoLm, Sulla fabula togata, in: C&S 13, 1974, No. 52, 70-79; 14,
1975, No. 56, 39-47; T. Tasacco, Il problema della fogata nella critica moderna,
BStudLat 5, 1975, 33-57. Bibl.: Barpon, litt. lat. inc. 1, 39-43; W. Beare, The
Fabula Togata, Hermathena 55, 1940, 35-55; W. Beare, The Roman Stage, Lon-
don, 2nd ed. 1955, 118-126; 3rd ed. 1964, 128-136; M. CacciacLia, Ricerche
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Atta, a contemporary of the actor Roscius. Titinius, Plautus’ contem-
porary, brought the fogata, after its beginnings in Naevius, to fruition.
His language has the strength of the pioneer. The greatest poet of
the fogata was Lucius Afranius, active in the time of the Gracchi. He
showed a preference for Terence and Menander, and it was with
Menander that, to Horace’s amazement, certain critics paired him
(cf. Hor. epust. 2. 1. 57). Among other material, there survives a pro-
logue with literary polemics in the style of Terence (com. 25-30). There
were also prologues spoken by gods, in the manner of Menander
(com. 277; 298-299; 403—404). The togata departs from Terence in
displaying a liking for cantica. Pederastic themes, likewise known to
the Atellane, are also found. The sly slave, however, is missing. At
Rome, the master had to be the cleverest. Afranius was staged even
in the days of Cicero and Nero, and under Hadrian he gave rise to
a commentary. The trabeata however remained without lasting in-
fluence. This was the effort of Gaius Maecenas Melissus under
Augustus to breathe life into a comedy using the garb of the knight.

It cannot be denied that comedy, in the strict sense of that term,
was, at Rome, a Greek import. Nevertheless, the comic theater, as
an element of Roman life, had also Italian roots, particularly in Etru-
ria and Magna Graecia. From Etruria came the pompa circensis, the
festival procession introducing the circus games with its ‘flute’ player
and its manducus. Undoubtedly, many words of the Roman theater
are Etruscan, although nothing is known of Etruscan dramas. The
impromptu play of the fescennini, which used to be performed, for
example, at the compitalia, had perhaps nothing to do with the ori-
gins of the Roman theater, in spite of Livy 7. 2. This is not to deny,
however, a possible influence on Plautus’ virtuoso scenes of mutual
abuse.!

sulla fabula fogata, RCCM 14, 1972, 207-245; A. Daviavrr, Togata et Palliata, BAGB
1979, 422-430; T. Guarpi, Note sulla lingua di Titinio, Pan 7, 1981, 145-165;
H. Junnke, Die Togata, in: E. LEFEVRE, ed., Das rémische Drama, Darmstadt 1978,
302-304; Leo, LG 374-384; E. Vereecke, Titinius, témoin de son époque; in: RecPhL
2, 1968, 63-92; E. VEreEckE, Titinius, Plaute et les origines de la fabula togata, AC
40, 1971, 156-185; A. PociNa Pirez, Naissance et originalité de la comedie togata,
AC 44, 1975, 79-88. Afranius: CRF, 2nd ed. 165-222; CRF, 3rd ed. 193-265;
F. Marx, RE 1, 708-710; the prose mime Pap. Hamb. 167 is not by Afranius:
J. DinGeL, Bruchstiick einer rémischen Komodie auf einem Hamburger Papyrus
(Afranius?), ZPE 10, 1973, 29-44; B. BapEr, Ein Afraniuspapyrus?, ZPE 12, 1973,
270-276; J. Dincer, Zum Komodienfragment P. Hamb. 167 (Afranius?), ZPE 14,
1974, 168.

' On Liv. 7. 2 s. now: W. Hormann, Die Anfinge des Dramas in Rom, Altertum
26, 1980, 143-149.
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The phlyax,' a rustic form of farcical comedy from South Italy, is
known to us indirectly through vases of the 4th century. Its themes
are burlesques of the divine, travesties of myth, and scenes of every-
day life. The chief representative of the phlyax or hilarotragoedia, was
Rhinthon of Syracuse, active in Tarentum in the time of Ptolemy I
(d. 2837282 B.C.). He was thus later than the vase paintings.

The fabula Atellana,* named after the town of Atella near Naples,
reached Rome early, perhaps in company with the worship of
Minerva. There, in the context of ludi not otherwise known, it was
ritually presented using the Oscan dialect, possibly in connection with
funeral games. It continued in this way until the end of the 1st cen-
tury B.C. In the Ist century A.D. it took on new life. It was not
acted by professional players, but by citizens wearing masks. Typical
characters were Maccus, the fool; Pappus, the old man; Bucco, the
glutton; Dossennus, the hunchback, with intellectual pretensions. The
pieces were short and mostly improvised, and of a licentious and
peasant nature. The Atellane shows connections with the phlyax,
particularly because of its obscenity® and employment of masks which
led to the special importance of gesture. The Atellane should not be
called ‘realistic’. It early received the role of closing play, like the
satyr drama. In the Republican period, its ideology was conservative.
Under the emperors, it indulged in open criticism.

The Atellane acquired literary status about 100 B.C. It replaced
the palliata and fogata, to which it was assimilated even as regards its
external form. Almost insoluble complications were regarded as typi-
cal of the Atellane (Varro, Men. 198 B.). Plots recall to some extent
the palliata: for example, in the use of doubling (Duo Dossennt). Tragic
myths were given a comic twist, as in Pomponius’ Agamemno Supposi-
tictus and Novius’ Phoenissae. It preferred the iambic septenarius. In
the Republican period, cantica seem to be missing, although later
they came into fashion (Suet. Nero 39). Chief representatives of the

! Rhinthon: CGF 183~189; A. OvLivieri, Frammenti della commedia greca e del
mimo nella Sicilia e nella Magna Grecia, 2 vols. esp. vol. 2, 2nd ed., Napoli 1947,
7-24; M. Gicantk, Rintone e il teatro in Magna Grecia, Napoli 1971; E. Wusr,
Phlyakes, RE 20, 1, 1941, 292-306; A. D. TrenpALL, Phlyax Vases, London, 2nd
ed. 1967; M. Gigante, Teatro greco in Magna Grecia, AIIS 1, 1967, 35-87.

2 CRF, 2nd ed. 223-276; CRF, 3rd ed. 267-335; P. FrassinerTi, ed., Fabularum
Atellanarum fragmenta, Augustae Taurinorum 1955; P. FrassiNerTi, Le Atellane.
Atellanae fabulae, Roma 1967; Leo, LG 1, 370-372; R. Rieks, Mimus und Atellane,
in: E. Lerivrg, ed., Das romische Drama, Darmstadt 1978, 348-377 (with bibl.).

® Including pederastic themes, also found in the iogata.
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literary Atellane were Pomponius of Bologna and Novius. Even Sulla
is said to have practiced this genre. The Atellane soon yielded to its
rival the mime.

The Mime' (Arist. poet. 1447 b 10-11) imitated scenes of daily life,
including both the permissible and impermissible (Dion. gramm. 1.
491. 15-16). The store of motifs was larger than in comedy. It could
include, for example, adultery committed by a wife. Masks were not
usual, and so facial expression gained in importance. In contrast with
the serious drama, female roles were performed by actresses. The
Doric mime of Sophron spread its influence from Sicily to both Athens
and Central Italy. It made a fruitful contribution to higher genres of
Greek literature (Plato, Theocritus). The Mimiambi of Herodas were
destined for reading by connoisseurs.

At Rome, the sub-literary mime was popular, and at least from
173 became a permanent feature at the Floralia. After the play, as
an extra treat, the crowd had the right to observe the charms of the
actresses undisguised (Val. Max. 2. 10. 8). In 115 B.C. the whole ars
ludicra, including the mime, was banned from Rome by censorial
edict (Cassiod. chron. 2, pp. 131-132 M.). Its revival in the Ist cen-
tury B.C. was all the more marked. Mime actors, both male and
female, were despised by Cicero? in accordance with traditional Roman
standards but from the days of Sulla and Mark Antony they were
favored by the powerful. Even Caesar and his heir valued this genre.
Augustus looked on his whole life as a mime (Suet. 4ug. 99). It was
Justinian who first forbade the mime (A.D. 525), and yet he intro-
duced it into his own palace by marrying the mime actress Theodora.

In Cicero’s time, it was the mime rather than the Atellane that
served to conclude tragic performances (fam. 9. 16. 7). The genre
gained literary form thanks to the Roman knight D. Laberius (106—

' CRF, 2nd ed. 279-305; CRF, 3rd ed. 339-385; Romani Mimi, ed. M. Bonaria,
Romae 1965; H. ReicH, Der Mimus, 2 vols., Berlin 1903 (controversial); A. MarzuLLo,
Il mimo latino nei motivi di attualita, Atti e Memorie Acc. Modena 5. s., 16, 1958,
1-44; D. Romano, Cicerone ¢ Laberio, Palermo 1955; M. BieBer, Die Denkmiler
zum Theaterwesen im Altertum, Berlin 1920; M. Bieser, The History of the Greek
and Roman Theatre, Princeton, 2nd. ed. 1961; R. W. Reynorps, The Adultery
Mime, CQ 40, 1946, 77-84; R. W. ReynovLps, Verrius Flaccus and the Early Mime
at Rome, Hermathena 61, 1943, 56-62; R. Rieks (s. note before last); H. WIEMKEN,
Der griechische Mimus. Dokumente zur Geschichte des antiken Volkstheaters, Bre-
men 1972. Herodas: ed. 1. C. CunnincHAM, Leipzig 1987 (with bibl.).

2 D. F. Surron, Cicero on Minor Dramatic Forms, SO 59, 1984, 29-36.
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43 B.C.) and Caesar’s protégé Publilius Syrus. In his mimes, Laberius
continued in his way the tradition of the palliata, togata, and Atellane.
He made use of personal prologues and dialogues in senarii. His
choice of words was careful (Fronto 4. 3. 2), although not free from
vulgarisms (Gell. 19. 13. 3) and neologisms (Gell. 16. 7). In his pol-
ished apophthegms, Laberius did not refrain even from politics: porro,
Quarites! libertatem perdimus (‘go ahead, Quirites! we are losing our free-
dom’) and: necesse est multos timeat quem multi timent, ‘necessarily he whom
many fear has to fear many’ (125-126).

Publilius Syrus arrived in Rome as a slave. After his emancipation,
he enjoyed a career as writer of mimes and principal actor in them.
He prevailed over Liberius at the Lud:i Caesaris in 46 B.C. (Gell. 17.
14; Macr. Sat. 2. 7. 1-11). A mass of apophthegms is known from
his works. They are cited e.g. by the two Senecas, and later were
assembled in a school textbook ( Jerome, epist. ad Laetam 107. 8). Even
in modern times, they have been highly esteemed, thanks to Erasmus.

Literary Technique

Tragedy, which perhaps developed from the dithyramb, was originally
linked with choric song. The share occupied by recitative and speech
grew steadily, while the importance of the chorus declined. The
gradual expansion of the spoken parts is in accord with the progress
of logos. Tragedy is concerned with processes of recognition.

In Attic tragedy, prologue, dialogue (epeisodion) and choric song occur
in the following order: prologue, parodos or entry song, epeisodion,
stasimon or song sung by the choir standing at rest, epeisodion, stasimon,
epeisodion, stasimon . .. epeisodion, exodos or departure song. The
number of epeisodia in the classical period is not precisely fixed.

In the development of the action, the ‘tying’ and ‘untying’ (dénoue-
ment) of the knot are to be distinguished. The reversal of fortune or
peripeteia in tragedy usually means a change from happiness to sorrow,
although the reverse may be found.

Typical elements include: the solo prologue or dialogic exposition;
a judgment scene; a deceptive speech; recognition; a messenger’s
speech reporting events which occurred offstage. Arguments are fought
out both by contrasting speeches of some length or in a line-for-line
interchange of single verses (stichomythia).

In the Hellenistic period, a scheme of five acts, made up of prologue
and four episodes, became the rule. Portrayal of character sometimes
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prevailed over action. The use of rhetoric, already well developed in
Euripides and Agathon, became more frequent. Euripides and Agathon
also introduced into drama the then modern music with its powerful
appeal to the emotions. Afterwards, solo song and lyric antiphony
broadened their claims. Pathos was heightened.

The professional actors limited the role of choric song. Since their
advent and the greater prevalence of traveling ensembles, the chorus
was no longer a sine qua non. The role of the leader of the chorus
was expanded, and the chorus itself, if retained, was more involved
in acting than singing. In its place, solo arias were multiplied.

Accordingly, the Romans limited choric song in favor of individual
musical performance. Nevertheless in all Roman tragedies choruses
are taken for granted, although in them the song of the chorus leader
takes pride of place. For monodies or solo songs a practice is attested
in which the actor used only gestures, while the actual singing was
performed separately by a professional singer accompanied by ‘flute’.

Ennius handled the chorus differently from the Greek tragedians.
In the Eumenides the title alone proves that there must have been a
chorus. In the Iphigenia, however, the chorus of women, whose effect
was somewhat incongruous in a military camp, was replaced by a
chorus of soldiers.

The Medea plays provide an opportunity to compare Ennius and
Euripides. The Latin poet transposed lyrical choruses into recitative,
replacing, for example, dochmiacs with long verses (like the septena-
rius), and lyrical with rhetorical effects. However, Medea’s farewell
to her children, which in Euripides had been a speech, was adapted
by Ennius as a lyric monody. Thus the chorus, even under the spell
of strong emotion, expressed itself in recitative, whereas the indi-
vidual actor used song.

The literary technique of Old Comedy was different from that of
tragedy. In the days of Middle Comedy, with the disappearance of
direct political polemics, typical elements of Old Comedy such as
agon and parabasis gradually became less important. (In the latter,
the chorus had addressed the spectators either to discuss with them
actual politics or to explain the poet’s intentions). Traces of the tech-
nique of Old Comedy are seldom found in Plautus; he has Middle
Comedy to thank for them. In the Greek New Comedy, the chorus
generally did not participate in the action. It merely filled up the
pauses between the five acts which had now become standard. Choric
songs were no longer composed by the comic poets. In Roman com-
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edy, act-division and chorus became even less important.’

In spite of its efforts to keep close to real life, New Comedy retained
some elements of fantasy defying realism. The often grotesquely styl-
ized masks are evidence of this. Entering to speak the prologue, deities
often shattered the illusion. Monologues or asides made the specta-
tor the confidant of the characters. In particular the action, albeit no
longer imaginary, still remained rich in somewhat improbable coin-
cidences. Like many tragedies, comedies often ended in a recogni-
tion {anagnorismos).

On the whole, however, the playwrights did their best not to go
beyond the routine of daily experience. The line of action of New
Comedy is to some degree fixed. The young people pursue their
love affairs, while the old folk are intent on preserving the family
property and social norms. Lacking money, the young try to deceive
the old, often with the help of a cunning slave or parasite. This
leads their elders to weave a counter intrigue. Ancient theory distin-
guished comoediae motoriae, statariae, and mixtae,® in accordance with the
degree of liveliness in the action.

The plot in New Comedy recalls that of late Euripidean tragedy,
which had developed into a sort of bourgeois drama. In the Ion, for
example, the hero’s mistakes result from his ignorance of his own
identity. Human beings grope in the darkness, unaware of the power
of Tyche. In Menander’s Perikeiromene, Ignorance® ("Ayvowr) is an
important element of the action and is even personified. Thanks to
the prologue, the spectator is better informed than the characters in
the play; he is able to recognize their errors and to savor his supe-
rior knowledge.

Translating was not the primary concern of Roman comic poets.
They were not writing for eternity, but for a particular performance.

! Division into five acts was introduced in the Hellenistic period: Comoedia quinque
actus habet, hoc est, quinquies ducitur in scenam (Ps. Ascon., diw. in Caec. p. 119 Orelli-
Baiter); cf. also Hor. ars 189-190 (referring generally to drama and to tragedy in
particular). Act division in Plautus used to be ascribed to J. B. Pwus in his edition of
1500. However, traces of such a division are already found in 15th-century manu-
scripts. In Terence, division into acts is perhaps due to Varro. But the discussion in
Donatus and Evanthius indicates that they had no authentic tradition in this respect
available to them: J. A. Barspy 1982, 78.

? Evanth. de com. 4. 4.

* Cf. H.-J. MeTTE, Gefihrdung durch Nichtwissen in Tragodie und Komédie, in:
U. RemHARDT, K. SALLMANN, eds., Musa iocosa, FS A. TuierreLDER, Hildesheim
1947, 42-61.
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The Plautine palliata characteristically avoided Roman costume and
exaggerated the elements of unreality. Both features kept the specta-
tor at a distance and added to the comic effect. On the other hand,
up to the period after Terence, comic actors at Rome seem to have
worn not masks but only wigs (galeri). In this respect, ‘realism’ at first
might have been greater than in the Greek theater.

The literary technique of the poets of the pailiata can only be defined
with caution. The playwrights placed more emphasis on the indi-
vidual scene than on the design of the whole, a feature also observed
in Roman epic.! In order to achieve a momentary effect, they em-
ployed less subtle and even popular devices, such as plays on words,
riddles wrapped up in tales, and gross expressions. They cut out
comparatively colorless scenes from the original and replaced them
with lively episodes from other plays. In Plautus musical elements,
and in particular solo songs (cantica), were much more prominent
than in Menander. Plautus also conferred upon his plays a musically
determined symmetry which is all his own. Terence showed a prefer-
ence for double plots, and accordingly sometimes added new charac-
ters. He also liked to prepare the action by means of an introductory
dialogue; the information given there could be supplemented gradu-
ally in the course of the play. The insertion of scenes from other
plays (the so-called contaminatio) has to be judged in the context of
these overarching aims.

Language and Style

In principle, the language of tragedy belongs to the high style. How-
ever, in Latin there is no strict distinction between the style of trag-
edy and that of comedy. The ratio of iambi to trochees is similar in
both genres.? Although in Greek a basic metrical difference exists
between the two genres, this is not the case in Latin. Apart from the
usual iambics and trochees, both tragedy and comedy at Rome em-
ploy stichic anapaests, bacchii, and cretics.

On the other hand, there are differences of style within the plays,
between, for example, prologue, messenger’s speech and canticum.

' E. Lerivre, Versuch einer Typologie des romischen Dramas, in: E. LEFEVRE,
ed., Das romische Drama, Darmstadt 1978, 1-90; cf. F. Meumer, Virgil und
Apollonius Rhodius, Hamburg 1940.

2 A telling feature is Accius’ preference for spondees (Hor. ars 258-259; H. Cancik
1978, 341); it is connected with the ethos (gravitas) of the spondee.
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Republican drama, whether tragedy or comedy, is distinguished by
metrical variety. Long verses, such as septenarii, are more frequent
than in the Greek originals, although substantial sections in tetrameters
have recently come to light in Menander. In Plautus, the language
of these long verses is more ornate and solemn than that of the
senarii, while the style of the cantica is even more exalted. Charac-
teristically, in the employment of these different levels of pathos, there
is no basic difference between tragedy and comedy. Nevertheless, it
is clear that tragicus tumor has less scope in comedy, and for this rea-
son is often parodied.

In general, the language of comedy comes close to being collo-
quial, but there are differences between the authors. Plautus’ Latin is
more colorful, sometimes more pathetic, sometimes more coarse than
that of Terence. Alliteration and rhyme, antithesis and sound play
are not at all limited to tragedy. Rhetoric and lyric are not mutually
exclusive but work together: Haec omnia vidi inflammari,/ Priamo vt vitam
evitari,/ lovis aram sanguine turpari, ‘all this I saw with flame devoured,
Priam’s living force by force unlifed, Jupiter’s altar with blood befouled’
(Enn. trag. 92-94 ].). This archaic Latin style may only partly be
subsumed under the notion of ‘rhetoric’. A higher principle is ‘psycha-
gogia’, the quasi musical effort to play on the emotions. From this
stately gravitas, still favored by Caecilius in comedy, Terence is the
first to turn away to some degree with his trend-setting levis scriptura.

The language of tragedy in its philosophical passages prepares the
ground for Lucretius,! while the concise diction of Terence’s comedy
points the way towards the elegant classical Latin of Caesar.

Ideas I
Reflections on Literature

Understandably, reflections on literature are found in tragedy less
frequently than in comedy. Even so, in the Antigpa Pacuvius treated
the problem of a life dedicated to intellectual pursuits. The problem
of authorship as a profession was indeed not directly addressed here,
but was tackled at its root. Two totally different brothers, the hunts-
man Zethus and the singer Amphion, discussed music and ended by
confronting the problem of wisdom. In Pacuvius, the representative
of the active life won the day, but this does not alter the fact that

' H. Cancik 1978, 332-334.
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tragedy became a port of entry not only for myth at Rome but also
for Logos. Accius was at the same time tragic poet and essayist, writing
about questions of the theater and of language. Unhappily, too little
is known of this activity.

Occasionally, in his prologues, Plautus refers to some of his own
poetic decisions, and discusses certain details with his audience. How-
ever, he develops no consistent literary polemics. In some plays, the
cunning slave is regularly styled as master builder, general, and stage
director. Thus, he appears as the mirror-image of the poet. When
characters in the play expressly reject the ordinary clichés of com-
edy, they also serve to emphasize the sovereign will of the author.

Terence’s prologues are particularly concerned with the difficulties
of comic writing. The Terentian prologue is a new type of text on
literary theory, in which the poet speaks for his own cause. In any
case, it is evident that Roman comic poets are aware of their artistic
aims and methods.

Ideas 11

Tragedy played a decisive role in the assimilation and dissemination
of myth at Rome. It used the world of heroic myth as a stage on
which to give serious shape to human destiny. Productions, as in
Greece, took place at public festivals, and superficially a link with
public worship was preserved. In introducing his topics, the author
had to take account of the meager knowledge of the general public.
Authors and actors were obliged to avoid offending the influential
families, from whose ranks the aediles were drawn, if they wanted to
be hired again the following year. Consequently, no undue freedom
of thought was to be expected.

However, we should not imagine censorship as exaggeratedly strict,
nor should we seek the preaching of public virtues in every tragedy.
Many tragic titles in fact indicate a special predilection for the Trojan
cycle, in accordance with Roman national feeling. Even so, the poets
were not, in spite of all, afraid to tackle thorny questions. For exam-
ple, in the Alexander, Ennius touched upon important social themes.
In the Chryses, Pacuvius raised questions of religion, and in his Pentheus
hinted at the suppression of the Bacchanalia (186-181 B.C.). Ennius
took over from Euripides his skeptical and critical remarks on the
gods. Reflection and doubt made their way onto the stage.

Furthermore, dramas featuring female protagonists and treating
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psychological problems enjoyed increasing popularity. The impact of
republican tragedy on its public was enhanced by music, which helped
it to stimulate thought and bring problems of human society to the
stage. Tragedy showed the exposed and vulnerable nature of man,
and often the triumph of wrongdoing, and virtuous self-sufficiency as
the only escape. By its treatment of ethical, political, and theological
themes, tragedy at Rome prepared the ground for the acceptance of
philosophy. Later, in Seneca, philosophy and tragedy again parted
company, or else complemented each other in a concordia discors.

Next to Varius’ Thyestes, Ovid’s Medea was the second significant
tragedy of the Augustan period. It depicted its heroine as someone
possessed. On the basis of the treatment of Medea in other works of
Ovid, it may be plausibly supposed that his tragedy smoothed the
way for Seneca’s plays. There are points of contact between Seneca’s
tragedies and his philosophical writings. But his plays may not be
considered without qualification as philosophical tracts, since they
bring before our eyes the sufferings of an unredeemed world. They
confront the spectator, not with philosophy, but with painful reality
and so lead him to the threshold of self-knowledge and conversion to
a life guided by reason. Imperial tragedy may be dissident in its
tone. Its political stance is often republican.

Aristophanes’ comedy was rooted in the democratic society of
Athens. The chorus represented the community of citizens and was
itself made up of citizens. This inner link to public life gradually dis-
solved with the loss of freedom, as can be seen from the progressive
degradation of the chorus in Attic drama. Political criticism, which
at the outset had been uninhibited, was gradually toned down over
the course of Aristophanes’ lifetime.

New Comedy was no longer particularly political in its scope, but
still had a general social relevance. It treated problems of the kind
which arise in a family! and a small community. In the Athens
of those days, life centered around trade and economy. Men felt
exposed to the power of Tyche, the queen of the world. Comedy
enjoyed moralizing. Menander passed for a pupil of Theophrastus,
and the influence of Peripatetic ethics should neither be dogmatically
asserted nor denied. Attic comedy presupposed an open, generous
norm of social behavior. Deviations, leading to the isolation of the

! M. FuarmanN, Lizenzen und Tabus des Lachens. Zur sozialen Grammatik der
hellenistisch-rémischen Komodie, AU 29, 5, 1986, 20-43.
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individual from the community, were brought into balance.

Greek New Comedy played against a background familiar to the
spectator. In maintaining its Greek dress, the palliata was therefore
more distant from its Roman audience. Consequently, the closeness
to life,' for which New Comedy is praised, was—quite visibly—called
into question in Rome. There, comedy was even less a reflection of
contemporary society than it had been in Athens.

The degree of participation felt by the spectator was different as
well. The players at Rome were of socially inferior position; and in
spite of all the honors which prominent actors received, they lab-
ored under the legal stigma of infamia. Externally, comedy was based
on public religion, but it was no longer an affair of the whole citi-
zen body. It had become an artistic specialty, not an immediate ex-
pression of the audience’s identity, but enjoyed simply as a culinary
rarity.

To be sure, comedy’s chief aim was not to stimulate philosophi-
cal thought. But in a society such as that of ancient Rome, drama
was one of the few public media in which some degree of reflection
was acceptable. The treatment of interpersonal relationships in com-
edy undoubtedly contributed to the spread of civilization in Roman
society.

Editions: TRF * CRF * B. SneLL, ed., Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta 1,
Gottingen 2nd ed. 1986, ed. by R. KannicHT. * S. RapT, ed., Tragicorum
Graecorum Fragmenta, vol. 3 (Aeschylus) 1985; vol. 4 (Sophocles, together
with R. Kannicut) 1977. * F. ScHraMM, Tragicorum Graecorum hellenisticae
quae dicitur aetatis fragmenta (praeter Ezechielem) eorumque de vita atque
poesi testimonia collecta et illustrata, diss. Monasterii Westphalorum 1929;
publ. 1931. * G. KaiBeL, Comicorum Graecorum fragmenta 1, 1, Berolini
1899 (containing also the source texts of theory of comedy: Tractatus Cois-
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! Aristophanes Byz. (d. about 180 B.C.) quoted by Syrian. in Hermog. 2, 23, 6
Rabe: & Mévavdpe xai Ple, ndtepog &p’ budv ndtepov dmewphicoto; Cicero quoted by
Donat. de com. 5, 1 (the attribution to rep. 4, 13 is uncertain), perhaps from a Peri-
patetic source (R. PreIFFer, Geschichte der Klassischen Philologie, Miinchen 2nd
ed. 1978, 235, n. 132). Aristophanes is implicitly ranking Menander with Homer,
whose Odyssey was praised as a ‘mirror of human life’ (Alcidamas, quoted by Aristotle
rhet. 3, 3. 1406 b 13).
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LIVIUS ANDRONICUS

Life and Dates

Roman literature was made, not born; its beginning can be dated
precisely. After Rome’s victory over Carthage, during the Roman
Games in 240 B.C.! (16-19 September), Livius produced the first
Latin drama? at Rome. Our information concerning his life is self-
contradictory and unreliable. He probably came to Rome as a pris-
oner of war from Tarentum in Magna Graecia, a city famous for its
theater; and certainly he possessed stage experience as an actor (Fest.
446 L.; Livy 7. 2. 8). During the war the Romans had learnt to
appreciate the theater of South Italy. Here was the appropriate figure
to present them with their own dramatic literature. He may have
been employed as a tutor in the family of the Livii, who gave him
his freedom. In his lectures, he treated Greek texts and the Latin
texts he had himself composed. During the second consulship of
Marcus Livius Salinator (207), he was commissioned by the state to
compose for a choir of virgins a processional song intended to avert
evil omens (Livy 27. 37. 7 fI.).* After that, Rome’s fate took a turn
for the better; and as a token of thanks to the poet, the collegium of
writers and actors was assigned the Temple of Minerva on the

' Cicero (Brut. 72) accepts this date from Atticus and Varro. Accius, however,
had dated Livius’ first production to 197. In modern times, an effort has been made
to rehabilitate Accius’ dating: H. B. MaTtTingLy, The Date of Livius Andronicus,
CQ 51 ns. 7, 1957, 159-163; G. Marconi, La cronologia di Livio Andronico, in:
Atti Accad. dei Lincei No. 363, MAL 8. 12. 2, Roma 1966, 125-213; H. B.
MartincLy, Gnomon 43, 1971, 680-687. This would make some dated plays of
Plautus prior; Livius’ role as pioneer, taken for granted by Horace and others, would
be impossible; the development of Roman literature would have taken place with
amazing speed in just a few years, and the stylistic awkwardness of Livius’ fragments
would not be in any way excused by their great antiquity. It would be quite unin-
telligible why they were transmitted. It is important to remember that Varro must
certainly have studied historical documents. Accius’ mistake, moreover, may be
explained by his assumption that the Salinator given as the poet’s patron was the
victor of Sena, who had vowed games and celebrated them in 197 or 191.
W. SuerBauM (1968, 1-12; 297-300) also rejects Accius’ chronology.

% Cassiodorus (c¢hron. p. 128 M. on 239 B.C.) is the first to speak of a tragedy and
a comedy.

* The attempt to claim his authorship also for the carmen saeculare of 249, made
most recently by R. Verbitre (Horace et Livius Andronicus, Latomus 42, 1983,
383-387; cf. also U. CarraTELLO 1979, 23-26), rests on hypotheses and is already
treated critically by E. Fraenker 1931, 600.
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Aventine as a center for assembly and worship. In Rome, therefore,
it was not Dionysus but Minerva who became the tutelary deity of
actors. As goddess of arts and crafts, she was also the patroness of
the very ancient collegium tibicinum and of other musical guilds. This
meeting-place well suited the musical character of the old Roman
art of the stage.!

Thus the founder of Roman literature also succeeded in winning
for it public recognition. He must have died soon after. The fact
that in 200 B.C. another poet? composed the expiatory hymn is not
however a compelling proof of this.

Survey of Works

Epic: Odusia.

Tragedies: partly Trojan themes (Equos Troianus, Achilles, Aegisthus, Avax
mastigophoros), partly with women in leading roles (Andromeda, Antiopa [reported
by Nonius 170. 12 M. = 250 L.; disputed by editors], Danae, Hermiona, Ino,
as well as Tereus and Achilles).

Praetextae (?): cf. G. Marconi, Atlio Regolo tra Andronico ed Orazio,
RCCM 9, 1967, 1547 (free reconstruction).

Comedies: Gladiolus, Ludius, Verpus® (Latin titles).

Lyric: Hymn of Atonement (Livy 27. 37. 7).

Sources, Models, and Genres

As was to become the practice of the pioneers of Roman literature,
Livius tried his hand at several genres: drama, epic, lyric.

The foundation of a Roman drama that followed the precedent
set in Magna Graecia was not a creatio ex mihilo. As early as 364,
Etruscan stage artists had been invited to Rome, and the technique
and vocabulary of the Roman theater shows Etruscan influence. Livius
Andronicus was the first to write Latin plays with a self-contained
action, conforming to Greek requirements for the drama. He thereby
transplanted Greek structures into a medium where Italian, Etruscan,
and Hellenistic stage practices mingled. In his comedies, to which
he already had given Latin titles, he followed Hellenistic originals.
In tragedy some of his models may have been classical; he viewed

' E. J. Jory, Associations of Actors in Rome, Hermes 98, 1970, 224-253.
2 P. Licinius Tegula.
® The title of Verpus was conjectured by O. RiBBECK.
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them, however, through the prism of the Hellenistic age.

In certain respects, Roman drama began by blurring differences
between the Greek genres. In particular, there was no difference
between the dialogue meter of tragedy and comedy; and even the
rich musical adornment of comedy with solo songs is close to that of
Hellenistic tragedy.'

For his epic, Livius’ model was the Odyssey. This choice was deter-
mined partly by considerations of subject matter (the Odyssey was part
of primitive Italian history), partly by the tradition of Hellenistic
schools, where Homer was the basic author. Livius made this work
accessible to the Latin public. His interpretation of the Odyssey also
bears a Hellenistic stamp.

Literary Technique

It is impossible to decide whether Livius already had woven together
different dramas (‘contaminatio’),? nor do we know whether his Odusia
had the same length as the original.

Language and Style

In harmony with precedents already available,® Livius Andronicus
established much of the metrical forms of Roman literature. The
decisions he made for drama were never challenged in principle during
the republican period. He adapted the iambic senarius and the trochaic
septenarius to the exigencies of the Latin language: to its richness in
long syllables, its marked word accent, the greater autonomy of the
individual word and the significance of word boundaries.

The style of the Odusia is perceptibly more solemn and archaizing
than in the dramatic fragments.* While in Greece these generic differ-
ences developed historically, here they needed to be created by a
conscious effort.

! E. FraenkeL (Plautinisches im Plautus, Berlin 1922, 321-373, esp. 341 = Elementi
plautini in Plauto, Firenze 1960, 307-353, esp. 324—325). This is accepted by J. H.
Waszink 1972, 870; J. Bransporr 1978, 206.

2 The theory of contamination is supported by E. Bickev, Die Skyrier des Euripides
und der Achilles des Livius Andronicus, RhM 86, 1937, 1-22.

> E. Fraenker, Die Vorgeschichte des versus quadratus, Hermes 62, 1927, 357—
370; Fraenkel deduces for this meter a preliterary stage already subject to Greek
influence.

* E. FRAENKEL, 1931, 603-607.



POETRY: LIVIUS ANDRONICUS 115

In his choice of metaphors, Livius does not adhere timidly to his
models. We see this when he compares the transitory nature of fame
with the melting of ice in springtime' (Soph. 4jax 1266-1267; Liv.
Andr. trag. 16-17 R.), or replaces the Homeric image ‘his knees and
heart were loosed’ with the impressive phrase cor frixit prae pavore, ‘his
heart froze with fear’ (frg. 16 M. = 30 Bii.). Here he is supplement-
ing Homer from Homer (Od. 5. 297 and 23. 215-216). Livius therefore
made an effort to combine fidelity both to Homer and to the Latin
language. Elsewhere, he tried to avoid the ‘mistakes’ which learned
Homeric criticism had condemned. A new analysis of his way of
working in the light of modern theories of translation has shown that
he did not indulge in arbitrary alterations, but was constantly guided
by his original and by his public’s mental horizon.? Hellenistic artis-
tic judgment and Romanization here went hand in hand.

When choosing for his epic a ‘native’ meter, the saturnian,® Livius
surely again had his readers in mind. Naevius would use the same
meter, and it was left to Ennius to replace it with the hexameter.
The old dispute over the accentual or quantitative nature of the sat-
urnian may have been wrongly stated. Today it is more commonly
believed that the saturnian, perhaps Celtic and Roman in origin,*
developed into a quantitative meter in accordance with changes in
the Latin word accent and the increasing prevalence of Greek influ-
ence. This can already be seen in Livius, who, after all, was Greek.
At the same time, the Roman tendency towards clear verbal struc-
ture® was evident. Each saturnian consisted of a ‘rising’ and a ‘falling’
half, as indeed the Latin hexameter did later. Organization by means
of alliteration and symmetrical correspondences is stricter in Livius
than in his Homeric model: Virum mihi, Camena, insece versutum (“Tell
me, o Muse, of the cunning man’). The first and last words belong
together, a point emphasized by alliteration; so do the second and
the second to last. The important proper name, Camena, stands in
the middle, creating a symmetrically balanced structure.® Parallelism

! With Ribbeck I read verno. An intermediate Hellenistic source may not of course
be excluded. The attribution of the Aiax mastigophorus to Livius Andronicus is doubted
by H. D. JoceLyn, The Tragedies of Ennius, Cambridge 1967, 179-181.

2 G. Brocaia 1974

% See above, ‘Before Literature’ pp. 43-44; G. Erasmr 1979, 125-149.

* A. W. pE Groort, Le vers saturnien littéraire, REL 12, 1934, 284-312.

® T. Corg, The Saturnian Verse, in: .Studies in Latin Poetry, YCIS 21, 1969,
1-73.

¢ G. Erasmr 1979, 148.
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and chiasmus also define the shape of the verse. Thus, at the very
beginning of Roman literature, formal tendencies are prominent which
later, and in other meters, will play a decisive part.

Ideas 1

Reflections on Literature

Livius Andronicus is a Hellenistic poeta doctus, whose poetic practice
bears the stamp of literary reflection. We have already mentioned
the linguistic and stylistic differentiation of genres. In calling the Muse
Monetas filia (‘daughter of Memory’, i.e. of Mnemosyne), he has intro-
duced into his translation a post-Homeric notion. Thus he viewed
Homer in the light of the Hellenistic tradition of which he himself
was a member.'

Ideas 1I

In one of those remarkable coincidences which occur when cultures
are fertilized by other more advanced cultures, the dramas of Livius
simultaneously transmitted to the Romans ancient myth and the
contemporary philosophy which had taken its place. At first, myth
was accepted as history. It is no accident, therefore, that in drama
Trojan subjects prevailed, recalling the alleged origin of the Romans
(Achilles, Aegisthus, Equos Troianus). For epic, the Odyssey was chosen
because some episodes took place in Italy and Sicily. The necessity
of adapting material to suit a new audience entailed therefore a process
of Romanization. Although striving to be faithful to his text in prin-
ciple, Livius transposed religious elements into Roman sacral lan-
guage: sancta puer Saturni filia regina (frg. 14 M. = 12 Bii.). The ritual
tone is so evident here that some have tried to assign this fragment
to the choir of maidens. The names of Greek gods are Latinized.
The Muse becomes Camena, the Greek goddess of fate Moira be-
comes Morta, Mnemosyne is Moneta. Roman religious feeling clashed
with the Greek fashion of treating men as gods. So, the ‘adviser
equal to the gods’ is simply in Livius called ‘the excellent, distin-
guished man’ (fr. 10 M. = 10 Bu.).

! H. FrankerL, Griechische Bildung in altrémischen Epen, Hermes 67, 1932, 306;
cf. also S. Martortr 1952, 2nd ed. 1986, 20-23. G. Broccia (1974, 51-75) rejects
the notion that Livius consulted the Homeric scholia.
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Livius’ poetry had more to do than affirm national greatness. It
had the task of illuminating and encouraging reflection. He has num-
erous plays with women in leading roles (Andromeda, Danaé, Hermiona,
Ino). The Achilles, whose protagonist was Deidamia, also belongs to
this group, as does the Tereus, which had two strong feminine roles.
The Sophoclean model contained a moving lament for the lot of
women (Soph. frg. 524 N. 2nd ed.). So even the oldest Roman author
has certain ‘modern’ features. In the 4jax we see some skepticism
about the glory of valor (virtus, 16—-17 R.). In his comedy Gladiolus a
boastful soldier was probably ridiculed, and a fragment from an un-
known context speaks a rather unheroic and good Epicurean lan-
guage: ‘I have eaten, drunk, played to my satisfaction’ (com. 4-5 R.;
cf. Plaut. Men. 1141-1142).

Influence

Even for Horace, who set no store by Livius, his name denoted the
beginning of Roman literature (¢pist. 2. 1. 61-62). He was the cre-
ator of artistic translation as a valid literary form. It is not by acci-
dent that the achievement of a translator stands at the beginning of
the first ‘derived’ literature. Just as Roman literature discovered its
identity through Greek, so would European literature find its own
way in the light of the Christian and ancient tradition.

In some respects Livius is the paradigm of an early Roman poet.
He was not from the city itself. Indeed he was a foreigner, and owed
his rise only to his intellectual achievement. Finally, he gained for
literature, in a city which had been alien to such fancies, the right of
domicile. Universality is the privilege of pioneers. Unlike most of his
Greek colleagues, Livius could not afford to limit his literary activity
to a single genre.

His establishment of dramatic meters and his differentiation of the
linguistic levels of epic and drama remained definitive. His comedies
were the first to be forgotten, since original talents like those of Nae-
vius and Plautus left him behind. His tragedies were somewhat better
known even later, although these, too, were overshadowed by those
of Ennius, Accius, and Pacuvius. It was his Odusia that held its ground
the longest. As a school textbook it was still beaten into the young
Horace by the stern Orbilius (gpzst. 2. 1. 69-71). After the appear-
ance of the Aeneid the Odusia, like all republican epic, gradually fell
into oblivion. Fragments are preserved for us in Varro, Festus, Nonius,



118 LITERATURE OF THE REPUBLICAN PERIOD

Virgilian scholiasts and grammarians. Livius prepared the way for
greater things. His success was that of the good teacher: to make
himself dispensable.

Editions: R. et H. Stepnanus (EsTIENNE), Fragmenta poetarum veterum Lati-
norum quorum opera non extant, Genevae 1564.* E. H. WarmingTON (TTT),
ROL 2, 1-43, * Odusia: S. Mar1oTTI (in his book, s. below); M. LENCHANTIN
De GueernaTis (crit. T), Torino 1937; FPL 7-17 MoreL, 9-18 BUCHNER,
s. also FPL, ed. J. BLANspoRF, Stuttgart 1995 and E. CourTNEY (in our list
of abbreviations). * Scaen.: O. RiBBeck, TRF 2nd ed., 1-6; TRF 3rd ed.,
1-7; CRF 2nd ed., 3; CRF 3rd ed., 3-5. ** Lexicon: A. Cavazza, A. Resta
Barrile, Lexicon Livianum et Naevianum, Hildesheim 1981. ** Bibl: H. J.
METTE, Die romische Tragodie und die Neufunde zur griechischen Tragodie
(esp. for 1945-1964), Lustrum 9, 1964, 5211, esp. 13; 41-50. * G. Erasmi
1975 (s. below).

W. Beare, When Did Livius Andronicus Come to Rome?, CQ 34, 1940,
11-19. * J. Brinsporr, Voraussetzungen und Entstehung der rémischen
Komédie, in: Das romische Drama, ed. by E. Lertvre, Darmstadt 1978,
91-134, esp. 125-127. * G. Broccia, Ricerche su Livio Andronico epico,
Padova 1974. * K. BucHNER, Livius Andronicus und die erste kiinstlerische
Ubersetzung der europaischen Kultur, SO 54, 1979, 37-70. * U. Carra-
TELLO, Livio Andronico, Roma 1979. * H. Danimann, Studien zu Varro
De poetis, AAWM 1962, 10, Mainz 1963, 28-39; 43-57. * G. Erasmi, Stud-
ies on the Language of Livius Andronicus, Ann Arbor, Michigan 1975,
repr. London 1982 (bibl.). * G. Erasmi, The Saturnian and Livius Andronicus,
Glotta 57, 1979, 125-149. * E. Frores, Sull’interpretazione del fig. 18 M.?
e le dimensioni dell’Odusia di Andronico, in: Filologia e forme letterarie,
Studi offerti a F. DeLra Corte, Urbino 1987, 9-19. * E. Frores, L’ Odis-
sea di Omero e la traduzione di Livio Andronico, Lexis 4, 1989, 65-75.
* E. Fraenker, Livius 10a, RE suppl. 5, 1931, 598-607. * E. J. Jory, Asso-
ciations of Actors in Rome, Hermes 98, 1970, 224-253. * U. KNOCHE,
Uber die Aneignung griechischer Poesie im dlteren Rom, Gymnasium 65,
1958, 321-341, esp. 325-334. * J. Lanowski, Histoire des fragments des
tragédies de Livius Andronicus, Eos 51, 1961, 65—77. * Leo, LG 55-75.
* G. Marconi, Atlio Regolo tra Andronico ed Orazio, in: RCCM 9, 1967,
15-47. * S. MariorT1, Livio Andronico e la traduzione artistica. Saggio
critico ed edizione dei frammenti dell’Odyssea, Milano 1952, Urbino 2nd ed.
1986. * R. Perna, Livio Andronico, Bari 1978. * W. ScHETTER, Das romische
Epos, Wiesbaden 1978, 15-18. * A. Seere, Roémische Ubersetzer. Note,
Freiheiten, Absichten. Verfahren des literarischen Ubersetzens in der grie-
chisch-romischen Antike, Darmstadt 1995. * W. Suersaum, Untersuchungen
zur Selbstdarstellung élterer rémischer Dichter. Livius Andronicus, Naevius,
Ennius, Hildesheim 1968, 1-12; 297-300. * W. SuerBauMm, Zum Umfang



POETRY: NAEVIUS 119

der Biicher in der archaischen lateinischen Dichtung, ZPE 92, 1992, esp.
168-173. * 1. Tar, Uber die Anfinge der romischen Lyrik, Szeged 1975,
31-50. * A. TramNa, Vortit barbare. Le traduzioni poetiche da Livio Andronico
a Cicerone, Roma 1970, 10-28. * J. H. Waszink, Tradition and Personal
Achievement in Early Latin Literature, Mnemosyne ser. 4, 13, 1960, 16—
33. * J. H. Waszing, Zum Anfangsstadium der rémischen Literatur, ANRW
1, 2, 1972, 869-927.

NAEVIUS

Life and Dates

Gnaeus Naevius came from Campania and fought on the Roman
side in the First Punic War. His debut as a dramatist was not long
after that of Livius Andronicus (235 or 231' B.C.), but with his comic
talent he soon outdid his predecessor. His fearless ridicule did not
draw a line even at Scipio, who had been caught by his father in a
compromising situation and was marched home in some disarray (com.
108-110 R.). A bitter feud with the influential Metelli? is alleged to
have been provoked by his line ‘It is by fate [without personal merit]
that men like Metellus become consuls at Rome’. As the consular
Jasti show, where for long only a few gentile names predominate,
Naevius’ keen glance had recognized a basic flaw of Roman politics.
After such an outburst, it is not surprising to find the poet sitting
meditatively in jail (cf. Plautus M. 210-212). Particular plays which
contain placatory utterances do not of course for that reason need to
have been composed in prison, in spite of Gellius (3. 3. 15). Naevius
died at the end of the 3rd century in Utica. Perhaps things had
become too dangerous for him in Rome.

The Bellum Poenicum was a significant epic in its day. Naevius com-
posed it while looking back on his own earlier wartime experience,
and it owed its origin to great historical events. The First Punic War

! In favor of 231: G. D’Anna, Contributo alla cronologia dei poeti latini arcaici,
III. Quando esordi Cn. Nevio?, RIL 88, 1955, 301-310.

2 Ciriticism of the biographical tradition is expressed by H. B. MaTTINGLY, Nae-
vius and the Metelli, Historia 9, 1960, 414439 (with bibl); see also T. Frank,
Naevius and Free Speech, AJPh 48, 1927, 105-110; H. D. JoceLyn, The Poet
Cn. Naevius, P. Cornelius Scipio, and Q. Caecilius Metellus, Antichthon 3, 1969,
32-47.
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brought about the conquest of Sicily and established the unity of
Italy. The new identity forged in this way found its artistic expres-
sion in Naevius’ epic.

The birth of drama at Rome became possible, once its citizens felt
the need for a cultural life of their own in the Greek manner. Greek
works of art had reached Rome as part of the spoils from South
Italy and Sicily, called forth new desires and interests, and created
an atmosphere favorable to the rise of literature. In comedy Naevius,
whose talent was also fed from ancient Italian sources, marks a first
high point.

Survey of Works

Epic: Bellum Poenicum.

Tragedies: Aesiona (Hesiona), Danaé, Equos Trowanus, Hector proficiscens, Iphigenia,
Lucurgus, Andromacha (Serv. georg. 1. 266, conjecture).

Praetextae: Clastidium, Lupus-Romulus (perhaps two plays), Veii (not certain).!

Comedies: Acontizomenos, Agitatoria, Agrypnuntes, Appella (not certain), Ariolus,
Astiologa, Carbonaria, Chiamydaria, Colax, Commotria, Corollaria, Dementes, Demetrius,
Dolus, Figulus, Glaucoma, Gymnasticus, Lampadio, Nagido, (Nautae), Nervolaria, Paelex,
Personata, Protectus, Quadrigeniti (Quadrigemini?), Stalagmus, Stigmatias, Tarentilla,
Technicus, Testicularia, Tribacelus, Triphallus, Tunicularia.

Other Works: Safura (not certain).

The Structure of the Bellum Poenicum

On the one hand, in the 1st book, an historical event of 263 B.C. is
attested (fig. 32 M. = 28 Bii.). On the other, Naevius demonstrably spoke
in the 1st and 3rd books of events connected with Aeneas. It would be
adventurous to change the traditional book numbers, since such a ‘method’
undermines the only foundation on which alone we can proceed. If the
traditional numbers, however, are to be preserved, it is almost inevitable to
assume that Naevius introduced earlier history as an excursus. This is a
regular procedure in epic (cf. the narratives of Ulysses) and also in the
historical monograph, two types of tradition we are concerned with here.
Furthermore, this assumption dispenses with the difficult problem of what
happened to the half millennium lying between Romulus and Naevius’ own
time in a work by a writer allegedly following chronological order.

We do not know how the prehistory was introduced. The point of depar-
ture was probably furnished by the description of a work of art. It is likely
that Naevius in a first section treated events down to 261 B.C., the year in

! L. Arronsi, Una praetexta Ver?, RFIC 95, 1967, 165-168.
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which Agrigentum was captured by the Romans. This event marked a signi-
ficant break, in that it allowed for the first time a proper assessment of the
conflict and so prompted a retrospective glance. The Giants mentioned by
Naevius were to be seen on the temple of Zeus at Agrigentum, together
with illustrations from the Trojan War;' a mention of these works of art
was perfectly suitable to form a transition to prehistory. As early as the Ist
book, Aeneas and his father left Troy, accompanied by their womenfolk
and comrades (4 and 5 M. = 5 and 6 Bii.). As in the st book of the Aeneid,
Venus conversed with Jupiter during a storm at sea (13 M. = 14 Bi.) and
Aeneas comforted his companions (16 M. = 13 Bi.).

The 2nd book began with an assembly of the gods. The action probably
included the encounter between Aeneas and Dido.? It is possible that Dido’s
curse (den. 4. 625) derives from Naevius. The prediction of a future avenger
has no direct structural function in the Aeneid, whereas in Naevius it would
form a bridge between a mythical episode and the historical framework
(Hamilcar). In any case, the mythical past served as a basis for the under-
standing of the present. In principle, therefore, Naevius behaved in exactly
the same way as later Roman historians who projected many a problem of
their own time back into earlier periods.

The 3rd book dealt with the foundation of Rome. Romulus made his
appearance as Aeneas’ grandson (25 M. = 27 Bi.). The last four books
were concerned with other events of the First Punic War, each one cover-
ing about five years. It was left to the scholar Octavius Lampadio to divide
the Bellum Poenicum into seven books (2nd century B.C.). The overall length
of approximately 4000 to 5000 verses recalls the Argonautica of Apollonius
Rhodius and fulfills Aristotle’s requirement that a modern epic should oc-
cupy the scope of a tragic trilogy (poet. 24, 1459 b 20).2

! H. FrANKeL 1935, 59-72, who, however, still proceeds without assuming that
there was an inserted episode; W. StrzeLeckr 1935, 10; idem, ed. xxii; A. Krorz,
Zu Naevius’ Bellum Poenicum, RhM 87, 1938, 190-192; archaeological literature on
the temple is found in H. T. RowgLL, The Original Form of Naevius’ Bellum Punicum,
AJPh 68, 1947, 21-46, esp. 34, note 33. By contrast W. WiMMEL, Vergil und das
Atlantenfragment des Naevius, WS 83, 1970, 84-100, believes that the motifs de-
scribed in the Fragment may have been found on a gift made by Aeneas to Dido.

2 Cf 6 M. = 17 Bii; 10 M. = 19 Bii; 23 M. = 20 Bii. In favor of a Dido
episode in Naevius, cf. R. GopkL, Virgile, Naevius et les Aborigénes, MH 35, 1978,
273-282. Since Lipsius, Dido has been taken for the questioner in frg. 23 M. = 20
Bii; so also E. ParaTore, Ancora su Nevio, Bellum Poenicum, fig. 23 MOoReL, in:
Forschungen zur romischen Literatur, FS K. BucBNer, Wiesbaden 1970, 224-243.

3 S. Mariorri, La struttura del Bellum Punicum di Nevio, in: Studi in onore di
G. FunaioLr, Roma 1955, 221-238; on the subdivision into books: W. SUERBAUM,
ZPE 92, 1992, 153-173.
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Sources, Models, and Genres

Just like Livius Andronicus, Naevius does not limit himself to a single
genre.

In epic his historical subject alone shows that he stood in the
Hellenistic tradition. At the same time he already held a dialogue
with his Latin predecessor Livius Andronicus. He transcended myth
with the aid of history, replacing Ulysses with Aeneas, and combin-
ing in a single poem a Roman ‘Odyssey’ with a Roman ‘Iliad’.! He
drew his subject matter from his own memory, but certainly also
from Roman reports. His relationship to Fabius Pictor? is controver-
sial; in addition, Philinos of Acragas, who favored the Carthaginians,
may occasionally have provided material® As a source for the leg-
ends of the origin of Rome, apart from oral tradition, Timaeus of
Tauromenium® has also been suggested.

His comedies were highly esteemed. They were in the tradition of
New and late Middle Comedy, but derived their comic power from
native sources. The subject matter of his few tragedies is based partly
on Aeschylus (Hector proficiscens, Lycurgus) and Euripides (Iphigenia). Some
of them appear in rivalry with tragedies of Livius Andronicus (Zquos
Trotanus, Danaé).

Naevius was not only the creator of the historical epic, but also of
the historical drama at Rome. Corresponding to the official garb of
the Roman magistrates, the foga praetexta, this genre was called fabula
praetexta or praetextata. His Clastidium dealt with the victory of Mar-
cellus over the Gallic chieftain Virdumarus (222 B.C.). Another play
seems to have taken Romulus as its theme.

Occasionally a satyra by Naevius is cited (frg. 62 M. = 61 Bii.),
which it is now impossible to reconstruct. The record of this work
looks suspicious, since in the quotation the word Saturnium is found,
and therefore in satura may be the result of a dittography.® However,
a satura would fit well with our picture of Naevius (cf. Ideas, below).

! W. ScHETTER, Das romische Epos, Wiesbaden 1978, 18.

2 F. BoMeR, Naevius und Fabius Pictor, SO 29, 1952, 34-53; F. AvremiM, Naevius
und die Annalistik, FS J. Frieprich, Heidelberg 1959, 1-34; R. HAusster, Das
historische Epos ... bis Vergil, Heidelberg 1976, 108, n. 53; 116; 120.

* F. Jacosy, FGrHist 2 D, Berlin 1930, 598 (commentary on no. 174).

* F. Noack, Die erste Aeneis Vergils, Hermes 27, 1892, 407-445, esp. 437.

5 V. Tanpori, Donato e la Lupus de Nevio, in: Poesia latina in frammenti, Miscel-
lanea filologica, Genova 1974, 263-273.

6 The existence of a Safyra is supported by L. Tar, Uber die Anfinge der romi-
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Literary Technique

Naevius’ independence in his treatment of his models is proved by
Terence’s testimony (Andria 15-19) that he contaminated (combined)
plays. An important element in his literary technique was his use of
Roman color. The titles of comedies were partly Latinized, as al-
ready found in Livius Andronicus. In doing this, Naevius liked to
employ the suffix -aria, for example, Corollaria (garland comedy), Tuni-
cularia (shirt comedy). The formation of these words resembles that
found in the names of laws, such as lex agraria, although in the case
of such a living suffix there need have been no conscious reference
to Roman legal language.! The author speaks, without the slightest
hesitation, of favorite Roman pork dishes (com. 65 R.), of Italian fune-
ral mourners (com. 129 R.), and of the niggardly spirit at cities close
to Rome like Praeneste and Lanuvium (com. 21-24 R.). This has led
to the supposition that he was also the inventor of the comedy set at
Rome, the fogata. The argument is not compelling, however, since
Plautus too, in spite of the Greek dress of his plays, alluded to Roman
circumstances.

Another typically Roman feature is the lack of any fundamental
metrical differences between the various types of drama.

Language and Style

His tragic and comic verses followed the same rules and displayed
the same alliterations and repetitions of related words. The style of
comedy known to us from Plautus had already been formed by Nae-
vius.? Naevius’ rhythms were more complex than in the New Com-
edy, and here we see a characteristic feature of the Roman stage
which recurs in Plautus. The Roman habit of turning tragic recita-
tives into lyric had probably already begun with Livius.?

Naevius’ handling of the language of epic and drama varies in the
same way as that of Livius. Within the Bellum Poenicum it has become
customary to distinguish two further stylistic levels. The mythological
and sacral episodes are artistic and full of alliteration and assonance,

schen Lyrik, Szeged 1975, 56-58; see now also E. FLINTOFF 1988 (appealing but
conjectural).

! Contrary to E. FRAENKEL 1935, 632,

2 E. FRaENkeL 1935, esp. 628-631.

% E. FraenkeL 1935, 632-634.
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while the historical parts are unpretentiously written in the style of a
chronicle. In the first case, we read bicorpores Gigantes magnique Atlantes,
‘two-bodied Giants and mighty Altlases’ (19 M. = 8 Bu.). In the
second, Manius Valerius consul partem exerciti in expeditionem ducit, ‘Manius
Valerius the consul leads a part of his army on an expedition’ (32
M. = 3 Bii.). However, this difference must not be exaggerated. It is
precisely the language of the historical parts that recalls the sim-
ple dignity of Roman triumphal inscriptions.! This means that the
notion of an ‘elevated chronicle style® requires revision. As in ancient
Roman historical pictures and sculptures, reality as such seems so
meaningful that adornment is superfluous (giving rise to what has
been called the ‘Roman factual manner’). Moreover, the artistic dic-
tion is not limited to the mythical sections, nor simple diction to the
historical.* We cannot conclude, then, that a repeated change of style
between episode and framing narrative was impossible. The style may
have changed more often, and with less abruptness, than previously
supposed.

Pioneering features of Roman epic in Naevius are his Latinization
of Homeric compound adjectives, his preference for the present tense
in narrative and his efforts towards a specific syntax of epic narrative.

Ideas I
Reflections on Literature

It has been conjectured that Naevius dealt with literary theory in his
comic prologues, which would make him in this regard the predeces-
sor of Terence.* The fragment of the Bellum Poenicum concerned with
the Muses might also suggest that Naevius spoke of his poetic mis-
sion.” His epitaph, which may be authentic, illustrates his pride in
his poetry, particularly his linguistic achievement. In an autobiograph-
ical remark in the Bellum Poenicum, Naevius presents himself as a

! E. FrRaenkeL 1935, 639; see on this also Fraenker's Plautinisches im Plautus,
Berlin 1922, 236-240; Elementi plautini in Plauto, Firenze 1960, 228-231 and
428-429.

? Leo, LG 80.

% Excellent remarks by U. HUBNER, Zu Naevius’ Bellum Poenicum, Philologus 116,
1972, 261-276.

* SuersauM, Unters. 28-29 and 8; 1. Tar, Uber die Anfinge der romischen Lyrik,
Szeged 1975, 54-56 argues against the genuineness of Naevius’ epitaph.

 J. Lartacz, Zum ‘Musenfragment’ des Naevius, WJA NF 2, 1976, 119-134.
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Roman soldier and eyewitness, thus conferring legitimacy on himself
as a writer of history.!

Ideas II

Naevius emphasizes the links of the individual both with the com-
munity (cf. 42 M. = 50 Bii.) and insists on the importance of public
religious ceremonies (24 and 31 M. = 26 and 35 Bii.). For example,
he underlines the role of Anchises as a prophet (3 M. = 25 Bii.). In
his epic as in his drama, myth forms the background for a Roman
sense of mission. It is no coincidence that many of the titles of his
plays are taken from the Trojan cycle. In the Bellum Poenicum the
Aeneas theme forms the beginning of Roman history, and it is in
it that the foundation is laid for the subsequent historical conflicts.
This appeal to primitive history did not stem from a mere striv-
ing for completeness in the manner of a chronicle, since elsewhere
he had enough courage to countenance omissions. In any case, he
could not treat the time between Romulus and the beginning of the
First Punic War.

Along with such efforts to support morals and official religion with
‘Greek’ features such as myth and poetry, we also find more modern
tones. In his epic Naevius showed a psychological interest which also
extended to his female characters (4 M. = 5 Bii.). Many of his plays
have as their titles the names of heroines: Andromacha, Danaé, Hesiona,
Iphigenia. In particular, it is difficult to discover old Roman values in
his comedies.? The play about which we know the most is the Taren-
tilla. Two young gentlemen squander their property abroad, and not-
ably with ‘the lady of Tarentum’. This means that the setting cannot
have been in Tarentum, since there the description ‘Tarentilla’ would
have had no particular distinctive value. When the fathers arrive un-
expectedly, the talented young lady succeeds in enchanting all four
gentlemen. There is a noticeable absence of any victory of morality;
a moral lesson must have occurred at the end, directed however,
contrary to Roman convention, not at the young men, but at their
fathers.?

! Suerbaum, Unters. 26.

? W. HorMann 1981, 228-235 notes the Roman element in Naevius’ comedy
especially in its preference for moral ideas.

* Cf. Plaut. Bacch. 1206-1210; Merc. 983-986 and 1015-1016; J. WricHT, Naevius,
Tarentilla Frg. 1, RhM 115, 1972, 239-242 (but hic cannot mean ‘in Tarentum’);
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Among the tragedies, the Lycurgus deserves particular attention, since
here the opponents of the worship of Dionysus were assailed.! The
god Liber came with his followers into the land of the Thracians.
King Lycurgus ordered that the Bacchants should be taken prisoner
by the use of cunning. In spite of all warnings, the king determined
to arrest Bacchus himself, whereupon the god revealed himself in all
his glory, freed his worshipers and punished the rebel, bringing about
the conversion of the Thracians.? It required courage to produce
such a play in a city in which even some decades later official meas-
ures were taken against the Bacchanalia. Thanks to the use of the
old Latin name Liber, the official presentation of a play about Dio-
nysus was rendered possible at Rome. The acknowledgment of Liber,
a Latin and plebeian god, was something dear to Naevius’ heart:
Libera lingua loquemur ludis Liberalibus (We shall speak with a free tongue
at the festival of Liber’, com. 112 R.). This is one further proof of the
intellectual unity in the work of a man who disliked tyrants of every
kind. It also fits the theory that Naevius excelled in the typically
Roman genre of satire.’

Influence

Naevius’ epitaph states that after his death men at Rome had forgot-
ten to speak Latin, and this indicates how highly his contemporaries
esteemed his linguistic achievement. Cicero compared Naevius’ art
with that of the sculptor Myron (Brut. 75). In the Brutus, one of the
speakers says that, in listening to this or that Roman lady of the
older generation, he thought he was overhearing Plautus or Naevius

M. von ArBrecHT, Zur Tarentilla des Naevius, MH 32, 1975, 230-239; essential
discussion in M. Barcuiest 1978.

! A. PastoriNo, Tropaeum Liberi. Saggio sul Lycurgus di Nevio e sui motivi dionisiaci
nella tragedia latina arcaica, Arona 1955; H.-]. METTE, Die romische Tragodie und
die Neufunde zur griechischen Tragodie (esp. for 1945-1964), Lustrum 9, 1964,
esp. 51-54; S. MartotTI, Una similitudine omerica nel Lycurgus di Nevio, in: Poesia
latina in frammenti. Miscellanea filologica, Genova 1974, 29-34.

2 The theme recalls the Bacchae of Euripides. It had already been treated by
Aeschylus, a tragic poet who may have served as a model also for the Danaé of
Livius Andronicus and who in Italy received attention because of his links with
Sicily; cf. J. H. Waszink 1972, 925 and 894-895. An argument in favor of a Hel-
lenistic source is found in G. MorgLri, Il modello greco della Danae di Nevio, in:
Poesia latina in frammenti. Miscellanea Filologica, Genova 1974, 85-101.

® E. Fuinrorr 1988.
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(de orat. 3. 45). This is meant to show the greater linguistic conserva-
tism and purism of women. It also proves that the language of Naevius
passed as a model of pure, although somewhat old-fashioned, Latin.

Plautus and Virgil outdid Naevius, and so his works became dis-
pensable and disappeared. There was an edition of the Bellum Poenicum
which was not divided into books. Another edition, divided into seven
books, goes back to the republican grammarian Lampadio, though
whether he made a critical version of the text is unknown. We owe
quotations, for example, to the commentary on Virgil ascribed to
Probus. The fragments in Macrobius and in Servius Danielis, valu-
able for their content, had been probably preserved by the famous
grammarian Aelius Donatus. Lexicographers such as Nonius and
grammarians like Priscian no longer had the whole work available.
Their knowledge was limited to individual lines whose interconnec-
tion is often mysterious.

Virgil was still familiar with the Republican tragedians. His Aeneid
certainly owed some stimuli to the Equos Troianus of Naevius. Above
all, Virgil reversed the plan of the Bellum Poenicum. There, history
formed the main action, and myth its background. The Aeneid takes
place in mythical time, while history appears as prophecy. Virgil owes
to Naevius particular scenes and in general the idea of linking a
Roman ‘Odyssey’ with an ‘Iliad’, and perhaps even the mythological
motivation of the primeval enmity of Rome and Carthage.! After
the oppressive linguistic abundance of Ennius, Virgil rediscovered at
a new level a way to approach the elegant dignity of language which
had been a distinguishing mark of Naevius.

Our knowledge of Naevius’ comedies depends in the last analysis
on Varro, on Remmius Palaemon, who was active under Tiberius
and Claudius, and on the archaizers of the 2nd century A.D. To the
Middle Ages, Naevius seems to have been known only as a writer of
comedies. The humanists assembled Naevius’ fragments, though for
a long time he was obscured by Ennius. The interest of the romantic
period in the ‘primitive’ Naevius, by contrast with the ‘Greek’ Ennius,
gave a fresh impetus to scholarship. Today the effort should be made
to measure Naevius by the standards of his own time, and to evalu-
ate his conscious artistry and the aspects of his achievement which
prepared the way for the future.

' B. G. NIEBUHR, Vortrige iiber rémische Geschichte, ed. by M. IsLer, vol. 1,
Berlin 1846, 17; G. Luck, Naevius and Vergil, ICS 8, 1983, 267-275.
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With Naevius, for the first time a poet of strong individual char-
acter entered Roman literature. From his own contemporary experi-
ence, he founded Roman historical epic and the praetexta. One achieve-
ment of Naevius was to put Homeric compound adjectives into Latin,
though it would be left to Ennius to master the hexameter. The
linguistic creativity of his comedies points ahead to Plautus.

Editions: R. and H. StepHanus (EsTIENNE), Fragmenta poetarum veterum
Latinorum, quorum opera non extant, Genevae 1564, 214-237. * E. V.
MarMoRALE, Naevius poeta. Introd. bibliogr., testo dei frammenti e com-
mento, Firenze (1945), 3rd ed. 1953. * E. H. WarmMmcToN (TTr), ROL 2,
London 5th ed. 1961, 46-155. * Scaen.. TRF 2nd ed., 6-14; TRF 3rd ed.,
7-17; CRF 2nd ed., 5-31; CRF 3rd ed., 6-85. * Bellum Poenicum: W. MOREL,
FPL, Lipsiae 2nd ed. 1927, 17-29. * K. Bocuner, FPL, Leipzig 1982, 20—
40; s. now J. BLANsDORF, FPL, Stuttgart 1995 and E. CourtnEY (5. our list
of abbreviations). * S. MariotTr, Il Bellum Poenicum e P’arte di Nevio. Saggio
con edizione dei frammenti del Bellum Poenicum, Roma 1955, ¥ M. BARCHIESI,
Nevio epico. Storia, interpretazione, edizione critica dei frammenti, Padova
1962. * L. (= W.) StrzeLECKI, Lipsiae 1964. * Praetextae: L. PEDROLI, Fabula-
rum practextarum quae extant, Genova 1954, 67-68 (T); 113 (C). * G. De
Durante, Le Fabulae praetextae, Roma 1966, 11--18; 48-51. * Separate edition:
L. D1 Sarvo, Naevianae Danaés fragmenta, in: Studi noniani 2, Genova
1972, 61-66. ** Lexicon: A. Cavazza, A. Resta BarriLE, Lexicon Livianum
et Naevianum, Hildesheim 1981. ** Bibl: H. J. MeTTE, Die rémische Tra-
godie und die Neufunde zur griechischen Tragodie (esp. for 1945-1964),
Lustrum 9, 1964, 13-14; 50-54.

M. von ArBrecHT, Naevius’ Bellum Poenicum, in: E. Burck, ed., Das
romische Epos, Darmstadt 1979, 15-32. * M. Barchiest 1962, s. editions.
* M. BarcHiest, La Tarentilla rivisitata. Studi su Nevio comico, Pisa 1978.
* V. BucHHErT, Vergil iber die Sendung Roms. Untersuchungen zum Bellum
Poenicum und zur Aeneis, Heidelberg 1963. * K. Bucaner, Der Anfang des
Bellum Poenicum des Naevius, in: K.B., Humanitas Romana. Studien iiber
Werke und Wesen der Romer, Heidelberg 1957, 13-34. * K. BUCHNER,
Das Naeviusproblem. Mythos und Geschichte, in: K.B., Resultate rémischen
Lebens in romischen Schriftwerken (= Studien zur rémischen Literatur,
vol. 6), Wiesbaden 1967, 9-25. * K. BtucHNER, Romische Geschichte und
Geschichte der romischen Literatur, in: K.B., Roémische Prosa (= Studien
zur romischen Literatur, vol. 9), Wiesbaden 1978, 1-26, on Naevius pp.
I-3 (first in ANRW 1, 2, 1972, 759-780). * H. Cancik, Die republika-
nische Tragodie, in: E. LEFEVRE, ed., Das rémische Drama, Darmstadt 1978,
308-347. * E. Frintorr, Naevius and Roman Satire, Latomus 47, 1988,
593-603. * E. Fraenker, Naevius, RE suppl. 6, 1935, 622-640. * H. FrANKEL,
Griechische Bildung in altromischen Epen, 2, Hermes 70, 1935, 59-72.
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* R. HAussLER, Das historische Epos der Griechen und Rémer bis Vergil,
Studien zum historischen Epos der Antike, 1.Teil: Von Homer bis Vergil,
Heidelberg 1976, 92-120. * W. Hormann, Die Volkstiimlichkeit in der fri-
hen rémischen Komédie, Philologus 125, 1981, 228-235. * A. MazzarINoO,
Appunti sul Bellum Poenicum di Nevio, Helikon 5, 1965, 157-158; 6, 1966,
232-236; 639-644. * O. RisBECK, Die rémische Tragodie im Zeitalter der
Republik, Leipzig 1875, repr. 1968. * W. RicHteR, Das Epos des Gnaeus
Naevius. Probleme der dichterischen Form, NAWG 1, 1960, 3. * W. ScHEeT-
TER, Das romische Epos, Wiesbaden 1978, 18. * L. StrzeLecki, De Nae-
viano Belli Punici carmine quaestiones selectae, Krakow 1935. * Suerbaum,
Unters. 13-42. * A. Trama, De Naevio et Philemone, in: id., Vortit barbare.
Le traduzioni poetiche da Livio Andronico a Cicerone, Roma 1970, 37—40.
* G. ViLLa, Problemi dell’epos neviano. Passaggio dall’archeologia mitica
alla narrazione storica, RAIB 64, 1977-1978, 1, 119-152. * J. H. Was-
zINK, Zum Anfangsstadium der rémischen Literatur, in: ANRW 1, 2, 1972,
869-927.

ENNIUS

Life and Dates

Quintus Ennius was born in Rudiae, in southern Italy, in 239 B.C,
one year after the first production of a Latin play at Rome. In him
several cultural strands crossed. Ennius declared that he had three
hearts, since he could speak three languages, Oscan, Greek, and Latin
(Gellius 17. 17. 1). From birth he was destined to become both a
mediator among old cultures and also an architect of the new. He
descended from a distinguished Messapian family and undoubtedly
received a careful training, especially in rhetoric and philosophy. In
the theatrical city of Tarentum he became acquainted with Greek
drama. He served as a mercenary in a south Italian unit of the Roman
army; during his service, on Sardinia, he met Cato the Elder, who
in 204 took him to Rome.! It was therefore the champion of old
Roman ways who personally transmitted to Rome the virus of Greek
culture. But it would be wrong to see this remarkable constellation
as an irony of fate; rather, it should be considered a reason to revise
the stereotype of Cato as a hater of things Greek.

! Perhaps wrongly doubted by E. Bapian, Ennius and his Friends, in: Ennius.
Sept exposés . .., 1972, 156.
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At Rome, Ennius, like Livius Andronicus before him, was active
as a teacher. He commented on Greek and his own Latin works
(Suet. gramm. 1), although treatises on letters and syllables, on meter
and the augural discipline, which circulated under his name, were
regarded as forgeries already in antiquity.! Ennius lived on the Aven-
tine in modest circumstances, with only a servant woman to look
after his needs. At the same time, he was on friendly terms with
many representatives of the Roman nobility, including enemies of
Cato, such as Scipio Nasica and Marcus Fulvius Nobilior. In the
capacity of Hellenistic ‘court poet’, he followed the latter to Aetolia.
Fulvius dedicated a temple to Hercules Musarum.® His son Quintus
Nobilior, from whom Ennius in all probability took his praenomen,
obtained for the poet Roman citizenship (Cic. Brut. 79).* Ennius
celebrated the exploits of Scipio Africanus, probably after the expe-
dition against Antiochus, in his Scipwo and later in the Annales. Both
his Annales and his historical dramas reflect contemporary history.

From a witty joke in the Safurae it has been concluded that Ennius
suffered from gout (sat. 64 V.). However, there is no justification for
believing that this illness was the cause of his death (Jerome, chron.
1849).* Ennius died in 169, after the production of his tragedy 7hyestes.
His ashes were taken back to his homeland and a memorial to him
was placed in the tomb of the Scipios.®

After the First Punic War, Livius Andronicus had fathered Roman
literature. A generation later, towards the end of the Second Punic
War, Ennius arrived in Rome. Like his predecessor, on the basis of
his artistic achievement alone, he won for himself and for poetry a
right of residence and citizenship at Rome.

Survey of Works

Epic: Annales.
Tragedies: Achilles (Achilles Aristarchy), Aiax, Alc(u)meo, Alexander, Andromacha

! Their authenticity is defended by: F. Nacy, Der Dichter und Grammatiker
Ennius, EPhK 61, 1938, 88-99.

2 Cic. Arch. 27; CIL 6, 1307 = Dessau 16; Paneg. 4 (= Eumenius, pro restaur.
scholis), 7, Baehrens 121, 25-122, 5; cf. Serv. Aen. 1. 8; Groag, RE 7. 1. 1910, 266.
The Ambracia was intended for Fulvius’ triumphal games.

% A different account in E. Bapian (cited above), 185.

* So rightly A. GriLLl, Ennius podager, RFIC 106, 1978, 34-38.

> The year of death is certain; on Ennius’ statue: T. DonrN, Der vatikanische
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(Andromacha aechmalotis), Andromeda, Athamas, Cresphontes, Erectheus, Eumenides,
Hectoris lytra, Hecuba, Iphigenia, Medea, Medea exul (=Medea?), Melanippa, Nemea,
Phoenix, Telamo, Telephus, Thyestes.

Praetextae: Ambracia, Sabinae.

Comedies: Cupiuncula, Pancratiastes.

Miscellaneous: Epicharmus, Epigrammata, Euhemerus (sacra historia), Hedyphagetica,
Protrepticus (praecepta), Satura(e), Scipio (epic?), Sota.

Structure and Genesis of the Annales

Ennius’ historical epic, which went under the title Annales, was published
in successive groups of books, although not necessarily in triads or hexads.!
Notably, books 16 to 18 were published later than the rest. The sixteenth
is quoted much more frequently than the neighboring books,? and this sug-
gests that it was the first of a separate edition.

Ennius wrote the Annales in his maturity, and later than the Hedyphagetica,
which was composed after 189 B.C.* According to his own evidence, in
173-172 B.C. he was working on the 12th book. The last six books were
therefore composed in the remaining three to four years of his life. This
means that he must have started the 1st book at the latest in about 179 B.C.

Unlike Naevius, Ennius himself divided his work into books, following
Hellenistic precedent. As the title indicates, Ennius’ account was chron-
ologically arranged. Only the First Punic War was omitted, since it had
already been treated by Naevius (Cic. Brut. 76).* It is not necessary to
believe in a division planned strictly into triads, although the Annales do in
fact fall into groups of three books each.

The first triad dealt with early history (1) and the period of the kings
(2-3). It thus depicted the creation of the Roman commonwealth. The sec-
ond group (4—6) treated the early republic, that is, the conquest of Italy
down to the confrontation with Carthage.”> Books 7-9 described this strug-
gle. Just like the 7th, the 10th book opened with an appeal to the Muses
and a prooemium. The Macedonian War against Philip V occupied books
10 and 11. Book 12 formed a temporary conclusion. Vahlen (on Ann. 374~
377; cf. praef. cxcvii) suspected that a self portrait occurred there by way of

Ennius und der poeta laureatus, MDAI (R) 69, 1962, 76-95; K. ScrerFoLD, Griechische
Dichterbildnisse, Ziirich 1965, Plate 24a.

' Hexads are postulated by A. GriLLi 1965, 34-36.

2 O. SkurscH 1968, 20.

® O. SkutscH 1968, 39.

* Cicero’s evidence excludes even a cursory treatment, although that is consid-
ered by VAHLEN, ed. p. clxxix and Leo, LG 168. On the problem, cf. G. ANNIBALDIS,
Ennio e la prima guerra punica, Klio 64, 1982, 407-412.

® The precise contents of the 6th book are disputed: O. Skurscu 1987, 512-514
and T. J. CorneLL, Ennius, Annals VI. A Reply, CQ n.s. 37, 1987, 514-516.
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a ‘sphragis’.! But this might also have stood at the end of the 15th book.
The last but one triad described the war against Antiochus (13—14) and the
successful campaign of Fulvius against the Aetolians (15).

The 16th book formed a new beginning and was dedicated to the ex-
ploits of Titus Caecilius Teucer and his brother. The last two books are
hardly known. A supposed continuation down to the victory of Paullus at
Pydna (168 B.C.)? is contradicted by the reliably attested date of death (169)
found in Cicero, who knew his Ennius well.

Sources, Models, and Genres

While the Greek tragedians each took up only a single literary genre,
Ennius embraced many of them in his ceuvre; as a pioneer he had
to strike out in many new directions. Alongside his epic parody
Hedyphagetica (‘Delicatessen’), from which a few verses survive about
fishes and precious fruits of the sea, there is the Pythagorean Epuharmus.
The rationalist Euhemerus was the first example of artistic Latin prose,
used even by an author as late as the Church father Lactantius.
Among the lesser genres, Ennius found safura more congenial than
comedy, of which we know only two examples. The preponderance
of tragedies among his dramatic pieces corresponds to both the in-
clination of his own talent and the situation of the contemporary
Roman theater. On the comic stage, the genius of Plautus was tri-
umphant, while tragedy, now that Livius Andronicus and Naevius
had fallen silent, had no representative. A glance at the titles of Ennius’
tragedies indicates his preference for Euripides,® the ‘most tragic’ of
all tragic poets (Arist. poet. 13. 1453a 28-30). This preference was to
have important consequences for Roman literature. Reflection and
doubt prevailed on the stage, and the language of poetry was adapted
to rhetorical argument. The poet looked into the depths of the soul,
including the soul of women. Guilt and crime were intended both to
arouse a shudder and to awake human sympathy.

Aeschylus was certainly the model for the Eumenides, and in gen-

! W. Kranz, Sphragis, Ichform und Namensiegel als Eingangs- und Schlufmotiv
antiker Dichtung, RhM 104, 1961, 3-46 and 97-124.

2 8o G. D’AnNa, Ancora sull’argomento degli ultimi due libri degli Annales enniani,
RFIC 107, 1979, 243-251; R. ReBurraT, Unus homo nobis cunctando restitust rem, REL
60, 1982, 153-165, argues that Ennius died in 167.

* Euripidean are: Alexander, Andromeda, Erectheus, Hecuba, Iphigenia, both Medea plays,
Melanippa, Phoenix, Telephus, Thyestes and perhaps also Athamas, Alemeo and Cresphontes.
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eral Ennius’ weighty, pathetic style recalls that of Aeschylus.! There
seems to be no trace of Sophocles: the classical representative of
tragedy was the most remote from Ennius.? Our poet owed a single
play, the Achilles, to an older contemporary of Euripides, Aristar-
chus of Tegea. It is to this play that Plautus alluded at the start of
the Poenulus. Ennius also made use of commentaries on the plays
that he imitated.’

As an epic poet, Ennius claimed to be a reincarnation of Homer,
and in the famous story of his dream he made Homer himself tell
him of this (cf. Reflections on Literature below). Nevertheless, Ennius
remained far more of a Hellenistic poet* than he would like to admit.
This is shown by his historical subject matter, by the philosophical
and scholarly observations with which he interspersed his poem, and
the loose, open structure of his epic and its lack of unity of action
and hero. His personal intervention at the beginning and end is un-
Homeric. Even if his Homeric dream shows perhaps Callimachean
features,” in general Ennius is part of an un-Callimachean tradition
of Hellenistic imitation of Homer.®

In search for the sources of his epic we must resort to conjectures.
The Annales Pontificum, if Ennius did consult them systematically, could
hardly have furnished interesting material for the early period. For
the regal period, there was a rich Greek literature,” and the tradi-
tions of the Roman families may also have given the poet inspiration.
He put the foundation of Rome about 1100 B.C., a date correspond-
ing to Eratosthenes’ date for the destruction of Troy in 1184 B.C.
As Eratosthenes had done, Ennius makes Romulus the grandson of
Aeneas. But in Ennius he is a son of Ilia, whereas in Eratosthenes
he is the son of Ascanius.® The sources of his praetextae (the Sabine

' L. GuaLanDpri, Problemi di stile enniano, Helikon 5, 1965, 390-410.

? G. Cerry, Ennio e P4ntigone di Sofocle, QUCC 29, 1978, 81-82 considers the
possibility that there had been an Antigone by Ennius, influenced by Sophocles.

® Leo, LG 192; somewhat more cautious: H. D. JoceLyn, ed., 1967, 46.

* K. ZI1EGLER, 1935, reissued 1966; P. WULFING-vON MarTiTZ, Ennius als helle-
nistischer Dichter, in: Ennius. Sept exposés. .. 1972, 253-289.

> H. D. JoceLyn 1972, 1015; however, the argument about Helicon and Parnassus
is misleading: s. below.

5 C. O. BrINg, 1972; see also P. MagNo, I modelli greci negli Annales di Ennio,
Latomus 41, 1982, 477-491.

7 E. Gassa, Considerazioni sulla tradizione letteraria sulle origini della repubblica,
in: Les origines de la république romaine, Entretiens Fondation Hardt 13 (1966)
1967, 133-174.

8 H. D. JoceLyn 1972, 1013.
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Women and probably also Ambracia) are likewise unknown.

In both epic and tragedy, Ennius felt the need to confront his
Roman predecessors. The Latin tradition of the saturnian exercised
an indirect influence even on the verbal structure of the Ennian hexa-
meter. Continuity prevails, especially in the bipartite structure of the
verse, and in particular schemes of alliteration (abba; aabcc, etc.).!

The satura®* must be cited as one of his most characteristic creations.
The title may have been taken from lanx satura, the sacrificial offering
of a mélange of fruits. This was a poetic miscellany, whose principal
feature was variety. Satire in the modern sense is not totally absent
(sat. 1; 12-13; 14-19; 59-62; 69-70 V.), but it does not at the outset
define the essence of the genre. This work contained a wide array of
disparate poems. Besides Hellenistic influences there is also a pos-
sible impact of Plautine comedy.® The question whether Ennius needed
the model of Callimachus’ Jambo: to inspire the inclusion of fables in
his satura, such as the pretty story of the crested lark* (saz. 21-58 V),
must remain open, given that the employment of the versus guadra-
tus in fables is not Greek. With his Contest between Death and Life (sat.
20 V.) Ennius introduced allegorical poetry to Rome, where it was
destined to enjoy a long history. The weight of literary reflection in
his satura reminds the reader of Callimachus.®

In his remaining minor works, no longer today considered sections
of his satura, Ennius followed Hellenistic inspiration quite unambigu-
ously, as for example in his Euhemerus, Sota, Hedyphagetica and in his
Epigrams. He must have introduced the elegiac couplet to Rome. It
is important to note that the authors imitated in these works came
from Sicily: Epicharmus from Syracuse, Euhemerus from Messene
and Archestratus from Gela. This fact illustrates the intellectual and
literary significance of the conquest of Sicily by the Romans in the
First Punic War.

! A. Bartaruccl, La sperimentazione enniana dell’esametro e la tecnica del saturnio,
SCO 17, 1968, 99-122.

? Each individual book may have been called a satura, and the whole collection
saturae: C. W. MULLER, Ennius und Asop, MH 33, 1976, 193-218 (with bibl.).

8 J. H. Waszing, Problems concerning the Saiura of Ennius, in: Ennius. Sept
exposés ... 1972, 99-147.

* G. W. MULLER, cited above, penultimate note; F. MENNA, La ricerca dell’adiu-
vante. Sulla favoletta esopica dell’ allodola (Enn. sat. 21-58 V. 2nd ed.; Babr. 88;
Avian. 21), MD 10, 11, 1983, 105-132.

5 J. H. Waszing, cited above, penultimate note, esp. 121-130.
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Literary Technique

Ennius was not in a position to create a large epic, artistically self-
contained, as demanded by Aristotelian and Hellenistic criticism of
Homer. This was an achievement reserved for Virgil. Nevertheless,
the structure of the poem shows that he did not behave like a simple
chronicler, reciting one detail after another, but on the contrary treated
military campaigns as individual poetic units. Of course, we find all
the features of Homeric technique: speeches, dream narratives, simi-
les. In his use of the epic simile,! Ennius suppressed superfluous ele-
ments, and was guided more strictly by the tertium comparationss. His
aim was to effect a clearer sentence structure and an energetic, anti-
thetical division. In this he agreed with Hellenistic Homeric criti-
cism? and showed himself as a poeta doctus.

The influence of rhetoric was stronger in his drama than in his
epic,’ a fact indicative of Ennius’ sense of generic differences. His
recasting of Greek tragedy, however, was inspired by more than a
need to obey rules of rhetoric. His free adaptation took into account
the peculiarities of the model as well as the idiosyncrasies of the
Latin language (e.g. participial constructions were little developed in
his time) and the mentality of his public.

How Ennius structured his plots, we can trace only occasionally.
An analysis of Priscian’s manner of quoting has established the se-
quence of our fragments of Ennius in the introductory scene of the
Medea. The result agrees with what had to be expected from Euripides.*
Ennius followed in part rational and even rationalist principles. In
the prologue to the Medea, by contrast to Euripides, he presented the
events in chronological sequence. Perhaps he was acquainted with
scholia which criticized Euripides for the offense he had committed
against chronology.’

' H. von KaMeke 1926; W. Roser 1939; M. voN ALBrecHT, Ein Pferdegleichnis
bei Ennius, Hermes 97, 1969, 333-345; id., Poesie 26-31.

2 A. CrausiNg, Kritik und Exegese der homerischen Gleichnisse im Altertum,
diss. Freiburg i. Br. 1913.

% O. Skurscu 1968, 181-190.

¢ H. D. JoceLyN, The Quotations of Republican Drama in Priscian’s Treatise De
metris_fabularum Terentii, Antichthon 1, 1967, 60-69.

> He emphasizes the factual side of events and sets it off against the religious
tone of his model: G. G. Bronpi, Mito o Mitopoiesi?, MD 5, 1980, 125-144, esp.
125-132.
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Language and Style

Homer’s adjectives normally describe permanent qualities even when
(as often happens) they contradict the immediate situation. Ennius,
in his use of adjectives, defined momentary observations and moods
in terms which often seem to approach expressionism (‘blue meadows’,
ann. 516 V. 2nd ed. = 537 Sk.; ‘yellow sea’, ann. 384 V. 2nd ed. =
377 Sk.). He also aimed at atmospheric effects, showing the sensibil-
ity of an impressionist (‘flickering light’, ann. 35 V. 2nd ed. = 34 Sk.;
‘the foaming nostrils of a horse’, ann. 518 V. 2nd ed. = 539 Sk.).

His coinages continue his assimilation of Homeric adjectives, as
when he speaks of ‘high-thundering’ Jupiter (altitonans, ann. 541 V.
2nd ed. = 554 Sk.). Ennius invented a compound adjective like
omnipotens (ann. 458 V. 2nd ed. = 447 Sk.), which would become an
integral part of the language of later theology and philosophy. He
replaced other compounds by constructions such as Tiberine, tuo cum
Sflumine sancto, “Tiber, with your hallowed stream’ (ann. 54 V. 2nd
ed. = 26 Sk.).! As the first virtuoso of the Latin language, he even
indulged in onomatopoetic word play. Thus he described the sound
of a trumpet naturalistically with taratantara (ann. 140 V. 2nd ed. =
451 Sk.), and he expanded the alliteration so typical of older Latin
to seven words within a single verse, to produce a real tongue twister
(ann. 109 V. 2nd ed. = 104 Sk.). At times he violently abbreviated
words (do for domus, ann. 576 V. 2nd ed. = 587 Sk.; apocope), or
indeed divided them in two (cere- conminuit -brum, ‘he smashed the
brains’, ann. 609 V. 2nd = spuria 5 Sk.: tmesis). Here, to our way of
thinking, Ennius transgressed the bounds of the Latin language and
of good taste. Our poet, however, could appeal to the Hellenistic
practice of employing unusual aspects of Homeric usage to justify
novel experiments.? Lyrical features might also be recognized in the
partly personal perspectives of the Aznnales which are quite different
from the usual impersonal and timeless character of epic, and may
be a further aspect of Ennian contaminatio, drawing even epic into the
‘crossing of the genres’ developing in Hellenistic usage.’

Ennius left a lasting mark on the Latin hexameter.* Although in

! H. B. Rosin, Die Grammatik des Unbelegten, Lingua 21, 1968, 359-381.

2 J. E. G. Zerzer, Ennian Experiments, AJPh 95, 1974, 137-140.

% G. Sueets, Ennius Lyricus, ICS 8, 1983, 22-32.

* J. HELLEGOUARCH, Les structures verbales de I’hexamétre dans les Annales d’Ennius
et la création du vers épique latin, Latomus 41, 1982, 743-765.
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the Greek hexameter the penthemimeres and the caesura kot tpitov
tpoyaiov are almost equally frequent, in its Latin counterpart already
Ennius prefers the former, which occurs in 86.9% of all his hexa-
meters. At the end of the line there is a preference for words of two
or three syllables. The later development of the hexameter is simply
a matter of refinements such as the increase in dactyls, especially in
the first foot; the systematic avoidance of monosyllables and polysyl-
lables at the line end; and the use of final ‘-5’ to make position. The
symmetrical positioning of words is not yet so well-established in Ennius
as it will be in the Augustans, although even in this respect our poet
exerts lasting influence (cf. ann. 570 V. 2nd ed. = 582 Sk. with Ovid,
met. 14. 301). The artistic interchange of words belonging together
also points to the future: reges per regnum statuasque sepulcraque quaerunt,/
aedificant nomen, summa nituntur opum vi, ann. 411-413 V. 2nd ed. =
404-405 Sk.: ‘kings aspire by their authority to statues and tombs,
they build up their fame, they strive for this with might and main’
(double enallage).! What the hexameter would later gain in smoothness
would often mean a loss of colorfulness and power of expression.
Thus Ennius was still able to catch the mood of inner uncertainty in
a purely dactylic verse lacking the usual caesuras: corde capessere: semita
nulla pedem stabilibat (ann. 43 V. 2nd ed. = 42 Sk.). In accordance
with the difference of genre, the hexameters of the Annales are sub-
ject to stricter rules than those in the Hedyphagetica.*

Ennius uses different language in epic and drama. There are more
archaisms in the Annales than in the tragedies.® Strikingly enough,
our poet even avoids the oblique cases of u/ea/id in the epic frag-
ments,* or replaces them with forms of great antiquity, a practice
alien to the tragedies and the prose Eufemerus. In this latter work,
the usual forms of the pronoun were used to connect sentences in a
way that would become customary in older Latin narrative prose. In
this respect, too, Ennius set the trend. All later epic poets followed
his distaste for the oblique forms of is/ea/id, while the prose writers
made free use of them. This is only an example—if a particularly
telling one—of the stylistic authority of the founders of Roman poetic
traditions, and of that partly touching, partly amusing fidelity even

' O. SkutscH 1975.

2 O. SkurscH 1968, 39. The difference is explained with reference to chronology
by Timpanaro, AAHG 5, 1952, 198.

* Genitive in -gi, infinitive in -ier, gen. plural in -um rather than -orum.

* J. D. Mixatson, Ennius’ Usage of is, ea, #d, HSPh 80, 1976, 171-177.



138 LITERATURE OF THE REPUBLICAN PERIOD

in petty matters which seems to be one of the fundamentals of cul-
tural continuity.

For his tragedies, Ennius adopts a simpler language throughout
than he does for his epic, something which is also true for Greek lit-
erature. Within tragedy, again, there are differences of style between
senarii and long verses, yet even the sung parts are distanced from
the loftiness of epic language. Cicero (orat. 36) cites a reader who
took pleasure in reading Ennius’ plays because they did not depart
too far from normal linguistic usage. This marks a difference from
the artificial language adopted by his successor Pacuvius.

Ennius largely exploited the rhetorical and musical features of Hel-
lenistic and Roman tragedy: the recasting of dialogue verses (trimeters)
into long verses of recitative such as septenarii and octonarii and
even into lyrical monodies; the luxuriance of alliteration; the aphoristic
play of antitheses (e.g. in the soldiers’ chorus of the Iphigenia, trag.
195-202 J.); the heaping up of synonyms; and assonance as in Andro-
mache’s lament (trag. 80-94 J.).

Ennius raised features of Roman life to the level of poetic pictures
(e.g. ann. 484—486 V. 2nd ed. = 463—465 Sk..; 84-88 V. 2nd ed. =
79-83 Sk.). He did not shrink even from bold metaphors, such as
‘the shield of heaven’ (trag. 189 J.). With templa caeli (ann. 49 V. 2nd
ed. = 48 Sk. and elsewhere) he adopted for poetry a phrase from
the language of the augurs. Close observation may be linked to effects
of color and sound bordering on expressionism. Indeed, the power
of Ennius’ linguistic creations' opened vast perspectives for Roman
literature.

Ideas I
Reflections on Literature

Ennius’ respect for Homer was part of a specific Hellenistic tradition
which was not, however, Callimachean, even though his dream nar-
rative may in fact contain Callimachean features. His self-identification
with Homer finds a parallel which points towards Magna Graecia.
Antipater of Sidon (2nd-1st century B.C.) said (AP 775) that Stesi-
chorus was a reincarnation of Homer. Since Stesichorus, a citizen of
Sicilian Himera, had already been mentioned along with Homer by

' I. GuaLanpri, Le componenti dello stile tragico di Ennio, SCO 14, 1965, 100—
119; id., Problemi di stile Enniano, Helikon 5, 1965, 390-410.
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Simonides, who died in Acragas in 468/67, it is probable that Anti-
pater and Ennius were influenced by a common model.

The question of where the poet’s dream of Homer took place has
now been settled in favor of Helicon, about which all of Ennius’
early imitators speak. Parnassus, mentioned in connection with Ennius’
dream only by Persius and the relevant scholium, was not yet the
mountain of poets in the 2nd century B.C.' At the start of the Annales,
Ennius invoked the Muses and then went’ to Helicon. There he
dreamed of Homer, awoke and perhaps also encountered the Muses.?
Homer, Hesiod, and later traditions come together in Ennius’ liter-
ary world.

Ennius supported his identification with Homer by scholarly allu-
sion to the Pythagorean doctrine of the transmigration of souls; hence,
philosophy was but a vehicle for him, not an end in itself. Between
these two poetic existences there had been an incarnation as a peacock.
The form of a bird, according to Plato (7imacus 91D), is adequate to
the character of the poet, who is free from malice, weightless and
concerned with heavenly things, although naively addicted to external
appearances.* Ennius clearly claimed to produce at Rome something
analogous to the work of Homer in Greece.’

‘Ennius, poet, hail . . .’ (sat. 6 V.). Recent studies have rightly shown
that this passage from the Safura is not an address by the poet to
himself, but part of a symposium.® At the same time, the comparison
of poetry to drinking is in harmony with the widespread metaphori-
cal identification of Homer with a spring. The special ‘candor’ de-
duced from medullitus belongs on the other hand especially to the
realm of satura.

The intended universality of Ennius reflects the Hellenistic notion
of Homer’s fruitful influence on every literary genre. On the relief
by Archelaus of Priene (the ‘Apotheosis of Homer’) there appear the

' Larte, Religionsgeschichte 224, note 3.

? Callimachus by contrast dreams of the Muses’ mountain.

* J. H. Waszing, Retractatio Enniana, Mnemosyne ser. 4, 15, 1962, 113-132.

* The peacock is chosen not only for its beauty, but also because of its connec-
tion with Samos, Pythagoras’ homeland.

> Did Ennius really need to emphasize here that, in speaking to him in Latin
hexameters, Homer expressly sanctioned the use of this meter in Roman epic?
A. Seraron, Ennio e gli esametri latini di Omero. Una nuova testimonianza sul
proemio deghi Annali?, WS 97, 1984, 137-142.

¢ H. D. JoceLyN, Ennius, sat. 6-7 V., RFIC 105, 1977, 131-151.
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personified figures of Myth, History, Poetry, Tragedy, and Comedy.
Ennius turned to good effect this Hellenistic image of Homer, and
sought to realize it in a new linguistic medium.’

In calling himself dicti studiosus (p1AoAoyog), thus stressing the union
of literary man, scholar and poet in one person, Ennius is already
professing an Alexandrianism hallowed by the Muses. Being both a
creative intellectual and a reflective poet, he became a symbolic figure
for the literature of Rome and Europe.

The poet sketched an unforgettable portrait of a typically Roman
symbiosis of power and intellect (ann. 234-251 V. 2nd ed. = 268—
285 Sk.), defining his own social role as a modest, tactful, and learned
friend, worthy of the confidences of a mighty general at the end of
the day.

Ideas 11

Ennius’ works embody both Roman and Hellenistic values. Roman
reflections on the pernicious effects of idleness and the blessings of
work are heard in the soldiers’ chorus of the Iphigenia:* ‘He who does
not know how to make use of leisure has more work than the man
who during work has much to do.” But the same text may also be
read as a eulogy, in the Greek manner, of ofium.’?

Ennius follows Hellenistic patterns even when praising Roman
heroes and trying to secure eternal fame for them by his poetry.* His
contribution to the Scipio-legend was perhaps quite considerable,’
mingled as it was with motifs of apotheosis deriving from an ‘un-
Roman’ cult of personality.

Such developing individualism was not enough for Ennius; he went
a step further in expressing his dislike for the ‘rough soldier’, and
preferring in the Greek manner sapientia and purely verbal con-
frontation (doctis dictis) to the use of force. ‘Foolish swine like to use
force in their struggles’ (ann. 105 V. 2nd ed. = 96 Sk.). This is the

' C. O. Bring, 1972.

? K. Bucuner, Der Soldatenchor in Ennius’ Iphigenia, GB 1, 1973, 51-67.

% O. Skurscu 1968, 157-165.

* O. ZwierLelN, Der Ruhm der Dichtung bei Ennius und seinen Nachfolgern,
Hermes 110, 1982, 85-102.

5> U. W. Scuorz, Der Scipio des Ennius, Hermes 112, 1984, 183-199, sets this
eulogy of the general and soldier in the Roman tradition of the carmen triumphale. He
interprets the few surviving lines as trochaic septenarii.
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voice not only of Greek wisdom' but also of Roman common sense.
In Rome’s national epic there was no romantic exaltation of war;
instead, rational values occupied central place.? Ennius also empha-
sized the noble and chivalrous qualities in an enemy such as Pyrrhus.
In spite of all his high esteem for virtus (trag. 254257 ]J.), the poet
says that law is superior to courage: melius est virtute ius (trag. 155 J.).2
This notion of law also contains that of fairness (aequum: cf. Cicero,
of 1. 62-65). This is a clear statement of a Roman principle of
social behavior.

As for character portrayal, the poet felt less attracted to Medea’s
magic than to her human drama, although he by no means belittled
her defects. The intensity of life, the feeling for the pathos and trag-
edy of the moment.in Ennius are a match for the ‘comedy of the
moment’ in his contemporary Plautus.*

In his tragedy Phoenix, probably based on the similarly titled play
by Euripides, a conflict develops between father and son (trag. 254—
257 J.). In Ennius, as in Euripides, Phoenix is innocent. In the Latin
poet Stoic and Roman ethics converge. But while Phoenix has Stoic
features, in the 7elamo® the ethical interaction is more subtle. Here
too a conflict arises between father and son, and once again there is
false accusation and unjust condemnation. While in the rest of the
tradition the son, Teucer, plays the leading role, in Ennius that falls
to the father, Telamo. Teucer, half-brother of Ajax, after the return
from the Trojan War, is held by his father Telamo to be partially to
blame for Ajax’ death. The father’s character shows deep moral
awareness. He accepts in the end the death of his son, since he knows
that his children are mortal, and he concedes even to Teucer the
right to self-defence. To this extent he is a Roman pater familias. At
the same time, however, he gives expression to genuine Euripidean
pessimism. He does not believe in the skill of soothsayers. In almost
Epicurean style he declares that there are gods, but that they are

' H. Fucss, Zu den Annalen des Ennius, 2. Ennius und der Krieg, MH 12, 1955,
202-205.

2 E. Trrrou, La Discorde chez Ennius, REL 45, 1967, 231-251; R. HAUSSLER,
1976, 151-210.

* B. Riposati, A proposito di un frammento dell’ Hectoris lytra di Ennio, in: FS
L. CasticLion, Firenze 1960, 2, 789-800.

* A. TraiNa, Pathos ed ethos nelle traduzioni tragiche di Ennio, Maia 16, 1964,
112-142 and 276-277.

® F. CavicLia, Il Telamo di Ennio, ASNP 39, 1970, 469-488.
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unconcerned with us (trag. 270 J.). Otherwise the good would have a
good life and the wicked a bad one (265 J.). The brusque attack on
soothsayers (266271 J.) is not expressly directed against institutions
such as the colleges of Augurs, haruspices or decemuvir’' sacris faciundis,
but against private soothsayers; it was left to Cato to attack even the
haruspices. But Ennius presents a philosophical argument, in spite of
the fact that at that time, probably in 173 B.C. (Athenaeus 12. 547a),
two Epicureans were expelled from Rome. This was followed shortly
by the dismissal of the embassy of philosophers and later (139 B.C.)
of Chaldaei. Ennius’ lines touch the roots of official religion and anti-
cipate the criticism made by Lucretius.

Ennius must not be too quickly turned into a political dissident. It
should be remembered that the views of dramatic characters need
not necessarily coincide with those of their author, especially in the
case of translations, and that plays commissioned by Roman magis-
trates essentially reflected the views of the Roman establishment.?
Yet we should not imagine that all the Roman nobility of that period
was conservative. There have been many cultures with a tiny upper
class and without a self-assured middle class, for example, that of
eighteenth-century Russia. Here the nobility is both the ruling and
the educated class. It fulfills therefore two basically opposed func-
tions, one conservative and the other progressive. In this sense, we
may associate Ennius with the intellectual climate of his Roman envi-
ronment. In his work antagonistic forces are seen striving for pre-
dominance in a young nation’s mind. Moreover, Ennius did not merely
reflect the opinion of the nobility in a passive way, but actively joined
in shaping it. We may admit therefore, if not political bias, but cer-
tainly a strong interaction between the atmosphere of his works and
that of his surroundings.

Influence

In the late republican period, the Annales became a school textbook.
They were studied by scholars and imitated by poets until the Aened,
itself strongly influenced by Ennius, displaced them. Except for some
new fragments on papyrus,® Ennius is attested only indirectly. For

' Only later they would become quindecimuiri.
2 H. D. JoceLyn, 1972, 996.
3 K. Kieve 1991; W. Suersaum, ZPE 92, 1992, 165-167.
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Lucretius, Ennius furnished more than a linguistic model; numerous
thematic links also exist between the two poets.! Ovid still knew
Ennius.?2 Our author’s influence on imperial poets, however, in par-
ticular on Silius Italicus, is disputed.® While his comedies were no
longer performed by the Ist century B.C., his tragedies continued to
be shown, although there was a preference for Pacuvius and Accius.
The satura seems to have attracted little attention, the Epicharmus and
Euhemerus were consulted by philosophical readers.

Following a decline in the Ist century A.D., interest in Ennius
revived in the 2nd century among the so-called archaists, and the
Emperor Hadrian esteemed Ennius more highly than Virgil. The
Annales, the tragedies, the satura, and other minor works were read
and copied. At the beginning of the 4th century, the African gram-
marian Nonius Marcellus still had access to Ennius’ Hectoris Lytra and
Telephus, though not to other plays or even the Annales. In the 5th
and 6th centuries there are only scattered traces of direct reading of
the Annales and the Medea. Old Latin authors are quoted, often at
second hand, for the light they throw on rare words, non-classical
meanings, inflections and constructions, and the evidence they sup-
ply of imitations (e.g. in Virgil) or deviations (e.g. by Virgil) from
current versions of legend. For this purpose, those readers partially
used scholarly secondary sources dating from the time of Claudius
or Nero.* Ennius’ works did not survive the fall of the Roman world.

Critical evaluation of Ennius varies. Lucilius and, later on, Ovid
found fault with him, while Cicero, for example, and Hadrian ex-
pressed admiration. In spite of their dislike for Ennius, both the neo-
terics and the elegists were in debt to him. Catullus used him as foil
for his own interpretation of myths.> And in contrast to his attitude
as literary critic, Horace as poet shows the influence of Ennius, espe-
cially in those odes which have a Roman content.® As a living legacy

' O. Gicon, Lukrez und Ennius, in: Lucréce. Huit exposés. Entretiens Fondation
Hardt 24, (1977) 1978, 167-191 (discussion continued to p. 196).

2 H. Jacosson, Ennian Influence in Heroides 16 and 17, Phoenix 22, 1968, 299—
303.

% See also H. D. JoceLyn, Valerius Flaccus and Ennius, LCM 13, 1, 1988, 10-11.

* Cf. H. D. JoceLyN, Ancient Scholarship and Virgil’s Use of Republican Latin
Poetry, CQ n.s. 14 (58), 1964, 280-295; n.s. 15 (59), 1965, 126-144.

5 J. E. G. Zetzer, Catullus, Ennius and the Poetics of Allusion, ICS 8, 1983,
251-266; cf. also J. F. MiLLER, Ennius and the Elegists, ICS 8, 1983, 277-295.

6 A, Tracria, Ennio nella critica oraziana, in: Filologia e forme letterarie, FS
F. DeLa Corrte, vol. 3, Urbino 1987, 89-108.
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to Roman literature he established, once and for all, a Latin poetic
language, the hexameter, the difference between genres and espe-
cially the Roman notion of the poet. This last point was elaborated
in connection with Scipio’s triumph: Claudian ($tl. 3 = carm. 23)
and Petrarch, author of the Latin epic Africa, are important stages in
this process. Petrarch links Ennius to the theme of the poet’s crown-
ing, and recognizes him as the equal of the triumphant general.'
This legend graphically illustrates the correct observation that Ennius
had fought successfully to establish poetry in Rome and to integrate
it into Roman culture.

Maxims drawn from Ennius also enjoyed a long life, as for exam-
ple his verse originally directed against astrologers: ‘No one sees what
is before his eyes, but directs his attention to the expanse of heaven’
(trag. 187 J.). Seneca employed this quotation against the Emperor
Claudius, who wanted to become a god. In Minucius Felix a pagan
uses it as an objection against Christians. For their part, the Chris-
tians turned the verse against the ‘astral physics’ of pagan cosmic
religion and countered it with the Christian demand for self knowl-
edge.? A happy formulation may thus outlast centuries, continually
receiving fresh life. The same is true for some individual words of
great significance coined by Ennius, such as omnipotens.

Editions: R. and H. EsTiENNE (STEPHANUS), Fragmenta poetarum veterum
Latinorum, quorum opera non extant, Genevac 1564. * G. CoOLONNa,
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PACUVIUS

Life and Dates

Marcus Pacuvius was born in 220 B.C. at Brundisium and died shortly
before 130 at Tarentum. He had an Oscan gentile name and was a
nephew of Ennius. A different, universally rejected tradition (Jerome,
chron. 1864) relates that Pacuvius was Ennius’ grandson and lived
later than Terence (cf. also Gellius 17. 21. 49 and Velleius 2. 9. 3).
Pacuvius was active from about 200 B.C. at Rome as a painter (Plin.
nat. 35. 19) and poet, the first instance of such a double career known
in Rome. On the other hand, he limited his literary work to tragedy
and the pracetexta. We have no certain information about his satires.
Paullus, his praetexta, shows that he had some connection with the
victor of Pydna. From Cicero (Lael. 24) the conclusion has been drawn
that he had links with the Scipionic Circle.! In his old age consider-
ations of health forced Pacuvius to withdraw to Tarentum, where his
artistic successor Accius, according to a somewhat doubtful tradition,
is said to have visited him (Gellius 13. 2). The epitaph which Gellius
(1. 24. 4) ascribes to Pacuvius himself? shows commendable simplicity

"' A critical view is found in H. STrASBURGER, Der ‘Scipionenkreis’, Hermes 94,

1966, 60-72.
2 See however H. DaHLMANN, Studien zu Varro De Poetis, AAWM 1962, 10 (publ.

1963), 65-124.
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and modesty,! and may justify the conclusion that by this time the
social position of the poet was less precarious and taken more for
granted than in the days of the early pioneers. Pacuvius enjoyed re-
cognition both in his own lifetime and in Jater generations. It is possible
that his kinship with Ennius smoothed the beginnings of his career.

Survey of Works

Tragedies: Antiopa, Armorum udicium, Atalanta, Chryses, Dulorestes, Hermiona,
lliona, Medus, Niptra, Orestes, Pentheus, Periboea, Protesilaus (?), Teucer, Thyestes
(Fulg. serm. ant. 57 = Helm p. 125, etc.).

Praetexta: Paullus.

Other: Saturae.

Sources, Models, and Genres

Unlike his Roman predecessors, Pacuvius exercised a prudent restraint,
both in the scale of his literary activity (only 13 titles are known with
certainty), and also in his choice of genres. This specialization brought
Roman tragedy in his hands to one of its first high points. He was
regarded as a student of Ennius,® and the story has this truth about
it, that as an author he considered himself a part of a Latin tradi-
tion. He took up again themes treated by earlier Roman poets, and
entered into competition with Livius Andronicus (Hermiona, Teucer, cf.
also the Armorum Iudictum) and Ennius (cf. the subjects of the Armorum
Tudicium, Orestes and Teucer). On the other hand, he consciously aban-
doned trodden paths, on the look-out for new themes. It is true that
he continued to emphasize Trojan myths, but in this area he was
often concerned with the echo of great events in a later generation
(Chryses, Hermiona, Dulorestes, Orestes, Iliona). In the same way Pacuvius
presented Medea from the perspective of her son Medus. But he
also used myths drawn from other cycles (Antiopa, Pentheus, Atalanta,
Periboea). In his choice of models, Pacuvius was no less independent.
Unlike Ennius, he did not prefer Euripides, although he did follow
him in the Antiopa. He also imitated Aeschylus (Armorum Iudicium),
Sophocles (Chryses, Hermiona, Niptra), and even models now quite un-
known (Iliona and Medus). The influence of post-Euripidean tragedy

' It was not however very original, cf. CIL 1, 2, 1209-1210; CE 848; 53.
2 G. D’AnNa, Precisazioni pacuviane, RCCM 16, 1974, 311-319.
* Pompilius in Varro Men. 356 BUECHELER, p. 42 MOREL.
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must be taken into account. In his broad selection of models, while
keeping to his self-imposed generic limits, Pacuvius was striving for
universality.

Literary Technique

The Greek parallels available to us show that Pacuvius adopted a
free hand. This attitude is not surprising in an author who, even in
his choice of subjects, shows a liking for the unusual. It is probable
that he expanded his tragedies with scenes taken from other plays.'
In the Antiopa the chorus consisted of Attici. At this point Pacuvius
diverged from Euripides, and followed a Hellenistic poet.? In the
Pentheus he outdid Euripides by allowing the mad hero to see the
Eumenides.® Pacuvius viewed the world with the eyes of a painter?
and was a master at shaping effective scenes. On Cicero’s testimony
(Tusc. 1. 106), the apparition of the dead son in Pacuvius’ Iliona was
especially harrowing.

The plot of the Medus showed particular subtlety of intrigue. Medus,
son of Aegeus and Medea, arrived at Colchis in his search for his
mother. He was seized and brought before King Perses, who had
received an oracle warning him against the descendants of Aeetes.
This led Medus to pass himself off as the son of Creon, King of
Corinth. But, likewise unrecognized, Medea also arrived in Colchis
and offered to end the drought prevailing there by a human sacrifce.
Her choice fell upon the stranger, whom she took to be the son of
her enemy Creon. But unwittingly she told the truth, in declaring
that he was really the son of the Medea so hated at Colchis. (The
motif by which a lie unconsciously speaks the truth is reminiscent of
Plautus, Poen. 1099). It was only when the two met that they recog-
nized each other, and subsequently slew King Perses.

A cunning scheme thus brought about the very danger that it was
meant to prevent. The recognition was mutual. Pacuvius certainly

' G. D’AnNa, Fabellae Latinae ad verbum e Graecis expressae, RCCM 7, 1965,
364-383 (contaminatio in the Niptra and Chryses).

2 G. D’AnNA, Alcune osservazioni sull’ Antiopa di Pacuvio, Athenaeum 43, 1965,
81-94.

% H. Harrrer, Zum Pentheus des Pacuvius, WS 79, 1966, 290-293.

* Cf. trag. 38-39: ‘A dog hit by a stone does not attack the one who threw it, but
the stone that hit him.” This is a fable in miniature.
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did not invent such a complex plot, but his assimilation of this refined,
certainly Hellenistic art, allied with its accompanying paradoxes and
ironic undertones, shows us old Roman drama in a rather unex-
pected light, taking us back to the roots of the Greek comedy of
intrigue. On the other hand, given the specific family connections
and other important features of the action, such as revenge on a
father’s brother, a Roman public could not but recall Romulus.!

Language and Style

Pacuvius’ careful attention to his art extended also to his treatment
of language. In his effort to create a ‘lofty’ tragic style he explored
the very boundaries of the Latin language. On the one hand, he
took up archaic elements of a type normally avoided by Ennius in
his tragedies: pronoun forms such as ques sunt es? (trag. 221 R.); genitives
in -um instead of -orum. On the other, Pacuvius adopted Greek words
such as camterem and thiasantem, and moreover formed bold adjectives
in the Greek manner: repandirostrum, ‘with snout bent back’, incurvicer-
vicum, ‘with curved neck’ (trag. 408 R.). He also introduced adjectives
in -gena and -genus into literature, and in this was followed by Accius
and others. In the same way Accius inherited his liking for the suffix
-tudo.® The general motley effect produced by the language of the
fragments, which look somewhat adventurous at first glance, must be
modified by two considerations. The first is that the frequency of
deviations from the norm in our fragments is determined by the
interests of the grammarians who quote them. The second is that in
Pacuvius’ day many suffixes were more productive than later, and
many inflexions and formations had not yet been normalized. Even
so, the language of Pacuvius must have produced a considerably
stranger effect than, for example, that of Plautus, whom no one could
accuse of writing bad Latin.

It would however be a crude misunderstanding to explain these
features by Pacuvius’ ‘“foreign’ origin. He was a specialist in tragedy,
the author of only a few plays, and in his language, too, conscious
choice was at work. As in his selection of models, Pacuvius sought

I A. DerLa Casa, Il Medus di Pacuvio, in: Poesia latina in frammenti, Miscellanea
filologica, Genova 1974, 287-296.

? R. Lazzeroni, Per la storia dei composti latini in -cola e -gena, SSL 6, 1966,
116-148.
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here also to exhaust all possibilities. He set the language of his art
on the broadest possible base in order to ensure for it a wide range
of tones.

It is perhaps more than coincidence that the two especially bold
formations previously cited come from a play which aimed to outdo
two Latin predecessors. In some respects, Pacuvius took to an ex-
treme his uncle’s passion for linguistic innovation.

A comparison with Euripides (fig. 839 N.) allows us to recognize
clearly the independence of Pacuvius’ (trag. 86—93 R.) stylistic choices.
The anapaests have been replaced by trochaic septenarii. The heaping
up of verbs to evoke the creative power of the aether (omnia animat
Jformat alit auget creat ‘it quickens, shapes, nourishes, increases, and creates
everything’) is also a new feature. Asymmetry is another mark of
baroque style. The antonym is expressed by only two verbs (sepelit reci-
pitque, ‘buries and takes back again’). On the other hand, even here
there are symmetrically constructed antitheses within a single verse.

Ideas 1
Reflections on Literature

We have no direct knowledge of any remark shedding light on Pacu-
vius” understanding of literature. A scene from one of his plays, how-
ever, does contribute to the discussion at Rome of intellectual pursuits
as a valid way of life. In the Antiopa the twins Amphion and Zethus
represent opposed points of view. Amphion, the musician, favors a
contemplative lifestyle, while Zethus as a huntsman favors a practical
one. Amphion transforms his plea for music into one for wisdom.
He does not win the day, and is compelled to follow Zethus to the
hunt. Even so, the scene marks a milestone in Roman confrontation
with the problem of a life dedicated to brainwork.

Ideas I1

The gentle Amphion would like to give Antiopa the help she is ask-
ing for. Zethus, however, denies her refuge on the grounds that she
is a runaway slave. Unawares, therefore, the sons surrender their
own mother to the cruel queen Dirce. They recognize their descent
only at the last moment, rescue their mother and punish Dirce. Apart
from its concern with intellectual questions, this play also empha-
sized the philosophical truth that a runaway slave in reality may be
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a human being close to us, to whom we are obliged to give respect
and help. Similar situations are found in comedy and elegy.! The
intellectual background of this Euripidean was conditioned by the
Greek Enlightenment, but that did not hinder its success at Rome, a
fact that speaks highly for the Roman audience.

In the Armorum Iudicium, the brave Ajax and the eloquent Ulysses
contended for the arms of Achilles, a contrast similar to that be-
tween Amphion and Zethus. In this Aeschylean play, however, Ajax,
the man of action, attracted more sympathy. One of the most tragic
lines of Roman literature is his remark: ‘Should I have rescued him
so there might be someone who would destroy me?’ (trag. 40 R.).
This passage would still be sung at Caesar’s funeral to win the people
over against his assassins. There were other debates in the Atalanta
and the Hermiona, in these cases between rivals. In the Chryses we
find speculations about the aether and the earth as creative forces,
and about the coming-to-be and perishing of living creatures. These
are Euripidean thoughts (frg. 839 N.), here obviously introduced into
a Sophoclean play. The intrusion shows that the Roman society for
which Pacuvius was writing took an interest even in scientific questions.

The relation between parents and children is treated in several
dramas. In the Antiopa, the sons almost bring about their mother’s
destruction, while in the Medus a mother brings her son into danger.
In the MNiptra, an oracle had foretold to Ulysses that his son would
kill him. Accordingly he stood in fear of Telemachus, until the time
when his other son Telegonus gave him a mortal wound. There fol-
lowed a recognition between father and son and the correct expla-
nation of the oracle. Again, Pentheus was killed by his own mother;
Orestes, who gave his name to two plays, was a matricide. Finally in
the Teucer the son was called to account by his father, Telamon, for
not avenging his brother Ajax. At the center stood the father’s pas-
sionate words on his loss of son and grandson (Cic. de orat. 2. 193
after having seen the play). The conflict of generations seems to have
been a matter of pressing concern to the nephew of the famous Ennius,
and it is remarkable that the older generation does not have the
advantage in every play. The conflicts are often life-threatening for
both sides, but are resolved in the spirit of humanity. The characters
experience their inner drama. Cicero informs us that, in Pacuvius,

" J. C. YarpLEY, Propertius’ Lycinna, TAPhA 104, 1974, 429-434.
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Ulysses lamented less and bore his suffering more manfully than in
Sophocles (Tusc. 2. 21. 48 f.).

Transmission

Pacuvius’ plays continued to be produced into the Ist century B.C. and
were mentioned even after that. The authors who quote him are essentially
the same as those to whom we owe fragments from Ennius’ dramas. The
fact that we know even less of Pacuvius than of Ennius is determined by
external circumstances. He belonged to a transitional generation and there-
fore did not possess the privileges of his great predecessors Ennius and
Plautus, and his Latin was particularly unsuitable for imitation.

Influence

Cicero called Pacuvius the most significant Roman tragedian (opt.
gen. 2) and allowed one of his characters to praise his artistic verses
(orat. 36). He believed that Pacuvius’ Antiopa could rival that of Euri-
pides (fin. 1. 4). Gellius emphasized in Pacuvius his elegantissima gravitas
(1. 24. 4) and admired the charm of the verses with which the nurse
addressed Ulysses (2. 26. 13). Following older critics (cf. Hor. ¢pust. 2.
1. 56) Quintilian (10. 1. 97) called Accius more ‘powerful’, but Pacuvius
more ‘artful’ or ‘learned’ (doctior). Indeed, the poet showed these
qualities both in his choice of unusual models and in the elaborate
style of his verse. Thanks to them, he did not become a mere epigone
of his famous uncle. Quintilian’s juxtaposition of Pacuvius with the
‘powerful’ Accius forms the basis of the disputed story concerning
the meeting of both authors. In his old age Pacuvius is said to have
judged the Atreus of the young Accius, which its author had read to
him, to be full of sound and grandeur, but rather too harsh and
stern (Gell. 13. 2). This judgment both illuminates and obscures our
picture of Pacuvius. It illuminates his artistry, which won for him in
those early days a classical rank. But the story obscures his striving
for sublimity and universality, and his struggle for a colorful poetic
language. These aspects are better emphasized in the negative ver-
dicts we hear about him. In contrast to his contemporaries Scipio
and Laelius, in Cicero’s eyes Pacuvius wrote bad Latin (Brutus 258),
and his compound words looked funny to as early a reader as Lucilius.
The same satirist rejected mythological tragedy as something too
removed from reality. Persius called the Antiopa ‘warty’ (1. 77). Such
utterances are conditioned partly by the later development of Latin
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literary language, in which, thanks to the influence of schools, cre-
ativity often yielded to selective and purist tendencies. Partly they
depended on Pacuvius’ situation: in the shadow of the pioneering
accomplishment of Ennius, he tried artistically and often artificially
to widen the linguistic area which his predecessor had mastered. Varro,
quoted by Gellius (6. 14. 6), called him accurately enough the mas-
ter of ‘richness’ (ubertas).

Pacuvius is a reflective poet, one who for the first time at Rome
limited himself to tragedy, and yet within the framework of a single
genre strove for universality. In a national literature less concerned
with classicism, this completely unclassical classic would have been
as little overlooked as Shakespeare is in England. Nevertheless, Accius,
Cicero, Virgil, and even Ovid' and Seneca,? to name only these, still
nourished their imagination on the enthralling scenes of Pacuvius’
tragedies. The powerful effect of these dramas, of their words but
also of their music which a judicious public recognized from the first
note, must not be underestimated simply because they have not been
transmitted to us.
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ACCIUS

Life, Dates

L. Accius was born in 170 B.C. at Pisaurum, the son of a freedman
(Jerome, chron. 1879). He came to Rome at a time when, thanks to
the stimulus imparted by Crates of Mallos, grammatical studies were
beginning to flourish. So he received a scholarly education, and
combined in one person the roles of poet and scholar. He took little
interest in the Forum and its law-courts, because there, as he later
explained jokingly, quite differently from the theater, his opponents
would not say what he wanted (Quint. st. 5. 13. 43). In 140, at the
age of 30, he entered into dramatic competition with the eighty-
year-old Pacuvius (Cic. Brut. 229); and after Pacuvius had withdrawn
to Tarentum, it was Accius who dominated the tragic stage. His
opinion of his own talents did not fail to match his achievement.
Although short of stature, he is said to have erected for himself in
the temple of the Camenae a particularly large statue (Pliny nat. 34.
19). Even in daily life, he displayed a sense of the theatrical, refusing
to rise in the College of Poets in acknowledgment of the distinguished
Julius Caesar Strabo because, as a poet, he felt superior to him (Val.
Max. 3. 7. 11). He brought suit against a mime actor who had ridi-
culed him on the stage, and secured his conviction (rket. Her. 1. 24
and 2. 19). The evidence of such lack of humor completes the pic-
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ture he gives of the born tragedian. The satirist Lucilius indeed was
involved in critical confrontation with him. Accius was close neither
to Ennius’ successors nor to the Scipios. His patron was D. Iunius
Brutus Callaicus, whose monumental buildings he furnished with
inscriptions in saturnians, a meter illustrating the conservatism of offi-
cial texts; and whose family he honored by dedicating a praetexta to
Brutus, the founder of the Republic. He retained his creative powers
to advanced age, and lived to meet the young Cicero. Accius must
have died about 84 B.C. His long life, which spans the gap between
the Elder Cato (d. 149) and the Younger (b. 95), almost filled out
the century separating the death of Ennius in 169 and the birth of
Virgil in 70. His creative activity therefore, which marked the culmi-
nation of Roman tragedy, fell in the period following the destruction
of Carthage, Corinth, and Numantia. It coincided with the serious
~domestic conflicts provoked by the Gracchan efforts at reform, which
continued down to the Social War. He also experienced the reign of
terror conducted by Marius and Cinna, although not that of Sulla.
The powerful and even strained effect, detected by ancient critics in
Accius by comparison with Pacuvius, corresponds not only to the
personality and different social origin of the poets, but also to the
altered aspect of the period.

Survey of Works

Tragedies: Achilles, Aegisthus, Agamemnonidae, Alcestis, Alcimeo, Alphesiboea,
Amphatruo, Andromeda, Antenoridae, Antigona, Argonautae(?), Armorum tudicium, Astyanax,
Athamas, Atreus, Bacchae, Chrysippus, Clutemestra, Deiphobus, Diomedes, Epigon,
Epinausimache, Erigona, Eriphyla, Eurysaces, Hecuba, Hellenes, lo, Medea (Argonautae),
Melanippus, Meleager, Minos, Mpyrmidones, Neoptolemus, Nyctegresia, QOenomaus,
Peloprdae, Persidae, Philocteta, Phinidae, Phoenissae, Prometheus, Stasiastae vel Tropaeum,
Telephus, Tereus, Thebais, Troades.

Doubtful: Heraclidae, Theseus, Automatia, Andromacha.

Praetextae: Aencadae aut Decius, Brutus, (Tullia).

Other works: Didascalica, Pragmatica, Annales, Parerga, Sotadica.

Sources, Models, and Genres

Like Pacuvius, in his dramatic work Accius limited himself essendally
to tragedy, although his literary ccuvre as a whole was much wider.
More than forty titles of plays are known. He differed from Pacuvius
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in preferring among his Greek models Euripides. With Euripides went
Sophocles. Aeschylus was less well represented. The influence of later
Greek tragedies must also have been considerable, since Accius was
by no means backward-looking in his choice of models. His selection
of subjects from myth was also broad. Along with the prevalent Trojan
stories he used Theban and also quite different legends, as in his
Andromeda, Athamas, Medea, Meleager, Tereus. Rarely are direct Greek
originals preserved or attested, but, where comparison is possible,
Accius shows great independence, for example, in treating the themes
found in Euripides’ Bacchae and Phoenissae, Sophocles’ Antigone and
Aeschylus’ Prometheus.! He avoids his Latin predecessors. His Medea
treats a different theme from that of Ennius, nor is his Telephus also
that of Ennius and Euripides. In his Clutemestra it is the wife and not
Agamemnon who occupies the central role. In the case of his praetextae
on Brutus, the expeller of the Tarquins, and on the sacrificial death
of P. Decius Mus the Younger at Sentinum in 295, he may have
used annalistic sources, perhaps Ennius.

The title and meter of his Annales lead us to expect an historical
epic, but the fragments concern myth and theology. Was Accius’
aim to match Ennius’ warlike epic with ‘a kind of history of culture
and religion’,? just as, in his plays, he cleverly avoided the danger of
conflict with his Roman predecessors? Even so, the title of his Sotadica
is reminiscent of Ennius’ Sota.

Along with this, Accius concerned himself, like his contemporaries
Porcius Licinus and Valerius Aedituus, with literary discussion of a
type then coming into vogue, which, to some extent, still made use
of verse form. The Didascalica filled at least nine books, in which
prose and verse in different meters alternated. In form, this work
was a predecessor of the Menippean satire, and treated in an elabo-
rate manner aimed at a popular audience (perhaps using dialogue)
questions of literary history: epic, drama, poetic genres, chronology,
problems of authenticity in Plautus (frg. 17 Morel = fig. 17 Biichner).
This is a literary form which may also be regarded as a predecessor
of Cicero’s Brutus. From his Parerga we possess a fragment concerning
plowing. Does this mean that Hesiod was his model? It has been

' F. Leo, De tragoedia Romana, Progr. acad. Goéttingen 1910, 3-6 and 18-19;
repr. in: Ausgewihlte Kleine Schriften, ed. E. FRAENKEL, vol. I, Roma 1960, 191-
194 and 207-209.

? RiBBECK, Tragodie 342.
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doubted whether the poet was the author of the astrological Praxidicus.'
His contributions to grammar will be treated later.

Literary Technique

In the structure of his plays, Accius mainly followed his originals,
although he seems in the Antigone to have brought onto the stage a
scene that in his model had been merely narrated,” and in the Armo-
rum wdicium he may have combined two plays: the similarly named
work of Aeschylus and a tragedy about Ajax which need not neces-
sarily be that of Sophocles.® This means that he ventured to accept
creative challenges of plot construction. When, in his praetexta Brutus,
he offended against the rules of unity, he could explain this as Hel-
lenistic practice in the historical play, as is shown by Ezechiel’s drama
about Moses.*

Accius’ literary technique is often less vivid than that of Euripides,
although he is capable of catching moods, as, for example, the spell
of virgin woodlands (trag. 237 R.). In describing the approach of the
mighty Argo through the eyes of a panic-stricken shepherd who had
never yet seen a ship (391 R.), he showed a poetic sensitivity to the
power of first impressions. In this, as a Roman, he was less con-
cerned with visual detail than with evocative sound. He is one of the
most musical poets before Virgil. Yet Tarquin’s dream from the Brutus
(praet. 17-28 R.) is visually compelling. It is a symbolic prefiguring of
the king’s fall, which, thanks to its subsequent precise interpretation
(praet. 29-38 R.), is revealed as an allegorical invention. This is early
evidence for the poetic significance of allegory at Rome.

Language and Style

The beginning of the Phoenissae is instructive for both Accius’ language
and style: Sol qui micantem candido curru atque equis/flammam citatis fervido

! U. voN WILaMOWITZ-MOELLENDORFF, Lesefriichte, Hermes 34, 1899, 601-639,
esp. 637-638.

2 8. SconoccHia, L'Antigona di Accio e PAntigone di Sofocle, RFIC 100, 1972,
273-282.

* G. Puccront suggests Karkinos (Note ai frammenti di Accio, 581-584 Krotz,
Lucirio, 18 M. e trag. inc. 61-63 KroTz, in: Poesia latina in frammenti, Miscella-
nea filologica, Genova 1974, 305-313).

* B. SneLL, Ezechiels Moses-Drama, A&A 13, 1967, 150-164, esp. 153.
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ardore explicas,/ quianam tam adverso augurio et imimico omine/ Thebis radiatum
lumen ostentas tuum?, ‘O Sun, who on your white-hot chariot and rushing
horses twinkling flames unfurl in glowing heat, why come with au-
gury ill-boding thus, with omen so unfriendly the beams of light which
you display to Thebes?’ (fig. 581-584 R.). & v év &otpoig odpavod
tépvov 680v/xal ypusoxorliitoioy uPePag dippoig/ijie, Boaig tanoiow
giMocov pAdya/bg duotuxi OfBaicty tf 100 Apépg/dxtiv’ épfikac.

In comparison with Euripides (Phoen. 1-6), the Roman poet aims
at greater intelligibility. He sets the address to the Sun at the begin-
ning, while, in the original, two verses precede its mention; these
lines are already said to have been criticized by Sophocles (Schol.
Eur. Phoen. 1) as superfluous. However, Accius was less concerned
here with the scholarly tradition than with his audience, which he
did not wish to confuse by unexplained imagery. He compensates
for the Latin deficiency in readily available participles and compound
adjectives by an increase in pathos. The expansion fervido ardore' is
telling. On the other hand he abandons picturesque effect. In Eurip-
ides, Helios stands on his chariot with legs apart. The combination
of different levels of significance, evident in Euripides’ ‘ill-starred ray’,
is split up by the Roman, who, for his part, sharpens his contrasts.
He develops the evil augury at length, and makes it the dark back-
ground of the streaming light in the following verse. His artistic hyper-
bata form a refined verbal structure, of the type later developed by
the classical writers.

The ‘power’ for which Accius was famous was found not least in
his striking phraseology. Gorgias (VS 82 B 5a D.) had referred to
‘vultures, living graves’, with which Ennius ann. 138 V. may be com-
pared; Accius echoes this motif in the following passage from the Atreus:
‘For the sons the father himself serves as grave’ (frag. 226-227 R.).
Such ‘tragic epigrams’ had belonged to the style of the genre since
the days of Euripides and Agathon, and here Accius acts as a link
between the Hellenistic manner and that of Silver Latin. Accius also
shows epigrammatic point in his distinction between animus and anima
(trag. 296 R.). This is especially true of the saying coined by him and
destined for long life: oderint dum metuant (trag. 203204 R.).

! For example also Myctegresia frg. 11: scindit oras, laterum texta flamma Vulcani vorax;
Atreus frg. XVI: tpsus hortatur me frater, ut meos malis miser/ manderem natos; Atreus frg. I1I:
maior mihi moles, maius miscendumst malum.
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Ideas I
Reflections on Literature

In combining as author both practice and theory, Accius was to
some extent the product of his times. Some of his contemporaries
had written poetic essays on questions of literature: Lucilius, Valerius
Aedituus and others. In the case of Accius, his efforts at theory and
also his observations on poetic technique and on literary history stand
in the closest relationship to the theater to which he had devoted his
life. His deviations from the Greek classics rested on reflection, not
chance. In judging his scholarship, we must keep in mind that the
old critics described Pacuvius, not him, as ‘learned’. Even so, the
move towards explicit literary criticism and theoretical challenge,
though still in a half-poetic form, was significant enough.

Apart from his concern with theatrical history and questions of dat-
ing! (treated unreliably), Accius seems to have discussed further aspects
of theory. An author aiming at impressive symbolic pictures and their
explanations could not altogether overlook the Stoic theory of allegori-
cal interpretation, as practiced in the school of the already mentioned
Crates of Mallos. Accius reflected on the meaning and function of
myth and symbol, and in part turned the Stoic methods of interpreta-
tion into methods of poetic production. An example is Tarquin’s dream,
in which Accius prepares the way for Virgil’s deliberate creation of
myth. On the other hand, he is too much a man of the theater to
accept uncritically the Stoic ideal of brevitas (didasc. 2. 10 Biichner,
from Nonius, p. 243 L.). Theory therefore played a subordinate role,
and it had to obey to a natural poetic gift. If Accius’ poetic authority
is unchallenged, his authority as a scholar is open to question.

As a grammarian, Accius was influenced by the Pergamene School.
In regarding Hesiod as older than Homer (frg. 6 Biichner), he was
not yet aware of Aristarchus’ researches. In textual criticism and
mterpretation too, which were the achievements of the Alexandrians,
he has no lessons to offer. It was left to Aelius Stilo to introduce
these methods. Some trochaic septenarii survive from the Pragmatica,
a work related to the Didascalica. In one place, the poet made the
public responsible for poets’ failings (f7g. 24 Biichner).

His knowledge of the two languages stimulated Accius to reflect
on Latin and compare it with Greek. He even treated questions of

! See above on Livius Andronicus.
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orthography. He avoided the foreign letters » and z but represented
the sound ng in the Greek fashion by gg. He indicated long vowels
partly by imitating Greek orthography (e for long 7), and partly in
the manner of the Italian dialects and contemporary inscriptions, by
doubling them.

Ideas I1

All appearances suggest that Accius paid special attention to the ethos
of his characters. In his play, Telephus was actually banished, not
just apparently, as had been the case in Euripides and Ennius, and
showed magnanimity: ‘Fortune could rob me of my royal dignity
and riches, but not of my courage (virtue)’ (frag. 619-620 R.). In
Accius, Ismene, unlike her Sophoclean counterpart, adopts the supe-
rior tone of an older sister (Antigone, trag. 135—137 R.). In the Phoenissae,
Eteocles is exonerated. He has not concluded an agreement with his
brother and therefore does not break his word in refusing to give
place to Polynices after a year. Accius thus approaches the interpre-
tation given by Aeschylus, who had laid the guilt at Polynices’ door.
This explains why the famous passage from Euripides’ Phoenissae (524)
1s missing in Accius, which Schiller paraphrased as follows: ‘If there
is to be wrongdoing, let it be for the sake of a crown. In every other
way a man must be virtuous.” Caesar who loved these lines had to
quote them from the Greek original and Cicero, when criticizing
such a way of thinking, had to make his own Latin translation. The
words were evidently not to be found in Accius. Did the Roman
tragic poet, by suppressing our passage, deliberately deny this char-
ter to the tyrants who enslaved Rome during his old age?

A courageous effect is also created by the intervention on behalf
of a banished character in the Eurysaces (trag. 357-365 R.). Accius
displayed the frankness and independence to be expected from a
contemporary of the critical Lucilius. It is no surprise then that he
allowed Antigone to doubt divine providence in quite modern terms
(trag. 142-143 R.). In the same way, the poet seems to have elimi-
nated an archaic feature in the Phoenissae. There is no longer an
hereditary, ineluctable curse.! The Roman tragic poet placed the free
and morally responsible human on center stage.

' G. Pabuano, Sul prologo delle Fenicie di Accio (581~-584 R.), ASNP ser. 3, 3,
3, 1973, 827-835.
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Transmission

Accius’ plays were repeatedly performed in the Ist century B.C. It is not
useful to speak of the disappearance of Roman tragedy after Accius, but
quite relevant to comment on the unfortunate loss of texts. To this, several
factors may have contributed: the rejection of older Latin by the modernists
of the Ist century A.D.; the classicism of the schools in late antiquity; and
the excommunication of the theater by Christians, which was all the more
exacerbated by the fact that tragedy, as opposed to comedy, was a mytho-
logical performance, and therefore a celebration of pagan religion. A par-
ticularly fatal influence, however, must be attributed to the decline in Roman
theatrical taste after the end of the Republic. In the provinces the study of
older literature persisted longer than in the capital. Marcus Valerius Probus,
educated in Beirut, came close to arousing laughter in Nero’s Rome (Jerome
chron. 2072) by basing his lectures on older Latin texts (Suet. gramm. 24). Yet
he trained students who in the 2nd century would bring ‘archaism’ into
fashion. Fragments which are later cited at secondhand are assumed to have
been transmitted by Caper (2nd century) and Julius Romanus (3rd century).
In 4th century Africa, Nonius Marcellus excerpted many texts of the Repub-
lican period. Priscian (6th century), or his not much older source, may still
have read four plays of Accius in the original.

Influence

New tragedies of importance first appeared again under Augustus
(Varius, Ovid) and in the Ist century A.D. (Seneca). All of them
remained within the bounds of subject matter found in Republican
tragedy. Accius therefore at first left no successor to match him. Like
Euripides, Shakespeare, and Racine he marked a final point. But his
influence spread beyond the bounds of his genre, as may be seen,
for example, in the dramatic shape taken by Virgil’s and Ovid’s epics.
According to Horace, who certainly was no friend of older Latin
literature, the Romans had a natural gift for tragedy (epist. 2. 1. 166).
In Accius, perhaps this found its purest expression.

Accius’ influence is as significant as it is hard to verify, but is still
traceable in one particular instance. Accius’ Roman drama Brutus is
our oldest evidence for Brutus’ feigned foolishness. The poet may
well have shaped the story which passed to Livy and Valerius Maxi-
mus and then influenced Saxo Grammaticus (History of Hamlet) and
Belleforest (Tragic Tales), which were Shakespeare’s sources.’

' I. Gorrancz, The Sources of Hamlet, Shakespeare Library ser. 2, vol. 12, 1926,
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In spite of his broad education, Accius may no longer be regarded
as an instance of the pioneer who tests his skill in many fields. Here,
the comparison with Ennius falls short. As a tragedian, Accius was
of an uncompromising nature. It is true that he was also a scholar
but in his case, as in the earliest Hellenistic authors, reflection stood
completely in the service of creativity. He is regarded as the greatest
Roman tragedian. Even the scope of his works is impressive. A born
poet, he fashioned striking pictures and set them before the eyes of
his audience in all their symbolic power. His language successfully
deployed flamboyant contrasts, but also verses full of quietly effective
euphony and maxims which lent extreme density to his thought. He
could conjure up an atmosphere without impairing clarity. In employ-
ing myth in all its richness and, in giving it artistic form, he prepared
the ground for essential features of Augustan and Imperial poetry.
Only against the background of Republican tragedy is it possible to
understand Virgil’s Roman interpretation of myth in the Aeneid and
Ovid’s universally human approach to myth in the Metamorphoses.

Editions: H. StepHANUS, R. STEPHANUS (ESTIENNE), Fragmenta poetarum vete-
rum Latinorum, quorum opera non extant: Ennii, Accii, Lucilii, Laberii,
Pacuvii, Afranii, Naevii, Caecilii aliorumque multorum, Genevae 1564. * 4
complete collection: J. DanGeL (T'TrC), Paris 1995; E. H. WarmmveTOoN (T'Tr),
ROL 2, 1936, 325-595; 598-599, 604—607. * trag.: O. RiBECK, TRF, Lipsiae
2nd ed. 1871, 136-227; praciextae 281-285; O. RiBECK, TRF, Lipsiae 3rd
ed. 1897, 157263, praetextae 326-331. * practextae: L. Peprou1 (T'C), Fabularum
praetextarum quae extant, Genova 1954, 70-74 (T), 115-117 (C). * G. De
Durante, Le Fabulae praetextae, Roma 1966, 30--39; 56-65. * Other works:
K. BucHner, FPL, Lipsiae 1982, 46-52 (numbers of fragments here identi-
cal with W. Morer, FPL 1927). * gramm.: H. Funarori, GRF, Lipsiae 1907,
vol. 1, 22-32. ** Lexicon: A. DE Rosavria, Lexicon Accianum, Hildesheim 1982.
* M. Bini, Index Morelianus sive verborum omnium poetarum Latinorum
qui in Moreliana editione continentur, praefatus est A. TramNa, Bologna
1980. ** Bipl.: H. J. MeTTE, Die romische Tragodie und die Neufunde zur
griechischen Tragédie, Lustrum 9, 1964, esp. 107-160. * L. D1 Sarvo,
Rassegna di studi acciani (1965-1978), BStudLat 9, 3, 1979, 316-332.

H. Cancik, Varro (De poetss) iiber L. Accius, Hermes 96, 1968, 252-253.
* H. Cancik, Die republikanische Tragodie, in: E. LEFEVRE, ed., Das rémische
Drama, Darmstadt 1978, 308—-347. * R. Decr’InnoceNTI PieriNt, Studi su

esp. 27-33; V. BronDAL, Hamlet, principe al Danemarcei. Istorie unei legende, Revista
Fundatilor Regale 10, 1936, 1-15.
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Accio, Firenze 1980. * F. DeLa Corte, La filologia latina dalle origini a
Varrone, Torino 1937, Firenze 2nd ed. 1981. * W. Fauts, Der Traum des
Tarquinius, Spuren einer etruskisch-mediterranen Widder-Sonnensymbolik
bei Accius (frg. 212 D), Latomus 35, 1976, 469-503. * E. Gaspa, 11 Brutus
di Accio, Dioniso 43, 1969, 377-383. * B. Grapicow, Trimmballast bei
antiken Schiffen, WS 82, 1969, 37-48. * H. D. JoceLyN, Ancient Scholar-
ship and Virgil’s Use of Republican Latin Poetry 2, CQ ns. 15, 1965,
126-144. * H. D. JoceLyN, The Quotations of Republican Drama in
Priscian’s Treatise De Metris Fabularum Terentii, esp. App. III: Accius’ Medea
swe Argonautae, Antichthon 1, 1967, 68—69. * 1. Lana, L’Atreo di Accio e la
leggenda di Atreo e Tieste nel teatro tragico romano, AAT 93, 1958-1959
(1959), 293-385. * A. La Penna, Atreo e Tieste sulle scene romane, in:
Studi classici in onore di Q. Cataudella, Catania, Fac. di Lett. e Filos. 1972,
1, 357-371. * Leo, LG 384-405. * I. MarioTTI, Tragédie romaine et tragédie
grecque: Accius et Euripide, MH 22, 1965, 206-216. * S. MarioTTI, Accio
in Malsacano, RFIC 94, 1966, 181-184. * F. Marx, Accius, RE 1, 1893,
142-147. * A. Pocika Perez, El tragedidgrafo latino Lucio Acio, Granada
1984. * A. Resta Barruk, ed., Il Meleager di Accio, Latomus 50, 1991,
227-231. * N. W. SraTER, Two Republican Poets on Drama: Terence and
Accius, in: B. ZmiMmMeErMANN, Antike Dramentheorien und ihre Rezeption,
Stuttgart 1992, 85-103. *A. Trama, Vortit barbare. Le traduzioni poetiche
da Livio Andronico a Cicerone, Roma 1970, 181-203.

PLAUTUS

Life, Dates

Titus Plautus was born in Sarsina in Umbria. It is not quite certain
whether he bore the gentile name Maccius, also attested at Pompeii.
He calls himself Maccus (Asin. 11), something like ‘Jack Pudding’,
after a character from the popular Atellane farce. This may be a
joke, or it may be that both here and in the Mercator (prol. 9-10) he
was still conscious of his past as an Atellane actor.! Since all three
names echo the farce, we may be dealing with pseudonyms.? He
died in 184 B.C. (Cic. Brut. 60) at Rome ( Jerome c¢hron. 1817). Since
he attained old age (Cic. Cato 50) he may have been born before
250. He is said to have earned money as a worker in the theater, to

! K. H. E. ScHUTTER, Quibus annis comoediae Plautinae primum actae sint quae-
ritur, diss. Groningen 1952, pp. i-v.
2 A. S. GraTtwick, Titus Maccius Plautus, CQ 67 n.s. 23, 1973, 78-84.
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have lost it in business dealings and then to have taken service with
a miller. Allegedly three of his plays were composed in the mill (Varro
apud Gell. 3. 3. 14). Whatever the truth of this, there is no doubt
about his varied experience of life and his theatrical talent, nor about
his Greek education. He must have acquired this for himself, per-
haps under the influence of Livius Andronicus or Naevius.

About 130 plays were ascribed to Plautus. Of these the grammar-
ian Lucius Aelius Stilo regarded 25 as undoubtedly genuine, while
his pupil Varro accepted 21 (apud Gell. 3. 3. 3). These are the plays
transmitted to us. On the basis of ancient notices preserved in the
Codex Ambrosianus (A), about the dates' of first production (didascaliae),
the Stichus may be dated to 200 B.C. and the Pseudolus to 191.2 Cicero
(Cato 50) attests that not only the Pseudolus, but also the Truculentus,
was composed by the poet in his old age. The Miles falls, as v. 211
shows, into the later period of the life of Naevius who was a genera-
tion older,® and therefore may be dated 206-201 B.C. Perhaps it
was a ‘draw’ at the Ludi pleber of 205* which had to be staged seven
times. The Cistellaria was written before the end of the Second Punic
War (Prologue 201-202), the Trinummus (v. 990) at the earliest in
194> The Epidicus is mentioned in the Bacchides (v. 214), and there-
fore must be older. Parodies reminiscent of the original production
of Pacuvius’ Antiopa prove the late date of the Persa, Pseudolus, and
Casina. That poet’s career was beginning in Plautus’ last years.®

The dating of the Mostellaria teaches an interesting lesson about
method. The play speaks (v. 941) of ‘newly elected magistrates’. In
those days they entered office on March 15. The only possible occa-
sion therefore for Plautus’ play is at the Ludi Megalenses in April, a
festival which included dramatic presentations only since 194 (Livy
34. 54. 3). Accordingly this year is the earliest date for the Mostellaria’—

! ScHurTER’s dissertation is basic: s. the note before the last.

2 Doubts are raised by H. B. MarTiNcLy, The Plautine Didascaliae, Athenacum
n.s. 35, 1957, 78-88.

® L. ScHaar, Die Todesjahre des Naevius und des Plautus, RhM 122, 1979,
24-33.

* C. Buck, A Chronology of the Plays of Plautus, Baltimore 1940, 84.

> F. Rerscri, De actae Trinummi tempore, Ind. lect. Bonn 1843, repr. in: Parerga 1,
Leipzig 1845, 339-354, esp. 348; for 187 B.C.: T. Frank, Some Political Allusions
in Plautus’ Trinummus, AJPh 53, 1932, 152-156.

® A. THIERFELDER, Plautus und die romische Tragodie, Hermes 74, 1939, 155-166.

7 K. H. E. ScHuTTtER, De Mostellariae Plautinae actae tempore, in: Ut pictura poesis,
FS P. J. Exk, Leiden 1955, 174-183.
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provided that v. 941 is genuine and may be referred to Roman
conditions.

Other evidence is less secure. Parallel passages in particular often
allow different interpretations.! Stylistic criteria have an even smaller
degree of certainty, since such differences may be influenced by
outward circumstances, by change of models and by the whims of
the author. With this proviso the following criteria may be men-
tioned: the increase in lyrical parts;? the spread of intrusive subordi-
nate clauses;® the decline in the use of recitative (long verses);* the
more sophisticated conduct of the plot;’> the more prominent role
assigned to the cunning slave; the cumulative development of the-
matic references into a coherent imagery; the increase in Roman
elements. Even if the chronological reliability of such studies may be
doubted, they do have the merit of directing our attention to Plautus’
artistic achievement.®

Survey of Works

The Amphitruo, as the poet himself explains in his prologue, is a tragicomoedia,
dealing with kings and gods. The subject is mythical. Jupiter courts Alcmene,
while her husband Amphitruo is kept far from Thebes by his military du-
ties. Since Jupiter appears in the form of Amphitruo, and Mercury as a
double of the slave Sosia, after Amphitruo’s return a whole series of confu-
sions develops. Plautus exploits all the possibilities of presentation, ranging
from amusing comedy to the most poignant tragedy, especially in the lyric
roles of Sosia and Alcmene. It is this crossing of generic boundaries which
creates the special charm of this favorite play.

The Asinaria is a prank, dominated by situation comedy and ready wit.
The young lover Argyrippus cannot find the money which the lna Cleareta

"' F. W. Harw, Repetitions and Obsessions in Plautus, CQ 20, 1926, 20-26.

2 W. B. Sepewick, The Cantica of Plautus, CR 39-40, 1925-1926, 55-58.

% J. ScHNEIDER, De enuntiatis secundariis interpositis quaestiones Plautinae, diss.
Leipzig 1937; W. B. Sepcwick, The Dating of Plautus’ Plays, CQ 24, 1930, 102—
106; id., Plautine Chronology, AJPh 70, 1949, 376-383; A. DE Lorenzi, Cronologia
ed evoluzione Plautina, Napoli 1952.

* V. PUTTNER, Zur Chronologie der Plautinischen Komdodien, Progr. Ried 1905/06.

> J. N. Houch, The Development of Plautus” Art, CPh 30, 1935, 43-57.

¢ P. A. Jounston follows a cultural-historical approach (Poenulus 1. 2 and Roman
Women, TAPhA 110, 1980, 143-159); she dates the Poenulus to 191 B.C. or later;
see however now G. MauracH’s Commentary on the Poenulus 1988, p. 33 (between
195 and 189). On the Curculio and Trinummus N. W. StaTer, The Dates of Plautus’
Curculio and Trinummus Reconsidered, AJPh 108, 1987, 264-269.



166 LITERATURE OF THE REPUBLICAN PERIOD

is demanding for her daughter Philaenium. Slaves finally hand him the money
which in fact is owed to his father for an ass he has sold (thus Asinaria).
Even so, a rival steals a march on the young lover; and there is a second
rival who turns out to be the young man’s own father.

The Aulularia, in spite of its basic tone of cheerful burlesque, at times
verging almost on the grotesque, is nevertheless a comedy of character. Old
Euclio has inherited not only a treasure from his grandfather and father,
but also the obsessive fear of losing it. This makes him more of a ‘mistrust-
ful’ character than a regular miser. It is from this pot of gold that the
comedy takes its name. His rich neighbor Megadorus meanwhile is seeking
his daughter Phaedria in marriage. Euclio scents danger: does his intended
son-in-law know anything about the pot of gold, and does he therefore want
to filch the treasure? Eventually he gives permission, but makes extremely
parsimonious wedding preparations. To protect his treasure during the cel-
ebrations he takes it to the temple of Fides, watched by the slave Strobilus.
But he will not even trust Trust personified. He seeks a better hiding place,
and once again Strobilus is secretly on his track. Meanwhile, Megadorus’
nephew Lyconides has confessed to his uncle that he has already won
Phaedria’s love. Now Euclio comes on stage, full of despair. His treasure
has been stolen! Lyconides thinks that Euclio is talking about his daughter
and accuses himself, but of course Euclio is talking about his pot of gold.
There is a classic scene of misunderstanding. Finally the thievish slave is
unmasked, and the gold is given to the happy couple.

The Bacchides has a double plot of intrigue, telling of two young fellows
with their servants, two fathers and two hetaerae (the Bacchides). During
the course of the play, fathers and sons become rivals. The brilliant director
of the action is the slave Chrysalus with his unmatched cleverness, one of
Plautus’ most subtly drawn slave characters.

Already the prologue of the Captivi proclaims (57-58) that the typical
figures of comedy are not to appear, and there are no women’s roles at all.
Old Hegio keeps buying prisoners of war in the hope of securing the free-
dom of his son, who is held captive by the enemy. When rich Philocrates
falls into his hands he decides to send off Philocrates’ slave to redeem his
(Hegio’s) son and send him home with a ransom. However master and
slave have exchanged clothes. Philocrates is free. But on that very day he
returns with Hegio’s son Philopolemus. The slave who has stayed behind in
Philocrates’ place is revealed as Hegio’s long-vanished second son, and this
scene of recognition marks the culmination. The parasite Ergasilus is an
hilarious ingredient in the play. In some respects its composition appears
slack, lacking in thoroughness, and exaggerated. Even so, the portrait of
human weaknesses and good qualities is prominent, while the farcical ele-
ment is replaced by subtle irony.

The Casina is a comedy of intrigue, full of complications and grotesque
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situations. Father and son are in love with the same girl, the slave Casina.
The struggle between the two rivals is fought on two ‘battlefields’: father
and son each send a slave who pretends he wishes to marry Casina. It goes
without saying that the one chosen will yield to his master the right of the
first night. Old Lysidamus’ slave Olympio manages to prevail, but the jeal-
ous wife succeeds in frustrating the scheme and allows Chalinus, her son’s
slave, to take Casina’s place. Thus what was supposed to be a bridal night
actually became a scene of battery. Now Lysidamus comes repentantly back
to his wife, and the way is left open for the young people. The scenes and
characters of the comedy are, in certain respects, pushed to the point of
caricature, and overdrawn.

In spite of its fragmentary transmission, we are still in a position to recon-
struct the Cistellaria, the ‘box comedy’. It is focused on an unhappy couple:
Alcesimarchus is supposed to marry a girl whom he does not love; his be-
loved Selenium is a hetaera, who will not be given up by the lna, her
mother Nelaenis. At the last moment, Selenium prevents Alcesimarchus from
committing suicide. At this point, the married couple Demipho and Phan-
ostrata identify the girl as their child who was once exposed. A box of toys
serves as the token of recognition. With this, Selenium takes her place in
society and may marry Alcesimarchus. The characters in this comedy are
treated as types without becoming stereotypical. In spite of all, the effect
they create is realistic. In this play, too, character portrayal is more import-
ant than the plot.

In the Curculio, the basic situation is the same as in the Cistellaria. An ill-
starred pair of lovers at first find their way to happiness barred. The hero-
ine Planesium is of free birth, but has been purchased and confined by a
leno. Finally, her legitimate status is proved by a token of recognition, and
the marriage can take place. The parasite Curculio (‘corn weevil’) matches
slyness with greed. He saves, though not without selfish motives, Planesium
from being sold to a soldier. The latter turns out to be, as Planesium sud-
denly discovers, her long-lost brother, and so from rival he becomes the
witness to her free birth. The Curculio is a charming blend of elements,
combining satirical realism with the romantic idyll (for example, the scene
at night with its serenade and rendezvous, vv. 147-216). The Janus-faced
character of Curculio lends a special piquancy to a comic dialectic which
lives on in harlequin and in Shakespeare’s fools.

The Epudicus, in spite of its brevity, is a play of complex intrigue. Its hero,
the wily slave Epidicus, enjoys free scope as director of the action. He buys
off the lyre player Acropolistis for the young Stratippocles, while telling the
father Periphanes that she is his long vanished daughter Telestis. However,
the young fellow then brings another girl back from campaign. It is she
whom Epidicus must now purchase, while disposing of Acropolistis. But this
other girl is Telestis. The intrigue is successful, until Telestis’ mother appears



168 LITERATURE OF THE REPUBLIGAN PERIOD

and recognizes her. The action is brilliantly calculated to produce the greatest
possible complexity. The individual characters are drawn with perfect sym-
pathy; there is no caricature. In spite of the intrigue that takes center stage,
this is a play of humane ideas in which the comic principle is represented
by Epidicus who gave the play its name.

The Menaechmi, like the Amphitruo, rests on the theme of doubles. Twin
brothers, both called Menaechmus, have been separated since childhood,
and suddenly find themselves unawares in the same town. This produces
endless complications and misunderstandings. Finally the cunning slave
Messenio brings the two together. This comedy of mistaken identity is
distinguished by rapid action and abstention from grotesque features and
exaggerations.

In its action, the Mercator is reminiscent of the Casing. Charinus and his
father Demipho are both in love with Pasicompsa. Frightened of his wife,
Demipho hands the girl over to his neighbor Lysimachus, whose wife Dorippa
has left for the countryside. She however returns earlier than expected, and
lets fly a broadside of abuse against her husband. Eutychus, their son, has
been sent out by Charinus to look for his missing beloved. He now arrives
on the scene and explains everything. Demipho surrenders Pasicompsa on
condition that Charinus says nothing to his mother. More than other Plautine
comedies, this play is focused on subtle character portrayal and on the conflict
between father and son.

The Miles gloriosus owes its life to its central character, the vainglorious
braggart, although the other figures are also well-drawn. Pyrgopolynices,
the soldier, has abducted Philocomasium. Her beloved Pleusicles discovers
her whereabouts, thanks to his cunning slave Palaestrio, and moves into the
near-by house of a friend. He then knocks a hole in the dividing wall so
that the happy couple may meet undisturbed. However, they are discovered
by the watchman Sceledrus. Palaestrio attempts to unravel the difficulties
by claiming that Philocomasium is her own twin sister, only to create new
problems. Palaestrio convinces his master’s friend and host (Periplectomenus)
to invite two hetaerae to pass themselves off as his wife and her maid in
order to allure Pyrgopolynices, who swallows the bait and lets Philocomasium
go. But at his rendezvous with his neighbor’s ‘wife’ the entire household
assails him with clubs.

The Mostellaria is a comedy of ghosts, full of intrigues and complications
whose threads are again controlled by the cunning slave, Tranio. When
Theopropides arrives home after a long absence, he almost stumbles into a
wild party thrown by his son Philolaches for his girlfriend, his friends and
various hetaerae. On the spur of the moment, Tranio invents a ghost which
will prevent Theopropides from entering the house. At first the trick wins
Theopropides’ credence, but then everything collapses. Philolaches’ friend,
Callidamates, persuades Theopropides to relent. The Mostellaria is one of
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Plautus’ most amusing plays, with a particularly colorful central character.

The Persa is a somewhat crude play of intrigue. It is notable for centering
around a love affair among slaves and depicting the courageous, independ-
ent demeanor of a wirgo.

Intrigue also occupies center stage in the Poenulus. A young lady and her
sister are in the grasp of a leno, and must be rescued from their intended
destiny as hetaerae. This comes about by a trick. Then it is revealed that
both sisters are free-born girls from Carthage. The Carthaginian traveller
Hanno is discovered to be a friend of the now-dead adoptive father of the
young lover, and at the same time the real father of the two girls. Occa-
sional passages in ‘Punic’ are intriguing for linguists, while the friend of
literature takes delight in the characters drawn with a subtlety and a hu-
manity worthy of Menander.

The Pseudolus is a fresh and lively play of intrigue. Pseudolus, a slave of
genius but also something of a braggart, is unique even among Plautus’
slaves for his tongue and his impudence. Once again the beloved of the
young master (Calidorus) must be filched from a lno and rescued from her
fate with a soldier. In spite of its rapid action, this mature play of Plautus
is rich in ornament provided by cantica and monologues. The characters
act their roles in full awareness. The leno knows that he must be very wicked
(360-369), Calidorus that he has to be in love (238-240), the slave Pseudolus
that he must be very cunning (905-907). Plautus is said to have been par-
ticularly fond of this comedy (Cic. Cato 50).

In the Rudens, the leno Labrax and two girls, Palaestra and Ampelisca, are
shipwrecked by a storm on the coast of Africa near Cyrene. The shrine of
Venus there coincidentally happens to be the agreed rendezvous of Palaestra
and her lover, Plesidippus. The girls take refuge from the lno at the shrine,
and use the slave Trachalio to establish contact with Plesidippus. With the
aid of a distinguished citizen, Daemones, they are rescued from the leno.
Meanwhile, Gripus, the fisherman, has discovered a chest in the shipwreck
holding toys from Palaestra’s childhood, which leads Daemones to recog-
nize her as his daughter. The lack of action is compensated for by the
liveliness of the slaves’ repartee and of the chorus of fishermen.

The Stichus, short on intrigue, owes its comedy chiefly to the part of
Gelasimus, the parasite. Two brothers, after a long absence brought about
by bankruptcy, return to their wives, whose father had long been planning
to marry them off again. But he now changes his mind because of the
newly-won riches of his sons-in-law. A banquet follows, but the parasite
may not take part because in his time, thanks to his greed, he has been
partly to blame for the bankruptcy. Accompanying this, there is a celebra-
tion by the servants to which the slave Stichus extends invitations. The
comedy is cheerful and ironic. Its atmosphere and characters are sympa-
thetically drawn in accordance with the original by Menander.
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Trinummus is a family drama with a moralizing background. Lesbonicus
lives a life of debauchery until his father returns. The truth that house and
property have been squandered must be suppressed. However the innocent
deception which he spins along with his friend collapses. He is forgiven
on condition that he marries immediately (1185). In this wholly masculine
play, subtle irony dominates, and there is less comedy. Character portrayal
is close to life; the development of the action particularly clear and self-
contained.

The Truculentus is a wild and coarse play of intrigue centering around an
avaricious hetaera, Phronesium. Through her low machinations she tries to
fleece three lovers simultaneously. The play takes its name from the slave
Truculentus, a crude fellow in every sense of the term. He becomes in-
volved in a refreshingly unrefined affair with Astaphium, Phronesium’s maid.

The Vidularia, which has come down to us in mutilated form must have
been similar to the Rudens. Young Nicodemus is shipwrecked and rescued
by an old fisherman. He works for his neighbor Dinia as a day laborer.
Another fisherman rescues Nicodemus’ chest from the sea, and so the hero
is restored to prosperity. By the contents of the chest, Dinia recognizes him
as his long-lost son.

Only fragments survive from the following plays: Acharistio, Addictus, Agroecus,
Artemo, Astraba, Bacaria, Boeotia, Caecus vel Praedones, Calceolus, Carbonaria,
+Cesistio+, Colax, Commorientes, Condalium, Cornicula, Dyscolus, Faeneratrix, Fretum,
Frivolaria, Fugitivi, Hortulus, Lenones gemimi, Lipargus, Nervolaria, Phago, Parasitus
medicus, Parasitus piger, Plocinus, Saturio, Schematicus, Sitellitergus, Trigemina.

Sources, Models, and Genres

As already indicated, Plautus was likely to choose his models not
from the Old Comedy, but from the less mordant New. Other sources,
if we discount the Italian theatrical tradition, are less noteworthy.'
Within the genre, the range is quite broad. It stretches from Menan-
drean comedy with its subtle character drawing (Aulularia perhaps
taken from Menander’s Apusios; Stichus from the Adelphos; Cistellaria
from the Synaristosai; Bacchides from the Dis exapaton) to a more typical
comedy of mistaken identities (Menaechmi); from the simple prank (Asi-
naria, based on the Onagos [rather than Onagros| of Demophilos) all

! Other possible models are suggested by H. Lucas, Die Scherbenkomédien des
Epicharm und Plautus, WS 56, 1938, 111-117; B. VENERONI, Allacciamenti tematici
tra la commedia greco-latina e il mimo di Eroda, RIL 107, 1973, 760-772; W. F.
Hansen, An Oral Source for the Menaechmi, CW 70, 1977, 385-390.
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the way to the serious drama of moral dilemma (Captivt). The tragi-
comic Amphitruo is unique; its source has been sought in the hilarotra-
goedia of Rhinthon of Tarentum.' Already among these predecessors
there were substantial differences, even if we look no further than
the work of a single poet. In Menander, ethos and subtle art of char-
acterization coexist with more agitated scenes. The original of the
Stichus, now that the recovery of the Dyskolos seems to confirm the
genuineness of its lively conclusion, may be set in the Greek poet’s
early period. Diphilos wrote such varied works as the romantic Rudens,
reminiscent of Euripides, and the somewhat coarser Casina. From
Philemon comes a tranquil family play, rich in maxims, such as the
Trinummus, and on the other hand the Mercator, in which one highly
charged scene follows quickly on the heels of another. The running
slave who, completely out of breath, has difficulty in delivering his
important news; exaggerated fears of eavesdroppers raising eager ex-
pectation; excuses improvised on the spur of the moment; moralizing
maxims; excess of pride on the part of the young hero; reconciliation
mediated by a friend: these are some common features of Philemon’s
otherwise so different plays, which were already favorites with his
Attic audience. Such are the often crowd-pleasing methods which
Plautus takes up, fashions for himself and bequeaths to European
comedy. From Menander he takes the immortal scene of mutual mis-
understanding, e.g. in the Aulularia the young hero is talking of his
beloved, while the old miser is speaking of his pot of gold. In the
Mostellaria, whose original is unknown,? even three characters in turn
give different meanings to their words. The plays Plautus takes from
Diphilus on the one hand provide inspiration for romantic plays of
a later period (Shakespeare), while on the other they exhibit ‘archaic’
features such as agon, chorus, the natural scenery of the satyr play.
This means that the Rudens may simultaneously be regarded as one
of the most ‘old-fashioned’ and yet most ‘modern’ plays. Comedies
showing many of the merits of Menander’s art without his inimitable
gift for characterization, are ascribed to his successors: this is the
case with the effective, but somewhat overdrawn, Miles® and the sharp

' F. DuponT, Signification théitrale du double dans I’dmphitryon de Plaute, REL
54, 1976, 129-141.

? For Philemon: M. KNoRrRr, Das griechische Vorbild der Mostellaria des Plautus,
diss. Miinchen, Coburg 1934.

% See however K. Gaser, Zum Miles gloriosus des Plautus: Eine neuerschlossene
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caricatures, satiric detachment and loose structure of the Truculentus.'

In different plays, the influence of the Middle Comedy has been
assumed.? The Persa is an example, although such influence there is
not universally accepted.® Features of Middle Comedy, of which we
know hardly anything, have been sought in the already mentioned
plays adapted from Diphilus and in the Poenulus, although the latter
as we now know goes back not to Menander but to his uncle Alexis.*
The Curculio cannot be definitely traced to an original. It is assigned
to the early period of New Comedy and even to Menander himself.’
The quite extraordinary ‘parabasis® in it produces an archaic effect.
The Amphitruo is also associated by some scholars with the Middle
Comedy. In fact, because of its mythological plot, it is an exception
to the genre of New Comedy, although precisely because of its bur-
lesque of the gods it is also regarded as the work of an ironic late-
comer. Since on the one hand we possess only Euripides, and on the
other a few plays of Menander, too much leeway is left for the critic
wishing to construct the history of Greek drama from Euripides to
Plautus. It is not always possible, in the case of plays of coarser tex-
ture, to decide whether they are ‘still’ primitive’ or ‘already’ trite.
Conversely, in a period where Euripides is an early author, irony
cannot be a criterion for late dating.

The first difficulty for the interpretation of Plautus therefore is our
defective knowledge of his models. The only sure ground is furnished
by comparison with Menander. The task of separating what is ‘Plau-
tine’ from what is ‘Attic™® is easiest in the Bacchides to which we possess,

Menander-Komédie und ihre literaturgeschichtliche Stellung (1967), repr. in: Die
romische Komédie: Plautus und Terenz, ed. by E. Lerivre, Darmstadt 1973, 205-248.

! For a Menandrean origin P. J. Enk, Plautus’ Truculentus, in: FS B. L. ULLMAN,
Rome 1964, vol. 1, 49-65; more correctly (in the school of Menander): the same
author in his edition of the Truculentus, Leiden 1953.

2 U. voN WiLamowiTz-MoELLENDORFF, De tribus carminibus Latinis commentatio
(1893); repr. in: Kleine Schriften 2, 1941, 260-274.

* G. L. MULLER, Das Original des plautinischen Persa, diss. Frankfurt 1957 (bibl.).

* W. G. ArnoTr, The Author of the Greek Original of the Poenuius, RhM 102,
1959, 252-262; see earlier H. Lucas, Der Karchedonios des Alexis als Vorbild des
plautinischen Poenulus, RhM 88, 1939, 189-190. On Diphilos’ place in the tradition:
W. T. MacCary, The Comic Tradition and Comic Structure in Diphilos’ Kleroumenot,
Hermes 101, 1973, 194-208.

> T. B. L. WEBSTER, Studies in Later Greek Comedy, Manchester 1953, 189-202.

% H. Jorpan, Die Parabase im Curculio bei Plautus, Hermes 15, 1880, 116-136.

7 F. DeLLa Corte, La commedia dell’asinaio, RFIC 79, 1951, 289-306 (influence
of Doric comedy).

8 G. Jacumann, Plautinisches und Attisches, Berlin 1931.
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thanks to a papyrus, a lengthy parallel text in Greek.' This new evi-
dence proves that those scholars were right who had attributed to
the Roman a good deal of independence in his reworking. Plautus
removed two scenes which served more to sketch character than to
forward the plot. He allowed the hero to be ironic at his own ex-
pense in his monologue, when in the middle of his sentence his
decisiveness ebbs away and his thought swings round to its opposite:
‘I punish her in every way so that a beggar’s staff is all that is left—
for my father’ (Bacchides 507a—508). We will come back to the partic-
ularly striking expression given to the reproach uttered to the friend.
The circumstance that a section full of ‘Athenian Aumanitas’ is now
shown to be an addition by Plautus, and that two scenes have been
omitted which no one had previously missed, gives pause for thought.

With this in mind, some of the chief criteria determining the analysis
of Plautus may be mentioned. Besides the comparison with original
texts there is another criterion: the critic should ask himself, whether
certain crucial concepts may be translated back into Greek. The
methods of the Latin scholar for establishing what is ‘Plautine in
Plautus’ are of more consequence. Starting with obvious points, such
as the mention of Roman topics and affairs, this method of interpre-
tation leads on to the establishment of Plautus’ mental processes, for
example, that of the conundrum as an interplay of transformation
and identification (‘my father is a fly: we can’t keep anything away
from him’, Merc. 361). Here may be categorized the use of compari-
sons to introduce speeches (e.g. Cas. 759-779), personification of inan-
imate objects, extension of monologues, introduction of features which
do not forward the action, elaboration of the role of the slave espe-
cially by the use of military terminology, and in particular of course
the independent fashioning of the recitative and the sung parts (can-
tica), meaning that the comedy of dialogue in fact approximates a
musical comedy. E. Fraenkel’s observations? on language and style,

' Plaut. Bacch. 494-562; Men. Dis exap. 11-112 (ed. SanpsacH). On this E. Hanp-
LEY, Menander and Plautus. A Study in Comparison, University College London,
Inaugural Lecture, 1968; C. Questa, Alcune strutture sceniche di Plauto e Menandro,
Entretiens (Fondation Hardt) 16, 1970, 183-228; K. Gaiser, Die plautinischen Bacchides
und Menanders Dis exapaton, Philologus 114, 1970, 51-87; V. PoscHL, Die neuen
Menanderpapyri und die Originalitit des Plautus, SHAW 1973.

2 E. FraenkeL, Plautinisches im Plautus, Berlin 1922; Elementi plautini in Plauto,
Firenze 1960 (enlarged); an instructive example: E. FantaaM, The Curculio of Plautus.
An Illustration of Plautine Methods of Adaptation, CQ 59, 1965, 84-100.
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especially his studies concerning the role of the slave, point the way
to a descriptive structural analysis of imagery, which reveals our poet’s
creativity, both aural and visual.

More dated is the research into the question of so-called contaminatio.!
It starts from the presupposition that Plautus in many plays inter-
wove two or even three Greek comedies. However, a ‘large-scale’
contaminatio of this type has not so far been proved conclusively. An
example is the Miles. Because it contains two consecutive intrigues, it
was traced back to two Greek originals. But it may be objected that
the theme, which half resembles a fairy-tale, is found elsewhere in
world literature connecting two elements considered heterogeneous;
that even elsewhere New Comedy displays two intrigues (cf. titles
such as Aig ¢€anatdv); and that finally, if we read the text closely,
the second intrigue is implied in the first and is merely an ‘expanded
stage’ of it.2

Even so, studies on contaminatio are justified. Their point of depar-
ture is the existence of undeniable inconsistencies and contradictions
found in Plautus.® The cogency of their premise, that in the Greek
original all must have proceeded logically, without contradiction or
hiatus, was overestimated for a long time. Once however it is con-
ceded that many inconsistencies may be traced back to the original,*
the prospects for successful analysis become gloomy. Nevertheless even
in this area Plautine scholarship has attained secure results, although
only where ‘small-scale’ contaminatio is concerned, such as the insertion
by the poet of individual scenes, mostly from one other Greek play.

With every new discovery of Menander papyri, we are forced to
rethink. In one respect, our admiration for Plautus’ originality rises;
in another, it becomes clear that Menander could employ final scenes
of uproar, as in the Dyskolos; introduce a slave planning an intrigue,
as in the Aspis; and that he even did not shrink back from exchanges

' On the word: J. B. HormanN, Contaminare, IF 53, 1935, 187-195; W. BEARrE,
CR 73, 1959, 7-11; on the question of contaminatio M. Barchigsi, Problematica e
poesia in Plauto, Maia 9, 1957, 163-203, esp. 185-186 with bibl,; a broad treat-
ment in Schaaf (see the following note); G. GuasTeLLA, La contaminazione e il
parassita. Due studi su teatro e cultura romana, Pisa 1988.

2 L. ScHaa¥F, Der Miles gloriosus des Plautus und sein griechisches Original. Ein
Beitrag zur Kontaminationsfrage, Miinchen 1977, 300.

® For example, in the Captivi the unexpected appearance of the old slave and the
swift return of Philocrates, in the Amphitruo the birth immediately after the ‘long
night’.

* W. H. FriepricH, Euripides und Diphilos, Miinchen 1953.
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of abuse between domestic wits, again in the Aspis. Furthermore, our
knowledge of Plautus has greatly profited from research into frag-
ments of comedy by authors other than Menander.'

A further working hypothesis is also found to be of limited appli-
cation: the notion that Plautus destroyed the symmetry of his mod-
els. In the previously mentioned Bacchides, it is true that the removal
of two of Menander’s scenes produced a small scale change in pro-
portion. But on a large scale, the play’s symmetry was actually made
more perfect.? In the Mostellaria,® the musical arrangement of the scenes
before the exposition of the plot (1. 4) and before the dénouement
(4. 1 and 2), produces clear points of reference, between which the
central part of the play is artistically constructed.

The role of music in the general structure of the plays is reflected
in the regular alternation of spoken parts (senarii), recitative (long
verses), and sung, lyrical scenes.

Our regret that there are still relatively few interpretations of Plautus
is tempered by the knowledge that the interpreter here is confronted
with unusual difficulties. The question of what is Plautine and what
is Attic is already complex. But it is made more so by the problem
of double versions and interpolations. In the text as transmitted, often
double and even triple versions have been left. In the ancient edition
lying behind our tradition, these were indicated by critical signs, which
disappeared in the course of time. In our oldest manuscript A, por-
tions of text are missing which are preserved in the medieval tradi-
tion P. Sometimes P has maintained the ‘scholarly’ character of its
model better than A. Apart from double versions, interpolations* are
also intrusive. Many prologues read now as they were delivered when
the plays were produced again in the middle of the 2nd century.

In these conditions the interpreter must steer a course between
the Scylla of hypercritical fault-finding and the Charybdis of uncriti-
cal failure to see any problem. The rewarding course is to accept the
challenge.

' H. W. Prescorr, Criteria of Originality in Plautus, TAPhA 63, 1932, 103-125.

2 J. R. CLARK, Structure and Symmetry in the Bacchides of Plautus, TAPhA 106,
1976, 85-96; see also W. STEDLE, Probleme des Biithnenspiels in der Neuen Komédie,
GB 3, 1975, 341-386.

* I. WEmE, Der Aufbau der Mostellaria des Plautus, Hermes 89, 1961, 191-207.

* A. THIERFELDER, De rationibus interpolationum Plautinarum, Leipzig 1929;
H. D. JoceLyn, Chrysalus and the Fall of Troy, HSPh 73, 1969, 134-152 (Interpo-
lations in the Bacchides).
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As well as elements of comedy, traces of tragic poetry are also
found in Plautus. These were probably transmitted in part by Greek
comedy or Ailarotragoedia. However, there are certainly also imitations
of Latin tragedies.'

Among other representatives of the Latin tradition, we see that
Naevius was Plautus’ most important predecessor, especially in re-
gard to powerful, vivid language. In trying to pinpoint the origin of
the cantica we are left in the dark. Their polymetry may be com-
pared with Euripidean choral songs and Hellenistic lyric such as T#e
Maiden’s Lament, though, unlike Euripides, Plautus is hardly writing
choral lyric. Plautus’ closeness to Roman tragedy is certainly significant;
although there choral lyric played a greater role, and meters were
less complex. It is a probable assumption that Plautus took up native
musical traditions, which must, however, be thought of as sharing a
living link with Hellenistic music.

In calling himself Maccus, Plautus identified himself with a char-
acter from the Atellane. It is plausible that his original vis comica is
rooted in this native type of drama, which was played by free citi-
zens. Quite apart from this, scholars searched for other popular
sources, such as fables.? At any rate, it is a mistake to regard Plautus
merely as a ‘translator’ of plays of New Comedy. He is rather the

' See below: Language and Style (also on the cantica).

2 P. BrinD’AMOUR, Des anes et des beeufs dans ’Aululaire. Commentaire des vers
226~235, Maia 28, 1976, 25-27; on the relationship of Plautus to his sources and
models: A. BLancHarD, Essai sur la composition des comédies de Ménandre, Paris
1983, ch. V: Les adaptations de Plaute; on individual plays: W. SteipLe, Plautus’
Amphitruo und sein griechisches Original, RhM 122, 1979, 34-48; P. Harvey, His-
torical Allusions and the Date of the Amphitruo, Athenacum 59, 1981, 480-489 (line
193: 201 B.C.); H. TrANKLE, Amphitruo und kein Ende, MH 40, 1983, 217-238
(mingling of comic and tragic elements); E. Stagrk, Die Geschichte des Amphitruostoffes
vor Plautus, RnM 125, 1982, 275303 (model allegedly a tragedy); R. L. HunTERr,
The Aulularia and its Greek Original, PCPhS 27, 1981, 37-49; L. FiNeTtE, Le Dis
exapaton et les Bacchides. Deux ou trois fourberies, CEA 15, 1983, 47-60; E. LEFEVRE,
Neue und alte Erkenntnisse zur Originalitidt der romischen Komaodie, Plautus und
Menander, Freiburger Universititsblitter 18, fasc. 65, 1979, 13-22 (on the Bacchides);
M. WALTENBERGER, Plautus’ Casina und die Methode der Analyse, Hermes 109,
1981, 440447 (influence of the Kleroumenot of Diphilos); E. LEFEVRE, Plautus-Studien 4.
Die Umformung des 'Ahofadv zu der Doppelkomodie des Miles gloriosus, Hermes
112, 1984, 30-53 (a philosophical piece is turned into a farce by elimination of the
theological features); on this K. DER, Duplex argumentum, Homonoia 5, 1983, 129-
160; E. Lerivre, Diphilos und Plautus. Der Rudens und sein Original, AAWM 1984,
10; W. S. Anperson, Plautus’ Trinummus. The Absurdity of Officious Morality, Traditio
35, 1979, 333-345; R. HunteRr, Philemon, Plautus and the 7rnummus, MH 37,
1980, 216-230.
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creator of specifically Roman comedies with the musical structure of
Roman tragedy and stylized humorous additions from rustic farce.'

Literary Technique

In the last analysis, according to Aristotle (poet. 1450a 15-23) plot
takes precedence over character portrayal. In what follows, minor
modifications must be made, and in general, before passing a judge-
ment on Plautus’ art we should not forget that Aristotle’s view of
drama is only one of several approaches.

The papyri of Menander’s comedies exhibit a division into five
acts; the plays are four times interrupted by the remark XOPOY. While
the Greek plays mark four definite places for musical and choreo-
graphic interludes, in Plautus regular and explicit indications of this
kind are missing. It is therefore assumed that the plays were acted at
one go,? perhaps not only in order to prevent the audience from
leaving the theater in favor of other attractions (cf. Ter. Hec. prol.
33-36; Hor. epist. 2. 1. 185-186). Traces of the Greek conclusion of
an act are seen in the reference to the entry of a drunken crowd of
nightly revellers (komos).* The division into acts found in our plays
goes back to the Renaissance,* and therefore has no authority for us.
A more illuminating principle in the structure of Plautine comedy is
a division into ‘exposition’, ‘tying’ of the knot (‘complication’) of in-
trigue and ‘release’ (unraveling, ‘dénouement’). Such terms spring from
the very nature of the plot. The avoidance of musical entr’actes has
more than an external explanation. It is connected with the pro-
found transformation of comedy into a musical performance. Music
was no longer an adventitious extra irrelevant to the text. In sung
scenes, it became a fixed element of the action on the stage. A struc-
tural analysis of the Mostellaria has shown that Plautus used such scenes
to mark the introduction of the main action and the point before the
dénouement. This means that the previously mentioned division of

' G. A. SHeETs, Plautus and Early Roman Comedy, IGS 8, 1983, 195-209.

2 A different theory in G. MauracH, Preface to his edition of the Poenulus; see
now J. A. Barspy, Actors and Act Divisions. Some Questions of Adaptation in Roman
Comedy, Antichthon 16, 1982, 77-87.

® Bacch. 107. At Pseud. 573 it is announced that the fibicen will fill the interlude
with his playing.

* G. QuEsta, Plauto diviso in atti prima di G. B. Pro (Codd. Vatt. Latt. 3304 e
2711), RCCM 4, 1962, 209-230.
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the play into three parts was clearly accentuated by musical means.
The recitatives and dialogues grouped between sung scenes reveal a
significant order. This proves that Plautus did not abandon the five
acts of his model without replacement, but that he substituted a musical
and poetic structure arising from the very fabric of the plot.

Along with the formative principle indicated here, there are others
for which the analysis is more difficult. For example, the Stichus may
be divided into three stages: expectation, arrival and celebration of
reunion. The plot comes to an early end in the second of these di-
visions, and the third makes a boisterous finale. The Truculentus is a
loose sequence of scenes of a satiric rather than dramatic nature, and
for this reason cannot be entirely derived from dramatic rules.

The parts of the Plautine comedy may now be noted in detail.
The exposition is not necessarily moulded into scenes of dialogue
such as are known from Terence. Plautus prefers to make use of the
traditional form of the prologue, also familiar from Euripides and
Menander. Its speaker may be a character from the play, but the
characters’ necessarily limited knowledge of events is often insufficient
to give a satisfactory outline of the coming action to the spectator.
This difficulty may be overcome in various ways. The simplest, if
not the most elegant, solution is to give the character more knowl-
edge in the prologue than it has in the actual play (Mil. 147-153). In
order to avoid this contradiction, in addition to the human speaker,
a second, divine character may be introduced (Cist.). He fills in the
gaps of knowledge left by the previous speaker. It is also possible,
following an old tragic and comic tradition, to have the entire pro-
logue spoken by a god (dul) or an allegorical figure (7rin.), closely
related to the action. As a last and artistically least attractive option
there remains finally the anonymous, omniscient prologue speaker.
Plautus most often employs prologues, and where they are missing
they may have been subsequently lost. We may not however exclude
the possibility that in individual cases the poet did without a pro-
logue and tried a technique of ‘suspense-filled’ presentation, a method
which would become more frequent in Terence.

The surviving prologues were partly revised and expanded in the
course of later productions about the middle of the 2nd century. As
a rule, the prologue informs us on the scene of the action, and on
the Greek and Latin title; moreover, it often contains the name of
the Greek playwright and of Plautus. The announcement of the title
is a detail not known from Menander. We may surmise, therefore,
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that the Roman audience did often not know previously what ex-
actly was the title of the piece. The prologue furthermore presents
the principal character and narrates the previous part of the story so
far as it is relevant to understanding the plot. Occasionally it even
goes further, as in the Mercator, where the description of the father’s
rise to wealth is somewhat long-winded (61-72). For the continua-
tion and conclusion of the action, the prologue is usually satisfied
with hints, allowing the spectator to recognize or guess the play’s
happy end. Allusions to future details of the plot or confusion of
identity are generally only given when the action is complex. This is
the case in the mistaken identities of the Amphitruo (140-147) and in
the Miles gloriosus (147—153). To help his audience, Plautus distin-
guished his Jupiter from his human double even by an external mark
of recognition. After this additional effort to avoid any possible con-
fusion, the poet can later afford the joke of having Jupiter maintain
that he is Amphitruo, of course with the important addition that we
are dealing with an Amphitruo who can turn himself into Jupiter. In
this instance the audience has in some sense too much information,
and this permits a new sort of play with the artistic instrument of
‘prologue’ or ‘intermediate prologue’. In general, the prologue has
the task of taking the spectator up to a vantage point and giving him
a bird’s eye view of the play. One element of the pleasure taken by
the spectator in the comedy lies in the awareness that he can see
through the mistakes of the characters. This requires above all a
knowledge of the real identities of the characters concerned. We can
now see why gods are particularly appropriate in delivering prologues.
Their vantage point from the very outset is that of superior knowl-
edge. It cannot however be maintained that this prologue technique
destroys all dramatic suspense. The poet is merely telling the specta-
tor what might assure him the requisite superiority. After the ‘what’
is more or less established, the spectator can take undisturbed satis-
faction in noting the ‘how’. But when it comes to the details, there
is still quite a lot concealed from him. He can still go wrong, and
then, when he discovers his mistake, laugh in relief.

Excessive information was already mentioned. But there is also
the reverse. In the Stichus, we learn facts essential to our understand-
ing only after the lapse of several hundred verses. This makes the
assumption especially probable that there must have been a prologue.
In other plays, the expectations of the public are sometimes sent off
in a wrong direction. In ancient comedy too, there is not merely the
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error of the characters, but also that of the audience; and the poets
play with it. In comedies of mistaken identity, we observe a particu-
lar regularity in the sequence of scenes, for example, in the change-
off between Amphitruo I and Amphitruo II or Menaechmus I and
II. This rational structure makes a fascinating contrast with the irra-
tional confusions, and moreover, by its inner logic, helps the specta-
tor understand the plot.}

The prologue may stand first, but it may also follow an introduc-
tory scene which explains in dialogue the nature of the principal
characters. This form of introduction is found, for example, in the
Miles gloriosus and in the Cistellaria. It is livelier and more exciting
than the traditional introductory prologue, since it immediately leads
in medias res. But even this was already known before Plautus (in
Menander’s Aspis, for instance).

One or more expository scenes may be found near the prologue.
Occasionally, the prologue positively refuses to give an exposition:
‘Don’t expect me to say anything to you about the content of the
play. The old people who are just about to come on stage will let
you know what is happening’ (Trin. 16—17). The description of the
principal characters is also part of the exposition, whether direct or
indirect. A typically Plautine touch in the prologue is the jesting and
familiar quasi-dialogue with the audience, including witty address to
unnamed individuals (Men. 51-55).2

An introductory scene in dialogue requires a second speaker who
sometimes in the later course of the play has either a small or no
role. Such figures are called npdécwna npototiké. This technique is
occasionally used by Plautus; it will be favored and expressly empha-
sized (cf. Trin. 16—-17) by Terence. Five plays have no prologue, and
nine a prologue which explains nothing of the plot. The prologue of
the Bacchides is lost, as may also be the case elsewhere.® In comedies
of deception like the Curculio and the Epidicus, the prologue may have
been intentionally omitted in order to increase dramatic suspense,
and this would be an anticipation of Terence’s method.

! A. GOLDBACHER, Uber die symmetrische Verteilung des Stoffes in den Menaechmen,
FS J. Vanten, Berlin 1900, 203-218.

? R. Cranay and M. DerLcourt, Les ruptures d’illusion dans les comédies anti-
ques, AIPhO 12 (= Mélanges H. Grécoire 4), 1952, 83-92.

* F. Lio, 2nd ed. 1912, 188-247, thinks that originally all of Plautus’ plays had
prologues, some of which were lost; but it is possible that Plautus employed different
techniques on different occasions (G. B. DuckworTn 1952, 211-218).
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Characterization may go no further than types. Such types, formed
at the latest in the course of the Middle Comedy, are the young
lover, the stern father,' the bickering matron,? the boastful soldier,’®
the greedy hetaera, the unscrupulous lno, the lena,* the cunning slave,®
the parasite, the moneylender, the cook,’ the doctor.

A more sophisticated method is the presentation of two opposite
characters: the cunning and the stupid slave, the authoritarian, and
the liberal old gentleman. A significant sidelight is thrown on cul-
tural history by the absence of the adulteress among comic charac-
ters. This was an offence which could not be taken lightly. In the
Amphitruo, as still in Kleist, Alcmene accordingly appears as anything
but a comic character.

Subtle deviation from traditional types is particularly frequent in
Menander’s masterly character portrayal. In contrast to the cliché-
ridden stereotype, he presents the high-minded hetaera and the morally
superior foreign slave who gives his Greek master a lesson in hu-
manity. This is Menander’s gentle protest against conventions and
established opinions. Even more delicate are the shades which distin-
guish, for example, pairs of sisters from each other, as in the Cistellaria’
and the Stichus.® In the latter comedy, one sister is ready for compro-

! H.-W. Russom, Vater- und Sohnmotive in der rémischen Komodie, diss. Kiel
1971; J. M. Coby, The senex amator in Plautus Casina, Hermes 104, 1976, 453-476.

? Different nuances are emphasized by E. Scuuamany, Der Typ der uxor dotata in
den Komddien des Plautus, Philologus 121, 1977, 45-65.

® Probably rarer than previously assumed: G. WarTeNBERG, Der miles gloriosus in
der griechisch-hellenistischen Komadie, in: Die gesellschaftliche Bedeutung des antiken
Dramas fiir seine und fiir unsere Zeit. Protokoll der Karl-Marx-Stidter Fachtagung
(1969), ed. by W. Hormann and H. Kucs, Berlin 1973, 197-205; W. Hormann and
G. WARTENBERG, Der Bramarbas in der antiken Komédie, Abh. d. Akad. d. Wiss.
der DDR 1973, 2, Berlin 1973.

* G. HorsTMEYER, Die Kupplerin. Studien zur Typologie im dramatischen Schrift-
tum Europas, Diss. Koln 1972.

* E. FraenkeL, Elementi plautini in Plauto (German original 1922), Firenze 1960,
223-241; G. FrReEYBURGER, La morale et la fides chez Pesclave de la comédie, REL
55, 1977, 113-127.

¢ H. Donm, Mageiros. Die Rolle des Kochs in der griechisch-romischen Komadie,
Miinchen 1964.

7 W. Lupwic, Die plautinische Cistellaria und das Verhaltnis von Gott und Hand-
lung bei Menander, in: Ménandre, Entretiens Fondation Hardt 16, 1970, 43-110.

® W. G. Arnorr, Targets, Techniques, and Tradition in Plautus’ Stichus, BICS
19, 1972, 54-79; W. G. ArnoTT, Quibus rationibus usus imitetur Plautus Menandrum
in fabula Stiche nominata, in: Acta omnium gentium ac nationum conventus Latinis
litteris linguaeque fovendis (Malta 1973), Malta 1976, 306-311.
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mise, while the other is firm. In this, the sequence of speakers, by
contrast with the tradition of tragedy (Antigone—Ismene), is interest-
ingly reversed. Surprisingly, the character introduced in second place
later shows herself to be dominant, although she is the younger. The
crossing of genres and their typical characters is visible in the tragi-
comedy of the Amphitruo. Mercury now acts as a ‘slave’, now as a
‘parasite’. The poet’s joke consists in allowing two kinds of conven-
tion to blend.!

The character of Euclio in the Aulularia® shows a different kind of
complexity. Superficially, he is a miser, although not, like Moliére’s
Harpagon, a greedy usurer, but rather a curmudgeon unwilling to
part with his money (uikpoAdyog). On closer inspection, however, we
find that this reluctance to spend is not ordinary miserliness, but a
complicated phenomenon connected with Euclio’s life and circum-
stances. He may have inherited this disposition, but that is not surpris-
ing in view of his family’s poverty. By his sudden find of a treasure
in his house, poor honest Euclio is completely bereft of his wits. He
is afraid of his neighbors’ envy, a fear easily understandable in a
small town (polis). To keep his discovery secret and avoid gossip he
overdoes even further his previous parsimony. His behavior then
externally looks like that of a miser, but in reality is a disguise for a
mistrust which is socially conditioned and unhealthily exaggerated. It
is extremely probable that the model for the Aulularia bore the title
"Amwotog (The Mistrusiful Man). This finely drawn character, rich in
nuances, conveys not merely the picture of an individual but that of
his interaction with society. In Plautus this is still clearly recogniz-
able, in spite of crude exaggeration, as in the scene with the slave at
2. 4. Indeed, by removing scenes in which the principal hero was
missing, Plautus has emphasized the quality of the Aulularia as a com-
edy of character, and allowed its Menandrean element to be revealed
even more clearly. Moli¢re’s Harpagon, by contrast, is an embodi-
ment of avarice raised to the level of the grotesque. The decisive
point comes at the dénouement. Harpagon must be blackmailed by
the young couple, while in Plautus the suitor generously gives the

' D. GuiLert, Mercure-Sosie dans UAmphitryon de Plaute. Un réle de parasite de
comédie, LEC 31, 1963, 52-63.

* G. Larave, Le dénouement de [’Aululaire, RCC 4, 1896, 552-559 (basic);
P. J. Enx, De Euclionis Plautini moribus, Mnemosyne ser. 3, 2, 1935, 281-290;
W. Hormann, Zur Charaktergestaltung in der dulularia des Plautus, Klio 59, 1977,
349-358.
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treasure back to Euclio who then, for his part, voluntarily relinquishes
it to his daughter as her dowry; he is even delighted to do so, since
now, finally, he will be able to sleep peacefully.

Character is also an important element in the plot. It is precisely
Euclio’s basic mistrust which forms the premise for the theft of his
treasure and ultimately for the resolution of the conflict. Because of
this mistrust, he carries his treasure abroad, thus making the theft
possible. Character and plot are therefore interwoven more closely
than appears at first glance.

Other examples of the comedy of character are found in Menander’s
Dyskolos and Asprs, the latter with a genuine miser. It treats the fol-
lowing problem: an individual is isolated from the community by a
particular trait of his character, which may be reinforced by outside
influences; finally, this leads him into a situation causing him to rec-
ognize that in the long term he cannot do without other men, al-
though this may not bring about any radical change of heart.

The comedy of character may contain elements of the comedy of
intrigue. Characters who contrive a plot are already found in classi-
cal tragedy and Old Comedy. In Plautus the cunning slave, whose
model was recently discovered in Menander’s Aspis, is surprisingly
prominent. Plays that contain two intrigues, such as the Miles gloriosus
need not necessarily, however, be mixed together (‘contaminated’)
from two Greek comedies of intrigue. The title of the original of the
Bacchides, “The Man Who Deceived Twice’ (Aig é€omatdv), shows that
Menander himself wrote plays of this type.

On the negative side, the conclusion of the intrigue is usually the
outwitting of some hostile figure such as the father, the soldier, the
leno. On the positive side, it unites the happy couple. The role of
helper is often given to the cunning slave. The reversal (peripeteia)
may be linked, as in tragedy, with a recognition (anagnorismos). Most
often a young girl regarded as a hetaera, or threatened by that fate,
is revealed as the daughter of an Athenian citizen so that her lover
can marry her. The dramatic technique therefore is related to a type
also known from tragedy, especially in its late Euripidean form. In
their turn the poets make play with the devices typical of their genre:’
in the Pseudolus, the deception is expressly announced to the man
who is to be deceived.

! A. THIERFELDER, Die Motive der griechischen Komédie im BewuBtsein ihrer
Dichter, Hermes 71, 1936, 320-337; W. Go6rLer, Uber die Illusion in der antiken
Komaodie, A&A 18, 1973, 4-57.
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A distinctive literary procedure in Plautine comedy is the employ-
ment of polymetric cantica. In the last analysis, although not exclu-
sively, they have their roots in the ‘modern’ musical style introduced
to drama by Euripides and his followers. The meter and the music
are subordinated to the words, which retain their dominance in spite
of the musicality pervading the play. In addition, Plautus is taking
up here a native theatrical tradition already well developed.

The set! in Plautus’ plays is generally uniform. On the spectator’s
left is the exit towards the harbor and the country; on the right to
the town and the forum. The doors in the background may serve as
entrances to private residences.

The entries and exits of the actors are normally announced in the
text. Where this is not the case, scholars suppose that Plautus devi-
ated from his originals. The number of actors is usually five. It is
assumed that in case of need the same part could be played alter-
nately by different actors. There was a certain order of precedence
here. Star roles, such as that of the cunning slave, were expanded by
Plautus to please the leader of the company, who in the Roman
theater liked to take a prominent part. In the palliata, by contrast
with the New Comedy and the Atellane, it seems that at first masks
were not worn.

The first Roman comic actors were not respectable citizens, but
slaves or freedmen. The first stage artists (dancers) were from Etruria.
These professional players initially performed without masks, whereas,
by contrast, masks were worn by the presenters of the Atellane, who
came from good families. The difference therefore was social rather
than merely technical. The wearing of masks was a privilege reserved
for the successors of the singers of Fescennine verses. Their purpose
was to assure the anonymity of the citizen who ex officio here often
had to indulge in crude jesting. Conversely, a professional actor had
no civic rights. The public was entitled to see his face.”

The actor Roscius is said to have introduced masks in order to
conceal his squint (Suet. de poet. 11. 2-5 Reiff; cf. Cic. de orat. 3.
221). In comedy, the acting must have been especially lively. According
to their degree of animation, a distinction was made between fabulae

' V. J. Rosvach, Plautine Stage Settings (dsin., Aul, Men., Trin.), TAPhA 101,
1970, 445-461; M. JounnstoN, Exits and Entrances in Roman Comedy, Geneva,
N.Y. 1933.

2 P. GuironN-BistacNg, Les demi-masques, RA 1970, 253-282.
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statariae (e.g. Terence’s Hecyra), motoriae (e.g. Phormio) and a mixed form
(Evanth. 4. 4). Gestures were often stereotyped; for example, that of
reflection (Mil. 201-207). Plautus’ text gives us relatively detailed infor-
mation on the movements and gestures of the actors, although stage
directions are more or less unknown.! The comparison with Menander
(in the Bacchides) shows that the words of Plautus often tend to con-
vey what the actor would think, not what the character would say.
The playful nature of the play thus receives greater emphasis. Menan-
- der prefers to give necessary information to the spectator indirectly,
by incidental and apparently ‘natural’ remarks. Plautus instructs him
more directly, often breaking the stage illusion. He takes account of
the distance separating the Roman audience from the Greek play,
and elevates it to an extra means of artistic presentation. To a cer-
tain extent, this produces a stronger impression of stylization, par-
ticularly reinforced by the musical form and the more ornate style of
the sections in long verses and of the lyrical cantica.

In one instance we may compare Plautus’ manner of conducting
an action with that of Menander. A young fellow suspects his friend
of treachery. In Menander he confronts him with this charge right
at the beginning of the scene. Plautus, however, at first creates the
impression that the traitor is a third party who is intimate with his
friend. Only after the latter has distanced himself from the traitor
does he learn that thereby he has condemned himself. It must be
admitted that there is more suspense in Plautus’ scene and that it
has also gained a new dimension of irony. Whereas in Menander
the irony consisted of the suspicion unjustly cast by one friend on
the other, in Plautus there is double irony. The baseless suspicion is
presented in such a way that the suspected party is quite unaware
that he is the false friend. All this both increases theatrical effect and
adds intellectual interest (Bacch. 3. 6). In other cases, Plautus uses
stage eflects, such as entries and exits, to produce parallels and con-
trasts between neigboring or distant scenes, thus emphasizing the
structure and symmetries of the whole.?

The unity of Plautine comedy lies, in fact, in its verbal and mu-
sical structure, the organized succession of senarii, long verses and
cantica. It is also found in the employment of imagery as a struc-
tural element. In this area, which has not yet been explored sufficiently,

! Occasjonally directions are found such as ‘soft’.
2 'W. SteIDLE 1975.
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mere hints must serve. Complicated images, sustained and extended
metaphors approximating allegory, are often found in the cantica,
which were shaped by Plautus himself. A striking example is the
parallel drawn between the intrigues of the slave and the capture of
Troy (Bacch. 925-978), an allegory which is worked out in pedantic
fashion even to the point of absurdity. It is not an isolated phenom-
enon in the play, but is organically connected with Plautus’ poetic
discourse which in general lifts the action of the cunning slave to the
level of military strategy, or, as in the Pseudolus, makes him a ‘stage
director’ in a world of art.! Quite apart from the parody of elevated
poetry, the Roman element here, with its reference to military lan-
guage and triumphal inscriptions, is unmistakeable. The predomi-
nance of the slave’s role therefore is not an extraneous addition, but
contributes to the unity of the play and even influences its linguistic
structure. The parallel drawn between human life and a house in
the lyric verses of the Mostellaria is closely linked to the play’s theme.
The confrontation between the worlds of father and son is reflected
in the scandal affecting the family house, said to be haunted by a
ghost, and the feigned purchase of the house next door, which is
built in the most up-to-date Greek style.? The concern here is less
with particular psychological interpretation than with the inner unity
of the system of images. Even more telling is the part played by
Pseudolus who, in the course of that play, grows into a director and
writer, and with that into the poet’s own representative within the
drama. Imaginative means thus turn the comedy into a mirror of
poetic thought.

Key words, recurring in significant places, are thematically impor-
tant. Sometimes they have a specifically Roman character, for example,
mores in the Trinummus, fides in the Aulularia, exemplum in the Mostellaria.

The technique of tragedy makes itself felt in Plautus in more than
one way. It may be used in parody® with allusion to Latin tragedies
recently produced; it may have a Roman earnestness in effecting
rhetorical and lyrical elevation of style. Examples are Rud. 204-219;
the entire role of Alcmene in the Amphitruo; long passages in the Captivi

! J. WricHT, The Transformation of Pseudolus, TAPhA, 105, 1975, 403-416.

2 E. W. LeacH, De exemplo meo ipse aedificato: an Organizing Idea in the Mostellaria,
Hermes 97, 1969, 318-332.

* W. B. Sepgwick, Parody in Plautus, CQ 21, 1927, 88-89; A. THIERFELDER,
Plautus und romische Tragodie, Hermes 74, 1939, 155-166.
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and the Trinummus; and in general the cantica. As a rule, Roman
comedy is related to the ‘play of bourgeois life’ towards which late
Euripides leans. Many features link New Comedy with the latest
development of tragedy:' exposure of children, recognition, rivalry
between father and son. Thus the basic situation and the pretended
journey in the Mercator form a comic parallel to the rivalry depicted
by Euripides between Amyntor and Phoenix (cf. Iliad 9. 432—-480).
In Plautus’ day, Ennius adapted Euripides’ Phoenix® (cf. also Menander’s
Samia). Even the Captivi, which is insufficiently described as a ‘drama
of sentiment’, is related to Menander and to tragedy.’

Plautus makes more emphatic use of action occurring behind the
scenes and therefore left to the spectator’s imagination. In the Bacchides,
the return of the money to the father takes place off stage, and in
the same way at the end of the Casina he cuts out the scene of
recognition and the wedding. This play in any case is conceived as
a model of off-stage action. Casina does not appear nor does her
bridegroom. It is a play without the traditional happy couple. Even
the slave who triggers the recognition and who elsewhere often arrives
unceremoniously, as in the Captivi, is absent. Here Plautus success-
fully carried off a particularly elegant play which, through a mini-
mum of means attained a maximum of effectiveness. The so-called
composer of slap-dash comedies revealed himself in this instance as
a master of indirect presentation.

Language and Style

The widespread identification of Plautine language with colloquial
speech raises many questions. Colloquial speech is not a uniform
phenomenon. It is differentiated both chronologically and socially.
Again, modern scholarship has established that Plautus’ language itself
displays considerable variation of style. The dialogue written in senarii
is relatively close to the everyday language of the educated, although
even here we are presented with an artistically shaped diction. The
portions written in long verses show to a larger extent elements of

' A. Sarvarore, La struttura ritmico-musicale del Rudens e 1’Ione di Euripide.
Contributo allo studio dei cantica plautini, RAAN 26, 1951, 56-97; F. Marx, in his
edition of the Rudens, pp. 274-278.

2 B. WARNEKE, Zum Mercator des Plautus, WS 56, 1938, 117-119.

® W. Kraus, Die Captivi im neuen Lichte Menanders, in: FS R. HansLik, Wien
1977 (= WS suppl. 8), 159-170.
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style and forms of language springing from the solemn oral style of
old Italian tradition.! The most exalted language is found in the lyrical
portions.

It is in Plautus’ language and style that the characteristic marks of
his creativity are revealed. Features like the following reflect the fasci-
nating process of vortere, that is, the transformation of ‘modern’ Greek
ideas into a still archaic linguistic medium. Word repetitions help to
organize complex chains of reasoning; in the same way larger tex-
tual units consisting of several sentences are interspersed with lively
phrases from colloquial language which serve as structural markers:
e.g. dicam tbi; eloquar; scies; quid ais? The principal point of view is
anticipated, and the narrative returns to its point of departure.’ Plautus
rounds off and isolates individual utterances. The progress of thought
is clearly indicated. Elliptical allusions to words of the interlocutor
are less common than in Terence. The poet prefers to allow the
answer to start again at the beginning, and presents it as an integral
thought matching its predecessor.

A typical example of Plautine wit is found in the echoed curse
(Capt. 868): ‘Jupiter and the gods—may they destroy you.” The ready
answer begins with the word # (‘you’), an offence, softened by the
surprising innocuousness of what follows. A second form is the al-
ready mentioned jocular use of the riddle (e.g. Cist. 727-735 and
similarly 16-19). The word disciplina at first sounds puzzling and
produces the question: quid ita, amabo? Then follows the explanation
of what was meant by disciplina: raro nimium dabat.

The imitation of the Fescennine repartee in scenes of contention
is also typical (e.g. Persa 223, par pari respondere ‘tit for tat’). Interven-
ing questions by the second speaker, and phrases such as quid vis? or
¢go dicam tibi, serve as structural markers.®> A basic feature of Plautus’
comedy is the literal interpretation of metaphors (dmph. 325-326).
Sound and word play are of course also found in Greek literature,*
but in Plautus, corresponding to his Italian temperament, they are

' H. HarrTER, Untersuchungen zur altlateinischen Dichtersprache, Berlin 1934,
esp. 132-143; H. Harp, Die lateinische Umgangssprache und die Kunstsprache des
Plautus, Glotta 45, 1967, 60~104.

? J. BLANSDORF, Archaische Gedankenginge in den Komodien des Plautus, Wies-
baden 1967.

3 G. Tuamm, Beobachtungen zur Form des plautinischen Dialogs, Hermes 100,
1972, 558-567.

* A. Karsourss, Word-Play in Greek Drama, Hellenika (Thessalonike) 28, 1975,
409-414.
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particularly common. The poet often imitates official language, but
also lofty poetry,! and particularly the tragedies known to his audi-
ence: examples are Ennius’ Achilles® or Pacuvius’ Teucer. Tragic paro-
dies in early Plautine plays furnish us with a notion of elevated poetic
language in the days before Ennius.

Naevius’ handling of language offered an important model to
Plautus. Both developed further features of the Italian delight in witty
repartee (cf. Hor. sat. 1. 5. 51-69). There is a preference for strongly
expressive verbs. Linguistic archaisms are somewhat rare in Plautus:
for example, the vowel weakening in dispessis manibus (Mil. 360) and
the syncope surpta (Rud. 1105). Mavellem®* (Mil. 171) is perhaps a vul-
garism, ausculata (Mil. 390) for osculata is certainly an hyper-urbanism.
It is an open question how far the removal of hiatus by the intro-
duction of archaic final consonants, such as -d in the ablative and
imperative, should proceed. The solemn air of archaisms may pro-
duce a comic effect, as with the weighty dissyllabic genitives in magna:
rei publicai gratia (Mil. 103). In a paratragic context we find duellum
(Amph. 189). On the other hand, the employment of a preposition to
replace the dative case, as in later Romance, may be taken from
popular usage (e.g. Mil. 117: ad erum nuntiem). Yet expressions such as
nullos habeo scriptos (Mil. 48) are not direct predecessors of the Ro-
mance perfect.

Greek words were by no means a mere affectation of high society.
They were not rare in everyday life and often their effect is more
humorous than academic.* Foreign tags need not necessarily spring
from the original. They may derive from Plautus’ knowledge of the
colloquial usage of slaves, whether exemplified in phrases (Stich. 707)
or jests (Pseud. 653-654).

The verba Punica in the Poenulus® are carefully prepared and ren-
dered intelligible by the situation. The introduction of exotic lan-
guages or dialects is reminiscent of the Old Comedy, although a

' H. HAFFTER, Sublimis bei Plautus und Terenz. Altlateinischer Komédien- und
Tragodienstil in Verwandtschaft und Abhéngigkeit (1935), repr. in: Rémische
Komeédie, Darmstadt 1973, 110-121.

2 H. D. JoceLyN, Imperator histricus, YCIS 21, 1969, 95-123.

* P. B. CorserT, ‘Vis comica’ in Plautus and Terence. An Inquiry into the Figur-
ative Use by them of Certain Verbs, Eranos 62, 1964, 52-69.

* G. P. Surpp, Greek in Plautus, WS 66, 1953, 105-112.

> P. A. JoHNsTON, Poenulus 1, 2 and Roman Women, TAPhA 110, 1980, 143-159
(dates the play to 191 B.C. or later); A. Van DeN BranDeN, Le texte punique dans
le Poenulus de Plaute, B&O 26, 1984, 159-180.
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Doric-speaking doctor does make an appearance in Menander’s Aspis.
With a teacher’s skill, Plautus imparts to his audience the feeling
that it understands Punic. We deduce easily from emphasis and ges-
tures what in fact we already know from the prologue.' Plautus is
always aware of the need to communicate and attains his aim even
when using an unintelligible language.

Compound abstracts again need not necessarily be based on Greek
models. Nouns in this style, e.g. multiloquium, parumloquium, pauciloquium
(Merc. 31-36), were coined by Plautus himself.?

Plautus introduced telling Greek names on his own. In the Bac-
chides, he replaced the neutral Menandrean name ‘Syrus’ with Chrysalus
(‘Gold-hunter’), and obwviously was sure that his audience would un-
derstand its meaning. Many of his spectators after all had served as
soldiers for a number of years in the Greek East. A list of peculi-
arities of word formation and usage would be too long, and in par-
ticular would create the false impression that Plautus’ language is a
collection of exceptions. Nothing would be more misleading. His lan-
guage is lively, but kept in check by a natural grace.

As far as meter® and music are concerned, the comedies consist,
according to the manuscripts, of dialogue (dwerbia, DV, written in
iambic senarii), and sung portions (cantica, C). The latter are subdi-
vided into recitatives written in long verses, such as iambic and trochaic
septenarii, and fully lyrical scenes resembling arias. Their purposes
are different. If a letter is being read on stage, the meter switches
from recitative in long verses into merely spoken senarii (Bacch. 997;
Pseud. 998). If the accompanying music falls silent, the actor is speak-
ing. Thus in the Stichus (762), while the ‘flute’ player takes a drink,
the meter changes to spoken verse (senarius). Occasionally long verses
too are indicated by DV (e.g. Cas. 798) at the point where the ‘flute’
player is being asked to begin.*

The sung parts hark back to a native tradition of ‘musical play’,
while the spoken parts are, a specifically ‘Greek’ element. The impor-
tance of native traditions is perhaps confirmed by the fact that the
bacchii and cretics, which are a favorite in Plautus, and which are

' A. S. Gratwick, Hanno’s Punic Speech in the Poenulus of Plautus, Hermes 99,
1971, 25-45.

2 Greek comedy is differently oriented: Stobaeus 36. 18 = Philemon fig. 97 K.;
A. Trama, Note plautine, Athenaeum 40, 1962, 345-349.

® H. DrexLER, ‘Lizenzen’ am Versanfang bei Plautus, Miinchen 1965.

* A. Krotz, Zur Verskunst des altrémischen Dramas, WJA 2, 1947, 301-357.



POETRY: PLAUTUS 191

especially well-adapted to Latin, are not widespread in Greek, so far
as our fragmentary knowledge of Hellenistic lyric permits conclusions
to be drawn.

Music undoubtedly played a greater part in Plautus than in Menan-
der. Even so, it is now known that ‘flute’ music was also found in
Menander at the tumultuous finale, and that Plautus could appeal to
Menander’s authority for his expansion of the parts written in long
verses; for example, Menander’s Samia contains many trochaic tetra-
meters. The meter changes at important points in the plot: instances
are found in recognition scenes, such as Cist. 747; Curc. 635; cf. Men.
1063. Large-scale compositions in polymetric cantica and correspond-
ences between distant lyrical passages within a play are characteristic
of Plautus. Music therefore does not appear as some sort of ‘entr’acte’
but is an essential component of the drama. It forms the lyrical begin-
ning and end. The canticum marks the start of the real action or of
the dénouement.! Terence did not imitate this type of overarching
composition.? The cantica, written in anapaests, bacchii, cretics, per-
haps also in dochmiacs or in a variety of meters, are monodies or
small-scale ensembles. An exception is formed by the chorus of
fishermen at Rudens 290—-305. Occasionally the song is accompanied
by dancing.

An organizing principle of the Plautine cantica is the agreement
of meter and meaning, verse and sentence.’ In the structure of his
cantica, the poet shows great artistic ingenuity and originality. There
is no strict responsion* (although even here the Latin poet’s deep-
rooted delight in symmetry is evident).” The structure follows the
musical reforms of Timotheus, also accepted by Euripides. The meter
yields to the text and its emotion,® as it does in the so-called Carmen

' F. Leo, Die plautinischen Cantica und die hellenistische Lyrik, Berlin 1897.

? L. Braun, Polymetrie bei Terenz und Plautus, WS 83, 1970, 66-83.

* F. Lo 1897 (s. note above).

* Mistaken: F. Crusius, Die Responsion in den plautinischen Cantica, Philologus
suppl. 21, 1, Leipzig 1929.

> W. Lupwie, Ein plautinisches Canticum: Cure. 96-157, Philologus 111, 1967,
186-197; C. Questa, Due cantica delle Bacchides e altre analisi metriche, Roma
1967; L. Braun, Die Cantica des Plautus, Gottingen 1970 (with bibl.); L. Braun,
Polymetrie bei Terenz und Plautus, WS 83, 1970, 66-83.

¢ H. RopPENECKER, Vom Bau der plautinischen Cantica, Philologus 84, 1929,
301-319; 430-463; 85, 1930, 65-84; A. S. Gratwick and S. J. LicHTLEY, Light
and Heavy Syllables as Dramatic Colouring in Plautus and Others, CQ 76, n.s. 32,
1982, 124-133.
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Grenfellianum, an instance of Hellenistic lyricism.! Historical links how-
ever are missing, although the complex meter of a fragment of Diphilos
in Stobaeus is important.? In other respects, too, Diphilus often bridges
the gap between tragedy and comedy.

Within the cantica, Plautus himself sets clear metrical boundaries.?
Just like Ennius in the hexameter and Horace in his lyric verse, Plautus
reveals here the typical Roman desire to fix the caesura and to con-
trol and regulate metrical license in arsis, thesis, and prosody.*

In the treatment of the different meters, the so-called licenses are
greater or smaller according to the type of verse used. Bacchii and
cretics, which are especially well adapted to the Latin language, are
constructed with the greatest strictness. Anapaests are relatively free,
but in sung verses the music may have provided more smoothness
than the bare text now permits us to recognize. The treatment of
the quantities is based on natural linguistic phenomena, partly con-
nected with Latin word accent. In the case of synaloephe, iambic
shortening, and caesuras, it must also be borne in mind that in fluent
speech groups of words were treated as units.

Final -s was attenuated even in Cicero’s time (Cic. orat. 161), but
already in Plautus it may make position. In the stage poets, length-
ening of a syllable by the combination of mute and liquid is impos-
sible. Tambic shortening also affects syllables which stand before or
after the accented syllable. The shortened syllable must occur after a
short syllable, since otherwise there is no iambus. It is difficult to
draw strict lines in the use of synizesis and hiatus. The latter is found
particularly at major pauses required by sense, such as change of
speaker; after interjections; and in phrases such as quae ego, di ament.

In spite of these differences from classical meter, many principles
of the treatment of language in Roman poetry evidently remain
constant, along with the indivisible unity of style and meter.

In the long run, the polymetric cantica remained without succes-
sor. This subtle verbal music, with its lively effects, was a culmina-
tion; unique in its fashion, it formed a high point in the history of
the musical drama.

' M. GicanTE, Il papiro di Grenfell e i cantica plautini, PP 2, 1947, 300-308.

2 W. M. Linpsay, Plautus Stichus 1 sqq., CR 32, 1918, 106-110, esp. 109 (with
a reference to F. MArx).

8 G. MauracH, Untersuchungen zum Aufbau plautinischer Lieder, Gottingen 1964.

* H. RoPPENECKER (cited above).
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Ideas I
Reflections on Literature

“Apart from examples like the remarks on tragicomedy at Amphitruo
5063, Plautus made few theoretical pronouncements on literary
problems. Occasionally he uses comedy and the theater as meta-
phors. The most impressive instance is provided by the figure of
Pseudolus who, as the director of a complex play of intrigue, be-
comes a twin of the poet. The most important verb linking the poet
and his creativity is velle. In his prologues, Plautus is categorical about
his choices of scene and title or in favor of or against the presence
of particular characters: Plautus voluit, Plautus noluit. Here he speaks of
himself almost as if he were some natural power or deity: “The young
fellow will not come back to the city today in this comedy; Plautus
did not want it. He has broken the bridge that lay in his path’ (Cas.
65-66). How could a poet who on his own admission, behaved so
high-handedly with his characters (and models) ever have been re-
garded as a literal translator? His Majesty the Poet at the very most
will take advice only from another sovereign majesty, the Public: ‘He
wants the play to be called (literally, ‘to be’) Asinaria, with your per-
mission’ (4sin. 12).

Another basic verb of Plautus’ poetic is vertere (vortere).' It describes
the metamorphosis of a Greek to a Latin play. But we must not
think of literal translation. Vortere is linked with the adverb barbare.
The task therefore is adaptation to a non-Greek environment. Barbarus
is also the proud and humble adjective conferred by Plautus on his
fellow poet Naevius. It presupposes an awareness of distance, both
from Greek and from one’s own world. The poet composes as one
apart. He is not a vates but a poeta or, as Plautus likes to call his
meddling and manipulative slaves, architectus. The poet is therefore
distinguished, not only by his own sovereign will, but also by a con-
structive intellect. Inspiration is secondary, perhaps because in Plautus
it is taken for granted. Plautus considers himself an author working
rationally.

U E. LerivRre, Maccus vortit barbare. Vom tragischen Amphitryon zum tragikomischen
Amphitruo, AAWM 5, 1982; D. Ban, Plautus vortit barbare. Plautus, Bacch. 526-561
and Menander, Dis exapaton 102112, in: Creative Imitation and Latin Literature,
ed. by D. West and T. Woopman, Cambridge 1979, 17-34; elements of literary
criticism in the Amphitruo: G. RaMBeLLI, Studi plautini, L’4mphitruo, RIL 100, 1966,
101-134.
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Conversely, he makes fun of himself as Maccus. This character from
popular farce is a modest image for the artist as society’s jester not
without the melancholy distinguishing great humorists, some of which
makes itself felt in figures like the parasite of the Stichus.

Ideas 11

A complex relationship unites reality and interpretation. Out of re-
gard for a Roman audience, Greek material is shot through with
elements originally foreign to it. In its new social context, even literal
translation may in given circumstances sound different. In the Captivz,
the panhellenic idea is transformed into citizenship of the world.
Menander’s comedy is relatively self-contained and consistent in tone.
Both linguistically and artistically it strives for uniformity, a feature
often enhancing the illusion of truthfulness to life. By contrast, in
Plautus the very Greekness of the scene and of the dress produces a
persistent awareness of distance.

The creation of a ‘topsy-turvy world’, as for example in the often
misunderstood Asinaria, harks back to the very roots of comedy. The
father obeys his son; the master commands his slave to deceive him;
the slave enjoys divine dignity (Salus, 713); the son abases himself
before him; the mother forces her daughter to behave immorally;
the matron lords it over her husband. It is precisely an audience
which thinks in ‘realistic’ terms which can do full justice to the ab-
surdity found in this comedy.

Ilusion, so far from being maintained, is actually broken. The con-
ventional character of the play is emphasized. The world is not uniform
or self-contained. Rather it is pluralist, open on all sides, filled with
surprises. Music enhances even more the degree of stylization and
the contrast with the stage of illusion. In union with the word, a
magic effect on the spectator is produced, completely unintended by
Menander. This irrational element, belonging to the particular gifts
of his genius, unites Plautus with those great poets of the comic stage
in whom lyrical and magical features are also encountered in different
ways: Aristophanes and Shakespeare.

Plautus’ model is the less outspoken New Comedy in Menander’s
style, and we must not therefore expect from him direct intervention
in contemporary events in the manner of Aristophanes. In any case,
he had before his eyes among other things the living example of
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Naevius, who was forced to atone for his attacks on the mighty while
reduced to living on bread and water. Thanks to the Greek dress
from which the palliata takes its name and their Greek locales, Plautus’
plays, viewed superficially, are even further removed from reality than
those of Menander, which do after all take place in the spectators’
homeland. Slaves smarter than their masters could be found only in
degenerate Greece, and at first it was only natural that immorality
found in a foreign country should rouse the heartiest laughter. How-
ever, under the pallium, the toga may sometimes be glimpsed, as
when Alcmene asks Amphitruo whether an auspicium prevents him
from rejoining his army (Amph. 690), or when, in particular circum-
stances, such as the abolition of the lex Oppia about 195, there is
repeated criticism of the luxurious fashions of ladies in high society.'
In the distorting mirror of a foreign world arousing permissible laugh-
ter, features of the Roman society could also be quite properly distin-
guished. Comic laughter thus became the harbinger of self-knowledge
and self-criticism. It has long been assumed that in the Fpidicus Plau-
tus suppressed a marriage between half-brother and sister found in
the original out of consideration for his Roman audience.? However
that may be, Plautus, by contrast with Terence, quite frequently takes
note of Roman circumstances. Such violations of the dramatic illu-
sion must not be understood as a lapse, but as a deliberate choice.
They comprise more than allusions to Roman topography (Curc. 467—
485), legal regulations® and social customs in general. Plautus had
the courage to confront thorny issues of the day, sometimes in sym-
pathy with the authorities. Thus, probably shortly before the legal
measures against the Bacchanalia* or against usurers,’ he assailed mis-
behavior of this kind. But he also opposed authority. In the Miles, an

! For example, F. pE RuyT, Le théme fondamental de PAululaire de Plaute, LEC
29, 1961, 375-382.

2 C. W. Keves, Half-Sister Marriage in New Comedy and the Epidicus, TAPhA
71, 1940, 217-229.

¥ E. ScHusMANN, Ehescheidungen in den Komédien des Plautus, ZRG 93, 1976,
19-32; E. Cosra, Il diritto privato romano nelle commedie di Plauto, Torino 1890;
R. DuLL, Zur Frage des Gottesurteils im vorgeschichtlichen rémischen Zivilstreit,
ZRG 58, 1938, 17-35; O. FREDERSHAUSEN, De iure Plautino et Terentiano, Gottingen
1906; id., Weitere Studien iiber das Recht bei Plautus und Terenz, Hermes 47,
1912, 199-249.

¢ E. ScauamanN, Hinweise auf Kulthandlungen im Zusammenhang mit plautini-
schen Frauengestalten, Klio 59, 1977, 137-147.

> Most. 625-626; 657-658; cf. Livy 35. 41. 9 (192 B.C.).



196 LITERATURE OF THE REPUBLICAN PERIOD

allusion to a great writer held in prison (see above) was anything but
a compliment to the guardians of social order. In the Trinummus, the
importance of legality is emphasized to the detriment of a hypocriti-
cal appeal to a so-called mos matorum. This may be seen as support
for Cato’s criticism of the diversion of spoils to private use and for
his struggle against the party of the Scipios.! Bribery (7rim. 1033) and
the excessive granting of triumphs are assailed (Bacch. 1072-1075).
At the production of the Captivi, set in Aetolia, the audience was
bound to recall the 43 noble Aetolians then imprisoned at Rome.?
More important than such details, which in the nature of things are
often open to dispute, is the general principle. We can scarcely measure
how many burning issues of the day were treated in these plays. In
them, the dignity of patres familias, whose power was almost unlimited
at Rome, was dragged through the mud; friend and enemy, master
and slave turned out to be brothers; the hated and treacherous Cartha-
ginian appeared on the stage as a man of honor; and the boasting
of generals became, on the lips of slaves, empty talk. The magis-
trates who organized these games for the people may have seen in
comedy a method of influencing the masses. But it was a two-edged
weapon which could also turn against those who employed it.

In general, we should not imagine that Plautus’ audience was all
crude and uneducated. These were the same people who also at-
tended tragic performances. They could understand tragic parody,
and Plautus could presuppose in them a certain degree of wit and
sophistication.?

Plautus employed the religious ideas of his models while combin-
ing them with those of Rome. The typical Roman notion of the pax
deorum makes its appearance.* Exemplum plays a leading role,> and
Roman and Greek ways of living encounter each other in fruitful ex-
change. In the Stichus, Plautus depicted the Roman ideal of the univira.

As a rule, in the New Comedy gods appear only to speak the

' T. Frank, Some Political Allusions in Plautus’ Trinummus, AJPh 53, 1932, 152—
156; on the history of the period, see also G. K. Garinsky, Scipionic Themes in
Plautus” Amphitruo, TAPhA 97, 1966, 203-235.

2 Livy 37. 3. 8; dating after the conclusion of peace in 189: K. WELLEsLEY, The
Production Date of Plautus’ Captivi, AJPh 76, 1955, 298-305; P. GriMAL, Le modéle
et la date des Captivi de Plaute, in: Hommages a M. ReNarp, Bruxelles 1969, vol. I,
394-414.

% J.-P. Ci:BE, Le niveau culturel du public plautinien, REL 38, 1960, 101-106.

* G. PasquaLi, Leggendo 5, SIFC n.s. 7, 1929, 314-316.

> E. W. LeacH, De exemplo meo ipse aedificato, Hermes 97, 1969, 318-332.
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prologue. An exception is the Amphitruo in which Jupiter and Mer-
cury actually take part. Plautus calls the play, though not only for
this reason, a tragicomedy. Jupiter’s role in the dénouement recalls
tragic endings in which a god resolves the dilemma and prophesies
the future. The gods acting as prologue speakers play this part in the
first instance because of their superior knowledge. Being aware of
family connections still concealed from the actors, they can prepare
the spectators for the recognition which is to come at the finale.

But the gods may also influence the course of the action. In the
Aulularia,! the Lar familiaris allows the old father to find a treasure
so as to assist his pious daughter with her dowry. He also causes
Megaronides to seek the girl’s hand, thus indirectly leading the man
who is her real choice to take a similar step. Moreover, the deities
whose altar rests on the stage are often related to the action. So with
Fides, to whom Euclio only grudgingly entrusts his treasure. This
mistrustful character does not even trust Trust personified. The name
of the goddess is entwined with the chief character. In other cases,
it is related to the setting. The Rudens begins with a storm at sea.
The star Arcturus, whose early rise in the middle of September marks
the beginning of the stormy season, is therefore more than a weather
god. He also guides the fate of men, for it is he who has brought
about the storm which in the end reunites the divided members of
the family and rescues the shipwrecked girls from the power of the
leno. A philosophical thought is involved. Perjurers and villains can-
not placate the gods by sacrifice (Rud. 22-25). In the same play, the
awe-inspiring priestess embodies pietas and divine justice, a basic con-
cept of the play.

In general, the prologue deities are closer to allegory than to myth
and religion. It may be Arcturus in the prologue who has conjured
up the storm, but in the play itself only Neptune is named (84; 358;
372-373). Similarly, in Philemon (frg. 91 K.), Aér presents himself as
an all-seeing Zeus. The speaker of the prologue in Menander’s Aspis
is indeed Tyche herself, changeable Fortune in contrast to stable Fatum.

Menander assigns to Tyche, as to the gods who appear in his
other prologues, an inobtrusive leading role.’

! Basic treatment by W. Lubwic, Aulularia-Probleme, Philologus 105, 1961, 44—
71; 247-262.

2 W. Lupwie, Die plautinische Cistellaria und das Verhiltnis von Gott und Handlung
bei Menander, in: Ménandre, Entretiens Fondation Hardt 16, 1970, 43-110. Tyche,
who is an Oceanid in Hesiod, even in Herodotus does not denote blind chance but
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Behind the employment of allegorical figures in the prologue, phil-
osophical sources may occasionally be detected, as at the beginning
of the Rudens.! According to Plato’s Epinomis (981e—985b), the stars
are visible and seeing gods. They know our thoughts, they love the
good and hate the bad. They tell everything to each others and to
the higher gods, since they occupy a middle place between them
and us. In fact, in the play, the storm aroused by the star leads to
the punishment of the bad and the reward for the good. In his pro-
logue, Plautus did not remove this philosophical passage, but care-
fully developed it. Along with the Pythagorean elements in Ennius,
he gave us one of the earliest philosophical texts in the Latin language.
This is all the more significant because it was only several decades
after Plautus’ death that professional philosophy came to Rome. In
its introduction there, the acquisition of the Macedonian court li-
brary? by Aemilius Paullus after the Battle of Pydna in 168 B.C.,
and the embassy of philosophers in 155, marked decisive moments.

In this context, a play of ideas like the Captii is of particular
significance. Its original springs from a time when the Greeks were
taking belated account of their national unity. It proves in the course
of the action that differences between friend and foe, master and
slave,® are arbitrary and incidental. Tyndarus is taken away from his
father by a slave, and sold into enemy hands as a slave. Later, with
his new master, he is made prisoner by his own countrymen. There,
he changes clothes with his master, and so aids in his escape home.
When the new owner hears of the treachery, he punishes Tyndarus
most severely. But, as the end of the play reveals, Tyndarus is his
long-lost son. A single character here experiences, on behalf of all,
the full gamut of roles conditioned by inner and external events.
The play, influenced by the thinking of the Greek Enlightenment,*

the reversal of fortune in connection with divine envy. This gives her a religious
dimension. Sophocles also knows the Wheel of Tyche. Her role in drama is expressed
by Euripides (fon 1512-1515).

! E. FraenkeL, The Stars in the Prologue of the Rudens, CQ 36, 1942, 10-14.

? F. DeLLA Corrte, Stoiker und Epikureer in Plautus’ Komédien, in: FS A. THIER-
FELDER, Hildesheim 1974, 80-94.

® P. SprANGER, Historische Untersuchungen zu den Sklavenfiguren des Plautus
und Terenz, Stuttgart, 2nd ed. 1984; E. CoLero, Lo schiavo in Plauto, Vichiana
12, 1983, 113-120 (argues implausibly that sympathy for slaves and their positive
depiction is Plautine rather than Greek); J. DiNGeL, Herren und Sklaven bei Plautus,
Gymnasium 88, 1981, 489-504.

* The equality of all people: Antiphon VS 87 B 44 B; Alcidamas Schol. Arist. rhet.
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had originally as its principal aim the reconciliation of Greek with
Greek. In its transfer to Rome and detachment fom its original na-
tional milieu, it gains even more in general human significance. It
was not for nothing that a champion of tolerance such as Lessing
declared the Captivi the ‘most wonderful play ever staged’.' While
the Captivi inclines towards Stoic thought, for the Persa traces of Cynic
influence,? and even a portrait drawn from life of Diogenes himself,?
have been claimed. Before philosophy found its way to Rome, it was
drama that became the vehicle of enlightenment and of moral progess.

Transmission

Plautus experienced his first renaissance after Terence’s death.* Many of his
plays were re-staged (cf. Casina, prologue 5-14). This led to the intrusion of
interpolations and double recensions into the text. Soon the grammatici as-
sumed care of the text, as early, for example, as Aelius Stilo. Cicero and
the eminent scholar Varro valued Plautus highly. Our tradition, in fact,
consists of the plays which Varro accepted as undoubtedly genuine. After a
temporary decline in reputation (Hor. ¢pist. 2. 1. 170-176; ars 270-274),
brought about by the unrelenting demand for literary perfection on the
part of the Augustan poets, he again attracted scholarly interest from Probus
and the Archaists. A scholarly edition may have been produced, to become
the source of our tradition. A palimpsest dating from late antiquity (A) was
discovered in the Ambrosian Library by A. Mar in 1815, and deciphered at
the cost of his own eyesight by W. Stupemunp. It gives a selection of the
double recensions occasioned by repeated productions. The medieval tradi-
tion (P—Palatine recension) has preserved the variants with greater com-
pleteness, though without the critical textual marks.® It may depend on a

1373 B 18; Hippias apud Plat. Prot. 337 CD; cf. Philemon, fig. 95 K.; R. MULLER,
in: Der Mensch als Maf der Dinge, Berlin 1976, 254-257.

U Beitrige zur Hist. und Aufnahme des Theaters (Works, vol. 3, ed. K. S. GuUTHKE,
Miinchen 1972, 389).

2 F. Leo, Diogenes bei Plautus (1906), in: Ausgewihlte kleine Schriften 1, 1960,
185—190; but this interpretation is connected with the now doubtful early dating of
the Greek original.

® U. voN WiLaMowrTz-MOELLENDORFF, Géttinger Index lectionum 1893/4, 16
(= Kleine Schriften 2, 1941), disputed by G. L. MtULLER, Das Original des plau-
tinischen Persa, diss. Frankfurt 1957.

*+ H. B. MarriveLy, The First Period of Plautine Revival, Latomus 19, 1960,
230-252; important remarks on transmission: B. Baber 1970; on interpolations:
H. D. JoceLyn, Imperator histricus, YCIS 21, 1969, 95-123.

> A discussion of the critical marks in: W. Bracumann, De Bacchidum Plautinae
retractatione scaenica capita quinque, diss. Leipzig 1880, 59-188.
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manuscript of the 4th century. The manuscripts present the plays, with minor
variations, in alphabetical order. The three plays the titles of which begin
with A circulated in antiquity as a separate volume. Nonius cites them with
especial frequency. Nothing is preserved of them in Codex A.

Of the Vidularia, which stood in last place, only parts now remain. Re-
grettable major lacunae are found in the Aulularia (end), Bacchides (begin-
ning), Cistellaria. Several prologues are missing. From lost plays, about 200
lines or parts of lines are cited. Some of the transmitted argumenta are acros-
tics and date from before Donatus. Following Alexandrian precept, in the
palimpsest A the verses are written colometrically and distinguished from
one another by indentation corresponding to their length. Since no intact
original text survives, even lines lacking in A may be genuine.

Influence

Comedy makes its influence felt on other genres: on the togata, for
example, which confers on Roman subject-matter a form owed to
Menander and Terence, and even on elegy' and the art of love.? In
the history of such influence,® Plautus is only partly overshadowed
by Terence,* whose language was more easily understood by later
generations. But Plautus was esteemed even by Cicero as a source of
clear and elegant Latin.’

During the Middle Ages Plautus was not very popular, although
Aimeric (11th century) recommended him for class use. Hrotsvit (Ros-
witha) of Gandersheim (10th century) was influenced by his language
in her own plays.

Plautus was a particular favorite of the Renaissance. Petrarch knew
at least four of his plays. Apart from Virgil, Plautus was the only
secular author taken by Luther in 1508 to his Augustinian Priory at
Erfurt. New productions, translations, and adaptations, both in Latin

' J. C. Yarorey, Comic Influences in Propertius, Phoenix 26, 1972, 134-139;
F. Leo, 2nd ed. 1912, 143-145.

? F. Lro, 2nd ed. 1912, 146-157.

* K. voN REINHARDSTOETTNER, Plautus. Spitere Bearbeitungen plautinischer
Lustspiele. Ein Beitrag zur vergleichenden Literaturgeschichte, Leipzig 1886; the
influence of Plautus on the late antique Querolus is disputed: W. Suss, Uber das
Drama Querolus sive Aulularia, RhM 91, 1942, 59-122 (bibl.); W. SaLzmann, Moliére
und die lateinische Komodie. Ein Stil- und Strukturvergleich, Heidelberg 1969.
R. S. MioLa, Shakespeare and Classical Comedy, Oxford 1994.

* 8. PretE, Plautus und Terenz in den Schriften des F. PETRARCA, Gymnasium
57, 1950, 219-224.

> De orat. 3. 45; off 1. 104; see already Aelius Stilo apud Quint. mst. 10. 1. 99.
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and the vernacular, began as early as the second half of the 15th
century. Albrecht von Eyb (d. 1475) began the long series of Ger-
man adaptations with his Menaechm: and Bacchides, printed for the
first time in 1511. In 1486 there began at the court of Ferrara the
soon innumerable Italian versions. In 1515, a Spanish Amphitryon by
Francisco de Villalobos appeared, to be followed in 1562/63 by an
English counterpart composed by W. Courtney.

Menander was lost, and it was Latin comedy that became the
model for Europe.! Plautus,? Terence and Seneca taught the way to
the artistic construction of plays and the careful conduct of the plot.?
A classic example, although relatively late, is Der Schatz by Lessing
(d. 1781). It is an admirable condensation of the Trinummus from five
acts into one. Early in Germany, in addition to the professional stage,
the school play was important. From a later period, Goethe’s con-
temporary J. M. R. Lenz (d. 1792) may be mentioned.

To world literature, Plautus left a rich legacy of scenes and motifs.
As early as the 12th century, the Amphitruo found a successor in elegy,*
and in general perhaps this play has had the widest influence. Moliére
(d. 1673) sharpened the theme of adultery, although not by sacrificing
courtly levity. The great Portuguese author Luis de Camdes (d. 1580)
gave less prominence to Hercules’ birth, and emphasized the misun-
derstandings caused by the two Amphitryons. Kleist (d. 1811) treated
the love of the creator for his creature with philosophical seriousness.
Giraudoux (d. 1944) developed a remarkable philosophy of human
resistance to divine caprice. ;

In the course of history the action of the Aulularia was transferred
from a Greek polis to other places and social structures: the Dutchman

' More details in the section on Terence below; E. Lerivre, Rémische und euro-
péische Komodie, in: Die romische Komaédie. Plautus und Terenz, ed. by E. LEFEVRE,
Darmstadt 1973, 1-17.

? Erasmus and Melanchthon recommended Plautus for class use, without lasting
success. Pomponius Laetus staged Plautine comedies at Rome; an Italian perfor-
mance took place in Ferrara as early as 1486; such events encouraged both Neolatin
(e.g. E. S. Piccolomini, Conrad Celtis) and vernacular playwrights (Machiavelii, Ariosto,
Calderén, Corneille, and others).

# This applied e.g. to the works of Goldoni (d. 1793) and to opera libretti like
those of Da Ponte (d. 1838).

* In the Geta of Vitalis of Blois, who also composed an Aulularia; H. Jacosi, Amphit-
ryon in Frankreich und Deutschland, diss. Ziirich 1952; for the influence of the
Amphitruo on contemporary German literature: G. PETERSMANN, Deus sum: commutavero.
Von Plautus’ Amphitruo zu P. Hacks’ Amphitryon, AU 36, 2, 1994, 25-33; cf. also
Georg KAIsEr’s Jweimal Amphitryon.
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Hooft (d. 1647) set the scene of his Warenar in Amsterdam. Moliére’s
Avare exaggerates the complex character drawn by Plautus into a
grotesque and almost demonic portrait of greed incarnate. Shakespeare
(d. 1616) in his Comedy of Errors followed the opposite path. The straight
comedy of mistaken identity (Menaechmi) is heightened by individual
character drawing and so removed from traditional patterns.'! The
novelistic framework and the motif of metamorphosis (partly influenced
by the Amphitruo) produce a fantastic fairy-tale atmosphere somewhat
reminiscent of the Rudens. Shakespeare was to give back to comedy,
in his own way, the lyrical element lent to it by Plautus through his
association of it with music.

Plautus has not yet been sufficiently discovered by the cinema.
Richard Lester’s film 4 Funny Thing Happened on the Way to the Forum
(1965) is a promising beginning.

Plautus had much to say to his time, and to later generations.
Horace assigns him the simple intention of filling his theater’s cash-
box, although that is in itself not a blameworthy attitude for a man
of the theater. His plays, however, have much deeper significance.
They were, precisely because they enjoyed so wide an audience, an
inestimable means of enlightenment and progress, affirmation and
criticism of traditional values. They were concerned with communi-
cating rules for behavior both between individual men and entire
peoples, and with farreaching challenges to thought that prepared
the way even for philosophy. They offered criticism of purblind over-
emphasis on the military and on the power of money. They helped
to put into words private themes such as love or work. All this must
have had a liberating and fascinating effect on the Roman audience.
These aspects are emphasized here not because they are to be thought
of as the most important, but because in so elemental a comic gen-
ius as Plautus they are easily overlooked.

Above all, Plautus created immortal theater. His language was both
original and yet artistically formed, combining the charm of life with
the magic of music. Without ever falling into obscurity, Plautus is
continually aware of his spectator, sometimes carefully explaining and
preparing, sometimes purposely leading him astray so that the sur-
prise will be all the greater.

' L. SALINGAR, Shakespeare and the Traditions of Comedy, Cambridge 1974,
59-67; 76-88; 129-157.
2 To give another example, Louis de Funés adapted the theme of Plautus’ Aulularia.
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His extraordinary control of language finally prevents his drama
from dissolving into a simple concern with action. It stands and falls
by word and gesture. Later, Roman literature would make much
further progress in brevity, subtlety, and strictness of form. The fresh-
ness, richness, and clarity of Plautus in their way found no successor.

The farcical playwright and ‘old stager’ in Plautus, allegedly destroy-
ing the symmetry of his models by violent interventions, is well known.
Less well known is the Plautus who is restrained and refined, who
truncates what is melodramatic and sentimental or confines it to off-
stage, and Plautus, the creator of new, personal, dramatic and musical
symmetries and structures. Least well-known of all are Plautus the
intellectual and Plautus the great lyric poet of early Latin literature.

Editions: G. MERuLA, Venetiis 1472. * F. Leo, 2 vols., Berlin 1895-1896,
repr. Berlin 1958. * W. M. Linpsay, 2 vols., Oxford 1904, with add. 1910.
* P. Nxon (TTrN), 5 vols,, "London 1917-1938, repr. 1965-1988.
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Rome, London 1977, 118-134. * L. Scuaar, Der Miles gloriosus des Plautus
und sein griechisches Original. Ein Beitrag zur Kontaminationsfrage, Miin-
chen 1977. * H. P. ScHoNBECK, Beitrage zur Interpretation der plautini-
schen Bacchides, Diisseldorf 1981. * K. H. E. ScHUTTER, Quibus annis
comoediae Plautinae primum actae sint quaeritur, diss. Groningen, Leiden
1952. * E. SecaL, Roman Laughter. The Comedy of Plautus, Cambridge,
Mass. 1970. * G. A. SuEeeTs, Plautus and Early Roman Comedy, ICS 8,
1983, 195-209. * N. W. SLaTER, The Theatre of the Mind. Metatheatre in
Plautus, diss. Princeton 1981. * N. W. Srater, Plautus in Performance.
The Theatre of the Mind, Princeton 1985. * E. StArk, Die Menaechmi des
Plautus und kein griechisches Original, Tibingen 1989. * W. STEIDLE,
Probleme des Biihnenspiels in der Neuen Komédie, GB 3, 1975, 341-386.
* G. Tanner, The Origins of Plautine Comedy, in: Vindex humanitats.
Essays in Honour of J. H. Bisuop, Armidale (New South Wales) 1980, 58—
83. * G. Tuamm, Zur Cistellana des Plautus, diss. Freiburg i. Br. 1971.
* W. THEILER, Zum Gefiige einiger plautinischer Komoédien, Hermes 73,
1938, 269-296. * A. THIERFELDER, De rationibus interpolationum Plautina-
rum, Leipzig 1929. * A. TraNa, Forma e suono, Roma 1977. * T. B. L.
WEBSTER, Studies in Later Greek Comedy, Manchester 1953 (with a good
account of the problems of many Latin plays). * F. WEnrLI, Motivstudien
zur griechischen Komédie, Ziirich 1936. * I. WemE, Der Aufbau der Mostel-
lana des Plautus, Hermes 89, 1961, 191-207. * J. WricHT, Dancing in Chains.
The Stylistic Unity of the Comoedia Palliata, Rome 1974. * N. Zacaar,
Tradition and Originality in Plautus. Studies of the Amatory Motifs in
Plautine Comedy, Gottingen 1980. * O. Zwierlein, Zur Kritk und Exegese
des Plautus, 1: Poenulus und Curculio (1990), 2: Mules glorwsus (1991), 3: Pseudolus
(1991), 4: Bacchides (1992), Stuttgart 1990-1992.

CAECILIUS

Life, Dates

Caecilius Statius, who in the opinion of Volcacius Sedigitus (1. 5 M. =
1. 5 Bii.) was Rome’s greatest writer of comedy, came to Rome from
Cisalpine Gaul, as would many famous authors. Jerome, who may
be drawing on Suetonius (chron. a. Abr. 1839 = 179 B.C.), makes him



POETRY: CAECILIUS 207

an Insubrian, originating perhaps from Milan. Gellius (4. 20. 12 and
13) regards him as a former slave. None of this lacks probability,
and the name of Statius in itself, though it occurs frequently among
the Samnites, does not justify us in making the poet, like his friend
Ennius, into a native of south Italy.! More important than national-
ity is perhaps the fact that, since he was born about 220 B.C., he
and Pacuvius were contemporaries. This is a circumstance often for-
gotten, because Caecilius died a year after Ennius at the beginning
of the sixties, while Pacuvius lived much longer.

Caecilius’ comedies at first met with rejection until, particularly
after Plautus’ death in 184, the intervention of the producer Ambivius
Turpio won over the public, exactly as happened later in the case of
Terence. The touching encounter with young Terence, whose talent
Caecilius recognized, may be a legend; if at all, it must have hap-
pened as early as some years before the original production of the
Andria (166 B.C.).

Survey of Works

Aeth(e)rio, Andria M = imitated from Menander), Androgynos (M), Asotus, Chalcia
M), Chrysion, Dardanus (M), Davos, Demandati, Ephesio (M?), Epicleros (M),
Epistathmos, Epistula, "EE abtod gotde, Exul, Fallacia, Gamos, Harpazomene, Hymnis
(M), Hypobolimaeus swe Subditivos (M; cf. also Chaerestratus, Rastraria and
Hypobolimaeus Aeschinus), Imbrii (M), Karine (M), Meretrix, Nauclerus (M), Nothus
Nicasio, Obolostates swe Faenerator, Pausimachus, Philumena, Plocium (M), Polumenoe
(M), Portitor, Progamos (M), Pugil, Symbolum, Synaristosae (M), Synephebi (M),
Syracusii, Titthe (M), Triumphus, Venator.

Sources, Models, and Genres

Caecilius’ chief model was Menander, as the list just given shows.
Along with him, he follows Antiphanes and Alexis from the Middle
Comedy and, from the New, Philemon (Exul, Harpazomene, Nothus
Nicasio), Macon (Epistula), and Posidippus (Epistathmos). Caecilius’ pref-
erence for Menander prefigures a new tendency in Roman comedy.
The time of Terence, dimidiatus Menander, is not far away. In the
structure of his comedies, Caecilius borrows more closely from his

! An unconvincing argument in D. O. RossoN, The Nationality of the Poet
Caecilius Statius, AJPh 59, 1938, 301-308.
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models than Plautus had done. In minor matters, he often deviates
considerably from his original, and by no means aims at a literal
translation.

In a comic poet it is natural to look for a debt to popular tradi-
tions. This is especially true of a poet like Caecilius Statius, who is
far removed from Terence’s strictness. In the Syngphebi, an old farmer
planting trees says in answer to a question that he is doing it for the
coming generation (Cicero Cato 7. 24). Whether Caecilius found this
remark in Menander or not, it is our oldest evidence of a motf
widespread in folklore.

Literary Technique

In praising Caecilius’ arrangement of his plots, Varro' is noting a
quality owed to Menander. Gaecilius followed his examples relatively
closely, without inserting scenes from other plays (so-called contaminatio).
By contrast with Plautus, he avoided, so far as may be seen, per-
sonal address to the audience. Even allusions to Roman customs are
scarce. He belonged to the same generation as Luscius, who was
accused by Terence of slavish dependence on his models. Caecilius’
plays carry mainly Greek titles. Formations in -ara and diminutives
tend to disappear. Terence and Turpilius would make no further use
of Latin titles at all.

As his ‘coarse’ adaptations show, even in his Menandrean plays,
Caecilius is less concerned with subtle psychology and the ethos of
his characters than with powerful stage effect. But dialogue does not
go out of control as in Plautus. In accordance with Aristotle’s injunc-
tion, the plot (argumentum) takes precedence over dialogue and even
over character drawing, ethos. This is an advantage in comparison
with the looser composition of Plautus, but at the same time a dis-
advantage in the light of the more subtle character drawing of Terence.

Nevertheless, even in Caecilius, more nuanced characters and situ-
ations are to be found. In the Synephebi, a young hero laments in all
seriousness that his father is too easygoing (com. 196-206 Guardi =
199-209 R.). In another passage we hear of a hetaera who refuses to
accept money (com. 211-212 G. = 213-214 R.). In both cases we
are confronted with a ‘Menandrean’ reversal of conventional ideas.

Y In argumentis Caectlius poscit palmam, in ethesin Terentius, in sermonibus Plautus (Men.
399 BUECHELER).
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We are already perhaps on the way towards the interest in character
shown by Terence, although Caecilius seems to be more concerned
with surprising the spectator than with individual character portraits.

Language and Style

It is fortunate that we are able to compare Caecilius’ best known
play (com. 136-184 G. = 142-189 R.), the ‘Necklace’ (Plocium), with
Menander. Gellius (2. 23. 9-11), to whom we owe this possibility,
bewails the loss of ease and grace, and speaks of an exchange like
that between Glaucus and Diomedes in Homer. Quintilian is of the
opinion that, in Latin, Attic charm is unattainable (inst. 10. 1. 100).

An old married gentleman is complaining about his rich and ugly
wife, who has forced him to dismiss a pretty serving girl (com. 136—
153 G. = 142-157 R.). In Menander, we find tranquil, graceful
trimeters, while Caecilius offers a large, polymetric canticum. Typi-
cal of early Latin are accumulations of synonyms and homoeoteleuta:
Ita plorando, orando, instando atque obiurgando me obtudit (‘so she wore me
down with her weeping, wheedling, intruding and abusing’). The style
emphasizes the perseverance with which Krobyle has ‘worked on’
her husband until she has had her way. This seems to forebode the
creation of a caricature out of Menander’s elegant analysis of a type.
But, contrary to expectation, the elements of caricature in the origi-
nal are abandoned: the lady’s yard-long nose and her grotesque
portrayal as an ‘ass among apes’. The Greek poet highlights visual
effect and exact numbers: 16 talents of dowry. The Roman, con-
versely, prefers emotive sound effects and epigrammatical antithesis:
instead of ‘nose’ he introduces the single ironic term forma, which
one may imagine accompanied by a gesture. At the same time, Cae-
cilius concentrates totally on speech and action: for example, on the
process of ‘softening up’, and especially on the speech, quoted verba-
tim, of the conquering harridan who has won the argument: ‘Which
of you young women has done as much as I have in my old age?’
The antithesis here is noteworthy. Military metaphors contribute to
the novel effect: Qui quast ad hostes captus liber servio salva urbe atque arce
(‘I am free but still a slave to the will of enemies, though yet my
town and stronghold are safe’). Another witty point is found in the
sentence: quae nisi dotem ommia quae nolis, habet (‘she who has every-
thing you wouldn’t want her to have except a dowry’). The series of
oxymora is typically Latin: lber servio; vivo mortuus (dum ewus mortem inhio)
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‘free, I'm a slave, while I gape for her death, I'm a living corpse’. So
the epigrams follow in quick succession until the poet gives a last
turn to the screw, gaining a strained, indeed even coarse, effect.

The same old gentleman converses with an elderly neighbor (com.
154-158 G. = 158-162 R.) about the haughtiness of the rich wife,
the ‘mistress’. Menander calls her the ‘most tedious of the tedious’.
Caecilius replaces this general description with a narrated scene of
somewhat vulgar effect. The husband returns home drunk, and his
wife, who has not eaten, gives him a malodorous kiss: ut devomas volt
quod foris potaveris (‘she wants you to belch up what you have been
drinking out of doors’). While the graceful Greek phrase is left hang-
ing in the air, Caecilius attains drama, concreteness and antithetical
point, using exaggeratedly crude methods referred by Gellius (2. 23.
11) to the mime. A similar effect of surprise is found in the third
fragment (159 G. = 163 R.): ‘My wife began to please me might-
ily—after she had died.’

In the view of ancient critics,! Caecilius’ verses were weighty (graves).
This may be seen in his critical comments on contemporary society.
This is the quality which Luscius Lanuvinus missed in Terence, whose
‘light style’ (levis scriptura) he criticized.? Gellius went somewhat fur-
ther and claimed that Caecilius patched together words full of tragic
bombast (2. 23. 21 #runca quaedam ex Menandro dicentes et consarcinantes
verba tragict tumoris). The closeness to tragedy is well observed, and
may often be detected as early as in Plautus. There is a link with the
typically tragic style of Caecilius’ contemporary Pacuvius. Cicero names
him and Caecilius in the same breath.

Caecilius’ Latin is criticized (Cic. Brut. 74). It seems to exaggerate
certain features of Plautus, just as Pacuvius writes in a ‘more Ennian’
way than Ennius. Terence’s criticism of Luscius Lanuvinus, saying
that he corrupts the language of his Greek original (Ter. Eun. 7),
is similar. Caecilius is a mannered, unclassical stylist. However,
his sharply pointed epigrams rise beyond his time and belong to
the most polished Latin apophthegms. In this respect, indeed, Cae-
cilius is a predecessor of Terence, who otherwise is so totally different
from him.

! On gravitas: older critics apud Hor. epist. 2. 1. 59; »6Bn Varro apud Charis. GL 1.
241. 28-29.

2 Ter. Phorm. prol. 5 (= CRF RieBECK, 3rd ed. Luscius Lanuvinus fig. ex incertis
Sabulis TI).



POETRY:. CAECILIUS 211

Ideas 1
Reflections on Literature

In his work, Caecilius is guided by his artistic understanding and by
theoretical considerations. So much is shown by the indirect evidence.
He seems to have established definite rules for the palliata: closer
attention to the conduct of plot in the original; avoidance of con-
tamination; the demand that a play should be ‘new’, while Plautus
had reworked themes of Naevius. Even in the theoretical foundation
of his activity, he pioneered the development which led to Terence.
It is unfortunate that, because of the paucity of material, we cannot
go beyond these general conclusions.

Ideas I1

Memorable epigrams contain thoughts derived from Hellenistic phi-
losophy: ‘Live as best you can, since you cannot live as you would
like’ (com. 173 G. = 177 R. vivas ut possis, quando non quis ut velis).
‘Only want; you will accomplish’ (com. 286 G. = 290 R. fac velis:
petficies). ‘One man is a god to another, if he knows his duty’ (com.
283 G. = 264 R. homo homini deus est, si suum officium sciaf). This last
remark may be meant as a rejoinder to Plautus’ lupus est homo homini,
‘man is a wolf to a man’ (4sin. 495, from Demophilus). The Menan-
drean epigram is traced partly to Stoic and partly to Aristotelian
tradition (cf. Guardi ad /loc.). The ancient functional concept of god
as ‘protector of life’ lies behind it. This ‘humanitarian’ notion of god
corresponds well to the Roman feeling for the active life.

The ‘tragic’ pathos which Caecilius was able to arouse could occa-
sionally be socially motivated (165-168 G. = 169-172 R.): Menede-
mus’ slave Parmeno has discovered that his master’s daughter, violated
by a stranger, has borne a child and bewails the lot of the poor man
who lacks the money he would need to conceal his misfortune. Cae-
cilius abbreviates the sentimental features of his Menandrean origi-
nal and brings into play an antithesis: “That man is particularly unlucky
whose own poverty means that he has to bring up children in pov-
erty. The man bereft of wealth and riches is immediately exposed (to
everything), while a rich man’s clique easily conceals his bad repute.’
Caecilius’ manner here is harsher and more accusatory than Menan-
der’s. In the last line Roman ideas are in play (factio).
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Transmission

Cicero, who was particularly engrossed by questions of the generation gap
in comedy, especially valued Caecilius’ Synephebi. He preserves 15 fragments
from this play, and thus helps to correct the somewhat coarse impression
given by the Plocium of Caecilius’ character portrayal. Our most important
other witnesses are Nonius (106 fragments), Verrius Flaccus, as transmitted
by Festus and Paulus (26 fragments), Gellius (11 fragments). The remainder
are varyingly owed to Priscian, Charisius, Diomedes, Donatus, Servius, Isidore
and others. In addition, there are the lexicon of Osbern of Gloucester (middle
of the 12th century, A. Mai, Thesaurus novus Latinitatis, Roma 1836) and a
Glossarium Terentianum, published by C. Barth in 1624.

Influence

Caecilius is already mentioned in the second prologue to Terence’s
Hecyra, where Ambivius Turpio refers to him as an acknowledged
poet who, like Terence, had to overcome difficulties at the beginning
of his career. Terence enters into a detailed discussion with Luscius
Lanuvinus, probably a disciple or sympathizer of Caecilius. He can-
not accept all Caecilius’ artistic decisions. He returns to the practice
of contaminatio, although he manages it with greater care. An ever
closer adherence to models ultimately meant the end of the genre.
Volcacius Sedigitus, who lived in the period between Cato and Cicero,
bestowed on Caecilius the first place among all the comic poets.
Plautus came second, Naevius third, Terence in sixth place (apud Gell.
15. 24). Here the chief criteria were obviously power of language
and comedy of situation. If Caecilius received precedence even over
Plautus, this may be due to his adroit handling of plot. This explains
his temporary success. He seemed to link Plautus’ merits (color, pow-
erful language) with Menander’s excellence in plot construction.
Horace quoted a prevailing opinion saying that Caecilius possesses
gravitas (epist. 2. 1. 59). He mentioned him along with Plautus among
the creators of words (ars 45-55). There is some truth in both state-
ments. Above all, they reveal why Caecilius’ comedies fell into oblivion.
After his death, the language of Latin literature and its stylistic ideals
took a different turn. Urbane elegance, purity and refinement re-
placed richness, power and color, notably in comedy, where, in any
case, gravitas was a somewhat questionable feature. What had been
individually colored turned out to be ‘dated’ and became ever more
difficult to understand; what had been coarse became ‘shocking’.



POETRY: CAECILIUS 213

Caecilius resembles Pacuvius in so far as his language was for Latin
a cul-de-sac, leading no further. Caecilius continued Plautine com-
edy by retaining and even strengthening its crudities and by raising
its motley language to ‘tragic bombast’. That is a characteristic of
his generation. His approach to Plautus is like that of Pacuvius to
Ennius. These authors brought the development of Latin theatrical
language to a point too far from educated colloquial discourse. Ter-
ence’s decision in favor of simple, clear Latin was more than the
reaction of an aristocratic purism. It was the return of comedy to
the linguistic register best suited to it.

Caecilius’ achievements have not yet been fully appreciated. A the-
matic analysis of his comic plots and subjects, and a comparison of
his language with that of Pacuvius, would clarify his position in the
history of Roman drama. The prominence of Caecilius in Roman
comedy is all the more difficult for us to grasp, because according to
the ancient evidence it lay in his conduct of plots, and this is a qual-
ity which can hardly be deduced from brief fragments such as those
We POssess.

Caecilius combines skillful plot and epigrammatic thought with a
somewhat crude drawing of character and a motley language. The
two positive qualities named first here are decisive in performance.
His two faults were more obvious to the reflective reader than to the
spectator, who perhaps at first sight felt them to be an attraction.
Gellius relates that the Plocium pleased his circle of friends on first
reading, but lost its charm when studied more closely and compared
with Menander. However, quiet reading is a poor substitute for the
living play.

Editions: R. and H. StepHanus, Fragmenta poetarum veterum Latinorum,
quorum opera non extant, Genevae 1564. * CRF 2nd ed., 35-81, CRF 3rd
ed., 40-94. * E. H. WarmmvcTon (TTr), ROL 1, London 1935, 467-561.
* T. Guarpi (TTrN, ind.), Palermo 1974. ** Ind.: Guarpi (s. editions).
** Bibl: GUARDI (s. editions).

R. Argenio, Il Plocium di Cecilio Stazio, MC 7, 1937, 359-368. * W. BEARE,
The Roman Stage, London 3rd ed. 1964, 86-90. * M. Berrmvi, Un ‘fidanzato’
Ceciliano, RFIC 101, 1973, 318-328. * A. H. GroToN, Planting Trees for
Antipho in Caecilius Statius’ Synephebr, Dioniso 60, 1, 1990, 58-63. * A. M.
NEeGri, Il Plocium di Menandro e di Cecilio, Dioniso 60, 1, 1990, 54-57.
* J. NEGro, Studio su Cecilio Stazio, Firenze 1919. * H. OppPERMANN, Zur
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TERENCE

Life and Dates

P. Terentius Afer, who was perhaps of Libyan origin, was born in
Carthage in 195/4 or 185/4 B.C.,' at a time when his predecessors
in comedy, Plautus, Ennius, and Caecilius were still alive. At Rome,
where he became the slave of a senator, Terentius Lucanus, he re-
ceived a first-class education and his freedom. He enjoyed the friend-
ship of respected Romans, perhaps Scipio Aemilianus and Laelius,
to whom rumor wrongly ascribed the authorship of his comedies
(Haut. 22-24; Ad. 15-21). His plays were presented by Ambivius
Turpio, whose first favorite author, Caecilius, had died in 168 B.C.
It is probable that Terence, like Lucilius, remained aloof from the
writers’ guild, and the low esteem in which his work was held by
Volcacius Sedigitus may be owed to the influence of this college.?
He died on a literary pilgrimage made to Greece and Asia Minor.?
The story that he translated 108 plays there is perhaps wishful think-
ing on the part of scholars, as is the touching tale asserting that the
young poet read his Andria at the behest of the aediles to the aged
Caecilius—two years after Caecilius’ death! Terence’s alleged bequest
of a property to his daughter, enabling her to marry a knight, is a

' The date 185 B.C. is supported by the Suetonian life transmitted by Donatus
(p. 7. 8-8. 6 WEssNER; p. 38. 80-40. 96 Rosracni), drawn from the chapter De
poetis in De viris illustribus. The earlier date can be derived from Fenestella (vita p. 3.
4-7 and 3. 10-13), cf. G. D’Anna, Sulla vita suetoniana di Terenzio, RIL 89-90,
1956, 31-46; on the poet’s biography M. BroZek, D¢ Vita Terentii Suetoniana, Eos
50, 1959-1960, 109-126.

2 W. KrenkeL, Zur literarischen Kritik bei Lucilius, in: D. Korzenewsky, ed.,
Die romische Satire, Darmstadt 1970, 161-266, esp. 230-231.

% According to Suetonius 5, he died in 159 B.C.; according to Jerome chron. 1859,
in 158.
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charming story, but legend also hints at the Scipios’ ingratitude . . .
Terence is the only early Latin poet whose vita came down to us.
But this merely offers further proof of the limits to our knowledge of
ancient authors.

His six comedies are dated between 166 and 160 B.C. by the
didascaliae, the vita and the prologues. The didascaliae name the
author and the title, the ceremony and the presiding magistrate, the
principal actor, the composer of the music and its type, the Greek
original and the consuls in the year of presentation. This informa-
tion was put together by an ancient editor. Subtle efforts to recon-
struct other hypothetical dates' are not universally accepted. The
prudent course in the meantime is to accept the dates which were
perhaps originally established by Varro who had more material at
his disposal. With our present information we cannot go further.

The Andria was produced in April 166 B.C. at the Lud:i Megalenses.
Twice it happened that performances of the Hegyra were interrupted,
at the Ludi Megalenses in 165 and at the funeral games for L. Aemilius
Paullus in 160, until in the same year, probably at the Ludi Romani
in September, the play finally met with success. The prologue comes
from the second (1-8) and the third (33-42) stage presentation. In
163 the Hautontimorumenos was produced for the first time, followed
by the first performance of the Eunuchus in 161, in both cases at the
Ludi Megalenses. The Phormio was put on in the same year, probably
at the Ludi Romani. 'The Adelphoe was staged in 160, at Aemilius Paullus’
funeral games.

This means that Terence’s literary activity began soon after Paullus’
victory at Pydna over Rome’s last great opponent, Perseus of Macedon.
The king’s library was brought to Rome and gave an indispensable
impulse to literature. Terence’s activity breaks off in the year of Paullus’
death. It was at his funeral games, conducted by Scipio Aemilianus,
that two of the plays were produced.

! H. B. MartincLy, The Terentian Didascaliae, Athenaeum 37, 1959, 148-173;
H. B. MartincLy, The Chronology of Terence, RCCM 5, 1963, 12-61; previously
(with a different conclusion) L. Gestri, Studi terenziani I: La cronologia, SIFC
ns. 13, 1936, 61-105; cf. also L. Gestri, Terentiana, SIFC n.s. 20, 1943, 3-58.
The transmitted sequence is convincingly defended by D. Krosk, Die Didaskalien
und Prologe des Terenz, diss. Freiburg i. Br. 1966, esp. 5-15; 161-162.
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Survey of Works

Andria: Pamphilus is in love with Glycerium, who is expecting his baby. His
tather Simo, however, has betrothed him to another girl, Chremes’ daughter,
and is pressing for an early marriage. On the advice of the slave Davus,
Pamphilus at first raises no objections. When Chremes happens to see the
baby, he breaks the marriage off. Now, however, it is revealed that he is
also Glycerium’s father, and so there is no further obstacle to Pamphilus’
happiness. Chremes’ other daughter is married to Charinus, who is in love
with her. This is a comedy of recognition with a conflict between father
and son, deception and self-deception.

Hautontimorumenos: Old Menedemus torments himself by hard work, out
of remorse that he has driven his son Clinia to take a soldier’s career be-
cause of his love for Antiphila. But Clinia has secretly returned and is stay-
ing with his friend Clitipho, who is in love with Bacchis, a hetacra. To
deceive Clitipho’s father Chremes, Bacchis passes herself off as Clinia’s
mistress, with Antiphila as her servant. The cunning slave Syrus cheats old
Chremes of a nice sum of money for Bacchis. Finally it is revealed that
Antiphila is Clitipho’s sister. She marries Clinia. Clitipho, in his turn, is
able to find an appropriate match. This is a comedy of character with a
conflict between the generations and, at the same time, a play of intrigue
with recognition.

Eunuchus: Thraso, a soldier, has presented a female slave to the hetaera
Thais. But the slave is Thais’ sister and an Athenian citizen. Phaedria, Thais’
second lover, instructs his slave Parmeno to bring her a eunuch as a present
from his master. Phaedria’s brother, who has fallen in love with Thais’
sister, disguises himself as a eunuch and violates her. She is revealed as an
Athenian citizen and becomes his wife. Phaedria strikes a deal with Thraso
over Thais. An effective comedy of intrigue and recognition.

Phormio: While their fathers, Chremes and Demipho, are away, Antipho,
Demipho’s son, marries a girl from Lemnos. Phaedria, Chremes’ son, falls
in love with a citharist. When Demipho returns home, the parasite Phormio
promises, in return for a sum of money, to marry the girl from Lemnos
himself. However, he uses the money to buy the freedom of the citharist.
Now it is revealed that the Lemnian girl is Chremes’ daughter, and so
Antipho may keep her. This is the classic example of a complex comedy of
intrigue carried through with great clarity.

Hecyra: Pamphilus holds aloof from his young wife Philumena, since he is
in love with the hetaera Bacchis. While he is abroad, Philumena returns to
her parents, ostensibly because of her mother-in-law’s malice, but really be-
cause she wants to give birth to a child conceived with an unknown stranger
before her marriage. Pamphilus at first refuses to take her back into his
house until Bacchis rescues the situation. A ring she received from Pamphilus
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is recognized by Philumena’s mother. The unknown stranger was Pamphilus
himself. This ambitious ‘anti-comedy”' is intellectually rather demanding. It
shows unusually subtle character portrayal, the avoidance of traditional ster-
eotypes and an action aimed more at concealment than revelation. It is
Terence’s most tranquil and yet most stimulating play.

Adelphoe: Ctesipho receives a strict upbringing from his father Demea,
while Aeschinus is treated liberally by his uncle Micio. Aeschinus has se-
duced Sostrata’s daughter, Pamphila, while Ctesipho is in love with a citharist.
To please his brother, Aeschinus violently rescues the citharist from the
leno. This furnishes Sostrata with the proof of the disloyalty of her future
son-in-law, while Demea notes the unhappy fruits of his brother’s liberal
educational methods. Now, however, he learns that his own son Ctesipho is
really the citharist’s lover. He changes tack completely and becomes gener-
ous with everyone—at Micio’s expense. Aeschinus may marry Pamphila,
Ctesipho may keep his harpist and Micio is to marry old Sostrata. At the
end, the sons accept even the strict father. This is a play of problems and
revelation without intrigue or recognition.

Sources, Models, and Genres

Analysis of sources is an important key to understanding Terence’s
originality but, unfortunately, we do not possess his direct models,
and, for the most part, must rely on the poet’s own prologues and
the commentary of Donatus. For the Andria, Hautontimorumenos, Eunuchus
and Adelphoe, Menander’s plays of the same name are both sources
and chief models. For the Hecyra, the model was supplied by Apollo-
dorus of Carystos (beginning of 3rd century B.C.). His Epidikazomenos
was the model for the Phormio.? Apollodorus’ Hecyra was in the line
of Menander’s Epitrepontes and even outshone its model in serious-
ness. The chief attraction of the Epidikazomenos was its compositional
excellence. In his selection of models, therefore, Terence abandoned
Plautus’ versatility, and moved closer to Caecilius, who had earlier
shown a preference for Menander.

The introduction of additional scenes from other plays will be dis-
cussed below (s. Literary Technique). Certain structural similarities
with tragedy, as with Sophocles’ Oedipus, are prominent, for example,
in the Andria. The slave seems to make a witty allusion to this: Davos

' Don. Ter. Hec. pragf- 9: res novae.

2 E. Lerkvre, Der Phormio des Terenz und der Epidikazomenos des Apollodor von
Karystos, Miinchen 1978; K. Mras, Apollodoros von Karystos als Neuerer, AAWW
85, 1948, 184-203.
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sum, non Oedipus (Andr. 194). However, tragic structures had long been
a standing resource of New Comedy.

Menander transmitted to the poet certain reminiscences of Greek
philosophy, such as the doctrine of the golden mean' between two
extremes, or reflections on state and education in the Adelphoe, or
Epicurean ideas in the Andra (959-960), which recur in distorted
form in the Eunuchus (232-263). After the victory of Pydna, with its
consequences for Roman intellectual life, practical philosophy in the
Stoic fashion was sufficiently well known to a certain section of the
Roman public to raise a smile. This is shown by the slave Geta’s
remark, made in mockery of his master, that he had already ‘pre-
meditated’ all the trouble lying ahead of him (Phorm. 239-251).2 Even
before Panaetius, whom he could not have encountered in Rome,
Terence always showed a resolute attention to decorum, a principle
which he may have been taught to appreciate, not only by upper
class Roman society, but also by his rhetorical training.

The special stamp set by Terence on the comic genre will emerge
more clearly from a discussion of his literary technique. In his criti-
cal encounter with his Latin predecessors, Terence avoided well-worn
paths. From Greek models, he took over scenes omitted by Plautus.
We will study this in the context of his reflections on literature.

Literary Technique

The most striking difference in literary technique between Terence
and Plautus is found in the treatment of the prologue. Terence turns
this part of the comedy into a vehicle for literary polemics and even
propaganda on behalf of his method of working,® a feature possibly
anticipated by Caecilius. The prologue thus assumes a function com-
parable with that of the parabasis in Aristophanes. Within his plays,
however, Terence, unlike Plautus, avoids direct contact with his audi-
ence* and the resulting break in dramatic illusion.

' Cicero (Tusc. 3. 29-34) joins the Stoics in assailing the Epicureans, appealing,
among others, to Anaxagoras A 33 D.-Kr. = Eurip. fig. 964 Nauck and to the pas-
sage of Terence in question; RaBBow, Seelenfiihrung 160-179; 306-307. It is un-
fortunate that Panaetius, Scipio’s ‘teacher’, cannot be considered a source for Terence.

2 Cf. K. Gaser’s epilogue to O. Riers, Die Kunst Menanders in den Adelphen
des Terenz, Hildesheim 1964, 133-160.

* D. Krose 1966, 131.

* Very few exceptions: Andr. 217; Hec. 361.
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The introduction to the plot (exposition) in Terence is always made
in a scene on stage. He thus completes a development already begun
in Hellenistic comedy.! The circumstances are often explained to a
character unaware of their nature, someone who in the further course
of the action plays no part (npécamnov npototikév). The introductory
scene of the Adelphoe is a masterpiece. It dispenses with any such
extra character by entrusting the exposition to two of the chief char-
acters. The avoidance of any prologue in the older manner sets lim-
its to the spectator’s knowledge of prior events. The dramatic action
comes closer to him and demands an intellectual effort on his part.
Yet Terence’s careful expositions indicate that the arousal of suspense
was not his first concern.? Though the use of such an introductory
scene may bring undeniable dramatic advantage, some disadvantages
are no less evident. The Hegyra’s double failure may have been owing
to the fact that the author left the spectator too much in the dark.?
In detail, the disappearance of the old prologue often compels the
poet to give the necessary information by successively inserting ele-
ments of the exposition into the action: at the cost of internal prob-
ability, characters divulge circumstances which, strictly speaking, they
ought not to know.* An advantage is gained by turning a monologue®
into a lively dialogue with the introduction of an extra character,
such as Antipho’s® in Funuchus 539-614. Conversely, in the Hegyra a
slow-paced final scene of recognition is replaced with rapid narrative.

Cantica of the Plautine type are rarely found in Terence: twice in
the Andria (481—485; 625-638), once in the last play, the Adelphoe
(610-616). Basically senarii and long verses prevail (s. under Lan-
guage and Style). Sound effects and emotional excitement are muted.
The musical comedy is transformed into a theater of speech. The

' Ad. 22-24 may be compared with Plaut. Trin. 17-18. In Plautus, it is by no
means a universal rule that the prologue must relate to the content of the play. If
Cacecilius employed his prologues for literary criticism, he may have explained the
plot in a dialogue on the stage.

2 E. Lerkvre 1969, 108.

* E. Lerivre tbid. On this question now F. H. SanpeacH, How Terence’s Hegyra
Failed, CQ n.s. 32, 1982, 134-135 (examines the precise circumstances in which
the performance was interrupted).

* Don. Ter. Ad. 151; E. LeFkvre 1969 passim, esp. 13-18.

> There are numerous monologues in the Hecyra, not always to good theatrical
effect.

8 E. FRAENKEL, Zur romischen Komodie (2). Antipho im Eunuchus des Terenz,
MH 25, 1968, 235—242.
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plays proceed, so far as may be seen, without lyrical interludes, and
this means that the division into acts finally loses significance.

Terence makes clever use of the so-called contaminatio' to enliven
his plays. The excellent expository dialogue which marks his adapta-
tion of Menander’s Andria is freely modeled on the same poet’s Perinthia.
In the Eunuchus, which in other respects depends on its namesake by
Menander, the attractive roles of the soldier and parasite are bor-
rowed from Menander’s Kolax. The Adelphoe, adapted from Menander,
is expanded with a lively scene from Diphilos’ Syrapothneskontes (2. 1;
cf. prol. 6-14 and Plautus, Pseud. 1. 3). But this also illustrates the
disadvantages of the procedure. The insertion disrupts chronology,
since it must be imagined as occurring before the introductory scene
with its exposition. Moreover, the ‘five act’ structure of the original
is destroyed.

The double plot? had not been invented by Terence, but it is one
of his specialties. His audience may have wanted more action, and
he was attracted to the challenge of complex structural problems.
Thus in the Ardria, he introduced two additional characters, Charinus
and Birria (Don. Ter. Andr. 301). They are however quite colorless,
without close connection to the fabric of the remaining plot. The
quartet in scene 2. 5, where a conversation between Simo and Pam-
philus is doubly overheard, comes off successfully. In four of the late
comedies, the two strands of the plot are closely interwoven, as in
the Eunuchus and Phormio. In the Hautontimorumenos and Adelphoe the
double plot is the center of interest. Only the complex Hecyra is in
this respect ‘simple’.

Terence’s monologues are shorter, but more numerous, than in
Plautus, and form an integral part of the plot. They may be subject
to eavesdropping, or, if they are soliloquies, provide psychological at-
mosphere for the scene directly to follow. Following his Greek teach-
ers, Terence takes pains with subtle character portrayal. In the Hegyra,
the ‘deceived’ young husband, who might be quite justified in ex-
pressing indignation, is surprisingly sensitive, calm and collected. The
‘malicious mother-in-law’ proves to be unusually attentive and kind,

! The modern notion of ‘contamination’ has arisen from a misunderstanding of
passages such as Andr. 16; cf. W. Beare, Contaminatio, CR 9, 1959, 7-11; on the
question, s. above (p. 173-175).

2 'W. GORLER, Doppelhandlung, Intrige und Anagnorismos bei Terenz, Poetica 5,
1972, 164-182.
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the hetaera, by displaying nobility of spirit,! saves the happiness of a
young family. Since the parents at first are unappreciative of their
son and heir, it is the overjoyed grandfathers who find a nurse and
with determination assume the role of mothering.? It is not right
then to argue that the element of comedy is lacking in this play. It
is found inter alia in the constant frustration of traditional expecta-
tions for the different roles. Stage conventions® are also parodied,
and recognition, normally a method of dénouement, leads in two
plays to further complications (Haut. and Phorm.). Terence, in bring-
ing Roman comedy to perfection, has an inner predilection for mod-
els displaying intellectual or psychological subtlety, and chooses them
with care.

In general, Terence’s slaves play a smaller part in the plot than in
Plautus. This does not of course mean that the playwright had an
anti-democratic attitude. In the early plays the treatment of the slaves
is unconventional. In the Phormio and the Adelphoe Terence shows that
in well-constructed plays even conventional methods and a traditional
interpretation of the slave’s role may produce good artistic results.*

Above all, the poet likes to bring opposed characters into confronta-
tion. This feature is linked with his habit of introducing his charac-
ters in pairs. His remark quam uterque est similis sui!, ‘how like himself,
each of them’ (Phorm. 501) has a charm all its own. Action and anima-
tion take precedence over character stereotypes. Accordingly, Menede-
mus need not appear throughout as a self-tormentor. Chremes, who
begins as ‘shrewd’, may be proved a fool, and Demea in the Adelphoe
may suddenly fall from one extreme into the other. A particularly
good example of a ‘non-static’ character is provided by Pamphilus in
the Hecyra. He matures from love for the hetaera Bacchis to affection
for his young wife. In the Hautontimorumenos and Adelphoe the poet is
fascinated by the exchange of roles of the two old gentlemen, the

! Terence’s Bacchis is not actually pursuing a personal aim like Habrotonon in
the Epitrepontes; different nuances are found in the portrayal of hetaerae by H. Lrovp-
Jongs, Terentian Technique in the Adelphi and the Eunuchus, CQ 23, 1973, 279-284;
M. M. Henry, Menander’s Courtesans and the Greek Comic Tradition, Frankfurt
1985, 115.

? More comic (and more risqué) the potent eunuch and the cowardly general in
the Eunuchus.

% Birth offstage (dndr. 474-476), conversation with people in the house (490-494),
blurting out of secrets on the stage (Phorm. 818; Hec. 866-868).

* W. E. Forenanp, Syrus’ Role in Terence’s Adelphoe, CJ 69, 1973, 52-65.
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collapse of the apparent superiority of the ‘wise’ senex. The poet rel-
ishes these reversals.

The reflective side of Terence’s art will engage our attention later
(Ideas). It is perhaps no coincidence that his playful vein, less often
mentioned, increased after the failure of the serious Hegyra. In his
last play, the Adelphoe, we find actually ‘Plautine’ elements, such as
an added scene of brawling, a canticum, a domineering slave and an
almost farcical conclusion.! The abrupt end of the poet’s career pre-
vents us from knowing whether the ‘serious master of classical com-
edy’, fully aware of his expertise, would have broken free and made
fun of all our efforts at categorization.

Language and Style

Plautus is a creator of language, whereas Terence, like Caesar later,
is among those authors concerned with linguistic purity and stylistic
refinement. His language and style are more select. Reflecting the
poet’s social milieu, they are more ‘aristocratic’ than in Plautus. The
exuberance of linguistic invention is brought under control. A mild
archaism like tetuli for tuli is found in the oldest play, the Andria, but
not in the late Adelphoe. His simple, choice diction explains Terence’s
success as a school author. He has a severe taste, and a strict disci-
pline of language. Avoiding Plautus’ popular features and starting
from the colloquial usage of high Roman society, Terence competed
with Menander to create a counterpart to the graceful tone of Attic
dialogue. Speech and response interlock and are carefully related to
each other.? This produces a literary language surpassing all previ-
ous Latin in clarity, terseness, and flexibility and preparing the way
for the elegant style of Gracchus or Caesar.

Plautus overflows with terms of abuse,® for which he prefers con-
crete expressions. Terence avoids names of beasts apart from belua,
asinus and canis. He also avoids sexual terms of abuse and replaces
crude wit by irony. His poetry is often urbane enough to use aposio-
pesis, leaving the abusive term to our imagination. His use of inter-

' To attribute these and other ‘imperfections’ without qualification to Roman
adapters is a questionable proceeding: P. W. Harsh, Certain Features of Technique
found in Both Greek and Roman Drama, AJPh 58, 1937, 282-293.

? HAFFTER, Dichtersprache 126-127.

® 8. Liija, Terms of Abuse in Roman Comedy, Helsinki 1965.
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jections, often without parallels in Menander,' is suggestive and nu-
anced. Terence’s thrust towards stylistic unity is shown by the fact
that in Menander’s Perinthia cruder tones are heard’ than Terence’s
Andria leads us to expect. There is frequent use in Terence of ab-
stracts in -io which may echo Hellenistic tendencies and to some
extent only recur in late Latin.®* He extends the metaphorical mean-
ing of many adjectives to describe mental states.* His ‘modern’ aware-
ness is also shown by his unfailing habit of indicating a change of
subject in the sentence.’

Terence’s style is undoubtedly less rhetorical (and less poetic) than
that of Plautus, yet more rhetorical than that of Menander. It is
rewarding to read his prologues as ‘speeches for the defense’.® His
expository narratives show another style. A third register is employed
in dialogue,” and even here there are subtle distinctions made ac-
cording to class and character.?

Sententiae,® which establish a contact with the spectator by an ap-
peal to common experience, act as some kind of substitute for Plautus’
laughter. They may help to denote character, for example, that of
Micio in the Adelphoe, and to emphasize important moments, though,
even so, Terence uses maxims more sparingly than does Menander.

Terence reduced the number of meters and did not use symmetri-
cally constructed cantica in a variety of meters. He preferred iambic
senarii and trochaic septenarii, though iambic septenarii and trochaic

' G. Luck, Elemente der Umgangssprache bei Menander und Terenz, RhM 108,
1965, 269-277.

2 A. KORTE, Zur Perinthia des Menander, Hermes 44, 1909, 309-313.

* G. GIaNGRANDE, Terenzio e la conquista dell’astratto in latino. Un elemento di
stile, Latomus 14, 1955, 525-535.

* Alienus, amarus, durus, facilis, familiaris, humanus, liberalis, tardus: Haffter, Dichtersprache
126-127.

> N. P. Lerova, Observations on the Syntactical Structure of the Sentence in
Terence’s Comedies (Russ.), Uchenye Zapiski Leningradskogo Universiteta 299, 1,
1961, philol. ser. 59, 123-142; summary in German in BCO 9, 1964, 26-27.

¢ G. Focarbi, Linguaggio forense nei prologhi terenziani, SIFC n.s. 44, 1972,
55-88; G. Focarpi, Lo stile oratorio nei prologhi terenziani, SIFC n.s. 50, 1978,
70-89; H. GeLHAUs seems to go too far (Die Prologe des Terenz. Eine Erklarung
nach den Lehren von der inventio und dispositio, Heidelberg 1972).

7 S. M. Gorbpgserg, 1986, 170—202.

® Don. Ter. Eun. 454; Phorm. 212; 348; V. ReicH, Sprachliche Charakteristik bei
Terenz. Studie zum Kommentar des Donat, WS 51, 1933, 72-94; H. HAFFTER
1953.

® C. Georoescu, L’analyse du locus sententiosus dans la comédie de caractére (avec
référence spéciale a la comédie Adelphoe), StudClas 10, 1968, 93-113.
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octonarii are also found. The iambic octonarius is not only relatively,
but absolutely, more frequent than in Plautus (500 to 300). Occasion-
ally, we find bacchii, dactyls, choriambs. In the earliest play, the
Andria, there is relatively great variety of meter, and later restriction
in this respect therefore must be the result of conscious choice. How-
ever, the change of meter' within scenes, mostly at decisive moments
in the action, has no parallel in Menander; in fact, within the dialogue
changes of meter are much more frequent than in Plautus. This means
that, in spite of the smaller number of meters, a certain variety is
attained, although it could not be argued that senarii are used only
for facts, and septenarii only for feelings.? Scattered short verses are
likewise used to gain particular effects.?

The structure of the verse is more finished. Just like Accius, and
later Cicero and Seneca, Terence avoided filling the last two feet of
the senarius with one long word.* The iambic octonarius also devel-
oped along the lines of that of tragedy.’ In rapid dialogue, Terence
may often divide his short verses (senarii) into four parts. Unlike his
contemporaries, who, in the manner of early Latin, preferred the
coincidence of sentence and line, Terence, in Menander’s footsteps,
broke up cola by frequent enjambement.® This throws over the poetic
form, as it were, a veil of ‘naturalness’, and this in itself indicates the
originality of his achievement.

Ideas 1
Reflections on Literature

Since the exposition is to be made during the action (Ad. 22-24), the
prologues to his comedies are left free for other purposes. Terence
turns them into a vehicle for literary reflection. Such critical discus-
sions are appropriate to a literature that was ‘made, not born’, a
truth that was illustrated at Rome also by Accius. Terence’s pro-
logues reflect both a new degree of maturity in the writer’s aware-

! L. Braun, Polymetrie bei Terenz und Plautus, WS 83, 1970, 66-83.

2 In the Andria and the Adelphoe parts important for the progress of the action are
written in senarii.

% G. MauracH, Kurzvers und System bei Terenz, Hermes 89, 1961, 373-378.

* J. SousiraN, Recherches sur la clausule du sénaire (trimétre) latin. Les mots
longs finaux, REL 42, 1964, 429-469.

> R. RarraeLLl, Ricerche sui versi lunghi di Plauto e di Terenzio (metriche,
stilistiche, codicologiche), Pisa 1982.

¢ L. Braun 1970 (quoted above).
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ness of his art,' and the presence of an audience which is no longer
wholly unsophisticated. Homogeneity and consistency are not of course
to be expected. The spectators who were distracted by a rope-dancer
or a gladiatorial show were not perhaps the same as those to whom
Terence directed his treatment of literary problems.

The standards of the educated public may be recognized by Ter-
ence’s defense against the reproach of a lack of originality (Haut.,
Phorm., Hec.). It was regarded as meritorious to bring onto the Ro-
man stage Greek plays so far untranslated or certain scenes ignored
by predecessors. On the other hand, it was impermissible to use Latin
models or Greek models already translated (which was more or less
the same thing).

As a rule, ancient authors preferred to disguise their originality. In
his prologue to the Andria, Terence emphasizes his dependence on
Menander’s Perinthia. He is silent about his quite independent substi-
tution of a freedman for the wife in the first scene. He has made
bigger changes therefore than he admits. His deceptive modesty
extends even further. In a society so class-conscious, the reproach
was close at hand, that his noble friends were the genuine composers
of, or collaborators on, his plays, and that it was their genius on
which he was relying (Haut. 24). For all its absurdity, Terence does
not directly reject this suggestion and even considers it a compliment
(Ad. 15-21).

Above all, these prologues reveal our author’s conscious artistry.
In them, Terence established his own poetic awareness. As later in
Horace’s Epistles, a ‘modern’ author stands his ground against an
‘old school’ (Andr. 7). There was already then a Roman literary tradi-
tion demanding from contemporary authors a statement of position.

Terence’s simple, spare style was a novelty in Latin literature, and
it is understandable that he needed to defend it against the criticism
that it lacked vigor and strength (Phorm. 1-8). For his part, he as-
sailed the heaviness, the tragic bombast, and the unfaithfulness to
reality of the ‘old poet’ who attacked him, Luscius of Lanuvium ( florust
about 179 B.C.).

In his selection and interpretation of subject matter, as well, Terence
kept abreast of Hellenistic culture. He believed that he could present

' On the Greek background M. Ponrenz, Der Prolog des Terenz, SIFC n.s. 27—
28, 1956, 434—443; rudiments in Plautus: G. RamseLL1, Studi plautini. L’'Amphitruo,
RIL 100, 1966, 101-134.
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to his audience tranquil and serious plays without turning the stage
into a pulpit. He made fun of other comic authors with their cheap
effects, such as caricatured figures and scenes of turmoil: to give an
example, the inevitable introduction of the running slave was meant
to court the favor of the public, but in fact only rendered the actors
breathless. He offered a theater of speech, which is what he means
by pura oratio (Haut. 46). Livelier moments were not, however, so rare
in him as we might suppose on the basis of such declarations.

In the Hecyra (866—869), Terence expressed his revolutionary poetic
purpose outside the prologue. As Pamphilus and Bacchis explain,
contrary to normal comedy, the plot of this anti-comedy is bound
not to reveal but to conceal.

A question may be raised concerning Terence’s attitude to the
combination of several models, the so-called contaminatio. At first, he
seems to plead for the past. Against mere pedantry (obscura diligentia)
demanding no tampering with Greek plays (Andr. 16; Haut. 17), and
an accurate translation without admixture, the poet defends the ‘negli-
gence’ (neglegentia) of Naevius, Plautus or Ennius (Andr. 18-21). Terence’s
theory therefore permits that same relatively free relationship to his
models which modern scholarship often discovers in his practice. His
aim is not to translate well (bene vertere) but to write well (bene scribere,
Eun. 7).! May his adversary Luscius really then be called ‘more pro-
gressive’? Luscius was undoubtedly a man of reflection. But Terence,
who was no less reflective in his own way, reproached him with a
barren adherence to an extreme: faciunine intellegendo, ut nil intellegant?,
‘Does not this use of their intellect show that they understand nothing?
(Andr. 17). Whereas the narrow doctrinaire could only dig the grave
of the palliata, Terence was Menander’s continuer, not his translator.
He found between caprice and dependence a ‘classical’ mean.

Ideas II

The transference of Greek comedies to a Roman context involved
certain changes. What was typically Greek, but foreign to the Roman
spectator, was omitted. According to preference, one may see in this
a ‘halving’ of Menander (cf. Caesar, fig. 2 FPL Morel = frg. 1 Buichner),
or a conscious smoothing of what is too Greek into something uni-

! On the Phormio as a well-constructed comedy of intrigue, see S. M. GOLDBERG,
1986, 61-90.
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versally human.! The typically Roman relation of a freedman to his
patron is examined in detail in the independently written prologue
of the Andria, reflecting the poet’s own experience.?

The fact, however, that the players wore Greek costume produced
a certain distance, even if Plautus’ laughter at the crazy Greeks was
no longer emphasized. Romanization is shown in Terence less by
superficial details than by a divergent evaluation of particular char-
acters. Thus in the Adelphoe Terence, to please his Roman audience,
seems to have enhanced the importance of the strict and somewhat
pessimistic father, Demea; although it is true that Demea has to learn
no longer to set work and profit above human relations, and at the
end leaves his sons free to decide whether to take his advice. The
Hautontimorumenos even depicts the torments of conscience felt by a
too-strict father, a scandalous challenge to the people of Brutus.
Terence by no means lacks understanding for the easygoing Micio,
whose educational principles may be inspired by Peripatetic thought.
The result is all the more interesting for being multifaceted. It is a
compromise between Greek influence and Roman self-awareness.

Terence did not aim at mere entertainment. It is no coincidence
that, of the four Menandrean plays which he adapted, three dealt
with moral problems. The choice of models tells us something about
the author, independently of any question of his originality. His in-
terest in the generation gap was typical for his period, which was a
time of transition. Although he somehow excused the stern father at
the end of the Adelphoe he did something striking in Roman circum-
stances by bringing the question of strict education onto the stage at
all. It would, however, be going too far to identify Demea with Cato®
and Micio with Scipio or Aemilius Paullus, although, in the time
between the expulsion of the Epicureans Alcaeus and Philistus (173
B.C.), and the embassy of philosophers (155 B.C.), the question of
modern education was in fact a burning issue. In 161 B.C., one year
before the first production of the Adelphoe, Greek rhetors at Rome
were subject to regulation.

His sincere efforts to go beyond the traditional double moral stand-
ard, even if they still remained within the framework of convention,

! E. FRAENKEL, Zum Prolog des terenzischen Eunuchus, Sokrates 6, 1918, 302-
317, esp. 309.

2 F. Jacosy, Ein Selbstzeugnis des Terenz, Hermes 44, 1909, 362-369.

* So already Melanchthon, cf. E. Mar6T1, Terentiana, AAntHung 8, 1960, 321-
334. Did Cato when ¢ensor, like Demea, arrange marriages?
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were courageous. The gentleness of the young husband in the Hecyra,
when confronted with his ‘guilty’ wife, contrasts markedly with Cato’s
assertion that an adulteress caught in the act might be killed without
fear of reprisal (Gell. 10. 23). Terence’s manifest understanding of
women and his subtle analysis of love, including the affection be-
tween married partners which is rarely treated in literature, prepared
the way both in spirit and language for Catullus, Virgil, and the
elegists. He was a friend of the Scipios, with their openness to what
was new, and his interpretation of the Hellenistic spirit was more
refined than that of Plautus. At the same time, he had larger aims
than the introduction of Greek values at Rome. He invited his au-
dience to personal reflection. Humanitas seems to have been a word
coined by Cicero and, in conformity with the particular process of
maturation experienced by Cicero, its bias was aimed at gaining
intellectual education. The varied use of homo and humanus in Terence
allows us to suppose that, in the ambience of the Scipios, a Roman
consciousness of humanity was in process of formation, although such
labels should be handled with care.

Terence preserves a certain ethical dignity. For example, he does
not bring onto the stage any type of the senex amans, and his boastful
soldier in the Eunuchus is less grotesque than Plautus’ Miles gloriosus.
However, it must not be overlooked that the noble characters, for
example, in the Hecyra, are neither Terence’s invention nor exhaust
the complete range of his figures. He does not shrink from cruel
derision, often consciously deviating from his model. As important as
humanitas is, it is not a sufficient means of explaining Terence’s plays.
Satire, skepticism, and a certain pessimism are equally Roman traits
found in him.

Terence breaks the dramatic illusion less often than Plautus. But
more than Plautus—sometimes indeed more than Menander'—he tries
to do justice to Theophrastus’ principle of closeness to life,” his de-
mand for probability. Yet, in a conventional genre like comedy, this
cannot be wholly successful, and Terence is clever enough to recog-
nize this incongruity and make play with it. More than Plautus, he
pays attention to the decorum of high society and often observes his

' H. HarrTER 1953.

2 A. PueBe, La nascita del comico nella vita e nell’arte degli antichi Greci, Bari
1956, 249; cf. also Aristophanes of Byzantium apud Syrian. in Hermog. 2. 23. 6 Rabe
and Cic. rep. 4. 13 (assignment to 7gp. uncertain); Rosc. Am. 16. 47.
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characters with humane sympathy and sensitivity, sometimes, as also
happens in Menander and Lessing, at the expense of comic effects.
He is fond of presenting two antithetical characters, and uses the
method of ‘exchange of roles’, by which the ‘clever one’ is shown to
be the fool and wvice versa. In this way, he establishes the necessary
intellectual distance between the spectator and the action. His ruth-
less denigration of the smart aleck is compensated for by his reha-
bilitation of characters who, without experiencing conversion, do at
some point recognize their own mistakes (Menedemus in the Hauton-
timorumenos, Demea in the Adelphoe, Simo in the Andria). This reversal
is not always a surprise and the characters therefore, sometimes, if
not always, allow for a consistent interpretation. Right from the begin-
ning of the Hautontimorumenos, Chremes shows himself a hypocrite.

Terence is concerned, not simply with entertainment, but with
insight and action. Menander’s hero must recognize his fate, that of
Terence must create it.! Gods and coincidence play a smaller part
than in Menander. Plautus’ laughter at fools gives way to irony at
the expense of the so-called wise. Terence often stands the social
pyramid on its head. Far from limiting himself to a realistic analysis
of conflicts drawn from life, he even turns to situations in contrast
with convention. In principle, the ‘truth’ of his comedy may be close
to life, but it is quite distant from one-dimensional realism. At times
it is ruthless and even cruel.

His double plots produce more than mere doubling. In the Andria,
the second lover Charinus speaks less of his love than of Pamphilus’
supposed perfidy, thus helping to illumine this latter character from
another point of view. In spite of Terence’s additions, his plays thus
maintain their unity of theme.?

In the course of time, the Roman public had acquired a store of
experiences. Intellectually accepted by higher social circles, comedy
had now finally matured. Terence’s world is less fantastic than that
of Plautus, and in it laughter is replaced by irony. This does not
mean however that even Terence may not seek lively comic effects,
as for example in the Adelphoe, soon after the beginning and, in other
plays, particularly towards the end. These interventions, intended to
work upon the audience, are often gained at the cost of character
drawing which, in spite of subtle individual touches, at times sinks

! L. PereLLy, 1 teatro rivoluzionario di Terenzio, Firenze 1973, repr. 1976.
2 S. M. Gorpserc 1986, 123-148.
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back into the stereotype. In the Phormio Chremes resembles the senex
delirans, Nausistrata the uxor saeva, helpful Phormio the parasitus edax.
It was precisely in its conclusions that even Greek comedy—even
Menander—in no way despised a somewhat more turbulent style;
and practically every fresh papyrus find gives reason to revise old
ideas of the ‘perfection’ of New Comedy. In spite of this, it is be-
yond doubt that quite often, by comparison with Menander, Terence
enhanced the comic effect, sometimes by the introduction of scenes
of turmoil or again by the use of caricature.

The Roman poet often puts before us not so much the action as
its significance. Already in the Andria he adds Charinus who, rather
than influencing events, observes them and ‘comments on’ them.'
Psychological interest is part of the inheritance of the Roman poets,
called as they were to reflection from the very beginning. Here, Virgil
may be compared with Homer, or Lucan with all earlier epic writers.
Terence’s work is a milestone on the road taken by Roman literature
in coming to terms with its own nature. The poet who enhances the
element of mystery in the plot of the Hecyra unmasks, though with-
out fuss, the conventions of comedy exactly as he does the prejudices
of Roman society.

Transmission?

The transmission shows two lines. One is that of the Codex Bembinus (A,
Vaticanus Latinus 3226, 4th—5th century).® The other is that of the so-
called Recensio Calliopiana,® attested from the 9th century, but equally
traceable to antiquity. It reached the Middle Ages in two branches (Gamma
and Delta). Gamma also includes some illustrated manuscripts,” in which
the location of the pictures is determined by the division into scenes. Of
course, there are interpolations and contaminations. In general therefore
we may distinguish three ancient editions, in each one of which the plays

! K. BUcuNER 1974, 454; 468.

? Facsimile editions: A: S. PreTE, Citta del Vaticano 1970; C: G. JacHMANN, Lipsiae
1929; F: E. BerHe, Lugduni Batavorum 1903.

3 Today the codex begins with Andr. 889 and ends with Ad. 914.

* The name Calliopius is found in subscriptiones. In comparison with A, a greater
tendency towards uniformity is visible in the text.

> C, Vaticanus Latinus 3868, 9th century; P, Parisinus Latinus 7899, 9th century;
F, Ambrosianus H 75 inf., 10th century (this may also be regarded as one of the
mixed class).
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appear in a different sequence.! Ancient quotations and some fragments
found on palimpsests and papyri offer indirect testimony to the good qual-
ity of the fraditio. The history of the text before A.D. 400 and the judgment
of what remains are controversial in detail.

Influence

In Terence’s lifetime, the Hecyra was twice dogged by ill-luck. The
Eunuchus, by contrast, enjoyed great success, obtaining for the poet
an unusually high fee (Suet. vit. Ter. pp. 42—43, 111-124 Rostagni).
Later productions of Terence’s plays are attested, for example, in
Horace (gpist. 2. 1. 60-61). In his list of Roman writers of comedy,
Volcacius Sedigitus, at the end of the 2nd century B.C., set Terence
only in sixth place (frg. 1. 10 Morel and Biichner). Afranius however
regarded him as incomparable (apud Suet. vit. Ter. pp. 29, 11-13
Rostagni). Lines ascribed to Caesar (frg. 2 Morel = frg. 1 Biichner)
concede to Terence linguistic purity but not force, and for this rea-
son address him as a ‘Menander halved’ (dimidiate Menander). The
mockery is all the keener because Terence took pride in making one
play out of two by Menander.

Cicero appreciated his choice language, his grace and charm (Suet.
loc. cit.; cf. Att. 7. 3. 10 elegantiam sermonis), and quoted all the plays
except the Hecyra. Varro praised him as a master of character por-
trayal (in ethesin: Men. 399 B.). Horace (gpist. 2. 1. 59) attests that
critics acknowledged Terence’s unusual skill (ars), but does not wholly
share this point of view.

Unlike Plautus, Terence has always been a school author. Signifi-
cantly, Quintilian (inst. 10. 1. 90) recommended his writings as m hoc
genere elegantissima, although he was convinced of the superiority of
Greek comedy. Accordingly, the transmitted text was polished but
also smoothed out. Grammarians turned their attention to him. The
annotated copy belonging to Marcus Valerius Probus (second half of
Ist century A.D.) influenced the scholia, although it is hardly pos-
sible to speak of an edition. In the Imperial period there were com-
mentaries;? we possess the one written by Aelius Donatus (middle of
4th century), without the part on the Hautontimorumenos. We also have
the rhetorical commentary of Eugraphius (5th or 6th century).

"A: Andr., Eun., Haut., Phorm., Hec., Ad; Gamma: Andr., Fun., Haut., Ad., Hec.,
Phorm.; Delta: Andr., Ad., Eun., Phorm., Haut., Hec.
? The commentaries of Aemilius Asper, Helenius Acro, Arruntius Celsus, and
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Terence remained a school author even for the Church Fathers
such as Jerome, Ambrose,' and Augustine,? and for the Middle Ages,
although the risk was appreciated that the pupil, instead of learning
language from scandalous deeds, might learn scandalous deeds from
language (Aug. conf 1. 16. 26).

In the 10th century, the learned nun Roswitha (Hrotsvit) of Ganders-
heim® composed six comedies in prose as a Christian substitute for
Terence’s ‘immoral’ plays. In the monastic schools, his influence began
to wane when the monks of Cluny tried to separate monastic and
secular culture.

In modern times, Terence has had decisive significance in three
areas. As a school author, he was a model for correct colloquial
language both in Latin and in the vernacular, and for civic virtues.
As an ethical teacher, he influenced the moralists, satirists, and nov-
elists, and so helped to shape western Aumanitas. As a dramatist, along
with Plautus and Seneca, he helped to nurture the European theater,”
which owes to him the refined technique of the double plot.

1. School requirements meant that from the Renaissance on’
Terence became known to an ever-wider public in manuscripts and
in printed editions. He was indispensable as a source of correct col-
loquial Latin. John Anwykyll’s English-Latin phrasebook, Vulgara,
which appeared in six editions from 1483 onward, contained inter
alia about 530 phrases from Terence.® In Wittenberg, Friedrich the

Evanthius are lost; general remarks in H. Marti, Zeugnisse zur Nachwirkung des
Dichters Terenz im Altertum, in: Musa tocosa. FS A. THIERFELDER, Hildesheim 1974,
158-178.

! P. CourceLLE, Ambroise de Milan face aux comiques latins, REL 50, 1972,
223-231.

? H. HacenpaHL, Augustine and the Latin Classics, Goéteborg 1967, 1, 254-264.

% K. pe Luca, Hrotsvit’s Imitation of Terence, CF 28, 1974, 89-102; C. E. New-
LaNDs, Hrotswitha’s Debt to Terence, TAPhA 116, 1986, 369-391.

* B. STEMBLER, Terence in Europe to the Rise of Vernacular Drama, diss. Cornell
University, Ithaca, N.Y. 1939; K. von REeINHARDSTOETTNER, Plautus und Terenz
und ihr Einflu auf die spiteren Litteraturen, in: Plautus. Spitere Bearbeitungen
plautinischer Lustspiele, Part 1, Leipzig 1886, 12-111; H. W. Lawron, La survivance
des personnages térentiens, BAGB 1964, 85-94; B. R. Kks, Die Rezeption der
Komédien des Plautus und Terenz im 19. Jh., Amsterdam 1988; R. S. Miora,
Shakespeare and Classical Comedy, Oxford 1994.

> France: H. W. Lawron, Térence en France au XVI¢ siécle. Editions et tra-
ductions, Thése Paris 1926; Poland: B. Naporski, Recepcja Terencjusa w szkotach
gdanskich w okresie renesansu, Eos 50, 2, 1959-1960, 163-171; Hungary: E. MaroTr,
Terenz in Ungarn, Altertum 8, 1962, 243-251.

6 A. H. Bropig, Anwykyll’s Vulgaria. A Pre-Erasmian Textbook, NPhM 75, 1974,
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Wise (d. 1525) established a professorship exclusively dedicated to
Terence’s works. Melanchthon (d. 1560) declared in the preface to
his pioneering edition of Terence (1516) that this poet offered the
most excellent examples of civic behavior. The high opinion held by
the praeceptor Germaniae of Terence’s pedagogical value exercised defini-
tive influence on Protestant school timetables. In 1532, Erasmus
(d. 1536) published his edition, which opened the way to a more
profound understanding of meter. The preface recommended the poet
to youthful readers.'

2. As a moral teacher and psychologist, Terence became an indis-
pensable component of modern fumanitas. He influenced satirists such
as Sebastian Brant (d. 1521), preachers such as Bossuet (d. 1704),
and moralists such as Michel de Montaigne (d. 1592). The last counted
the ‘urbane Terence’ among his favorites, called him lquidus puroque
simillimus ammi and ‘admirable a représenter au vif les mouvements
de 'ame et la condition de nos mceurs’.? '

Novelists felt the attraction of his depiction of human character.
Cervantes (d. 1616) wrote a short novel modeled on the Hecyra. La
Dame aux Camélias by Alexandre Dumas fils (d. 1895) is a successor of
that same serious and sentimental comedy. Dumas knew Terence as
a fellow-dramatist and, like him, contrasted human understanding
with social prejudices. Following the Andria Thornton Wilder ideal-
ized another courtesan (The Woman of Andros, 1930).

3. Above all, however, in company with Seneca and Plautus, Ter-
ence presided at the rebirth of drama in the modern period. He
offered lessons in dramatic technique and polished style. In the 16th
century the writers on poetics recommended him with great success
as a model in shaping a double plot.

Petrarch (d. 1374) came to Terence through Cicero’s Tusculan Dispu-
tations (3. 30; 3. 65; 4. 76). He grew to like him (Petr. fam. 3. 18. 4),
he read him, and in his youth tried his hand at a comedy.®* Among
the predecessors of commedia umanistica may also be counted the Paulus*

416-427; A. H. Bropig, Terens in Englysh. Towards the Solution of a Literary
Puzzle, C&M 27, 1966 (1969), 397-416.

! Terence receives high praise elsewhere too from Erasmus: M. Cyrowska, De
I’épisode polonais aux comédies de Térence, in: Colloque érasmien de Liége, Paris
1987, 135-145, esp. 143.

2 Hicuer, Class Trad. 650; 655.

* The Philologia is lost.

* Ed. by K. MtLiner, WS 22, 1900, 232-257.
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of Pier Paolo Vergerio (d. 1444). Aeneas Silvius Piccolomini (Pope
Pius II, d. 1464) composed a comedy under the title Chrysis, frequently
referred to Terence in his works, and encouraged the making of copies.

In Germany, modern Latin comedy in the ancient manner began
with Jacob Wimpheling’s Stylpho (1480) and Reuchlin’s Scenica progym-
nasmata (Henno).! Georg Macropedius (d. 1558), a Dutch neo-Latinist
and student of Reuchlin, wrote twelve comedies. The influence of
Terence on the Latin school drama of the Reformation and Counter-
Reformation is incalculably great.

Terence also influenced works written in modern languages. Italian
translations with free intermezzi preceded the rise of original Italian
comedies. Renaissance comedy is almost exclusively in the tradition
of the Roman classical authors. The creators of the commedia erudita
of the cinquecento were Publio Filippo Mantovano (Formicone about
1500) and Ariosto (d. 1533). Ariosto’s Cassaria (1508) drew both on
Plautine plays and on the Hautontimorumenos, while in his I Suppositi
(1509) he echoed the Eunuchus. B. Varchi (d. 1565) and Angelo Beolco
(called ‘il Ruzzante’; d. 1542)* were also acquainted with Terence.
Machiavelli (d. 1527) not only composed comedies® but personally
transcribed the Eunuchus and translated the Andra.

Terence was translated into French relatively early, about 1466 by
Guillaume Rippe and about the same time by Gilles Cybile. Around
1500, there followed the verse translation by Octovien de Saint-Gelas,
and in 1542 there appeared the translation of the Andria by Charles
Estienne. The first effort of La Fontaine (d. 1695) was to translate
the Funuchus into French verse (L’Eunugue, 1654).

In L'école des maris (1661), Moliere (d. 1673) followed the Adelphoe,
and the Phormio in Les fourberies de Scapin (1671). His mingling of
Terence’s classicism with popular elements is however not a flaw, as
Boileau mistakenly supposed,® but a token of his greatness. In the
19th century, many dramatists looked upon the Phormio as a classical
model.

! First performed in 1497; first edition 1498.

? Vaccaria adapted from Plautus’ Asinaria and Terence’s Adelphoe; D. Naroo, La
Vaccaria di Ruzzante fra Plauto e Terenzio, Lettere italiane (Firenze) 24, 1972,
3-29.

* Clizia and Mandragola (originally Commedia di Callimaco e Lucrezia); on the dndria:
G. Urysse, Machiavel traducteur et imitateur de PAndrienne de Térence, AFLA 45,
1968, 411-420.

* Cf. Higuet, Class. Trad. 318.
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About 1520, John Rastell printed an English translation from the
Tudor period. From such translations, which sometimes include the
original text, lessons were drawn for the behavior and language of a
gentleman. Shakespeare (d. 1616) used in The Taming of the Shrew an
English adaptation' of Ariosto’s Suppositi, but also quoted (1. 1. 166)
a tag from the FEunuchus (74-75) in Latin.

Terence found creative imitators in George Chapman (d. 1634),2
Charles Sedley (d. 1701),> Thomas Shadwell (d. 1692),* Richard Steele
(d. 1729)° and Henry Fielding (d. 1754).°

The founder of Danish literature, Ludvig Holberg (d. 1754), was
well acquainted with Terence.

The whole of Terence was translated into Spanish by Pedro Simon
de Abril (1577) and into Portuguese by Leonel da Costa (17th century).”

Hans Nythart, burgermeister of Ulm, translated the Eunuchus into
German as early as 1486.%2 A century later, Hans Sachs would take
up this version again. In 1499 at Strassburg, the first complete Ger-
man translation in prose, perhaps by the Alsatian humanists, Brant
and Locher, was brought out by Hans Griinynger. Before 1600 there
were already 34 translations into German of Terence’s plays. Gott-
hold Ephraim Lessing (d. 1781), the master of German comedy, owed
his sound knowledge of Plautus and Terence to his Protestant edu-
cation at St. Afra in Meissen. His emphasis on ethos and his lofty
notion of the comic are more Terentian than Terence.

In his youth, Goethe read Terence in the original ‘with great ease’.’
He was vexed by Grotius’ ‘arrogant’ remark that he read Terence
differently from schoolboys. Later, in Weimar, Goethe put on German
productions of the Adelphoe and Andria. In his old age, he admitted
that Grotius had been right: ‘Kept reading Terence. His extremely

! George GascoOIGNE, The Supposes (1566), the first English prose-comedy; cf. also
HicHet, Class. Trad. 625-626.

2 All Fools (presented 1599) adapted from the Hautontimorumenos, with borrowings
from the Adelphoe.

3 Bellamira (1687) adapted from the Funuchus.

* The Squire of Alsatia (1688) adapted from the Adelphoe.

> The Conscious Lovers (1722) adapted from the Andria.

& The Fathers, or the Good-Natured Man (appeared posthumously 1778) adapted from
the Adelphoe.

7 A. A. NasciMento, O onoméstico de Teréncio na tradugio de Leonel da Costa,
Euphrosyne n.s. 7, 1975-1976, 103-123.

8 Facsimile edition and commentary by P. AMeLuNG, 2 vols., Dietikon-Ziirich 1970
and 1972.

® Dichtung und Wahrheit, W.A. 1. 27. 39-40; GrumacH 330.
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sensitive theatrical elegance, . . . highly admired, including his abbre-
viated dialogue ... generally the highest restraint, delicacy and clar-
ity in the treatment. Aliter pueri, aliter Grotius.”

Even in the 20th century, Terence gave lessons to an important
dramatist. As a young man in Kiel, Carl Zuckmayer created a scan-
dal with his audacious adaptation of the Funuchus.?

Numerous sayings of Terence have become famous: Auinc lae lacrimae,
‘that’s the source of these tears!” (Andr. 126); nullum est iam dictum, quod
non sit dictum prius, ‘nothing is said that has not been said before’
(Eun. prol. 41); homo sum, humani nil a me alienum puto, I am a man, I
hold that what affects another man affects me’ (Haut. 77). The last
mentioned remark is often cited as a proof of humane feeling, al-
though in the play it rather testifies to a meddlesome and somewhat
patronizing curiosity (nepiepyia).®

The absence of complete Greek originals prevents a conclusive
verdict on Terence’s artistic qualities, and therefore at first it seems
exaggerated when Benedetto Croce describes Terence as the “Virgil
of Roman comedy’.* Three reasons, however, justify this evaluation:
Terence’s achievement in language and style, pointing ahead to
the future; the fact that, more than perhaps any other Republican
poet, he remained for the Romans the classical perfecter of his genre;
and, not least, the influence on European literature of his dramatic
technique.
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B. SATURA

ROMAN SATURA

General Remarks

Satura, a specifically Roman genre,! was originally a literary hybrid,
an ‘allsorts’.? Expressions such as lanx satura (‘offering of a mixed
plate of fruits’) or legem per saturam ferre (‘to bring in a compound law’,
i.e. a law containing another law) may be compared. In everyday
life, satura meant a kind of stuffing or pudding.? (Culinary metaphors
also lie behind the word farce). Its basic quality was therefore varetas,
a content quite ill-defined.

Early saturae may embrace almost any theme. Originally, satura did
not necessarily imply satirical in the modern sense (‘a poem in which
wickedness or folly is censured’, Samuel Johnson, d. 1784). In Lucilius
social criticism is clearly visible, but by no means omnipresent.
Diomedes (4th century A.D.) gives the following description of the
genre: Satyra® dicitur carmen apud Romanos nunc quidem maledicum et ad
carpenda hominum vitia archaeae comoediae charactere compositum, quale scripserunt
Lucilius et Horatius et Persius. ‘Satyra’ is the name of a Roman type of
poem which, at least by now, is foul-mouthed and apt to carp at the
vices of men in the way of the Old Comedy; examples are the works
of Lucilius, Horace, and Persius (gramm. 1. 485. 3032 Keil).

It is difficult to give a more precise definition of the genre. Every
author after all lives in different circumstances and has a strongly
individual way of writing safurae. Lucilius criticized living and even
well-known personalities, Horace only insignificant contemporaries,
Persius tended more towards general philosophizing, Juvenal attacked
only the dead. Lucilius handled the genre with a sharp scalpel, Horace
with a gentle smile, Persius with a preacher’s power, Juvenal with

! Satura quidem tota nostra est (Quint. st 10. 1. 93).

2 Ft olim carmen quod ex variis poematibus constabat satyra vocabatur, quale scripserunt Pacuvius
et Enmius (Diom. gramm. 1. 485. 32—-34 KeL).

* Festus p. 314 M. = p. 416 Linpsay.

* A false orthography on the basis of an incorrect Grecizing etymology.
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Hercules’ club. This led Wilamowitz to declare that there was no
Roman satire, only Lucilius, Horace, Persius, Juvenal.! Nevertheless
we will try to describe some basic features of form (Literary Tech-
nique) and content (Ideas II).

A literary type quite distinct from satura is the Menippean satire, which
is traced back to Menippus of Gadara (first half of 3rd century B.C.).
This is a mixture of prose and verse, in which the Cynic diatribe is
enlivened by background drawn from the mime. The more-or-less
fantastic narrative may serve as a guise for criticism of the contem-
porary world.

Greek Background

The satura is a native product (Quint. msz. 10. 1. 93; Hor. sat. 1. 10.
66), although more in general than in detail. The romantic assump-
tion of pre-literary (Etruscan?) dialogue forms as a precursor must be
considered with reserve. If the satura claims closeness to the language
of everyday, that is an effect of literary art and proves nothing about
the origin of the genre. Its title may be compared with Hellenistic
counterparts such as Zdppikto or "Atokta, but no poetic collections
so disparate in content and form are known from Greek.

Satirical elements may be found in different genres of Greek lit-
erature, particularly in the ambos, but not in the form familiar to us
from Roman literature. An ancient hypothesis derived Roman satura
from Old Comedy. Criticism of the modern world and personal attack
on named opponents were common to both genres; another parallel
is, for example, the contest between Death and Life in Ennius, which
recalls the agon of Old Comedy.? Lucilius at first made use of meters
of comedy, the trochaic septenarius and the iambic senarius, before
he decided in favor of the hexameter. Last but not least, both types
of poetry employ elements of colloquial language. However, these
analogies do not allow us to derive so complex a genre as satura is in
its entirety from Old Comedy. An example of the blending of smaller
genres with satura is provided by Ennius’ fable of the lark. After Hesiod,
and the efforts of Socrates, this is the first Aesopian fable in verse
known to us. About a hundred years before Ennius, Demetrius of

' U. voN WiLamowrtz-MoELLENDORFF, Griechische Verskunst, Berlin, 2nd ed. 1921
(repr. Darmstadt 1962), 42, note 1.
2 It also recalls the Atellane.



POETRY: SATURA 243

Phalerum had produced a collection of fables which was perhaps in
prose (Diog. Laert. 5. 80).

Roman Development

It is uncertain whether a pre-literary dramatic or dialogic satura ever
existed (Livy 7. 2. 4-13). This may be an invention of ancient liter-
ary historians.! Of Ennius’ saturae we know that they treated a mul-
tiplicity of themes in varying meters. Ennius may have introduced
the title following Hellenistic precedent (‘miscellany’). He used even
fable and allegory which later played a part in satura. Pacuvius like-
wise is said to have written saturae.’

Lucilius was regarded as the founder of the genre, although the
term satura is nowhere attested in him. At first he used different meters,
but not within the same book. Later, the hexameter prevailed, and
this set the trend for all subsequent satirists. Lucilius called his com-
position ‘improvisations’ (schedia) or ‘playful chats’ (ludus ac sermones).
They contained political and personal criticism of respected contem-
poraries so frank as to find no parallel in later Rome.

Horace’s satire was influenced by the diatribe. Ridicule was now
confined to insignificant contemporaries and typical faults. There was
a special artistry of form (see Literary Technique). After Horace, the
hexameter became standard, and moralizing predominated.

In Persius, language and style were a mixture of crudeness and
extreme refinement. In content, satire approached the moral tone of
the sermon.

Juvenal’s satire shows more rhetorical and emotional treatment than
any other. In him, the satiric genre rose to the stylistic level of trag-
edy and epic. '

Individual satirical elements are also found in authors of other
genres, for example, in the fable (Phaedrus), in the epigram (Mar-
tial), in the novel (Petronius), and in other prose (for example, in the
Church Fathers, especially Jerome).

The satura also influenced the Menippea, as may be seen from the

! E. Pasovr, Satura drammatica e satura letteraria, Vichiana 1, 1964, 2, 1-41; an
affirmative view is recently held by P. L. ScaMiDT, in: G. VoGT-SPIRA, ed., Studien
zur vorliterarischen Periode im frithen Rom, Tiibingen 1989, 77-133 (partly hypo-
thetical).

2 Diom. gramm. 1. 485 KeiL; Porph. Hor. sat. 1. 10. 46.
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imitation of Lucilius by Seneca in the Apocolocyntosis. His mixture of
prose and meter is also found in Petronius’ novel (who probably
followed some tradition of Greek novel; cf. P. Oxy. 3010), but the
mixture of prose and verse is not necessarily linked with a satirical
intent. One may compare Accius’ Didascalica, Martianus Capella, and
Boethius.

Not the form, but the spirit of Roman satire underwent a rebirth
in Jerome, in whom a great satirist was lost. He was himself aware
of this: “You accuse me of being a satiricus scriptor in prose (Hier. epist.
40. 2). Here in Latin the satirical content is clearly distinguished from
the form of satura: this furnished the premise for the modern idea of
satire as an attitude not confined to a particular genre of poetry.

Literary Technique

Humor,' wit and parody, along with the dialogic style and the use of
everyday words, produced an innate kinship with comedy.? But sat-
ire is by no means limited to techniques of comedy.

Lucilius wrote dialogically. His poems create an extraordinarily fresh
effect, they are rich in ideas, but seem to lack polish, at least in ret-
rospective comparison with Horace.

In Horace, satire developed an extremely high degree of literary
sophistication. We may distinguish between more narrative and more
reflective saturae. Anecdotal tales and journey poems have a narrative
character. Artistically, in his fter Brundisinum (sat. 1. 5), Horace looked
back to Lucilius’ Iter Siculum, an author who, if combated, in general
remained an important point of reference for Horace.® A subtle art
of narrative was deployed, which was woven into the texture of the
satura.

The reflective satura may take up themes such as ambitio or avaritia,
in partial dependence on the tradition of the diatribe.* The unforced,

' Hor. sat. 1. 10. 14-15 ridiculum acri/ fortius et melius magnas plerumque secat res; wit:
sat. 1. 4. 7-8; 103-106.

2 Cf. the (perhaps Varronian) theory in Hor. sat. 1. 4; Johannes Lydus (6th cen-
tury) mag. 1. 41 alleges that Rhinthon (beginning 3rd century B.C.) was the first to
write comedy in hexameters, and that Lucilius depends on him. Unfortunately, Lydos
was not ignorant of Latin, his evidence, therefore, is not necessarily independent of
Roman sources.

* Cf. G. C. Fiske, Lucilius and Horace. A Study in the Classical Theory of
Imitation, Madison 1920,

* The word diatribe (strictly ‘spending time’ in a larger group) describes a pop-
ular philosophical sermon, between a dialogue and an essay; on the diatribe
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easy conversational tone is characteristic (see Language). The progress
of thought is not pedantically indicated, but thesis and counterthesis
may be recognized, while comparisons and examples help to estab-
lish conclusions drawn from analogy. Objections and wrong deduc-
tions occur at precise points. Smaller forms are organically entwined:
anecdote, apophthegm, fable. In Horace’s satires written as diatribes,
mature techniques may be observed: priamel (a series of examples)
that takes a surprising turn, disguised entrances, gliding transitions,
half-ironic resumptions. From the 1st to the 2nd book, and later to
the Epistles, an increasing inclination toward philosophical themes is
matched by a parallel development of literary technique.

Post-Horatian satire confronted a tradition which had become
overwhelming. Whole series of procedures and themes were taken
over and varied. Stylistic rivalry was inevitable, but aemulatio with
Horace does not explain everything. Persius created a personal lan-
guage (see below) and developed the philosophical sermon indepen-
dently. Juvenal imported emotion into satire, and in him rhetoric is
particularly noticeable.

As a relatively open form, satire may adapt to changing periods
and personalities. This ensures its vitality, although rendering difficult
the task of describing it as a genre.

Language and Style

The language of satura employs a broad palette. Its content, so close
to daily life, favors its use of words and constructions drawn from
colloquial language. In this respect, satura is like comedy. In their
acceptance of coarse expressions, the authors vary greatly. In Lucilius,
an unaffected ease prevails, even if tempered by oldfashioned wit.
His register reaches from gutter slang to epic and tragic parody. He
also uses a macaronic mixture of Latin and Greek which he had
heard in everyday talk, something which in Horace’s eyes was quite
unacceptable.

In his vocabulary, Horace from the outset is more selective and,
in the course of his development, he becomes ever more restrained.
In all genres, even if always within the limits of good taste, he sets
his so-called ‘unpoetic’ words at the service of a powerful poetic effect.

A. OrtraMARE 1926; K. BErGERr, Hellenistische Gattungen im Neuen Testament,
ANRW 2, 25, 2, 1984, 1031-1432, esp. 1124-1132.
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Persius takes particular delight in incorporating everyday expressions
into his artistic satires. Juvenal’s diction is emotionally charged, even
solemn.

The language of Menippean satire is related to that of satura because
of its similar subject matter. It uses homely metaphors, proverbs,
idioms. In the narrative portions, however, a careful prose style is
found. Varro’s Menippeans are no less rich in popular turns of phrase
than his work on the Latin language. But their style is much more
careful. Seneca and Petronius would develop further this urbane
method of writing.

The style of satura is characterized by parataxis and apparent lack
of art (parenthesis, correctio). Addresses and quotations produce ani-
mation. Rhetoric has its place, and for this reason, too, satire is a
typically Roman genre. Behind this poetic form of literature, with its
rhetorical background, stands the philosophical sermon, the diatribe.
Rhetoric in Horace is still restrained by self-deprecating irony. In
Juvenal, its presence is unmistakable. Even in this unpretentious genre,
a lofty style gains the upper hand; actually, in Imperial Rome, noth-
ing else was to be expected.

In early Lucilius, trochaic septenarii and iambic senarii still occur.
As the poet develops, the hexameter begins to prevail and this sets
the standard for later. Differences of style may be observed in cases
where, as in Horace, the strictly constructed lyric hexameter may be
compared with the somewhat freer use of the same meter in satire.
However, neither in Horace nor in his successors should a contrived
negligence be confused with formlessness.! Horace and Persius are
great poets who compose each verse with care. Even Lucilius in his
own time, the only standard against which it is fair to judge him,
was doctus et urbanus. It would be foolish however to ignore the progress
owed to Horace’s file.

Ideas 1
Reflections on Literature

Lucilius wanted an audience that was neither unlearned nor too
learned. He discussed in detail linguistic and even orthographical
questions. Though he was an enemy of those enamored of things

! Horace, even in his Satires, handled elisions more strictly than Virgil did in the
Aeneid.
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Greek, he liked to indulge in Greek quotations and phrases.

Horace’s reaction to Lucilius leads from initial detachment to a
degree of recognition. This is shown by the evolution of his state-
ments about the writing of satire and his predecessor, traceable from
sat. 1. 4 through 1. 10 to 2. 1. Horace wanted his own satiric writing
in the best case to be regarded as reflection, and in the worst as
pastime.' Yet he could not conceal that for him such writing was an
inner compulsion,? not to be resisted in spite of his best efforts.

Basically, for Horace and his readers, satura was related to collo-
quial language. To abandon the metrical framework was to be left
with everyday speech (sat. 1. 4. 54-56). Just like comedy, with which
he linked it, satura was for him different from genuine poetry.®

Horace excluded himself from the tally of poets (sat. 1. 4. 39-40).
Naturally, if we consider his artistic mastery of the satiric form, this
is a gross understatement. His own supposition that his verses are
bona carmina (sat. 2. 1. 83) proves that his reluctance to assume the
name of poet was not meant seriously. The inner relationship of satis
(a theme of the Saturae), recte (Epistles), and aptum (Ars poetica), of the
ethical and the aesthetic, turns Horace into a poet of moderation
and mean.

Here, laughter must find a place as a human characteristic. Horace
wanted to ‘tell the truth with a laugh’ (sat. 1. 1. 24). He developed
his poetics in his letters and in the ars.

Satire’s serious claim to truth was advanced in Persius’ prologue
and in Juvenal’s first satire. It is the programmatic opposite of mytho-
logical poetry, which was then felt to be essentially untrue.

Persius, too, was aware of satire’s position between everyday speech
and poetry (prologue). Just like Horace (epist. 2. 2. 51-52), he ex-
plained that poverty and hunger are poetry’s tutors. In this respect,
too, satura takes pride in its down-to-earth Roman nature.

Juvenal drew inspiration from his indignation. The idea that emo-
tion produces eloquence was a rhetorical principle, which he may
have known from his training in the schools of declamation. By in-
fusing satire with the large breath of indignation, he raised the genre
stylistically to a higher level (cf. Juv. 6. 634—637). Like his predecessors,

Y Ubi quid datur oti,/inludo chartis (sat. 1. 4. 138-139).

2 Cf. epist. 2. 1. 111-113.

3 Musa pedestris (sat. 2. 6. 17); sermones . . . repentes per humum (gpist. 2. 1. 250-251; cf.
. 2.2, 60).
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Juvenal set satire in opposition to deceptive mythological poetry. He
defined his saturae from the point of view of their subject matter as
a genre with a universal claim. Juvenal’s emotionally laden satire
rivaled Lucan’s epic (which was equally animated by emotional com-
mentaries made by its author) and Seneca’s tragedy. Both these genres
in Juvenal’s day had come to an end, and were replaced, in their
claims to come to serious terms with the world, by satire.

Juvenal displayed a keen eye for the place of literature in contem-
porary society. He recognized the crisis of Latin literature in his time.
Rescue he expected to come from the emperor.

Ideas II

Lucilius was particularly energetic in his attacks on the living. Hate
made him eloquent. Yet his urbanity must not be underestimated.
He was an aristocrat, who had no need to prove his excellence by
anxious conformity, as so many later authors found necessary.

The personal note, even going so far as apparent indiscretion,
belongs to the genre. Safura is by intention a mirror of life or, more
precisely, of the author’s way of life. It is not then an unfiltered self-
presentation, but to some extent an idealized picture. This is clear in
Lucilius’ well-known passage about virtus, in Horace’s doctrine of satis
and recte, and in Persius’ idealization of his philosophy teacher
Cornutus. In spite of this limitation, it must be accepted that in Roman
satire there begins what may be called Roman personal poetry.

The mentality of the individual author and of his period lends a
different stamp to successive works. Lucilius wrote with the carefree
confidence of the free citizen of a republic. Horace lived in a time
of transition. In spite of the emergence of new social links, he
succeeded in maintaining his personal freedom. Though he had a
thorough knowledge of Epicurean and Stoic philosophy, for him any-
thing doctrinaire went against the grain. Persius was by no means a
blindly doctrinaire poet, but in him the cultural atmosphere is visibly
different. He is not free from the intention to convert, and his preach-
ing is less restrained than that of Horace. A philosophical religious
sense, which included loyalty to his teacher, became in Persius an
important element of satire. Juvenal preached with fiery emotion,
but still dared attack only the dead. Here, he resembled his contem-
porary Tacitus.



POETRY: SATURA 249

Bibl: W. S. AnpersoN (1962—-1968), CW 63, 1969-1970, 181-194; 199;
217-222 = W. Donwan, ed., The Classical World Bibliography of Roman
Drama. .., New York 1978, 261-280. * G. MaccrurLi, Maia n.s. 23, 1971,
81-85. * W.-W. Enrers (for 1956-1980) in: U. KnocH, Die romische Satire,
Gottingen 4th ed. 1982, 123-137.

K. M. AsBorr, Satira and Satiricus in Late Latin, ICS 4, 1979, 192-199.
* J. ApamiETz, ed., Die rémische Satire, Darmstadt 1986. * J. Baumerr,
Identifikation und Distanz. Eine Erprobung satirischer Kategorien bei Juvenal,
ANRW 2, 33, 1, 1989, 734-769. * S. H. Braunp, ed., Satire and Society
in Ancient Rome, Exeter 1989. * J. BRumMAck, Zu Begriff und Theorie der
Satire, DVjs 45, 1971, special issue 275-377. * J. P. CiBE, La caricature et
la parodie dans le monde romain antique des origines a Juvénal, Paris 1966.
* V. CiaN, La satira, 2 vols. (1: Dal Medio Evo al Pontano; 2: Dall’Ariosto
al Chiabrera), Milano sine anno (ca. 1945). * C. J. Crassen, Satire—The
Elusive Genre, SO 63, 1988, 95-121. * M. Correy, Roman Satire, London
1976. * J. W. Durr, Roman Satire. Its Outlook on Social Life, Berkeley
1936 (with Phaedrus, Petron, and Martial); repr. 1964. * R. C. ELriorTT,
The Power of Satire: Magic, Ritual, Art, Princeton 1960. * P. Green, Roman
Satire and Roman Society, in: P.G., Essays in Antiquity, London 1960,
147-184. * L. FEINBERG, Satire: The Inadequacy of Recent Definitions, Genre
1, 1968, 31-47. * R. Hemzg, De Horatio Bionis imitatore, diss. Bonn 1889.
* R. Hewm, Lucian und Menipp, Leipzig 1906; repr. 1967. * G. Hess,
Deutsch-lateinische Narrenzunft. Studien zum Verhaltnis von Volkssprache
und Latinitdt in der satirischen Literatur des 16. Jh., Miinchen 1971.
* G. HicHET, The Anatomy of Satire, Princeton 1962. * G. HicueT, Masks
and Faces in Roman Satire, Hermes 102, 1974, 321-337. * J. IrMscHER,
Romische Satire und byzantinische Satire, WZRostock 15, 1966, 441-446.
* J. F. KINDSTRAND, Bion of Borysthenes, Uppsala 1976. * U. KNocHe, Die
romische Satire, Berlin 1949, Gottingen 3rd ed. 1971 (rev.), 4th ed. 1982.
* D. KorzeniEwskl, ed., Die romische Satire, Darmstadt 1970. * W. Kren-
KEL, Romische Satire und romische Gesellschaft, WZRostock 15, 1966, 471—
477. * R. A. LarLEur, Horace and ovopooti kopedeiv. The Law of Satire,
ANRW 2, 31, 3, 1981, 1790-1826. * U. LimenTani, La satira nel seicento,
Milano 1961. * C. W. MEenpELL, Die Satire als Popularphilosophie (first
1920), in: D. KorzenEwski, ed., 137-160. * R. MarAcHE, Juvénal—peintre
de la société de son temps, ANRW 2, 33, 1, 1989, 592-639. * R. A. MULLER,
Komik und Satire, diss. Ziirich 1973. * A. OLTrAMARE, Les origines de la
diatribe romaine, Lausanne 1926. * W. ReissiNceER, Formen der Polemik in
der romischen Satire. Lucilius—Horaz—Persius—]Juvenal, diss. Erlangen 1975.
* J. C. ReLmAN, Ancient Mennipean Satire, Baltimore 1993. * Roémische
Satire, in: WZRostock 15, 1966, 403—-549. * O. TrrNK-RossETTINI, Les
influences anciennes et italiennes sur la satire en France au XVI¢ siécle,
Florence 1958. * E. G. ScamipT, Diatribe und Satire, WZRostock 15, 1966,



250 LITERATURE OF THE REPUBLICAN PERIOD

507-515. * P. L. Scumipt, Invektive—Gesellschaftskritik—Diatribe? Typo-
logische und gattungsgeschichtliche Voriiberlegungen zum sozialen Engage-
ment der romischen Satire, Lampas 12, 1979, 259-281. * J. ScHNEIDER,
Zum Nachleben der rémischen Satiriker in den mittellateinischen satirischen
Dichtungen des deutschen Bereichs in der Zeit der Salier und Staufer,
WZRostock 15, 1966, 517-524. * G. A. Seeck, Die romische Satire und
der Begriff des Satirischen, A&A 37, 1991, 1-21. * J. P. SurLvan, ed.,,
Ciritical Essays on Roman Literature: Satire, London 1963. * H. SzerLEsT,
Die romische Satire und der Philhellenismus, WZRostock 15, 1966, 541~
546. * N. TerzacHi, Per la storia della satura, Messina 2nd ed. 1944.
* C. A. Van Rooy, Studies in Classical Satire and Related Literary Theory,
Leiden 1963; repr. 1966. * O. WeINreICcH, Romische Satiren, Ziirich (1949)
2nd ed. 1962. * A. J. WHEELER, English Verse Satire from Donne to Dryden.
Imitation of Classical Models, Heidelberg 1992. * W. WiMMEL, Zur Form
der horazischen Diatribensatire, Frankfurt 1962. * C. Wrrke, Latin Satire.
The Structure of Persuasion, Leiden 1970.

LUCILIUS

Life and Dates

C. Lucilius was the great-uncle of Pompey the Great' and therefore
the first Latin poet of social distinction.? He was not a freedman but
a free man, like his countryman and spiritual kinsman Naevius, but
one who enjoyed wealth and influence. Poetry, which at Rome had
only very gradually risen in public esteem, was able with Lucilius to
celebrate its elevation to knighthood. More importantly, at the same
time, the poet’s strongly marked individuality characterized the be-
ginning of Roman personal poetry.

By birth Lucilius was a Roman knight from Suessa Aurunca on
the border between Campania and Latium. He probably came quite
early into contact with Scipio, whose estate at Lavernium was not
far from Suessa. His warm friendship with Scipio® was reinforced by
shared experience of war at the siege of Numantia (Vell. 2. 9. 4),
but it had also a more material side, for, as unusual as it was, it was
now the rich poet who lent aid to the politician and general. Scipio’s

' Porph. Hor. sat. 2. 1. 75; A. B. WesT, Lucilian Genealogy, AJPh 49, 1928, 240-252.

? The proof that Lucilius was a Roman citizen was given by C. Cicaorius 1908,
14-22.

* Schol. Hor. sat. 2. 1. 72.



POETRY: LUGILIUS 251

friends' were also those of Lucilius: C. Laelius, Junius Congus, Rutilius
Rufus, Manius Manilius, Q). Fabius Maximus. After Scipio’s death,
these were joined by C. Sempronius Tuditanus. Their common en-
emies were even more numerous; they included Scipio’s chief oppo-
nent, P. Mucius Scaevola, the Pontifex Maximus. Along with him
stood Q. Caecilius Metellus Macedonicus? who, as censor, sought to
force all Romans into marriage and procreation of children. This led
Lucilius to write his ‘satire on marriage’. Among his enemies was
L. Cornelius Lentulus Lupus,® princeps senatus, who was mercilessly
ridiculed by Lucilius in his 1st book. Political* motives have been
detected even in Lucilius’ literary feud with Accius. Here, the ten-
sion between Terence and Luscius must have continued, fed by the
antagonism between the Scipios and the collegtum poetarum.®> But Lucilius
was more than a partisan. He certainly praised Scipio, but he also
found sympathetic words for Tiberius Gracchus, although Gracchus
was an opponent of the Scipios (691 and 694-695 M. = 738-740 K.).
Conversely, he even attacked a philhellene like A. Postumius Albinus,
who was not one of Scipio’s enemies, and even castigated Scipio’s
affected pronunciation (964 M. = 972 K.). Where he found merito-
rious achievement, he was not sparing with recognition, without in-
dulging social prejudices. In book 22, he created a memorial to his
own servants. In general, Lucilius shows what for a Roman poet was
an unusual degree of independence.

It speaks volumes for the reputation and philosophical training of
Lucilius that the head of the Platonic Academy, Clitomachus, dedicated
a treatise to him (Cic. ac. 2. 102). In answering the question when
their acquaintance began, the enquirer thinks first of the famous

! For criticism of the term ‘Scipionic Circle’ cf. H. STRASBURGER, Der Sci-
pionenkreis, Hermes 94, 1966, 60—72; A. E. AsTiN, Scipio Aemilianus, Oxford 1967
(Appendix VI: The ‘Scipionic Circle’ and the Influence of Panaetius); a balanced
view in: K. ABgr, Die kulturelle Mission des Panaitios, A&A 17, 1971, 122-127;
earlier: R. REITZENSTEIN, Scipio Aemilianus und die stoische Rhetorik, Strassburg
1901; 1. HemeMANN, Humanitas, RE suppl. 5, 1931, 282-310; R. M. Brown, A
Study of the Scipionic Circle, Scottdale 1934; M. PorLENz, Antikes Fithrertum. Cicero
De officiis und das Lebensideal des Panaitios, Leipzig 1934; L. LaBowsky, Die Ethik
des Panaitios, Leipzig 1934.

2 Books 26-30; see F. Marx on 676 and 678-679.

* An opponent of Scipio was also Tiberius Claudius Asellus, 394 M. = 412 K.

* This interpretation of N. TerzAGHI is criticized by E. Borisani, Di una pretesa
polemica contro Accio in Lucilio, RFIC 17, 1939, 225-237.

> W. KrenkeL 1957-1958 (1970) passim; on Accius: C. CicHorwus 1908, 205—
206; J. Curistes 1971, 132.
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philosophers’ embassy of 155 B.C. However it is not certain that
Lucilius was alive at that time, or whether Clitomachus, whose lead-
ership of the Academy dates from 127/126 to 110 B.C., took part in
this embassy. There remains the supposition of a sojourn by Lucilius
in Athens, strengthened by the poet’s apparent firsthand acquaint-
ance with circumstances there.

At the end of his life, Lucilius withdrew to Naples. There he died
in 1037102 B.C. as senex, and received a public funeral reflecting his
repute in his lifetime. His date of birth is contested. According to
Jerome (chron. 1915), he died at the age of 46. This would imply that
he took part in the Numantian campaign at the age of 14, and that
he was 40 years younger than his friend Scipio. For this reason, the
convincing suggestion' has been made that the consuls of 148 and
180 B.C., distinguished only by the initials of their praenomina, have
been confused. Nevertheless, Jerome’s dating has been defended.? The
assignment to 167° is nowadays little regarded, but does fit with his
participation in the campaign at the age of 33, and his confrontation
with Accius.*

In any case, Lucilius began to write only after the capture of
Numantia,’ about the same time as Accius. His work falls into three
periods; the earliest, consisting of books 26—30, was published after
129, perhaps about 123 B.C.

In the 2nd collection (books 1-21), the 1st book was written after
the death of L. Cornelius Lentulus Lupus, therefore 125/124 B.C.
The second followed the action for repetundae brought by T. Albucius
against (), Mucius Scaevola the augur, and therefore may be dated
to 119/118 B.C. Book 5 was written about 118 B.C., book 11 about
115/114 B.C., and book 20 about 107/106 B.C.

A third section, consisting of books 22-25, must have been added
to a posthumous edition.

In its choice of meters, the collection moves from the trochaic

' M. Haupr in Lucian Miiller, Zu Lucilius und Tacitus (dial. 11), JKPh 107,
1873, 365.

2 J. Curustes 1971, 12-17.

$ C. CicHorius 1908, 7-14.

¢ F. Dera CortE’s dating to 198 B.C. is less convincing: F. Derra Corre,
I. Martorri, W. KrenkeL, L’etd di Lucilio, Maia 20, 1968, 254—270. Senex (Hor.
sat. 2. 1. 30-34) is a flexible term.

® Lucilius 620621 M. = 689-690 K. In line 963 M. = 971 K. Scipio is addressed
as a live person.
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septenarius (which also played a part in Ennius’ satires) and the iam-
bic senarius (possibly connected with Ennius and with Callimachus’
lamboi) to the hexameter. It is this which prevails in the second col-
lection (books 1-21). It was at the beginning of his 2nd collection
that Lucilius seems to have found the appropriate form. The Ist
books of this group also show uniformity of content. Conversely, the
earlier and later parts are more markedly differentiated and some-
what heterogeneous. If Lucilius did attain a classical' ideal of unity,
it was obviously only a transitional phase.

The books are organized in metrical cycles, partly in reversed
chronological order: 1-21 use hexameters, 22 shows a medley of
meters, 23-25 employ hexameters, 26—29 are a medley, and the final
book 30 returns to hexameters. This produces a ‘Callimachean ring-
composition’.?

Survey of Works

A detailed analysis of the contents of the thirty books cannot be given here
for several reasons. First, the transmission varies greatly. For example, nothing
remains of books 21 and 24, whereas relatively large amounts survive of
books 26 through 30. Second, Lucilius’ fragments unhappily consist mostly
of one or very few lines, which means that the restoration of the context is
left to the imagination of editors more often than they would like to admit.
(The self-restraint of F. CHARPIN in this regard is praiseworthy). Finally, the
themes are so varied that a mere paraphrase could only produce confusion
(see Ideas).

Sources, Models, and Genres

Roman satire in its Lucilian form arose at a time which was felt by
the Romans themselves to be one of crisis. Dominance of the west-
ern Mediterranean led to the amassing of wealth in the hands of a
small number. This brought about plans for political reform and public
criticism. Lucilius therefore was doing more than repeating Stoic
commonplaces. His attack on luxury hit at an historical fact; if not
at the economic roots of the trouble, at least its moral causes. In the
political struggle, individual characters began to make a sharper

' J. Heurcon 1959, 57.
2 M. PueLma 1949, 322-323.
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impression. The same may be said of literature. In both realms, a
pugnacious spirit made itself felt.

The vehicle for the new experience just described was satura, a
loose form on which Lucilius impressed the stamp of his own per-
sonality. His satura was distinguished from that of his predecessor
Ennius, whose nephew Pacuvius had followed his uncle’s example,
by its aggressive nature. It was in Lucilius for the first time that the
satirical element came to the fore, though without prevailing totally.
In the surviving fragments of the poet, the word satura is never found
in any literary sense;' he speaks of poemata, versus, ludus® ac sermones
(1039 M. = 982-983 K.), schedium (improvisation 1279 M. = 1296 K.).
Saturarum libri seems to have been the title chosen by the grammar-
ians. This means that the much discussed term of satura has perhaps
no great claim to antiquity.

Many varied impulses combine in Lucilius’ work. Among native
elements may be mentioned the Italian love of repartee, which also
found expression in the so-called Fescennine verses. Since the days
of Cato, Rome had known political pamphlets. For satire in the form
of letters we have pre-literary examples from everyday. Spurius
Mummius, the brother of the plunderer of Corinth, is alleged to
have written witty letters in verse from the camp (Cic. 4#. 13. 6. 4).
An epistolary form was employed by Lucilius in his 3rd, 5th and 9th
books. He thus became the ancestor at Rome of the poetic missive.
The literary epistle as an open letter to the public was also a novelty.

In looking for Greek predecessors, scholars have long observed the
proximity of the satura to the Stoic and Cynic diatribe, a popular
sermon on morals. Lucilius’ dependence on Menippean satire® is
however a matter of controversy, since the Menippean was first in-
troduced at Rome by Varro. The extensive parallels between the
assembly of the gods in Lucilius’ 1st book and Seneca’s Apocolocyntosis
could then only be explained in Lucilius as a parody of Ennius. The
first scene of Virgil’s Aeneid book 10 may also be compared.

Lucilius was well read in every literary genre. He knew aggressive
poets, such as Archilochus and Aristophanes, but he also knew

! Once in a legal sense: 48 M. = 34 K.

2 H. WaGENVOORT, Ludus poeticus, in: HW., Studies in Roman Literature, Cul-
ture and Religion, Leiden 1956, 30-42.

® Favored by F. Leo, Varro und die Satire, Hermes 24, 1889, 84; treated skep-
tically by M. Mosca, I presunti modelli del Concilium deorum di Lucilio, PP 15, 1960,
373-384.
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Euripides and Menander, as well as Menander’s Roman successors,
Plautus, Caecilius, and Terence. The proximity to comedy later
emphasized by Horace (sat. 1. 4. 1-8) is to be found more in per-
spective than in detail. Lucilius is linked to Old Comedy by his pleas-
ure in personal attack, and with the New by his vivid presentation of
human weaknesses and foibles, which philosophically may be under-
stood as deviations from the golden mean.'

His relationship to epic is complex. While Lucilius himself refused
to write any such work, he certainly paid homage to Homer and
Ennius, if by nothing else than by his increasing preference for the
epic meter and his numerous epic parodies, as in his assembly of the
gods.” He even translated a passage of Homer (1254 M. = 1272 K.).
He rejected, therefore, the heroic poem, not in principle, but only as
alien to the bent of his personal talent.® In fact, our satirist proves to
have a sense of the niceties of the epic style when he scolds Ennius
for often falling short of the dignity of his topic (cf. Hor. sat. 1. 10.
54). This means that line 4 M. = 6 K., on the basis of its resem-
blances to Virgil Aeneid 9. 227, is certainly Ennian, and Jupiter’s excla-
mation over human cares and the worthlessness of earthly things
is reminiscent of Zeus’ speech in the Ist book of the Odyssey (Lucilius
9 M.,* of. 2 K.; Odyss. 1. 32).

In his confrontation with tragedy, Lucilius rejects topics removed
from reality,” reminding the reader of Terence’s criticism of Luscius
Lanuvinus. He also parodies bombastic language.® The question of
Lucilius’ relationship to Callimachus, and in particular to the lambo,
is difficult. M. Puelma (1949) sees Lucilius and Horace as the heirs

' M. Puerma 1949, esp. 53-66.

2 We find an element of humor in assemblies of the gods as early as Homer:
W. NEsTLE, Anfinge einer Gétterburleske bei Homer (1905), now in: W.N,,
Griechische Studien. Untersuchungen zur Religion, Dichtung und Philosophie der
Griechen, Stuttgart 1948, 1-31; R. MurH, Die Gétterburleske in der griechischen
Literatur, Darmstadt 1992; Epic parody in the lter Siculum: E. A. ScamipT, Lucilius
kritisiert Ennius und andere Dichter. Zu Lucil. frg. 148 Marx, MH 34, 1977, 122—
129, esp. 124.

# J. Curustes 1971, 76-78 and 117; Lucil. 621-622 M. = 689 K.; 679 K.

* The fragment is not found in W. KrenkeL (fig. 2) and is replaced by the neigh-
boring verse in Persius.

° E.g. winged serpents 587 M. = 604 K. borrowed from Pacuvius trag. 397 R;
criticism of the Cresphontes of Euripides: 1169 M. = 1189 K. (implausibility).

¢ E.g. 653 M. = 616 K. after Pacuv. #rag. 112 R.; Lucil. 597-598 M. = 605-606 K.
after Pacuv. #rag. 20a R.; Lucil. 599-600 M. = 620-621 K. after Acc. trag. 617,
cf. also W. Barr, Lucilius and Accius, RhM 108, 1965, 101-103.
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of the latter, while Ennius and Varro are the representatives of the
satirical diatribe. The principal objection raised has been that Lucilius
is not concerned with theoretical principles, but with a poetry that is
subjectively true, adapted to his theme and his poetic gift. Even so,
it is noteworthy that to formulate these thoughts Lucilius picked up
the Moboo nelny of Callimachus which became the mirror of the artist’s
personal world. Lucilius consciously adopted a strict ideal of form
and created a simple and elegant style. This is why he was perceived
by Varro as the exponent of gracilitas. The objection that in Horace’s
view Lucilius’ satires were like a ‘muddy river’ is not compelling.
The Augustan poet later revised his verdict, which was based on a
particular context, and recognized that in his own period Lucilius
could claim to have more culture and erudition (doctus), urbanity of
manners (urbanus), and stylistic skill than all his predecessors (sat. 1.
10. 64-71). Here we find that shifting of phases which renders the
judgment of early Roman poetry so difficult. The critic who starts
from Horace observes Lucilius’ archaism, and evaluates it, according
to his personal taste, as a shortcoming or, conversely, as a particular
merit, while the perspective of Lucilius himself was exactly the re-
verse. He was attracted by the progress in the refinement of lan-
guage and form which was his aim. Since others outshone him in
this regard, we must make a fresh attempt to open our eyes to his
achievement. In his effort, only Callimachus could serve as a guide.
One important influence has not yet been mentioned, that of
philosophy. Satura is not a philosophical genre, but it is constantly
preoccupied with the question of the conduct of life and, for this
reason, assimilates a multitude of inspirations from philosophy. Be-
ing a friend of Clitomachus, Lucilius was acquainted with Plato’s
writings. He mentioned Carneades (31 M. = 51 K.), and quoted the
Socratic Euclides (518 M. = 519 K.). In particular, he took up thoughts
of the Middle Stoa as represented in Scipio’s circle by Panaetius. In
Lucilius’ theory of character and ethics, Peripatetic elements have
been observed. It would be something remarkable if a poet noted for
so much reading and adaptation had not been a reflective artist.

Literary Technique

Some of the poet’s books were self-contained, consisting of individual
large-scale satires. Others were made up of several pieces. Lucilius
seems to have preferred the larger form at the beginning of his sec-
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ond phase (i.e. in the 1st books of the edition of his works). In the
Ist book, as in the 26th (at the beginning of his earliest collection),
there may have been an ‘introductory satire’. The brevity of the
fragments preserved makes it almost impossible to evaluate the artis-
tic structure of larger sections, whether of narrative or argument.
Doubtless, his range of forms was wide: proverb, fable, anecdote,
reminiscence, lecture, letter, dialogue. Among his literary procedures
may be mentioned parody and travesty. Lucilius also employed the
methods of the diatribe: address, rhetorical question, objection, ap-
parent dialogue.'

We possess a fragment in which Lucilius’ art may be observed
over the span of several verses: his description of the nature of virtus
(1326-1338 M. = 1342-1354 K.). The beginning and end of this
extract are emphasized by a larger sentence or context which in each
case extends over two lines (1342-1343; 1353-1354 K.). The use of
a tricolon lends a particular force to the final section (1352; 1353—
1354 K.). Before the antepenultimate verse, and after the third verse,
there are two pairs of lines related to each other by verbal reminis-
cences and antithetical content (1345-1346: utile quid sit, honestum,/
quid inutile, turpe, inhonestum’, what is useful . . ., what is shameful, use-
less, dishonorable’; 1350-1351: wmmicum hominum morumque malorum/
defensorem hominum morumque bonorum, ‘an enemy of bad men and man-
ners, a defender of good men and manners’). The idea that wealth
must be properly valued is placed in the center of our text (1348).
This nucleus is surrounded by two complementary expressions: re-
straint in acquisition (1347), and right giving (1349). Anaphora pro-
vides this symmetrical structure with the dynamic it had lacked. The
tricolon at the end gives the necessary weight to the conclusion. This
self-contained passage, then, shows a coexistence of symmetry and
linear progression which may be recognized as characteristic of Latin
Neoteric and Augustan poetry and, at the same time, of the Hellen-
istic manner. Lucilius’ literary technique therefore confirms his in-
debtedness to Callimachean artistry. It also proves his mastery of
rhetorical methods and of their blending into poetry.

Finally, the fragment also attempts to render philosophical thoughts
in pure Latin. The poet at will can avoid Greek words. The Grecisms
which he employs elsewhere either act as quotations or as a realistic

! J. CHristes 1971, 51-52.
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reflection of colloquial language. They thus serve quite specific
purposes.

Language and Style

We already mentioned that Lucilius ridiculed the philhellene A. Postu-
mius Albinus. He criticized Greek words not demanded by the occa-
sion (15-16 M. = 16-17 K.). Lucilius’ striving for Latinitas is shown
by his attack on the provincialisms used by a certain Vettius (1322
M. = 1338 K.). For him, good Latin is the language of the capital
city. Lucilius experienced language ‘largely as a social phenomenon’.!
This explains his rejection of orthographical reforms proposed by
Accius who wanted to write scena to correspond to the Greek origi-
nal. Since the pronunciation of -ae¢ as -¢ was widespread in the coun-
tryside, Lucilius reproached this aristocrat of the stage with introducing
country speech to Rome: Cecilius pretor ne rusticus fiat, ‘let’s not make
Caecilius yokel pretor’ (1130 M. = 1146 K.). Even if Accius were
not directly meant, the jesting alteration of the title praetor urbanus
into pretor rusticus would remain an unmistakable allusion to urbanity
as the norm. In this regard, many an unusual word formation in
Lucilius may be seen as a caricature of the stilted language of trag-
edy (e.g. a truly monstrous adjective monstrificabilis, 608 M. = 623
K.). While Lucilius sought uniform criteria both for language and
life, he rejected the leveling proposed by the Analogists, unlike the
Scipios (963-964 M. = 971-972 K,; cf. Cic. orat. 159). He also as-
sailed the use of rhetorical figures of the Asian type, even though
sometimes Scipio himself was not averse to them.?

In his search for a simple, clear style,® as in his preference for the
mot juste, Lucilius stood with Terence and the purist tendencies of the
following century. His preference for the language of the capital, even
in the face of exaggerations by Analogists, links him with Varro. But
he outdid these authors in his creative linguistic gift. His feeling for
style was everywhere alert to what was appropriate, and showed it-
self also in pithy apophthegms, such as vis est vita, ‘force is life’ (1340

! M. PueLma 1949, 28.
2 On this Leo, LG 303-304. Lucilius 84-85 M. = 74-75 K.
* Especially technical terms: Fronto p. 62 N. = 57,4 V.D.H.
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M. = 1356 K.) or non omnia possumus omnes (218 M. = 224 K., imi-
tated by Virgil, el. 8. 63).

Ideas I
Reflections on Literature

Lucilius was not so much a theoretician as a critic of style, a thoughtful,
pugnacious poet, taking sides in disputes of the day. His feud with
Accius was only the tip of an iceberg, and may generally be com-
pared with features of modern literary life: text—review—response,
and so on.! The definition of the simple style of the satura, by con-
trast with epic and tragedy, was already mentioned. In dialogue,
Lucilius speaks loosely, his partner in exalted tones (book 26). How-
ever, this is a studied negligence guided by the principle of a simple,
subtle way of writing. Lucilius has in fact been called ‘the first to
demonstrate a nose for style’ (Plin. nat. praef. 7). ‘Nose’ here is a
metaphor for taste and wit. In his day Lucilius was what in the 18th
century was called a ‘connoisseur’. He was not concerned with par-
ticular persons, but with clear ideas and with general questions. This
is why he distinguishes between poesis and poema (338-347 M. = 376—
385 K.). But he did not disdain questions of orthography and gave
them an almost philosophical interpretation. In the dative or ‘giving’
case, the word is ‘given’ one more letter.? This was the moment
when literary criticism at Rome first saw the light of day, and Lucilius
championed the requirements of simplicity and adaptation of words
to facts. These were ideas touching on Stoic theories.

An important feature of his demeanor as a critic was the rejection
of any claim to superiority. Lucilius spoke of himself ‘not as if he
were superior to the one he was criticizing’ (Hor. sat. 1. 10. 55). In
this self-belittling, the student of the Academy showed an element of
Socratic irony. As a rule, the presence of irony in Lucilius should
not be disputed by reference to his high opinion of his poetry. Of
course his self-awareness was beyond all doubt (1008 M. = 1064 K.;
1084 M. = 1065 K.), but may not the same be said of ironical Horace?
Moreover, an enrichment of ‘lower’ literary genres with elements of
high poetry, particularly in praise of rulers (as was found in the

! W. Krenker 1957/58 = 1970, passim, esp. 245 with note.
? The idea that words reflect facts is Stoic: NoRDEN, Aen. VI, pp. 413-414;
W. KreNkeL 1957/1958 = 1970, 249.
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memorial to Scipio in Lucilius’ book 30), is consistent with the prac-
tice of the crossing of the genres found in Callimachus and Theocritus.
Whether beyond this there is evidence for a link to Callimachus,
especially in the iambic portions, should be considered.! This genre
binds simple style with an aggressive stance, with variety of themes
and parody. It embraces therefore a whole collection of Lucilian
features in one. It is improbable that so many shared similarities
depend on pure coincidence. In so educated a writer as Lucilius, it
is easier to assume that he chose his model deliberately.

Ideas IT

Lucilius’ satires range widely in theme. With emphatic frankness, he
speaks of his own life, as well as that of his friends and enemies.
Erotic themes? occupy much space. There are ladies of the demi-
monde, and boys. The patterns of amorous behavior he describes
anticipate many features of later erotic didacticism, as found in Horace,
Tibullus, and Ovid. Lucilius speaks of marriage from the point of
view of a confirmed bachelor. Woman is a ‘sweet evil’ (dulce malum).?
What made his satura for the first time satiric, by contrast with that
of Ennius, was his criticism of society. Lucilius dispensed praise and
blame freely on the leading men of the Republic, and did not spare
even the people (1259-1260 M. = 1275 K.). Contemporary challenges
often formed a starting point, to which were repeatedly added themes
drawn from ethics, physics, dialectic, and the philosophy of language.

At the outset, Lucilius distinguished his work from extreme posi-
tions taken by philosophers. He had no concern with ‘investigating
the hour of birth of heaven and earth’ (1 M. = 1 K.), but rather
with presenting real life. In order to understand life, the so-called
sage (cf. 515-516 M. = 500-501 K.) could not be of much use to
him. He could, however, find great use for the types of eccentric
behavior pictured by Theophrastus in his Characters,* with the aim of
defining the mean by using two antithetical extremes. Examples are

' R. Scopker, Horace, Lucilius, and Callimachean Polemic, HSPh 91, 1987,
199-215.

? Collyra (book 16), Phryne (book 7), Hymnis (book 28 or 29); Sexual techniques
(303-306 M. = 302-305 K.).

* D. Korzeniewskl, Dulce malum. Ein unbeachtetes Sprichwort und das Lucilius-
Fragment 1097 M., Gymnasium 83, 1976, 289-294.

* M. PueLma 1949, 54-60.
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avarice and extravagance in Horace’s first Satire, or in Lucilius’ 26th
book. Lucilius did not try to find the virtuous life, like Horace, in
withdrawal, but, after the fashion of the disciples of Plato and Aristotle,
in the midst of practical life. In dialogue, he liked to juxtapose con-
trary characters, such as the Stoic Scaevola, who rejected all bom-
bast, and the Epicurean Albucius, an affected Graecomaniac (book 2).
Here the truth certainly lies in the mean between the extremes al-
though, in a confrontation of the satirist with the tragic poet, it lies
on the side of the former and his simple style (books 26 and 30).
The notion of the mean is also evident in the previously mentioned
virtus fragment, even in its form. Virtue pertains not only to modera-
tion in gain but also to right giving. This shows as well some influence
of Panaetius (Cic. gff 1. 58; Diog. Laert. 7. 124). Since virtus includes
the right attitude to country and parents, it borders on pietas although,
surprisingly in this context, no mention is made of the dead and of
the gods. Fulfillment of duty in Lucilius is directed, with Roman
sobriety, towards life in this world. It is to Greek philosophy, however,
that Lucilius owes his liberation from fear of the gods. “The people
trembles before scarecrows and witches, introduced by the likes of
Faunus and Numa Pompilius. It puts its faith in them. Just as small
children believe that all bronze statues live and are men, so these
people regard the inventions of dreams as true, and think that bronze
statues have heart and understanding . . . (484488 M. = 490-494 K.).
Here it seems that we have an anticipation, not merely of a thought
of Lucretius, but also of the accompanying simile (Lucr. 2. 55-58).
In this passage, Lucilius puts up particular resistance to the assump-
tion that images of the gods have life, but it is remarkable even so
that his assault goes beyond mythical theology (480—483 M. = 482—
485 K.) to the State religion introduced by Numa Pompilius, an act
of boldness which Epicurus and Lucretius do not permit themselves.
Like Lucretius, Lucilius is one of the few poets taking an interest
in natural science. Questions of health and illness and of the rela-
tionship of body and soul are also treated in his work. The influence
of Epicurean, Stoic, and Aristotelian values is differently assessed.!
To judge by the evidence of Lucretius’ commentators, we may per-
haps conclude that Lucilius, too, drew on the scientific and medical

! Epicurean elements: W. KRENKEL (edition) on 660-661 and on 658; Stoic ele-
ments: J. CrHrisTEs 1971, 62 and 71.
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knowledge commonly available in his day. His discussion of med-
icine includes biological and psychological aspects of sexuality (e.g.
book 8), and is of a piece with his philosophy of life, his search for
man’s behavior in his social context. In this respect Lucilius is the
first of the great Roman diagnosticians, psychologists, and students
of the physiognomy of civilization. Like the essayists of later times,
he shows an unflinching attention to facts, a complete lack of system,
and an inimitable amalgam of generosity with a carefree spirit.

Lucilius had a strong sense of the uniqueness of personality (671—
672 M. = 656-657 K.) and, in spite of his assumption of the mask
of the Cynic clown, we may recognize in him the beginning of Roman
personal poetry. The poet tried to define his attitude to life by ask-
ing what suited his individuality and what did not. It is with this in
mind that he assimilated the legacy of the past, and this was the star
that guided his behavior and poetry. Lucilius rejected with indigna-
tion the suggestion that he might surrender his personal freedom in
order to make money (671-672 M. = 656—657 K.). In literature, his
decision against epic and in favor of satire was a result of the same
evaluation of his abilities. Equally, Panaetius, who brought Stoic
philosophy closer to real life, understood self-knowledge not so much
in abstract (‘recognize that you are not a god but only a man’) as
individually (‘recognize where your talent lies, what is within your
grasp’). This means that the poet was not concerned with offering a
photograph of his own life. When Horace said that in Lucilius’ work
his ‘whole life’ lies open before us (omnis vita Hor. sat. 2. 1. 32-34),
we must think less of biography than of a way of life, and the com-
parison with diaries or votive tablets transcends the bare facts to
include the struggle with life’s problems. Lucilius’ relation to philoso-
phy is characteristic for many Romans. Roman philosophy may not
be separated from practical life. But even if the satura does not in-
dulge in theory, it is still concerned with reflection.

Influence

Before publication, Lucilius’ works circulated among his close friends,
where they were most truly at home. The poet jestingly explained
that he wished to be read neither by the most highly educated nor
by those completely uneducated, but by Junius Congus and Decimus
Laelius. This was obviously not because he seriously regarded them
as not very educated, but because they were his friends (592—-596
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M. = 591-594 K.).! Conversely, Lucilius knew ‘that now, out of many,
only my poems are on everybody’s lips’ (1013 M. = 1084 K.). This
means that a large discrepancy opened between the circle of readers
which he professed to seek and that which in fact he reached. (His
large circulation as such does not refute the poet’s allegiance to
Callimachus any more than it does in the case of Ovid.) Among
the poet’s numerous friends were also numbered the grammarians,
Q. Laelius Archelaus and Vettius Philocomus. In all probability, is
was they who later edited the satires (Suet. gramm. 2. 4; cf. Lucil.
1322 M. = 1338 K.). In the next generation, we find the famous
Valerius Cato as Lucilius’ defender (ps.-Horace sat. 1. 10. 1-8). He was
a pupil of Philocomus, and along with Pompeius Lenaeus, a pupil of
Archelaus, and with Curtius Nicias, he belonged to the circle of
Pompey the Great, who was Lucilius’ great-nephew. It was here that
a revised edition of the poet’s works was made, and that collections
of glossae perhaps began. In the early imperial period, editions are
also known accompanied by critical signs, which may have been owed
to Probus of Berytos. There were also commentaries (cf. Gell. 24. 4).

Horace felt a profound need to come to terms with Lucilius.
Satires 1. 4, 1. 10, and 2. 1 trace the path from criticism conditioned
by his own literary position towards a calmer evaluation. In particu-
lar, the Ist satire of the 2nd book is linked with Lucilius’ program-
matic poem in book 26.2 The next great satirist, Persius, is said to
have been drawn to poetry by reading Lucilius’ 10th book (vit. Pers.
appendix). It was Lucilius who taught the poets of Roman satire
how to present themselves, and he gave them their range of topoi.®
Even apart from this, in the 1st century A.D., there were still read-
ers whose favorite poet was Lucilius (cf. Quint. #nst. 10. 1. 93). Some
of them indeed preferred Lucilius to Horace (cf. Tac. dial. 23). In
the transmission, florilegia must also be taken into account. It was
such a collection that Lactantius may have used in giving us the self-
contained fragment on virtue. The list of authors who cite Lucilius
at first-hand is long.* The last who may have read Lucilius in the

! He also mentions as readers inhabitants of Tarentum, Consentia, and Sicily
(594 M. = 596 K.). His family may have possessed estates there.

? J. Curistes 1971, 72-99.

* E. J. Kenney, The First Satire of Juvenal, PCPhS 188, n.s. 8, 1962, 29-40.

* Cicero, Varro, Pollio, Horace, Virgil, Persius, Petronius, Seneca, Pliny, Martial,
Quintilian, Juvenal, the Archaizers. Aulus Gellius names the first 21 books, but it is
not known whether he had read them personally. The Horatian commentator
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original is Nonius Marcellus. By analyzing his method of selecting
quotations, it has been hoped that the sequence of citations within
the books could be determined. Unfortunately, he cites books 26 to
30 backwards, which makes it impossible to know whether within each
of these books, too, the order of quotations is reversed. However, in
this area there are skeptical voices as well.! Most other citations by
the grammarians, traceable partly to Verrius Flaccus, are made at
second-hand.?

The preservation of his work in extremely small fragments which
usually lack a context makes Lucilius difficult of access. The disappear-
ance of one who was perhaps the most original and ‘most Roman’
of Roman poets is a particularly regrettable loss. Without wishing to
underestimate Ennius’ achievement, we must recognize in Lucilius
the real founder of Roman satura, indeed of European satire in gen-
eral. It was he who for the first time gave it its satirical impress. At
the same time, he was the founder of Roman personal poetry, a
character with a strongly individual stamp, stimulating and animat-
ing even later poets, without intimidating them by excess of dignified
authority. Furthermore, we find in Lucilius the beginnings of an
analysis and diagnosis of Roman life from a point of view which is
quasi medical and scientific, and which seems to anticipate positions
taken by Lucretius. Finally, Lucilius embodies in one person both
poet and critic. The quarrel between him and Accius indicates a
new stage in self-awareness for Roman literature. This was the time
when the parallel treatment of Greek and Roman literature began.
There is no reason to underestimate the Greek training and sensibil-
ity of Lucilius and to trivialize Horace’s criticism of the poet. Horace
is speaking on his own behalf in an argument of his day, and the
criticism was exchanged among authors in agreement over their goals.
Great progress has been made in the reconstruction of Lucilius’ outlook
as it was determined by his Hellenistic education, of his cultural
surroundings in Rome and of his Roman concern with realism. The
poet taken as a whole is the assembly of these disparate elements
united in a strong and original individuality. The dominance of the
person over theories and traditions used as means of expression is a

Porphyrio may likewise only have known books 1-21. Information about Lucilius’
life took the following route: Varro, Nepos, Atticus, Velleius, Suetonius, Jerome.

! F. CHARPIN (edition) 58-62.

2 On new fragments: R. REIcHE, Zwei unbekannte Fragmente des Lucilius?,
Mnemosyne ser. 4, 28, 1975, 281-292.
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feature, characteristic of Roman writers, which meets us in Lucilius
in a pure form. His attention to language and artistic shape, his
achievement as a philosopher of life, psychologist and student of
civilization, and as the ancestor of later moralists and essayists, are
matters still awaiting evaluation.
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C. THE DIDACTIC POEM

ROMAN DIDACTIC POETRY

General Remarks

To begin with, three general points might be made. Didactic poetry
is based on facts in a particular way; thus in Aratus, Quintilian'
recognized the conflict between intractable material and the poet’s
task; while Cicero turned this antithesis into a compliment in noting
that Nicander treated a rustic theme in urbane fashion.? The diffi-
culty of ‘weaving a work out of knowledge and imagination, of unit-
ing two opposed elements in one living body’ is rightly explained by
Goethe as stemming from the essence of the genre, which means
that psychological speculations about inner tensions in the author
(such as the ‘anti-Lucretius in Lucretius’) become superfluous. In
Goethe’s eyes, ‘good humor” is the surest way to reconcile knowl-
edge and imaginative power. This remark, which originally was made
about English didactic poets, is valid also for Horace or Ovid, al-
though less so for Lucretius.

Since didactic poetry sets out to convince others by means of words,
it is a ‘creature half-way between poetry and rhetoric’.* The Ancients
intimated this connection by making Gorgias, the founder of rheto-
ric, a student of the didactic poet Empedocles. In didactic poetry the
word is at the service of the subject matter and is subordinate to an
overriding aim of persuasion. Prooemia and digressions,” forms of
argument and methods of proof, may be interpreted rhetorically. For
the early Greeks, this is true in hindsight, but all Roman authors of
didactic poems have progressed through the school of rhetoric.

U Arati materia motu caret, ut in qua nulla varietas, nullus adfectus, nulla persona, nulla
cutusquam sit oratio; sufficit tamen operi, cui se parem credidit (inst. 10. 1. 55).

2 Poetica quadam facultate, non rustica, scripsisse praeclare (de orat. 1. 69).

3 Goethe, Uber das Lehigedicht, W.A. 1. 41. 2, 1903, 227.

¢ Ibid., 225.

S Excursus, ut laus hominum locorumque, ut descriptio regionum, expositio quarundam rerum
gestarum, vel etiam fabulosarum (Quint. inst. 4. 3. 12); the description of plague was
regarded as an even too popular topic for digressions (Dion. Hal. rket. 10. 17).
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Didactic poetry strives for a large public. Readers of good didactic
poems were undoubtedly more numerous than those who endured
the toil of studying esoteric philosophical texts. Even Goethe' de-
manded that the best authors should not disdain to write didactic
poems. Unhappily, to the majority of his countrymen, the author
who handles scientific topics in intelligible or even attractive form
seems rather an object of suspicion.

The aesthetic evaluation and generic categorization of didactic
poetry accordingly presents difficulties. Antiquity had three ways of
solving them:

1. Denial of poetic status. According to Aristotle (poet. 1. 1447 b 18),
Empedocles, for all that he wrote in hexameters like Homer,” was a
natural philosopher rather than a poet. In this definition the deter-
mining factor is the (didactic) purpose, not the (poetic) means.?

Unlike Plato, who took poetry’s didactic claims seriously, Aristotle
believed that poetry should produce pleasure, and that each type of
poetry produced its specific type of pleasure (for example, tragedy
produced fear and sympathy, poet. 14). Goethe took up a more
moderate position: ‘All poetry should teach, but imperceptibly.”* The
dismissal of didactic poetry from poetry was encouraged in modern
times by an exaggerated notion of the autonomy of poetry.®> But
adherence to facts or to a particular purpose cannot be criteria proving
absence of literary merit.

Plutarch used the concepts of pdBog and yeddog to define poetry,
and separated didactic poetry from this, on the grounds that it only
borrows poetic form (De audiendis poetis 16 CD). What is poetic in the
didactic poem is subservient. The scholia to Hesiod describe the

(74

metrical form as a ‘sweetener’ (Wdvopo), which charms the mind,

' Goethe, ibid., 226.

2 The thought recurs in Lactantius (inst. 2. 12. 4), where the question is stll
raised: Empedocles, quem nescias utrumne inter poetas an inter philosophos numeres. Further
material in VS 31 A 24-25. Later, the too convenient antithesis of poetac and versificatores
prevailed (Scaliger, poet. 1, 2, cf. Aristotle’s word énonowdc): Lessing, for example
(along with his co-author Moses Mendelssohn), says ‘Lucretius and those like him
are versifiers rather than poets’ (Pope ein Metaphysiker: Vorbericht: Vorliufige Untersuchung,
Werke 24, 100 Petersen). But Lessing rejects the title ‘poet’ even for himself (cf. also
the 103rd and 51st literary letter).

* In the dialogue Ilepi mouyrdv (frg. 70 Rose, 3rd ed. = p. 67 Ross), Aristotle
however recognizes that Empedocles’ style is markedly Homeric.

* Goethe, loc. cit., 225.

> Cf., for example, Kavser (s. abbreviations).
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keeps it prisoner and so serves a didactic purpose (oxomdg).! This
means that they think of it as an incidental item justified by its peda-
gogical purpose. Even the Epicurean Lucretius, though being a born
poet, modestly expressed it the same way.

2. Assignment to Epic. According to an old and widespread interpre-
tation,” most didactic poems, in accordance with their meter, are
simply &mn.

A consideration of content must also be made. Under the influence
of Stoic theories of utility, even learned readers regarded Homer as
a serious source for scientific and geographical facts.®> For an audi-
ence looking for scientific instruction even in narrative epic, the
difference of genre between epic and didactic poem became blurred.
Conversely, for Eratosthenes, in poetry the didactic aim (Sidockalic)
is displaced by a purely emotional influence (yvyxaywyie). Even
Aristarchus (3rd—2nd century B.C.) was not inclined to exaggerate
Homer’s knowledge, but at Rome the Alexandrians had less influence
than the Stoics of Pergamum.

3. Even so, there are efforts towards a special view of didactic
poetry as a genre in its own right. The Tractatus Coislinianus* some-
what violently assumes that besides mimetic poetry (in the Aristote-
lian tradition) there is a non-mimetic poetry, to which ‘educative’
(rondevtikn) poetry belongs. It is divided® in turn into an ‘instructive’
(bonyntikn) and ‘contemplative’ (Bewpnrich) category.

Diomedes,® following Plato’s Republic (3. 392 C—394 C), distinguishes
dramatic, expository and mixed poetry. Within the genus enarrativum
there is a subcategory of ‘didactic poetry’ (Sidaoxoikn), whose rep-
resentatives are Empedocles, Aratus, Lucretius, and Virgil. This divi-
sion is only attested at a late date, but perhaps already of Hellenistic
origin.’

v Schol. vet. in Hesiodi Opera et dies, ed. Pertusi, pp. 1-2; cf. p. 4; similarly, Hor. sat.
1. 1. 25-26, but this does not mean that Lucretius 1. 936-942 must be derived
from the diatribe; cf. already Plato kg. 660 A; on Hesiod: W. StroH, Hesiods liigende
Musen, in: Studien zum antiken Epos, FS F. DiriMEIER and V. PoscHL, eds.
H. GorceEmanns and E. A. ScumipT, Meisenheim 1976, 85-112.

? Already Aristotle challenges it in the Poetics. Dionysius of Halicarnassus however
and Quintilian still unite everything that is metrically alike (see above p. 76, note 7).

* So Hipparchus (2nd century B.C.) and Strabo (Ist century B.C.).

* CGF 50-53 KAaIBEL.

® According to T. BERGK’s rearrangement.

¢ GL 1. 482, 14-17 and 483. 1-3 Kei.

7 E. PouLmanN 1973, 829-831; a different and more reserved view in B. Erre
1977, 21.
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Greek Background

The founder of didactic poetry was Hesiod (8th—7th century). The
Theogony influenced Orphic cosmogonies in which the ‘last things’ were
revealed. Thus they became the models for Empedocles’ Katharmor.
In the Orphic Katabaseis, narrative took precedence, but they con-
tained matters of doctrine as well. The poems ascribed to Epimenides
and Musaeus also dealt with theogony and myth, traditions which
the 6th book of the Aeneid would eventually pick up. A late echo of
Greek religious poetry is found in the Chaldean oracles put in the
mouth of Hecate. Gnomic poetry and catalogues, which later exer-
cised a distant influence, for example, on Ovid’s Metamorphoses, are
left out of this account.

The decision of the great Eleatic philosophers, Parmenides and
Empedocles, to proclaim their philosophical teachings in verse be-
came definitive for Lucretius.

In Hellenistic times, the relationship of the poet to his subject matter
was different. Any topic could now be presented in verse form, for
school purposes to aid the memory of students or to advertise the
author’s learning. Often the writer no longer had expert knowledge
of his topic, but borrowed it from others and contributed only deco-
ration. This is true even of the most significant and influential work
of the Hellenistic period in the didactic manner, the astronomical
poem of Aratus (first half 3rd century B.C.), later adapted into Latin
by Cicero and Germanicus. The Aetia of Callimachus may be men-
tioned, although they were didactic only in appearance. Nicander
(perhaps 2nd century B.C.) treated somewhat remote and arid top-
ics, turning nter alia medical prescriptions into verse. Similarly, at
Rome Ovid would later write a poem about women’s cosmetics.

Roman Development

A native inclination towards teaching and learning is already shown
in one of the earliest works of Latin literature, the Elder Cato’s prose
treatise on agriculture. To the oldest stratum of the written record at
Rome there also belong traditional sayings ascribed to worthy per-
sons. In many literary genres at Rome, we find a didactic tinge.
Examples are the sections on the migration of souls in the epics of
Ennius, Virgil, and Ovid. However, Ennius’ Euhemerus, a rationalist’s
interpretation of gods, was composed in prose. In considering the
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didactic poem in the narrower sense, it may be noted that its devel-
opment at first reverses the course it took in Greece. It proceeds
from ‘modern’ to ‘classical’ or ‘archaic’ models. Its first beginnings
follow the playful route of the Hellenistic manner. It is only later
that this poetry discovers a perfect harmony between form and con-
tent, thus corresponding to the general line of development followed
by Roman literature. Since it is a literature of ‘apprenticeship’, it is
only by fruitful assimilation of a foreign culture that it gradually realizes
its own identity.

At the start we find, for example, the treatment of delicatessen
(Hedyphagetica) by Ennius, in succession to Archestratus of Gela, or of
grammatical themes by Accius and Lucilius. Accius, like Apollodorus
in his Xpovika (2nd century B.C.), employed the trimeter. Whereas
in the Greek didactic poem, academic and scholarly topics, such as
medicine and astronomy, prevailed, Latin authors quite early turned
the didactic poem into an informed companion for high society.
Cicero’s Aratea, which is less difficult reading than its Greek model,
belongs here, as do P. Varro’s Chorographia; the poems on ornithol-
ogy and pharmacology by Aemilius Macer; or that on herbs by Valgius
Rufus. Lucretius wrote for Memmius, a member of high society. The
‘student’ turns into the patron.

The Romans valued in literary genres their relation to real life.
Just as Martial' chose the epigram or Juvenal the satire, Lucretius
chose the didactic poem. He spoke as an expert, treating didactic
poems as poetry related to truth and close to reality. In this regard,
his situation resembled that of Hesiod or Empedocles. But more than
this. Through his choice of topic—De¢ rerum natura—and of form,
Lucretius gave to his didactic poem a universal significance. Just as
Roman epic, after its Hellenistic beginnings, only grew towards
Homeric greatness in Virgil, so the didactic poem in Lucretius at-
tained Empedoclean status.

The Augustan period produced three totally different but equally
important didactic poems: Virgil’s Georgics, Horace’s Ars poetica and
Ovid’s Ars amatoria. They opened three worlds which with the end of
the Republic gained in meaning for the Romans: nature, poetry, love.

! In comparison with his Greek predecessors, Martial in the epigram obscures the
element of fantasy, and refers readers who, instead of real life and self-knowledge,
are looking only for abstract mythology to the Auia of Callimachus (10. 4).
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Virgil assumed a place more in the tradition of Aratus than in
that of Lucretius, although he did compete with the large-scale form
created by the latter. The Georgics exercised considerable influence
on all following didactic poetry, actually extending as far as narrative
epic. Even in modern times, Virgil’s Georgics were considered the culmi-
nation of poetry: ‘the best Poem of the best Poet’ (Dryden).! Horace
expressed, in the apparently loose form of the sermo, or of a letter, pro-
found thoughts on poetry without ever falling into the pedantic tone
of a schoolmaster. Ovid, with considerable irony, turned the topics
of love elegy into an elegiac didactic poem concerned with eros.

In the imperial period, Horace’s poetic and Ovid’s didactic poem
of love enjoyed no direct successor, the former because of the difficulty
of its topic, and the latter because of its riskiness. However, as might
have been expected, earth and sky continued to attract the interest
of the emperors as it did didactic poets. The Astronomica of Manilius,
composed under Augustus and Tiberius, projected a Stoic picture of
man and the world, corresponding to the atmosphere of their time.
Germanicus corrected his Greek model, Aratus’ Phaenomena, in fac-
tual matters, which had long been needed for a textbook enjoying
such a broad audience. At the same time he modernized its style by
comparison with his Roman predecessor Cicero. For the poet of the
Aetna, an emphasis on relation to fact is characteristic; the same is
true for Grattius, who taught the art of hunting.

Didactic poetry in late antiquity was fostered by its links with two
basic institutions: church and school. Biblical epic (Juvencus, Sedulius)
occupied a middle place between epic and didactic poetry. Christian
doctrine was taught by Commodianus’ Carmen apologeticum and Instruc-
twnum bri (3rd or 5th century) as well as by some works? of Prudentius
(d. after 405). With his Psychomachy the latter produced a new type of
work in this radical style: a completely allegorical poem with a di-
dactic, moral content,

The virtuoso didactic poetry for school purposes continued to
flourish. Terentianus Maurus wrote On Meters. Among other didactic
poets of late antiquity, Nemesianus and Avienus may be mentioned.

' L. P. WiLkinsoN, The Georgics of Virgil. A Critical Survey, Cambridge 1969, 1;
cf. 4; 299; 305-307.
2 Apotheosis, Hamartigenia, Psychomachia, Contra Symmachum.
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Literary Technique

Didactic appears in various literary genres. There are easy transitions
to proverbial poetry, fable, satire, epistle, panegyric, invective, epigram,
and other genres. Here, where we are concerned with Roman litera-
ture, the discussion concentrates on longer didactic poems, usually
written in hexameters, although occasionally also in iambics or elegiacs.

Didactic poetry may grow from quite varied roots: from epic, elegy,
satire, and epistle. Its poetic form may be determined by the need of
its audience for an aid to memorization, or by the desire of an author
to demonstrate his skill. But it may also arise from inner compulsion.

Nevertheless, the genre of ‘didactic poetry’ rests on a solid tradi-
tion: Aratus is linked with Hesiod, Nicander with Hesiod and Aratus,
Empedocles with Homer and Hesiod, Lucretius with Empedocles,
Virgil with Hesiod, Aratus, Nicander and Lucretius. This fosters the
awareness of belonging to a particular ‘group’. But, as may be seen
for example in the case of Horace and Ovid, there is the continuous
possibility of new developments.

Greek didactic literature witnessed an increasing superficiality. At
first in Rome, the opposite development may be observed. It is by the
method of poetic treatment that Lucretius and the Augustan poets raised
their specific topics to universal validity. Their didactic poems gained
an artistic form of their own. These authors developed their subject
with the aid of suggestive metaphors, presenting facts or theories in a
new light and setting them within a contemporary frame of reference.

Poetic technique in the didactic poem took its lessons chiefly, al-
though not exclusively, from epic. It was from epic that most often,
although not always, the hexameter was adopted. To myth, which
had been reduced to the status of a ‘deception’, was opposed the
truth of science, and into the place of numerous characters came the
character of the teacher and, although not always pressed to its logi-
cal conclusion, that of the student.

In Latin didactic poems the detailed prooemia opening each book
deserve prime consideration. Both in form and content they may
correspond to similarly arranged conclusions at the end of particular
books. A definitive influence on the form of these prooemia was
exercised by such disparate models as the hymn at one extreme and,
at the other, prose prefaces to technical works.'!

! Archimedes (d. 212 B.C.) makes a thoroughgoing use of personal prefaces. In
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In them the theme is announced and at least one deity addressed
which is especially appropriate to the topic in hand. This creates a difference
from the epic address to the Muses, although that too may also occur
in didactic poems. In addition we find here the dedication to the
addressee who, in contrast to early Greece, is usually at Rome supe-
rior in rank to the writer. Virgil’s Georgics and subsequent poetry also
allow the ruler to appear as the source of divine inspiration.

During the course of the work, a kind of dialogue may be sought
with the particular addressee! or with the general reader by means
of apostrophe, encouragement or admonition.

A certain systematic order is required in the presentation of the
material. The division of presentation and argument may be marked
by different degrees of emphasis. In Lucretius it is more than clear,
while in Horace it is concealed by the art of the sermo.

In detail, the poets present natural phenomena in epic language
and lend them nobility and significance with the aid of metaphors
and similes taken from human life.

A hymnic introduction, the shifting of address between the dedi-
catee and the general reader, inserted narratives: these are features
already found in Hesiod and recurring in Roman didactic poems.
Later, the excursus plays an important part. It may be a narrative
episode, such as the story of Orpheus in Virgil’s Georgics, a descrip-
tion, such as that of the plague in Lucretius and Virgil, or a rhetori-
cal meditation, such as Lucretius’ diatribe against the fear of death
and Virgil’s Laudes Italiae. Such longer sections often mark the con-
clusions of books. Lucretius sets a trend by his establishment of mutual
links between his prooemia (where there is much detail and employ-
ment of opening topoi even shared with prose) and his conclusions;
by his use of narrative and exhortatory digressions; and by the for-
mation of a uniform whole out of several books.

An attempt has been made to distinguish between different types?
of didactic poem. In the type most closely tied to content, as in
Lucretius, the form is subservient. In the opposite type, a topic, some-
times abstruse, is forced into a brilliantly treated form, which is the

the De sphaera et cylindro, every book has an introductory dedicatory epistle. From
Cato’s De agricultura on, every Roman technical work is equipped with a prooemium.
! His role is emphasized by Serv. georg. pragf. p. 129 Thilo; a dedication to the
princeps or to anyone else is missing in the Ars amatoria.
2 B. Erre 1977.
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main interest, as in Nicander. In the middle is the ‘transparent’ type
in which the topic certainly has its own significance but points be-
yond itself, as, for example, Virgil’s Georgics use their topic to teach
‘civilization’. This effort at grouping is interesting, but open to objec-
tion since it presupposes unanimity in the judgment of the form,
content and intention of each individual work. In particular instances,
however, the relationship of these elements, even within the given
poem, is often different, thus affording a special charm. For example,
Lucretius’ and Ovid’s didactic poems are simultaneously concerned
with their content, display virtuosity of form, and teach civilized
behavior, meaning that they belong to all three types. More might
be said along these lines.

For the most part the Romans did not imitate the brevity of Hesiod’s
poems. In shaping a didactic epic from several books Lucretius was
the first poet of this kind to master a large-scale form which paved
the way for Virgil’s Georgics, and even for the Aeneid. The didactic poem
on the large scale structured in several books is a Roman creation.

In Lucretius’ case, his imitation of the pre-Socratics was not a
parade of classicizing or archaizing taste, but a consequence of the
fact that he was profoundly impressed with the greatness and signifi-
cance of his topic. Parallel phenomena in a later period are Juvenal’s
impassioned satires and the Christian poetry of Prudentius. The trans-
formation of the literary elements of love elegy into didactic by Ovid
attracts attention. From the beginning, the elegy had contained didac-
tic features. Solon, Theognis, and Xenophanes illustrate the point.
In Ovid’s development, the didactic poem corresponded to a grow-
ing need for ‘universal’ presentation. The entire theme of love, trav-
ersed as it were empirically by Ovid in the Amores, was now to be
treated comprehensively in a Techne. Comedy, satire and parody' each
play their part. The ars amatoria is influenced by the ars oratoria and
its doctrine of decorum (npémov) reminiscent of Panaetius. Stories inter-
spersed in Ovid’s Ars and Remedia already pointed ahead to his longer
narrative works.

Prudentius strongly emphasized elements which are characteristic
of Roman literature: personification of ethical qualities; the use of
the visible to express the invisible; enigmatic narrative expecting
decodification; poetry intended to lead to recognition, that is to teach,

' The element of parody in Ovid must not be overestimated. On the term,
E. PoHLMANN TTAPQUAIA, Glotta 50, 1972, 144-156.
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and therefore involving the linking of an ‘exoteric’ story enjoyable
for its own sake with a background to be understood ‘esoterically’.

In their didactic poetry the Romans ‘defeated the Greeks on their
own most cherished ground, partly by their greater seriousness and
partly by their freshness and their poetic talent.”

Language and Style

Homer’s poetic and artistic language offered to early Greece a means
of expression laying claim to general validity. Since Anaximander
had written in prose as early as 547/546 B.C., the Eleatic philoso-
phers felt no external compulsion to employ verse. For Parmenides
and Empedocles epic form was much more than a convenient ve-
hicle. Their choice was not determined merely by the fact that the
language of poetry was more developed than that of prose. Heraclitus’
‘obscurity’ also reflected the stage reached by prose in his time. Poetry
and philosophy were closely linked, since at that date even philo-
sophical thought was often filled with metaphorical ideas® of a strongly
visual and imaginative character. Even so it was a novel conception
to proclaim purely philosophical doctrines in verse. The Eleatics thus
raised the claim to drive the cosmology of Homer and Hesiod from
the field, or to outdo Orphic mysteries with those of philosophy.

Typical of Empedocles are numerous repetitions and a wealth of
devices which dwere later to be called ‘rhetorical’. Both would be adop-
ted by Lucretius. Greece’s greatest philosophical epic poet, Emped-
ocles, was not for nothing made by legend into the teacher of Gorgias
the rhetorician and stood on the threshold of the age of prose.

In didactic poetry the hexameter largely prevails. Occasionally,
Greek didactic poetry also makes use of the iambic trimeter which
permits a less ceremonious language.

Lucretius employed the epic language created by Ennius and boldly
developed it further. In his lofty style he follows Ennius. To Lucretius
we owe the most impressive reflection of the prooemium to the Annales.
His philosophical content favored the formation of long periods and
the use of coordinating and subordinating particles. Lucretius’ formulas
of transition were to be definitive for the future.

' W. Krorr, RE 24, 1925, 1857.
2 This visual background is even felt in words such as ‘theory’ and ‘idea’.
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The later didactic poets followed the standards he had set, although
for the most part they did not imitate the long sentences which he
had preferred. Virgil replaced these ample periods with shorter, inde-
pendent cola. Transitions were made by association. Virgil lent to
language a subtlety previously unknown in Latin, allied with a quality
of melody and harmony.

In Horace the style of the sermo, the concealment of structure and
the mixture of seriousness and humor (orovdoyéholov) set the tone.

Ovid’s Art of Love, along with the Remedia, forms a cycle of four
books which may be compared with the Georgics. It is, however, written
in elegiacs, appropriate to its erotic theme.

Ovid, Manilius, and Germanicus adapted the technical achieve-
ments of the epic language of their day to their didactic poems.

Ideas 1
Reflections on Literature!

In Hesiod the Muses summon the poet and bestow on him knowl-
edge, for they can proclaim fine appearance (lies) but also truth. The
poet however is not simply a mouthpiece. He comes forward with
his own individuality; actually, in the Works and Days he speaks in the
first person and gives his name.?

For the pre-Socratics the epic form was not simply a sort of ‘honey’
intended to sweeten the bitter cup of truth. Rather, for the readers
of those days, a valid statement about the nature of the world was
hardly conceivable except in rivalry with and challenge to Homer
and the founder of didactic poetry, Hesiod.

Parmenides undertakes a spiritual chariot journey, where his doc-
trine is imparted to him by the god, which means that here the poet
also plays the part of student. The initiation of the poet and his
indoctrination are one and the same. Accordingly, by an important
variation from the statement of Hesiod’s Muses, he is able to make
valid assertions not only in the realm of truth but also in that of ap-
pearance. Empedocles entreats the Muse for her help (VS 31 B 3, 5;
31 B 131), but presents his thoughts to his addressee Pausanias with
great self-confidence and on his own responsibility. The superhuman

! voN ALBRECHT, Poesie 44-62.
2 W. Kranz, Sphragis. Ichform und Namensiegel als Eingangs- und SchluBmotiv
antiker Dichtung, RhM 104, 1961, 3-46; 97-124, now in: W.K., Studien 27-78.
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figure of Pythagoras may be added. He was praised as an eminent
teacher, and offered a model for Lucretius’ ‘divinization’ of his mas-
ter Epicurus. The praises of the wise man (VS 31 B 132) were to be
taken up by Virgil (georg. 2. 490).

Aratus began, like Hesiod in the Works and Days, with a hymn to
Zeus. The Muse was invoked only at the end of the prooemium,
and in the course of the work remained without significance. No one
was named as addressee, but there were editions' with dedication to
the ruler, as became customary later at Rome.

The prologue to Callimachus’ Aetia enunciated the principle of
‘fine-spun’ poetry, which exercised influence on many later poets.
The ‘dialogue with the Muses’ which he employed was an important
artistic device recurring in Ovid and others.

Nicander was aware that he was a fellow countryman of and suc-
cessor to Homer, but he abandoned the Muses. His prooemia, writ-
ten in personal tones, are directed to named friends. It is from him
that, in many cases, Roman didactic poets from Virgil on adopted
the concluding personal ‘sphragis’.

Unlike the practice in the narrative epic, in Roman didactic po-
ems it was not primarily poetic deities such as the Muses or Apolio
that were invoked, but gods who were patrons of the topic in hand.
In his Georgics Virgil turned to the protectors of agriculture: in the
Art of Love Ovid invoked Venus,? and in the Metamorphoses the heav-
enly authors of change, which means that in this respect the Meta-
morphoses are close to didactic poetry. Even Lucretius, in spite of his
Epicureanism, invoked Venus, who governed the cosmos. At the same
time, however, he also honored his true inspirer, his quasi-divine
teacher, Epicurus. By contrast Horace, given the closeness of his Letter
to the Pisones to the sermo, kept his feet firmly on the ground, actually
ridiculing at the end of the Ars Poetica (false) claims to inspiration.

The didactic poets’ views of their function vary in accordance with
the political change from Republic to Empire. Lucretius, like Calli-

' Achilles, Commentarii fragmentum, pp. 80-81 Maass.

2 In the course of the work, however, the Muses and the language of inspiration
gain in importance. In the Remedia, Apollo is god both of healing and of poetry.
The Fasti, a composite poem in succession to the Aetia of Callimachus (on which
J. F. MiLLer, Ovid’s Elegiac Festivals, Studies in the Fasti, Frankfurt 1991, esp.
8-13: The Poetics of the Fasti) and the Halieutica, whose genuineness is disputed,
can only be mentioned in passing here. Ovid sees his ingenium as a counter-instance to
Augustus (trist. 3. 7).
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machus, felt that he was breaking new ground in poetry. He hesi-
tated between a concept of inspiration which converted rudiments of
Bacchic imagery to the purposes of secular fame, and a picture of
the poet as physician. Somewhat in the fashion of the diatribe, he
declared that poetic adornment was just a means to make palatable
to the reader his dose of the bitter medicine of philosophical instruc-
tion.! At the same time Lucretius in retrospect created a stylized
picture of the Hellenistic poet Ennius, the disciple of Homer, as the
father of didactic poetry at Rome.

Virgil’s creativity was not based on the confidence of freedom, but
on the power of humility; he felt himself to be a priest of the Muses.
Not a teacher of wisdom, but Augustus was his source of inspiration;
in this respect, Virgil reversed the intellectual emancipation which had
animated his predecessor. The invocation of the ruler in the imperial
period was to spread from didactic poetry to narrative epic.

An appeal to the ‘competent’ gods,? the promotion of the addressee
to an inspiring divinity, was already found in Virgil. He invoked the
Muses,® and he saw himself*as their priest, in contexts which rise
beyond the narrow limit of the Georgics. The Nicandrian sphragis
(Verg. georg. 4. 563-566) also belongs to tradition, as does his rejec-
tion of mythical topics already exhausted (3. 3—4).

Horace’s Ars Poetica has its own, quite different background. Its
subject links it to Neoptolemus of Parium, its place in the history of
its genre to the literary discussions in Lucilius. Within Horace’s ceuvre,
it grows from the same soil as the Satires and Epistles, in which liter-
ary themes became increasingly more important. On this path, the
Ars Poetica marked a particular stage, although not perhaps the last.

In Manilius the princeps was the source of inspiration, although the
Muses also played their part. His reflections on subject matter and
form reveal a Lucretian awareness. In Germanicus, too, the ruler
acts as inspirer.

The poet of the Aeina was inspired by reality (res oculique docent; res

! voN ALBRECHT, Poesie 44—62.

2 In this way, Grattius, who wrote the Gynegetica, would appeal to Diana as god-
dess of the hunt, and Ovid to Venus as goddess of love. Neither of them however
needed a Maecenas. For editions of the Cynegetica, see P. 1. Enk (TC), Hildesheim
1976 (with index); R. Verpitre (TTC), 2 vols., Wetteren 1963 (with index);
C. Formicora (TTC), Bologna 1988. Concordance: C. FormicoLa, Bologna 1988.

* Hesiod’s Muses could proclaim truth and/or falsehood. Horace finds perfection
in the mixture of the sweet with the useful.
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wsae credere cogunt./ Quin etiam tactus moneat . . ., ‘Facts and your eyes

instruct you; facts unaided compel belief. Nay, they would instruct

you by touch’; 191-192). Here he showed himself the successor of

Ovid, but he also followed Lucretius and Manilius. The rejection of

poetic fantasy recalls satirists such as Persius and Juvenal.
Prudentius formulated an idea of the Christian poet.'

Ideas I1

The world of ideas in didactic poetry is not exhausted by its particu-
lar subject matter. Beyond differences caused by topic, this poetry
raises shared questions of cultural history and cultural philosophy.

In the Theogony, the element of reflection was more strongly em-
phasized than in Homer. Hesiod attempted to use thought to grasp
the world of the gods as a system of genealogies. His epic narrative
was linked with science.

The intellectual set-up of the Georgics may be compared with that
of the De rerum natura. The objective teaching of a particular topic
enlarges its compass to take in the presentation of the world and of
man in general. In this, Virgil forgets as little as Lucretius the material
side. His didactic poem deals primarily, not with the fate of man
and of the Roman people, but with that of nature under man’s hand.

Such disparate works as Lucretius’ De rerum natura, Virgil’s Georgics,
and even Ovid’s Ars amatoria display connecting themes: the behavior
of man in various natural and cultural contexts, his exposed nature
or again his ability to master his fate by reflection and planning.

Should we conform to nature or conquer it? The answers given to
such questions differ according to the object of the work and the
attitude of the author, but in general didactic poetry shows an an-
thropological approach predominantly determined by reason. The
modern theme of ‘man and technology’ is already rehearsed against
different backgrounds.

Horace and Ovid in their specialized didactic poems employed a
largely secular language, although it may be that in their demand
for self-knowledge, expressed in varied ways, a piece of secularized
religion may be detected.

A dedication to the princeps or to any other single person is miss-
ing in the Ars amatora.

! voN ALBRECHT, Poesie 266-276.
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It was Lucretius who showed the greatest strictness in excluding
the traditional theological dimension. He denied the divinity of the
universe, and in courageously modern tones he ascribed to his teacher
Epicurus the role of intellectual liberator which secured for the latter
in popular parlance the divine rank of a redeemer. For Lucretius,
Epicurus had a function similar to that of Pythagoras for Empedocles.
Trying to liberate thinking men through philosophy, Lucretius be-
came the most radical of all Roman didactic poets. The emancipa-
tion from static institutions in this case went unusually far for ancient
notions. Only the late Republican period and, in another way, pre-
Constantinian Christianity, granted the individual so broad an area
of freedom.

In the wide-ranging didactic works of Virgil and Manilius, the
philosophical basis was differently compounded in each case from
Stoic and Platonic or neo-Pythagorean elements. This corresponded
to the efforts at restoration propagated by the early Imperial period;
in any case, religious elements were once again quite clearly in evi-
dence. The natural universe and the political ruler of the world were
divine. In the late Imperial period, the intriguing influence of Lucretius’
theology of liberation on Christian authors fell precisely into the time
before the Church became an organ of state. The Christian renewal
of didactic poetry was, however, no longer marked by the spirit of
Lucretius. Late antiquity and the Middle Ages built further on the
self-contained political and natural universe described by Virgil.

In its highest expressions, didactic poetry preserved its task of
offering instruction about a particular topic, but beyond this gave in
poetic form a picture of the world and of man as a whole.

L. L. AiBerTsEN, Das Lehrgedicht. Eine Geschichte der antikisierenden
Sachepik in der neueren deutschen Literatur, Aarhus 1967. * V. Bucuuzrr,
Der Anspruch des Dichters in Vergils Georgika. Dichtertum und Heilsweg,
Darmstadt 1972. * D. L. DurLiNg, Georgic Tradition in English Poetry,
Washington (1935) 1964. * B. Erre, Dichtung und Lehre. Untersuchungen
zur Typologie des antiken Lehrgedichts, Miinchen 1977. * B. Fasian, Die
didaktische Dichtung in der englischen Literaturtheorie des 18. Jh., in: FS
W. Fiscuer, Heidelberg 1959, 65-92. * B. Fasian, Das Lehrgedicht als
Problem der Poetik, in: Die nicht mehr schénen Kiinste, ed. by H. R. Jauss,
Miinchen 1968, 67-89. * G. Goroon, Virgil in English Poetry, London
1931, repr. 1970 and 1974. * H. KiEpL, Lukrez und Vergil in ihren Lehr-
gedichten. Vergleichende Interpretationen, diss. Leipzig 1940, repr. 1964.
* W. KroLr, Lehrgedicht, RE 12, 2 (24) 1925, 1842-1857. * KroLr, Studien
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185-201. * E. PonrmaNN, Charakteristika des rémischen Lehrgedichts, ANRW
1, 3, 1973, 813-901. * Rurrkowskr: s. List of Abbr. * SENGLE: s. List of
Abbr. * C. Siecrist, Das Lehrgedicht der Aufklirung, Stuttgart 1974.
* B. SPIECKER, James Thomsons Seasons und das rémische Lehrgedicht.
Vergleichende Interpretationen, Niirnberg 1975.

LUCRETIUS

Life and Dates

T. Lucretius Carus was born at the beginning of the st century B.C.
and died in the middle of the fifties.! The dedication of his work to
Memmius, who may well be the propraetor of Bithynia mentioned
by Catullus, need not point to a relationship of client and patron or
to the poet’s lowly origin. Lucretius assumes the tone of a2 Roman
speaking to Romans. He was still young when he experienced the
civil war between Marius and Sulla, along with its proscriptions
(cf. 3. 70-71). He was in his thirties when Pompey was campaigning
in the east and the Catilinarian conspiracy was suppressed by Cicero.
Towards the end of his life, Caesar was winning successes in Gaul.
This serious climate of contemporary events helped to stamp Lucretius’
work. It begins with a prayer for peace and ends with a description
of the plague written in the gloomy language of Thucydides.

The links which had bound Roman society of old were now loosen-
ing, and all paths were open to the individual, if he had the desire.
The hour appeared to be at hand for a doctrine whose liberating
message could only now, if at all, be understood at Rome. Lucretius
became a convert to philosophy. With the same free choice, Catullus
embraced love, Caesar absolute power, and Nigidius mysticism. Each
of these extraordinarily unconventional Romans discovered and fash-

! According to Jerome (chron. 1923 p. 49 and 2 p. xxiv Herm), Lucretius was
born in 96 B.C. (so MS A) or 94 B.C,, and died at the age of 44. Donatus’ Life of
Virgil asserts (p. 8) that this happened when Virgil assumed the fga virilis ‘during the
second consulship of Pompey and Crassus’ (55 B.C.) and, in fact, ‘at the age of 17°
(63 B.C.). This points with great probability to dates for Lucretius’ life of 96-53
B.C. (P. GrimaL, Le poéme de Lucréce dans son temps, in: Lucréce. Huit exposés . . .
233-270). Others prefer 98-55 B.C. However, Cicero’s letter (ad Q. fr. 2. 10 [9] 4)
of 54 B.C. does not prove that Lucretius was already dead. Quite conjectural remarks
about Lucretius’ homeland are found in L. A. HoLranp, Lucretius and the Trans-
padanes, Princeton 1979. The so-called Borgia Vita was composed in the Renaissance.
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ioned for himself his own world. The choice by Lucretius was not
the worst, and in his decision he was not unique. Businessmen like
Atticus, who financed the great men of politics and literature alike;
bookworms like Philodemus wavering between venomous prose and
flirtatious epigrams; penpushers like Amafinius who produced bad
Latin with good intentions; snobs like Memmius who sought from
the Epicureans not edification but ground for an edifice (Cic. fam.
13. 1); bonvivants like Caesar’s stepfather Piso Frugi, frugal in name
only; and even active politicians such as L. Manlius Torquatus and,
not least, Caesar himself and his assassin Cassius: each of these men
during those troubled times in his own way inclined towards Epicu-
reanism, although none of them with the heartfelt commitment of
Lucretius.

Though it is not clear whether Lucretius was still alive when
Memmius threw in his lot with Caesar, the poet must not be viewed
in isolation. He was a part of the circle of Epicureans who would
soon gather around the dictator. Piso’s ‘father confessor’ Philodemus
would place himself at the dictator’s service and write a treatise On
the Good King in Homer. Aencadum genetrix in Lucretius’ prooemium, which
certainly belongs to the latest portions of his work, strikes a pro-
phetic note to be echoed later by Virgil.

Like a sensitive instrument, the poet reacted to the intellectual and
moral situation of his time. A keen observer, he was by no means
detached from life. In the theater, he liked to mingle with the audi-
ence,’ and he was appreciative of music. Jerome’s anecdote (chron.
1923) that Lucretius was driven mad by a love potion, that he wrote
his poem in lucid moments, and that he eventually committed sui-
cide, must be classed with a thousand other edifying tales about
philosophers. The recipe is simple: take a polemical metaphor in
Lactantius (opif. 6. 1) literally (defirat Lucretius); then mix it tastelessly
with the noctes serenae of Lucretius 1. 142 and the description of eros
in the 4th book.

In 54 B.C. the work was already in Cicero’s hands (ad Q. fr. 2. 10
[9] 4), who for this reason, at least since Jerome,? has been assigned
the role of reviser or even editor. The double statement of subject
matter (‘table of contents’) in the 1st book?® and the reference back to

! L. R. TavLOR, Lucretius and the Roman Theatre, in: FS G. Norwoob, Toronto
1952, 147-155.

2 In his supplement to the chron. of Eusebius, ed. Helm 1913, 149.

* 1. 54-57 correspond to books 5, 2 and 1; 1. 127-135 to books 6, 5, 3 and 4.
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the 2nd book in the 4th (4. 45-53), which may have been allowed
to stand by an oversight, seems to speak in favor of another sequence
of books in the original concept' in which 4 would have followed 2.
But Lucretius was not obliged to produce precise tables of contents
to his work. Many scholars believe that books 1, 2, and 5, contain-
ing addresses to Memmius, are older than 6, 4, and 3.2 However
this does not take us very far, since the author must have revised his
work several times. There is no doubt that the work as a whole is
unfinished: for example, Lucretius never keeps his promise to discuss
the gods in detail (5. 155)* (s. also Transmission).

Survey of Work

1. After an invocation to Venus, Lucretius announces his theme: atoms;
coming to be and passing away. Epicurus is the great conqueror of fear of
the gods (religio). As further themes, without precisely anticipating their later
sequence, Lucretius mentions the nature of the soul (whose immortality was
accepted for example by Ennius), along with meteorology and the doctrine
of sense perceptions. He emphasizes further the difficulty of handling scientific
questions in Latin (1-148).

Nothing can arise from nothing, and nothing can disappear into nothing
(149-264). There must be invisible atoms and empty space: a third prin-
ciple is excluded. Time itself has no independent significance (265—482).
The atoms are solid, eternal, and indivisible. The original matter is neither
fire (as wrongly believed by Heraclitus), nor any other individual element.
Nor is it Empedocles’ four elements. The homotomeria of Anaxagoras is also
to be rejected (483-920).

In a new prooemium, the poet presents himself as a ‘physician’ (921—
950). Space and matter are infinite, and the atoms do not move towards a
center (951-1117).

2: Wisdom and freedom from fear are attained by the knowledge of nature

' Or for a planned re-ordering? In that case, the transmitted sequence of books
must have been the original: L. Gompr 1960.

2 An account of research on this question in A. MuHL, Die Frage der Entstehung
von Lukrezens Lehrgedicht, Helikon 8, 1968, 477-484. G. B. Townenp, The Origi-
nal Plan of Lucretius’ De rerum natura, CQ 73, n.s. 29, 1979, 101-111, assumes that
books 3 and 4 were intended to conclude the work and only at a late stage shifted
to its center (1. 127-135); 3. 1 would be linked with the end of 6. This means that
he must regard 5. 55-63 as the result of a later revision.

* Cf. Gerh. MuLLER, Die fehlende Theologie im Lukreztext, in: Monumentum
Chiloniense. FS E. Burck, Amsterdam 1975, 277-295, esp. 277-278.
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(1-61). Atoms are in continual motion either individually or in groups, although
their speed is different (62—-164). The world was not made by the gods, for
it has too many defects (165-183). Atoms fall downwards because of their
gravity.! Collision which leads to conflict and union is brought about by a
small swerve (clinamen) from their vertical course. They are in constant move-
ment, which is not however observable because of their small size (184—332).

As far as the atoms’ shape is concerned, the number of forms is limited,
but there are infinitely many examples of each type of form (333-568).
There is a constant coming into being and disappearance (569-580). No
object consists only of atoms of a single kind. The earth, called in myth the
mother of the gods, contains many kinds of atoms. Every species of animal
draws from its food the nourishment it requires. Not everything may join
with everything (581-729). Atoms have no color or smell, and so on. Sentient
beings are made up of atoms without sentience (730-1022).

After a linking proem comes the revelation that our world is not unique.
No gods are at work in nature, and the earth is in its old age (1023-1174).

3: It was Epicurus who opened Lucretius’ eyes to the secrets of nature
(1-30). The topic is the essence of the soul and the conquest of the fear of
death (31-93).

The animus® is a part of man, and not a mere ‘harmony’ between the
parts. Its seat is the human breast. The subservient anima is linked with it
and dwells in the whole body (94-160). Both are material. The animus, which
is so mobile, is made up of particularly small atoms, a homogeneous mix-
ture of air, wind, warmth, and a fourth nameless substance, the anima animae.
The varying proportions of different constituent parts give rise to different
temperaments. Body and soul are closely linked. Lucretius rejects the no-
tion that only the soul and not the body is endowed with perception and
that, as Democritus believes, the atoms of body and soul are available in
equal numbers. The animus is superior to the anima (231-416).

The soul is mortal, for its fine atoms quickly dissolve in the universe.
It arises, grows and decays along with the body; and, liable to suffering and
divisible as it is, it cannot function without the body. If the soul were im-
mortal, it would have to have five senses. Since amputated limbs at first
continue to live, the soul is divisible. We have no memory of previous
existences. The soul does not come from outside into the body, but is closely
joined to it. Metempsychosis presupposes change, but this contradicts the
notion of immortality. The idea that immortal souls at conception stand
waiting at the door is laughable (417-829).

! Against Aristotle, for whom air and fire move upwards. That in an infinite
space there is no upwards and downwards is not recognized.
2 The capability of thinking and feeling.
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Since the soul is mortal, death does not concern us. It is simply the end
of perception. The assumption of an afterlife only creates illusions. Nature
herself admonishes us to abandon life like satisfied guests. The so-called
punishments in the next world are actually pictures of life in the present
world. Even the greatest had to die. Restlessness does not bring happiness.
What is the point of clinging to life? Death is inescapable (830—1094).

4. The proem here (1-25) was perhaps introduced by the first ancient
editor from 1. 926-950. Lucretius now turns to sense perception. Images are
emitted from the surface of bodies, and consist of the finest atoms (26—126).
There are even pictures which of themselves form in the air (127-142).
These pictures can pierce porous materials such as glass, but not thick
materials, and they are thrown back by mirrors. They move very quickly
(143-215). Without them, sight would be impossible. Lucretius explains
why we can estimate the distance of an object from us, and why we see,
not the images, but the objects themselves; why the mirror image seems to
be behind the mirror; why it is reversed; how mirages come about; why
square towers appear round in the distance; and why our shadow follows
us (216-378).

In the case of so-called optical illusions, it is not the senses, but the mind
interpreting them that goes astray. Whoever believes that we can know
nothing, can himself on his own admission know nothing, and so is not
entitled to present theories of knowledge. The perceptions of our senses are
trustworthy (379-521).

After discussing hearing, taste, smell, and instinctive aversions (522-721),
Lucretius examines both mental images and dreams (722-821), and rejects
teleological anthropology (822-857). Next come experiences affecting body
and soul, such as hunger (858—-876), movement as an act of will (877-906),
sleep, dream once more and, closely linked with this, sexual love (907-1287).

5. Lucretius hails his master Epicurus as a god and announces the topics
of the book (1-90).

The world is transitory, not divine. The gods cannot dwell anywhere in
it and did not make it, since it is full of defects, and affords conditions of
life unfavorable for man (91-234). Even the elements are subject to change.
Our historical memory is short, and new inventions and discoveries con-
tinue to be made such as hydraulic organs, Epicurean philosophy and its
proclamation in Latin verse. A further proof of the transitoriness of every-
thing is the fact that because of catastrophes knowledge of older periods
has been lost to us. Only atoms and the void are eternal. The struggle of
the elements may end, for example, in a universal conflagration such as
that caused by Phaethon, or in a Flood (235-415).

The world arose in a tempest from a mixture of the most varied atoms.
They flew apart and like found like. The elements are organized according
to their weight (416-508). Neglecting the serious science of his own time,
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Lucretius gave a ‘multi-causal’ explanation of astronomy with the aid of
Epicurus and his sources. The sun is hardly bigger than it appears to us,
and perhaps is born anew at every dawn. The moon possibly has its own
light. Its phases may also be determined by the interposition of another
heavenly body, and so on (509-771).

The discussion turns to the origin of plants, birds, and beasts. The last
were formed by primal conception in the maternal womb of a still fertile
earth. Many creatures were not capable of life, and only the strong, cun-
ning or quick survived. There were never composite creatures such as cen-
taurs (772-924).

After the time of primal men, a civilized life began with houses, clothing,
hearth fire, and family (925-1027). Language was not created by an indi-
vidual, but arose gradually in accordance with the principle of utility (1028—
1090). Once man had learned to control fire, wise kings founded cities.
After the discovery of gold, riches came to replace strength and beauty.
Following the fall of kings, law and legal institutions began to develop (1091—
1160).

Men receive knowledge of the gods by visions of their exalted forms. By
contrast with true piety, which is accompanied by inner tranquility, igno-
rance produces erroneous fear of the gods, as for example in the face of
lightning and other threats to our existence (1161-1240).

Metallurgy, riding, war chariots, even those equipped with scythes, were
invented, and elephants and other beasts were employed in battle (1241—
1349). At the end came weaving, agriculture, music, astronomy, literature,
and the plastic arts. But greed and the frenzy of war darken the picture of
progress (1350-1457).

6: Athens is the home of agriculture, of laws and of the great teacher
Epicurus (1-41). The topic of the book is meteorology, and the poet begs
the Muse Calliope for her help (43-95).

There follow explanations of thunder and lightning (96—422), waterspouts
(423-450), clouds, rain, snow, hail (451-534), earthquakes (535-607), the
circulation of water (608-638), and volcanic activity (639-702). After an
incidental remark about multi-causal explanation (703-711), Lucretius dis-
cusses the flooding of the Nile, Avernus and certain remarkable springs (712
905), as well as the magnet (906-1089). In conclusion, Lucretius discusses
sicknesses, notably the Athenian plague (1090-1286).

Sources, Models, and Genres

With religious fervor (e.g. 5. 1-54) Lucretius declares his alle-
giance to Epicurus. It is natural that there should be numerous points
of contact with the writings of the master and with his model,
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Democritus.! It is furthermore likely that Lucretius knew lost works
of more recent Epicureans, and it may be to these that he owes his
scientific knowledge, which often goes beyond that of Epicurus. He
may perhaps also draw partly upon works from other philosophical
schools, or from scientific handbooks. Whenever some of his inter-
pretations are in contradiction with Epicurus’ basic doctrines, the
last alternative offers the most plausible explanation.

We should also consider medical sources. Lucretius shared with
Empedocles his interest in medicine and, more generally, in physical
explanation of nature, and Empedocles had been the subject of 22
books written by the Epicurean Hermarchus. Lucretius found a pre-
cise medical description of the Athenian plague in Thucydides. There
are striking agreements in his poem with the doctor Asclepiades® of
Bithynia who visited Rome shortly before 91 B.C., and whom there-
fore Lucretius may have met. It is to him that Lucretius owed his
corpuscular explanation of illnesses (4. 664—671), his corpuscular
doctrine of nutrition (6. 946-947; 1. 859-866) and many another
telling detail.®* There are also medical parallels to the experiment with
woollen cloths (1. 305-310) and to the proof of the materiality of air
(1. 271-279). Ultimately, such information goes back in part to older
sources, for example, to Democritus.

Lucretius is critical of Heraclitus, but also of Empedocles, Anax-
agoras and the revered Democritus. It is plausible to suppose that
doxographers acted as intermediaries here, just as Epicurus had drawn
on Theophrastus. The poet challenges Stoic theories (e.g. 3. 359
369) and, even when he uses Heraclitus’ name it is perhaps at them
that he is aiming. He criticizes Plato’s mistrust of sense perception
(4. 379-468) and rejects the cosmological proof for the existence of
God propounded by the followers of Aristotle (2. 1024-1043). It is
true that he rejected teleological patterns of thought as developed by
the Peripatos and of the Stoa, but even so, through his metaphors
and the ideas he drew from ancient natural science, features of vital-
ism and hylozoism crept in.

As a didactic poem, the De rerum natura is part of a venerable generic
tradition, going back to Hesiod (8th/7th century) and the pre-Socratics.
His choice of verse form was not a foregone conclusion, given the

' E.g. 2. 1-3 Epicurus apud Cic. fin. 1. 62; Democritus VS 68 B 191.
2 A. STUCKELBERGER 1984, esp. 149-156.
* Cf. 2. 760-771; 4. 680-681; 6. 794-796; 6. 1114-1115.
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ambivalent attitude of Epicureanism to belles lettres, although in the
eyes of Roman readers naturally a grand topic demanded an appro-
priate form. Hellenistic didactic poetry, often dedicated to insignificant
themes such as cosmetics and snake poisons, could in this respect be
of no use to the poet. Even so, Callimachean poetics left its traces in
him, and his introductory hymn to Venus is comparable to the Hymn
to Zeus opening Aratus’ Phaenomena. By contrast with Aratus, how-
ever, Lucretius was an expert in his field. Convinced as he was of
the importance of Epicurean physics for humanity, he had no choice
but to follow the grand style of the pre-Socratics. It was in the ‘epic’
meter that Parmenides (5th century B.C.) and Empedocles (d. about
423 B.C.) offered their picture of the world. Lucretius’ title De rerum
natura is a Latin form of the Greek Iepi ¢boewg. Empedocles, the
poetic master of physics was, in spite of the differences of doctrine,
much more for Lucretius than a mere literary model. Assured of the
importance of his message for his readers, Lucretius chose a ‘high’
style, sometimes giving it a religious tone by evoking, for example,
the Homeric hymn to Aphrodite (1. 1-61). Thus he came to create a
philosophical didactic poem on the level of those of the pre-Socratics.
It was appropriate that in Latin, Ennius, the founder of hexameter
poetry at Rome, should be his admired predecessor.

An unusual feature is the mixture of the ‘high’ style with that of
the popular philosophical sermon, the diatribe. This sub-literary genre,
which can be traced to Bion of Borysthenes (d. about 255 B.C.),
favors colorful expressions and imaginary dialogue. Superficially it
could be described as a moral, admonitory thesis' or as a declama-
tion with dialogical overtones. Sections written in the style of dia-
tribe, for example, at the beginning of the 2nd and at the end of the
3rd and 4th books, are reminiscent of Lucilius and Philodemus, and
prepare the way for Horace and Juvenal. The end of the 3rd book
is a diatribe rather than a consolatio.

The fact that each book has its own proem possibly reflects a
Hellenistic mannerism which had been adopted by Roman technical
writers from the very start.?

' H. TarowM, Die Thesis. Ein Beitrag zu ihrer Entstchung und Geschichte,
Paderborn 1932; s. also BoNNER, Declamation; a survey of research on the diatribe
and related questions is found in: K. BERGER, Hellenistische Gattungen im Neuen
Testament, ANRW 2, 25, 2, 1984, 1031-1432, esp. 1124-1132.

2 B. P. WarracH 1976.

® E. PoHLMANN, Charakteristika (s. The Didactic Poem) 888.
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It may be mentioned incidentally that Lucretius was also acquainted
with tragedy, comedy, and epigram.

Literary Technique

A comparison with Epicurus shows that Lucretius was original in
lending to his work clear structure, striking argumentation and a
uniform style. His literary achievement is considerable. There are
three pairs of books. The first and last pair deal with the world around
us and basically take a stand against fear of the gods.! The central
books are concerned with human psychology. But this ‘central’ struc-
ture is overlaid by one that amounts to a progression effecting a
carefully calculated climax from proem to proem: Epicurus appears
successively as man and liberator (book 1), as a father figure in the
Roman sense (book 3), as a god (book 5), and finally as the culmi-
nation of history and the noblest flower of Athens (book 6). As far as
we know, a hexameter poem of such dimensions had never before
been conceived in Rome in such calculated and convincing terms.
This achievement would become a point of departure for Virgil.

Each book is carefully composed as a whole. The arrangement of
the material and of the arguments, like the choice of images, is
Lucretius’ own work. In the 5th book, which sets out to combine the
results of science with Epicurean philosophy, a particularly difficult
literary task was successfully accomplished.

Each book has its own proem, with the exception of the 4th, which
draws its proem from the 1st book. The proems are solemn. Some-
times, as in the hymn to Venus (1. 1-61) or in the eulogy of Epicurus
(5. 1-54) the tone is religious. The reader must be prepared to listen to
a sublime discourse that will change his life. After the proems in the
narrower sense there follows the propositio, sometimes developed by
digressions. Thus in the Ist book the introductory prayer to Venus gives
over to the dedication to Memmius (50-53; 136-145). The similarly
divided announcement of the themes of the entire work fits into this
framework (54-61; 127-135). In the center is the defense against the
reproach of impretas (80—101), flanked by the praise of Epicurus (62—
79) and the warning against the dicta vatum with the praise of Ennius
(102-126). The whole displays an artistic ring-composition.

! The final theme of the 2nd book signposts that of book 5.
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Throughout the whole work certain leitmotifs, such as the creative
power of nature, the emancipation from refigio through scientific study
of nature, along with problems of method, are introduced step by
step. Especially in transitional paragraphs and intermediate proems,
Lucretius continually develops his thoughts concerning the significance
of conclusions leading from the visible to the invisible, the task of
poetry in philosophical teaching, the finding of adequate Latin for
philosophical terms, and the progressive absorption of the subject
matter by the reader. In the lst and 2nd books the finales are set
apart by intermediate proems (1. 921-950; 2. 1023-1047).

Usually the proems are followed by transitional passages, announc-
ing the theme of the book. They are fixed components of the total
structure and connect the proem closely with its book. But the
proems also are interconnected, and composed one in the light of
another. These observations leave little hope for any analysis aiming
to detect layers of composition.

Just as the proems serve to prepare the reader for the book to
come and guide him through the work, the excursuses in their turn
are both points of rest and occasions for deeper reflection. Examples
are those dealing with the Mother of the gods and the punishments
in the underworld, and the detailed description of the plague in the
last book.

Passages in the style of the diatribe break up the monotony of
scientific presentation. The second proem is an example, as are the
long concluding passages of the 3rd and 4th books. The combina-
tion of the style of diatribe with epic dignity turns Lucretius into a
harbinger of the ‘tragic’ satire of Juvenal. In such sections, there is
rich use of rhetorical devices. To combat the fear of death, nature is
personified (3. 931); or, to destroy erotic passion, there is rhetorical
division (uepiopde, cf. 4. 1072-1191) and distraction (avocatio, cf. 4.
1063—-1064; 1072). Long parts of the 5th book have a vividness sel-
dom found even in science fiction (evidentia).

Proems and conclusions are interrelated, often by contrast, as for
example in books 2, 3 and 6, and even in book 5. There are also
links between different books. The story of civilization in the 5th
book culminates in the praise of Athens at the start of the 6th, and
the theme of the end of the 1st book acts as a preliminary to the

' H. KiepL, Lukrez und Virgil in ihren Lehrgedichten. Vergleichende Interpre-
tationen, diss. Leipzig 1940, 127-128.
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2nd. The effort to analyze each book ‘rhetorically’ by using the scheme
prooemium, narratio or argumentatio, peroratio, does not add anything to
what has been already observed, and, above all, a separation of narratio
and argumentatio would be artificial.

In the principal portions of his work, Lucretius uses an attractively
clear structure. As a teacher, he guides his readers carefully. Sign-
posts indicate divisions. MNunc age is often used to introduce a new
section, while subsections begin with terms such as praeterea. He shows
a masterly control of the art of disputation. His technique of analogy
may be emphasized, especially his conclusions leading from the large
to the small scale and from the visible to the invisible.! But his
‘apagogic proof’ must also be mentioned, showing that if the oppo-
site is assumed absurd consequences follow. Since in such cases the
criterion is not contradiction of an accepted premise but empirical
impossibility, Lucretius may show a certain humor. An example would
be the laughing atoms (2. 976-990).

Each thesis is illumined from different sides, for example by posi-
tive and negative formulation, by illustration, by resumption, refuta-
tion of the opposite, contrary example, summary as a return to the
beginning. As means of discovery and proof, Lucretius employs nu-
merous similes. They are derived partly from philosophical traditions,
as, for example, the dust particles dancing in the sunshine owed to
Democritus (2. 109-141), and partly from medical sources (s. Sources).
Yet he is able to lend them the life and charm springing from ob-
servation. The power of visual suggestion is more strongly developed
in him than in many other Roman poets. Occasionally, he allows
proofs to make their effect by sheer quantity, as when he adduces
some 30 arguments for the mortality of the soul (3. 417-829). In
accordance with rhetorical principles, he likes to set the most im-
pressive proof at the end.

Acoustic suggestion is accomplished by a consciously employed
technique of repetition. Like Empedocles, Lucretius uses this method
to drive home what is important. Since such repetition continually
happens on the small scale, we should perhaps take into account the
possibility of deliberate repetitions even in the case of larger sections.
However, the resumption of the whole of the intermediate proem of
the Ist book at the start of the 4th book can hardly be justified in
this way.

' Cf. P. H. Scuryjvers 1978.
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Language and Style

Language and style are primarily at the service of the subject matter.
As a linguistic innovator' and as a master in creative semantic close
copies of Greek terms out of Latin components (calgues), shown in
such examples as rerum natura and primordia rerum, Lucretius may be
compared only with Ovid or Cicero.

His chief aim in style, in agreement with Epicurean principles, is
clarity (cf. Ideas I). He takes this demand very seriously. Content
and linguistic form in him are indivisible. For example, tmesis (1. 452
seque gregart) is a linguistic illustration of the idea that division is impos-
sible. Rhythm and sound closely mirror the message. Play on words
has a deeper sense, as when fire (ignis) seems to be concealed in logs
(lignas). ‘

In Lucretius’ language and style, a modern Hellenistic awareness
of art unites with the tradition of Ancient Latin to form a new and
indissoluble whole. An example of a syntactic novelty, gaining ground
simultaneously in both Lucretius and Catullus, is the ‘Greek accusa-
tive’. Conversely, Lucretius looks archaic to us since he sparingly
uses the patterns of verbal architecture abounding later in the
lines of Cicero and the Augustans. As in Ennius, though contrary to
classical usage, more than one adjective may be used with a noun.?
The long periods stretching over several verses also have the ‘old-
fashioned’ air of earlier Latin.® This feature must be connected
with his ‘prosaic’ and argumentative content. To this corresponds a
wealth of connecting particles only rarely found in poetry. The ten-
sion between the passion and vivacity of the language and the lavish

! Abstracts formed with -men and -fus, noun formations with -cola and -gena, adverbs
with -tim and -per, adjectives with -fer and -ger; J. PERROT, Observations sur les dérivés
en -men. Mots en -men et mots en -fus chez Lucréce, REL 33, 1955, 333-343; on
language and style: W. S. Macuinness, The Language of Lucretius, in: D. R. DupLey,
ed., 1965, 69-93; L. WaLp, Considérations sur la distribution des formes archaiques
chez Lucréce, Helicon 8, 1968, 161-173; J. VonraureN, Studien iiber Form und
Gebrauch des lateinischen Relativsatzes unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung von
Lukrez, Freiburg (Switzerland) 1974; G. Carrozzo, L’uso dell’ablativo assoluto in
Lucrezio, Pan 4, 1976, 21-49; C. SaLemME, Strutture foniche nel De rerum natura di
Lucrezio, QUCC n.s. 5, 1980, 91-106; G. CarLozzo, L’aggettivo esornativo in Lucrezio,
Pan 8, 1987, 31-53; G. Carrozzo, Il participio in Lucrezio, Palermo 1990.

? E.g. 2. 1-8; 3. 405, 413; 5. 13; 24-25.

* The thesis of an increase of enjambement between books 1, 2, 5 on the one
side and 4, 3, 6 on the other (K. BucHNER 1936) has not remained unchallenged,
e.g. L. Gompr 1960.
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employment of logical connections, with their element of restraint,
produces an effect of ‘restrained energy’ which opens for Latin a
new dimension of sublimity.

The numerous and carefully placed spondees' make an essential
contribution to this effect. They are a decorative feature of 10 oepvov.
Lucretius’ preference for the pure dactyl® in the first foot was to set
a trend. His care in the handling of the fourth foot prepares the way
for Virgil’s art. In the use of archaisms, metrical convenience plays
a part, as for example in the interchange between sorsum, seorsum,
and sorsus within four lines (4. 491-494), although it may have struck
ancient readers as a particular ‘Hellenistic’ refinement. As a poeta
doctus, Lucretius still ventures, as did Ennius, literally to ‘split up’
words, a license which Augustan taste would find unacceptable.?
Occasionally, although not too often, he uses the old mannerism of
allowing final -s not to make position, or he uses the ponderous femi-
nine genitive singular in -az, the elegant genitive plural in -um (instead
of -orum) and the dactylic infinitive in -r. Even so, the ‘regular’ forms
are incomparably more frequent. Words of four to five syllables at
the end of the line are not strictly avoided.

Although Lucretius’ style as a whole is not archaic, again and again
we find archaizing effects which serve to emphasize the importance
of his teachings by lofty diction in the tradition of Ennius or Emped-
ocles. A work nepi gOoeng has the character of a revelation. Particu-
larly in his proems, Lucretius employs elements of the language of
prayer and of the mysteries. In this context we may mention that, in
hymnic sections, out of pious deference he avoids using the name of
his ‘god’, Epicurus; he names him only when dealing with the mor-
tal nature of his teacher (3. 1042).

For Lucretius poetry and rhetoric were not mutually exclusive. It
was quite natural for a didactic text to contain numerous rhetorical
elements; this had been true ever since Empedocles who, for this
very reason, was regarded a teacher of the rhetor Gorgias. Lucretius,
to whom everything commonplace is alien, can even ennoble the
diatribe, just as conversely he animates scientific language with imagi-

' J. Paurson, Lucrezstudien 1. Die duBlere Form des lucretianischen Hexameters,
Goteborg 1897.

2 C. Dusors, La métrique de Lucréce comparée a celle de ses prédecesseurs Ennius
et Lucilius, Strasbourg 1933; W. Otr, Metrische Analysen zu Lukrez, De rerum natura
Buch 1, Tiibingen 1974.

8 Inter quaecumque pretantur (4. 832).
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native life. Cross-connections between physics and ethics arise be-
cause of the uniform vocabulary he applies in both these disciplines.
The poet’s store of metaphors is particularly telling, as when, for
example, he employs images of weaving to describe the atomic struc-
ture of the world, or of rivers to denote the movement of atoms.
Images from the organic world, human society,' and war are drawn
into the world of atoms. The breath of poetry lends to macrocosm,
nature, and Mother Earth a greater life than Epicurean doctrine al-
lows (e.g. 5. 483-488; cf. 5. 827), a language occasionally reminis-
cent of Posidonius. This helps the reader to get rid of his fear of the
physical universe. Metaphors and similes are artistically interwoven.
Here, too, Lucretius displays a mastery of persuasion and conviction.

The poet’s art of repetition, learned from Empedocles, also aims
at psychological effect. It is found throughout the work, both on the
large scale (s. Literary Technique) and on the small. Examples are
the ‘musical’ echos using word repetition (e.g. 3. 11-13). The poet
uses as leitmotifs, for example, his picture of children in the dark,’
his simile of letters,® and the polarity of decay and growth.*

It is tempting to draw a distinction between the more sober style
of scientific exposition and the emotional character of other sections,
as for example the conclusion of book 3. But there are overlaps. The
‘everlasting charm’ (1. 28) cannot be imparted to individual sections
but rather permeates the whole like a dye (1. 934). Even in the argu-
mentative portions, the voice is that of a poet, on whose lips nothing
resounds more loftily than the language of facts.

As a stylist, Lucretius combines Ennius’ gift of evoking motions
and gestures through rhythm with the sharp eye of Ovid, and the
grand sweep of Virgil or Lucan. The collaboration of sight, sound,
and gesture produces in the dance of sounds a plastic movement of
language which both promotes the message and yet possesses its own
inimitable nobility.

' E.g. concilium, leges, foedera.

2 2. 55-61; 3. 87-93; 6. 35—41.

* 1. 817-829; 908-914 (interpolation?); 2. 760-762; 1007-1018; 2. 688-699 (inter-
polation?).

* 1. 670-671; 792-793; 2. 753-754; 3. 519-520.
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Ideas I
Reflections on Literature

Lucretius’ understanding of poetry is different from the playful hedo-
nism displayed in the verses of the Epicurean Philodemus. He adapts
the ancient language of inspiration, partly in Callimachean terms.'
He moves along untrodden paths.

Religious motifs are used for secular purposes. Lucretius is inspired
by laudis spes magna (1. 923), and therefore not by Dionysus. Even so,
at the beginning (1. 1) he appeals to Venus as the goddess appropri-
ate to his theme, as is proper for a didactic poet drawing inspiration
from his topic. Yet the thought of the persuasive charms of this goddess
is also influential (1. 28; 39-40). Only in the last book does he turn
to the Muse Calliope, already invoked by Empedocles,? who is to
show him the road to fame (6. 92-95).

His declarations on language and literature are couched in sober
terms. Language in the beginning developed naturally, always ac-
cording to the standard of utility. In his eyes, poetry has no value of
its own. Its only purpose is to sweeten the message to be communi-
cated to his readers. Here he employs the metaphor of the healing
cup of bitter medicine with honey around its edge (1. 936-941).%
This means that Lucretius, in harmony with an old tradition, thinks
of himself as a physician rather than, like Virgil later, as some sort
of priest. As the most important quality of his poetry, he emphasizes,
in agreement with Epicurus’ stylistic demands,* clarity (fucida . . . carmina,
1. 933-934). Poetry seems to merge into rhetoric.

In his capacity of good teacher, his aim is to make difficult scientific
topics transparent. In this respect his purpose however is to influence
a much larger audience than that of Epicurus, although he adapted
his text to his Roman audience less thoroughly than Cicero did in
his philosophical writings. His employment of myth, metaphors, and

' E. J. Kenney, Doctus Lucretivs, Mnemosyne 23, 1970, 366-392; the antithesis
between swan and crane 4. 180-182; 909-911 is Hellenistic; the meadow of the
Muses is from Choerilus 1. 1-2 KINKEL.

2 B 131. 3; cf. 3. 3~5 DieLs-Kranz.

* The closest analogy is in Schol. vet. in Hesiodi Opera et dies, p. 1 and 4 Pertusi; cf.
Hor. sat. 1. 1. 25-26; Jerome, epist. 128. 1 (not necessarily from Horace. Why not
from life?). Somewhat differently applied in Strabo, geggr. 1. 2. 3 (C 15-186), to poetry
as philosophy for beginners (Stoic).

* Clarity and application of the mot juste (Diog. Laert. 10. 13). Lucretius criticizes
Heraclitus for the opposite quality (obscuram linguam 1. 639).
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similes is also meant to render his teaching intelligible to his public.
Through the visible, Lucretius wants to guide his readers towards
the invisible (e.g. 4. 110-122). The reader is to recognize one thing
after and from another (afd ex alio 1. 1115). He is to be made aware
of the implications of his use of words and myths. Names of gods
may be used, if at all, metonymically, as Lucretius himself says when
explaining his Stoicizing allegory of the Magna Mater (2. 655-659;
680). The displacement of the punishments of the next world into
this sounds like a ‘secular exegesis’, but is perhaps intended as a
rationalizing derivation and dissolution of those myths (3. 978-1023).

Along with Epicurus, he holds in awe two great poets in particu-
lar. One is a Greek, Empedocles, and the other a Roman, Ennius.
He has a profound admiration for both of them, although he does
not share their philosophical views. It was with their aid that he
formed his sublime style, in their school that he became a poet, and
even more is he conscious of being linked with them in the task of
bringing enlightenment.

More personal tones, which may indicate self-reflection, are per-
ceptible in his allusions to his sleepless nights,! during which he works
on his poem. The loneliness? of the individual creative artist is an
experience of the late Republican period, which finds its voice here.
The author may also be observed in the act of writing when he,
as it were, looks over his own shoulder, when, as an illustration of
his theory of dreams, he tells us that in dreams he sees himself
working on his poem (4. 969-970), or giving as an example of mod-
ern discoveries the presentation of Epicurus’ philosophy in Latin
(5. 336-337).

In all this, Lucretius is compelled to wrestle with his native lan-
guage, which he criticizes for ‘poverty” (egestas 1. 139; 3. 260) and
which in fact he enriches (s. Language and Style). His awareness of
language is attested by his illustration of atomic theory from the varied
combinations of the letters expressing sounds. He may have enter-
tained the notion of not only communicating the content of his
doctrine theoretically, but giving to it concrete and acoustic form.

! Writing at night is naturally a topos, but nevertheless often true. Lucretius breathes
personal life into the theme.

2 As a writer, Lucretius is alone, although this proves nothing whatsoever about
his everyday existence.

® Here, he had to deal with a prejudice on the part of Memmius, who enter-
tained small regard for Latin literature (Cic. Brut. 247).
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His poetic achievement therefore is not limited to some superficial
trappings or embellishment, as may at first be suggested by his simile
of the cup smeared with honey. In so great a poet, his practice is
better than his theory: were the case reversed, he would not be a
poet. Epicurus certainly wanted close attention to the vis lying at the
basis of words (Cic. fin. 2. 6; cf. Epicurus’ Letter to Herodotus 37). He
demanded therefore an agreement between word, thought, and ob-
ject. Poetry, however, had no appeal for him.! This is what chal-
lenged Lucretius.

He certainly followed literally Epicurus’ advice ‘to behold as it
were, with one’s own eyes the idea behind each word’ (Letter to Herodotus
38).2 Epicurus called his philosophy ‘prophecy’. For Lucretius, this
claim quite naturally joined the Empedoclean interpretation of natu-
ral philosophy as prophecy.® To the role of the prophet also be-
longs criticism of false beliefs. This feature, too, links Lucretius to
the early Greeks. At his consecration as poet, Hesiod had learned
from the Muses and their prophetic (7heog. 31-32) inspiration that
they could not only proclaim many credible lies, but, when they
wanted, also truth (7heog. 27-28). Just like Empedocles (and also
Xenophanes), Lucretius tried, in an audience still expecting mythol-
ogy, to produce something quite novel, a poetry of truth and reality.
His aloofness from myth confronted Lucretius with fundamental
problems of poetics similar to those encountered later, in each case
in a different context, by Juvenal and in a quite special way by
Prudentius.

Lucretius’ imagery, teeming with organic life, often stands in marked
contrast with the sobriety of Epicurus’ view of the world. His poetic
nature led him to overcome the Epicurean hostility to culture. This
is why in the long run he was the only one to guarantee the 