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The prose prefaces of Martial and Statius:

a study in literary purpose

ABSTRACT

In -this thesis 1 offer a detailed éxamination' of the ten prose
prefaces which ﬁead the Epigrams of Martial (AD c45—c§6) and the
Siluae of Statius (c45-c96). The most remarkable feature of these ten
short pieceé of érose lies in the field of literary history: these are
the first extant instances of collecﬁibnsrof verse which are headed
with pieces of prose, and it is chiefly froﬁ this anglé that the’
prefaces are studied:

The body 'of the thesis (Section B) is. devoted to a close
thematic. exaﬁination‘ of the prefaces. Their content. is discussed
under three main .headihgs, ‘namely ju#tification, infdrmation- and
requést (chaptérs 5, 6 aﬁd 7 regpectively).b Within this framework the
prefaces are examined in the terms suggested by the four chapters of
Section A - the literary history of prefacing (both prose prefaces'pcr
se “and ‘proéms to .collections of verse), the produétion‘ and
dissemination of ancient literature, the patronage of leﬁters, and the
bibgraphies of -the two poets (chapters 1 to 4 respectively). All
these tépics‘are tréated broadly in Section A and'tﬁen with specific
réference to the préfaces in Section B. ‘

Not only is an understanding of these are#s essential for a-tﬁll
anaiysis of the prose prefaces, but‘in fact the prefaces themselTrﬁ‘
are shown to offer valuable evidence ié these regafdsL It is eVidcﬁt.
that most of the prefaces were composed for use at a late stage of

literary production, in many cases long after the poems themselves had

~already served their purpose as occasional verse.
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Chaptér 8 is a study of the prosé style éf the two authors who
are Vothgrwise ‘kﬁown only as- poets. In the examination of the
claﬁsulae (prose rhythm) of the prefaces Martial énd.Statius are shown
to follow in ;he Ciceronianvmouid. It would, however, be stretching a
point to describe their styles more-broadly as Ciceronian.. The prose
of Statius in particulaf is ;hown to have elements of the 'pointed'
style’ associated with Silver L;tin. ‘

The .penultimate chapter, surveying what alternatives to the
prose preface were used by Martial and Statius, by impiication reveals
the limitations of the prose epistle as a prefatory mode. Only five
of Martial's fifteen collecfions of verse are introduced in prose. The
survéy makes it clear that there were other means the poets could use
to introduce their collections with much the same effect.

Deploying material used in both Sections A and B, the eonclusion_
is directed at £he question of what specific advantages the prose-
preface offered. Tﬁis is answered in several reépects, from Both'a
practical and an aefhetic point of.ﬁiewpr On the practicalrside, the.
prose preface; facilitatéd the dedication of poetry to patrons,
particularly as most of them are in the form of letters. | |

The'aesthetic anglé is more nebulous, involviﬁg as it does such
questions as the relationship-between verse and prose. However, it
does appear that the juxtaposition of a prose introductioﬁ with poetry
allows the pdet to speak in,his.own voice, 1eéving.aside the personae

that characterise his verse.
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- [The prose prefaces of Martial and Statius:

. . a study in literary purpose
PROLEGOMENA

Literafy form is arguably the most conspicuous feature of the prose
prefaces heading Martial's Epigrams and Statius’ Siluae. As prose
introductions to works of poetry these ten prefaces.are without direcg
literary precedent.

This fact alone imbues the five prose prefaces of Martiai
(40-c103) and thebfive of Statius (c45-c96) with gfeét interest for
the literary histérian.' In éhis thesis I offer a detailed thematié
examination. of the prose prefaces and, more generally, of the
phenomenon of prefacing poetry Qith a piece of prose. By conéidering
various elements arising from tHe.use of the preface, the thesis is
directed at identifying the particular uséfulness (and 1imitaﬁions) of
thiévtype of inprpduction in the context of verse.

The aesthetic problems céncerning thé relationship betweén verse
and prose are not.broached till the conclusion, but as a'means to that
end the opening chapter deals with literary history. Here, I trace in
" broad outline two aspects of prefacing that are relevant to Martial
and Statius, namely prose prefaces per se - in which regard 1 am
indebted to the useful work by Tore Janson (Latin Prose Prefaces
Stockholm: Almgvist and Wiksell, 1964) - .and proems to poetry.

| This 1is the first of four chapters covering preliminary

material. These chapters, constituting Part A, sketch the background

to the prefaces in that they set the scene for consideration of their
: A}

content. = Two aspects of Roman literature bearing centrally on the

nature. and status of the prose prefaces ére their physical

presentation and the socio-economic circumstances of poetic



production. This necessitates discussion of the ancient book and its
circulation (chapter 2), with specific reference to problems raised in
the seminal articie by Peter White (’'The presentation and dedication
of the Siluae and Epigrams’, JRS 64.1974.40-61). The chapter makes
reference to a word-study appended to the thesis discussing the terms
most ofteﬁ used in this connecﬁion.

The Epigrams and Siluae éan'largely be categorised as occasional
verée, and this brings into focus the social circumstances of literary
productioh, in other words patronége of letters (chapter 3). The
"1ives and careers of Martiél and Statius are sketched in chapter &,
chiefly in termsvof‘personal patronage. Here I rely on the work of
Peter White ('Amicitia and the profession of poetry'in eafly Imperial
Rome’, JRS 68.1978774-92), Richard Saller (Personal Patronage'under
the Early‘Empire Caﬁbridge: University Press, 1982) ana Alex Hardie
(Statius and the Silu;e Liverpool: Cairns, 1983).
’ Part B of‘the thesis'foquses on thercontentbof the prefaceé of
MartiélAand S;atius. In chapter 5 I deécribe those elements of the
prose prefaces whicﬁ may be classed.as literary apologia, an imporcaﬂc
feature.éf introductions in general. The prefaces als§ offer much
information about the poems énd their genesis, without the ppleﬁical
edge of apologia, and this is surveyed in chapter 6. The prose
'érefaces reveal their epistolary character in the requests which oftcn
end them, and these 1 examine:in éhépter 7 in the context of other
'epistolary requests and their network of péfronage relationships.

In rather different terms chaptér‘S is concerned with the prose
style of Martial and‘Statius, with particular attention given to prose
rhythm. 1 attempt to identify the stylistic 1ev¢1 at which the
prefaces are vpitched. The ©prose pieces provide limited b
significant material in studying writers more renowned for thorr

poetic output.



L Only.five of Martial’'s fifteen books of epigrams bggin with a
prose preféce. In chapter 9 I survey the prefafofy poems of the
remaining ten books and discuss the problems involved in identifying
supposedly prefétory ’poehs scattered throgghout the collections.
Before discussing' the usefulness of the prose préfaces, it 1is
necessafy to expléiﬁ how certain books came’ to be prefaced in other
‘ways. \

‘The conclusion is an attempt to syn£hesise the various strands
of thevthesis in answering theiquéstion{ Why did Marfialrand Statius
. make use of the prose prefaces? As suggested by‘the structure of this.
" thesis, questionsv of patronage and. fhe ancient bodk feature
prominently in such:an answer. These are the practical elements which
are considered alongside  aesthetic issues, most notably the
relationship between verse and prose. In particular, I try fo show
what advantages were- offered by the prose preface, given fhe

improbability of this form in the context of verse.

I have used W M Lindsay’s:Oxford Classical Text of Martial (2ﬁd
edition 1929), and iﬁitially Js Phillimpre's OCT of Statius’ Siluée
(2nd edition 1917) until this was #uperseded by thg appeérance of
Edward Courtney's (1990) at a'stage when mybwork on this thesis was
appro;ching completion.A Abbreviations of ancient sourées are in

~accordance with the Oxford Classical Dictionary (ed H H Scullard and N
G L Hammond, Oxford: University Pfess, 2nd ed 1970); journal titles

are.abbreviated as in 1’Année Philologique.
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Chapter 1

- THE HISTORY OF PROSE PREFACES_AND VERSE PROEMS

In this. chapter I shall attempt ﬁo adumbrate ‘the convehtions of
ancient prefacing, in order to show how the prose prefaces 6f Martial
and Statius fit into the_liﬁerary-tradition. Within the confines of
this project it is not possible to do ﬁore than‘sketch the broadest
dgtiine of.such‘a lafge body of wFiting.‘ I shall discuss in tandem
conventions of the contént'and form of ancient prooemia. The bulk pf
this chaptefvis devoted to a literary history of the prefaces to (a)
verse and (b) prose. Specig} attention will be given to the dedicétory
"~ and prdgrammatic functions of prpems.v

"By farAthe majoriéy of ancient prefaces havé the same (or a
similar) form comﬁared with. the work itself;lﬁpetry,.inclﬁding drama,
usually has verse pfologues,’whereas the prose genres (Eg'oratory,
history and technical wricing)_have prefaces in prése, of which some
are in the form of letteré. The lost prologues to Senéca’s tragedies
- present a pfoblem in.this regard in that they may have ‘been written in
prose, as will be discussed below. In conflict with the general
trend, Statius and Martial seem to have been the first extaﬁt,poets tb
have introduced their work with pieces of prose, though df course

there may have been other instances which have been lost with the

- passage of time.

A. TERMINOLOGY
‘The most general terms for a beginning are initium and
principium. These'were.occasionally used of literature, but never in

a very specific sense: eg Cic Brut 297 ’'initium sermonis’ (see TLL



7.13.1654.21443~ and OLD sv initium 3a); Cic De Orat '2.310. 'et
principia et céterae pértes orationis’ (see.OQD.sv principium 5b).

The term prooemidm, a Létinised form of the Greek ﬂpoo[ﬁLov, is
a hold-all‘term for the.introductory séction of a literary or musical
work, ahd occasionally. also of a period or process. For its
application to epi; poetry, see eg Quint 10.1.48? '(Homerus)‘ut?iusque
opéris sul ingressu in paucissimis uerSibué legem prooemiorum...
consficﬁit‘; it can also refer to oratory (Rhét Her 1.6{ Qﬁint 2.5.7),
history (Cic Orat 230) ana philosophy (Cic Att 4.16.2). Quintilian
(4.1.1) expresses approval for this term: ’Quéd princiéium Latine uel
exordium dicitur,‘ maiore quadam ratione Craeci uidentur prohoemium’
nominasse'v(see>fﬁrther Stoessl 1979b:1179).

éxordiuﬁ, from.éxbrdiri (setvup a warp:in a loom in'preparation
for weaving),.isvcommonly used of literature, particula;ly oratory, eg
Cic De Iav 1.20 (TLL 5_.2c.1566..72-1567.37),,bim also other genres:
Lucil 875 ‘ex Pécuuiano exordio’; Var Men 354 'fabularum ekordia’ (TLL
5.2G.1569.60-82; OLD sv exordium &).

In liﬁited currency is praefatio, an introductory statement or
description (eg Sen Con 2.4.6; Plin_Ep 5.12(13) .3 '‘materiam ex titulo
cogndsces, cetera liber explicabit...uf sine  praefatione
intellegatur’; Val Max'1.8.8). Sometimes the word appears to mean ;o
more than an introductory formula or ﬁrefatory title, -eg Liv 45.3.4:
Plin HN 7.98, prl. | | |

In connection with drama prologus (from the Greek ﬂpOX{7€;u and
ﬂpokoﬁfgeLv) is the usual térm, eg Ar Frogs 1120. Aristotle (Poetics
12.1452b '19) definés the prologue as ‘the entire section up to (but

excluding) the parodos’.



.B. THEORY

Aristotle’s Rhet 3.14 (l41l4b-1416a) is a discussion of proems,

principally in the context of oratory.
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The exordium is the beginning of a speech,_as the prologue in
péetry and the prelude in flute-playing; for éll these . are
beginningé, and as it were a paving the way for what follows: Thg
prelude resembles the_ exordium' of epideictic speeches; for as
flute-playeté begin .by playing Qhatev;r the& can execute so
skilfully and attach it to the key-note, so also in epideictic-
speecheé should be the composition of the ‘exordium; the speaker
should say at once whatever he likes, give the key-noﬁe aﬁd then
attach the main subject. (4. T H. Freese) |
It 1is important to notice that ancient rhetorical fheory
ackno@ledged the 'programmatic’ value of an’introduction,.as Aristotle
goes on to illustrafe. He speaks mainly of forensic and epideictic
oratory, bﬁt also 1in vpassing of epic préems, draﬁétici.and comic

prologues:
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But in speechesvand epic poems the exordia provide a sample of the
subject, in order that the hearers may know befofehand what it is
about, andvthat the mind may not be kept in éuspenSe, for that
which is undefined le&ds astray; so then he. who puts the
béginniﬁg, so to say, into the hearér's hand enables him, if'he
holds fast'to it, to follow the story....Similarly, tragic poets
make clear the subjecp:of their drama, if not at the outset,rlike
Euripides, at least sémewhere in the prologue, like
Sophoéles....It is the same in comedy. So then the most esseﬁtial
.and special function of the exordium is to make clear what is the

end or purpose of the speech. -

With regard to oratory Aristotle identifies at some length the
importance of the proem in gaining the goodwill (efoia) of the
heérer, in other word% the concept of the captatio beneuolentiaey.
Also in the context of oratory, Quintilian (4.1.1-79) discusses the

desirability, usefulness, structure, content and style of the proemn.

Again the captatio beneuolentiae is an important element:

Causa principii nulla alia est, quam ut auditorem, quo sit nobis

in ceteris partibus accommodatior, préeparemus. (4.1.5)



It should be clear, thén, that antiquity did have a theory of
prefacing, however limited. In examining literature more broadly a
number of problems can be seen to emerge.‘ At thé»risk of circular
arguﬁenc, it can be said there is often avproblem_of definition. 1If
prefatory ﬁaterial is taken to be that of the 'pfdgrammatic' kind
mentioned by Aristbflg, there can be>no doubt that there is a great
deal ofvovérlap in content between preface and collection; Horace Sat
1.4, Propertius 2.10 and 3.9 are. eaSily"éited .as exampies of

non-préfa;ory programmatic pieces.
C. THE LITERARY HISTORY OF PREFACING

I. Verse prefaces

Up till the time of Martial and Statius it was customary for
collections of poems to have introductions in verse. In fact those
two poets provide the earliest extant prose prefaces to verse. Rudolf

Graefenhain2

postulated that Greek literature offers no instances of
prose prefaces to poems in Greek literature (Pavlovékis 1967:536) .
The similarity between the introductory lines of the Homeric

epics makes it clear that poetic prooemia were subject to convention

from the earliest times.
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(Odyssey 1.1-10) -

The two proéms. are similarly consfituted:' first the theme, an
invocation, a féur-syllable adjective characterizing the ‘themé,
expanded into "a relative clause, and further elaborated by two
clauses. In both reference is made to the vast possibilities of the
theme and the sorrows to be described; both presume the reader’s
general familiarity with the legendary framework and so begin ‘in
medias res' (Hewbeck et al 1988:67; cf Van_Groningen 1946 and Kirk
'1985:51-52).

fhis striking éimilarity>can be attributed largely to the oral
genésis .and consequent formulaic nature of the Homeric poems - in
terms- of the théory of Homeric composition associated with Mil@an

Parry and Albert B Lord. Those types of poetry which are sﬁbject_to

human memory for their survival are 1likely to develop standard



‘expressions; the prologues are a case in point, since they occupy the
most prominent position in any work (cf Bowra 1962:28-37; Parry
1986:19-24) . |

Given the centrality of the Homeric poems to Western literature,
it 1is no surprise that Homer’'s prologues theméelves exerted
considerable influence on subsequent epic. Most notably, the first
three words, ‘arma uirumque cano’, of Virgil's Aeneid evidence such}a
debt, as it simulates the structure of the-proem to the Iliad and the
'language of the Odyssey proem (Ausfin 1971:27). The ritual invocation
of the Mﬁse; (8-11) is a further conscious echo of earlier Greek
poetry.

The pdet of the Homeric epics and hymns was anonymous, and the.
impression was given that the poem emanated from the Muses or deicy
with the poet acting merely as an intermediary. Hesiod was the firsc
poet to speak of himself and, thougﬁ the Muses are mentioned (ia
accordance no doubt with convention), he was the first to initiate the
development by which the poet was decreasingly subordinate to the
Muses, and increasingly fesponsible for his or her own poetic
creation. This change was accomplished during the fifth century.
Hesiod also introduced the second person, the Works énd Days being

addressed to his brother Perses (Janson 1964:15-16; West 1978:142)3‘
Drama

In his survey of the prologues in tragedy Stoessl (1979a31131)

has identified the main purpose as being expository: they unveil :he

fundamental issues the playwright wishes to explore. Within this
framework the playwrights adopt <various approaches. Euripi.tew,

largeiy followed by Seneca (Anliker 1959:11-48; Tarrant 1976:157~59),

preferred the introductory monologue spoken by a major, or at least

- 11 -



omniscient, character (Kitto 1961:278-84). Sophocles tended toWaFds‘
the prefatory dialogué‘allowing him to Begin in medias res (Webster

1969:110-11), whereas the Aeschylean prologues are varied (Rosenmeyef

1982:41-43). Prologues seem to have been par;Aof tragedy from itsr
earliest 4origins '(Lucas 1968:136; Rosénmeyer 1982:41)4. Comic

prologues do not carry as much weight as their tragic counterparts,

since their main purpose is to sketéh*thé plot so that the play can

.bégin’in medias'resf Draméﬁic prefaces, both éomic‘and tragic, are in
the form of either mdnologue or dialogue (Stoessl 1979a:1172; cf Arist

Poet 1449b 4; Ter Heautill;kHec 9). The problems attachéd,to Terence's

'prologués will be outlinéd below. |

L)

Qallimachus

Just as_tﬁe Homeric prooemia proved important literary models
for subsequent epic pbétry in particular,’ so ‘was the prolpgue of
Callimachus’ Aetia. of key iméortance to iater Roman poets. Thi;
piece{ whicﬁ survives as fr 1, is in the form of a polemical teply té»
the Telchines;.in‘the course of it Callimachus gives a powerful and
vivid aesthetic mgnifesto. It falls into two patts, the first
defending the poet in his debaﬁe with the Telchines and presenting the
sﬁeech of Apollé, the éecond describing-his meeting on Helicon with
the Muses in a dream. |

The mosﬁ important aspects of this manifesto are summed up iq
the Greek word Xemrdrng, by whichA Céllimachus ’advocatés a short,
’refined type of verse. in this regard the frégmeht has been taken to
‘stand 'by way of an introduction to or ;pologia for Callimachué’
entire poetic oeuvre’?,

Given the Alexandrian influence 6nrAuguStan poetry; it is not

surprising that -Roman poets much imitated Callimachus’ 4detia 1 fr

- 12 -



' 1.21-24, together with the coda of his Hymn to Apollo. In the formef
the poet is dissuaded by Apollo from attempting thevepic'geﬁfé. Thatw
this became a cbmmqnpiace amqng them can be seen in the fact that the
. passage is echoed with variation in all of the followingf Virg ECi
6.3-5, Hor Garm 4.15.1-4, Prop 3.3.1-26 and Ov Am 1.1 (Barsby 1973:41;

cf Hutchinson 1988:277-96).
The Greek Anthology

A unique férm of prefacing is found in thé Greék Anthoiogy
which, though coﬁpilgd in part after the time of Martial ané Statius,
deserve further attention from a litérary-ﬁistorical point of view,
Book Avoflthe Anthology consists of the proems to the collections of
Meleager, Philip and Aga£hias (the last of these comprising two
poems).' The Meleagér 'proem, in which phev work bf_ the various
‘contributqrs is cémpafed with f16Wers, begins with an invocapion to
the Muse, andfthenAprdceeds.to revéai the éufhor's name and then that
of.the dedicatee.

The ﬁoem ends with a diffefent>sort of‘dedicétion, with the poetA
saying that the collection is inteqdedralso for his friends and iﬁdeed‘
all initiates. The brief introduction of Philip is directed at: one
CaﬁiIlus, ana agaih comparisons'are dfawn betweeﬁ contributing boets
"and flowers. Of the four poems in thé book, only these two antedate
Marfial and Statius, the Garlanas having been wriﬁten around 90‘BC and

40 BcrrespectivelyG.
Roman poetry
As a further example of poetic prefaces, the first four lines of

Ovid's Metamorphoses may be cited as an éxamﬁle of how a proem can be
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. very revealing of its author’'s concerns and style. Despite its
brevity, the tautly-worded proem fulfils this function in a number of
~ways, as has ‘been shown by Kenney (1976:46-53), and also. by Ahern

(1990:44548) in the case of the Afs Amatoria.
Persius

The content of the choliambic preface to Persius’ Satires, which
can in some respects be described as an anti-prologue, shows to what
extent prefatory gestures had by the mid-first century AD become

subject to standard procedure:

nec fonte labra prolui caballino

.nec in bicipiti somniasse Parnaso
memini, ut repente sic poeta prodirem.
Heliconidasque pallidamqué Pirenen
illis remitto quorum:imagines laﬁbunt
hederae sequaces;.ipse semipagaﬁus

ad sacra uatum carmen adfero nostrum. (1-7)

Persius speaks of the mythical and metaphorical ' images for poetic

inspiration - drink, the fount, mountain, dream, the muses’ liquor,
most of them dating back to Callimachus - as though these were
7

literary clichés by his time’.

Another significant aspect of Peréiusf preface concerns its

metre. ‘This'foufteén-line piece is in choliambics, which provides in

the first instance a formél contrast with the poems which follow it.

This metre is in any case usually considered more 1ightweigh£ than
)

other verse metres'(cf Raven 1965:60162; Barr and Lee 1987:64); this

is particularly so- as it is juxtaposed with the hexameters which



constitute the corbus of Persius.

In offering ironic comment on the tradition of the poet'’s
hallowed inspiratidn; Persius’contfasts hiﬁself with the higher style
of other poets, 'notably Ennius, and in this regafd the prologue
foreshadows‘thé subject matter and even treatment of the first satire:
(Coffey_1976:102). The metre of the prologue accentuates the declared

contrast between Pérsius’ poetry and that of the grander writers.
Terence

An important aspect - of prefaceS» generally is that of the
author’'s justification of himself; the beginning of a work is berhaps
the most obvious, prdminent an&'fordeful plagé for an author to defend
his literary credo. An example of this already apparent is that of
the Aetia prélogue. Another author = whose proems are generéll&
associated with literary polemic is Térence. His prologue; differ from
those of his'predecessors,iAristophanes; Ménander and Plautus, in that
they do not recount the plot,'but are devoted mbstly to countering
criticism levelled against him. . In the prologue to the Andria Terence
says he did not want to bother with prologues but was forced by
circumstance to use fhem for this polemical purpose:

nam in prologis scribundis operam ébutitur,
non Qui argumentum ﬁarret, sed qui maleuoli
ueteris poetae maiedictis-respohdeat.
' He often gives the impression (if not says) that he has been
brought to trial by his detractors, ‘with the audience sitting in
judgment; the proems consequently take on.a fhétorical colour, various

figures of speech (eg alliteration, juxtaposition) coming to the fore



~more often than in' the plays themselves (Ship? 1960:117)[ From his
six comic prologues, each of them spoken by the dominus gregis, it is
clear that Terence héé to defénd himself against ‘chargeé_ of
contaminat;o (Heaut 16;34, cf An i-23). This ﬁrobably meéns the-
imitation‘;of moré‘ than one Grgek model 1in ‘the composition of ény
single play8.

The major source of criticism, says Terence, is a malicious old
playwright (’uetus poeta’). vThe entire prologue to the FEunuchus is
conceived aé-a fesponsum go criticism, and the image of a lawsuit is
iﬁvoked: 'causam dicere'.(lO; éf Heaut 41). The Eunuchus prologue
~enas with an appeal for a Sympathetié audience: | |

date operam, cum silentio animum attendite,

ut pernoscatis quid sibi Eunuchus uelit.

Viljamaa (1968:68-97) has shown to what extent poetic prologues
in Byzahﬁiné literature were influenced by rhetoric. The histofy of

Latin prose prefaces to poetry is surveyed by Pavlovskis (1967).
Younger Seneca

~ The suéposed.prefaces to the tragedies of Seneca present special
problems. A chance comment By Quintilian (Inst 8.3.31) has it rthat
préefationes of some variety headed thé tragedies of Seneca and‘lﬁs
contemporary Pomponius, and that these contained polemical .debate on

the question of tragic diction:

‘nam memini iuuenis admodum inter Pomponium ac Senecam «i: m
praefationibus esse tractatum, an 'gradus eliminat’ in trago.dia

dici oportuisset.



The maia question to arise from this piece (concerning which ao‘
other evidence»preaents 1tself) is as follows: does this suggest that
the tragedies of these two poets were headed,by‘prefaces’in PROSE?
This possibility cannot be ruled out, but the matter is predicated on
the difficult question about the manner in which the Roman tragedy was
presented and written down.r The passage above can easily be thought
to imply‘that the poets'themse1Ves read or dictated their oﬁn plays,r
prefacing the presentatlon by respondlng to‘cr1t1c1sm and attacking
~artistic rivals (cf Zw1erle1n 1966:165). In this llght‘ the
praefationes mentioned by Seneca were comparaple with the mporaiiaf
and wpoﬂewpfaL spo%en by ‘Greek orators atv the beginning of»rtheir
.speeches (immisch 1911:488 nl).’ On the grounds of other evidence it
is, however, 11ke1y that excerpts of Seneca’s plays were performed on
-stage (Dihle 1983; Coffey and Mayer 1990: 15; further discussed 1n the

conclusion).

II. Prose prefaces
Historical writing

jHistory was the flrst genre to develop a deflnable type of
preface, and certain standard themes (or ones’ whlch at least became
standard with the passage of time) are already evident from the works
of Herodotus and Thuecydides: in particular the writer's:impartiality,
praise of history in general Vand the immortalizing of the
aubjectjmatter. A number of basic elements, eﬁidenced first in the

earliest Greek historians, became canonized by Hellenistic historians:

“under the influence of Isocrates . (Ogilvie 196??23). Earl
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(1972:842-46) has shown the ‘considerable degree of overlap in the.
coptenp of historical prefaces. »

From Hellenistic times oﬁwards, historical prefaces Wereb
' canonized into rhetorical commonplace§ as history became incre#singly
goﬁerned, by- rhetorical prihcipies. A later maniféstation. of this
phenomenon is shown by the.prpcise.guidelines offered by Lucian in his
Quomodo Historia 53-54. Lucian advises the historian to limit himsélf
to two rather than three points in the preface, and to stress the main
thrusts of the work itself. - Though written tongue-in-cheek, this
still reflects the'ekis;ence of a ﬁfend.

Rules for the cpmposition of prefaces were formulated in
rhetorical handbopks (see Halm RLM 1863:5885. Major categories for
tﬁe substance of historical pfefaces weré:k (a) de persona, (b) de-
historia, (c) de materia (cf Engél 1910 apud Janson 1964:12).

This fgfggliiquualityAhés implications for the relevaﬁce of a
prologue to the work it heads: thé preface to any givén work cannot be
COnsidered specificaliy relevant if its composition is subject to
purely rhetorical principles, rather tﬁan being in line with the work
which follows it. This issue can be brought to bear on the monographs
of Sallust, though the paucity of extaﬁt monographs -means that it is
difficult to see them in a literary context. Quintiiian's comment on
the prologues to Sallﬁst’s two‘monggraphs (appended to a discussion of
~the exordia of delibérativé oratory) haye been at the centre of

considerable debate in modern times:
quos (sc Isocraten and Gorgian) secutus uidelicet C Sallustius in
bello Jugurthino et Catilinae nihil ad historiam pertinentibus

principiis orsus est.’  (3.8.9)

Scholars have been divided as to how, if at all, the prologues are
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linked with the worke that follow them (cf Janson 1964:68- 69).
McGushin (1977:29-30, 291-92) and Paul (1984:9-11) have recently shown
that the prolegues are ndt»onlyvan apologia.for historiography, but
also a setting out of the moral, ethical and philosophical Background'

of the monographs in a number of important ways.
Oratory

~As shewn at the head of this chapter, theicaptatio beneuolentiae
.was a major element of prefaces to speeches.‘ An _innovatioq_ here,
however, was the development of the polemical preface; first seen in
Isocrates’ Helen (egainst the 'eristics’)band the Bus;ris (in which a
literary predecessor, Pelycrates; is attacked)g. An impdrtant preface .
is that to ﬁhe Ad Nicoclen, where two.important themes come to light
for the firet time’in extant literature: the idea that ; work is‘a
gift for the addressee and (seeondiy) the  author'’s pretended
uncertainty es to whether he can write well enough. This can be
considered a_development from the concept of the simple address as
seen from Hesiod onwardi the address is conceived of as an honour paid
to the addressee, and from thie'the dedication can be thought to have
deveioped (see janson 1964:17).

Technical works other than oraﬁoriCal (specifically SCientific and
didactic) did not witness any similar development in Prefatory
conventions. Several of Xenophon's works have brief introductions
explaining the choice of subject, but the subsequent -writings of
Aristotle have no such introduction, neither do those of Theophrastus,v

the Hippocratic writers or Euclid.
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Archimedes

It appears from extant 1iteratﬁre . that .the third century BC
mathematical writer Archimedes was; key innovétor in terms of prefatdry
conventions. Some of his prefaces are in the form of letters, ‘the
recipient in most cases being the otherwise. unknown mathematiciap
Dositheus. The fact that the letters and treatises are sent to a
specialist méthematician means that there was no need to ‘sell’ his
subject and justify his choice of topic to a wider audience; A ﬁheme
impoftant to subsequent literary history ﬁhat emerges in these
preféces is that of the recipiggp’s‘quuest. In the preface to De
" Lineis Spiralibus Archimedes emphasises the fac; that bositheus

demanded the work (Janson 1964;20-22).
'Rhétbrica ad Herennium

All four books of the pseudo-Ciceronian Rhetorica ad Herennium
-have prefaces. These are characterised . by progrémmatic statements
which keep in focus the various aspects of the wofk - a function which
is fulfilled aiso by brief epilogueé concluding each book. The first
preface, which is longer than the others, is apparently also an
introdﬁction to the work as a whole. The Rhetorica itself had little
influenée on the literary traditionxtillAmuéh later, but its prefaces
-show many of the hallmarks of the prefaces to Cicero’s subsequent‘
‘treatises. Characteristic features are as follows: the prefaces
vconcern the author'’s situation, his relationship with the dedicatee,
his attitude to the subject and his predecessors. The same topics can
be found in the prefaces to Cicero's Orator aﬁd De Oratore, even if

the formal structure-of these works is different (Janson 1964:32, 45).



The common subject-matter accounts for the similarities at least to
some extent.
An important feature of the Rhetorica prefaces from the point of

view of this literary history concérns the recipient’s request, an

aspect seen first in the prefatofy letters of Afchimedes.v From the
"first preface this is made very clear: '...tamen tua nos, Gai Herenni,
uoluntas ‘commouit .ut de ratione dicendi conscriberemus’,; and later

'Non enim vspe- quaestus aut gldria commoti wuenimus ad scribendum
quemadmodum ceteri;b sed ut industria nostra tuae morem gefamus_
uoluntati.'vThis theme can‘be paralleled in thé_other,prefaces and
 epilogues, eg.1.17.27; 2.21.50. In accounting for the prominence of
this theme in the Rhetorica Janson (1964:28-32) has‘suggested that it
was neéesSary for the author to defend his composition because at this
étage there was little prestige attached to the composition of Latin

literature; this he does by stressing the practical need ‘and the

recipient’s desire for it.
Cicero

The extent to which prefaces to technical works were often
interchangeable 1is shown by an anecdote of Cicero (Att 16.6.4, =
Shackleton Bailéy 414). He tells Atticus that in his De Gloria he had
mistakenly inserted a proem which he had previously used iﬁ the ihird

book of his Academica. This came about, Cicero éxplains, because he

had a collection of prefaces: ’'id obuenit ob eam rem quod huabco
uolumen prohoemiorum.’ Having discovered the mistake, Cicero quickly
scribbled 'down a new preface which he now sends to Atticus with the

request that the new exordium be pasted down in place of the old:
'itaque statim nouum prohoemium exaraui et  tibi misi. tu ftiud

desecabis, hoé adglutinabis' (éf Btichner = 1939:1128).



The post-Archiﬁedean epistolary prefacé never completely
replaced the non-epistolary, dedicatorY‘preface in Greek 1iterat@re,
and in fact cp-existed' with it for a considerable time. The
dedicatory preface was favoured by the Romans , particularly the
non-epistolary - type 1in classical tiﬁes. There are .important
exceptions, however, and the epistolary variety may well have been in
existerice as early as .Coelius Antibatér, Lutatius Catulus and
Cornelius Sulla (Peter 1901:243; Pavlovskis 1967:536). But itbié not
(till the first century AD that the_epiétolary_preface came into its
own, as is shown by ﬁhe extént wo;ké of Martial, Statius (Silﬁae),
Quintilian 'énd _.the elder Seneca ‘(Coﬁtrbuersiae). . The chief
disadvaﬁtage.of this form is the fact that it damages the unity of the

work it heads (Sykutris RE 1931:205).
E}der Seneca

The topos of the recipient's request is seen'alsé in the proem
of the elder Seneca’s Controuersiae; the education of his“sons
provides a convenient pretext. By this stage ﬁhe request had become
50»standard that two writers have déscribed'it as fictional or at best
semi-fictional (Lockyer 1970} Féirweather. 1982527). . In terms of
content, the vlengthy prefaces provide considerable information on
Seneca’s private and public life, and that of his family, as well as
His attitude to rhétoric (see Sussman 1978:46).

’

Elder Pliny
An unusual type of preface is that which heads the elder Pliny’s

Natural History. The entire first book is in effect an extended

contents page of the mammoth work. The book begins with a letter
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presenting the work to  the future emperor Titus, in which wvarious
issues of literary épologia are raised (cf Wallace-Hadrill 1990:82);
Pliny says he is.submittiﬁg the work to Titus’ literary judgment,
which -He' has recently praised: 'subiturus ingénii tui iudicium,
praesertim lacessitum’ (pr6). He implies that it is better éo
dedicate a v&otk than simply publish it: 'ﬁeque enim similis est
condicio publicantium et nominatim tibi dicantium’ (pr6). Describiﬁg'
his work as nug;e in an -adéptation of Catullus 1.3-4, Pliny goes
beyoﬁd the norﬁ"in adopting a self-deprecatory aﬁtitude~ (Howe
1985:5@2, 574).V

Thougthliny does not actually invoke the muses in the usual
sense, ﬁis reference to thém in the first iine hés much this effect.

The preface thus has both a dedication and an effective invocation.

This first line makes clear both the title of the work and the fact
that it is headed by an episéolary preface: 'libros Naturalis
Historiae, nouicium Camenis Quirit?um tuorum opus, natos apud me
proxima fetura 1icéntiore epiétulé narrare constitui- tibi,
iucundiésime Imperator.;

In Bqék 1 Pliny goes to great lengths in providingvthe names of

his sources (somethingv appropriate to the . writing - of ;n
enéyclopaedié). ‘This is in a sensé a ﬁarallel to the phenomenon
'whereby the occasional poet sketches the social ciréumstances in which
each poem was composed. This will be examined in the chapter on

- information (pages 117-18).
Quintilian
Quintilian’s Institutio Oratoria has not only 'proocemia’ to

seven of its twelve books (1, &4, 5, 6,.7, 8, 12), but aiso én

introductory letter addressed to his publisher, Tryphon. Unlike the
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ylétter introducing the Natural.History, this letter does not appear to
have the same element of dedication. Unlike.the'future‘emperor.Tith,
Tryphon_is no luminary; In terms 6f the content, thére ié little that
could not have been said in the proems. Quintilian speaks mqs;ly of
the writing process, and he mentions (topically) Tryphon's

encouragement in this regard and his own hesitancy:

efflagitasti cotidiano conuicio ut libros quos ad Marcellum meum
de institutione oratoria scripseram iam emittere inciperem. (ep ad

Tryph 1)

cf ...cum a me quidam familiariter postularent ut aliquid de ratione

dicendi componerem, diu sum equidem reluctatus (1prl)
Indeed it seems that the purpose of the'lettef_is simply to secure the
bookseller;s goodwill, and that it can not have been intended pb head
‘the published work, though of course it is impossible to be certain of

this (pace Janson 1964:50-59).
D. IMPORTANT COMMON THEMES
Dedication and invocation
The similarity between the proems to the Iliad and the Odyssey
is indicative of a key element in proems generally (though by no means

exclusive to them), namely the invocation of the divinities. Most

commonly, one or all the Muses would be invoked, or else Zeus or one

of the other gods. The Homefic Hymns (c700-500 BC) provide ample -

manifestation of this phenomenon. Of the 33 Hymns, the shorter pieces

©
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are simply invocations, whereas the longer onés recount additional

information about the gods to whom they are dedicated:

o M0 v ;oo
"Apreptyv vVpver, Moloa, xaotyvirnv ‘Exé&roco

.wapﬁguou beéabpau, Subrpopov 'AméAIwvos... (9.1-2)

N\ \ / e ’ ) ’
"Appt ALog kovpous, €likbmibes comeTe Motoa. ,

Twéaplbas, Ajsns kadiiopbpov &yraa 1ékva. . . (33.172)

Given the impoftanée of oral delivery to the Homeric poems, it is
possiblé that the. long hymns wére suitable for one performance,
whereas the short poems may have been a‘collectibn of stock.beginnings
and endings which could be attached to different hymns as the occasion
required (Sowa 1984:8).. In fact Thucydides (3.104.4) says that the
hymné themselves were sung as préludes' (wpoo{ﬁba) to the Homeric
epics. |

Fragment 1 of Enﬁius' Annales constitutes an invocation to the
Muses: 'Musae, quae pedibus magnum pulsatis Olympumflo. Further
invocations can be seen at Pindar Nemean 2, Theoqritus 17.1, Virg Ecl’
2.60, and Ov Met 10.148. | |

By the Augustan age invocation of thé Muses had become clichéd;
Horace (Sat.1.5.51) parodies the phenomenon, Ovid treétévit_ironicaliy
(Ars 2.704), Tibullus (2.1.35) and Propertius (2.1.3) substitute'a
friend and a lover respectively fo; the Mgses. Compared with their
earlier status in. Greek literature, the invoked Muses faded from
promiﬁence as they were replaced by the emperors’ apotheosis (eg Virg
Gep 1.24-42; Ov Fasti 1.3-6; Curtius 1953:232).

‘ Invocation was- essentially the preserve of poetry. This is

underlined by Livy’s allusion when he breaks with historiographical

tradition in ending his preface with one (Ogilvie 1965:29):
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cum bonis potius ominibus uotisque et precationibus deorum
dearumque, si, ut poetis, nobis quoque mos esset, libentius
incipéremus, ut orsis tantum operis successus prosperos darent.

(prll)

The concept of dedication is linked to invocation but is ‘less
taﬁgiblé. Traditionally it hés been assumed that the Prominent
mention of a person at the beglnnlng-of a work 1mp11es 'dedication'
(eg Nisbet and Hubbard 1970 1 and 1978 10)11. The recelved w1sdom on
this issue has been_questioned by Wh;te 1974, who has shown that the
'dedication’ of litgratﬁre was viewed in terms of gift-giving.(SQ-Sé);
alternativelyvit was done under thé pfetexf that.thé recipient had
_requested the work, ér‘that the writer wés asking him to criticize the
work (53-55). | |

For: the purppseslof this thesis 'dedication’ may be defined as
the conspicuous presentation of a work of 1i;érature to a human (ie 
not divine)'recipiént. .Examples of this ére Germanicﬁs.Aratea.2-16;

Val Flacc 1.7-21; Val Max praef;_Stat‘Silu 4prl-2: 'Tnueni librum;

Marcelle carissime, quem pietati tuae dedicarem.’ Mart 5.1 ‘Haec
tibi...mittimus, o rerum felix - tutela salusque,...tu tantum
accipias....’

The first poem in the Catullan corpus is a good example of uan
introductory poem conveying the elements of ‘both dedication .nd

invocation (though the latter is textually suspect). .Thus:

Cui dono lepidum nouum libellum
arido modo pumice expolitum?

Corneli,vtibi..;. - (1-3)



- quare habe tibi quicquid hoc libelli,
qualecumque : quod, <o> patrona uirgo,

plus uno maneat perenne saeclo. (8-10)

The poem - and as a doqsequence the entire collection - is presented
"~ (dono) to the'biographer Cornelius Nepos, and at the end of the poem .
(reading '0 patrona uirgo;) Catullus invokes one of the Muses, perhaps

Calliope (éee Fordyce 1960:86-87)12.
Programme

The natﬁre of the ancient papyrus roll made it difficult for a
reader (or prospégﬁive reader) to aécertain the nature of the contents
by means of a quick scanning (Earl 1972:856). Consequently the first
sentence and‘first paragraph,-most éasily seeﬁ when the papyrus roll
was pértiaIly opened,.fulfilled much the same function as the title
bpagé and list of contents'iﬁ a‘modérn book. For writegs it was thus
necessary to establish clearly at the very beginning what type of
literature was being written. This applies>£o both prose and verse;

Apart from the purely formal aspects outlined above,
introductions in both prose and Qerse also have the slightly different
~ function of éetting the tqnevin a broader sense (cf Good&ear 1972:88).'
Erren (1983:66~89) has illustrated how_various prose proems reveal Fhe
"central concerns of their ‘authors: ‘Die Prodmien siha vielleicht die
gewichtigsﬁen Sélbstzeugnisse, die es von den r8mischen Autoren gibt.
Wie nichts anderes beleuchten sie die Stellung, die der Verfasser in
der Literaturggséhichte einnimmt’ (at 66).

Hor Od 1.1, 2.1, 3.1; 4.1 for: example, aré all pfoérammatic in

the sense that they contain some self-conscious utterance on Horace's
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‘part about his_ own poetry; 'Prop 1.1 establishes -ﬁhe personé ,és a
lover, whereas Tibullus in 1.1 sets up his poetic ideals of love anav
rustic life. Juvenal'’'s first satire oféefs a justification for the
-writing of s;tire (cf Cogrfnéy'l980:82).‘The concept of the writer’s
progra&me is thus necessarily . linked with the concept of apologia;
Certainly in. the éase of Martial, elements of apologia are not

restricted to poems which now head the collections, as shown by

Citroni (1968) and Garson (1979).
Intended audience

' One aspect of prefaces (impértant when we comé to consider
Martial and Statius) ‘is thatvthey contain references_ﬁo an implied
audience. This ié a natural and, not_surpri;gly, a common theme from
early on, though limited to certéin genres oniy. For example tragic
proIogues, like Greek tfagedy generally, seem to contain vefy little
reference to the audience, and in so doihg sustain the_ dramatic
illuéion (see Bain 1975);.An interesting example of this element can
however be seen in the preface,te Pliny's NaturalvHistory, wherélthe.
author says ‘he‘ has in mind brimarily a technical readership éf
-practisiqg agricuituralists and artisans, and only thereafter people
"who read for pleasure: ‘'humili wuulgo scripta suﬁt, agricolarum,
opificum Vturbae, denique séudiorum otiosis’ A(prGS. The extensive
'bibliographies' offered by Pliny in Book 1 are proof that the main
.Value of the work lies in the technical and scientific'informatioh_it

offers (Lochner 1986:21).
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NOTES

(1]

(2]

(3]

- [4]

{6]

In seventeenth- and eighteenth-century England the dramatic
prologue became an acknowledged literary creation in its own
right, often having no connection with the play'it headed. Soﬁe
writers, eg'DaVid Garrick and Georgé Colman, gained’féme in this
capacity. See in general Knapp (1961). These wefe similar in
nature ‘to the Plaufihe proiogués with their promiﬁeng captatio
beneuolentiae: they strove 'to cajole the audience...so that they
would be in a ffiendly frame of mind before the” curtain was drawn
up’ (Knapp 1961:9). |

'Dé more libros dedicandi apud scriptores Graecos et Roﬁanos
obvib', diss Marburg 1892 (unavailable to me)

wést (1966:150-51 and 1978:136-37) has commented on the
difference.ﬁetween the two proems of Hesiod; the Works and Days
begins a short invocation of Zeus, whereas Theogony is brefaéed
by a lis-line hymn to the Muses.

This has been examined by wvon Arnim, J 1882, De Euripidis
prologorﬁm arte et 'interpqlatione, diss Greifswald; Nestie, W
1930, Die Struktur des Eingangs in der griechischen Tragbdie,
Stuttgart kuna?ailable to me).

Hopkinson (1988:86); cf Cairns (1979:8-9) and Hutchinson
(1988:78-84).>:A1an Cameron (Callimaéhus forthcoming: chapter 1)
has argued, against traditional wisdom, that the preface in its
curréﬁt form was an integral part of thé'origiﬁal edition of the
Aetia, and that the piece was not specifically directed against
contemporafy epic poets.

The first of tﬁe Agathiés proems differs in being-much longer
(134 1lines against 58 and 14) and .conforms té ab different

.pattern. - Dating to the sixth century, this proem is more an
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.apologia thén the others in that, espeqialiy in the introductory
section (1-46) and the coda (113-33), it‘explains the procedure
followed by the editor. The poem has a prose introduction which
states that the -collection comprises new pbems, and that it wés'
presented to.Theodorué. In the last line it is stated, curiouély,
that the proems were sppkeﬁ AFTER the frequént reéitaﬁions then
in vogue (rathér than before, as one might have expected).
A major péft of the proem 1is devéted to an encomium of the
- Emperor Justinian (47-97), which the poet undertakes as an
adornmeﬁt (ngapog) and so that the work may commence undér good
auspices (42-44). The collection is however. presentéd to one
Theodorus, as is made ﬁlain at 101-12. The Latin Anthology (élso
sixth century AD) offers nothiﬁg comﬁarable to Book 4 §f the
Greek Anthology. However, fhé following préfatory poem may be

cited as an interesting opening gambit:

Praefatio
faruola quod lusit, sensit huod iunior aetas,
quod sale Pierio garrula lingua sonat,
hic opué inclusit. tu, lector, corde perito
omnia perpendens delige quod plaéeat.

V(Baehrens [ed] Poetae Latini Minores 4.278 'Incerti’)

[7] See Jenkinson (1981:66); the problems arising_frém this prologue
have been treated by Wasziﬁk (1963:79-82) and Harvéy <1981:9-12).

(8] Willcock (1989) differs from Goldberg in asserting cthat
'contamiﬁatio refers to aesthetic rather than technical criticism
of the .plays.

[9] The Helen exordium is in fact cited by Aristotle thet 1414b1)

~and Quintilian (3.8.9) as irrelevant to its subject-matter.



[10] It is doubtful whether this was actually therfirst line of the

11

[12]

work, as has been commonly supposed (see Skﬁtsch 1985:143) .

The standard Latin words for this are dedicare (TLL 5,260:60-69)

and dicare (TLL 5.966.69-73). White (1974:51-52) has shown

that the use of these words was more limited than that of fheir
English equivalent: ’Latin‘never acquired a noun or verb which
expressed the concept of book- dedicatioﬁ in the abstract.’

The question of Catullan editorship (on which see Quinn 1973:xxi,
Clausen 1982:193-97, and Ferguson 1988:13) places a queééion-mafk

over the status of the proem. It is at least possible that the

first poem originally headed a smaller collection or libelius

‘designed specifically for Nepos. This poem could later haverbeen

placed at the head of  the entire corpus either by Catullus or

 a1ternative1y by a_posthumods editor (cf Stat Silu 5). Either

way, it does seem that the first poem is not at all appropriate
for the collection as a whble, The light-hearted nature of the
poem, particularly as it is written in hendecasyllables, makes it

incongruous with the collection in its current form.
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‘ v Chapter 2

THE PRODUCTION AND DISSEMINATION OF.WRITTEN MATERTAL

The prosek prefacés of Martial ‘ané Statius bear centrally on the‘
bdissemination of the poems that follow‘them; in analysing the prefaces
it 1is therefore esSential to form a clear undérstanding of the
circulationVOf ancient iiterature. Being in large‘mgasure‘océgsiohal
poetry (ie verse cdmﬁosed for a specific occasion), the Epigrams and
Siluae presant‘particular problems in this regard: for éxamplé, In
what units were they circulated? What is tﬂe significandevofvthéif
being published in books?( The object of this chapter is not so much
' to answer thesg controversial questions, which wiil‘be examined later
Qith regard to the prefaces themselves, but to provide the framework
| necesgary for fuller discussion. A pervasive danger is that 'of
anachronism; the modern‘ connotations xattached to such wOfds as
'publish’, ’edition’ and even 'book’ are misleading when applied to
the - ancient world. Beforg attempting a ‘brief sketch of VtHe‘
circulation of literature at Rome in the first century AD, it is
necessary to clarify the terms which apply to tﬂe physiéal bging,of
literature, the>Roman,'book‘l.

To. begin with, we must evaluate the importance of writing
relative to other vehicles for literature. The -importance to Greek
and Latin literature of the spoken word cannot be ovef-emphasisedz. Ic
would not be extravégant‘to ciaim that all liteiatdre’in ancient Rome
was written té be listenéd to‘(Kenney 1982:3)., The recitat;o,,the‘i
‘Roman manifestation of this trend, can be regarded as a development of
the symposium and pub}ic performanceé of the Greeks (Sherwin-White
1966:115) . An epigrém of Martial implies thét recitation . is

synonymous with being a ﬁoet:



nil recitas et uis, Mamerce, poeta uideri.

quidquid uis esto, dummodo nil recites. (2.88)

The importance of patronage to the recitatio has been‘notéd in
the previous chapter; unless sponsdred, the author himseif had to meet
the considerable cost of providing the venue or seating‘(Favez ocD
1970:910). 1In an age which did not know commercial printing, this
became the mgin form ‘éf initial circulation, as it provided the
cheapest and quickest means of making a work known to the largest
~available .educated audiencé (Sherwin-White 1966:115). The invention
of the practicé is attributed by Seneca the Elder to Asinius Pollio,
who in Augustus’ time 'inQited guests to feadings of his own work
(Controu &4 praef 2; cf Isid Orig 6.52). Undoubtedly,vthough, there
are earlier vestiges of thé practice. Our most complete evidence for
the mechanics of the recitatio occurs at Piiny Ep 1.13, to Sosius
Senecio, particulariy at pafas‘j-h. Pliny the Younger,AMarfial and
vJuvenal frequentiy combiain about the excessive number of.recitationes

in their time. This can be taken to signify that the recitatio h;d
become firmly established as a vehicle for literature b? the first
century_AD3.
From a pﬁrely litefary point of Qiew it should be borne in mind -
“that the .recitatio often played an important‘ part in tﬁé very
composition of the poém. The Roman poets ﬁever coﬁpletely lo§t the
.improvising ability of their archaic Greek predecessors.. Lucilius,

4 a1 appear to have composed their poems

Virgil, Horace and Ausohius
by dictation (Quinn 1982:85-86)..

Recent schoiars have tended to stress the importance of oral
presentation as a vehicle for poetry, and consequently it is necessary

to restore the balance by underlining the particular value of writing.

"A poem committed to paper can be accurately preserved and transmitted,



by someone other than its author; reading can replace performance and
the poem can gain its own identitf independent of its perférmer and
author. Writing also permits revision of the poém in a series df
drgfts, aé well as detailed study and criticism of the text by others
(Quinn 1982:88). |

At several points Martial shows an awareness of tHe physical
length of his poems. For example, at 10.69 he complains that poems of
his whichvtake up an entire column (pagina) are glossed over by the

reader who is satisfied by the short poem:

Consumpta est una si lemmate pagina, transis,

et breuiora tibi, non meliora, placent. (1-2)

On a different occasion, however, he pdints out to one Césconus that
his poems are not long by comparison with those.of others.‘Albinovanus
Pedo and Domitius Marsus are cited as poets whose individual p;emé
often strétch_into two columns. The verb tractat ('drags) suggests
that thesé poets ‘are long-winded; ‘Marsi .doctique Pedbﬁis/ saepe
duplex unum pagina tractat épus'.(2;77.5-6). "Significantly, Mértiai
speaks of the physical rather than teﬁpqral length of tﬁe poems. One
may conclude that, at least in the case of iﬁdividual poems, Martial
eﬁpected his reéders to be aware of thg physical appearance of his

work.

A. THE PHYSICAL BEING OF LITERATURE

The most important writing materials used by the Romans were

Sc

wooden tablets, papyrus and parchment Discussion of these materials

will be prefaced with comments on the sources for our knowledge of
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them. We have reasonably pléntiful examples of Greek books extant from
classiéal antiquity, -most of them dating from the first to third
ceﬁturies_AD. However, 1it§1¢ Latin literature has survived in the
form of papyri (Kenney 1982:3). One reason for this“is that the
ﬁriﬁcipal squrcé of papyri is Egypt, where>Greek'was of more interest
than Latin literature (Kenyon and Roberts'OCD 1970:174). Refefences
in exiSCing Greek works to the ﬁhysical appearance of iiterature are-
'sparse; and Latiﬁ literature before_tﬁe first century AD does not have
much more tévoffer6. Martial, Pliny the Younger and Juvenal make some
occasioﬁal references to thg outward form of literature. One of ghe:
feQ direct literary sources, Pliny the Elder’s\HN 13.11-12; is fr;ught
with obvious inaccuracies. |

~ Thus far this vdiscgssion has concerned itsélf with literary
sources on the physical'appeafanqe of iiteééture; thg archaeological
evidence shouid alé; be mentioned. An important discovery of papyrug
codices of ﬁainly Christian 1itefgcufe_was.that made in Egjpt in the
'1atev1920's, and the resulting collection of manuscripts becéme known
as the.vChester Beatty 'Pépyri, .after their discoverer (Kenyon
1951:98-101; Kleberg 1967:75). The five main aréas‘ from which
surviving examples of Roman writing tablets come are Southern Italy
(particularly-Pompéii and Herculaneum, preserved by the eruption of
Mount Vesuviug in AD 79), Daciav(mostly AD 131-67), North Africa (asi
tablets from the fifth century AD), Egypt (a4 great variety from the
first .to fourth centuries AD) and Switzefiand' (particﬁlarly from
Vindoﬁissa, a legionary fortress with tablets dating'to the mid-first
century AD) (Bowman and'THomas 1983:33-34). VThe discovery in 1973 of
a number of writing tablets at Viﬁdolanda (modern Chesterhdlm) has
added substantially to our'eQiden¢e of Roman writing materials, and
necessifated reconsideration of earlier assumptions about the material

.

and form of ancient writing tablets. The nature and implicdtions of
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these ‘discoveries will be <déscribed below wunder the headings

'Materials' and 'Format’.
Materials

One of tﬁe most  important basic writing materials for the Romans
was papyrus, the manufacture of»which was taken mutatis mutandis from
the ;Greeks’ (Kennéy‘ 19é2:15). | In antiquity the m&in' source Vof the
papyrus plant, the Cyperus Papyrds; was the Nile delta of Egypt; but
the plant has complétely~died out in Egypt by now (Skeat i969555).
The method by which the. papyrus roll was made is described by Skeat
(1969:55) and Turner (1968:3 and 1977:44), Séme points which bear
recoﬁnting“here are as"follows. Whereas the medievﬁl scroll was
written from *topv tb bottom along the iength, ancient scrolls were
written in a series of independent éblumns (paginae)‘ rqnning
perpendicular to the léngth (Turner 1968:5). The papyrus sheet
comprised two strips made from the fibres ofb'thé papyrus pléﬁt,
sﬁperimpdsed at right angles to oné AnothEr. Tfaditionally these two
sides have‘béen distingﬁiéhed as ‘recto’ (the side with horizontal
fibres, more carefully finished in order to receive the writing) and
'verso’ (the.rbugher side comprising vertical fibres, seldom‘used for
writing) (Schubart 1921:11, 129; Skeat 1969:56). These terms «hen
applied to Greek and Latin papyri should be used oniy of rolls, rather
thgn of individual sheets. The manufacturer’s ;ﬁd retailer’s unit was
the roll or charta (Turner 1968:3—4).v |

Papyrus sheets weré smoothed with pumice ,aftef being joiﬁﬁa
together, aﬁd a criterion for the quality of the‘papef was the exrvgtp
to which.it Had Eeen smoothed (Cerny 1952:6; Skeat 1969:55). Thus
.when Horace deséribes a book of his poetry as 'Sosiorum pumice mundus’

(Epist 1.20.2) he intends the polished appearance of the boox <o
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exbressvalso the polish of the poéms”contained in it. The poem as a
whole is addreésed to a now complete volume of poetry as if it were a
pretty slave-boy absconding in order to make a living out of its
looks, a comparison that brings out the winsomeness of the book i
(Mécleod 1979:23-24).

Occasionally Both sides of the papyrus were used, resulting in
'opisthograph' manuscripts. References to manuscripts Of'this type
can be found at Juvénal 1.6 ('scriptus et in-tergo necdum finitus

Orestes?’) and Martial 8.62:

Seribit in auersa Picens epigrammata charta,

et dolet auerso quod facit illa deo.

This form was, however, the excebtioﬁ rather than ﬁhe rule (Courtney
1980:85). |

Papyrus had a number of uses other than for writing,band thié'
gave rise to a topos-concerning'the faté of a book. Cheap papyrus was
used for wrapping purchases (tewis 1974:46, 95). Thus Catullus could
predict that Volusius’ Annals 'laxas scombris saepe dabunt tunicas'’

(95.8), and Statius can say of GrYpusf worm-eaten book:

quales ut Libycis madent oliuis
aut tus Niliacum piperue seruant

aut Byzantiacos cocunt lacertos (Silu 4.9.11-13)

In keeping with a standard topos, bad li£érature is threatened with
olives, spices, perfumes and fish, among other thingsv- all’of>thch_
reflects the versatility of papyrus (Parsons 1968:287-88; Coieman
1988:227;28 &ith further references).

‘The parchment notebook, expressed by the Latin membranae,
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:appears to be a Roman. invention. Skeat (1969:61-63)' ahd ‘Turner

(1968:9) have recounted thé.manner in which paréﬁment and vellum are
produced, through the process of ’tawing';k fhere is no literary or
archaeological evidence for it from the Greek east (Rogérts 1976:53).
The earliest unambiguous reference to the publication of literétufe on
parchment codices occurs at Martial 1.2. Here the pdetbsuggests that-:
the main advantage ofjthisvis that oflportability; é ﬁravéller caﬁ

take one with him on a journey:

" Qui tecum cupis esse meos ubicumque libellos -
" et comites longae quaeris habere uiae,
hos eme, quos artat breuibus membrana tabellis:

scrinia da magnis, me manus una capit. (1.2.1-4)

Lighthess, convénience, durability and easé of reference were
factors likely:to have weighed heavily in the favour of ;he'pafchmenﬁ
qodex. ~Unlike a papyfus roll, a codex‘could lie open.on a reader’$
desk and could 5e‘read using one hand only. Partly because it was
possiﬁlé to write ‘on both sides, a papyrus codex couid contain four or
five times the content of a roll (Turner 1968:8f. In addition, a 
major advantage of parchment over pabyrus was the clarity of writing
- on the former (cf .PerSiusv 3.10 and Isidore Orig _6.11.4) (Paoli
1963:177). A major fécﬁor favouring the codex in a'Christiah context
was that‘all four Gospels could be bound together into one book,
- whereas this was not possible with the papyrus roll (Metzger 1964:6)7i
In evglﬁating the comparative adVantagés of parchment and papyrus as
writing materials, Roberts and Skeat (1983:7-9) have noted that the
outstanding advantage of the former was that of availaBility: 'whereas
prodﬁction of papyrus was limited to Egypt,  parchment could be

produced wherever the skins of suitable animals were available in
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sufficient quantity’ (1983:8). However the difficulties involved in
processing this_durable material delayed its widespread use. Our iack
of evidence on the subject makes it impossible to sneak of cost as a
factor in comparing the two materials (Skeatv1982; Roberts and Skeat
1983:7). |

"Martial's Apophoreta ineiude a numbef of books mentioned as

being in codex form:

14.184 Homerus in pugillaribus membranis
Ilias et Priami regnis inimicus Vlixes

multiplici pariter condita pelle latent.

One may compare also 14.188 Cicero in membranis, 14.i90 Titds Liuius
in membranis,vand 14.192 Ouidi Metamorphosis in membranis. 7
Martial's ehphasis”on the advantages of the codex makes it clear
" that this type of presentation was an innovatien in his time (Howell
1980&105). Scholars are divided as to whether the poems 14.183-95
refer to complete wqus or to epitomes and anthelogies._ It is likely
that Martial hefe refersvto complete works; the epigfams would be
pointless if they indicated epitomesn as there_is nothing remarkable -
about the brevity of these. It is not impossible that the Romans had
some systen of miniature'script. Such gifts would be expensive,'but
not out of keeping with presents of a goodrvcook, an accomplished
Spanish girl or an entire troop of actors (14.203, 214, 220) (Oliver
1951:248-49; Roberts4and Skeat 1983:25-27; pace Kenyon 1951:94). Given
the advantages of parchment overvpapyrus as outlined above, it remains
to be asked why parchnent took so long to supersede papyrus as the
standard writing materiai. Skeat (1969:67) has suggested'that this
failure can be attributed to the eonservative outlook of the

Graeco-Roman reading public. More likely factors, perhaps, are those
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of availability andbprice of suitable hide ; which in all probability
militated agaiﬁst the use of parchment for a considerable time (Paéli
1963:178). '

The Romans continued to use various materials other than the
standard papyrus, and later parchment. Quintiiian (In&t 10.3.315 says
that students used tablets for their lecture-notes; di§coveries of
tablets have corroborated. the view that they were used‘ for
’Sublitefary' purposes (Kenyon and Robefts OCD 1970:175). Among his
Apophoreta Martial.lists tablets made of éitrusfwooq (14.3) and ivory
(14-5)., We hear also of Vitellian tablets, which from their context

appear to be small tablets (probably named after their Maker) used for

billets-doux (cf 2.6.2):

14.3 Vitelliani
Nondum legerit hos licet puella,

nouit quid cupiant Vitelliani.

Whereas the Egyptians used a slender rush (Juncus,maritimus) in
the manner of a_fine brﬁsh, thé Romans'followéd ﬁhe Greeks in Qsing
insteéd a thicker stem (Phragmités ;egyptiacaj withvits end cut to a
point to form a nib (harundo: Martial 1.4.10;'9:12.3); Occasionally a
metal subsﬁitute was used (Skeat 1969:60). Pens were usually kept in
bundles (eg Fasces calamorum Martial'14.38;.cf Paoli 1963:180). The
Egypti;ns invented and\used'a form of ink méde from carbon, mixed with
gum (which gave it adhesion) and water. The inert composition implied
. by this,ﬁeant'that the ink was not éubject to fading and could surviye_
an extremely long time.v The metallic-based ink invented latervﬂad, in

the long term, the extreme disadvantage that it ate through the

material on which it was written (Skeat 1969:61).
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Format

The roll was the n;tural way .of storing lengths of papyrus.
Folding subjected the cell of tﬂe papyrus fibrés to excessive
pﬁessure, and in time cracks developed aﬁ the folds. Rolling, on the
other hand, exérted little pressure on the cells and hence the.papyrus
could preserve -its flexibity for a long period (Cerny 1952:10). Wound
roﬁnd a roller with ane dr two bosses (umbilici)‘on the end, the réll
could easily be stored in a bookseller’s pigeon-hole or case (capsa)
(Coleman 1988:225).

The codex originated from the multi-leaved wriﬁing tablets used
by both Greeks and Romans at various times. These were rectangular
wooden boards, held together on one side by strings or leather thongs
paésing throﬁghv hoies. - They were slightly hollowed out, and _ché
resulting cavities filléd with a layer‘of wax.. Writing took place
when a stylus was used to incise the wax. Wooden tableté of another
type were those made smooth in order to accept writing in ink. These
two éategories have beén caiied 'stylus tablets’ and ‘leaf tablets’
reééectively (Bowmanv and Thomas 1983:36). Tablets were an .ideal
vehicle for rough notes and memoranda, espeéiélly because deletion and
alteration were easily effected by using the flat end of a'revgrsed
stylus (Skeat 1969:65). For éxample, the tablets found at Vindolanda
contain information on military payment and sSupplies (Birley
1977:154). ' The format of the wooden writing tablet paved the waj for
the parchment codex, once vellum became widely enough avail.able
(Kenyon 1951:93; Skeat 1969:66). |

There is disagreement among scholars over the relationship
between the switch from papyrus to parchment on the one hand, and :hut
from‘roll.to codex on the other. The traditionally held view was tl.it

~the replacement of papyrus by vellum, and of roll by codex =cnt
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hand-in-haﬁd; consequently the papyrus codex was regarded as a
'transitional species'. (Kenyon 1951;87).'1 More 'recently. Kenney
(1982:25) has written that the replacement of the roll héppened at’
much the same time as that of papyrus, though the two didrnét coincide
completely. Against this Roberts‘(1954:183) and Turner'(1968:8) have
stressed that fhere is no essential connection between format énd
material. To quote Roberts and Skeat (1983:10): 'the transition from
papyrus to parchment was of an entirely different character from, ;nd
quite unconnected with, the transition from roll to codex'. . The
papyrus codex is a phenomenon well attested by modern archaeology8 and
also by ancient sources, eg Ulpian Diéest 32.52 praef.‘There is enough
evidence éf this naﬁﬁre for us to regard the papyrus éodex as a
significant form, Yhich did for:some time co-exist-;ith the parchment
codex (Roberts 1954:183)9. It is certainly clear, however, that as a
formatv'the codex offered the major advantage of relatiyely easy
: handlihg;. it has also been suggested that fhé codex offered a
cost-advantage 'as great as 26% over thé papyrus roll (Skeat
1982:172-75)ﬂ
The‘change‘from roll to codex was connected with the eventual

triumph of Christianity in thé Roman Empire. Also, it is possible
that Gentile Christians encoﬁragedv the use of codices in order to
distinguish the New Testament scriptures from the -0ld Testament
scrolis'(Metzger 1964:6).. The ascendéncy of the'codéx had two drastié
consequenceé for Roman 1iterature? (1) the increasea durability of the
codex gave works of literature é greater chance of survival over the
centuries; (2) only certain texts were choseﬁ'for transcription into
the codex fofm, and the choice was made unmethodically. This led to
the loss of a great many works which vmight otherwise have been
preserved (Kenney 1982:26). In the fourtﬁ century classicél

literature was rewritten on vellum on a large scale (Pinner 1948:21).



New evidence from Vindolanda has reveéled tablets with a
'concertina’-format, neither bf the roll nor the codex variety (see
Bowman aﬁd Thomas 1983:39).' It was at first tﬁquéht that this unknown
form could represént.some transitional stage between roll and codex
(Birley 1977:154). However, Bowman and Thomas have revised their
earlier ideas concgrning this forma;v(1983:40,442). It -appears that
Vthis rather unusual form found at Vindolanda should be regarded as
another variety of writing ;abiet in its own right, rather than being
in any way a forerunner of ﬁhe codex,

The - surprisingly high proportion of leaf tablets found at
Vindolanda has raised doubts about what was previously a widely
current notion: that the stylus: tablet QasA the commoﬁest writing
material other than papyrus and skin. It is quite possible that leaf
tablets.were a much more common ﬁedium for ephemeral décuments éuch as
letters and accounts. Though they could not be re-used in the ﬁay
that papyrus and parchmeﬁt were, these leaf tablets‘had the advaﬁfage
of being cheaper, more dispensable and easier to 'use (Bowman and
Thomas 1975:471; 1985:44), |

It is cefﬁainly likely that the length of papyrus rolls had an
effect on the length and divisions‘of classical literary:works, but it
is not clear how direct this influence was. Certainly, by the first
century AD the production of books must have reached a certain
standard if it could*provide papyrus roils large enough to coﬁtain,
long<works of poetry, such as books of Lucretius’ De Rerum Natura.
Van Sickle (1980:29) has suggeéted that the ‘material and manufacture
of the pépyrus roll were not so restrietive of its content, still less
prescriptive, as might have been expected’, and thaf the length of an
individual book was determined by criteria that were internal to each
genre. This is speculative and implausible (cf Kenyon 1951:40); it is

impossible to gain clarity on such issues because of our lack of
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)
technical and quantitative information on the writing materials of the
time. Furthermore, the matter is complicated by the question of the

implications of genre differences in classical literaturel?.

- B. THE DISSEMINATION OF LITERATURE

¢

If> there is 1little evidence concerning ancient writing
materials, we kno& even less apout the dissemination of literature.
Whereas_surviping fragments of Greek literature far outnumber those.of
Latin, Latin iiterature is much richer than Greek iﬁ referenceS'to
books and the book trade (Kenyon and Roberts OCD 1970:174). Before the
time of Cicero eur knowledge is largely speculative; for his own time
Cicero's correspondepce with his friend and 'pablisher; Atticus is a
‘major Source of information. Inithe,century ehathfollewed, Martial'’s
.poems contribute substantially to our knowledge of the subject. The
early history of the book trade is alsd shrouded in mystery. The
first Atﬁehian'references to the circulation and coliection\of books
date to the fifth century BC (Kenyon and‘Reberts OCcD 1970:173). It is
very likely that‘the book trade at’ this time functioned on a small
scale (Turner 1951:21). : y | -

It has been noted abope that oral preseptation is an’important
theme in any study of the dissemination of classical literature. It
hae also become apparent that 'peblication’ in the'moderh sense of the
word is inappropriate in a Roman or Greek cpntext. Nowhere is this
more true thaﬁ in the occasional'poetry of Martial and Statius; so
many otherbfactors come into play in their circulation. Thus Starr’'s
‘general comment (1987:213) is especially true of these two writers:
‘Romans circulated texts in a series of widening concentric circles

determined prmarily by friendship, which might...be influenced by .
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literary interests, and by the forces of social status that regulated
friendship.'.An important study on these lines had been produced by
Peter White (1974). ‘Given the centrality of White's study to the
prefaces of Martial and Statius, many éf his 'argumentsi wiil  be
discussed fully in the course of this dissertation; Suffice it here
to summarise the méin argumenfs, evidence and conélusions of Wﬁitefs
paper. |

The books of Statiué' Siluae and Martial's Epigrams as‘we have
them represent no mére than the final and least significant means by
which poems- were presented toylpatrons. The books, as they: wefe
finally published,' would not have been an effedtiﬁe thicle fér
conveying complimentary verse, for three reasons: firstly, fhe honour
coming the way of the dedicatee of any poem would be diluted by the
poem’'s being placed‘amdng other poems addressed to other people, and
often the ‘Book as a whole would be dedicated to another pergon;
secondly, the time-lag between composiﬁion for a specific océasion and
e?eﬁ;ual publication weakens the force the poem wouid otherwise have;
ﬁhirdly, in many poems by Martial the dediqafee is not identified,'and
'sucﬁ references impiicit in poems would be recognised at the timekonly
if the poem were given separately and directly (White_l974:40).

White uses evidence from ﬁhé Siluae and Epigrams‘to show that
these poems Qere communicated primarily thfough three means: impromptu
performance, fecitation and private brochure. "’ Given that occasional
- poems were delivered in social situations . dictated by émicitia
relationships, extemporaneous prdducficn inevitably became their
hallmark. Sﬁatius, fér one, emphasises the speed with which the poems
were producedv(éf Silu 1lprl3-15; Martial 9.89;kWilliams 1978:267).
This was essential when poems were composed for cenae and visits to
the country estates of rich amici. | The recitatio, which has been

described earlier in this chapter, is much referred to in the poems of



Martial and Statius (eg Mart 1.3.7-8; 12pr9-10; Stat SJ.‘.lu 5.2.162-63)
and also by iuvenal (7.82;86):and Pliny (Ep 6.15; 4;27). For»a poet
who relied on the spin-bffs of patronage these occasions were an
important showcase. It 1is also ﬁighly possible,v in the case of
Martiai aﬁd‘Statius, that’copies of poems written wére sent pri?ately
and informaliy to their 'dediqatees before being given any broader
exposure, When poems were foo'short to merit‘this proéeduré theyAwere
collected into small groups, or sometimes éxcerpts wére t&ken from
larger works. Thewword libellus' should be undefstood in these terms,
as being private, brief, pre—pﬁblication ‘manuscripts (White
1974:42-45) . | |

So much  for vwhat can be described as - pré—publication
circulation. Now it is clear that at least some of the Epigrams and
Siluae were méde available in the poets’ own time in the fofﬁ iﬁ which
‘we now know.them. For this there is_enougﬁ evidence in the prose
prefaces to thosevppemsi Having established above the importance of
, ofher methods of dissemiﬁation, it may well be asked Qhaﬁ}the purpose
was. of the poets’ ever Publishiﬁg the poems in their cﬁrrenp form
(White 1974:48-50). It will be necessary to consider this problematic
question in detail with regard to ‘the prefaces themselves.

The mechanics of copying have long elicited cdntroverSy and
uncertainty among scholars. Birt (1882:351-53 and 1913:309-10) wrote
that copying took place by means of simultaneous Aictatién to a number
of . scribes;  Schubart (1921:157) acknowledged that several of the
extant errors in manuscripts are more likely to have afisen ‘from
errors of reading. ' In an infiuential paper Skeat (1956517@«205)
showed.that both methods of copying were used by tﬁeARomans, depeﬂdihg
on the circumstances (such as the number of copies required) (cf .1lso
Skeat 1969:57-58). The fact that‘we know some of Atticus’ slaves 1o

have had Greek names - Dionysius (Att 4.8a.l), Pharnaces and Antaeus
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(Aft 13.44.3) - suggests that at least a substantial propértion of
them were Greek (Kleberg 1967:24)” - This difference of language could
acbountvfﬁr at least some of the mistakes in thq copying of Latin
texts (PinnerV1948E3l—32; cf Maréhall 1976:254) . Quite apart from the
practical démands of his work, a copyist could be expﬁsed,even to
polifiéal dange:. Suetonius (Dom 10) says that bomitian exeéuted ﬁhe
copyists (slaﬁeg) of Hermogenes of Tarsus, who‘ Qas himself
assassinatedvforvcertain allusions in an historical Qork. |
| The importaﬁce of amicitia was a motif in the above account of
the cifcﬁlatioh of poetry. A wellfdoﬁumentéd amicitia relafionship
centred on the production of written material was that of Atticus and
- Cicero. Titus Pomponius Atticus (110-32 BC).helped Cicero get his
work copied by lending Cicero his slaves as copyists; as Cicerb's many
Epistulae ad Attigum‘and their replies shdw; Atticué was also GCicero’s
litefary advisér, political ally, and himself a writer (geg Sommer
1926; Féger 1956:517520; Shackleton Bailey 1965:3-59 at 13; Phillips
1986) . | |
As a wealtﬁy citizgn Atticus had at his di§§05a1 several slaves
and freédmen who could and did act as copyists and proofreaders:
‘namque in ea [sc familia] erant pueri litteratissimi, anagnostae
optimi et plurimi librarii"(Nepos Att 13.3; cf Cicero Atﬁ 4.8a.2,
13.44.3). The impression to be gained from the letters isbcertainly
that Atticus provided thiskaésistance to Cicero as a favour, rather
than for commercial gain (péce Finiey “1973:52); and hence it is
misleading to describe Atticus as a ‘publisher’ (Kenney 1982:20). To
quote Horsfall (1989:12): 'Atticus did employ copyists.;.but there is
ﬁot,a word iﬁ Nepos about a publishing quingss because it did not
‘exist.’ He goes on to péintA out that there is no evidence that
Atticus’ activities insthe‘literary sphere were for financial gain,

and that they should be viewed in terms of amicitia relationships
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. venture

(1989:89 on Nepos Att 13.3; cf Phillips 1986:235-37). The‘chances are.
that Atticus was simply one of‘ many cultured men to fit this
description; it is probable that many well-off Romans had one or’ more
of their slaves trained as a élerk, for USe‘as a copyist when the need
arose. .
| Though again it must be conceded that a lack of evidence has
imposed severe constraints on our ihsights, a éertain devglobment‘dOés
appear to emerge. In keeping with the amicitia system Atticus helped
Cicero, but fof 1ater generations bookselling was more of a cOmmercial
11, Horace mentions‘tﬁe Sosii as his bookselléfs at Ars P 345
and Episﬁ l,ZQ.Z,kariefly in boﬁh cases. In the former, Horaée
contrastsvthe wealth‘gained by the bookseller‘with the famé wbn for
the author: 'hic meret aera‘libef Sosiis; hic et mare ﬁransit/ et
longum noto scfiptori prorogat aeuum’ .(345?46). The commentator’
" Porphyrio déscribes them as the ‘bibliopolae celeberrimi‘_ of their
- time (ad Hor Ars P 345 and ad Hor Epist’l.ZQ.Z:.Brink 1971:358). |
Martial makgs several feférenées t6 his booksellers. 1In 1.2 he
advises on;whére his books can be bought: 'libertum docti Lucensis
gquaere Secgndum/ limiﬁa postuPaCis Palladiumgque forum’ (7-8){ Both
1.117 aﬁq 4.72 are addressed to people who ask the poet for copies of
. his ﬁoems,‘who are téld that they sﬁould buy copies at a bookshop (of
- Atrectus and Trybhon‘respec;iveiy). In both poéﬁs Martial ends by
agreeing with the addressee éo.the effect that the poems are not worth
buying. In one he gives a description of the whéreabouts of a

bookshop:

Argi nempe soles subire Letum:
contra Caesaris est forum taberna
scriptis postibus hinc et inde totis,

omnis ut cito perlegas poetas.
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illinc me pefe; Nec rqges Atrectum -
“hoc noﬁen dominus gerit tabernae - ;
de priﬁo dabit alteroue nido
rasum pumice purpuraque cultum

denaris tibi quinque Martialem. (1.117.9-17)

Martial implies that his poems sell so well that the bookseller will
of necessity keep a cbpy éasily to hand (Howell}lQéO:BSl); Tryphon is
‘mentiénedr as a "publisher’ (bybliqpola) of Martial (Epigr 4.72;
13.3.4) Vand the same‘ is. implied ﬂwith regard to Quintiiia:xl(EpA ad
‘TrXph), Dorus is mentioned by Seneca (Ben 7.6.1) ésr a bookgeller
stocking'copies of Cicero and Livy kCarcopiho 1956:215),

’:6ﬁ severél occasions Marfial speaks of his ﬁoems as being read
,throughout'ﬁhe world? 'Hic‘ést quem legis ille, quem requiris,/ toto.
; notﬁs in orbe Martialis/ ~argu£}sb epigrémmaton‘ libellis’ (1.1.1-3);
‘quod orbe cantor et legor totb/.;.ﬁmbilicis qﬁod de¢orus et cedro/
spargor per omnes Roma quas tenet gentes’ (8.61.3-5); 'totoque legetur
in orbe’ (6.64.25). Sometimes Martial makes this claiﬁ to emphésise
the cqntradiction:betweeﬁ his widespread fame and his uhf%vourable

financial position:

Sum fateor, semperque fui, Callistrate, pauper
sed non obscurus nec male notus eques,

sed toto legor orbe frequens et dicitur 'Hic est,’

quodque cinis paucis hoc mihi uita dedit.

(5.13.1-4; cf 11.3)
The claim to universal readership is particularly Ovidian (cf Trist

4.10.128), and as a literary topos it can be traced back to Alcman

(148 Page) and Theognis K237-5A) (Kleberg 1967:&&-&5; Kay 1985:63).

- 49 .



Martial’s claim is however backed up by evidence suggesting that his
work was évailable to some extent outside Rome. By the time of
Martial and Pliny literature was widely disseminated in the Western
empire, but it is unknown by what means (Sherwin-White 1966:490;
Kenney 1982:20) . PresumaBly Romans abroad -on civic or military duty
would haye with them favourite works brougﬁt frém home, in the absence
of recitationes, or they may ‘have réproduced literature for sale.
bPliny is appafently surpfised to find a bookshop at the major
provincial éentre of Lyons (9.11.2), and Aulus Gellius mentions that
he found some Greek ﬁorks for sale at Brundisium (9.4.1; cf Best
1968/69:210-11 and Marshall 1976:253 n6). Other authors indicate that
there was a considerable trade in old andvrare bboks, and that forgery
was not unknown in this fieid: Pliﬁy HN 13.83.86, Quintilian 9.4.39
(cf Kenyon and Roberts 0cD 1970:174)12. The story told by Aulus
Gellius'(NA 18.4) of a visit to the bookshoﬁ‘in Vicus Sandaliarius
('shoemaker’'s street’), where a braggart was defeated in argument Qith '
Sulpicius Apollinaris, suggests that bookstores served a function in
literary lifévbeyond their basic function (Holford-Strevens 1988:61).

It is uncertain whether a.poet such as Martial could make any
material benefit from the sale of his works. Thé general tone and
content of Maftial’s references to the sale of books suggests that hé
had nothing to géin. At 13.3 Martial says that é libellus will cost
‘the addressee four sesterces, but that if it cost two the bookseller
'Tryphbn wéuld still make a profit. He makes a passing reference to
his own poverty later in the poem (line 6).v Van der Valk (1957:2-3)
assumes that the poet himself profited from the sale; it is possible
‘that a bookseller might pay a poet for the right to be the first to
copy his work (Howell 1980:2), but it is much less iikély that he
"afterwards got a certain amount in proportion to-the books'which had

been sold’ (Van der Valk 1957:2 n6). In all probability the benfits
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for the poét ‘were tﬁe less directly onious, in keeping. with thé
amiéitia system.

The surviving information aBoht fhe price of Boqks‘in Rome 1is
extremely limited. A de luxe edition of Martial Book 1 cost. 20
sesterées (1.117.17 'denaris.quinque’); a copy of Book 13, which is
‘half the length, cost 4 sestefcés; with’moré than half thét'figure
repfe5e§ting a profit for Tryphon (13.3.2). Statius (S%ld 4.9.9)
speaks of a libellus of his work costing 2.5 sesterces, which suggests
" materials of good quality. Pfesumably de iuxe materials would merit
the wuse of specialist_vcopyists (Colemanv 1988:226; cf Howell
1980:351-52). _These‘figures imply that books in their gtandard form
‘were cheap, if it is borne in mind tﬁat in this period a loaf of bread.
cost one or two asses, ie 1/4 to 1/2 HS, though shortages inflated
prices from time to time (Duncan-Jones 1974:244) .

Inevitably, textual errors resﬁlted from copying by .hand; As
;suggested.above; tﬁe standard of education on the parg'of the éopyist
was in all likelihoqd a factor in the accuracy of the manuscript
prgduqed. .Of erroré in.his own works Cicero compiains 'ita mendose et
scribuntur et ueneunt’ (QFr 3.5.6). Martial is careful to protect

himself from blame:

Si qua uidebuntur chartis tibi, lector, in istis
siue obscura nimis 'siue latina parum, -
non meus est error: nocuit librarius illis

.dum properat uersus adnumerare tibi. (2.8.1-4)

Naturally the speed at which:the copyist works (properat) goes =~ome
way towards determining the number of errors perpetrated. That hi.hly
trained copyists were worth a great deal of money we can conclude trom

Seneca the Younger (Ep 27.6-8) and Horace (Epist 2.2.5-8) (Marshall
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1976:254). The more up—matket booksellers had special correctors
(anagnostae) to check~textstefore tﬁey were méde available (Kleberg
1967:32). Martial checkedia certain nﬁmber'of presentation cobies
himself (Epigr 2.'11; 7.17.7). |

The concept qf‘a ‘second edition’ presents éertéin inevitablé
problems when considered in a Roman contexf. Again, it is easy to be
Aﬁisled by modern notions of an 'edition’. Horace Ars P 389-90 suggests
that there is same finality to the act of 'pubiishing( (by which is
~meant the,lést of the‘fouf stages of pub;ication as outlined above):
'delere liéebit/ quod»ﬁon edideris, nescit uox missé reuerti’ (pace
'Quinn 1982:89); In the context Horace is encouraging .the poet to
exercise care in his every utterance, and it is unlikely that this
extract bears much weight as evidence for the circumstances of
publishing,

Cicero is an important source for our understanding §f the
ancient edition. We know that while Atticus was having cbpies made of
Cicero's Academica, Cicero himself was in the process of revising the
work extensively; the letter dedicating the -second edition to Vérro'
survives as Fam 9.8, kEVidently, Cicero was too late: to stob the
reproduction of thelearlier version, aé this has survived in part..
The Academica is thus a rare éxaﬁple of a work which has survived from
antiquity (in part at least)'in more than one edition (Reynolds and
Wilson’l963:23, 194; see»EmonAS 1941:265-74, pace Phillips 1986:233).
Another possible case of different ‘editions’ occurs at Martial
10.48.23: ‘'de prasino conuiua meus uenetoque loquatur’. It is
possible that the first edition of the book included the name of a
charioteer (Scrutus) here but that in ﬁhe version published after the
foet's dgath‘thé name, no longer topical, has replaced by the team to
which the’charioteer belonged (Reynélds and. Wilson L968:194)13.

‘We know that 0Ovid's Amores, published originally in five books,



perhaps as early as 20 BC, was iatef circulated in a revised édition
of thrée books; The laptef edition probably took place shoftly before
Ovid wrote the Ars Amatoria. Only the later edition is extant; this
is made_clear by the epigram which heads the book. Despi;e the,dogged
efforts of several critics, it is.impossible to ascertain with any
clarity'the difference between the two editions; the nature and extént
of.the changes effected by Ovid willvremain an area of spéculation
(Céméron 1968:322; cf McKeown 1987:74-89). |

From this it‘Emerges thét, in the §ase of Ovid’'s Amorés; the
second édition hés survived,vwﬁereas in the case of Ciceré's‘Academiéa
we have parts of both versions. This is purely historical accident.
The overwhelming impression is that onceAé work was reproducgd for
circulation, there was no effective méans of cor?ecting or recaliing
it, and therefore a second edition would not necessarily supersede the
first (Kenﬁey 1982:11).

A The public library, so' important a factor in the literary life
of the Hellenistic wogld after the third century BC, was not a reality
at Rome ﬁntil the‘first century AD. For Roman libraries the greaf
model was the Museum at Alexandria, established and run by the
Etolemies, which became a thriving cultural centre. The library at .
Alexandria; part of ‘the Museum complex, gaiﬁed legendary status;

schblars iﬁ large number edited and copied texté to an exteﬁt never
known before. 7 Headiﬁg the institution Qere some of the foremost
literary figures of the | time, including 'Apolionius Rhodius,
Erato;thenes and Aristophanes. The‘crucial contribution to lite:atufe
made by the‘Museum'was that of standardising teﬁts; a number of other
developments facilitated reading, such as the standardising of the
literary élphabet, improvements to the punctuation system and the

invention of a system .of accentuation (see Reynolds and Wilson

1968:5-15; Kenyon and Roberts OCD 1970:173).



In the case of Rome a distinction -must be drawn between pubiic
libraries on the one hand, and on the other hand the private libraries

14 The library excavated‘among the

>of“bib1iophi1es’suéh>as Cicero
ruins of Herculaneum in- 1750 ‘ié an example 6f one 'suchr private

library, an& ‘the 'chanceé are that this particulaf one (consiStihg

almos& entirely of the Epiéufean‘writings of Philodemus and othérs)

belonged to Calpﬁrniu# Piso (NisbeF 1961:186-88); Iﬁ the -firsp :

centufy BC’Lucullug had a large (private)‘library at’Tusculum, which

he made freely available. A chance refereﬁce in ‘thek~preface ‘po

Martial’s ninth book shows 'us that a priyate libraries vsqmetimes

contaiﬁed decprétions; in this case a canvas paintiné/bust:-ﬁ;rtial

says ‘that his amicus Stertinius Avitus ’imaginem‘ meam ponere in

Bibliotheca sua uoluit’ (leraef, pfdse lines 3-4).

ﬁuliuéVCaesar,was the first té plan a large public library at

~ Rome, using the help of Marcus Varro to collect and classify’ the bboks
(Suet Div Iul 44;icf Dziatzko RE 1897:&17);‘this intention wasfnot
realised untii 39_BC when Asinius‘Poilio built a public library‘at the
Atriuﬁ Libertatis.' Augustus"establishing of publié libraries in the
:Teﬁple Af Apolio (28 BC) and.in the Campus Martius were important
. further developments (Reynol&s and Wilson’1968:22723). Both of these
. were iinke&' tb temples, and cdmprised ’separate Greek‘ énd‘ Latin
-libraries with a ﬁall or reading room whefevconveréation was pbssible
(Aulué‘Gelliu; 13.19-20; Kenyon and Roberts OCD 1970:608). ‘By the
middle of the fourth century AD there were 28 publipllibraries in Rome

(Kleberg 1967:47; Platthy 1968:3)19.
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NOTES = . o

(1]

12]

3]

The fermlnology used in this chapter is discussed in Appendlx A
and the end of this thesis. | |
Birt (1882:2) is indicative of a different emphasis evidgpced in
éarlier scholarsd

eg Juvenal Sa£ 1;1—6? 3.9; Pliny Ep 8.21; 5.17; 6.15. Ancient
references to the; recitatid have been collected by Mayor

(1853:38-39). Starr (1990a) has‘ shown the seriousness the

~ younger Pliny invested in recitationms.

(4]

s
(6]

(7]

8]
(9]

Hor Sat 1.4.9-10; [Suet] Vita Virg 90-94, 132-39; Hor Sat
1.10.92; Audon Ephem 7 |

The words ‘parchment’ and vellum' aré here used 1nterchangeab1y

On the paucity of evidénce see Kleberg (1967 67) and Roberts and
Skeat (1983:3-4).

On the use of the codex by the Christians seeiRoBerts_and Skeét

(1983:38-66).

_(lassified by Turner (1977:20-31)

On the papyrus codex see further Maunde Thompéon (1912:27) and

" Kenyon (1951:95-112).

(10]

[11]

Skeat (1982) has' argued that  the standard length of the papyrus
roll was 20 sheets.
To quote Starr'(1987;221): 'the booktrade was merely an ancillary

system of circulation beside the private channels that probably

- supplied the vast majority of literary texts’.

(12]

(13]

[14]

It has been suggested, however, that Rome itself had dnlyfa'small
trade in used books: see Starr K1990b). |

On second editions in antiquity- see in geﬁeral Emonds - (1941).
On private libraries sée ésﬁecially Rawson (1985:39-40) with

reference to late Republican times.
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- [.’.15.]_' -On 1i‘b;farii€s; at’ ._'que' -see _S'a'gl‘:ixc_)_ : '(;Deir-sag .1873‘:-['70'7_-.-8) : 'Boya»" IR
Yt (1915), . Platner = and Ashby ' (1929:84-85), Dziatzko' (RE
. 1897:405-23), ‘Kenyori -and ' Roberts = (OCD’ 1970:607-8), Rawson

. (1985:39:42) and Statr (1987:216). -
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Chapter 3

LITERARY PATRONAGE

Since mény ofv Martial's Epigrams and all Statius’ Siluae can be
described as occasional poetry, it is. neceésary to have a cigaf
understanding of the soci;l circqﬁﬁtances within which the two poets
were working. . In this regard 1i£erary patronagel is centrally
important, In a broader context, paﬁronage of letters must be
situated in-the characteristicallvaoman>system of amicitia; this is,
after all, an éxtension of the ordinary relationship between patron
and ciient (Astin OCD 1970:790). In this chapter I shail‘attempt to
.outline personal patroﬁage‘in the first century AD as experiehced by
Statius and Martial, ana in particular to adumbrate‘their soéial and
economic standing és poéts.

The definition of the patron-clientVrelationship offered by the
social scientist Rébert R Kaufman pfovides a cﬁnvenient
starting-point. He has described thié phenomenon as a ’special type
of dyadic exéhange/ which (a) 'oécuré between actors of unéqual power
and status', (b).'is based on the principle of reciprocity; that is,
it is a self-regulating form of interpersonal exchange, the
maintenance of which depends on the return that each actor expects to
obtéin by rendering gpods and services to the other and which ceases
once the expected rewards fail to materialize’ and (c) .isv
‘particularistic and private, anchored oniy‘1ooser in pﬁblic law Ar
community norms’ (Kaufman 1974:285)1;

The importance of personal patronage in Roman history has lorig
been fecognisedz. From Republican times patronage, expressed by the
Latin termvclientela,vwas a major factof in all facets ofrsocial life,
as. illustrated by Brunt\(l97l{47—50; cf Shelton 1988:13-17). MuCual

interests and mutual services (beneficia), the stuff of patronage
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relationships, welded together Roman political factions in an almost
feudal form of clientship; from a favourable boint of view these bonds
were called amicitié, ‘bﬁt otherwise .factio (Syme 1939:157). The
_collapéé of the Republic brought.about the loss of democratic';igﬁts,
and consequently patronage became a 'mainspring of public life’.(de
Ste Croix 1954:40). Under the Augustan Principate 'political
competition was sﬁerilised and regulated through a pervasive system of
patronage and nepotism’ (Syme 1939:386). |

Nor is the continued importance of patronage in laﬁer times
difficult to identify. 1In fact the Augqs;an principate was, above all
eise, a ménifestation. on vast scale of personal clientela (de Ste
~ Croix 1954:40; Crook 1955:22; Yavetz 1988:96-97). The period
following the death of Augustus did not witness any essential éhange
in the system; in fact.the Epigrams and the Siluae, together with the
letters of the Younger Pliny, are-among the most significanﬁ,evidence
- of personal patronage at Rome in tﬁe first century AD. That the
Romans regarded attachment to the rich as a respectable career in its
own right is evident: from Horace Epist 1.17 and 1.18, addressed to
young men whétgbout to join the entourage of the rich.as a preliminary
step in the cursus honorum (White 1982:57).

So pervasive is amicitia ih the lives of the poets that the
money they received from patrons shoﬁld be viewed essentially as a
function of the amicitia sysgem rather ﬁhan as direct payment for the
poems themselves - a misconcepti&n born out of anachronism (White
1978:87-88). In other words, while.poets hadrlittle chance of direct
remune;ation for their efforts, their economic situation was in largé
measure informed by ties of patronage (of which their writing was one
aspect). A result of tﬁe indefinite nature of patronage was that in
financial terms the poet’'s situation was very insecure, as Martial is

at pains to stress in his Epigrams. The words of one scholar in the
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context of eighteenth~ceﬁtury England can be applied to Rome of the
first century AD: '...tﬁe very irregularity and unreliability
[writers] compléined about was one of the actual system’s most typical
features, and helped underscore the subservient relationship of writer
to patron that the system actually fpstered’ (Evans 1989;29).

The imﬁortance of reciprociﬁyvcannot be oﬁer-emphasised in this

il

regard. This element, prominent in Kaufman’s definition above, has
considefableiimplicatioﬁs in a Roman contéxt. In broad outline, it

can be said that the poet's task of writing is paralleled at some
. P g p :

level by the protection prdvided by the patron, protection in matters

both material (for example inheritances, gifts of cash and land) and

intellectual (eg help in meeting criticism). The writinquf poetry
was‘only one of the tasks fulfilled by clientes; others joined the
rich man’s entourage, advertised his importance, and provided him with
cultured compénionship during his official dutieé and dufing his
leisure (White 1982:58). It  dpeé not follow, however, that poets
receivedvimmediate remuneration for their ﬁork, and in this regard it
is as weil to bear in mind Martial’s frequent‘protestations of the sad
lot suffered by poets in this regard. Details of this willv be
considered in due course, but at this poinﬁ suffice it to note that

these relationships were a two-way process3.

Typical of any institution which results inbgrouping, patronage.

had a contradictory effect on the social fabric of Rome. While on the
one hand it was a strong integratingvforcé (Salierv1982:38), on the
other hand it gave rise to competition and.hence civil strife. The
difference between macrocoémic_and microcosmic views of patronage is
to some extent seen in the term amicitia: the word,coﬁld mean anything
from a politicél alliance to ordinary private friendship (Millar

1977:111).
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When considering literary patronage during the reign of-Domitian
particularly, it is important to appreciate the rdle of the emperor
himself. In terms of achie?ing‘advancement in society it 1is clear
that proximity to the emperor on the part of the cliens was a key
factor (Saller 1982:58-69).. One effect'of this situation, under the
Julio-Ciad&ians #articularly, was that imperial freedmen and slaves
reaéhed positions of power quite incongruous with their low birth, and
this prd§ided. a source of tension between emperor and aristocracy
(Millar 1977:69; Sallef'l982:66). Thqs on the one hand, being aﬁ
amicusvof the emperor implied substantial public honour and privilege
as well as the ability to distribute beneficia to others, but on tHe
other hand it was an acutely unstable position which exposed a cliens
. to pressures and éuspicion from the emperor, the imperial court and
the public kMillar 1977:116). Saller Bas shown that the emperor
treated equestrian and senatorial offices as gifts in his power‘to
bestow, without following objeé;ive criteria in determining the
pol&tical advancement of his subjects: '[no]'éttempt was made in the
Pfincipate to transcend the particulafistic criterion of patronage.by
the introduction of the universalistic and ratioﬁal c?iteria of
seniority and merit (in the modern sense)’ (1982:110). |

| A function of the supreme political power of the emperor was the
arbitrary nature of his patronage. In this light one of the Epigrams
shows the poet anxious about the dutcoﬁe of a request for méney made

to Domitian, a request which seems to have been turned down:

at quam non tetricus, quam nulla nubilus ira,

quam placido nostras legerat ore preces! (6.10.5-6)

The context of the poem makes it clear that Martial had made a request

himself, possibly in verse, and was observing the emperor’s expression

.3



‘as he read it (Millar 1977:4965.

However, othef poems show Martial and Statius to have been moré
successful in‘theif requests to the emperér, and in the préceSs to'
have received variou§ beneficia. Stétiuﬁ seéuréd from Doﬁitian the
right to draw water from‘the latter’'s Alban propertyf(Silﬁ 3.1.61-64);
Martial ﬁade kthé same request and, f;om the fact that the poem
conveying the request was published (9;18),‘it is.likely that he was
§uccessfu1 ‘An important aspect of public life. Martial requested and
galned from Domitian the ius trium llberorum (Epigr 2.91-92; 3.95.5-6;
9.97.5-6), having based his claims on hls poetry, and he is proud to
have 6btained citizénship ;for a considerable number of others
(3.95.11; ¢f' Millar 1977:496). Comparison ‘can Be drawn with the
graﬁtiﬁg of tHé’ius trium liberorum to Plihy the Younger, soﬁething
gained for him through a petition by a close intimate of the émperor,
Julius Seruianus (Pliny’ Ep 10A.2)' (Millar 1977:114). The fact that
thls 1mportant right could be obtained by petition by or for thev
chlldless agaln empha51ses the extent to whlch polltlcal power was
centralised in the hands of the emperor.

‘V Theryounger Seneca writes in his Ben 6.34.1-2 that the custom of
amicitia was first insfitutéd‘at_Rome by Gaius Gracchus and Livius
Drusus, acting in imitation of Hellenistic monarchs. He addévtha; it
became traditional for amici to be divided into three categories.
These were, firstly, the people admitted into the private audience of
the emperor; secondly, thosé admitted withA a larger, bﬁt stitl
reséricted, number; and, thirdly, those let in withoutyany distinction
or additional privilege. It is uhcértain whether Augustus or the
later emperors followed this tripartite division. It seems the
" presence of this passage in Seneca can be ascribed to the Romén
predilection to attribute customs to a ;r[aqu (founder). fhe'gunrces

do not give any substantial evidence on this issue, although ther. are



several references both literary and epigraphic (see Millar 1977:117)
which suggest the existence of this division. HoWever, the paucity of
such evidence leavés doubt as to‘ its continued exisFence " (Millar
1977:111)4. In considering the role of patronage iq literatufe, an
éntirely different approach is taken byA Zetzel (1982). He denies
streﬁuously the importance of patronage to Latin poetry, as oppose& to
its importance to the poets theﬁsel&es. His argument rests'heavily‘on
thé dubious assertion that the addfeéseé qf a poem is ﬁot honoured by
the poem in any wéy. He argues that the use ofkan address in a poem
is not necessarily dictated by the relétionshipAbetween the poet and
the person whose name is in the vocative, but that it is a 'correlate
of bothuthe subject and ﬁhé stylé of the poem‘ (Zetze1 1982:88). This
approach ab;lishes the hqtion of client-poetry, since the addregseé is
thus:by definition not a patron at all, but rather . a ppetic fiction,
Zetzel relies on dubious evidence in this reggrd (as éhown'by Badian
1985:350-51), and he is on still shakier ground when he asserts that
‘in the case of'orgénized pbetic booksythere is’ﬁo reason to assume
that:therin&ividual poems ever had an independent exisfencé ﬁ;ior to

the creation of the whole’ (Zetzel 1982:89)5.
Terminology

Contrary to what one might expect from comparable modern English
usage, the wérds patronus and clien& weré scarcely used to'describe
relationships of ~pétronagé in classical Latin. In fact, Seneca,
Tacitus, Pliny and 'Suetbnius‘ never use patronus of literary
relatiénships, nor even more generally of én influential protector;
the word is wused only of a nmﬁ who has manumitted slaves, is the
formally designated sponsor of a town or corporation, or a lawyer

engaged in defence (White 1978:79; saller 1982:8-10). Similarly,
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cliens was not used of peoi)le in the inférior position of these
.relationships, butA'rather of humble members of the lower classes;
though used of a r“]'_ch man’s satellites, the related abstract noun
‘clienfela is never used of fhe relationship (White 1978:79-80; Saller
1982:9-10). The fact that these words were so infrequent‘suggests
that there was some stigma attached to them; they can be thoﬁght to
imply social inferioritj and dégradation (Saller‘l982:9). However,
White's claim (1978579) that the word patronus was not used of the
social role of the lordly man who receives the attgntioﬁs of lesser
~ men and in. turn rewards them favours is overstated; in fact epigraphic
evidence disproves the assertion (Saller 1982:10, esp nll),

amicus, the word most widely used to réfer to patron and client,
was ambiguous enough to encompass both the superiof and ‘inferiof
parties. The tendency to ﬁse amicus rather than the more déméaning
cliens for the inferior party does not imply any egalitarian ideology:
" adjectives suqh‘as inferior and minor could be used when necessary to
stress differences in staﬁus (surveyed by Saller 1982:11-15). A
geﬁeral trend in the ianguage §f amicitia is that words avoiding
distinction‘of‘status are used far more often than words which imply
differentiation. Also, there are more words to designate the rich
friend (eg locup1e§, potens, beétus) and they occur more often,than
those which indicate the SUbordinaté friend (White 1978;81-8?). A
significant early use.bf the word amicitia to describe patron-client
relétionships can be seen at 'Luc;etius' De Rerum Natura 1.140-41,
where ‘sperata uoluptas/ suauis amicitia’ haé been taken to refer to
the relationships between Lucretius and his patron Memmius (Allen
1938:181; Wiseman 1982:35;36). Brunt has concluded from his study of
patron-client relations in thé late Republic that the term amicitia
has ‘a vast range, covering 'eVery' degree of genuinely’ or overtly

amicable relation’ (1965:20). This conclusion can be extended to



embrace the Principate and the Empire (cf'Mayer 1989:17). The term
amicus is very seldom used in inscriptions as a formal designation to

refer to clignts of the emperor. This is probably because there were

political dangers in claiming publicly a status which the empefor

could revoke»at his will (Millar 1977:116). |

_ The basic words uged to desc;ibé the exchangés'so essential to

patronage nelationﬁhips may be summed up as follows. Most iméortant

was the term officium, which originally referred to the‘ activity
Iparticular to a specific group of people; it then developed into an
idea of rulesAdr obligations peculiar to these categories, and.later

.exbressed the fides impliéit in'felationships of this nature &Saller

1982:15). From tﬁis it 1s evident that reciprocity is a prominent

element of patronage relationships, as is clear from Cicero’'s De

Officiis. officium in the sense of exchange is close1§ paralleled by -

beneficium, which literally means 'kindness’ or. 'favour’, and meritum

is semantically close to these. Though some scholars have tried to
6

‘determine difference in the force of these three words®, it is clear
éhat there is at leasf a greaf deal of overlap between them (Saller
1982:17-21). The term gratia ('goodwill’') differs from the other
three in that it refers more ﬁo an attitude than an action (Sallér
1982:21). The termiﬁology for thesé reciprocal relationships aﬁd

their agents can thus be described as largely unspecific,
The mechanics of patronage

Some attention should be given to the mechanics of patronage,
the day-to-day prdcesses whereby such relationships were condﬁcted.
Martial’'s Epigrams, togefher with ‘the Safireé of. Juvenal, give
considerable insight into the daily tasks of the cliens in tﬁe first

century AD. A great many of the Epigrams are devoted to complaints
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-aBout the many demeaﬁing chores to which a cliens "has to devote
himself daily, for example the salutatio mentioned at Epigr 1.70. It
is essential to bear iﬁ mind, however, that Martial's poetry'cannot be
taken at face-value as: a reflection of Roman life, since he was
writing satirical epigrams rather than serious autobiography (Hardie
1983:51-56; Saller 1983:246). Hardie has pointed out that this
'mendicant facade’ can be traced té Greek precedents, and_he gone so
far as to pogtray Martial’s persona as a 'selective caricature' of the
conditions of his life. Undoubtedly, Mértial did have some duties to
fulfil as a client, bﬁt there is-every reason to assume that he has
éxaggerated (Hardie'1983555;56)7. At thevsamé'time, it éhould be
said that our knowledge of tHis Roman custom .deriVés lérgelyv'from
hostile sources, such as Martial and Juvenal who wefe in the inferior
social position within such;relationships. |
'The Commentariolum Petitionis, traditionally attributed to
Quiﬁtus Tuliius Cicero (102-43 BC). but of disputed authenticity;
~divides clients into »three categoriés acéo;ding to the nature and
extent of their duties. Firstrthere were the salutatores, who came in
the morning to pay their respects and made several othér calls as well
(Comment Pet 35; cf Cic Fam 9.20.1); also the deductores, who stayed
on t§ escort the great man as he went down to the forum and perhaps
for the duration of ﬁhe‘first business (Cqmment Pet 36; cf Cic Att
1.18.1;'Cic.Mur 70); and the adsectatores, whose devotion and duties
were to one patron oﬁly'and could thus remain.with him for the entire
day, helping ip various ways (Comment Pet 37; cf Cic Mur 70-73).‘ This
last position, which was also.the humblest, could often amount to a
full-time occupation, whereas the salutatores were the least committed

in terms of time spent attending any one patron (Wiseman 1982:29-30).

- 65 -



:

" These categofies would appear to give a fair indication of the
various tasks involved in the role of client. Martial‘writeﬁ of his
‘being expected ét the early—motning salutatio (1.70; 9.100; 10.82),
“and also té join the patron'suentouraée on itsAway to.the’fbrum (3.46;
9.100; 10.82). At 3.46 Martial‘is seen attending his patron in the
course of his daily wérk, including at court; the evenings might be
‘devoted td attending dinner-parties qf the patron to provide

entertainment, even if that meant suffering his abuse:

-Inuitas centum quadrantibus et bene cenas.

.Vt cenem inuitor, Sexte, an ut inuideam? (4.68)

Martial stresses that the life of a client wés tiring and tiresome;
that is the impression conveyed by, for examplé, Epigr 10.70‘ 74 and’
82 (Sallerkl982:128-29)1 In sociologiéal terms, such customs as the
’daily salutacio can be regarded as ‘ritualisatioﬁ whiéh reinforced
patronage relationships and.gave'them publice visibility (Eisenstadt
and Roniger 1984;58; cf MacMullen 1974:10?-9).

o The mdst demeaning of ﬁheﬁe customs are what Martial; for one,
is eager to escape; to this end he requires‘patrqnage generous enough
to frée him from these dutieé. In this context Martial’s decléred aim
of ﬁcium, ie literary leisure underpinned by financial gecurity in the
form of a country villé, for: example, is the antithesis to the
ambitio, the burdens of thch plague the poet's lifed.

: What_bénefiﬁ did the patron‘get frém these relationghips? Apart
’from the unique ski11§ of a poet in adding elegantia to the rich man’ s
Ieisure fime, there were a 'whole host‘ of functions which cliecnrs
fulfilled. 1In many ways the institutions o£ Roman sociéty were poorly
develoﬁed{ and so it wasuléft’to amici to supply services analégdu# v

those of merchanﬁs, lawyers and insurers, for example (Hands 1968:31).



Direct commisgions for poems as weilbas for other works‘of ért,
in the mb&ern sénSe of artistic commissions, do not appear to have
been thé norm in imperial Rome or eariier, for that matter. It:is
likely that muéh was written on the prompting of a patron, but nowhere
is there evidence that ﬁﬁis was done with anything like the direétness
wifh which’ we associate a modern commission. Insofar as these
promﬁtings (to write for exémple ceiebrétbry poems) did take place,
they tended to be more subtle than’a commercial transaction. In fact
we have no.evidencé'of arrangements whichrcommit patrons to pay for
any poem, let alone stipulate an amount; it can be assumed that this
would have been too crass for Roman sensibilities (White 1978:86).

In considering«ﬁpecifically liﬁerary patronage as distinct from
other typeé of amicitia relationshipé,vsomé consideration should be
given to the directness of the patron’s influence over the poet and
his wfiting, .which"are two separate issues (cf  ZetzQ1 1982) .
Traditionally it has been assumed that Maecenas conscripted poets to
euiogize the ideals and personalities of‘the new state under Augustus
(eg Syme 1939:253-55), but as Dalzell (1956:153-55) has pointed out,

there is no real proof that Maecehas’ intervention with the poets of
his age was és direct as that. There ‘is little justification for
holding that Maecenas’ patronage was conditional on a set political
programmeg. The occasional poetry of ﬁartial and Statius, however, by
and large fulfils a very ‘direct soéial function (egb praiéing,
thanking, requesting) whereas the extant Augustan poets do not seem tb

have been subjected to ‘occasional’ constraints to the same extent.
The position of the poet in society

- The economics of the poet’s position in society are centrally at

issue in‘  a discussion of this nature. Again the presence of a



literary persona in Martial makes it difficult to assess objectively
the situation of a poet at this tihe. Whatever the extent to which
poets had to use their craft as a source of inéome, it is cléér that
there were other opportunities of earnihg available. Military service
and other types of civil service (particularly of an administrative or
financial character) were among the other options open to poets (White
1982:53-55). |
From the Situations implied by Statius’' Siluae it can be assﬁmed‘

that this poet was in a position similar to that of Martial with
regard to.pétronage; furthermore, it seems that their condition wﬁs
closely matched‘by that of Juvenal some two or three decades later
(Whité 1978:77). Statius';iiterary perSOna.is baéed squareiy on his

status as a professional poet.
Origins

This situation of Roman literary patronage has its roots in the
activities of Romans abroad;v contact with Greek encomiastic poets
particularly was a major facto;. The advent of Greek slavés at Rome
meant that mény of these Hellenistic practices came to Rome. This was
then assimilated into the cult of the emperor, and increasing imperial
patronage of the arts brought with it increasing praise for the
~ emperor (Hardie 1983:39). The Greeks provided poets with the
archetype of writers needed by gre;t men seeking political advantage
from literary support; the tréditioﬁ of Greek panegyric, dating from
the fourth century BC, provided the technique and an évailable body of

thematic material for these purposes (Williams 1982:9).



The“purpose and value of patronage

‘Among the most problematic issues surrounding patronage is that
of the purﬁose it fulfilled for the pbets. Did tﬁéy need patrons to
~fulfil their material needs, as one might reasonably conclude from
reading Martial’s Epigrams, or was it more a matter of the patrons’
giving them support in literary disputes?“‘Modern scholarship on'this
issue witnesses a debate between White and Saller on tﬁe relative
importanée of‘materiél and non-material suppdrt for the poets in terms
of amicitia relationships.

White;s approach is that a poet in Martiai’s sitﬁation had no
urgent need of financial assistance, since he had enough resources to
fulfil the property ‘qualification of aﬁ eques. Eveﬁv the poorest
knight earned enough from rents and interests to lead a modestly
comfortable life; Martial was thus concerned ndt“with how to‘secure
his‘ basic income but how to enhance it, and thus to improve his
standard of living (White 1982:52). In this regard White (1978:90-91)
has formulated séven'categories df beneficia invﬁerﬁs of which clients
could profitf These are (1) inheritances :and bequesté first and
foremost (non-senators needed 'the 1ius trium liberofum before they
could take wup ‘these); (2) cash gifts ‘made durihg the’ rich man’s
lifetime, of which Pliny’s gift of a uiaticum to Martial is an example
(Epist 3.21: Pliny says clearly that the gift was made in recognition
of their friendship and‘the verses Martial wrote aBout him, and that
this took place iﬁ accordance wiﬁh an old cﬁstom)lo; (3) loans at low
or no interest, which would have been’tantamount to gifts when given
to an unsqrupuloﬁs borrower; (4) gifts of 1and‘ahd houses, such as
Horace and Martial benefitted frdm; (5) lodgings in the townhouses and
villas of the; richil; (6) sinecufes Vand beneficial appointmencs

arranged for pborer friends; and (7) marriage to the daughters of rich



men. White emphasiSes; hé&e?er; that the property quaiification for a
- “knight (400 000 HS) would in its own right have,yielded enough income
(from rents and interests) to ensure financial secﬁrity withoug the
additional benefits of patronage (Wﬁite 1978:88-89). |
~ Saller, on the éther hand, has opposed the view ﬁhat Martial’s
status as an eques necessarily implies financial independehce of the
sort that guarantees a desirable standard of»living. In this fegard
the wvalidity of White's evidence (1978:89)‘ has been called ‘into
question. For one thing, Juvenal Sat 7, cited by White as evidence
that the rich are reluctant tb support poor poets, in fact implié$>
that the rich were expected to provide the sort of support whosé
absence Juvenal Bemoans. Furthermore, the fact thaé Martial>makes
relétively little;mention’of monetary gifts is of no signifiéance;
Martial’s poem for Pliny (10.19) makes no referencejto‘fhe gift we
know Hartial received (Saller 1982:28 n9%4). Saller (1983:250) has
asserted tha; the equestrian ceﬁsﬁs of 400 000 HS was'drawq up in
éepublican times, and that in’the;rising cost of living ét Imperial
Rome this would certainly not have been enough‘to maintain a decent,
let alone luxurious, standard of living. However, this reasoning is
invalidated by the fac; that there is ho evidence of serious inflation
or devaluation at Rome in this period12§
Publication was a crucial benefit for poets in respect of
patronage. In a society without a highly developedvbook trade ana
without la&s of copyright, wealthy men were in a uniquely priyileged
position in tﬁeir ability to. bring the works of poets to public
attention (White l978:83j Wiseman 1982:37). Thus it is‘that Martial
in Epigr 12.2 appeals to Arruntius Stella for assistance in the
publication of his poems; a request matched in a different way byr
Statius in his Silu 2 praef addressed to Atedius Melior. Poétslneeded

encouragement, publicity, protection and criticism of their work; in



particular, they required help from influeﬁtial friends when, in the
circumstances of unrestrcihed or distorted reproduction of their work,
they might face the embarrassing problembof having libellous works
falsely attributed to ‘thcm. An -example of this can be seen when

Martial asks Paulus for help in such a situation (¢f 10.3 to Priscus):

si quisquam mea dixerit malignus
atro carmina quae madent ueneno,
ut uocem mihi commodes patronam
et quantum poteris, scd usQue, clames:

'Non. scripsit meus ista Martialis.' (7.72.12-16)

These aspects Qf patronage must have had a very practical application
in terms of a’poét’s'success {(White 1978:85; Saller 1983:247). Poets
relied on patrons to organise and finance public readings (cf Pliny Ep
8.12); oc a more aesthetic 1cve1 Martiél sometimes asked friends rto

read his poems with a view to Suggesting improvements (eg 5.80 to

Severus; Saller 1983:248);
Continuity

Some consideration shoﬁld be given "to Martial’s frequent
assertion that the standard of literary patronage had declined
cdn;iderably‘cy his time. However, as it has been noted previouslv,
one should avoid taking at face-value what Martial says about his wwn
‘circumstances: such ié the nature of his literary persona. Certainiy,
it is one thing to speak of continuityx.in the overall style of
 patronagé from one period to the next, and it is something complet«iy

different to consider whether the same amount of opportunity 15

available to a poet in one age compared with those of a previous age.



The gist of Martial’s tirades bears more on the latter, ie that
patrons are not as generous as they were in previous generations. - lhe
central developmentiin amicitia since the first century BC was the
centralisation of political power in imperial hands, beginning Qith
Augustus; ﬁhis meant that, by ‘the magnitudq and variety of the
beneficia he could confer, the emperor himself was a key factor in the
availability of patronage. If there»ieally.was a decline in literary
,paﬁronage, the tastes of the reigning‘emperofbwouldkhave played no
small,part.l We have already seen that the emperor’'s discretionary
powers were considerable, and it can be said.that different emperors

- placed different degrees of importance on literatufe, and ﬁad
different tastes 'in literature (see Williams 1978:280-86 and
1982:3-27). »

Complaints about an alleged decline in the quantity and quality
of patronage should certainly be seen against the background of
widéspread misgivingé on the part of write;s of the early empire about
the prevailing condition of cultaral decadence. Tacitus' Dialogus de
ératoribus is one important expression of this sentiment, even though
the work is limited ostensibly to rhetoricl3.

Vessey (1973:16) supports the contemporary view that the fiist
century AD witnessed decline in the standard of literary patronage.
Similarly, Seager (1977:40-50) takes seriously allegations of a

' decline in amicitia, wheraas LaFleur (1979) and Saller (1982:11 nl5)
(EE; are more circumspect about the comments of Tacitus and Juvenal in
this regard. As Saller has pointed out, there is no solid basis for
evaluating the notion; decline was sUch‘ a common motif in Roman
‘literature that it should always inspire suspicion (1983:255); in the
words of Mayer (1989:16) concerning Juvenal: ‘The theme of abused
friendship is part of a.larger concern, the tottering iule of officium

in Roman society.'’



Much of whét Martial says of a decline in literary patronage is
éxpressed iﬁ terms of an ideal figure, namely'>ﬁaecenas. In a
much-quoted epigram, Martiai says that the absence of large-scale
literary patronage (fMaeqenases;) is responsible for_the absence of

first-rate writers -('Virgils'):

sint Maecenates, non derunt, Flacce, Marones,

Vergiliumque tibi uel tua rura dabunt (8.55[56].5-61)

Generally speaking, Maecenas’ name goes together with images of otium.
In a poem to Lucius Julius, answering akchallenge to write more poetry
on a bigger scale, Martial says (cf 12.3[4].2; Mayof 1853:158-59 on

Juv 7.94: Kay 1985:65):

Otia da nobis, sed qualia fecerat olim

Maecenas Flacco Vergilioque suo (l.lO?.h-S)

Certainly, this image of Maecenés as the ideal pa;fén, allaying
all the poets’ material difficulties, became a well-worn topos in
literature; by the middle of thekfirst century AD his name had become
a byword for a good literary patfon (Quinn 1982:117;‘Vessey 1973:16).
That this topos lived long be}ond classical #imes is Vadequately
aftestedlh. As White has commented (1978:77), it is.quite probable
that through their friendship‘Wiﬁh'Maecenas Virgil and Horace were in
more favourable circumstances than Mgrtial,‘ but in many ways that
relationship should be considered the exception rather.than the rule.
There is no compelling reason to believe that the Augustan poets were
in any radically different position to those of Mar;ial's time, except

insofar as the emperor’s monopolistic tendencies increased. However,

it is true that the Augustan poets mention fewer patrons than do their
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Flavian successors.

NOTES

[1] In studying a later period Lytle (1987) viéws all social groups

[2]
[3]

(4]

[5]

(6]

as being formed in a coﬁtinuum between. friendship ana patronége.
Speaking also  of 'the Renaissance ‘'in the first 1instance,
Gunderheim (1981:3) descriﬁes patfonage as ’one of the dominant
social processes of pre-industrial Europe. It is virtually a
permanent structural characteristic of ail early vEurépean
material high culture, based .as it is on production by
specialists.’ A

eé friedlaender (1908:196-202); Warde Fowler (1908:269-70)

Hands (1968): §h3 'Giving for a-returﬁ” and ch4 'The nature of
the return’; cf White (1978:76 n5)

eg Seneca Clem 1.10.1 'cohors primae _admiSQioﬁis’; ILS 1078

Antonius Pius’ 'salutatio secunda’. Concerning differentiated

‘access, an alternative view to that of Millar is given by Gelzer

(1969:104-6) and Rawson (1985:38-40).

In marked éontrasﬁ with this approach Evans, in connéétion with
Ben Jonson, has focused on "what he éalls the psychological
effects of ﬁatfonage on a poet's work (1989:2?—30).

eg Hellegouarc'h, 'J 1963, Le vocabu%aire-latin)&es relations et

des partis politiques sous la republique, Paris

[7] The problem of poetic sources for social history is not confined

to Martial. Archibald'W Allen (CPh 45.1950.145-60) provided an

important exposition of persona theory as applied to Roman
poetry. Most recentiy Braund (1989:1-3) has examined this in

_connection with satire. The matter is discussed in detail in the

e
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[8)

conclusion.,

Taylor (1968:486) has discussed otium in these terms.

[9] It might be noted, though, that Horsfall (1981, at 1), followed

[10]
[11]

{12]

[13]

by Griffin (1983) and DuQuesnay (1984), has revived the view that
'Maecenas did influence and indeed direct the Augustan poets’.

Saller (1983:253) has stressed that these were important

 financially and more frequent than White suggests

eg Silu 2.2,voqcasioﬁed.by-Statius' sté& at Pollio’'s villa
at Surrentum; see Nisbet (1978). o

See Jones (1974:1874227). The phenomenon of inflation or
devalﬁation seems to apply oniy to the late.sécond cénéury and
beyondp This does mnot tell thé. whole sfory, howe?er, as it
should also be borne in mind that qccasionally shortages of
essential goods such as corn caﬁsed prices to rise éharbly (Jones
1974:192). |

In one way or another, many of these value-judgments have
filtered do&n to the modern age,  through a long history. of
literary prejudice; merely ﬁhe use of tﬁe té;m 'Silvet Latin’, as
opposed to 'Classicalc or 'Golden Latin’, is testimony to this
long-standing view (Williams 1978:6; White 1982:61).

For examéle William Herbert, the Third Earl of Pembroke, was
described as ’‘the greatest Maecenas to learned men of any peer of
his time and since. He was very generous and open handed'-
(quoted in Brennan 1988;150, cf 83); -See élso Curtius (1953:416

n9) and Gold (1982:xi).
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Chapter 4

THE LIFE AND CAREER OF MARTIAL

'Apart fr;m onehlétter of Pliny (Epiéc 3.21, addressed to Cornelius
Efiscus),' our source#. for the - life ‘and .careerv of Martial ére ;
restricted - to the Epig;ams themselves.  This presents igrave
difficﬁlties; giveh that Méftial‘adopts S0 many (6ffen éontradictory)
poses or_personée in the éorpus of his poemﬁ. Generally speaking; it
is thus heéesgarythBCvmry of,takiné at face value anythipg'the poet
sayé about :himsélfl. The bibliégréphy of Martialg WbiCh' head§
'.Friedlaender’s edition (1886:1-26) represents a synthesié of earlier
‘work on this topid, and has been the sﬁértiﬁg point for subseqdent
studies of the poet’s life. | |

That Martial wés born éround AD 40 can be inferred from the fact
tha; his tenth numbered book_(pfébably.pubiished in a»seéond edition
in AD 98:_10;103.7{ 104.10) coincided with his 57th yeaf. He states
often that he was born on the Raiends of March (9.52; 10.24; i2.60)
r‘and thisT has geﬁerally been followed ByA échélars (eg Friedlaéndér »
1886;1; Hglm 1955:55)2. His birthplace was Bﬂbilis (modern Bombola),
a Spanish mﬁnicipium of Rome in‘Hispania Tarraconensis. He refers‘to
‘himself as ‘nos.Celtis genitos.et ex Hiberis' (4.55.8). Likejmuéhvof
Spain;"Bilbilis must -have bbécome Romanized quickly; probably by
Mértial‘s'time Romén iﬁfluenqes oﬁ all.fﬁcetﬁ of life would have been
pervasive (Sikes apud Tanner 1984:2630; Bellingefk1928:426).

Traditional wisdom has it that, on Fhevstrength of poem 5.34,
Martial’s pareﬁts were called Fronto and Flacilla (eg Friedlaender :
1886:4; Duff 1964:397). Buit in all probability these names refer mot
“to ;he poet‘s parents Bﬁt to those of the little slave-girl Erotion
whose deéth Martial 1aments'at 5.34, 37 aﬁd 10.613. Of ‘'his parents'

background we know nothing; however, the fact that he identifies
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himself as being a 'real Spaniard’ in appearance (1.49) suggests that
he was Adescénded from dld Sﬁanish stock (Syme 1958:618; Howell
1980:1). Martial dées séy that he received an education from them, or
at least under their care (9.73.7-8). It is likely thgt.Martial had
his basic grammatical and rhetorical training in Bilbilis or perhaps
Tar;aco (Héwell 1980:50; Szelest 1984:2564).,

| 0f the first 40 years of Martial’s life, 1itt1é is known other
- than that he came to Rome around AD 644. This was the 'obvious course
for any talented and ambitious provincial'’ (Howéll 1980:1), and in
this respect the careers of the Senecas, Lucan, Columella and
>Quintilian may be compared.

It is not clear what effect the Pisonian Conspifacy of AD 65 had—
on Martial’'s career, but it is likely that its bloody aftermath
deprived Martial of a number of patrons. - In partiéular it would have
eliminated the  possible patronage éf the elder ’Seneca (Boissier
1906:242). As an occasioﬁal poet writing for patrbns, Martial must
certainly have experienced some degree of political difficﬁlty as a
result of the conspiracy. - In the absence éf any detailed evidence;
however, this mﬁst remain speculation. |

We hear at 9.97.5 that Martial received the ius trium liberorum
from two emperors, a personal.beneficium which lapsed witﬁ the death
of the emperor conferring it (Daube 1976:144). Helm _(1955556,'
following Mommsen>1887:888) believes that Vespasian and Titus were the
benefactors. However Friedlaender has shown that the two"empérors
were most likely Titusband Domitian. It has been suggested that he
originally obtained the ius from Titus in 80 or781 as a reward for the
Liber Specﬁaculorum, and that Domitian fenéwed thg beneficium aréund
82 following the death of Titus (Daube 1976:146).' This is discussed
-with further references by Szelest (1984:2565 n70). Allen et al

(1970:347) have put forward the idea that Martial first received
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tribunicia potestas and the ius trium libefqrum frbm Nero in‘the early
60's: they agree that Martial first followed a pﬁblié‘career until
'falling from favour with  the ‘Pisonian Conspiracy, and that his
receiving the ius crium liberorum ﬁor thé second éime in 79/80 under
Domitién marks a return to favour. This theory is’seriously lacking
in evidence; in any event, if he did coﬁé’to Rome'LAd to- pursue a
politicél cafeer under the Senecaé and Piso from the ea;ly 60's, hé is
‘not likelfAtﬁ have sUrvived_the large-scale politiéal killingﬁlafter
 the failed plot.

As Ffie&laender‘has poingedvqut (1586:6), Martial may have been
made an eques as a resﬁltlof his ;ribunician_powér (cf Helm 1955:56:
Sikes apud. Tanner 1984:2631) acquired undér Titug. However, the
conqection Betwéen fhesé\two honours 1is uncertain #nd the subject of
disﬁute, as equestrian status sometimes led‘to the légionary tribunate
(Allen et al 1970:346).

- Scholarg‘cannot agree on whether Martial was married or not, a
questiOnloccaSioned by.cﬁeAfact :hat hevéﬁice reééived the‘ius trium

liberorum. As;her (lé77:hhl-h4) gét;out to.prove that despite being
given the ius Martial may in factvhave-béén married, but_her use of

the evidénce was impugned by Schnur (1978:98-99) . Szeles; (1§84:2566;

cf-Kay 1985:576;77 on 11.104) is~correct in stating that wéAdo‘ﬁot
have Sufficient evidence to decide the issue, and the confidence of
Howell (1980:4), Sikes (apud Tanner \1984:2632)V and ofhérs is
misplaced. | -

Around»the age bf 20 Martial Qenf t& Romé, where he stayed fot
34.yeaﬁsAwith only é brief in:erfuptionw Apparehtly avoiding a more’
lucrative and ‘qonventional career in’ léw' (see eg 2.90), Martial
preferred to write 'poétry’ on a more or less professioﬁal' basis
(Szelest 1984:2564-65) ., »In this regard>hebﬁou1d have been compelled

to survive through the patronage established by contacts within the
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amicitia system. No doubt poetry did not offer a career in the same
sense as law in that it did not entail direct, regular and stipulated
rewards, and it was practised according to a more loosely-defined
social code. It is precisely this lack of direct payment which led to
the plethora of poems in which Martial complains of stingy amici
{surveyed by Mohler 1931).

On the strength of 1.98, Tanner (1984:2633) has surmised that
Martial trained as a lawyer with the younger Pliny under Quintilian
from AD 69-71, and thereafter practised for a short while with little
success. But the poem itself is scant proof that Martial entered the
profession.

A particular problem in the biography of Martial is the poet's
financial position. The epigrams give the impression that the poet
was chronically short of money; this claim is usually made a propos of
his career as a poet. This has long been taken at face wvalue by
scholars, who imagined that Martial did indeed face financial
insecurity (eg Friedlaender 1886:10-11). More recently, though, some
scholars have seen a contradication here in that Martial did have
equestrian status - implying that he must at least have been able to
meet the property qualification of 400 000 sesterces. Hardie
(1983:51) is largely representative of modern scholars in speaking of
Martial's ’'mendicant fagade, or persona’. It has been demonstrated by
Saller (1983:246-49) that the poet’s poverty is a literary theme with
a long history behind it>. In this light Martial's protestations of
poverty are seen as a standard literary gesture rather than as a
reflection of his actual circumstances (also Saller 1983:249). In
fact Martial's references to his ‘'poverty’ are demonstrably
contradicted by mention of property owned by him, for example his
estate at Nomentum (7.93.5: Sikes apud Tanner 1984:2631; Szelest

1984:2565)6. In addition he is known to have owned a villa at the
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fﬁshionable resort town of Tibur as well as a small town- house at
Rome .

This’évidence supports the thesis that Martial had sufficient
resources.to §Qpport himself (White 1978:88-89); his much-mentioned
paupertas shouldA be taken to mean ‘sufficiency with&ut surplus’
(Hardie 1983:51).- Saller (1983:250-54), resurrecting the older view,
has attémpted to rﬁrove that Martial was in fact NOT economically
secure. A difficulty in deciding the issue concerns the fact that we
cannot be sure of the state of the.Roman economy at this‘stage.‘Saller
(1983:250) speaks of ’'the rising living costs and living standards of
Rome of the emperdrs' T-‘vgiven - that - the equestrian‘ census was
established in Republican times - without giving evidence of the
former (discussed at pagés 69 and 74 h12).

Martial’s first extant work, the Libe} Spectaculorum, has been
dated to AD 80, as it celebrates Titus’ dedication of the Flavian
Colosseum or Amphitheatre in that year. This was followed Ey the
XeniaAand'the Aﬁophoreta,bnéw known as Books 13 and 14 respectively,
which are ﬁsuaily ~dated to 83A or soon thereafter (Ffiedlaender
1886:51-52) 7. |

After the publication of -Book l,. probably " in 86, Martial
published cblléctions regularly at:intervals of one or two years up
till Book 11 iﬁ 96 (Kay 1985:1). In 98 a second edition of Book 10
was ci;culafed. Book 12 was sent by Martial from Bilbilis to Rome in
ldl or 102, and an ehlarged posthumous version méy have aﬁpeared later
(Howell 1980;3-4). In 98 or early 99 Martial returned to Spain.
Plin&‘s‘ ietter (3.21), in which he mentions the uiaticum he 'gave
Martial, helps establish the dating ‘of this event (Sherwin-White
1966:263). |

But this was not Martial’s first departure from Rome. Already in

about 87 he had left the City to stay at Forum Cornelii (modern
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Imola), and Book 3 was sent by the author from there to Rome for
circulation (see Howell 1980:3). He says that the reason for his
departﬁre was his residual dissatisfaction with having to observe the

duties of a client:

cur absim, quaeret: breuiter tu multa fatere:

‘Non poterat.uanae taedia ferre togae.’ (3.4.5-6)

It is possible that Martial’s spell in Gaul coincided Qith a bad patch
in his career, resulting from his friendship with the dancer Paris and
the scandal surrounding the latter's affair with Domitia (Hardie
1983:52).- Various reasons have been offered for Martial'’s retirement
tovSpéin. The poet‘gives continual signs of his dissatisfaction with
the life of a client-at Rome (eg 10.74) but, as has already been
suggested, this should perhaps not be taken too seriously (pace
Schmidt 1979:1053 and Szelest 1984:2567) . Certainly, the fact that he
. left Rome calls for some comment. As Friedlaender (1886:11) and Sikes
(apgd Tanner '1984;11) haye pointed out, a possible factor was
Martial’s illness (mentioned at 6.47, 70, 86) aﬁd its aftermath.

On his return to Spain Martial benefited from the genefosity of
Terentius Priscus (12.3[4]), the addressee of the preface to Baok 12,

and the wealthy widow Marcella, who provided him with a comfortable

estate and home:

munera sunt dominae: post septima lustra reuerso

has Marcella domos baruaque regna dedit. (12.31.7-8)
The date of Martial’s death (between AD 101 and 104) g

established by Pliny Epist 3.21, in which it is mencio:. !

Sherwiri-White (1966:263), followed by .Hardie (1983:53) and S:zel. .t
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(1984?2568), thinks his death occurred <closerv to the end‘ than the
start of this period, whereas Helm (1955:58), Syme (1958:89 n2) and

Kay (1985:1) have opted for an‘earlier date.
THE LIFE AND CAREER Q?'STATiUS

Sources. for the life of Statius are particularly scant, with ohly
" Juvenal (Sat 7.82-87) providing any information outside the Statian
corpusB.V The closest Statius comes to aﬁtdhiographical utterance is
at Siluae 3.5 and 5;3, wvhere a number of important details come te
1ight. These are poems addressed fespectively to his wife Claudia
(persuading he:'to return with'him'to Naples from Rome) and to his
late father,'in the form of an epicedion.‘ fhis“creates a context in
which autobiographical material occure almost .en passant; in the poems
Seatlus mentions 51gn1f1cant events of h15'11fe only where relevant to
his relatlonshlps with his w1fe and father In contrast to Martial‘s
'mendicant fagade’, Statius’ statements !aboqf hie own life have
;faditionally enjoyed a high degree of eredibility.‘

The date of Statius’ birth is subject to mere’estimation, based
on the year of his father’s birth, AD 25 (see Hardie 1983:58,‘13).
Other scholars have piaeed the elder Papinius’ birth as early as AD 16
(eg Helm 1949:984), or AD 14 (eg Van Danm 1984a:1). Poems published
around 94 or 95 see Statius deecribingbhimself as a senex (3.5.13;
4.4.69-70; 5.2, 158-59) As a fesult scholars have generally given 40
and 50 as the termini (Frére 1961: xv11,‘Gossage 1972:186), w1th 45 the
least contentious compromlse (eg Wood OCD 1970: 1011) Vollmer
(1898 16) placed the date as early as AD 40 (cf also Duff 1964 : 373),

whereas more recently Van Dam (198&a 1 and 13 n2) and Hardle (1983 58)



have opted for the latter part of the period.

Statius’ origins and background, and in particular the career of
his father, are central to undérstanding the nature of the Siluae. The
elder Papinius, a native of southern Italy, was himself a professiénal
poet who achieved success in such competitions aé the Neapolitan aﬁd
Achaean Games (5.3.134-45). He taught at Naples, the birthplace of his
son »(3.5.12-13), and later at Rome’ (5.3.l?6-77; cf Hilberg
1902:514-17). The elder Statius’ feaching duties at Rome may have
inclﬁded at some stage thevinstruction of Domitian in religious lore

1(bib1iogra9hy at Coleman 1988:xv n3). The move to Rome profoundly
affected Statius’ career, as the City rather than the Neapolitan or
Greek professional circuits provided the focus of his activity (Hardie
1983:58). Statius réceived instruction from his father perhaps as a
grammaticus. but certainly as a teacher —éf. poetry: - ‘decus hoc
quodcumque lyrae primusdue dedisti’ (5.3.213). On the strength of
©5.3.116-18 Coleman (1988:x§) Has speculated that the family'may have
lost équestriaﬁ status through failure- to meet. the census

requirement9:

rnion tibi deformes obscuri sanguinis ortus
.nec sine luce genus (quamquam fortuna parentum

artior expensis)

Statius’ first major public performance seems to have been for a

senatorial audience, with his father present (Coleman 1988:xvi):

qualis eras, Latios quotiens ego carmine patres
mulcerem felixque tui spectator adesses

muneris! \ (5.3.215-17)
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The tone of the passage suggests that this performance was a success

(see Hilberg 1902:517; Frére 1961:x-xi, 201 n4; Van Dam 1984a:1 andr

Vollmer 1898:17 n2). |
Again in the presehce ofjhis father, Statius tfiumphed»in the

Augustalia in Naples, in which respect he emulated the older man:

ei mihi quod tantum patrias ego uertice frondes
solaque Chalcidicae Cerealia dona coronae

te sub teste tuli! ' | .(5.3.225-27)

This win provided the basis for a successful subsequent career, as
this was not merely a local'competitidn but the 'princiﬁéliplatform
for Greek epideictic and musical talent. in front of an Italian
audience’ (Hardie 1983:58). Van Dam (1984a:1l) has dated this event to
78 of earlier.

It was afound this_time ‘that Statius married the widow Claudia 
and began work on the Thebaidv(3.5.35-36), his mythological epic and
magnum opus which was not completed till 91 ‘or 92 (Hardie 1983:61).
Claudia was probably the Roman widow of a singer or musician,_and had 
a daughter by this previous marriage (3.5.50-67). The Agaue libreftq

composed by-Statius for the pantomime artist Péris (recounted by
Juvenal in Sat 7.82-87), must be dated to.the early 80{510. Similarly
the epic p§em De Bello Cermanico, known only in a 4 line fragment
quoted by the fifteenth-cehtury commentator Giorgid Valla.on Juvenal
4.94 ‘(see, Highet 1954:258-59 and Griffith 1969; Jones 1982 has
‘examined the sexual imagery of the extract). This fragment refers to
the campaign against the Chatfi in 82-83, and Juvenal Sat 4 is known
to have been published between 82 and 86 (Hardie 1983:61-62).
Nothing is known ;f Statius; fortunes between 83 and 89/90, the

two autobiographical poems being silent on those years. We know from
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Silu 3.5.37-42 that Statius suffered serious illness at a latervétage;
vand on thi; basis Hardiev(l983:63) has conjectﬁred that poor health
may have been a factor at this earlier time as well. 1In addition, the
disgrace of Paris (with whom Statius may have been closely linked) may
have forced the poet to maintain a low profile during this time.

The first significant token of official approval, ending the
spell, caﬁe in AD 90 or soon afterwards with a victory iﬁ the Alban
Games, the Quinquatrua Mineruae. This is recéunted at both Silu
5.3.227-30 and 3.5.28-30: 'me nitidis ferentem/ dona comisvSanctoque
indutum Caesaris auro/ uisceribus’. The date of ;his ﬁas_ been
controversial (discussed at Van Dam l984a:14 nl5), but recent scholafs
(eg Hafdie 1983:64; Van Dam 1984a:1; Colemén 1988:xvi) are-largely in
consent on the subject. ‘

AD 90, which saw his failure to take the honours in the
Capitoline Gamés as well as his father’s deﬁth, was an important year.
in Statiﬁs' lifeﬂ. His disappointmeht at the Capitoline fépulsa,is_
patent from the two poems in which he mentions it‘in direct contrast

with the Alban victory:

nam quod me mixta quercus non pressit oliua,
et fugit speratus honos: quam dulce parentis

inuia Tarpei caperes! (5.3.231-33; cf 3.5.31-33)

Van Dam (1984b:2736), who has found it necessary to posit a dual
edition of Siluae 5.3, and Helm (i9h9:984) have put the date at 79 and
81 respectively; but this is probably too early. | | |

| The early part of 90 witnessed importaﬁt signs of imperial
favour. Apart from his Alban t;iumph in March of that year, which
presumabiy he would not have recgived if still vsubject to the

emperor’s disapproval, he also acquired from the emperor a water



supply for his Alban estate ('magnique ducis mihi munere’ 3.1.61- 64:
Hardie 1983:63). Statius’ most productive period_aé an occasional
poet coincided with ;his time; the poems of Siluae 1-3 which can be
dated fall mostly into the period 90/91.’-This éuddén activity.may‘be
taken as a sign of imperiél fa?our. His changed circumstances may be
explained by Domitian’s need to reconcile all available literary
talent:to engender a suitable political climate, folléwing Antonius
Saturninus’ revolt in 89 (Hardie 1983:64). -

This successful period seéms to have been cut short by illness,
which struck him shortly after the éompletion of the Thebaid ('nuper
Stygias pfopé réptus ad umbras’ Silu 3.5.37-42).. The bout of
ill-hgalth, tbgether with the Capitbline repulsa and his father's
death, may well havé had a serious and 1ong-term>effect on Statius'
morale (see Helm 1949:985).

The publication of Siluae 1-3 has traditionally and plausibly
been dated to 93/94, that is some two'years after thg completion and
publication of the Thebaid. These three books are génerally fhougEE
to have been published together (Coleman l988:xvi) or at least in
close succession (Vollmer 1898:10; Vessey 1973:15). It is very likely
that these books of Siluae, as indeed the fourth and fifth, were a
selection of a large number of occasional pbems written by Statius
over a long period of his career (Vessey 1982:561). |

White (1974) has questioned the significénce of the publication
of the Siluae in the modern sense of thevterm; in response Hardie
(1983:65) has held that the real purpose of Apublication was to
advertise the life ;f the poet himself. The joint issue of Siluae 1-3}
Qas intended as the ‘parting shot of an ailing and, perhups,
disappointed Staﬁius ‘as he departed to' Naples’, a hove Hardie

considers to signal his withdrawal from Roman society.

- 86 -



'After Statius’ reﬁurn to Naples (pace VAn Dam 1984a:1 and 14 nl8)
he again‘reCeived imperial favour in the form of an invitation to ;he
emperor's‘diﬁner-taﬁlé (Silu.4.2.5-8), The whole of this poem is a
'-thénksgiving to Domitian for the banquet, which can Be dated to 94 or

early.95. This event séemé to have sparked a ‘renewed interést in and
‘demand for Stétius'.oécasional verse, and the_pbems c&nstituting Book

4‘wefe probably written between late 94 and mid-95 (Vollmer 1898:13,

fdllowed by Marastoni 1969:227). |

Nothing is heard of Statius after 96, and so he.caﬁ be assumed

‘to have died in chat'year or soon after. A second mythological epic
‘poem, the Achilleid, was left unfinished. Several océasiénal'poeﬁs,'
which had not been publishedvin book form, were collected posthumously
by an anoﬁymous editor as the fifth book of the Siluae. The view of
Legras (1907:338) - that Statius returned fo Rome ffom Naples téwards
the end of his life - has foﬁnd little credence among scholars and
should be rejected (see Helmv1949:985).

From the abo?eiaccount_it is evident that the production of the
Siluae (which can be dated to 90/91 and 94/95) coiﬁcided with periods
of imperiél favour in Statius; life. The empefér'é. support was
clearly variable énd unpredictable, and for one thing the Paris affair
could nét have helped Statius; plight! In these terms it is obvious
that the Siluae fulfilled a important social fuﬁction, both as
pre-publication libelli and as published colleqtions; a function which
is to be appreciated agains# the background of first-century

patronage.
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' NOTES

(1] Carrington (1960:1-22), 1like the earlier tradition of Martial
scholars, is guilty of underegtimating the forée‘of'the personae
in the Epigrams, and of consequently taking at face value Qhat
Martial says about Himself (cf for eiamplé_Simcox 1883:99-100).

[2] Lucas (1938) has tried to demonstrate that the choice of this day
as a birthday was fashionable among the Romans{ and that
conséquently Martial should not be believed on that score.

[3] For example Lloyd k1953:41)>speaks without qualification of ;his
pafenté'; Mantke (1967/68) has shown that these are unlikely to
have been Martial’s own parents,

(4] Again the dating is tied up with Book 10 (103.7 and 104.10).

[S] eg Callimachus Iambus 3, Epigra@ 32 Pfeiffer; T;bullusnl.lf cf
Cairns (1979:20j21) and Murgatroyd (1980:48-49) on this
commonplace.A l

[6] The value of this.wag probably upward of 1507000 HS, and it may
have been owed to the generbsity of éeneca (Hafdie 1983:50-51).

[7] pace Pitcher (1985) who, by attaching undue significance to
Martial's supposed references to the emperor's divinity, has
suggested that Books 13 and 14 were publiéhed later than AD 84/85
(Friedlaenderfsvdating).

[8] . For a modern bibliggraphy on the subject see Cancik
(1984:2725-26) . : |

[9] pace Dilke (1953:29-30) and Marastoni (1969:220), who have argued
that neither Statius’ father nor grandfather was ever of
equestrian status.

[10] Domitian banned public performances in 83, following the scandal

surrounding Paris, and his subsequent murder.
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' SECTION B



~Chapter 5

SELF-JUSTIFICATION IN THE PROSE PREFACES

Thé concept ‘of a writer's expressed programme is ecentral to the
chapterk on the history ofk'prefacing; frequently a writer finﬁs it
neéessary‘ in the exordium to offer some justification of his
subject-matter, style or views. The begiqﬁing is usually the mosﬁ
prominent and most natural place for such comments. Here they do not
intrude on the body of the work itsglf;vhere the foet can dffér his
crede and also defend himself against criticism levelled agaiﬁst him.
It is difficult to di;tinguish between manifesto and defeﬁce, and
frequently the 'critieism’ which occasions the author’s response seems
more imaginary than real. In the event a beginning, whatever its form,
generally affords an author the opportunity of airing his views on
contentious literary matters.

Though by no means unique to it, justification can be considered
to hold an important place in the poetry of the Romans generally.
'Latin poetry, a child of the Hellenistic age, had almost ab origine
been Bsélf-conscio'us"..., that is to say'given to reflecting upon
itself, aware of its own limitatiohs, bf the means at ité disposal,
and of the ends -it was aiming at. Théoretical considerations had a
considerable share in producing it’ (Fraenkel 1957:124). At the same
time, in‘all literatures satire and related genres havé a particﬁlarly -
seif-conséioﬁs quality (see eg HighetAl962:lh-16; Poilard 1970:1-4).
Satirists often reflect on their own art, and hence a substantial'part
of satire and epigram is devoted to issues“ofiliterary criticism and
apologia.A In the case of Martial this is certainly’true, as haé been
shown by Citroni (1968), Garson (1979) and Holzberg (1988:85-93).

| Two writers ére important when it comes to prefatory apologia:

Callimachus (prologue to the Aetia) and Terence with his comic



.prologues. As general influenées, both should be borne in mind in
considering the polemical quality of Martial’s prefaces. 4Both contain
an impbrtant justificatory element. ;t is alfeady clear from chaptér\
1 that the Aetia prologue set an important prepedent for éolehicél
introductions in Latin poetry,

In this chapter I shall consider those elements of the prose

prefaces of Martial and Statius which have some justificatory force.

A. MARTIAL 1 PRAEFATIO AND THE TRADITIONS OF APOLOGIA

1 praef sees Martial principally justifying his own position as
a writer of epigram. Given the ’'satirical’ nature of the genre, it is
not surprising that this piece has a great deal in common with the

apologia or apologyl

offered ip. the satire of Lucilius, Horace,
Juvenal and Persius, and aléo_Catullus. In satire it is necessary for
the writér to outliné his credé (in aesthetic and othér'terms), and to
def@ne his position in relation to such contentious\issues as libel.
This may be described as the eétablishing of an author’s persocna (cf
Anderson 1982:3-10, followed by'Braund 1989:1-3; also Allen 1940). A
satiriéal writer mﬁst étate, for example, whether he is attacking real
people, the dead, or character stereotypes.

By the same tqﬁen this first prose preface of Martial is
concerned with the establiéhiﬁg of a persona, and merits detailvd
considerétion in that respect. Apologiae of this 'type have been
described as the ‘disclaimer of malicious intent’ or the ’'theory of
the 1iberal.jest' (§ramble 1974:190), and Martialll praef must he
viewedvrin this 1light. 1In this section I shall ‘begin with Ssmg
preliminary considerations concerning the satifical.apologia (eg legal

constraint). Then, after examining Martial's apologia as manifested
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in 1 praef, I shall survey other satirical apologiae,'most notably
Horace Satires 1.4, 10 and 2.1; Juvenal 1 and Persiué 1, by way of

compérison.
Libel, defamation and the law

The 1law- of 1ibei .is' relevaﬁc here insofar as the satirical
apologia‘involves—invective and personal attack. If this_éspect df»
Roman law is difficult to grasp in itself, then‘its éonnection with
literary invective 1is harder to pin-point.” Broadly 'épeaking,
defamation falls under fhe law of iniuria, which 'goes back to the
Twelve Tables. However it‘is'likély that on this issue the Twelve
~ Tables concerned only“magical spells and ‘incantations (cf Cicero Rep
4.11; Tusc &4.4; Smith 1951:169).

| Sulla éstablishéd a standing jury court de iniuriié under the
lex Cornelia, at least paftly as a means of cru#hing_ political
oppogition. Again it is uncertain what part defamation played in fhis;
in all ﬁrobability the court was concerned with -physical violence
rather than libel (Crook 1967:253;'pace Smith 1951:173-77). It appears
.that it Qas not until Augustus’ time that a senatusconsultum was
issued’adding libel and'slanaer.to the lex Cornelia (Suet Aug 55).
Another apparently_new‘de?elopmenﬁ under Augustus is that libel came
to be considered under the category of maiestas, whereas beforehand
relative freedom of expression had prevailéd. This set the:tone for
the subsequent history of the empifef'and 'henceforward. . .there was
always a’ danger that outspoken criticism of the regime or 1ts
personnel might coﬁnt as treason’ (Crook 1967:253).

This development in Rome'’s 1ega1.history is fef;ected in the

tone of writers. Whereas Lucilius and Catullus enjoyed considerable

latitude in criticising people in their writings, writers of a later
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géneration had no sﬁéh priyilege (see Rudd 1986;40-81). The s;tirists

“from Horace onwards did not ériticise tﬁeir contemporaries (cf Hor Sat
2 1 and Juv 1.169-71); the tone of these writer; makes it eclear that
they aid not qonsider‘ free speech ‘av right (Kenmney 1962:36;. Crook
1967:253). It seems poeté, like orators, had nd‘SpeciaI privileges
when if camelto criticising people.

At the same time it éhould be borne in mind that,.despite the
severity 6f Roman legislation on defamation, we know df only two
prosecutions on these lines «4both of them referred to at Rhet Her
2.13.19 (ipvoiﬁing Luéiliﬁ; and Accius as the defendants).’Both cases
concern defamation made by actors on the stage; we knpw of ﬁo cése'
invdlving anything said libellously in the 'senate, in the courts or
- coram populo (Crook 1967:254 and 1976:136).

The vrelaﬁive degree of pefsonal liberty under particular
_emperors was a major éonsideraﬁion. Domitian;s inhibiting, even
oppressive, attitude towards literature has been documented'b? Coleman
(1956:3111-15). Suet Dom 8.3 shows that legal constraints forbade
writers to- lampoon prominent.Romans. The fact that a large number of
poets, many'of them writers of epigram, emérged under the less harsh
rule of Ner?a and Trajah is indicative of tﬁe restrictions experienced
by those writing under Domitian’'s reign. In thése circumstances it
would have been at leaﬁt uﬁwise for Martial or a contemporary to
attack real people under ﬁhis’ regime (Coffey 1976:98-99; Howell

1980:96).
The literary tradition of apologia
It appears then that the law of 1libel was a factor in

determining the extent to which writers could criticise their

contemporaries - but exactly how significant a factor it is not easy



to establish. Aﬁartvfrom legal considerations, there are also issues
of the literaryi tradition which must be taken into account 1in
Qnderétanding discléimers from writers ofviambic,’satire and epigram,
This tradition seems in’ itself to be a major‘ motivating force 1in
apologetic utterancés. Bramble (1974:190-204, appendix 4) Hés_
illhs;rated the persistencé éf a tradition of apologia,bwhich seems to
originate with Plato (Laws 935A-936A). It continues with
Aristotle, who speaks variously of malicious éndmgentlemanly humour
(eg Eﬁh’ Nic’ 11085; 1114a. 24;, 1128a) ;nd ThéophraStus (Char 28
nanokaw[&). , V ' k

Cicero follows Plato and Aristotle in obsérving suéh a‘
distinction: eg Or 88-89, Off>1.104, 134; de Or 2.244. One of these

passages is particularly revealing:

dupiex omnino est iocandi genus, unum 'illiberale; petulansj
flagitiosum, obscénum, alterum elegans,' urbanum; ingehiésum,
facetum. Quo genere non modo Plautus‘nostér et Atticorum antiqua
comoedia, sed etiam philosophorum Socraticorum’libri’référti sunt,
mul taque multorum facete dicta, ut ea, Quae a sene Catone collecta
< sunt quae uocant &wowﬁéypara. Facilis igitur' est distinctio
ingenui et'illiberalis ioci. Alter est, si temporé fit, ut si
remisso animo{ grauissimo homine dignus, alter ne libero quidem,

si rerum turpitudini adhibetur uerborum obscenitas. (Off 1.104)

This passage reéveals that the Romans comprehénded.a clear distinction
between what in English would be terﬁed good-humouredkcriticism‘and
inVectivez.i' Roman invective comprises a limited ’number of stock
themes, as has been>Shown by Nisﬁét (19612192;97).

It is therefore more important to examine the literary tradition

which bears on criticism and invective. To quote Bfamble (1974:19A),



. who admittedly'usés slightly anachronistic language here:-’Following
Callimachus, Roman 'gatirists, iambists and- epigrammatists profeés
innoqence, inhibited more by the ethical and rhetofiéal.dictation,of
charity and humanity in matters appertaining to the comic, than by

legalistic consideratioms.’
Martial 1 praef

As Book 1 was Martial's first widely cifcqlated collection of
satirical epigrams, it is notlsurprising that he begins it with an
apologia fdr the writing of satirical'verse. Though no doubt Martial
had Qritten and circulated satifical epigrams in a different form
before this, the previously pubiished collections (now knd&n as Books
- 13, 14 and the Lib Spect) are not ofva satirical nature.

"In this preface Martial says hé .hépes he has not upset the
sengibilities of anyone with any degree of selfjrespect;vhe claims
.that his poems play their game (ludén;) without treading on thevtoes

of even the lowly:

spero me secutum in libellis meis tale temperamentum ut de illis
queri non possit quisquis de se bene senserit, cum salua infimarum

quoque personarum reuerentia ludant. (1-3)

On several othef occasions Martial speaks of his verse in these terms:
4.23.6-7 ’Cecropio saﬁur lepore/ Romanae sale luserit Mineruae’: 7.8;1
'Nunc hilﬁres, si quaﬁdq mihi, nunc ludite, Musae’;.8.3.1-2~'Qﬁinque
satis fuerant: nam sex ‘septemue 1libelli/ est nimium: Quid adhuc
IQdere, ‘Musa, iuuat?’; 11.6.3-4 'uersu ludere ' non laborioso/

permittis, puto, pilleata Roma’; cf 12.94.8 and 3.99.3-4.



Wagenvoort (1956;30742).ha§ shown that the word Iudere and its
derivatives are frequently used in connection with verse. It can
contrast a witty, ingenioﬁs péem,with a more sérioﬁs creation (eg Hér
.Sat 1.1.27; Plin Ep 7T9'9 ’.;.Lusus uocantur; sed hi lusus non minorem
interdum gloriam quaﬁ sefia ludo”’), or small-scale verse wiﬁh more
serious (eg Ov Fast 4.9; Culex 1l; Plin Ep 8§.21.1-4; .di5cussed in‘
connection with Stétius i praef later in this chapter). The word is
used particularly‘df the 1ighﬁer genres, eg'Cat 56.20; 25; Prop 2.3.20_
(see TLL 7.2GC.1775.10-21776.3). Iudus, a pérallel . for the Greek

ralyviov, is used by Lucilius of his own satires, eg fr 1039.

Martial's practice 1is contraéted wiéh that of other ancient
writers, who hev sajs attagked not only specific, real people but
impoftant éneé at that (3-5). Martial says he is not interested in

"winning fame or displaying ‘cleverness’: ‘Mihi fama ﬁilius constet et
probetur in me nouissimum ingenium’ (5-6). It should be noted that
ingenium is used here " in  an_ unﬁsual negative sense (TLL
7.1.1534.1-35). The word is explained by the sentence which: follows,

particularly as it is then used in its adjectival form ingeniosus:

Absit a iocorum nostrorum simplicitate malignus interpres nec
epigrammata mea scribat: inprobe facit qui in . alieno libro

ingeniosus est. (6-8)

This suggests that ingenium indicates not wit for its own sake., but
rather the malicious phenomenon of false attribution. In terms of
this a writer’'s work might be supplemented or adapted in such a way .s

to lampoon people whom the original writer had no intention of
attacking. The circumstances in-which literature was disseminated. .s

described in chapter 2, made this a common problem.



It has beéh suggested that ‘this apparént rejection of
"cléverness" is hara fé reconcile with the final twists of hQndreds.of
Martial’s epigrams’ (Garson 1979:11). ~But Martial’'s statement has
more to do with the malicious rewriting of his works by others; this
’élevernegs’ refers more to the activities of these 1literary
adVerséries of his than to his owﬁ epigrémmatic style.
| »In»severél poems Martial criticises those whé try to pasé off
his verse as their own, eg 1.29, 38, 52, 53, 66,'72; 2.20; 10.100.
The most sinister aspect of this typé of plagiarism is the false
attribution that this sometimes involves. -At 10.3 Martial complains
of a 'shady poet’ (clanculariﬁs) who has circulated écﬁrrilous
matefial under Martial’s name; from this Martial dissociatés himself

(cf 10.5): .

Vernaculorum dicta, sordidum Qentém,

et foeda linguae probra‘circulatricis,...
poeta quidam clancularjius spargit

et uolt uideri nostra. credis hoc, Prisce?..
procﬁl a libellis nigra sit meis fama,

quos rumor alba gemmeus thit pinna

(10.3.1-2, 5-6, 9-10)

This 'suggests comparison with the uetus poeta mentioned in the
prologues of Terence (see pages 14-15).
The apbeal to a friend to lend support in this regard is seen

more obviously at 7.72:
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si quisquam mea dixerit malignus
atro carmina quae madent ueneno,
ut uocem mihi commodes patronam
et quantum poteris, sed usque, clames:

‘Non scripsit meus ista Martialis.’' (12-16)

" This underlines the need for the support of friends and patrons on the
part of poets as outlined.in chapter 3 (pages 68-76), whether for
practicél support (eg the providing of venues for recitationes) or
moral, such as that suggested above in the context of possible libel
éccruing from false attribution. Martial’s focusing on these
possibilities of false attribution in thé préface and certain poems is
in itself a protection against accusatiohs of libel he might have ta

face.

One aspect of Martial’'s apologia is his appeal to the precedent
of earlier epigrammatis£s3. Speaking of the genre’s lasciua ueritas,
he says, ;sic écribit Cétullus, sic Marsus, sic Pedo, sic Gaetulicﬁs,
sic quicumque perlegitur’' (10-12). A similar catalogue is offered at
5;5}5-6: ’sit locus et nostrié aliqua tibi parte libellis,/ qua Pedo,
qua Marsus’quaque Catullus erit.’ Of these Catullus is undoubtedly the
major_influencé on Martial, as shown by frequeht éllusibns (2.71;
4.14.13; 7.99.7; 10.103.5;‘ 11.6.16) and 1imitations (eg 11.3.6;
11.6.3). Domitius Marsus (PIR2 D 153; Skutsch RE 1903:1430) also
wrote epic (4.29.8). As an epigrammatist he is referred to at 2.71.3
and 7:99.7 (with Catullus); 7.29;8 and 8.55(56).24 (’Vergiliué non
ero, Marsus ero’). A member of Maecenas' circlé, he wrote an epigram
on the deaths of Virgil and Tibullus (Morel FPL 110-11). |

Albinovanus Pedo (PIR? A 479; Rohden RE 1893:1314) is mentioned

by Martial at 10.20(19).10; and also at 2.77.5 with Marsus as a writer
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of poems longer than his own: ’Marsi doctique:Pedonié/ saepe duplex
unum pagina tractat opus’.: The only vremaining_ fragment (23
hexameters) is however from an epic on‘Germanicus' German campaign‘
(Morel FPL‘115-16).

Cn Cornélius Lentulus Gaetuiicus (PIR2 C 1390; Radinger RE
1910:465) was consul in AD 26. Nowhere élsé does Marﬁial make mention
of him, but Qe do hear of his erotic verée from Pliny (Ep 5.3) and
Sidonius Apollinaris (Carm 9.259 and Ep 2.10.6). It is unlikely that
he is the same Gaetulicus (PfR2 G 15; Skutsch‘Ré 1900:1384-86) to whom"
nine epigrams iﬁ the Greek Anthology are‘ascribed (see furtﬁer Qitrgni
1975:10 and Howell 1980:99-100). |

With regard to citing literary precedents one may compare the
younger Pliny (Ep 5.3.2), who in a letter to Titius Aristo finds it
necessary to apologise for his versifying by listing an awesome arfay
of éarlief ‘poets. The. catalogue includes Cicero, Calvus, Asinius
Pollio, Brutus, Sulla, Catulus,_Scaévola, Varro, the Torqﬁati; the
younger Seneca, ‘Vefginius Rufus, ngius Caesaf, Augustus, Nerva,

Virgil, Nepos, Accius and Ennius.

Martial’s 1list of predecessors in 1 praef does suggest a
perceived genefic division between'sgtire’and epigram. Whereas in
their‘épologiae Hpraée, Juvenal and Persius look back to Lucilius as
‘their great predecessor (Courtney 1980:83), Martial presents himself
as falling in a canon which includes Cathllus, Marsus, Pedo and
Gaetulicus' - all of them writers of epigram rather than satire.
However, it is true that, despite the omiésion at 1 praéf, Martial
inévitably does 'reveal some debﬁ to ;ﬁﬁ@asakefists, for example

Lucilius (see Holzberg 1988:42-47).
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One may compare thevgenéral freedom of speech which Martiallat
yarious timés cites vés. a characteristic of epigram. Apart from
“lasciuam uerborum ueritatem’ (ipr9), Martial éays in the pfeface té
Book 2 that epigramsbare so frank that they don’'t need a 'messeﬁger':
'epigrammata curione non egent et COntenté sunt sua, id eét mala,
1inéua' (2pr6-7)4. Here mala 'suggests that a_certain degreel of
maliciousness is thought appropriate t& the genre. In the preface to

Book 8, in the context df\showing how he has toned down the natural

inclinations of epigram, Martial says:

quamuis autem epigrammata a seuerissimis quoque et summae fortunae
uiris ita scripta sint ut mimicam uerborum licentiam adfectasse
uideantur, ego tamen illis non permisi tam lasciue loqui quam

solent. (11-14)

Thevpoint here is that the impefial context of the book makes it
inappropriaﬁe if not impossible for.Martial to give free rein to the
lasciuia which is usually so important to epigram. Fér a writer of
satirical epigram dedicating 'a book to the emperor this implies
something of a tight;ope walk, and the preface is a useful place for
Martial to comment on the aesthetic problems involved. The Qidély
popular adultery mime appears to have been an important influence on

Martial’s work (see eg Best 1968/69:209; Kay 1985:76-77)5.

To retufn_fo.the preface to Book 1. In leading up to the point
where he implies that his ;pigréms are written in the spirit of the
Floralia and makes a joke at Cato’s expense, Martial confidently says

d : N
that anyoneé who .does not have enough of a sense of humour to

appreciate his poems should sétisfy himself with the prose preface or,

even better, the title:



Si quis tamen tam ambitiose tristis est ut apud illum in nulla
pagina latine loqui fas sit, potest epistola uel potius titulo

contentus esse. (12-14)

Martial here uses the. expression latine ldqui to characterise his
poems,' which vmay be compared wifhv 11.20.9-10: 'apsoluis 1epidos
nimirum, Auguste, 1libellos,/ qui scis Romana simplicitate 1oqui’. In
this poem the word simplicitas, which is used in the same vein as at
1lpr7 above,‘ indicates behaviour wuninhibited by thei usual social
restraints and, ,by extension, language which 1is free of the
constraints of euphemism (Kay 1985:113). The two'expressions carry
much the same force as the- modérn_ French 'gauloiseries' (Boissier
1906:234).

In addition, Martial’s reference_ to a titulus 1in the above
qudtation deserves méntion. From the context it appears that this is
a titulus of the book as a whale rather than of any.ihdividual poems .
From the Xenia and Apophoreta one may compare 13.3.7 ('Addita per
titulos sua nomina rebus habebis’) and 14.2.3, where Martial speaks.of
the brief headiﬁgs to individual poems without which thevepigrams of

those books would make little sense:

Quo uis cumque loco potes finire libellum:
uersibus explicitumst omne duobus opus.
lemmata si quaeris cur sint adscripta, docebo:

ut, si malueris, lemmata sola legas.
Viewed together, these quotations suggest that a titulus or leima of

Martial is enough to warn off prudes and those uninterested, und o

obviate the need for them to read the entire collection.
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The final part of the 'préface makes use of an anecdote,
recounéedxby Valeriﬁs Maximus 2.10.8, ih which the elder Cato ieaves
‘ thevfloralia festiyal Sovthat the mime can go ahead uﬁimpeded by the
dampening influence of his coﬁspicuous hiéh morélity; fhe piece ends
with a direct address to Cato in the form pf an epigram, thch itself’

ends with epigrammatic antithesis (ueneras...exires):

Epigrammata 1illis scribuntur qui solent spectare Florales. Non
intret Cato theatrum meum, aut si intrauerit, spectet. Videor mihi

meo iure facturus si epistolam uersibus clusero:

Nosses iocosae dulce cum sacrum Florae"
festosque lusus et licentiam uolgi,
cur in theatrum, Cato seuere, uenisti?

an ideo tantum ueneras, ut exires? (lprlh-Zl)_

The Cato story is useful to Martial in more than one respect.
By this means Martial can characterise his poems by, firstly,
contrasting them with the moral rectitude (grauitas) of Cato and,
secondiy, by éomparing them with the spirit of the Floralia. Martial
has the mime aéﬁor, Latinus, say ofrhimself: ‘ille, ego sum,.../ qui
spectatorem potul fécisse Cétonem/ soluere qui Curios Fabriciosque
graues’ (9.28.2-4). Martial frequently portrays Cato, always
" ironically and irreverently, as a symbol of steadfast moral reéitdde,
eg 5.51.5; 10.20(19).21 ‘tunc me uel rigidi legant Cafones’; 11.39.15;
12.6.8; (cf Phaedr 4.7.21 Anvaétfon 132.15). Curius and Fabricius
are often presented in similar vein, eg 7.68; 11.16 (cf Juv 2.153-54;
Quint Inst 7.2.38). The existence of these standard historical

exempla. can be attributed to the Roman practice of using favourite
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subjects, sometimes collected in handbooks, in their suésoriaé in the
rhetorical schools (Nordh 1954:225). |

| Worship of ;ﬁe ancient fertility 'goddess Flora tended
. increésingly to ribaldry since the inception in 240 or 238 BC of games
in.her honour. These were eventually claimed by prostitutes as one of

their feasts. Thus Martial (1.35.8-9):

quis Floralia uestit et stolatum

permittit meretricibus pudorem?

In fhis instance the word Floralia.may be taken as metonymy for ’‘mimae
quae in Floralist nudantur’ (Citroni 1975:117).'0rigina11y celebrated
on 27 April, the Ludi Florales were expandedvin imperial times to spaﬁ
six days, begiﬁning with theatrical performances and ending with
circus games and a sacrifice to Flora (gee further AScullard
1981:110-11).

It is thug easy to see how Martial could associate the tone of
his satirical epigrams with thé Floralia. By the same token the
publicétion of Book 11 at the Saturnalia,(Decembef 96) gives Martial a.
ready pretext for the obscene elements of his verse, and in a sense -
the Saturnalia come to ﬁymbolise this aspect of his work: " clamant
ecce mei "Io Saturnalia" uersus’ (11.2.5); cf 11.6, 15 and Cat 14.15

(Kay 1985:71-72; Citroni 1989).

All this shows that in his literary-critical poems Martial
speaks of the genre of epigram as being of the derisive variety
('Spottepigramme'), even though -not all his poems fall into this

category.
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This preface reveals a marked gradation of tone. The beginning,
in which Martial expresses the hopg that he has not offended, is a
vefy cautious one®. This is certainly true of the manner in which he
contrasts himself with earlier epigrammatists. He acquifes an
'increasingly asserti?e air, and this creates the impression that he is
growing in confidence in the course of the preface. By the éﬁd this

becomes a strongly polemical direct address to Cato in the form of the

final epigram.
Other satirical apologia

Some comments by way of comparing Martial’s apologia with those
of the‘satirigts can be offered. Professed 1iteraryvprecedents; an
important féaﬁure of Martial’s aﬁologia, are found also in Horace Sat
1.4 and 1.10. Hoface mentions Lucilius aé a foferunher, but he goes
to great lengths to distinguish his 'own. writing from that .of the
earlier satirist. Lucilius,'who is himself said to follow in the.Old’
Comedy traditioﬁ of Eupolis,»Cratinus and Aristophanes, 1is directly
criticised for his too-frée, verbose‘ style: Hor Saf 1;4f9-13 (see
Fraenkel 1957:124-28; Rudd 1966:86-131 and 1986:14-18).

Whereas the other apologiae (and Martial 2 praef) have an
interlocutor, Martial. seems- to be arguing more against predicted
criticism, or at least criticism which is not quoted. Certainly there
is a defensiveneés in Martial’s tone which puﬁs the préface broadly
into the tradition ofvsatirical apologiae.

A word often associated with freedom of expression in the
context of .epigram, satire and comedy' is 1libertas, and this 'word
sometimes features in apologiae: eg Hor Epist 2.1.147
"libertas...lusit amabiliter, donec 1iam Qaeuus"apertém in rabiem

coepit wuerti iocus’'; Hor AP 'in uitium libertas excidit comoediae’
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(TLL v7.28.1314.28-1315.9; OLD sv 1libertas 5b and 7; cf Dﬁdﬁesnay
1984:29-32; Barr.band Lee 1987:3). The word- is used by Martial
(5.19.6; 6.88.3; 10.48.22; 11.5.7} 11.58.6) but never in this sense.
The most programmatic of Juvenal;s satires is his first. The
general comment that Juvenél is less autobiqgraphical in his satires
than Horace is pérticulérly true of this poem. In it he begins by
saying why he proposes to write poetry (1.1-20), and why satire iﬂ
particular (22-30). ira (45) and indignatio (79) make it impoésible
for him noﬁ to dovsoj given the type of people Qho arerprﬁspering in
Rbme at this time; This leads up to the famous lines in wﬁich Juvenal

describes the province of his writing in the following terms:

Quidquid agunt homines, uotum timor ira uoluptas

gaudia discursus nostri farrago libelli est. (1.85-86)

Powell k1987) has written on the ﬁroblems raised by the expression
farragq (' the fodder of my book’, ie its subject-matter); on Juvenal 1
more generally see Courtney (l980}777119).

In his survey of Horace Sat 2.1, Persius 1 and Juvenal 1, Kenney
has identified a 'pattern of épology’ (1962:36)7. The sequence
iéplied by this may be summarised as follows. First, a lofty
pronouncement of the satirist’s purpose and mission; then a warning
from a friendly interlocutor; third, an appeal by the satirist to. the
precedent of Lucilius, foilowed by a renewed warning; finally, there
is some sort of ‘evasion, retraction, equivocation.’ The passages of
particular relevance>here are”Horace 2.1.60-85, Juvenal 1.147-71 and
Persius 107-34 (cf also Courtney 1980:82-83).

An advantage of using the interlocutor in these épologiae is
that it allows thé bsatirist to ’posev as ﬁhe fearless unmasker of

vice’; but it also allows the poet to ’'make the necessary reservations
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without seeming to withdraw in cowérdly fashion’ (Courtney 1980:83).
Martial 1 praef differs from the pattern evidenced in the satirists in
fhat it has.no'interlocutor. In a sense the'defensive tone of the
first section obviates the need for one, but at the same time it
detracts from the forcevof>the piece as a whole. On the other hand
much of the bite of the.prefaée lies in the epigram which ends it, and

this is not paralleled in the work of the satirists.

B. MARTIAL 2 PRAEFATIO

In thefpreface to the second book of epigrams Mértial again has
to come to his own defence, but the point of contention is of a more
specific, techniéal_nature.on this occasion. The issue concerns the
use of the epistolary prose preface, and in an important sense its
very occurrence at this poiﬁt‘is self-contradictory. The first eleven
linés of the piecé see the inﬁerlocutor (ie Decianus, the addressee)
stating various reasons why an epistola is not appropria;e in this
context. The first is thaf the genre of epigram is flexible enough to
make provision for literary-critical issues, and they can speak for

themselves, as it were:

'Quid nobis’, inquis ‘cum epistola? parum enim tibi praestamus,
si legimus epigrammata? quid hic porro dicturus es quod ton

possis uersibus dicere? (2-4)
The genres' of tragedy and comedy, so the afgument goes, need the

epistolary preface to make the sort of apologia which is not otherw: .e

possible, and in this regard they contrast with epigram:.
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" 'Video quare tragoedia atque comoedia epistolam accipiant, quibus
pro se loqui non licet: epigrammata curione non egent et contenta
sunt sua, id est mala, lingua: in quacumque pagina uisum est,

epistolam faciunt.' (4-8)

After instructing the poet not to indulge in impropriety.of literary
style (expressed by the metaphor of a person dancing in 'a toga), the
interlocutor asks whether the poet would consider bitting a
net-glédiator (retiariﬁs) against someone who fights using a wooden

sword (ferula):

‘Noli érgo,’ si tibi wuidetur, rem facere ridiculam et in toga
saltantis inducere personam. Denique uideris an te delectet

contra retiarium ferula.’ (8-10)

The surprise comes at the end (11-15), when the poet indeea
agrees ﬁithlthe objections raised in this fashion: 'Puto me hercules,
Deciane, uerum dicis’. In mockingiy self-critical vein the poet bows
to the criticism 1eveiled against him. Referring to the long preface
which he would otherwise have used, the pbet says that the reader can

thank Decianus that the poems themselves start without too much ado:

Quid si scias cum qua et quam longa epistola negotium fueris
habiturus? Itaque quod exigis fiat. Debebunt tibi si qui in hunc

librum inciderint, quod ad primam paginam non lassi peruenient.

There is no mistaking the self-critical tone of the preface as a
whole. The obvious paradox is that if the poet really agreed with the
cited reasons for not following this practice, he would have refrained

from heading the second numbered book with such a preface.
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Various éxplanations have been offered for this paraddx. One is
that the epistola was originally simply that, ie a ietter_to‘a friend;
to which some poems may or may not have been appended (White 1974:58).
Another poSsibilitY.is that tﬁe letter (which may ﬁave been a genuine
exchange at an earlier timé) was consciously placed there by Martial
as a joke, with a certain amount of sélf-irony (Janson 1964:110-11;
Bowie 1988:13). A look at the text of Martial shows that the
authenticity of the letter is undisputed in the manuscripts; it-has
been part -of the Epigrams‘sincé our earliest r;cérds of the textual
transmission. The fact that Book 2 was published in Martial’'s lifetime
would seem to suggest that the first suggeétion is iﬁvalid. My own
view ﬁends towards the»second suggestion, in other words,.it seems
likely thét Martial has delibefately included the piece here as a
gesture of witty irony. The irony lies first in the faét that Martial
quotes at length the criticisms éf an interldcuﬁo; and then agrees
with them, and secondiy that such an exchaﬁgé should be rendered iﬁ
: this f§rm at the stért of the book in an obviously incongruous manner.

Two observations may Be made in connection with the preface,
however unsatisfactory‘the piece may appear in itself. Firstly,~thé
possibility that this was a 'real’ letter at an earlier stage can by':
no means be discounted. This consideration should certainly be borne
in mind when examining'the other prefaces of Martial, particularly
_those in which the epiétolbgraphi& trappings have remained intact.
Secondly,>it appears from‘this_piecé that'the;usefulness and validity-
of epistolary prefaces was a topic of literéry debate at the time. For
all its internal contradiction, this preface Segms to be an essay in
this topic. The uncerﬁaintyrsurrounding the tragic praefationes df
Seneca further clouds tﬁe issue when considered at this distance, and

given the lack of evidence.
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In terms of‘ips‘formal conception, the preface may be compared
broadly‘with the Platonic/dialogue’of Horatian satire; both of which
areicharaeterised‘by the the exchange of views. So too, in a less
-clearly defined‘way, the satires-of Persius, where changes of speaker
are often difficult to determine (Coffey 1976:101). Editorial
cdnventien has it that the first eleven lines’up ;ill reclamant mayvbe
regarded as the wopds of the interlocutor, with,the poet speakiné,for
the rest, and‘indeed there seems no reason to question this. The
rhetorical figure which can be identified here (as in comedy),. by
which a speaker ‘replies to the ' imaginary objections of an 
interlqcutbr,’is known as anthupophora (discussee in chapter 8).

Another issue ofprhetorical style which is brought to bear in
this prefacea is that of breUICasL'epistolaris; in terms of thisk
coﬁmonplacek ’brevity was eonsidered naturally appropriate fork the
epistolary form. As a topos this can be traced back to’Plato and
Isocrates (See,Sykutris RE 1931:193); one may compare Demetr Eloc 228,
and Iul Vict Rhet 27 at Halm RIM 1863:448; cf also RLM 589. The idea
occurs often in the letters of Jerome, eg 57.8.1 ‘nedue enim epistulae
breuitas patitar diutius in singulis morari’; 49.17 'transeamus . ad
reliqua - epistulari’enim breuitate festinat oratio’ ‘(see Bartelink
.1980:89-90). The phrasiné of the first sentence in this preface is
Areminiscent of the younger Pliny: cf Plip Ep 3.9.27 ’quid enim mihi
cum tam longa epistuia?' | |

| There is an impdrtanp thematic link between the prose preface'
and the first poem of the book (2.1). Addressed to the book, this
. poem laments the fact that length is a prohibitive factor for many
readers; and fgefully points out the virtues of brevity: 'at nune

succincti gquae sint bona disce libelli’ (35. These are threefold: (1)
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tﬁat not much papef is used up, (2) that the librarius completes é
copy in a single hour and (3) that, whatever the standard of the
poetry, it will not Vbore anyoﬁe (2.1.4-8). With ‘an ironic -final
twist, Martial ends by saying that the book will still be long for
many, however brief it may be. Avfurther irony is thét, at 12 1inesf
this epigram is itself fairly long.

Martial frequently speaks about the brevity of his own poems,
usually in mock-modest vein, eg 2.6, 77; 3.83; 4.89; 6.65; 8.29; 9.50:
10.1. Often this is in the form of tongue-in-cheek criticism of

readers who lack patience with his verse:

lectis uix tibi paginis duabus
spectas eschatocollion, Seuere,

et longas trahis oscitationes. (2.6.2-4)
The couplet is in fact the minimum length for a poem (cf 6.65):

Ut faciam breuiora mones epigrammata, Corde.

‘Fac mihi quod Chione’: non potui breuis. (3.83)

In contrast wiﬁh the extreme brevity of Martial’s distichs, the poems
of Domitius Marsus and Albiﬁovanus Pedo take up more space: 'Marsi
doctique Pedonis/ saepe'dqplex unuh pagina tractat opus’ (2.77.5-6).
Catullus  12.10-11  (’'quare aut hendecasyllabos trecentos/
-exspecta, aut mihi 1inteum remitte...’), imitated at Stat 'Silu
4;9.54-5, suggests the existence of a commonplace that long-
windedness is a punishment for the reader, and Martial’s continued

concern with the length of his poems, and here with the length of the

prose preface, should be viewed in this light.
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C. MARTIAL 12 PRAEFATIO

Martial’s‘ lack of literary pfoduétivity is at 1issue in the}
preface to his 12th and final book (discussed in detail by Bowie
1988:l2f30). He begins by ackﬁdwledgiﬁg that he needs to apologise
for failing to write anything\since his retirement.AThe fact that he
is supposedly in retired leisure makes his inactiVity;ail the more
difficﬁit to defend, he says (l2prl-6). Much of the preface is devoted
to rendering details about Bilbilis, but from the point of view of our
distinction, it must be said that this information is prinCipally
intended to substantiate the justification which remains the raison
d’éctre of thebletter. -

Martial adopts forensié imagery in offering this explanation,
and from'the start he argues in very‘much a defensive position in -
which Self-critical language is not lgnknown: ‘scio me patrgcinium
debere contumacissimaé tfiénni deSidiae; (lZprljZ), later 'absolﬁenda'
(2), faccipe ergo ‘fatiénem' (6-7),k 'in alieno féré litigaref (9);
This legalistic language, used here in mock-solemn vein (Boﬁie
1988:16) is reminiscent of Terence’s comic prologues, where the pbet's

reply to criticism is often couched in such terms (cf chapter 1).

Martial’s reasoning is on the lines that his environment at
Bilbilis militates against his being able to write poetry. He

stresses this by (firstly) focusing on the aspects of life at Rome

which had stimulated his literary activity:
si quid est enim quod in libellis meis placeat, dictauit auditor:

illam iudiciorum subtilitatem, illud materiarum ingenium,

bibliothecas, theatra, conuictus, in quibus studere se uoluptates
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non sentiunt, ad summam omnium illa quae delicati reliquimus

desideramus quasi destituti (9-14)

and, secondly, bewailing the parochial prejudice, backbiting and
géneral narrow-mindedness which fér him characterise the "place:
'accedit his municipalium robigo dentium et ifudici loco liuor, et unus
aut alter mali, in pusillo loco multi’ (14-16).

This has had a serious effect on his morale:

aduersus hoc difficile . est habere cotidie bonum stomachum: ne
mireris igitur -abiecta ab indignante quae a gestiente fieri

solebant. (16-18)

The images hefe suggest comparison with Ov Met 2.776 ‘liuvent rubigine
dentes’ (the whole passage"'2;760-82 is‘ a personification of énvy,
‘inuidia; gf Mart 9.97). The idiomatic force of this and stomachum
_('ill-temper’; cf Quint Inst 2.3.3 and‘6.3.93) hastbeen diﬁcussed by
Bowie (1988:24-26) . In the eveﬁt, Mértial's reaction to his
répétriation ié' starkly at odd§> with his earlier wviews about the
\ A
relative desirability of Rome and Spain. One of the main
characteristics of Rome as presented by Martial is its patron%ge
system; and Martial;s attitude to duties as a client is-overwhelmingly
negatiﬁe (see chapter 3), as for exampie at 3.4.6 when he speaks of
the 'uanae ‘taedia...togae'. There is 5 poem even in Bbok_ 12,
presumably .written before the preface, in which kboasts of the
pleasures of living iﬁ ﬁhe bcountryside. Addressing the city-bound
Juvenal, Martial contrasts the.leisure and peace.of his rural iife

with the worries of the urban client’s:
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'Dum tuvforsitan.inquietus erras
clamosa, Iuuenalis, in Sabura

aut collém dominae teris Dianae;...
me multos repetita pést Decembres
accepit mea rusticumque fecit

‘auro Bilbilis et superba ferro. (12,18.1-3, 7-9)°

By the same token, he speaks in very positive terms of his prospective
return at 10.103 and 104, though the final couplet of one. of these

poems seems to presage theill-feeling which subsequently troubled him:

Excipitis placida reducem si mente, uenimus;

aspera.si geritis corda, redire licet. (10.103.11-13)

In marked contrast to the attitude revealed in the preface
Martial ends this preface by saying that he would be happy to spend
the rest of his days. in such circumstances: 'Sic me uiuere, sic iuuat

perire’ (26)%.

In a sense this dichotomy of views evidenced in Mértial is
indicative of the conflicﬁing Roman response to the codntryside (see
in general MacMullen 1974:28-56). Writeré by and largevdepict urban
culture. Country life, expressed sy the Latin rusticitas, represented
that which. is 'uncéuth andr uncivilised, whereas on the other hand
‘urbanitas represented with positive conhbtétions the fashions of the
city, in particular those of Rome; ‘The concepts oflurbanitas and
- rusticitas immediately express the'géneral view of the differencé in
the level of culture between the population of town and cbunﬁry’
(Alf8ldy 1385:133). The usual view, contrasting the dutiés of city

life with the pleasures of country life, is seen at Plin Ep 1.9. Of
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particular relevance to 12 prééf is the difference in ;he level of
amenities and leisure activities between -Rome and the smaller
settlements (cf Wacher 1987:105;6; 114-18; Wood‘l988f115-19).

.On the other hand there is an old tradition, dating back'té
Hesiod and manifested in pastoral verse, of nostalgia for the
countryside (see Murgatroyd 1980:49 and, with regard to satire, Braund
- 1989:23-47, esp 28). This also had considerable appeal for Rohan
sensibilities (cf in general White 1977:36-49 'The country through the

eye of a townsman').

D. STATIUS SILVAE 1 PRAEFATIO

It appears that Statius’ main aim in writing the preface to his
first book of Siluae is to justify his first published venture into a
lesser genre, namely that of occasionalb poetry- In making this
jusﬁification Stétius.stresses his stétus as an epic poet, for whom
such a 1ightwéight genre requires some defence. He conveys vhis
supposed Qndertainty by claiming to‘have been uncertain as to whether

to publish these collected shorter poems in the first instance:

diu mulﬁumque dubitaui...an hos libellos, qui mihi... fluxerunt,
cum Einguli de sinu meo pro<fugissent>, congregatos 1ipse
dimitterem. (1-5)
It is evident from this thaﬁ.Statiﬁs is now circulating the poems in a
form differént to the origiﬁal, as has been discussed in chapter 2.
The phrasing of the opening echoes Cicero's Orator, which begins:
'Utrum difficiliué aut maius esset negare tibi saepius idem roganti an

efficere id, quod rogares, diu multumque, Brute, dubitaui’.

- 113 -



Both these introductions evidence the common prefatbry theme.by
- which the author claims to be writing in response to the recipient’s
reQuest,veg-Rhet Her 1.1.1, Plin Ep 1.1 'Frequenter hortatus es ut
epistulas, si quas paulo  curatius scripsissem, colligerem
pnblicéremque', Quint Epist ad Tryph 'Efflagitasti cotidiano conuicio,
ut - libros...iam emittere inciperem’ (see further Janson‘ 1964:28,
116-28). This topds should be viewed in terms of thebequally common
theme of the author’s ostensible dnubt’about the merits of the work,
often more generally about his an ability as a wniter, eg Cic Arch
1.1 'Si quid est in me ingeni, iudices, quod sentio quam sit.exiguum';
Plin HN prl2 ’'(libelli) néc ingenii7sunt capaces, duod alioqni in
" nobis perquan nediocre'erat' (see further Curfius 1953:93-95, 410-15;>
Janson 1964:124-41).

Virgil nnd Homer wrote their earliest work in lighter genres,
says Statius, as a prelude to their epic verse. If it was acceptable

for these poets, then also for him:

sed et Culicem legimus et Batrachomachiam etiam agnoscimus; nec
quisquam est 1llustrium poetarum qui non aliquid operibus suis

stilo remissiore praeluserit. (7-10)

The presence of such a defence and the comparison with Homer and
Virgil suggests a sense of inferiority on Statius’ part about the
publishing of these occasional poems (Citroni  1968:261).
Significantly, Statius here uses the term praeluserit to distinguish
the early essays of great poets from their subsequent work, and thus
the Siluae are to be appreciated agéinst the background of Statius’
epic verse. However, the parallel between Sfatius and thg other epic
poets 1is not completeﬁ the Siluae were composed.after Statius' magnum

‘opus, whereas Homer and Virgil supposedly wrote small-scale verse by
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way of prepargtibn for theif'>m§re' serious efforts. Wagenvoort
(1956:31-34, at 32) .haé shown that .the word ludefeJ when used of
verse, often ’'has no absolute significatioﬁ, but expresses a relation .
pf. the inferior t6 the superior, of the commencement to the
compleﬁion, of growth to floweripg'; Thus Ovid speaks of his earlier
-love'poetry in these'terms,'CO coﬁtrast it wiﬁh’his subsequent work:

Fast 2.3-6; 4.9-10 'Quae decuit, primis sine cfimiﬁe 1usiﬁus énnis,/
nunc ‘teritur nostris.area maior equis’. The pseﬁdo-Virgilién'Culex is

also preseﬁted in this light: 'Lusimus, Octgﬁi, graéili modulante

Thalia’ (1l); cf also Hor 0d 4.9.9-10; Plin Ep 8.21.2.

CONCLUSION

' Vafidus aspects of apologia have been sﬁrveyed in ;hié chapter,
much of it héving some bearing on literary criticism(vln the casevof 
Martial the éelf-cpnsciousness th;c this reveals suggésts comparisdh
Between the genres of epigram aﬂd satire. In particular, Martial 1
praef was dicussed as an epigrammatist's version of the satirical
épologia. _Heading the first of Martial’s numbered books of epigrams,
this serves an‘important’p;ogrammatic function, though>of course it
should_be'remembered ﬁhat only a percentage of Martial's poems are
satirical. | |

Martial’s. other 'apologetic’ pfose prefaées‘are more limited‘in
'theif_f0cus, éoncerned as they are with the uée 6fvthe prose preface
(2 praef)-and his lack of liferary activity subsequent to: his leaving
} Rome (127praef). An ébiding concern of Statius in his prose pfefaces
is the speed at which he composed his Siluaé. -I have Cfied'cO present
this‘as the uncertainty of an epic péec operacing'- before a wide

public for the first time - in a small-scale genre of lower prestige.
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NOTES

[1]

The OED (2nd ed 1989:553) states that the basic sense of ‘apology’

is a '‘defence [or] speech. in defence’; of relevance here is its

. more formal sense: 'The pleading off from a charge or imputation,

[2]

[3]

[4]

whether expressed, implied, or only conceived as possible; defence
of .a person...from accusation or aspersion’ (sv apology 1). The
locus classicus of this in westefn-literature is Plato’s Apology
(of Socrateﬁ). Thévcurrency of the Greek term in English can be
largely.atc;ibuted to the Citle'of Cardinal Newman’s Apologia pro
Vité Sua, published in.l864. Apologia has been used in a more
specialised 'sgnse: ‘a written defence or ' justification :of the ~
opinions or conduct of a writef, speaker, etc.’

Avsimilar.distinction of‘saﬁirical style can be witnessed in the

attitudes towards Horace and Juvenal of the 17th- and 18th-century

‘tradition of English satirists. To quote Selden (1978:11):'

The contrast between Horace and Juvenal was translated, in
differént periods, into distinction$ between malignant and
benign laughter, between a snarl and a smile,_ between
vituperation and ridicule, between ‘railing’ énd ‘raillery’.
It is, in essence, an ethical distinction projected onto a

. fictional form.

See Selden (1978:11-44, esp 42); Weinbrotv (1982E3;44) stresses:.
more the varied style and wide borro&ing‘of Pope and others.
Highet (1962:15-16) ha§ shown suchva pfocedure to be typiCJl of
satire and related genres. |
curio'has been cited as an example of Martial’s unconventional

diction: see Platnauer (1948:15).

- 116 -



[5] See further Gaffnef; G E 1976, Mimic Elements in Martial, diss
» Vaﬁderbilt’(unavailable to me).

,[6] cf éudd (1986:14) on Hor Sat 1.4, 1.10 and 2.1:V’Neariy ail the
‘assertions are made from a defensive position.’ -

[7] For a comparison of satiricél apologiae see also Shero, L 1922,
University of Wisconsin Stﬁdies‘in Language and Literature 15.148
(unavailable to me).

[8] The strictly biographical issue of the circumstances in which
Martial fetired.to Spain are discussed in chapter 4 (page 80).
This preface is discussed again in chapters 6 (pages 130-31) and 7

(page 150-51) insofar as it contains information and a request.
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Chapter 6

INFORMATION IN THE PROSE PREFACES

A key e}ement in the prefaces of both poets is that which involves the
rendering of information concerning the poems and their co@position.
For the purpose of this thesis a distinction is drawn between such.
factual 'information’ on the one 'ﬁand, and on the o;her Ahand
statemehts by which the poets either. justify their own position
(apologia),’or make a request directly or indirectly.

The most obvious example from. classical 1literature _of an
intréduction which informs ‘in this sense is ghat comprising the first
book of Pliny'’'s Natural Histbry1 (tohched¥onvat pages 22-23). The

entire first book of this work is devoted to a list of its contents.

The beginning will serve as an example of the entire book:
LIBRO I1I CONTINENTUR

An finitus sit mundué et an unus (l); de forma eius (2); de motu
eius. cur mundus dicatur (3); de élementis (4); de deo (5); de

siderum errantium natura (6); de lunaecet solis defectibus (7)
After the contents of each book are summarised in this way, Pliny
indefatigably lists the sources from which he compiled his information
for that section:

Ex auctoribus: M Varrone, Sulpicio Gallo, Tito Caesare imperatore,

Q Tuberone; Tullio Tirone, L Pisone, T Liuio, Cornelio Nepote,

Seboso, Coelio Antipatro, Fabiano, Antiate

Monotonous as this may be, the same pattern is used for the entire
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work consiéting of 37 books,  and this encompasses the whole of the
first book. This type of 'concents-pagé' preface, so clearly seen in
Pliny’s work, seems to be unusual in classical literature. Yet it is
one element deserving close attention in considering Statius’ prefaces

and, to a lesser extent, those of Martial.

A. STATIUS

Various other factors are df relevance in the Siluae .and
Epigrams. . Almost all the‘éiluae and a large number of the Epigrams
-can bé. described as occasional poems, and hence issues of social
context are brought t; bear.  The setting out of this context is one
of the essentially practical aspects of prefacing as revealed in the
two poets. Since the poems were originally a medium of communication
between individuals now exposed to a wider audience, it was necessary '
to provide explanation about, for example, the _circumstances ofv
composition and the identity of recipients. ’ Cértainly, much of this
information is wvery brief; in fact White (1974:40-41, followed by
Coleman 1988:55) has gone so far as to say that the brevity and
obviousness of'Statiuﬁ' details here is proof that the prefaces were
intended for a wider audience than the named dedicatee. There could
have beenAno other need for such obvious inférmation, given that poet
and recipient/addressee ﬁould have been aéﬁuainteq with each other.

In the event, Statius provides a small amount of information on
each of .the poems in the first four books. The different
circumstances in which the fifth book was published accounts for the
fact that only the first poem of that book is described. In general,
it can be said that in the prefaces Statius supplies some details of

the actual subject-matter‘ of the poems, but concentrates on the
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circumstances of their composition more than anything else.

Some scant deﬁails of Statius’ career are given, but this is an
insignificant aspect of the prefaces as a whole. In fact all we can
conclude from the prefaces ébout the poet’s biography is that the:
Thebaid was all but complete bef§re he céllected and pﬁbli;hed"thev
Siluae: '...adhuc pro Thébaide mea, quamuis me reliquerit, timeo’
(1pr6-7). Statius’ professed ’‘fear’ for the fate of the poem suggests
that it is in the hands of copyists awaiting further circulation, and
that he 1is ridden with anxiety in anticipation of 1its ecritical
reception.

It is perhaps surprising that, beyond statements of this nature,
Ver§ lictle éan be cited as purely objective fact in the prgfaces.
Thére'are indeed some brief pieces-of explanation, often in the form
of epithets or short appellations, for the recipients of poems. for
example, 4.1 is addressed to Plotius Grypus, 'maioris gradus iuueni’
(4pr23), and Manilius Vdpiscus, recipient of 1.3, is described as 'uir
eruditissimus et qui praecipue uindicat a situ litteras iam paene
fugientis' (1lpr25-26). Statius speaks of ﬁaecius Celer as ’é
sacratissimo imperatore missum ad legionem Syriacam’ (3prl3-14). From
these and similar brief tags it .is uncertain whether the people thus
men;ioned were known to the recipient ‘of each collection; at ail
events it i§ clear that Statius intended to highlight certain aspects
of the persons coﬁcerned,

Related to - these short descriptions is the 1issue of

2

nomenclature®“. Just as thé poet finds it necessary to give brief'
descriptions of his recipients, so it is no coincidence that the prose
prefaces contain names fuller than those in poems. For example, of
Silu 2.7 Statius says, 'Cludit uolumen genéthliacon Lucani, quod Polla

Argentaria, rarissima uxorum...imputari sibl uwoluit! (2pr2-4). The

recipient, Lucan’'s widow Polla Argentaria, is described in the poem

N
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itself only as 'castae...Pollae' (62, cf 120). Anvadvéntage offered
by the prose preface is that namés hay be included with relative ease,
whereas it would have boen difficuloﬁ if not impossible, to align them
with Statius’ lyric metres. One may compare also 'sequituf libellus
Rutilio Gallico conualescenti dedicatus'’ (1pi27) with Gallicus (4) and

the vocative form (34, 93); and also Silu 4.5:

proximum est lyricum carmen ad Septimium Seuerum, iuuenem, uti
scis, inter ornatissimos secundi. ordinis, tuum quidem et
condiscipulum, sed mihi citra hoc quoque ius artissime carum

(4prl0-13).

with 'fortem atque facundum Seuerum’ (4}5.3) and 'dulcem Septimium’
(34), 1in which the two components of the name are mentioned

separately.

Even though these literary circleé included a great many people
and.had only a small Qegree of overlap (as is iilustrated by Whirte
1975), it is likely that the recipient would havo been acquainted to
some extent at least with the persons mentionedl The brief appollation
jogs the recipient’s memory, and at the saﬁe time provides some
helpful information for a reader outside the immediate circle of
amici. A great déal of this information would have been obvious not
only to anyone who belonged to the same social circle as the poet; in
fact much of what is said about individual poems would be obvious to
any reader of the poems themselves.

Book 3 wiil serve os an example. 3.1, concerning Pollius Felix'
temple of Hercules at Surrentum, was honoured ‘statim ut uider.um’.
(3prll) - somethiﬁg the host, Pollio, who is also addressee of ‘le

collection, would surely have known. Perhaps the rendering of --:ch
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details of composition.may serve to remind the add;essee, but it also
_makes the sqcial context available to a wider readefship; Maecius
Celer, the addressée.of’the second poem, was about to undertake a
militéry expedition to Syria, as Statius sayé (3prll-15). This would
be clear to any contemporary reader of the poem,.which is in the form
of a propempticon. The only real facts that Statius gives about.the
third poem is that it Was'writtén for Claudius Etruscus on the death
of his father (3prlS5-17). One may compare 3.3.12 ('pater est; qui
fletur’) and 14-15, .where the old man's age is mehtioned. Iﬁ is.
equally.obvious to any reader of the poems that 3.4 was written to
honour the locks of Earinué which were sent to Asclepiqs~at Pergamumi
(3prl7-21), and that with 3.5 Statius hoped to persuade his wife to
return with him to Naples (3pr2l-24). By way of qualification,
however, one may say 'thaﬁ the prefaces do  serve the functidnA §f
summingvup.the coﬁtgnts of the book, pfoviding an overview of'the
contents and context of each poem. |

Statius comments that 3.5 should be taken as a conversation
(sermo) betﬁeen husband and wife, and that itsrpurpose was to persuade
rather than delight: ;persuadere malit quam placere’ (3pr24). It is
" not certain how seriously such a sﬁatement is to be.takeﬁ. If the
>poem was conceived‘of as a private exchange with a specific purpose in
mind, as one may partly consider 'i; to Be - ‘uenies, carissima
coniunx,/'praeﬁeniesque etiam’ 3.5.110-11)'- it can hardly claim to
have a place in a collection which "seems at least partly directed
towards public consumption. It can be noﬁed however that Statius’ use
.of the word persuadere above invites comparis6n with thé rhetorical
_phenomenon of tﬁe suasoria, and in a sense‘this is how Statius here
justifies its inclusion in the book. |

4
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Speed of composition

An abiding concern of Statius as revealed in the préfaces is
that involving the speed at which he composed his Siluae. This is
evident especially in the first three prefaces, to a lesser degfee in
.the fourth and not at all in the fifth. To a large extent this is in
keeping with the nature of the Siluae: see Newmyer (1979:5-9) and
- Hardie (1983:77-78), and compare Quint Inst 10.3.17 'Dige:sum est huic
eoruﬁ uitium qui primo decurrere per materiam stilo uelocissimo
uolunt, et sequentes calorem atque‘ impetum scribunt; hanc siluam
uocant’3.

In most cases Statius' emphasis on the haste with which he is
supposed to have wriﬁten the poems has an Vapologetic flavour. He
'sﬁresées the quick genesis of the poems as an explanation for theif
seemingly careless and unpolished nature. For éxample, at the start
of the first preface he says he doubts whether verses; }qui mihi
subito caloré et quadam féstinandi >uoluptate fluxerunt’ (lpr3;4)l
should be published; at 1lpr3l we héar thaﬁ 1.5 was‘written 'intra
moram cenae’. Statius hopes that his epicedion for Glaucias will not
be criticised too harshly as it was written in haste (2pr8-13).
Ostensibly Statius is here giving factual information concerning the
composition of the poems, but the overlap with épologia should already‘
be evident, and heﬁce’this ié discussed also in chapter 5.

"In all probability Statius is overstating the case, as suggested
by Fowler (1989:107). The Siluae may have been coﬁposed quickly only
when.compared with Statius’ epic poems'which, as we have seen, were
regaréed as a more serious endeavour déserving of careful attention.
This is reminiscen; of Horace’'s comments on what he regards as
Lucilius' too;prolific and spontaneous,versifying (briefly discussed

at page 103 in connection with Martial 1 praef):
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nam fuit hoc uitiosus: in hora saebe ducentos,

ut magnum, uersus dictabat stans pede in uno:
cum flueret lutulentus, erat quod tollere uelles:
garrulus atque piger scribendi ferré laborem,

scribendi recte: ' . (Sat 1.4,9-13)
Inventory.

In aﬁ important respect Statius’ prefaces prqvide an inventory
of'tﬁe contents of his boogs of Siluae. Some comment, thever brief,
is made about each poem in the first four_collectioﬁs. This ranges in
length from 1e§s than one line (2prl5-17 on 2.4 and 55 to more than
eight (on 2.1: 2pr5-13). 1In the third preface roughly equal qove:age
is accérded to each poem, which makes it unique in this regard. This

'contents-list’ phenomenon has been taken to constitute the ‘main

purpose’ and ’'most important function’ of the prefaces (Van Dam

1984a:51 and 53), with the elements of circumstantial detail and
dedication being relegated to second and third most important. More
plausibly Howell (1980:95) and Janson (1964:107) stress the dedicatory

aspect as being of prime importance.

Factors motivating .the use of an inventory are the need to
establish auctoritas'editiohis.and, more generally, the dangefs pbsed
lby plagiarism (see Vollmer 1898:3 and Pavlovskis _1967:538). An
important (if obvious) implication of this is that we can be sure that
the collection was intended by Statius'té have its current parameters.
By cbntraét, we have very little idea of the Size and nature of the
ancient Iibelli, or pré-phblication.collections. Clearly, this does

not apply to 5 praef, as it does not seem to have been conceived
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ioriginally for 1its Acurrent position. - Nor is any such confidence
possible in the éase of"Martial (or for that ‘matter CatUllué);
Martial’s prefaces give no indication of what form the collections.

originally had, and there appears to be every chance that they could

have been written for smaller libelli.

This inventory element can be traced Back to a'physicai aspect
of the anciént.book:>the tag (azxxvﬂoc) hanging out of a scroil’as it
lay in- its scrinium, stating title and auﬁhor (deécribed in the
appehdix to this thesis). A forerunner of the ﬁodern conténts_bage,
this phenomenon feflects ﬁét the main purpose of the prefaces of

Martial and Statius, but rather their anCestryA;

MARTIAL o | | :

The element of information is much less prominent in Martial’s
prefaces. | It is neithér appropriate nor . possible té .provide
circumstantial detail for a large numﬁer of brief poems. The epigrams
are numerous and of such widely divergeﬁt nature that very little_éan
be said by way of general introdgction for any one collection; in any
case, a great number of them are very short (see further Coleman
1988:54). The satirist’s apologia »(1. praef) and the imperial
dediéation (8 praef), are the ﬁost important introductory» themes
emerging from Martial’s prefaces, and these are treated in chapters 5
and 7 respectively as they are not information in'any purely factual

sense.
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B. MARTIAL 9 PRAEFATIO

This, the shortest of Martial's prefaces, presents a unique
case. It provides a gloss on the first poem of the collection, inva
mannef réughly comparable with Statius’ 5 praef. The entire preface

"is devoted to explaining the identity of a man whom the first poem
concerns: StertiniusAAvitus. That the preface was written (pérhaps in
the form of a coVeriﬁg letter) for this very limited purpose is shown
by Martial'’s explanation at the end of the prose section: 'De quo
scribendum tibi putaui, ne ignorares Auitus *iéte quis wuocaretur’
- (9pr4-5). The need for such explanation suggests tﬁat Avitus was not

in the same social circle as Toranius.

The preface as a whole . can be divided into a tripartite

structure: firstly, the prose piece to Toranius which sets the

subsequent‘poem in context; sécondly, the first four lines of verse
addressed to the dead Avitus;’and'finally, the‘last four‘lines of
verse, which are in the form of a grave. inscription. Whereas the
seéénd section is spoken in fhe poet’s persdna, the last is put into
thé mouth of Avitus, as is common for such inscriptions.

Avitus is presented here as a poet, distinguished within either
lyric of epic genres, or so it seems from the word ;ublimi: ‘Note,
licet nolis, sublimi pectore uates'_(verse liﬁe 1). In keeping wicth
_'licef nolis’, Avitus' glory as a poet ('praemia digna', verse line 2,
and fnon qbscuris uiris’, verse line 4) is contrastgd with his own
vhumility. The inscription which comprises the final'four lines 1is
characterized by the modesty of a poet who claim§ to be interested not
in the admiration of his readers, but in their affection and in his

continued popularity with them:
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'Ille ego sum nulli nugarum laude secundus,
quem non miraris sed puto, lector, amas.
maiores maiora sonent: mihi parua locuto .

sufficit in uestras saepe redire manus.’ (verse lines 5-8)

Austin (1968:108-9) has shOWn‘that ille ego... 1is inappropriate to
epic sﬁyle, but suitable to the lighter genreé: cf Ov Am 2.1.1-2 and
Trist 4.10.1-2 (see Friedlaender 1886:49 ad loc).

nugae is also a term which attaches itself to lighter formé of
. verse, especially écc#sional verse and epigrams, andv_is used by
Martial of his own work (1;113.6; 4.10; 5.80.3; l3.2.4);-see_alsd Cat
1.4 with Fordyce (1961:857ad loc), Hor Epiéﬁ l.l.iO: 'nﬁnc itaque et
uersus et cetera ludiéra .poné'. Possibly it is only following
Catuilus that the word came into common curréncy,inkcbnnexion with
verse (Copley apud Quinn 1973:89).

The tone of this line is at odds with thé first line of verse as
'iq'suggests one_of~the'genres humbler than epic or lyric, perhaps
elegy;'so too ‘maiores maiora sonent’. paruus indicates vafiously
boﬁh that which is ’small in size or extent’ or 'iﬁsignificant or
unimportant’ (OLD sv 1 and 5 respectively). The second of these senses
does not often apply in the éohtext of poetry,Athough see Hor Epist
v2.l.257 ‘paruum carmen’ gnd 0od 3.25.17 'nil paruom‘aut hﬁmili modo/

nil mortale loquar’

Some prosopographical comment pertains  here. L Stertinius

~ Avitus (PIR S 659) was consulvsuffectus in AD 92, as is clear.from CIL
14.245 . Thatvhé was a friénd of Martial is shown at 12.24.9, where
the poet expfeéses regret at his death. He is addressed at 1.16;
6.84; 10}96, 102; 12.75, all of which givé the impressioh that the two

were close friends up till Avitus' death.
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Toraniué; the addressee of the preface, is notv known by any
other name (PIR.T 214). The fact that he is addreésed as 'frater
carissime’ (9prl) suggests that he and Mértial were intimately
acquainted and of equal status, the impression given also by 5.78 in

which Martial invites him to a humble dinner.
Form

9 praef réises some interesting questions concerning form. The
textual ftadition has it that the introductory epigram mentioned in
the first line of the preface is attached to the text of tﬁe,preface
(compare Martial 1 praef, and contrasp 8 praef). A further obvious
but important observation is that the prose part of the preface is in
the form of a letter, beginning and ending in a standard.if informal
.way. From this it is'possible to infer that what is now the preface
was originally intended simply as an informal gloss on the first poem;
again, the chatty tone might be.thought to'indicate that the preface
was intended (in the first instance at least) for private rathef than
“public purposes. One .may note particularly the beginning: 'Haue, mi
Torani; frater carissime' (9prl), and the ending: ’'Vale et para
hospitium’ (5-6), Both of them phrases which reveal a certain degree
of intimacy between writer and addressee.. Thé problems in this
passage are explored élso in chapter 7, insofar as it constitutes a
request.

It is in fact highly likely that this preface was intended to be
a covering letﬁer for a small collection of poems, a pre-publication
libellus, rather than Book 9 in its current form. For one thing, the
preface has no relevance to the book as a whole. As shown above, the
‘language of the ﬁreface suggests that it was intended for a close

friend rather than a larger audience. From this it is natural to
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aséume that Martial wrote this preface'as a letter to accompany a
small selection of poems sent to a friend. Ihe fact that BO9K 9 was
published in its full form in Martial;s 1ifetime suggests (ﬁhough by
no means conclusively proves) .that this piece was placed here,
unaltered, by Martial’s own hand as editor. However, . there is no
discounting the possibility that the preface was added from Martial’s
documents by a posthumous editor.

A chance comment by Martial in this preface brings to bear an -
interesting question concerning the physical placing of the preface.
The sécond gehtence begins; 'Epigrammé, quod extra ordinem pgginarum
est...' (9pr2-3). According to receiQed wisdom, this ﬁassage haé'been-
'taken to indicate that such a prefaﬁory piece would hé&e beeﬁ placed
on the outside of ﬁhe papyrus roll: thus Birt (1882:142'ﬁ3). One may
note that in his edition of Martial’s corpu§ Friedlaender (1886:49)
prints first the eight lines of verse and then the prose section,
presumably on tHe strength of this comment of Martia15.

| However, Birt's vie& is demonstrably‘incorrect. In the glossary
of terms appended to chapter 2 it is made clear that pagina indicates
in the first instance a column of writing, a.parallel to the Greek
gebe (cf Turner 1968:5, Kenney 1982:16). Consequently, it is clear
that Martial is saying merely that the prefétory epigram is outside
the ﬁain body of poems; in other words in a column preceding the bulk
of theb collection (however short at this stage of literary
production), but nonetheless.in an adjacent position on the same side
of the papyrus roll itseif. Why it was necessary for Martial to
mention the placing of the prefatory epigram is uncleaf. Possibly, it
was simply in ordér to distinguish the prefatdry poemv from those

constituting the rest of the book.
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C. MARTIAL 12 PRAEFATIO

In a different way, the pfeface tq. Maftiél’s( 12th book of
epigrams is also an exception'to the genefal patterh. 'Most of the
,prefaéé (which, with its 27 1ines, is the longest he wrotej concerns
the circumstancés in which ﬂartial finds himself at Bilbilis, 'where
social conditions makeiit diffiéult for him to write. Oﬁce again,
this is not pure faét; Martial_ offers. these comments as a
justification for his lack of 1iterary activity. This is criticism or
anticipated'criticism‘Qh;ch he is at pains here to counﬁer, and it‘
results in the legal imagé with wﬁiéh Martial begins (patrocinium
12pr1; of Bowie 1988:16). -

On a factual level it is clear that Martial has compiied the
collection with a viewvto the arrival of frisch, in particulaf his
cena adueﬁtoria;v He adds . the detail that'thercolléctipn (which of
courée may or may not haQe been in its cqffent form) had been compiled

in the space of a few days:

ne quid tamen et aduenienti tibi ab wurbe et exigenti
negarem. . .imperaui mihi, quod indulgere consueram, et studui
paucissimis diebus, ut familiarissimas mihi aures tuas exciperem

_aduentdfia sua. (12pr20-22)

The phrase 'studﬁi paucissimis diebus’ has been Eaken tobindic;te the

procéés of composition . (Coleman 1988:54). Howeyer, from the context
there can be littlebdoubt that Martial means here that he neéded only
a few days in which to compile the 'collectibn from‘ work already
written. An example already ﬁentioned bears this out: 12.75 is
addressed- to a Avitus, pr&baﬁly the ‘same person whose death 1is

referred to in 9 praef. This suggests that the pbems had been written
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" ‘'some years‘previdusly, and is perhaps the closest Martial comes to

giving personal details in the'prefaces.

CONCLUSION

The infbrmation sufyeyed in this chapter is moétly concerned
with brief detail ;oncerning. the poeﬁs, their genesis and> their
recipients. Iﬁ mostvcasesvthis information is essentially factual,
bug océasionally it overlaps Qith apologia (eglMart 12 praef) Qhere
iséues close to'the,poet's'life are concerned; It might be argued in
this lightAthgt even Statius’ frequent statements about the speed of
his composition take on a polemical edge. .The ‘inventory’ element,
perhaps thé most coﬁsistently noticeable éspect of Statius' prefaces,
vnot)least by its brevity endorses White's view that the prefaces to
Books 1-4 were composed for wide circulatiOn'at a late stage of-their
production. The‘COntrast between the informétion_here and that in
Silu 5 epist underlines the different circumstanéés in which the last

collection was published.

NOTES

[1] I disregard for this purpose the dedicato;y epistle.

tZ] Names in the tituli should not be considered here, as it has been
established as. most uniikely that the tituli wefe written by
Statius himseif (see Van Dam 1984a:69-71, and Coleman
1988:xxix-xxxii with Courtney 1990:236).

{3] Hardie (1983:76) reveals scepticism'of this and Fowler, fevicuing

Coleman (1988), has warned of the ‘misleading tendency wherchy
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(5]

Statius' genlal lles about the lack of limae labor are g1ven too

much credence (1989 107) Newmyer is also gullty of err1ng on_

the side. of credullty 1n this respect

.One may compare the custom followed in modern French books where

there are’ often two contents-llsts, of whlch both are usually at

the back. In such cases, the. shorter 1ndex_ renders Just_ the

' titles_-of chapters, " whereas \the' longer gives a .more detailed
‘breakdown of the contents of . the book Statihs' first 'fourv_
prefaces, in which each poem is descrlbed in varylng degrees of

}detail,ecan be considered similar to the latter.

One assumes also that -this is what PaVlovskis'means'when she says

that 1t appears to have been common for 1ntroduct10ns to - be

placed out51de the books, proper (1967:537).
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Chapter 7

REQUEST IN THE PROSE PREFACES

Requests on the part of the author, be they direct or covert, bear
centrally on the pragmatic function of the proée prefaces. This
phenomenon is seen pafticﬁlarlj at thé end of.StatiuS' prefaces, and
also on occasion in Martial’s. - Chaﬁters_Z and 3 (especially pages
69-71) made clear: the Qery practical needs servéd by a literary
patron, and it is in this light that the requests are to be examined.
Since one of the prefaces, that to Martial Book 8, is addresséd to the
emperor Domitian, the context of imperial patronage and ruler cult
necessitates some consideration of the émperqr's status and its

implications.

A, STATIUS SILVAE 2 & 4 PRAEFATIONES

Two of Statius' epistolary prefaces end with a request for material

assistance, expressed by jussive subjunctives:

haec qualiacumque sunt, Melior carissime, si tibi non

diSplicuerunt, a te publicum accipiant; sin minus, ad me

reuertantur. (2pr28-30)

hunc tamen 1librum tu, Marcelle, defendes. et, si wuidetur,

hactenus: sin minus, reprehendemur. (4pr35-37)

The first of these extracts makes it.clear that Melior is influential
in the success or otherwise of the poems. Statius implies that he has

the ability to bestow a publicum on the poems, in other words that he

- 133 -



is a powerful patron of literatdre. To quote Van Dam (1984a:62):
'Statius makes Melior responsible f&r the success of the book: Statius
hobes that the poems will find a public out of Melior'’s hands (sic),
if he likes them; otherwise let him return them to Statius.’

The legal term defendes in the second extract bresents Marcellus
as a counsel for defence. As a dedicgtge he is obliged to promote the
work in terms of thg amicitia system (Coleman 1988:62).

What does all this mean in practical terms? It should already
be evident that literary patronage had a very pragmatic side to it and
involved mnot least the pfoviding of a venue for recitationes; in
addition, an amicus might' also be helpful in mattérs of liﬁerary
Vdisputel. | |

In. . the extracts above one may observe also the reéervations
which Statius expresses about the ‘merits of his ‘poems ('sin

minus...'). The similar phrasing suggests ‘that this is more a

courteous gesture of modesty than a seriously intended request for

- criticism. It must be admitted however that there are many apparently

genuine instances in which an author asks the addressee for criticél
commenﬁ on his work; in fact it appears that this was common pracfice
among writers within a literary coterie. For example, in one éf ﬁié
letters Pliny asks Maximus to read his.work before he fisks it on a
wider public. He does not want his circumstances of personal grief to

be too strongly reflected in his writings, and this gives particular

justification to his usual procedure:

Est autem mihi moris, quod sum daturus in manus hominum, ante
amicorum iudicio examinare, in primis tuo. Proinde si quando,
nunc intende libro quem cum hac epistula accipies, quia uereor ne

‘ipse ut tristis parum intenderim. (8.19.2)
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In another letter Pliny asks Terentius Scaurus for his literary
judgment, promising that candid advice would sharpen his skills in

writing and revising:

Tu uelim quid de uniuerso, quid de partibus sentias, scribas mihi.
Ero enim uel cautior in continendo uel constantior in edendo, si

huc uel illug auctoritas tua accesserit. (5.12.4)

Two comparable letters of Pliny merit special attention in this
régard.- ’régo ut pari simplicitate, si qua existimabitis addenda
commutanda omittenda, indiéetis mihi’ (3.11.5)! 'A simplicitate tua
peto, quod de libello mgo dicturus es alii, mihi Aicas' (4.14.10). 1In
these two passages the emphaéis on the fr;nkness of the addressee’s

judgment suggests that Pliny’s request was sincerely intended.

By comparison with Pliny’s pro;edure, Statius’' requests for such
litefary judgment have a suspiciously rformulaic ring, éuggesting
affected modesty rathéf than genuine request. Again, there is plenty
of evidence that such modesty was a particularly widespread
commonplace in classical literaturez. If it is borne in mind that the
collections of Siluae in this form are at a late stage of their
development with much of their contents having‘been written long since

(White 1974:50), it is unlikely that now Statius would sincerely

request suggestions as to how he might improve the poems.

More generally speaking, requests are a common feature of ancient

letters3

. Often these requests, which amount to instructions if the
letter is sent from a superidr to an inferior amicus, occur at the end
of a lettera;'thus eg Plin Ep 2.9; 3.6; 5.12 (quoted above); 5.19. 1In

many of these terminal requests the recipient is asked to send a
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letter in reply (Briefbitte); thus. ég _2.11 "In Summa;"nisi 'aeQue
lohgam eﬁistulam féddis, non est :quod posteaw niéi vbreuissiﬁam
eXpeq£es. - Vale’ 2,12; 3.17; 6.4, 7; 9.15, of Cic. Att 1.14 ‘§=
Shackletdn Bailey 14); 2.5v(ShB'25);»4.14 (ShB_88); 11.7 (ShB 218);

15.16a (ShB 392); Fam 7.30 (ShB 265); 11.20 (shB 401).

The epigrams themselve; contain many requesﬁs, though of course
~poefic gééture.brings other factors inﬁo pléy. 'Fér example, at 4.82
Martial subverts the genre of the létter of recommendation in asking
Ruﬁus to_recémmend his verse to Qenuleius, Qho,_it is hoped, wili give
favourable‘criticiém:A'HoS”quoque commeﬁdg Venuleio, Rufe, libellos/.
inputet et “nobis otia.pafua,rogé"(l-Z; cf 7.26). In an even more
>‘copvoluted rédﬁest at 5.6 Martial'asksAthé'Muses to ask Parthenius to
recommend'his'poems‘to Domitian. »Severus_(S.é) and Priscué,(lZ,i; cf
12 praef below) are direétly asked for théir cfiticisms of Martial‘§
poems. |

The p;ésence of éerminal requésts in Stétiﬁs 2 and 4 praefs
underlines thérepistolary character offthe brefacés, and represents
_so;ething ’of a parallel to the Briefbitten that ‘end many of the

letters of Pliny and Cicero”.

B. STATIUS SILVAE 3 PRAEFATIO

The last sentence of the third preface ostensibly refers to the
last poem of that collection, Silu 3.5. Statius is saying that this
poem will be particularly liked bvaollius because of the connection

with his own Neapolitan residence.
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huic praecipue 1libello fauebis cum scias hanc destinationem
quietis meae tibi maxime intendere meque non tam in patriam quam

ad te secedere. (3pr24-27)

It is likely that the wbrd fauebis carries connotations beyénd its
immediafe meaning of ‘you will 'be well disposed (towards my
colleCtién)’. By means of the flattering final comment (that Statius’
and his wife would be coming to Naples on account of Pollius;more than
anything else) onevsuspects that Statius is hinting at the’prospect of

~

material support for his poems .

C. STATIUS SILVAE 1 PRAEFATIO

The element of request is lacking in the preféde to Statius’
first book of Siluae,vbut there is every 1ikelihood tﬁat this‘preface"
would - end with such a request were its text complete (Vollmer
1898:213). | | |

This prefacekcontains a covert request for support, but not of
the same type as witnessed abo?e. Centrally at issue .in this letter
is the length of time Statius took in composing ;he poems (14-15). 1In
the same vein, he stresses the fact that the second poem wa§ written
in only two days, and he tells Stélla‘thatvhe hopeé he will bear out
this assertion in the face of any challenge. On this subjeét Statiué

says:

‘potuisti illud’ dicet aliquis ‘et ante uidisse.’ respondebis illi
tu, Stella carissime,- qui epithalamium tuum quod mihi iniunxeras,
scis biduo - scriptum..  audacter mehercles; sed  tantum tamen

hexametros habet. et fortasse tu pro collega mentieris. (21-24)
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In this extract there are two indications of the felationship between
author and addresseé. Stella is hefe invoked as a 'witness’, and this
draws him into  comparison with Domitian .(himself presented as a
divinity), whose name is adduced to prove that Silu 1.1 was written in
a short period: ’‘primus libellus sancrosanctum habet testem’ (16-17).
Also, the direct address ‘Stélla carissime’, echoing the more
extravagant ’Stellabiuuenis,optime et in studiis nostris eminentissime
qua parte et uoluisti’ (1-2) at the beginning, indicates familiarity.
In this context the seemingly petty question .of the leng;h of
time which it took Statius to-compose any one of the poems takes on a
differeﬁt comﬁlexion. One éhould not take these comments’ at
face-value, as there ére grounds for inferring that Sﬁatius sought
Stella'; support.in literary debate (if not iﬁ other ways determined
by the workings of amicitia). in the extract . above, thisv is
particularly éuggested by respondebis and mentieris, not Eo mention
the fact that Stella is reminded that he in fact instructed Statius to
write the»poem:.'dui...iniunxeras'. At all events this comment can be
regarded as a friendly prod rather than a formal requesf for support.
But the cliquish nature of litérary circles makes it likely that this
implied . far mére than purely 'intellectual’ support; such

relationships ran deéper than that.
D. STATIUS SILVAE 5 EPISTULA

Nothing in the last preface can strictly be described as a
request. This absence can be ascribed to the context of the letter,

which amplifies the consolatio. embodied in Silu 5.1. That Statius

wrote the poem in order to secure the goodwill of the influential
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Abascantus as a possible patron is, of course, anothér‘matterG. This
can be inferred from the first partbof the final sentence:
sed quamuis propriorem -usum amicitiae tuae iampridem cuperem,

mallem tamen nondum inuenisse materiam. (5prll-13)

The ~exact meaning of ‘usum amiditiae" is diffiéult to establish.
Vollmer (1898:495) comments that this points to ‘Statius’ admiftqd
presumptuquness in making "such an overture fo the emperor’s
secretary;-it is possible howeyer that mofe is implied by the.phrase.
But there can be nd doubt fhat Stétius hdpes by meaqs‘of the péem,to
esﬁablish or'strengtheh’a bond of amicitia between poet and addressee.
This is particularly so in view of Statius; comment, slightly earlier

in the preface, that he always tries to earn the goodwill of members

of ‘the court:

praeterea latus omne -diuinae domus semper demereri pro mea
mediocritate conitor. nam qui bona fide deos colit, amat et

sacerdoteé. {(5pr9-11)
It seems from this that in the course of securing the favour of
Abascantus, Statius hints broadly that he wishes also to gain the
:goodwillvof the emperor.
E. MARTTAL 8 PRAEFATIO AND RULER CULT
Although not a direct request for material  assistance, this

preface is characterised by an unvoiced 'request’ for the support of

the emperor Domitian as a possible patron. It therefore deserves
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close aftention not only in terms ofAthe amicitia system but also
against the background of Roman ruler culf, which is a réiated issue.
TheAcontent of the prefa;é may be summarised as followé:‘To'head’his
eighth 'bubliQhed boﬁk of Vepigraﬁs Martiél has addressed a prose
~epistle to the émpefor Domitian, by which he effectively dedicgteS the
éollection. ‘In the preface Martial “pa&s tribute to the emperor’'s
majesty, and says that he hasitonéd.aowﬁ the frivolous sidevof the
coilection in keeping with the nature of this dedication.

Since I hgve already éketched the Roman system of patronage by
way of introductionm, it is perhaps erthwhile' here to oqtline the
basic features and development of ruler pult. The content and tone of
the preface render Eotb these subjects relevant’.

Thé»»concebt’ of hoﬂoufiné a livingv person is essentially a
product of the Hellenistic ‘world, deriviﬁg . from the honouring of
heroes. Italy itself had no iﬁdigenbus hero cult. Under Greek
influeﬁcev divine honours were ‘conférred on Roman officials in the
éastern-pfOVinceﬁ from the §econd centﬁry BC, butknot at Rome till the
dictatdrship aﬁd death of Caesar (45-44 BC)., His deification was
officiélly secured‘in‘AZ. Because such practiées were distasteful to
thé Romans, it was only through the careful moderation of
Octavian/Augustus that. some aépects of the ruler cult became
acceptable at Rome. The assassination of Gaesar and the fall of
'Aqtony provided Aﬁgustus with powerful brecedents in what to avoid in’
this respect. After the death of Auguétus in AD 14 the cult of diuus
Augusgus was formélly, established on the Palatine, with temples
erected throﬁghout the,emﬁife;, This firmly established rﬁler cult at
Rome and made4it possiﬁle‘for subsequent‘rulérs to be accorded divine
honours in their lown lifetime. The extent té whiéh this occurred
differed from oné emperof to another: Gaius aﬁd Domitian fequired

divine honours, whereas Nero and Commodus welcomed them (see Hammond
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1933:102-9, OCD V197o:939; Fishwick 19,8‘7‘:55)".

The‘growing tendency towards rule:(cﬁit in Rome has been well
summed qp;aé follows: ’'In the laté:Rgpgblic peoble from various strata
of society were réady to honouf their favoufites and bepefactor; in
ways that brought kthém into closer'krelationship/ with the gods.
Ekceptional ability‘ or success made an impreSsion ahd ﬁen were
kreéeptive, to the idea‘ that an individual could be wunder divine
'protectidn or divinely inspired’ (Fishwick 1987;55). As Fishwick goes
on to conclude, another factor was that the first century BC saw a
large influx of people from the castern partAof the empiré where such
phénomena were 1ong.cufrent;

theréas much of the Roman ruler cuit can be ascribea to Greek
origins, oné ;haractéristically Italian feature was.théc'of sculptihgk
imagés-of the emperor (see Price 1984a:170-206). VThat these images,
whiéh do not ﬁerely expreés ideology but partly cdnétitute it, were
widely pfevaleht4 is seen in thé‘vopposition' to it on the part of
Christians (Price 1984a:171, 205). Price (1984b:79-95) has shown cthe
importance of terminoiogy in the study of ruler cult,

- In political terms, ruler cult served an important'integrating
function over the empire in its entirety. To quote Liebeschuetz

(1979:76):

The rulef cultlwould have collapsed under the weight of its an
absurdity, if it had not been for imperatiﬁe social need. The
empire ,simply»”could not do without a language of (1oya1ty. The
empéfor needed to cultivate the loyalty of his most power ful
subjects‘and toAassuﬁéyﬁimself‘that'it existed. The suﬁjéccs,
whether for reasons of gratitude, or ambition, dr just to avoid
suspicion of éubversive inténtions, needed a means of

demonstrating loyal sentiments.
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Martial 8 praef

The contents and diction of the preface to Book 8 are such that
it is to some extent a text of empefor-wdrship’of ruler cultﬁ For one
thing, Domitian i§ addressed as dominﬁs - a fashionable mode of
addressing tﬁe empéror from Augustan times onwards. Suetonius (Dom
13.2) tells us that Domitian expected to bekaddfessed as dominus et
deus®.

This phenomenon can be fufther illustrated from the writings‘of
Statius. In his consolaéio to Claudius Etruscus, 'thé> freedman
courtier ‘off Domitian, statius ‘suggests ﬁhat the émperor is a god
without saying so expliéitly: ‘semperque gradirprope numina, semper/
\C#esgreum coluisse latus sacrisque deorum/ arcanis haerere datum’
(Silu 3.3;64-66). Similarly, in 5 epist Statius speéks in extravagant'
terms to Aﬁascantusvof the manner in which he cultivates the imperial
;household: ’praetereé latus omne diuinae domus sempér demereri pro mea
mediocritate conitor. nam qui bona fideldeos colig am#t et sacerdotés'
(5pr8-10). Statius again félls just short of calling Domitian a god,
though he moves in that direction by represeﬁting Abascanﬁus as a
priest. A

The very fact that Domitian‘cogld be invoked in this manner
suggests that he Qished‘ to be associated in the publié mind with
literature, as a patroh’par>exce11enée; tﬁat Martial's efforts were
recognised‘is proven by tﬁé fact that he was awarded tﬁe ius trium
libe;ofum by two emperors. Aéupplicéné, of which the subject is
libelli, is a word used in the context of supplicating a god (OLD sv
suppliéo 2). From the start all this engenders a highlybrespectful

tone which is sustained by such expressions as caelesti uerecundiae

(9) and ‘maiestatem sacri nominis tui’@s), In the penultimate sentence
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Martial ﬁays somewhat bleonaéfiCally that since the more important
ﬁart of the book is linked to the‘emﬁerorfs holy name, the book must
remember that it ought not‘to come to Domitian'’s temple without being
cleansed by ritual purifiéétion; 'meminerit non nisi religiosa
purificatione lustratos accedere ad templa’ debere’. (15-17);A The
. emperor thus fulfils a double réle here:rthe'book is dedicated to him
AND hé‘is invoked as a god. Theisaﬁe'can be seen in the fulsome
piaiserfound in the.preface to Vitruvius De Architectura, as weil as
that of Valerius Maximus’ handbook for rhetoricians, addressed to

Tiberius: -

te igitur huic coepto, penes quem hoﬁinum deorumque consensus
maris ac terrae regimen esse uoluit, certissime salus patriae,
Caesar, inuoco, cuius caelesti prouidentia uirtutes, de quibus
dicturus ~suﬁhi benignissime 'fouentﬁr, uitia seuerissime

uindicantur.

Martial séys that the theme of homage to the emperor’s sanctity is
taken up in the breuissimum epigramma which occurs at the ’threshold’

(limen) of the book: .

laurigeros domini, liber, intrature penates
- disce uerecundo sanctius ore loqui.
nuda recede Venus:; non est tuus iste libellus:

tu mihi, tu Pallas Caesariana, ueni. (8.1)

Martial offers this epigram as a sample of the collection as a whole,
~as it underlines the purified character of the book. In fact Book 8,
like Book 5, is without obscéhity (Kay 1985:98). Only one-third of the

epigrams in the book are derisive ‘(Spottepigfamme), compéred with
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fractions between a halfband4thfée~quérters fo;ythe fifst seven books
(Szelest 1984;2584).

This'introductory pbém rests on a neat joke. On the one hand it

,emplqys‘the Qld‘contfast bétween Venus and'Palias Athena to symbolise
the differeﬁcevbetween amatory, private themes on the one(hqnd and:
'official’, public on the>6thef. In addition, however, Pallas was one
of the favourite deities of thé Flavians, as is brought out by the
-epithet»Caesatiana (see Scott 1936:166-88). Such terms as iaurigeros,
ﬁenates; sanctius are all standafd fare in the context of ekpressing

reverence to tﬁe emperor.

It ¢an be’noticea thaf the epigram shares maﬁy similarities with
the 'ﬁreface.‘ In both ‘Mértial mentions the idea of entering a
religious sanctuary (line'l of the poem, line 16 of the preface); and
domini strikes a chord with domine in the first line of the preface,
as doeS'uerecund§ with uerecundiaze (9). The epigram can thus be seen
as a fulfilment of ankimportant idea of the preceding preface, namely
that it is necessary to be fitﬁally purified Befdre coming‘intoAthek
emﬁerqr’s ﬁreéence. )

On grounds of literéry form one/can cémpére the relationship
between the ﬁreface and epigram that head Book 1. There some of the
ideas mentionea'ithhe prose part of the;preface are compacted into
and d;amatised in a final poem, whose cheekiness consists in the
direct addresskCO Céto (1pr18-21). Apart from considerations of tone,
a difference between the two pieces is that in 1 the poem is part of
the preface (the last prose line read#: 'uideor mihi meo iure facturus
si epistolam uersibus,élusero...') whereas in 8 the poem i$ numbered
the first of the book.

Martial does not make ankexplicit request that Domitian aid cthe
circulation of his poems in Ehe direct way that Pliny often dsks his

private amic¢ci, but there is no mistaking the subtext of the letter. A

C - las -



éovert Vinferenée cén be dréwn frqm the very start? when Martial
éortrayé his libelli 35 Péying homage to Domitian. In this sentence he
pointedly’reminds the emperor of his earlier support for his poetry:
'omnes quidem 1ibelli‘mei.}.qqibus tu4famam; id est uitam, dedisti,
tibi‘gupplicant'. The obvious implication  is that Martial hopes to
‘receive thisféupport once'again.

fama is here equéted with uita, as if Martial says‘that public
acclaimAcpnstitutes his livelihood as a poét. In a large number pf
poems Martial boaéts of>his(worldwide fame, so muéh so that this is
one ofAthe most common topoi of the Epigrams. Already at l.l.é Martial
speaks of himself és 'tofo notus in orbe Martialis’ (cf 5.13.3;
6.64.25; 8.61.3: see further Citroni 1975:15). -

One caﬁ;note, also, that the libeli} are hereyperSonifiéd as
amici or cliénts‘paying the emﬁeroritheir respécts.’ Compare 8.24, in
which the libellus is again presented as a cliens nervously making a

request of the emperor:

si quod forte petam timido gracilique libellb,

inproba non fuerit si mea charta, dato. (1-2)
and also 5.6:

admittas timidam breuemque chartam

~ intra limina sanctioris aulae. (7-8)

In the first quotaﬁiqn‘ the libellﬁs isk a pétition rather than
cbllection ~of poems,. The word-study appended ,tok chapter 2 (sv
libellus) streésed the ambiguity of this word, which in the cohtéxt of
social relations usually indicates a petitiqn to the emperor, answered

by a subscriptio’ (see Millar 1977:240-52, 537-56 and Saller
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l982:67¥68; an anbignity unacknpwledged by White l974)1

What exaetly Martial means“hy the nent sentenee is something of
a mystery: 'Hic tamen...occasione pietatis frequentius fruitur.’ Ker's
Loeb translation is not bejond doubt: '...enjoys more frequently the
opportunity of showing loyalty.’ It may mean either that this, the
eighth book, has in it more references to the emperor's numen, or that
it is brought to the emperor’'s attentibn more often than are previous
books. Ultimately this comes to mean what is clear from any reading of
the book: that homage to the emperor 1is a more important theme than
was.the case in previous books.

.The nature of this book is such that it offers a combination of
adulatory and satirieal material, though of.course different subjects
\and people are the target of these different approaches. Clearly even
in Martial’s‘time the compositien of the collectien he refers to (if
it was different to the present one) was such that the poet felt some
need to iexplain. “And so while excusing the presence of prbbably
independent humorous epigrams amidst the more serious ones in praise
owaomitian, Martial rather wittily, if transparently, tells Domitian
that repetitious praise will more easily bore the emperor than satiate
himself: ‘ne caelesti uerecundiae tuae laudes snas, quae facilius te
fatigare possint quam nos satiare, onnis uersus ingereret.’ The fact
that Domitian was the addressee of the collection washtlearly of the
utmost importance to its content - as is already evident. However. it
is worth reflecting a moment on.the diction with which Martial speuaks
of his poetic output. The key phrase has it.that there was less need

~for Martial to struggle using his ingenuity, since the subject matter

(viz the emperor) formed a substitute: ‘minus itaque ingenio
laborandum fuit, in cuius locum materia successerat’ (5-6). In 1
praef ingenium was used with an unusual negative edge: see /L
7.1.1534.1-32. In a letter to Caninius Rufus the Younger Fliny
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described Silius Italicus as having written with greater effort than
innate ability: ’‘scribebat carmina maiore cura quam ingenio’ (3.7.5).
This reflects a distinction more common than that wused here by

Martialg.

The literary ability of the dedicatee

It is surprising that nowhere in the preface does Martial praise
Domitian’s literary ability. It is a fairly common practice, if not
standard procedure, for a writer to praise the talents of the person
of whom he requests assistaﬁce; thus eg 3.2 to his libellus concerning
Faustinus, 4.86 about Apollinaris, 9.26 about Nerva, 12.11 to the muse
Thalia about Parthenius; Statius elaborately addresses Stella as
"iuuenis optime et 1in studiis nostris eminentissime qua parte et
uoluisti’ (lprl-2), and Melior as ‘uir optime nec minus in iudicio
litterarum quam in omni uitae colore tersissime (2prl-3). In the
preface to his Natural History the elder Pliny effusively hails the
future Emperor Titus, the addressee and dedicatee of the epistola and

the work as a whole, with the following:

fulgurat in nullo wumquam wuerius dictatoria wuls eloquentiae,
tribunicia potestas facundiae. quanto tu ore patris laudes tonas!
quanto fratris famam! quantus in poetica es! o magna facunditas

animi...! (HN praef 5)

Nowhere in this preface, nor in any of the prefaces of Martial
for that matter, can a comparable example be found. We do know that
Domitian was interested and active in literature. On the other hand
his oppressive nature also extended at times to literature, and many

writers perished in the Domitianic terror. This has been described as
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a set of contradictory impulses in’Domitian's feign: 'a concern for
1itérature and a tendency to smother iﬁ' (Cbleﬁaﬁ 1986:3115; c¢f Suet
Dom 4.4& Tac‘Hist 4,.86.9). AMartial is silent éhroughout the corpus on
the subjecf of Démitian’s own writing, aﬁd'yet honoursuhim in this
preface. It i;~ possible that this pa:adox in Martial in itself
reflects the ambivalence of the emperor’s attitude.

Martial’s audience and the placing of the preface

Twé-phrases at the end of the préface are revealing in terms of
Martial’s immediate audienée or readership, and also of the phygical
placing of the prefagei Firstly, the 1asﬁ sentence provides clear
proof that Martial had at 1eést half an eye ‘on a fﬁture wider
readership. He sees fit .to place a very brief epigram at the
' threshold’ of the collection, so that those who in the future will.
read his poems can know that fhé ﬁoet values ritual bgrification‘in
his preparétion to ’a&dress' the’emperor: 'ut...lecturi sciant’ (17).
Martial’'s standard word for his target audience is léctor, ﬁup thefe
are vériations'on this. In the preface to Book 12, he says in praise
of Rome that if ﬁhere is anything praiseworthy in hié poems, his

listener was responsiblé: 'si quid enim est qﬁod in libellis meis
placeat, dictauit auditor’ (10; cf alsoA9.84).

The fact that here Martial makes uée of a future participle in
lecturi suggests that the emperor is to have a preview ovaartial’s
work, ie they will read (future tensé) only after Domitian has seen
ic. A toposk of later prefaées is the mock-modest one that the"
dedicatee is the only reader QfAthe»work (Janson 1964:148-49). To
keep all this in a context, however, it should be realised that,
despite the inferenées’ of lecturi, ’nowhere' in this prefacéA does

Martial focus directly on the idea of publishing; The same can be
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éaidkas a general comment onvall Martial*s prgfaces, though the last
ksentence ofA2 praefvrepresenﬁs something of an exception here.
..Secondly, a‘further glance at the phrasing'of fhg final'senﬁence
‘raises a tricky‘isgue; Wﬁeré'were thebprefaqes placed physically iﬁ
Che'collection of poetry? When Mar;iai hereVspeaks of the epigram‘as
beiﬁg"in.ipéoViibelli'huius limine’; hé could mean either that‘the
;preface AND the first epigram wefe‘in the first column‘ﬁf fhe papyrus‘
on which the cﬁilection of poems were‘writtén{ or it could be ﬁhat the
'thfeshold' refers tb’some positionvbefOre the first pagina or cblumn.
Intérestingly,‘StatiQs also uses the rather uncommon word l}men to
refer tﬁe Afirst poem in Book 3: ‘nam primum limeﬁ eius HefCules
Surrentinus aperit’ (3.1.9-10)10. In chaptérk6; in the contekt of
Martial’s sécéﬁa prose preface,v it was concluded tﬁatA the epigfaﬁ
déscribed by Martial as fexﬁra ordinemvpaginafum' (Mart‘Zé;l-Z)»wa; in
fact on thé same side of thé‘papyrus«but in a pfeliminafy‘column‘(pace‘>

Birt 1882:142 n3).

F. MARTIAL 9 PRAEFATIO

The brief pfose letter which heads Martial’s ninth book is
relévant td this iine of inquiry,‘howeverropaqﬁe its precise sense.
The explanatoryrﬁotg ends: 'Vale et para hdspitium' (9p:5-6). It is
difficult to’ decide whether» this ~comment was intended in concrete
terms (ie fhét Martial was about to Qisit Toranius and opénlyslooked
forward to his hospitality) or whether it is more abstract than

‘thatll

. It seems likely, at all events, that Martial is here asking
for Toranius to ensure a favourable reception for his poems.

One thing about which there can be little doubt is that Toranius

was a close friend of the poet. This is suggested by the familiar.
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formulation of the letter: ’'Haue, mi Torani,'fratef carissime’ (9prl).
The same can be said about the final phrase with its staccato

phrasing.

G. MARTIAL 12 PRAEFATIO

The sentiment which ends this preface is very remihiscént of
Statius Silu 2 and 4, Maftial asks the addressee, Priscus, to read
the collection, critiéally assessing its‘merits, s§ that (provided the
book meets with' Priscus’. éﬁproval) Martial' can send "to Rome a
colléction not‘qnly QrittenAin Spain but one re%lecting ﬁhe character

of Spainlzt

tu uelim is;a; quae>tantum apud te non‘periclitantur, diligente;
;aestimareket excutefe non graueris; et, quod tibi difficillimum
est, de nugis nostris iudiées‘nitore (candofe Housmanj'seposito,
ne Romam, si<ité decreﬁefis, non Hispaniensem librum mittamus, sed
Hispanum. (12pr22-27)13

Like Statius' prefaces, this piece ends with its request. The
difference, hoWeJ;r, is that this requeét appearslto be more sincereiy
' fbrmulated thanAthose of Statius, Differencé %n circumstances counts
for a great deal here. Whereas Stapius was‘at the end of a career at
Rome publishing his occasional poems as a parting shot- after a career-
which included the wriﬁing'of very different poetry (see Hardie 1983:
esp 65), Martiall‘ﬁas quite probably in a 'very different position.
Having left Rome to escape the unpleasant client's duties he so

complained about, the tone and content of this letter make it clear

that the supposed life of literary leisure in retirement at Spain- was
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not materialising, fqr the unexpected reasons he éutlines in the
preface itself. In these gircumstanées' it wogld have been very
helpful for him if his reputation at'Rome could continue'to bring him
material benefits: Possibly, Martial felt the need to keep open’ the
ﬁrsspect Qf a feturn to Rome,'eveh at this late stage of his life. The
support of an influential amicus (as Priscus probably was) could well
have been of great value in such circumstanbes.

Following on from this, it is quiteilikely that the assessment
and advice Statius speaks of at the end of the‘preface‘is seriously
intended (cf Van Dam 1984a:53). 1In all likelihood Martial, away from
,lthe literary and political‘nexus of Rome, needed tactful advice from
someone more attuned to the political/literary climate thén himsélf.
Whereas Statius’ requests fof criticism were‘seen to have a formulaic
ring to them; Mértia1 sfresses that he wants sipcefe advice, even if
this is not in keepiﬁg with ;heir Vfriendiy relationship. " This 1is
clear from the fact that Martiai says it is difficult, or at léast
awkward, for Priscus to giﬁe}completely honest advice in this manner,

as well as 'candore seposito’ (following Housman's text).

CONCLUSION

The prefatory requests discussed in this chaﬁter seemvéll to be
concerned ultimately with the desire to receive the support éf
patrons. This wunderlines both the epistolary character of the
prefaces and the importance of social context to the Epigrams and the
Siluae. The tone and language of Mart 8 praef amply illustrates the
special circumstances involved in making aﬁ appeal to the emperor.
Given the ill-defined énd~'upcertain circumstances of patronage

relationships, it is not surprising that these requests vary from
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being direct and overt (if partly formulaic) in the case of Stat Silu
1-4 praefs and Mart 12 praef, to being covert and merely implied, as

in Stat Silu 5 praef and Mart 8 praef;

NOTES.

(1], Thus for example Sherwin-White (l966:l15), White (1978:85) and
Saller (1983:247), Van Dam (1984a:62).

{2] eg .Ov- Fast 1.19;20; Phaed 3 praef 62-63. The phenomenon is
docuﬁentedlby Curtiusi(1953:83-35), and cf Van Dam (1984a:53);
see also chapter 1  of this thesis with .respect' to prefatory
commonplaces, especially’in oratory.

{31 This éhenomenon appears to be largely undoqumented in the
secoﬁdary 1it¢rature on epistolbgraphy. However, Bradford Welles

(1934:xli~i, esp x1lii-x1liv) hés shown how>réquest, often verging.
on instruction, is a §tandard theme of Hellenistic letfers.

[4] Letters of recommendation _alsé 'involvé- a feduest - that the
reéipient support the subject of the letter - but diverge
slightly from the pattern in that an entire letter ratﬁervéhan
just the final sectionbvis usually devoted to the request for
support (éee‘furthef Cotton 1981:1-6)? thus Plin Ep 1.2; 3.2;
4.4; 5.19; 6.6; 7.31 (cf F;onto Ep ad amicos 1.7-9; 2.6).

[5] It must be admitted, thougﬁ, that the.réquests of Statius and
Martial do not évidence the most common formulae.of requests as
identified by Hofmann (1936:127-30, #117-20): amabo, quaeso and
oro.A | |

[6] T_Flavius Abascaﬁtus (PIR2 F-194), previously Augustus’ freedman
ab epsitulis, retUrnéd ﬁo favour and'office_under quitian.

[7] Recent studies of ruler cult in the Roman empire have focused on
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- Asia Minor and the western empire, eg Price (1984a) and Fishwick

(1987) respectively.
A note about titulature. Domitian assumed the cognomen

'Germanicus’ (Suet Dom 13.3); Holder (1977:151) has put the date

'athD 83; see also Merkelbach (1979) and Coleman (1986:66). On

Domitian's divinity more_generélly see Scott (1936:102-25) .and

Bengtson (1979:218-25).

[9] For the use of materia in the context of writing poetry see TLL

- [10]

- [11]

- [12])

13]

8.461.4-29‘ as well as Horace Ars Poetica 38 with Brink
(1971:122-23) ad loc. |

For the metaéhorical.éense of this word see TLL 7.2.1406.63- 70
and OLD sv limen 4. | o

TLL 6.3.3039.73-3040.37 is_‘noc particularly helpful on _this
occasion: 'de actione hospitalitatis kproprie)', cf Cic Att
9.6.2; 13.56.4; 13.52.2; 14.2.4; and ’Prbp 3.23.16; Virg Aen
1.299.

The last 1ine has been well translated 552 ‘...so that I won't bé
sending td que{ ifvthac'is-your decisiﬁn, a volume not so much
written in Spain as written_in Spanish’ (f P Sullivan apud Bo&ie
1988:30). |

Houéman (1972:733-34; with further references) has defended his
emendation, which is fgr frqm the MS reédings of nidore (B) and
nitore (v), defiﬁing candor as 'that temper of mina whi;h impels

men to think well of ﬁhe work of others’.
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Chaptér 8
THE:PROSE STYLE OF‘THE PREFACES
This chapter is devotéd tovha stylistic examination of the ﬁrose
prefaces,vwith specific attention to their clausulae. It is divided
into two’sections, focusing on Martial and Statius in turn. ‘ﬁithin
each half{ the first'secﬁion is a study of style in_ggneral_terms, and
this is followed by an analysis of the,poeg's use of prose rhythm{ In
the sections on prose rhythm I refer fd'fwo tables - appendiéeé A and

1

B at the end of this chapter . showing (a)> the proVeﬁance of

v

clausulae expressed in numerical terms and (b) ‘their relative

frequency, expressed as percentages.

A. MARTIAL

The difference in content, if not intentiqn;‘bétweeniMartial's
five prefaces is matchgd by ‘a marked disparity in prose style. This
involves a range.ffom the careful formality of the preface to Book 1
to the perfunctory brevity of 9 praef, which waé obviously sent to an
‘intimate friend. The remaining three prefaces can be situated between

these extremes.

With its prolix and rather plaiﬁ style, 1 praef has very-mgch
bthe feel of é public statement. Thé eﬁphasis'is on clarity rather
than rhetqricél flo&rish, and perhaps the 6nly notable figure of
speech is the anaphora and aéyndeton of ’'sic scribit Catullus, sic
Marsus, sic Pedo, éic Gaetulicus, sic quicumqué perlegitur'>(10-12)2.
“Particularly at the beginning, where the poet 1is at his @ost

defensive, séntendesvare long and phrased carefully, with an eye no
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doubt to possible criticism:

Spefo me secutum in libellis meis tale temperamentum ut de illis
queri non possit quisﬁuis de se bene senserit, cum salua infimarum
quoque personarum reuerentia ludant; quée adeo antiquis auctoribus
defuit ut nominibus non tantum ueris abusi sint sed et magnis.

(1-5)

The end of the preface witnesses a more polemical stance on the
poet’s - part, as suggested by the change to briefer, more
P P &g y g

matter-of-fact sentences:

Epigrammata illis scribuntur qui solent spectare Florales. Non
intret Cato theatrum meum, aut si intrauerit, spec;etg Videor mihi
meo iure facturus si epistolam uersibus clusero: (14-17)

Most of the verbs in the preface are jussive subjunctives (constet 5;

. absit 6; iﬁtret 15; spectet 16); the other main ﬁerbs also lack the

force of factual statements: 'spero me secutum...tale temperamentum’
(l); 'si quié tam ambitiose tristis est...potest epistola uel potius

titulo contentus esse’ (l3); 'uideor mihi meo iure facturus...’ (16).
All this points to the scrupulously formal tone of the preface‘as a

whole.

2'praef is perhaps the'moét 'rhetorical"of the prefaces, both
becaﬁse_of its extended use of ‘the rhetorical figure 'anthupophoré'
(Coffey 1976:236 n27)3, and also because of the pre#ence of éolourful
idiom. This rhetorical figure, ’'in which an objection is,pefuted by
contrary reference or.allegation’ (OED 2nd ed 514; cf Quint-9.3.87 and

‘Dion Hal Dem 54), sees Decianus quoted at some length on the‘subject
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_of thelundésir#bility of prose pfefaceé.f This part of the preface,
thch- comprises the. fif;; éen  linés, begiﬁs ‘with fhreé'_rhétorical
'questions. (lines 1- 3), fdliowéd. ﬁy explanation (4-8), whereafte;
~Decianus is ﬁade\to state his own viéwf-enjoihiné_Martial to follow
suit (8-11). |

This part of the.preface is characterised by striking imagesvand
colloquiélAlanguage, beginninngitﬁ ‘Quid nobis...cum epistola?’ (2).
From the ¢ontext, the expression epistolam faciunt (8) seems fo be
idiomatic usage meéning ;;..justify themselves with an introductory

apologia in letter form'“%. Decianus is quoted as saying that epigram

does.not need a 'crier’ or 'herald’ (praeco): 'epigrammata curione non
egent’ (6)5. The preface also evidences vivid images in close

succession:

Noli ergo...rem facere ridiculam et in toga saltantis inducere
personam. Denique uideris an te delectet contra retiarium ferula.

(8-10) "

The overall effect of these various rhetorical and stylistic effects
is to suggest that the'prefaée is indeed tongue-in-cheék.
: !

At least at its start, 8 praef is less formal in tone than one
might expect, given that it is addressed to the empefor Domitian. The
word domine in the opening line denotes respect, as indeed does the
éontent of -the preface générally, but the clippédvclauses at least of
tﬁe first sentence seem more informal; puto (3) is éven a colloquial

touch6:

Omnes quidem libelli mei, domine, quibus tu famam, id est uitam,

dedisti, tibi'supplicantf et, puto, propter hoc legentur. (3-5)
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With the possible exception of this opening sentence, the preface is
written in a full style with plenty of linking words (tamen 5, 13;
itaque 6; quidem 8; autem 1ll; quam 7 and quod 17 as connecting

relatives)7. None of the six sentences lacks a subordinate clause.

The familiar beginning and end to the prosefof 9 praef - 'Haue
mi Torahe,vfraterkcarissime' and 'Vale et para ﬁospicium' - suggest a
perfunctory andyinférmal quality»whiéh is borme out by the style of
the intervening section.. Although the prose is highly metricai, it
lacks anyi touches of high-flown rhetoric. Thé factual, explanatory
purpose of ;he 1etter is seen both by the relati?e clauses of the,
first sentence (followed(by a connecting rélati?e), and by the fact
that the second sentence sees the author all but apologising‘ foi

having written the letter:

Epigramma, gquod extra ordinem paginarum est, ad Stertinium
clarissimum uirum scripsimus, qui imaginem meam ponere in
bibliotheca sua wuoluit. De ‘quo scribendum tibi putaui, ne

ignorares Auitus iste quis uocaretur. (prose lines 1-3)

12 praef, thé\laSt of Maitial's pfose'pfeféces has,;like the

- first, the foimal feel of a publicv statement. If it was in fact

originally a letter between friénds, it séems' likely - either that

Priscus was not a close friend of the poet, or that the original

letter was later revised for publicationa. It is perhaps worth

bearing in mind that both 1 praef and 12 praef are prefaces in which
the elemen; of justification is most important, albeit onh completely %

different grounds.
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The preface divides into two sections, separated by ’'Accipe ergo
rationem’ (6-7). 1In the first the poet pleads guilty fo- (imaginary?)
charges of literafy inéctivity over‘the periéd of three years_since
fetiring to Bilbilis: ’‘contumacissimae trienni desidiae’ (1;2). In
the second and larger part he gives his reasons, sometimes in fairly
impassioned terms, fo£ this (7-22). The preface ends (22-27) with a

request that Priscus comment critically on the collection.

In keeping with its self-conscious quality, the piece has a

number of rhetorical flourishes. Describing those parts of Roman life

" which boosted his writing, the poet says: *illam iudiciorum
subtilitatem, illud materiarum _ingenium, bibliothecas, theatra,
“conuictus,...’ (10-12). This list employs'asyndeton and, in the first

two clauses, parallelism and polyptoton. It is also possible to point
to alliteration (cf de la Caile 1935:14): 'et sine solacio et gine
excusatione §ecé§§imu§’ (6). The final séntence evidences not only

alliteration but also word-play, the latter inviting comparison with

the style of the epigrams themselves, which often end with a witty

resolution (cf eg Kay 1985:7-9):

et, quod tibi difficillimum est, de nugis nostris iudices nitore

seposito, ne Romam, si ita decreueris, non Hispaniensem librum

mittamus, sed Hispanum. (24-27)

The word-play of the last line may be cited as indicative of.the
predilection for pointed antithesis evidenced in prose writers of.the
first cénéury AD (cf Norden. 1923:288) . This is, however, the
exception rather than the rule, and it does seem that 12 praef is on a
more elevated stylistic level than the other four prefaces. The above
examples 1illustrate the 'extremely careful, sohetimes mannered,

structural arrangements and effects, with a noticeable building of art
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as the piece progresses’ (Bowie 1988}14).
It should be clear that Martial's prefaces vary greatly in their
stylistic level, which suggests'that each piece was intended for a

different purpose on an ad hoc basis. 1In general it can be said that

Martial makes use of plain, unadorned syntax. His prose contains a

fair amount of subordination (eg relative clauses), but.~this
qontributes to the clarity of thé prose réther'than detracting from
it. In-styiistic terms, Martial has not ma&e extensive use of the
‘pointed’ style characteristic of Silver Latin? nor with-the florid
‘quality that characterises the prefaces to the Siluae. Howell'é

comparison of Martial's prose style with that of Quintilian (1980:96)

seems exaggerated.

Martiai's prose rhythm

The prose prefaces of Martial are highly ' metrical, as
illustrated by Havet (1903), and exhibit much the same pattern as
those of Statius. Appendix B illustrates the overall similarity, and
here I shall underline some of the more significant eleﬁents. In both
sets of pfosé prefaces the cretic predominates, along with the
molossus énd its resoluﬁions, as a penultimate fhythm.'These account
for 59 of the 93 identifiable clausulae, or 90%.‘Thé same percentage
applies to the Statian prefaces.‘ ‘By the same tokeﬁ, the
.trochee/spondee and cretic are Martiél's most common final rhythm,
totalling 70 in number, or 75% (cf 76% in the case pf the Siluae).

Whereas the cretic-trochee (Qr -spondee) and double cretic
together amouﬁt to 57% of Statius’ final sequences, the figure reads
55% (51 out of 93) ih the case of Martial. These similarities are

particularly striking when considered in the combinations above rather
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than'for-individual clausulae.

Compared with tne prose prefaces ‘bf ‘Statius, there seems in
Martial a discerniblevdifference in the rhythmic pafterne among the
various prefaces, which might suggest either a change in prose styie
in the course of Martial’s writing career or a difference in purpose
and statns.betweenlthe five prose pieces. |

In 1 praef: there is ‘a marked preference for the penultimate
cretic (12'occurrences out of 20 clausulae, or 75%) ahq the’final
trochee/spondee (60%), particularly following a penultimate eretic
(60%); . The subsequent prefaces do mnot reveal the same degree of
preference: for the remainingvfour these three figures read 60%, 40%,
and 33% for the combined eequenee. |

| - Just as Martial's first prose preface shows the narrowest range'

of clausulae, so the final and _iongest, ’12 praef, makes the most
varied use of rhythms. Not only'ie 12 praef the only preface to
deploy all the four penultimate and.four final rhythms identffied by
Raven (1965:170), but -it also makes broadest.use of the combinations.
Though the penultimate cretic_(SS%) and final trochee/spondee (45%)
'étill dominate; the combined sequence amounts to a relatively low 38%,
or 11 out qf 29 clausulae.

A noteworthy feature of this preface is the occurrence of.the

uncommon epitrite as a penultimate rhythm on three occasions:
12pr5 prouinciali solitudine D+c
22 exciperem aduentoria sua = D+d.

23 tantum apud te non periclitantur D+d

although it occurs twice also in 8 praef (cf Statius Silu 2prl4 'in

arborem certe tuam'):
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8pr6-7 ingenid laborandum fuit D+b

9 uerecundiae tuae laudes suas D+b

It is clear that Martial uses strong clausulae to conclude the

prose section of each preface:

lprl7 uersibus clusero A+b

_2pr15 lassi peruenient B+a

8prl8 placuit epigrammate A(re§)+b
9pr5-6 et para hospitium _A+a(res)

12pr26-27 mittamus sed.Hispanum At+a
There are bnly two hexameter éndings in Martial’s prose:

8prl0 nos satiare

12pr6-7 Accipe ergo rationem

The second of these may perhaps be explained on the grounds that this
is a short but pivotal sentenée in the structure of the preface (és
shown above), and for this reason is conspicuously phrased. No such

reason can be advanced for ’'nos satiare’.

B. STATIUS

The prefaces to the Siluae do not appear to be pitched at a high
stylistic 1level, though Statius 1is not averse to the occasional
flourish. He seems to have used a small range of standard clausul.e,

and this suggests at least some consciousness of style.
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Relativg clauses feature conspiéuously as aﬁ élement of Statius’
prose style. ThesgvShould be séén in the same light as the elaborate
deécrip;ive phrasés or plaﬁses with wﬁich Statius addresses the

‘recipients of his first three books of Siluae. A definite pattern
emergés: ‘Stella iuuenis optime et‘in studiis nostris eminentissime
qua parte et uolui;tiﬁ (lprl-2). (This ﬁay be compafed with other
‘opening addresses discussed below.)"[Ursqm] iuuenem candidissimum-et
sine_iactufa desidiae‘doctissimum' (Zpr18-l9); Septimius Severus is
described as 'iuﬁenem, uti scis, inter ornatissimos secundi ordinis,
tﬁu@ quidem et condiscipulum, sed‘miﬂi_citra hoc'quoqde iu§ artissime
‘carum’ (4pf11-13). The relative clauses, which,usually offer>somé
sort of explanation, are sometimes used in close succession: thus

‘qua...exXemit’', ’‘cuius accipies’, ’'quam scribo’ in

tertio uiam Domitianam miratus sum qua grauissimam arenarum moram

exemit: cuius [sc Domitiani] beneficio tu quoque maturius.

epistulam meém'accipies quam tibi in hoc 'libro a Neapoli scribo.

(4pr7-10) .
and 'quos feci’ and ‘quam...opus’ in

centum hos uersus quos in ecum maximum feci, indulgentissimo

_imperatori postero die quam dedicauerat opus, tradere iussus sum.

(1lprl7-19)

In keeping with thewinyento;y éspecp of the preféées; Statius
follows as standard procedufe the method of using a relative clause
(or otherwise a‘shorter.bhrase) ;o descfiﬁe th; recipient of each poem
or, occasionally, the pbem itsélf.r Ihe‘preface to the first book will

serve as an example. The sentence quoted immediately above refers to
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1.1."Speaking of the foilowing poem, Statius speaks of Stella ‘qui
epithalamium tuum quod mihi iniunxeras scis Biduo scriptum’
(1pr20-22). Manilius Vopiscus, to whom 1.3 is addressed, is labeiled
'vir eruditissimus et qui praecipue uindicat a situ litteras iam paene
fugientis’ (1pr24-25). Statius speaksvof Claudius Etruscus as 'qui
balneolum a me suun intra moram’ cenae recepit’ (31-32, Qhere the
"little bath' referred to is poem 1.5). The 1last pdem of the
collection, entitled id the preface iKalendae Decembres’ is said 'at
least to have ctedence’: 'quibus utique creditur’ (32-33) - comment
which would be more easily comprehensible if the 1last iines of the
preface were extant. ‘

This type of relative clause, using the indicative, may be
described as 'determinative’ (Woodcock 1959:187)10, and should be
distinguished from the generalizing, consecutive and concessive types,
. all of which take their verb in the subjunctive.

In general terms, three elements ef the Statian prefaces can be
contrasted on stylistic grounds. >In the above- discussion of the
"inventory aspect we can appreciate the stylistic implications of the
many descriptions which are so important in the prefaces to the
Siluae. It is already apparent that in giving a limited amount of
information coﬁcerning a poem or its addressee Statius has to use a
highly subordinated, if sometimes repetitive style. The style of
these descriptions isxﬁairly plain‘and unelaborate, the emphesis being
on clarity rather than on stylish variation.

However, 'the second, dedicatory,ielement of the prefaces reveals
a marked preference fot lengthy sentences and involved syntax. For
example, the initial addresses quoted at the head of this chapter.are
in a much more elaborate style. This is the most formal element and
consequently the most'artificial.inistylistic terms. In the following

quotations from the start of the first three prefaces the underlining,
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which indicates the main clauses, illustrates the fragmentation of the

main clause, as well as the intricacy of the sentence as a whole:

_Diu multumque duﬁitaui, Stelia_ iuuenis optime et in studiis
nostris eminentissime qua parte et uoluisti, an hés libéllos, qui
mihi subitb caloré et quadam'fesﬁinandi udluptate fluxerunt, cum
singuli de sinu meo pro<fugissent>, céngregatos ipse’dimittereh.
(1prl-5) " |

Et familiaritas nostra qua gaudeo, Melior uir optime nec minus in

judicio litterarum quam in omni uitae colore tersissime, et ipsa

opusculorum quae tibi trado conditio sic_ posita est ut totus hic

ad te liber meus etiam sine epistola spectet. (2prl-4)

Tibi certe, Polli dulcissime et hac cui tam fideliter inhaeres

quiete dignissime, non habeo diu probandam libellorum istorum

temeritatem, cum scias multos ex illis in sinu tuo subito natos et
hanc audaciam stili nostri frequenter- expaveris, dquotiens in
illius facundiae tuae penetrali seductus altius litteras intro et

in omnis a te studiorum ducor. (3prl-6)

'In each case the leﬁgthy _ appellations, ’Stella...uoluisti’,
"Melior;..tersissime' and ‘Polli...dignissime’, créate a sense of
anticipation in that they interrupt the main cléuse.

The third aspect is that by which Statius counters criticism or
predicted criticism of his work. This 'informalrand jocular polemié’
has stylistié implications in that it wusually involves a change to
.briefer sentences couched in a questionFand- énswer'pattern (Coleman

1988:58). This ié.evidenced particularly in‘lpr5-15 and 4pr24-35.°
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sed et sphaeromachia spectantes et palaris lusio admittit.
nouissime, quisquis ex meis inuitus aliquid legit, statim se
profitetur aduersum. ita quare consilio eius accedam? in summam,

nempe ego sum qui traducor; taceat et gaudeat. (4pr30-34)

Statius’ prose rhythm

Like those of Martial, Statius’ prefaces reveal a strong
tendency toward a limited number of,standard Cicefonian>prose rhythms,r
particulariy thé cretic-trécﬁee and the double cretic. Of the 148
idenfifiable claﬁsulae in the préféces to the Siluae, 70 (=47%) end
" 'with a trochee or spondee, and 42 (=28%)Lwith a cretic. This means

that these two rhytﬁms, togethef accouhting for 112 or 76%, easily
outnﬁmber all the rest pﬁt togethér. Even gfeater is the pfedominaﬁée
df'the creﬁic (94 ﬁimes =64%),7andvﬁhe'moiossus and its resolutions
(39, =26%) as penultimate rhythms. Together they total 90% (ie 133)
of all Statius’ penultimaté'sequences..

The most frequent combination of rhythﬁs in the Siluae p?efaces
‘is the creti¢-trochee (or -spondee), which occurs 57 times or 39%;
This and the double-cretic, the next most common paftern, account for

-84 clausulae, 57% of the‘tqtal.

(a) Cretic-trochee
The importance of this as a final clausula is proven by the fact
that it ends the second, fourth and fifth prefaces (the end of the

first being lost): ’mevréuertantur' (2pf28-29), ‘minus, reprehendemur’

(4pr35) and ‘'inuenisse materiam’ (5eb12).‘ Its profusion can be
clearly seen 1in three successive clausulae in 1 praef: ‘'gratiam
celeritatis....longius tractum. . .diebus effusa' (13-15). The first
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and last of these,end‘sentenées.f
Other examples:

2pr4 Vepisto1aAépecﬁet Ata ' : | -
15-16 épigramﬁatié 1ocokégribtos' A+a

3pré studioruﬁ éiﬁus duc;r Ata

4pré7-28 dissuadere rem factam At+a

Sep2-3 morum tuorum pars A+a

Given the preddhinanéé'éf this'rhythm;:ig is tempting to prefer
:Postgate;s emenda;ion. pro<cgcqrrissent> at lpr4, above Phillimore’s
pro<fﬁgi§sent> and Krohn's ﬁro{uélaésent>ll. The fifst gives a
cretié-trochéé,v whereqs the othér “‘th ‘give a léssk_usuél_
douﬁlé-tfochée; prbcucurrissent:is hoWever‘longer than the thirﬁeen

p _ VA R 3
letters suggested by the size of the lacuna in M.

(b) Doubléférétic :
This endingvis common in the bfefaces with'the exception of 3
praef, where it is used.only'twice_(=8%)i_vBy contrast, in the second
preface‘(26%) it iS‘used as foilows_in successiﬁe clausuiae of the
'same sentence: 'ceteris indico...et dolenti datum..-tarda. solafia'

(114¥3); Other‘éxamples are:

lpr4-5. ipse dimittefem A+b
2prl nostra qua gaudeél A+b
2-3 colore teréissime A+b
3prh frequenter expauerfs,'A+b
4pr31-32 inuitus aliqqid 1egit‘ A(res)+b

33-34 taceat et gaudeatb A(res)+bi
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5eb3-4 praécipﬁe marito potest A(res)+b

8 lacrimas tuas transeo A+b

(ﬁ) Tfochaic endings
It is already evideng that the single trochee (or spondee) is a
commén énding, particularly after the crétic. A common_alternaﬁive is
the double-troéhee; which occurs 27 times '(=18%). This is u;ually
pfeceded’ by a molossus (ll times, 7%) 'or a ﬂcrétic (8 times, 5%).
Three successive»clausulae in 3 praéf ending with a double-trochee are
"Hercuies Surrentings.aperit', ’1iﬁore_tuo consecratum’ and 'statim ut

~uideram’ (10-11).

1pr23 pro collega mentieris B+c

‘30-31 sunt Kalendae Decembres .A¥c
2pr23-24v forﬁe +consu1eremus¥' A+c -
3prl9-20 uersibus.dedicarem Atc

22-23 persuadere malit qﬁam‘placere D+c
4prl5 de iﬁsis étudiis meretur B(res)+c

18 Thebaidos meaé publicaui A+c :

26-27 hoc stili genus edidissem 'D(res)+cr
(d) ‘Anomalies
Three = clausulae ‘distinguish themselves from the largely
Ciceronian pattern of Statius’ prose rhythm. There ..is: one hexameter

"ending !

2prl8 Vrsum quoque nostrum
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On one occasion the sequence of trochees goes well beyond the norm

(cf Raven 1965:170):
5epl0 qui bona fide deos colit

Prose rhythm suggests that compie#us (2pi6) should be taken as
an_accu;ative'plurél of the fourth-declension noun, that'is assumihg
that its fiﬁal syllable is long. (Sﬁch‘é reading makes this cléuéula a
double trochee (complexﬁs_amabam). This, thoﬁgh less frequent thaﬁ
ﬁhe other- two rhythmic péttefns‘mentioﬁed above, is much more likely
than the alternative of taking the word to be the masculine singular
“of the the past partiéiple from complector; which waﬁid result in an
unattréétive hexameter ending: complexus ~amabam. CourtneyA has
obelized the entire phrase 'apud’te'compiexus amabam‘iam non tibi’ and

suggested a lacuna here.

NOTES

[1] In this'chapter and_ité appendices I.use to the abbreviations as
at Raven (1965:170). Penultimate.sequence: A cretic,.gxmolossus,
Q chorigmb, D epitritg. :Final sequence: é tfoéhee/spoﬁdee, b
cretic, c ) dOubie' trochee, 7 g' | trochaic sequeﬁce
(long-short-long-short-long). | | |

[2] There is 5 textual discrepancy here between séripsit in B, and
the historiclpresent scrisit iﬁ C. | _

[3] Assuming, with Janéon (1964:110) and Bowie (1988:13), that
Martial is nof in fact quoting‘the.ac;ual words of a real person.

‘[4] cf .TLL 5.2B.683r23~47 sv epistula; implying mofe than Ker's

constitute an epistle’ suggests.
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(5] cf_Treb;GalI 12.4; Symm Epist'6.12;1: TLL 4.1489.43-52 sv curio);

and cf Otto (1890:274 [#1386] and 299 [#1531])

(6] Thus Hofmann (1936:114-16) and L-H-S (1965:528-29 #289) .

[7] cf Vbn Albre;ht (1989:120) on ﬁhe younger Seneca |

"[8] The possibility that.an ofiginél letter was later_revisedvfor
wider circulation is more likely if this collécfion was;published
before hié death in AD1101 or 102 rather than_pdsthumouéiy; It
is .probaﬁle that ra posthumous editor would have left. such a
1et£er untouéhed, as seems tovhavevbéen thé case Qiﬁh Stat 5
episf. o

[9] As demonstrated by Summers (1910:2§-xév) in tﬁe case of the
.younger Seneca;’cf Norden (1923:270-343).

[10] cf Cic Sen 10 'Ego Q"Maximﬁm, euﬁ qui Tarentum recepit, Ailexi’f
"teliing "what" peréon,or thing’is'referred to, not "what sort
o’ (Wood‘cock 1959:187-88)

[11] None of these is supported by Courtney.
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PENULTIMATE

dac = DACTYL
no = NO DISCERNIBLE
tr sq = TROCHAIC SEQUENCE
hex = HEXAMETER

FINAL COMBINATIONS
A B cC D dac |no b ¢ Atala+bla+re]la+d]B+alB+biB+c|B+d]C+alC+blC+c|C+diD+a|D+biD +c{D +d}ir sq |hex
MARTIAL
1 praef 15 5 12 5 2 20f 12 3 2 2 1
2 praef 13 s 8 5 2 19 6 5 1 1 2 1 2 1
18 praet 10l 3 2 s| 1 18] 4} 5 1 3 1 2 1
9 praef 5 2 3 2 2 7 3 1 1 1 1
12 prasf 16§ & 4 13 6] 6 29] 1 1 4 2l 3] 1} 2 1 1 1 2 ‘
Subtotals 84 70 51
Total 23
STATIUS ’
1 praef 22 7 2 17} 8l 7 aa) 13 s| 3] 1} 1] 3] 3 3
2 praef 24y 4 3 16] 11 7 as] 13| s} 2 1 3 2 1 2 1
3 prasf 120 7 1 12| 8} 6 24} 9 2] 1 1 4| 2 2 2 1
4 praef 26] 9 3 17] 12| 5 39} 18] 8} 2 1 1 3] 2 3 1 1 1
15 epist 10] 3 K 8] 5] 2 16] 7| 3 1l 1| . 1 1}{1¢e)
Subtotals 133 112 84
|Total 148 ’
Legend :




>,_...—umz.0_x B : OCCURRENCE OF CLAUSULAE (PERCENTAGE)

- eyrar

dac = DACTYL
no = NO DISCERNIBLE
tr sq = TROQCHAIC SEQUENCE
hex = HEXAMETER

PENULTIMATE FINAL COMBINATIONS
ja B C |D idac |no fe b c JA+ala+bjA+c|A+d|B+a|B+b|B+c|{B+d|C+a|C+b|C+ciC+d|D+a|D+b|D+c|D+dftr sq {hex

MARTIAL . ‘ ‘ ,

11 praef 75| 25 o] 25| 10l s} 20] eol 15 16| ‘10 s

2 prasf 68| 26 s| 42] 26| 11| 21] 19| 32| 26/ 5] s} 11 5( 11 5

8 praef "s6| 17) 8] 11 6§ 28] 61 11| 18] 22| 28 6 17 6 11 6] 6
9 praef 71] 29 43] 29} 29 71 a3f 14} 14] 14| 14

12 praef s5{ 28] 3| 14 asl 21| 21f 14] 29] 38f 3| 14| 71 1wof 2 7 3 3] 34 7

Subtotals 20 75 55

Total 93 .

STATIUS : |
[1praet | 65] 211 9o 6| 6| 24 21| e} 34] 38} 1s{ 9f 3| 38 9| 9 af ; ‘
2 praef ‘69] 11 6] o9 3] 46} 31} 20| 3] 3s] 37] 26/ 6 3 9 6 3] 6 3l a3
|3 praef - so] 29] 17| 4 5ol 25 25 24] 36| 8| 4 4] 17} '8 8] 8 4

4 praef 671 23 8 aa| 31} 13 10| 39] 44| 21 s| 3] 3] s8] s} 8} ’ 3} 3] 3| ° 3
Sepist | 63| 19 6 13§ s0] .31] 13}~ 6] 16] 44| 19 6f 6| -6 6 .6ltec)
Subtotals 90 76 57| .
Total ] 148

Legend :



Chapter 9

THE VERSE PREFACESvOF MARTIAL AND STATIUS

In détermiﬁing the usefulqess (or otherwise) of the prose prefaceg of
Martial and Statius it is necessary to eXamine'Qhat alternatives’wére
open to the poets’as a mode of introduction. ﬁe:e the differences in
nature betﬁeqn the Siiuae and Epigramsv’aré‘ especially apparent -
partiéularly.those resulting from ﬁhe'relétive length of the former;
‘In the case of Marcial, I shall enter into some speculation as to how
the pre—pﬂblicatio? libelli‘might have béen prefaced, anditheqvoffer a
survey of £he existing intréduétions to books which have no prose

preface. .

A. STATIUS

';The Siluae in their curfent’form,contain no verse:prefaces,'and
therefore we ‘have no basis for difect cpmparison with the prose
prefaces. As wa§ made clear in chapter‘i, thereAwaS in Elassical
antiquity no shortage of)models for verse prefaces to verse, or prose
prefaces té prose works, It'would have been perfectly possibie a
priori for Statius to have introduced a collection of Siluae with a
poem, particularly ifkthis were inxone‘of the ’1e;éer' metféé, as is
the ‘case in Persius' choliambic prologﬁe (cf Harvéy’1981:9;10). But,
asvwill be discussed in the gonclﬁsiqn of this thesis, it appears thatv
the idea ofvakﬁerse preface to éccaSional poetry went against the
grain: in such a context a verse ‘proem would dilute the honour
accprded to the recipients of iﬁdi?idual poems, Qhereas ;he ﬁse of a

different (prose) form circumvented this problem.
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By way of cohparison, I shall survey briefly the proems ﬁo
Statius' other extant poeﬁs, the Thebaid and ﬁhe Achilleid.
.Differences;in genre and social context méké for a very‘différent type
~of preface; the pre-publication libelli, so important in the
dissemination‘ of the Siluae, are not likely to havé‘ been a very

important phase in the genesis of the epicsl.

Thebaid

The first 45 lines §f the Thebaid are of a prefatory natﬁre.
Here Statius sets the scene for the ebic by sketching of the
mythological >coﬁtext; fraternas acies (l) and ,sontes.;.Thebas (2)
suggest from the start the Theban myth. The phrase 'uﬁde iubetis/
ire, deae“‘(3—4) sérves' a double‘ funcfion:' it is; 'with' its direct
address, in effect an invocation of the muses (cf ‘quem prius heroum?
Clio, dabis?? 41) and;'in additiﬁn,.it highlights-the eaflier_secﬁions
of the Iégend not covered in the .poem, as does the subsequént
‘gentisne canam primordia dirae...?' (4) - a gesture necessitated by
the complexity‘af the Theban legend.

A sqbstantial sec;ion of the proem (17-33),‘15 an exXtended
dedication t§ the emperor quitian, deseribed as"Latiae decus additg
famae’ (Zé). This inéludes a recusatio in which the poet promises yet
to praise Domitian’'s deeds: ‘cum Pierio tua fortior oestro/ facta
canam’ (32-33; cf 'Pierius .menti calof indidit' 3). On stylistic
grounds Kytzler (1960:337-40) has suggeéted that tﬁis was interpolatedk‘
at a létef stage,'but this has been disﬁuted (Schettef'1962:204-17).
In his analysis ofvthe proem Vessey (1973:60-67) has shown how Statius
presents the central characters -of the poem in an antithetical and

almost allegorical arrangementz.
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Achilleid

Statius’ unfinished epic has a proem of only 19 lines, which
nonetheless has all the elements of the Thebaid proem, though less of
the dramatis personae. Lacking the -apparent diffidence ‘which
characterises the earlier proem, it begins 'with ‘a 7-line senténcek

obviously imitating the beginning of Iliad:

Magnanimum Aeaciden formidatamque Tonanti
progeniem et patrio uetitam succedere caelo,

diua, refer. ...

Various refergnces (eg Scyro S,KHeCCOre tracte 6) in thigfinitial
~sentence make it clear that Achilles is the subject of the poem. Then
comes a fufther request that Apollo supply the inspiration ('da fpnteé
mihi, Phoebe, nouos...' 9), ih. which Statius mentions his earlier
épic; A

Statius ends the proem with a recusatio deferentially addressed

(at tu... 14) to the emperor Domitian, who is praised for both his
military and poetic prowess: ’‘cui geminae flofentluatumque ducumque/

certatim laurus - olim dolet altera uinci...’ (15-16). The current
poem is modestly described as a prelude to a greater one about
Domitian’s  exploits: ‘te 1longo mnecdum fidente paratu/ molimur

magnusque tibi praeludit Achilles’ (18-19).

Many elements of.these introductions are formalities of the epic
genre, eg the recusatio and request for inspiration. Yet there is
some overlap between these and thé pféfaces to the Siluae, most
notably the dedications. Given the generic differences, there is

another point of comparison. Whereas the epic proems are programmatic
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in the sense that they orientate the listener/reader within the
mythlogical context of the poems, the Siluae prefaces provide some

- brief information sketching the social background of individuélvpoems.
B. MARTIAL

I. Prefaces to ﬁhe l;belli'

Once again, a~maj6r sfumbiing~block in thé:study of the Epigrams
is our léck Qf‘eviAeﬁce concerning the nature ofAthe ancient libellus.
Sincé‘not much is known aboug thé_propoftiops of such'pre;publication
colleétions} ‘very 1it£1e‘kcan be said with certainty ébout théir '
intféduétiohs. Howévér; a number of ebigrams cerr the saﬁe groﬁnd'ask
the prefaces, and ‘may <be: considéredk to have fulfilled é ksimilar
function at some stége‘ofvtheir“p#oduction.A.In fact'many‘such poeﬁs
make little sense in théir‘cﬁrrent’position in the middle of Martial's
corpus, whereas their subject-matter and tone often suggest that they
.may have 'headedv some Atyﬁe of cdliéctioh at an earlier stage"of
'iiterary productioﬁ. The survey of the prefatory poems reveals ‘the
diversevnature of'these epigrams3.

White (1974:56) has identified 'about forty poems which anﬁounce
the pre#enﬁation of a Book’; These poems exhibit a ’'limited range‘of
‘ évertures': those in which Martiél (a)‘offers a collecﬁién of poems as
a gift'ta‘a dedicacee, eg 1.111; 3.2; 4.10; 5.18} 7.17; 7.84; 9.58;
9.99; 10.18; (b) submits a collection ostensibly to ;heA 1iteraryA
judgment of experts, eg 4.86; 5.80; 6.1; 7.28; 9.26; (c) pleads for a
leisurelyvor toleranﬁ reading, 1.4;’4.14; 5.30; 5.80;,7;97; 10;64;

11.15; 11.106; 12.1; (d) asks the recipient to forward his poems to a

- 172 -



thifd party Qhose support is desired, eg 4.82;’5.6; 7.68; 7.80; 10.93;
12.11; (g) asks an amicus for protection against slaﬁderer§,~eg 1.52;
7.72; 10.33; (f) ‘personifies the book as‘ an adventurous youth
entrusted to the care ofifriends, eg 3.2; 3.5; 7.26. 1In the first
part of this chapter I shall be conéerned to question the validity of
this 'limited range of overtures’.

However useful such categories may be, a conceptual problem
comes to the fore here. Such identification of '‘prefatory . poems’
cannot be made with any certainty. It is justifiable, however, to see
some overlap begween the CONTENT of the pref;ces and that of certain
epigrams; it is in this 1light that White’s categories should be
viewed. At the same time it must be acknoWledged that these poems
‘should not be taken at face-vélue, but rather as essays on standard
topoi, often represénting a kind of standard 1itérary jéke between
friends; the epigraﬁs generally may be described as 'an exercise more
in form than in substgnce' (Plass 1985:190). »

Having set White?s categories in this context, it is necessary
to add some further qualifications. If it is a matter of showing the
overlap between the sort of issues covered in both epigrams "and
prefaces, some other categories méy be added. There are many poems
whose content may also be congideredvin some sense prefatory, and may
thus be considered as possible introductory poems! (a) There 1is a
steady stréam of.statements by Martial on maﬁters of literary styie,
which he often considers vis-a-vis that of other poefs. Examples of
these can be cited as 4.49; 7.12, 25, 68; 10.45; 11.15-17%.

(b) White’s fifth category deserves greater internal definition.
It coﬁld be divided further into such cétegories: (i) Those people
attacking Martial, eg 9.50, 81, 97; 10.5; (ii) those stealing from his
work and passing it off as their own - the plagiarii, eg 1.29,.38, 52,

53, 72; 2.20; 12.63; (iii) the maligni interpretes, or those who add

- 173 -



their own poetry to his collections, ,thgs potentiﬁlly making him
_ gpilty of slander, eg 10.3, 5, 100 (cf Friedlaendef.1886:9).

In the search fdr these 'prefétory' epigfamé, one might add (c)
the poems in which Martial piéces himself in thevtradiﬁion of earlier
poets, especially epigrammatists, eg 1.61; 4.23; 515, 10 (see Citroni
1975:3); (d) epigrams giving instructions és to where Martial"s poems
can bé obtained, eg 1.2, ll7§ 7.51; apd (é) those in which he éhows
awareﬁes§ of his potential audience for his epigrams eg 3.68, 69, 86;
5.2; 11.16. This category could be broadened to include those which
link his poems with mime (3.36; 9.28), the Floraiia and Saturnalia
(1.35; 3.86; 11.6, 15; cf Citroni 1939:212-14) and contrast them with
such stock figureg as the Fabricii andlthe'eldgr Cato (6.64; 10.20;
11.2; cf Nordh 1954). |

Lastly, the signifiéance of the emperor as a conspicuous
reéipient at the start or end of certain'boékS'(eg 6.4; 8.82)tcannoﬁ
be overlooked. It ﬁay.be asked whether other poems addressed to, or
$imply §oncérniﬂg; the emperor were noﬁ at some sﬁage prominéntly
'placéd in smaller collection§. As will Bgcome clear in the foilowing
section, the emperor naturally takes on important proportions.when at
the head of a collection, whether or not the poems bconcerned are

specifically dedicatory.

The categoriés listed ~above are pecessarily speculative and
inconclusive. In our attempts to identify igtroductory epilgrams which
'might have héaded earlier collections there can be no certainty; in
- fact the above survey reveals more than anything else the lack of firm
criteria for singling out such poamss. There is 1little reason for
believing that eithef poems isolated by Wﬁite or those added by the
above lisf should hayé headed a collection of any sort. ’As I shalll

now demonstrate, the variety of the poems which Martial. did use to
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head certain books constitutes ample evidence for this. Such variety
is in itself characteristic of the genre of epigram, particularly by

this relatively late stage of itS'hiétorys.

II. Verse prefaces

It is now necésgary to survey the ﬁoems_ﬁhich head the various
books of epigrams as they sﬁand, in order to compare prose with verse
introductions. There is, not'surprisingly, a faif dégree:of ovérlap_
between the poems discussed above as possible prefaces‘to.tﬁe-eaflier
libelli and those currently»at (or near) the ﬁead'df the'extant bpoké.
iFor thenpurposes of‘thié qhapter; the first ten ﬁoems of each book are
gonsidefed -afbitrarily to cbnstitu;e ~itg "head', aﬁd it is within

these parameters that I have sought ’introductory’ material.

Liber Spectaculorum

The first three.poeﬁs in the Liber_Spec;achorum are similar in
content and slightly.longer'than the poems that follow them, thus
suggestiné a prefatory clusﬁer,_ The first of these Emphasises the
magnitude of the-Ampﬁitheatre, comparing it favourably with wvarious
wonders of = the ancient ~world: 'omnis Caegareo cedit 1labor
Amphitheatro/ Qnum pro cunctis fama lquetur op@s; (1.7-8). The second
’poém focuses also on the glory of thevAmphitheatre, contrasted with
its humbie béginnings:_'Hié ubi..;' (2.1, 5, 7). The climax comes in

the final couplet (cf line 8):
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Reddita Roma sibi est et sunt te praeside, Caesar,

deliciae populi, quae fuerant domini. (2.11-12)
The third and final poem in the opening sequence is concerned with the
spectators at the games, Martial begins with a rhetorical question

directed at the empéror;

Quae tam seposita est, quae gens tam barbara, Caesar,

eX qua spectator non sit 'in urbe tua? (3.1-2) .

This sets thevcontext for the poem,>asiMartiai goes'on to meﬁtion
people who have come ffom far-flung pa#ts of the éncient'world, eg
Thracians, Sarmatians aﬁdrArabé (3-10).“ Againveverythingbis turned té
;héA emberér's crediﬁ, as he is preseﬁted_ uniting‘ them in his-

1eadefship;

uox diuersa sonat populorum, tum tamen una est,

cum uerus patriae diceris esse pater. (11-12)

Viewed‘together, these-pqems ﬁa?e a progrémmatié function in
that they focus on the gloriouiAmpﬁithéatre and on the audience of the
games held there. Each of these poems brings the emperdr
conspicuously to the fore, and it‘is in this reSpec; that they are
dedicatdry. .The rest of the poems in this collection are concerned
wiﬁh indiVidﬁal_displays and participant$ invthe.variqqs’speqtacélé'

and convey compliments to the emperor throughout.

Books 13-14
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Length and sﬁbject-matter distiﬁguish the first three poems of
the Xenia (Book 13)vand the first two.of tﬁe quphoreta (Book 14) frdm
the rest of those collections, which_comprise merely a title and a
couplet. The introductory poems in general set the tone for the
éollections and defend them from anticipated criticiém.

The Xenia begin with an adaptation of a favourite joke of
" Martial’s concerning the possible fate of his poems; Ironiéally he
invokes the Muses to destroy his papyrus sheeté, so that tunny-fry can
have a wrapper, olives a mantle, and the cockroach something to eat
(1-4)7. He goeé on to compare his poems with various games associated
with tﬁe Saturnalia, the point of comparison beiﬁg-that his poems are

chanced on the public just as games involve chance:

haec mihi charta nuces, haec est mihi charta fritillus:

alea nec damnum nec facit ista lucrum. (13.1.7-8)

The secbnd poem is addressed to a would-be critic (a Nasutus 1),
to whém Martial says that éarping criticism is uncalled for in the
light of his own self-deprecating_éttitude: 'non potes in‘nugag dicere
plura meas/ ipse egd quam dixi’ v(4-5; cf Coleman 1978:9-10). He
éuggests at the end that his collection is not useless if it is
approached from a positive point of view (c&ndidus aure 9).

Perhaps the most obviously prefatory.poem is the third. Here
" Martial names the collection (turba XENIORUM 1), stating its price and
where it is to be obtained >(2~4). He suggests its contents, the
mottoes, be sent in lieu of the‘gifts they would otherwise accompany
(5-6), and also that the titulus of each couplet be enough to warn otf
those not interested in it: 'addita per titulos sua nomina rehug

habebis:/ praetereas, si quid non 'facit ad stomachum’ (7-8). A
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Slightly adapted, shorter version of the same joke is to be found at

14.2.

By the same ;dken} 14.1 parailelé 13.1-2 in content and diction.
This poem underlines the social context of the poeds, namely as
guest-gifts for the Saturnalia (1-6). It includes both cﬁe pcec's
.self-deprccatiop (7-8) and a recusacio (9-11). Like 13.1,‘tﬁe pOem
endé with a humorous:comparison of the-colléction with nuts, aigame
characteristic cf_thc fcstival (cf 5.30): ’'"Lude," inquis, "nucibus":

perdere nolo nuces'’ (12)8.

Book 3

.With one e#ception (3.3), the first five poems of Martfal's
third numbered Vbook reveal ccnsidcrable themacic and Styliécic
'similarity. Thé»first, which }acksvan cddressee,-makes icvclear that
rthis.'collection of poems was writcenv in Gallia Togata :(partr of
Cisalpline Gaul) and sent co Rome for circulctioh, rather.than’being
- written in the city: 'Hoc tibivquidqgid'id est longinqdis mittit ab-
oris/ Gallia Romanae nomine dic;a togae’ . (3.1.1-2). Poems 2 (libelle
.1), 4 and 5 are.all addressed to the book. In this manner’Martial canv_
again emphasise that he wés out of Romc at the time of writing the
.book; .This is 'particulétly true of 3.4,- which is in the form of
altérnating duestion and answer. In instructing the Iiber hdw'léo
answer questionﬁ about him, Martial gives not only his'cu;rent address

but also his reéson for leaving the city:

cur absim, quaeret: breuiter tu multa fatere:

‘Non poterat uanae taedia ferre togae.' (3.4.5-6)
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In 2 and 5;' importanply,"Martiai méﬁtions' amici as possible
prbteétors as he gives instruétioné té_his book. vThe initial’ question
. ’Cuius-gistfiefi, 1ibe11e,_munus?"is-answefed‘With 'Faustini fugis in
sinum? sapisti’ (3.2.1, 6). . Faustinué was a wealthy friend of .
Martial who owned seVefal'Villas and wrote poetry himself (PIR2 F 127;
Friedlaender 1886;ISQ on 1.25). In 3.5 the book is addfegsed as a
client, the poetvspeéking as a pétron,in directing the book‘ﬁp another

patron in the city:

Vis commendari sine me cursurus in urbem,
parue liber, multis, an satis unus erit?
~unus erit, mihi crede, satis, cui non eris hospes,

Iulius, adsiduum nomen in ore meo.  (3.5.1-4)

The Julius referred to here is probably Julius Martialis, one of the
poet's closest and longest-standihg friends (PIR2 I 411; Friedlaender

1886:174 on 1.15).

From che sixth'epigram onward there is no specifically pféfatory
element visible. 3.3, the single exdéption to tﬁe trends uniting the
first. few poémg'of the boak, is a short piece of personal invective
lacking any Specificvidentifiéaﬁion. This poem, found only in a ninthb
century Paris florilegium (i, part of the A grqup)g, isisany cage
suspect. Moderﬁ_editots generally follow Séhneidewin in doubting its
authenticity - presgmably at least 'in part.Because_of its improbable
blacing at tﬁe head of the book amidst-mdrevébviéusly 7prefatory’

poems.
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Book 4

In the poems which head Book 4 the emperor Domitian has pride of
place, dominating-thé first three epigrams. The collectibn,qpens with

‘a genethliacon which honours Domitian’s 37th birthday and dates -the

collection to'AD:88 (éf'Friedlaender 1886:33a.ad'loc). in 4.2 the
emperor is mentioned seeminglyE,en pa;saﬁt' rather thanv céntrally
(!sancto cum dﬁée‘candidus sedére;’vh),,askat 4.8)9.‘ Domitian is,
howeyer, central to the third poem, where his deceased sén is
presented in quasi-divine terms:

quis siccis lasciuit aqui§ et ab aethere ludit?

suspicor has pueri Caesaris esse niues. (4.3.7-8)

The only other 'prefatory’ material among thewopening poems of
Book'a/pccurs fairly far into tHe_collection; at 10. Addressed in the

first instance to a slave-boy messenger, this poem dramatises the gift

of a libellus to Faustinus: 'i puer et caro perfer leue munus amico
P | p L

qui meruit nugas primus habere meas’ (3-4). .The poem’s final joke,
concerning the sponge which can erase the poems, invitgs comparison
with 3.100, the last péem of that collection, which employs the same

joke. In this case the dedicatory element suggests that the poem may

‘originally have accompanied a pre-publication libellus given to

Faustinus.

Book 5

~Book 5 opens with a poem which appears to dedicate the entire

collection to the emperor. Martial says that he is sending it to

- 180 -

A



Domitian, who is described with elabdrate reference to >hi§
political-religious powers (1;6). He asks merely thaﬁ Domitian acceﬁﬁ
the collection, as Martial will then believe with Gallic credulity
that it has had a good reception: 'Hoc tibi... /mittimus..../tu tantum
accipias: ego te legissévputabo/ et tumidus Galla credulitate fruar’
(5.1.1, 7, 9-10). This poem invites comparison with the sixth poem,
directed at Domitian via his secretary Parthenius. The poem is
dominated by an address to the Muses that they ask Parthenius to
present Martial’s collection to the emperor: 'admittas timidam
breuemque chértam/ intra limina sanctioris aulae’ (7-8). The piece
ends with what appears to be the authorial comment that Domitian is in
any case 1likely to take up-the cbllection: 'si noui dominum nouem

sororum,/ ultro purpureum petet 1ibe11um' (18-19).

VIn othervepigrams héading this collection Domitian ié described
again in terms suggesting the-prevélence of ruler cult at this time.
Martial concludes 5.3, which concerns an embassy froh the Dacians
segking peace, with a quote put into the mouth’rof the Dacian
ambassador (brother of the kihg):

'Sors mea quam fratris melior, cui tam prope fas est

cernere tam longe quem colit ille deum.'’ (5-6)10

In writing of Domitian’'s edict concerning seating arrangements in the
theatre, Martial refers to the emperor by the term officially approved
in AD 89 for use in official documents: ’'edictum domini deique nostri’

(5.8.1; cf Suet Dom 13).

A ’'dedication’ of a different order can be found in the second

poem of the collection - one to matrons, boys and girls:
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Matronae puerique uirginésqué,

.uobis pagina'nostfg dedicatur. (5.2,1-2)
The purpose of this epigram is:evidently to disown the lagciuia of the
earlier'booksvin favour of morél rectitude, particularly iﬁ view of
the empe;or's majesfyi 'quintus cum domino liber 1iocatur;/ qﬁem
Germanicus ore non rubenti/ coram Cecropia légat puella’ (5.2.%-8);_
This is not a Qedicatioﬁ of ‘the sort ‘inﬁblvea in the conspicﬁous
presentatioﬁ‘oﬁ a collection to an importaﬁ;Aperson (cf Ruppertv19ll),
but an indirect compliment to the emperor in that he is associated

with moral chastity.

Book 6

Julius'Ma%tialis‘is the add;éssee of the first péém bf Bgok_6:
'Sextus mi#titur‘hic tibi libellus’. In‘thiﬁ ﬁnassuming epigram of
only five iiﬁes the poet asks that Martialisihavé the poems read to
him; and recommend changes so that thé.collection can be sent to

Domitian:

quem si terseris aure diligenti,
audebit minus anxius tremensque -

magnas Caesaris in manus uenire. (3-5)

This poem is one of many which show that Martial’s ultimate audie¢nce
is the emperor, though other amici are honoured along the way. in.
this case the insubstantial nature of the first epigram and the f.ct

that Julius Martialis pales into insignificance as an amicus next to
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the emperor together suggést”that 6.1 does NOT in fact constitute a
dedication of the collection as a whole. This poem was written for

the sixth numbered’book ('sextus’ 6.1.1), but it is as well to recall

at this stage White’s point that the dedication of the 'book’ was the (‘

final and least important stége of literary production.

Domitian features importantly in the rest of the book’'s first
four poéms. The second and fourth Ppoems concern respectivelyvhis
decree forbidding‘castration and his moral legislation. In poem 4,
which begins with the address 'Censo; maxime principumque princeps’,
mention is also maderﬁf building plans undertaken in the city. Poem 3
is addressed to his unborn child, who is hailed as future~ruler; fcui.
pater -aeternas post‘séecula tradat habenas’ (6.3.3).

‘In the seventh poem of the co}lection Marﬁial casts an indirect
light on the emperér by feferring to his enactment of moral reform:
"Iulia lex populis ex quo, Faustine, renéta ést/ atque intrare dqmos
iussa Pudicitia est’ (6.7.1-2). The tenth epigram foéuses on'Domitian

-as amicusll.

The poet, who presents himself as a client making a
request, gets the following comfort from . the. goddess Pallas, the’
emperor’s confidante (’nostri...conscia wuirgo Tonantis’ 9): 'Quae

nondum data sunt, stulte, negata putas?’ (12).

Book 7

Albeit in. a different way, the emperor constitutes the most
préminent introductory theme of Béok 7. Whereas Domitiﬁn’s moral
reforms assumed coﬁsiderable importance in the early poems of Bpék 6,
the opening epigrams of the following collection put the spotlight on
him by emphasising the success of his campaign against the Sarmatians

in AD 92. Thus the breastplate (’crudum thoraca Mineruae’ 1) with
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"which the first poem opens is a‘symBoi ﬁqt oﬁly of thé emperof’s numen
‘but also of his ﬁilitary.prowess. In_thé second poem the focus is on
meitian's leather éui;ass'(lorica 1); which ﬁhe péet addresses at
some length. Poems 5 to 8 all concern Domitian's return to Rome in AD
‘93{ particular attéﬂtion being given to the public celebration of his

tfiﬁmphL eg:

rursus, io, magnos clamat tibi Roma triumphos

INVICTUSque tua, Caesar, in Qrbe sonas, (7.6.7-8)

It is in this festive context that Martial presents the levity of his

own verse:

. fas est audire iocos leuioraque carmina, Caesar,

etvtibi, si lusus ipse'triumphusvamat.: (7.8.9-10)'v

The ofher poems at~the‘head of this éollectibﬁ”(3, 4, and also perhaps
9 and 10) are characterised by personal invectivé to peoplerné doubt
‘of ldwer rank, and appear to have no element-suggesting dedication or
introduétion. Presumably these were added for the sake of.variety and

bold juxtaposition.

Book 10

The poems introducing the tenth -and eleventh books form a
contrast with most of the collections above, but can be compared with
3.1 in that there is no dedication at all, or even praise of the
emperor. Political change can be thought to account for this. The

fall of Domitian in 96 must have brought about some embarrasémenp for
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a poet who had sé ﬁraised the emperor while he lived. It is thus no
Surprise that ;Book 10, puglished “in a éecond edition in AD 98
(Friedlaender 1886:63-65), hag no comﬁéraﬁlé.glemént of ruler-cult.
It is poséible‘ that the first edition began with an eﬁéomiastic
élement_which had to be removed following the demise of Domitian

_Poem 10.1 sees Martial joking about the lehgth of his poems. He
says that if.the.book (liber 2) is too loﬁgvhe will abbreviate if into
a shorter iibellus, and helin fact invites the'ﬁnnamed general reader
to make the collection as short as he might wish: ’fac tibi me quam
cupié ipse breuen’ (4). |

'Iﬁ.the second poem again the reader (lector 4) ié éddresSéd,bas
Martial asks for a favouréble recepﬁion. "It is obvious tﬁat this
eéigram was written for a secqnd edition of the’coliection, and in
this way it_éerves an important brefatory function. Martial begins by

saying that the former version was circulated too hurriedly:

Festinata prior, decimi mihi cura libelli

elapsum manibus nunc reuocauit opus (10.2.1-2)

and he describes the work as having been revised: ‘lima rasa recenti’’

(3). Martial puts great emphasis on the fact of speaking‘ of his
‘reader’ in thié poem. He says that Rome promised him an eternal
readership outliving more materiai things, when she gave him a reader
for the fifst time: ’‘lector, utrique faué,/ lector, opes nostrae: quem
cﬁm‘mihi Roma dedisset,/ "Nil tibi quod demus maius hgbemus" ait’

(4-6).

Two of the early poems of this book evidence an element which

one would noﬁ”be surprised to find as a prefatory.theme, namely that
of plagiarism. In 10.3 he complains to Priscus of the various types

of unbecoming, smutty material which had been circulated in his name
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by ab'shady' poet: 'Vernaculorum dicta.../ poeta quidam clancularius
spargit/-et uolt uideri nostra’ (1, 5- 6).‘ Maftiai complains ofvtﬁe
négativevand unde§9rved image ﬁhis brings him, and he confirms the
auspicious quality of his own verse: ’'Procul a libellis nigra sit meis
fama, / quos  rumor alba gemmeus uehit pinna’ (9-10). The
stronglj-wbrded curse poem (10.5) is a virulent attack on slanderers
and libelloﬁs poets; it_ends'with ;he wish ;hat the Fury hound tﬁe
: slanderer_ into confessing ;the truth‘ (Scripsi 19), >usihg varioﬁs
torﬁurés. The intervening.ﬁoem (10.4) coﬁcerns a different topic of
literafy - criticism, nameiy that of the relative merits of
old-fashioned.‘mythoiogical epic on the . one hand (‘uana...ludibriae
misera chartae’ 7), and Martial’'s life-like péetry on the qther

('hominem pagina nostra sapit’ 10).

Book 11

Book 11 starts with é boem_éddressed to his otiosé liber (1),
again with definiﬁe implications in terms of literary patronage. The
) péet asks the bbok where it is going, and then warns it not to go to
the imperial courtier Parthenius who is too busy_readiﬁg petitions to
have time for ﬁdetry ('libros non legit ille sed libellos’ 5), but
rather. to the neighbouring Temple of Quirinuslz. . The prominent
placing and teasing ﬁbne suggests ﬁhat Pérthenius, a personal friend
6f’Martia1, is dedicatee of the collection. However, this ig_nOt to
say that Parthenius ié honoured to the same exteﬁt‘as Domitian in the
earlier books>of Martial, a§ this is the only poem in the book in
which Parthenius is ménpioned.

The emperor Nerva features importantly in the other ihtroduqtory

poems of the book. Poem 2, addressed to him, concerns Martial’é craft
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(ef 1 praef). 'Wheréas in the first proseﬂpreféde the F1¢rélia were a
symboI of Martial's epigrammatist's freedom of speech, the Séturnélia

fuifil much the same function here:

clamant ecce mei 'Io Saturnalia’ uersus:

et licet et sub te praeside, Nerua, libet. (11.2.5-6)

‘Just as the Cato anecdote ended 1 praef, so the exempla of Cato and
the. Fabricii are used here. Martial also takes the opportunity to
“dissociate - himself from social constraint in establishing the

authorship of his poetry (’'iste liber meus est’ 8):

Triste supercilium durique seuera Catonis
frons et aratoris filia Fabricii
et personati fastus et regula morum

quidQuid et in tenebris noﬁisumus, ite foras. '(11.2.1-A)

Nervabis also mentioned‘inrthe'third-pbem, by his title Augustus
in line.9 of 11;3, which fﬁnctions bpth as a’recusacio and a gtaﬁdard,
complaint about the lack‘of pétroﬁage (cf Sallef 1983). As a prayer
to the gods for Nerva's protection, the fourth poem is’ more

conspicuously in the emperor’s honour:

...et qui purpureis iam tertia nomina fastis,
Iane, refers Neruae; uos precor ore pio:
hunc omnes seruate ducem, seruate senatum;

moribus hic uiuat.principis, ille suis. (11.4.5-8)

In the fifth and final poem of the opening sequence Nerva is compared

to Numa, the second king of Rome, and other significant figures from
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Roman history. ' . -

In marked contrast with the reverence fof the emperor evidenced
in these introducboiy>poems, 11.6 can be considered prbgrammatic.in
thatvit describes the Saturnalia‘as a context for his‘verse: ’uersu
ludere non labofioso/‘ permittis, puto, pilleaca Roma'’ (394). A
further element wbich reflects'on Mertial's'view of his own verse is
the explicit reference to Capullus-which ends the.poem'(on which see

Howell 1985:71-76)

Da nunc basia, sed Catulliana:
quae si tot fuerint quot ille dixit,

donabo tibi Passerem Catulli. (11.6.14-16)

CONCLUSION

_ Given .the overall' diversity of. Martial’s pcems; it ie' not
surprising thet the poems introducing tbe vefibus books of epigrems
show little unifcrmity. Howevet; an obsefvaticn which can be made
concerning these introductory epigrams nill later be seen to bear alsc
on the prose prefaces. For all their_lackvof thematic and stylistic
'ccnsistency, the intrcductofy poems feveal a certain flexibility of
vapproach which must have: been useful for their author. ‘ Specific
iesnes which requifed emphasis; such as Domician’s Dacian victory, and_.
'Martial's_own sojoufn in Gaul, could thus easily be highlighted‘as the
isituation demanded. Domitian certainly is}avmajor presence at the head
of the books published during his own lifetime - as if bearing out
Statius’ directive _of> 'a Toue principium’ (Silu 1prl8) - which ‘no

doubt reflects the emperor’'s appetite for public honour.
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- It is clear that a certain limited number of perennial issues,

such as comments on the character of his poems, or plagiarism,

characterise the opening epigrams of the various collections. These

often seem very standard and formulaic, but even these can be coloured

' by circumstances; for example at 5.2 Martial very conspicuously claims

moral rectitude in the light of Domitian’s moral reforms.

NOTES

(1]

[2]

(3]

(4]

[3]

(fe]

(8]

However, we do kpow that Virgil réad sections of his Aeneid in
recitationes before completing the‘ﬁork.‘ : -

Héll (1989:228-29) has sﬁggested emendations torthelproém: Ogygio
for ingenti (40), and alto for alio-(hS). These emendations ate
to be preferred bécause Ogygio parallels Lenaeo (38), and alto ié
easily substituted for the nonsensical manuscript reading.

Janson (1964:110) speaks vaguely of .'introductory Vpoems',
inciuding | those addres#ed to  the .book itself, without
elaborgting.

These statements, throughout the corpus, haje been surveyed by
Citroni (1968) énd Garson (1979).

An interesting comparison -is that witﬁr Ovid's Amores. 1t is
possible that poem 1.2 ﬁréfaced an éarlier edition, and>perhéps
for this reason it is included near the front of the revised
edition (see Cameron 1968).

On the Latin epigram before Martial see Kay (1985:9-13).

cf chapter 2 on the fate of, unsucéessful literature, and see
further Coleman (1988:227). — '

On the Saturnalian context see Coleman (1988:220 with references)

and Citroni (1989, esp 206-12).
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(9] T 1is one of the anthologies constituting Schneidewin's A (see

{10]

"Reeve 1983:240);

With regard 'to ruier cult one may compare 5.5. addressed to
Sextus, Domitian’s librarian and'aHSCudiis_(PIR S 487), which

begins 'Sexte, Palatinae cultor facunde Minefuae,/' ingenio
- - i - . ’ \,

frueris qui'propiore dei. 1In.this poem Martial asks - that Sextus

accord his poems a place in the Palatine library alongéide>thqse

~ of Pedo, Marsus and Catuilus -cf 1l préef.

cf chapter 3 on petitions to the emperor, and see further Millar
(1977:473-77).

It is possible that this indicates that Parthenius (PIR P 101)

‘had changed his position from a cubiculo under Domitian to a

- libellis under Nerva (Kay 1985:54) .
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SECTION C



Chaptgr 10
The prose prefaces of Martial and Statius:

a study in literary purpose
CONCLUSION

"A ﬁecessary caveat must préface any é;tempt tqridentify'tﬁe raison
d’étre of tﬁe'prbse prefaces iﬁ the Epigrams and Siluae. It is alfeady
apparent that the prefacés  of' Martial are heterogeneoué; in all
l?keiihood different pieces were wriﬁten with different purposes in
mind, Literary apol?gia predominates‘in‘the_prefaces to Books 1 and
2; 8 praef is a dedicafory épistle to the emberbr; 9 praefvis_gloSS on
the idenﬁity ofrone of the recipients; and in>12.praef Martial appears
concernéd to attract'sympathy and help in the light of his ﬁersonal
circumstances. The case of Statius is ratber different, in thag the
posthumous” publication of Siluae 5 gives thevprefaéé”to that book a
different status compared‘withvthét of thevprevious fodr, Wherea§ in
the fifét fouf béoks the prefaces were obviously intended as
int;oductions to the books they headed, 5 praef (which applieé to only

 the firsﬁ poem) seems to have been added 'by Statius’ literary
executors. This said, an attempt.will nonetheless be made to offer

. some generaiisétions as, to thé basic purpose which Marti?l‘and Statius
had in @ind in beginning books of verse withrprose intréductions. In
a summary of Fhis nature, two separated but interrelated lines of
inqﬁiry will be followed: firstly, the practical reasons for the use
of sﬁéh introductions and, secondly, the aesthetic issues which ariaé
from the pfefaces and whiéh can, by implicatién, be thought to h.wve

informed the choice of this medium.
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A. PRACTICAL QUESTIONS

To begin with, a problem of definition. Much of thg prefaces
bearscompafison with»fcovering letters’ sent by authoré to accompany
pilot éditions of or selections from ﬁheir‘w0rk. Cicero Fam 9.8, Pliny
Ep 1.2, 4.14 and 8.2]1 may readily be cited in this regard (see further
Sherwin-White 1966:45). That such letters were honest requests fof
advice, and were. not intended for publication with the work they
accompanied, 1is suggested by the fact that in many such cases other
irreleﬁént matters are discussed in fhe same letter (Janson 1964:107).
It appears that by the first centuryvAD this had become something of a
literary commonplace, the réquest for advice having become more a
formulaic gesturé 'of honouring the recipient (he is credited with
critical faculty and literary senéitivity) than a génuine request in
any real sense. For example- the fihal sentence of Statius Silu 2
préef reads more like a formality than anything else: 'haec..., si
tibi non displicuerint, a te bublicum accipiant; sin minus, ad me
reuertantur’ (28-30)1. Thus the distinction between.actual dedicatory
letters and other letters on literary topicsvhad become blurred.

At thé same time one should bear in mind, following White

(1974:40), that ‘the poets’ published books represent only the last

and least important means of presenting poems to patrons’, the more
significant means being those 1involving recitation, impromptu
performance and private brochure. The contrast - between this

contemporafy form of the epigrams and Siluae on the one hand, and the
smaller libelli on the other - has been fully examined by Whiﬁe
(1974:44-48) . |

A key'element of Statjus’ prefaces 1is that of the ’'contents
page’ phenomenon, in terms df which tﬁe preface provides an inventory

of the contents of the book which follows it - a purpose which
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suggests thé word index; though iﬁ does nét occur in ﬁhis.sehse in fhe,”
Siluae. Thisbcan,be thought to derive from fhe Romaﬁ practice of
éffixing a slip of papyrus té the.roli as it lay in its scriniﬁm.
This is notsﬁo imply that Martial.and Sfatiu; actually envisaged‘this
as the physicélvformat of ﬁheir prefaées;‘réthér itvwas with this
loﬁg«standing.praétice in mind‘ﬁhat thevprefacés‘were wr;ttenz. The
eXpregsion ’extra'ordiﬁemvpaginarum' (Martial 9pré) in fact'iﬁdicates
that . the prefaces Qere writ;en on the same papyrus roll as the poems,
in the first coiumn (pagina) preceding the poems proper, rather thén
on the outside of the roll (pace Birt 1882:142, followed by Howeil
1980:95; friedlaeﬁder 1886:238, and Vbllmer 1898:209).
A létér manifeStatibn of the same priﬁciple was that witnessed

“in Frernch boo?ﬁ of the 19th century,'where extended céntents pages
- (often at the end rather’than thevbeginning of the Volumé) carried
>fine details of the‘Conteﬁts’of each_chapﬁér. Thé modern practice, by
contraét, 'ig Vto offer a cOntentsv page' with orily the titleg- of
cﬁapters, and at ‘the eﬁd an index of namesvof.themes'in alphabeticalr
order (ra;her than a sequeﬁée refiecting the order_of_the contehts).

In Roman times the 'contents page; phenomqnon had an importaﬁt
additional. purpose, concerned less withv aésthetié than prac;ical
éonsiderations. ' This was the phenomenon by which prefaces were a
means of estéblisﬁing the augtoritas editionis (Vbllmer 1898:3). I;
must be stressed that ény‘writer of this time was faced with dangers
arising frdm the vlack of copyright} vespeéially> in a ébntext  where
literature was principally spokeh rather than written; these dangers.
had not only an artistic angle Eut also a.legal oné3. All of which
made it very necessary = for a-rpoet~ ﬁo distinguish _wﬁat; was
authentically pért Gf his»collection ffom what might havé been  added
later by tho#eiwho wished either to earn the poet a bad name or to

attain publicity for their own poems. This would have been
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‘particularly true of any satirical méterial, in which quéstions of

libel and defamation could donceivablyihave come to the fore.:
Patronage

Given the natufe of the Epigrams and Siluae as occasional poems,
it is of crucial importance to understand the prefaces (which, inter
alié, specify the intended recipients).in terms éf Réme’s émicitié
system, 'Certainly patronage could bév identified as an important
'factor in the Epigrams aﬁd Siluae genefaliy; and oné at least partly
motivating the wuse of the prose prefaces. White (1974) has
.demonstrated ﬁhat the 'publication'.of a éolléction of‘poems in their
final form, such ds we have them today, was -the final_and»afgdably
least impbftént part of literary production. Thié'may be ;o; but it
cannot be dénied'thét the dediéating'of an entire collection offered
the poet additional opportunities _as. 5 .cliens. Both poet and
dedicatee must, té.some exteﬁt atvleast; have stood to gain prestige
if a collection of poems were to be published with such a dedica;ion.

When, for e%ample, Martiai Book 8 is dedicated to the Emperor.
Domitian, the poet can try to impfesé,a wider audience by showing thét.
his work had beén‘presented to tﬁe supreme amicus. it might be said
that dedication had both public and privaﬁe aspects: firstly, the
honouring of a recipienﬁ, usually a wealthy‘or influeﬁtial person aﬁd,
secondly, the attempt to gain publié kudos from the name-drapping
which this entails (Millar 1977:116). In terms of’tﬂe relationshipA
between author and patron, a bond of clientéhip could either be
cemented by such a dedicétion, or else aLpoet could in effect simply
be making an appeal for ﬁhe support of a possiblel am;cﬁs (eg of

’Abastantus, Domitian’s ab epistulis, in Statius 5 praef).
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B. AESTHETIC QUESTIONS

More’difficult are the aesthetic‘issues surrounding the dse of a
prose preface co head a colleccion of ﬁeems. One basic problem, about
which it is difficult to reach any definite concldsioniand about wﬁich
lictle seems to have been written, concerns the relationship cetWeen'
verse aad prose. At least there can be_little doubt that the‘practice
of using prose prefaces was subject to 1itetary debate in the time of
Statius and.Marcial. _This much is clear from Martial 2 praef. From
Quintilian Inst 8.3.31 one can conclude lthac_ the practice‘ was
prevalent in the first cectury AD, and that prefaces were csed to
discuss matters of literary criticism (cf Pliny Ep 4.14, where long
prefaces are criticised). As an entree iato the prose/ferse question,
some attempt will be made to summarise the literary ancestry of the
prefaces. |

Certainly one may posit proﬁisionally ‘that an important
aesthetic purpose of the,prefaces was co give the poet an.oppdrtunity
to speak in his own pefson about his craft.r This is obvious fcom any
reading of Scatius' prefaces. Questions of literary debate and
apologia had no place in the Siluae themselves, and so the pieface
(particularly dsing'the more direcc medium of prose - about which more
Below) was a natural option. It isbindeedvtrue‘that Statius’ comments
about hisvpoems, both generally and specifically, ih the prefaces are
very limited and superficial (see eg Hardie ‘1983£74 and Coleman
1988:55); bdt the fact remains that the prefaces offered the poet a
fairly direct means of self-expression which ‘he might not otheiwise :
have had.

Equally, for a satirical epigrammatist such as Martialkthe prose
preface offered the valuable opportunity of being able to‘state a

detailed and direct apologia, as is shown by the prefaces to Books 1
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and 8. Why Martial sometimes used prose and other times verse will be
discussed later in this chapter. Sufficé it to say at this stage that
the pblemical aspect seen in these two prefaces, as well as iﬁ those
by Statius, is an element common to pfeface;, prologues and prooemia
generally. The rhetorical prologues to Tereﬁge's plays, distinguished
from othef comic prologues precisely through this pblemical element,
present an instructive comparison. At the start of his plays Terence
is consistently concerned with responding to criticism (see eg Andria

5-7, and cf Mart 12prl patrocinium).
Subsequént audience

An additional aﬁgle arise§ when it is considered that in their
prefaces Martiél and Statius may be casting an eye on not only their
wider but also.>their subsequent readership. Given that many of
Statius’ comments about his poems would have been obvious to a
contemporary audience within his circle of amicitié (Coleman'l988}55),
it seems quite likely that they were>directed at a wider audience not
within the same social nexus, and also-ét subsequent readers. It
should after all be borne in mind ghat the Statian prefages were
written as part of the final collections rather than pre-publication
libelli, which explainé partly the self-conscious -.quality they
evidenée\(White_l974:60).. These prefaces, intended as they were for
this 1late purpose,v can be considered as equivalent to the spéken
praefatio delivered by the poet in his éapacity as reciter®. White
(1974:57-58) makes a valid point when he suggests that, whereas
Statius wrote his prefaces with a view to a later readgrship, Martial
‘does not play up the occasion of publication, nor give any sign of

writing for the public eye’.
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The emphasis in Statius’ ?refaces on #he'lack'of topicality in
thevpoem§ is addi;ionalvproof that the final collections were edited
(and the pfdse prefaées»added) long after the poems had ceased to be
of immediate éocial relevance. From a presentatibn point of vie&,
this reflects a change by which the Siluae ceésed to Be purely
impfomptu cb@positions delivered orally by the poet, and'weré now to
becohe pubiished colledtions made avaiiable ﬁore wide1y< than had
previously beén the case. StAtius’ 'stress in the prefaces on the
impromptu naturé of his composition (see Wﬁiﬁe 1974:40) also gains neﬁ
perspectives hgre.» For this reasoh the prefaces had to speak for ﬁhe
poet, as it wefe, since tbey would now be read (rather than heard) in
situations where fhéir original social context Qould niot be obvious,
and hencé the need for brief descriptions such as Statius ‘so'
'consistentiy provides.

The que;tiqn'of to what éxteﬁt Martial and Statius had an eye to
their subsequent readefship is made relévaﬁt by thé»later traditioﬁ.'
The fourth-century poet, Ausonius;.wrﬁte é;ef#ces (ﬁqSt'of them in :
pfose) in which the reader was openly addreésedi for example two such
pfefaces begin."Au§oqius lectori suo sal.’ (17.1) and 'Ausonius
lectori'sal.'.(3) (Pavlovskis 1967:546)5.,Retrospeétiyely, it may well
be asked whether Statius»in particﬁlar may not have been tending in
that direction, and whether_he may not have‘had the same principle in

.mihd without having therliﬁerary precedent to realise it fully. One’
méy éertainly consider ‘the first four pfefaqes in. this light, as

Coleman (1988:55) suggests.
Literary heritagé
The prefaces should be thought to derive from two seﬁarate

strands of the literéry tradition: firstly, that of poetic prooemia
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‘aﬁd, secondly, ‘that of the dedicatory épisﬁlé. Viewed in their
entirety, the prefaces retain ”elements of - both. Thé first four
prefaces of Statius,vand the first of Martial, show that apologia is a
theme which is both‘cémmon and natural to the prefaces (cf for example
thé programmatic recusatio of Propertius 2.1). Comparable ’poetic
prooemia’ or ;dedicatory epigrams'_mayibe found in the Epigfams, where
they are no longer ;mcessarily'at the beginning of a book (White
1974:47-48 cites and. discussés 11.106, 4.82,. 7.26 and 5.80)  The

implications of these two aspects should be considered separately.
. Verse prefaces

Given that the prose prefaces beaf compérisoh with other
prefaces, the following question nafurally érises: What was the
specific jgignificaﬁce of prefacing a collection 1in PROSE when
evidently much the same function could be served by:a.verse prooemium?'
After ail,.the poems of the Greek Anthology, of Propertiﬁs, Horace,
Tibullus, and Ovid, by way of example, are allrintroduced in vefsé.

It has been assérted ~that, vgiven the generic Qualitieé. of
" occasional ﬁoetry, it was not pdssible for Statius to writeva verse
apologia at the head of each book. To quoﬁe Vessey{ Statius 'could
not'maké'his defence in'verse,‘for material of such a‘kind could not
have been integrated with thé other poems that afevincluded in the
Siluae'’ (1973:40, cf H;rdie 1973:74); This seems. to bé a reasonable
- assertion (pace Coleman"l988:53-54). A poetic proém conveying the
same ideas as étatius’ prose pref#ces Qould have drawn more attention
to itself than was permissible; by focusing the ;eadér’s attention on
the poet’'s persona, it would as "a result héve detracted to an
'undesirable.degreé from the dedicatees of the poems themselves. The

book-dedications are conveyed in prose epistles. This distinguishes
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them from the dedications of the individual poems, and therefore théj

do not dilute the honour accruing to dedicatees (pace White 1974:40)6.

-

Persona

. It appears that the issue of persona is hfghly relevant in
‘expléining the use of prose prefaces7. Whereas certain scholars have
either taken authors #t face-value or held to the.persona approach,
Griffin (1985:32). stresses that it is ~not valid to‘ separate
'literature’ aﬁd 'life’ as 1if they were élearly distinguishable
eqtitiés; fin reality, the two affect each other in a ceaseless mutual

interaction’. Wilkinson (1946:19) highlighted the prdblem in a

different context:

To obtain insight into the real menﬁality éf'Horace in particular
'it is not sufficient to colléct testimonia from the‘pages of his
works. We must take into account the'sOcial and literary glimate
in which he wrote,xand our resultant impfessién of him may.bé one
against which his own words may oftén be quoted. Thoée who take
him at his face wvalue have a éuperficial advantage in argument,
but they léave an uneaéy feeling in the mind thét they have got

" things out of focus.

Withoﬁﬁ doubt the epigramsA themse1§es afe characterised by
poetic personae which are quite often mutuélly contradictory. In this
respect one may compare Roman satire, where persona can be cénsidered
to have particulér relevanée (gs'emphasisea by Courtney 1980:18-30 and
Winklef 1983:59-89). By writiﬁg his‘prefaces in proée Martial could
go a considérable way towards éscabing these personae, and

establishing a mode of expression divorced from his usual ’‘mendicant
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facades’ (to use a term of Hardie 1983:51). 1In the process he could
~set up a different relationship vis a vis his listeners/readers. If
it is remembered that the ancient letter was considered one of the

most 'sincere’ of'genres8

, there is every chance that a subsequent
reader particularly would consider such a preface in a different light

to the poems themselves.

If the Romans were conscious of metre as being an element which
either links or distinguishes poems within a collection (see eg Porter
1987:152 on the Alcaic metre linking the ‘Roman Odes’ of Horace Odes
3, and Harvey 1981:9-10 on the iambic prologue to Persius’ Satires),
they would certainly have been aware of thé_distinction between verse
and prose if both ére'usgd in the'samé larger wérk. In passing,
Pavlovskis hit on the right idea: '... it was discovered how a preface
couched in prose stood out better from the remaiﬁder of the book’
(1967:539)7.

| From this.limited-perspective alone it woula have been sensible
to introduce _é collection with a piéée which .waé, for >externa1
reasons, naturally distinguished from what followed. Menipéean satire,
"as evidenced in Petroniqs and the.Apbcoloc&ntosis ascribed to Seneca,
ié apparently fbe only other extaﬁt’literary‘form of this period in
~which prose and verse coexist on anything like the same scale as. in
Martial and Statius.

Given the tobical nature of occasional verse, it would ha?e been
necessary for Statiu;vto.defend the publication of his Siluae. - This
much is evident from the fact that the subject of topicélity_comes up
‘inbseveral of Statius"préfaces; as seen above. Many of the Epigrams
alSé fit into the category of ogcasiohal verse, but their

heterogeneity makes such a defence impossible.
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It must be borne in_mind thgt.océasiénal versé‘ana epigram were
‘considered to be among thé '1ower genres’, and it was only here that a
_pfose preface waé approﬁriate. Such a prbem would nof have suited,
for example, lyric or elegiac poetry;.nor epié, which is in any case a

continuous poem rather than a collection of various poemslo.
Provenance

An important factor distinguishing Martial’s prefaces from
Statius' is their Pprovenance. Statius used prose prefaces as a
standa;d element in his collectiops of Siluae, and no doubt he would
.have followed the same systém had the fifth book been published in his

own lifetime. _Mértial's use ofAthe prose preface was, on the other
hand, mbre eXpérimenfal. The five prefaces are heterogeneous; clearly
they were written forrvdifferent reasons, and _sgrvéd diffetentv
purpose#. The prefacevté the fi%st book of Epigrams, cenﬁring as it
does on thé satirist’s apoiogia, serves as algeneral introduction to
Martial’s satiriéal epigrAms, while the other 'foﬁr' were written
variously on an ad hoc basis. This factor’aloné sﬁggests that Martial
12 praef, for oné, should be taken as a sincere explanatign and
request for help, fathér than‘a_expression of férmulaic modestyll.

The matter of .provenance raiséé an issue which méy well. be’
éonsidered in deciding_on the valué and usefulness of prose prefaces:
If theré ére good'reasons for.uéing‘sﬁch prefaces, hbw is it cthat
Martial could :héve begun several :books without them, ie in whuat
respect were they_diépensible? Only five out of ﬁartial's 15 books
begin with prose prefaces, or five out of 12 if the unnumbered books

: . . :
~are excluded. jit_is perhaps in keeping with the heterogeneity of the
Epigfams that different methods are used in introducing the various

books of the corpus. Given that the books of Epigrams are generﬁ]ly
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1qnger'than boéks of_thg Siluae, an& that théy contain-so many more
poems, it is natural that:thé identityzdf aﬁy boék.of epigrams should
"be more varied! Hence it would have beén much more difficult fof
Martial to introduce a book Qf eﬁigrams vwith a piéée_ which
charaéterised the entire book - though he in fact does just that in 1
praef and 8 praef - and heﬁde tﬁe logic behind begihning a colléctioﬁ
by plunging in‘médias_reg. It is clear that Martial often begins a
book with a series of iﬁtroductory»poems, covering varioﬁs prefatory
elements; ’quite possibly the plethora of these intrdductory ﬁoems_
reflects the ffagﬁented nature of the pre-ﬁublication libelli. For
example, each 6f 1.1-3 could be considered intfoductory'poems (see
Roberts and Skeat ' 1983:24 and - Cicrpﬁi 1970 on 1.2 and 1.3

respectively).

CONCLUSION

Theré'is évery chance that the prefaces served several purposes
at the same time. For one thing, most of them.clearly have both
préctical and aesthetic elements._ Thus the following assertion by
Pavlovskis éaﬁ be regarded as aﬁ'exaggeration:"To Statius, the value
of the preface is purely utilitafian: it fulfils the .fungtiqn of
dedicating and tabulating’ (1967:539, followed_by Vessey 1973:40). To
be sure,-thé prose prefapes served an impéftéﬁt aesthetic function as
well, particularly if one bears in mind the issues of form which they_
bring into focus. One can thus aismiss as overstatément, also,
Pavlovskis’' view that ‘the prose prefaée is superflﬁpgs for Martial's
work, since_»he is skilled at pfoﬁidiﬁg his books with versé

introductions’ (1967:545).
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Apologia has been identified as an impbrtant factor motivating
their use; If ‘the apblogetic'elements in the prefaces are somewhat
limited in their scepe; then that ie becausé .those were hthe only
tqpies Martial and Statius needed to broach in their circﬁmstances.
At »ieast the use of prefatory letters opened up a .wide range of
possibilities - pbssibilities which were perhabs‘net used as broadly
as they might have been. The heterogeneity of Mattialfs prefaces is
one indication of the wvarious pufposes to which' the prose preface
could have been put.

It remains true that; the main virtue of the ptose preface
_(insofat as generalisation serves any purppse) was that it was
simultaneously‘a vehicle for aspects of the peet's apolegia AND for
dedication‘té‘a ﬁatron.' Ihese two,elements are expressed in its dual
nature as being both a preface to ga eoilection of _poems and a

dedicatory epistle.

NOTES

[1] Specific circumstances suggest that in Martial 12 praef the
request seems mote sincerely intended.

[2] See Péter'(l961:242-43,‘246). One should add the qualification

| ' that the prefaces were ﬁot actually placed on the outside of the
papyrus roll.

{3] 'Absit a iocorum nostrorum simplicitate maiignus’ interpres ﬁec
epigrammata mea scribat: inbrobe faeit qﬁi iﬁ alieno libro>
ingeniosus est’ (Mart 1lpr6-9).

[4] In this respect the prose pfefacee may be cpmpated Qith' the
wpoAaALa{ and wpoagwp[ab spoken by Greek rhetors at the statt of

their speeches - c¢f Immisch (1911:488 nl), Zwierlein (1966:165)
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and Branham (1985:237). It is instructive that Sutton_(l986), in
his attempt to prove that Seneca wrote'his plays for the stage,
does not mention this passage. |

[5] Subsequent practice may have affected the false reading at the
title of Martial 1 praef. |

[6] Cgmparison has been made with the'iambit prologues of Phaedrus
(Coieman 1988:54). However this is not entirely apposite in that
Phaedrus’ prologues, thodgh covering some matters of literary
criticism, were too lightweight va form to convey a serious
literary dedication.

(7] A modern account of persona theory 1is offered by Winkler
(1983:1-22 and 59-89) as applied to Latin literature and, in the
context of English.literature, Elliott (1982). Both authors are
guilty of :going‘ too far in counteratting_ the autobiographical
approach, of which a notable exponent in recent times has beeﬁ
Gilbert Highet (1954 and 1974). An attractive via media can be
found in Griffin (1985:1-64, esp 48;64 ‘Genre and real life‘ih
Latin poetry’), where the issue.is discussed in detail.

[8] cfrDemetrius On Style 227: 'The letter, like a dialogue, should
abound in glimpses of character. It may be said that everybody
reveals his own soul in letters. In every other form of
composition it is possible to discern thé writer's character, but
in nbné so clearly as in the epistdlary' (tr D C Innes at Russell
"and Winterbottom [eds]71972:211). See also Williaﬁs (1970:104) .

[9] The aesthetic implications of the distinction between prose and
verse seem to have received 1little scholarly attention. See

" Norden (1923:432) and, in general,.Kennedy-(1989:184-99). |

[10] The Senecan ~tragic prefaces mentioned by Quintilian present

something of a- problem here, but it should be said that such

prefaces are not likely to have been part of the published

- 205 -



) ;of Sfatius.and'Martial often were. Zwiérleiﬁ (1966:164-66)vhé§

(11

manuscfipt,.or partvof the work as a wholé,_in the way that those
taken this extract as probf that Seneca's tragediés were recited
and not performed on stage. In this context Vollmer (1898:209)
calls the Senecan praefationes 'prosaische Episteln’ and Peter
épeaks of published 'wissenschaftliche Essays’ (1901:248); More

recent scholarship defends the‘possibility of at least limited of

private performance (thus Calder 1984:225-26; Coffey and Mayer

1990:15-18).
Theré are many comparable examplés of satirical apologia, as

shown by Bramble (1974:16-23). In addition one may consider the

elder Seneca's introduction to his Con;rouersiae; though several -

~ of the books have their own preface, that which heads the fifst

book nonetheless serves as an introduction to the work as a whole

(Sussman 1978:47; Fairweather 1981:29-30).
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Appendix

GLOSSARY OF TERMS CONCERNING THE ANCIENT BOOK . ;
cf Chapter 2
Bibliopola

(Otherwise  bybliopola) 'bookseller’, derives from the Greek
Bt BA ronéAyg. " The term is used of Tryphon (Mart 4.72.2; 13.3.4;
14.194.2); Hor ArsP 345; Plin Ep 1.2.6; 9;11.2; CIL 6.9218 (TLL

' 2.1955.32-51; Birt 1882:353)

Bibliotheca

Othefwise'byblioﬁheca, from the Greek ﬂ/ﬂA/oﬁﬁkq. A library, by which
is meant either a collection of" bookg or the building or room
;ohtaiﬁing‘_;hem--the di;tinﬁtion is bnot élwéys clear; cf Cic Fam
13:&7.3 ‘Dionysius, séruus meus, qui meam bibliothecen muléorum
nummorum tractauit’; Mart 7.17.1 ;ruris vbibliotheca vdelicati' (TLL
2.1955.52;1957.16), The word came to indicate particularly tﬂe public
libraries of 'Rome once these came iﬁto being: eg Pliny HN 7.115
'bibiiptheca, quae prima in orbe ab Asinio Pollione ex manubus

publicata Romae est’ (TLL 2.1957.17- 1958.74).
Capsa-
A cylindrical case for holding papyrus rolls, and occasionally doed

also to refer to a receptacle for other things. Used in the forucr
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‘context at Hor Sat 1.10.63; Epist 2.1.268; Pliny HN 8.107; 16.229;
Stat Silu 4.9.21; Juv 10.117; cf Porphyrio ad Hor Epist 2.1.113

'scrinia capsas dicit...in quibus scripta omnia reponantur’.

Chafta

(Or carta) is the Létinised form of the Greek xéprﬁ(, which was used
of the paper manufactured from papyrus eg 'cartae regiae nouae biBli’
(Cat 22.6; cf Nisbet 1978:96-97); Pliny HN 13.74; 37.103; Juv 13.116.
When .indicating quantity the word ihpliéd a roll rather than a sheet
of papyrus (Turner 1968:4; Lewis 1974:70-77). Charta quickly took on
the generid cohnotations of meaning 'paper’ (Lewis 1974:77) .
Eventually thé word became synonymous with scriptum or liber: eg Cic
Cael 40 ’charfae...quae‘ illam pristinam seueritatem: continebant
obsoleuerunt’; Mart 2.8.1 'Si qua uidebuntur tibi; lector, in istis/

siue obscura nimis siue latina parum’ (TLL 3.998.46-999.54).

Codex _ ’ ) -

Or éaudex, originally meant the trunk or stem of a tree (Virg Geo
2.30; Pliny HN l3.56; Gellius 5.3.3), and was sometimes used of the
post onto which criminals were fastened‘ (Plaut Poen ‘1153; Prop
4.7.44), It took on the technical meaning of a 'book’ formea from
wooden tablets or (later) other materials (TLL 3.1404.10-1406.52).
Often the term referred to official records‘(Suet‘Aug 101.1, Sen.bial
10.13.4) or account-books (Cic QRosc 1.5, Ver 1.92, Juv 7.110) (TLL

3.1406.53-1407.22).
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Cornu

This word (= 'horn’) is océasionaliy used,of Books, in_wh;ch context
it means ‘the ends of the qmbilicus or stick around ‘which rolls of
papyrus were wound’ (OLD sv 7d); ’projecting knobs' (Kenyon 1951:61).
Used in the plural in this context:'[Tib] 3.1.13 ;atque inﬁer geminas
lpingéﬁtur cornua. frontes’; Ov Tr 1.1.8; Mart 11.107.1 ’explicitum
nobis usque ad cornua librum’. Tﬁe word came to ﬁave this special
sense ‘quod uolumen explicitum simile sit aciei cornibﬁé’ (TLL

4.26-30; of Birt 1913:331-32).

Edere

Invessence.this word means to ‘'bring forth’ (offspfing) or to préduce _
ér render services, vThe spe¢ific meaning applicable here ’is 'té
publish’ (Qriﬁings),,ﬁséd esp of an author or bookséller: eg Martial

4.33.3 'Edent heredes. ..mea carmina’ (TLL 5.2.88.15- 89.18; L-S sv 23;'

"OLD sv-9)., : : o

Editio

Like edere; Qith which it is 1inked,.this néun came to have a spedial
'sense with regard to books (= ;publishing'), and it is in this sense
tﬁa; the wgrd has been taken into modern English usagét " See eg Stat
Silu 4prl7 'de editione Thebaidos . meae’; ’‘an editiohe sint digni’

Pliny Ep 3.15.1 (cf TLL 5.2.79.59-80.34; OLD sv 4).
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Index

"Literally, that which pﬁints or indicates; referring sometimes to the
fdrefinger.of an informer. . In its meﬁaphorical‘sense it is often used
in'connectioﬁ with thé ancient book énd inscriptions. Firstly, the
term is used to indicate a small leaf ofbpapyrus (scﬂedula)battached
to a roll suﬁplying title and ~author.  Thus Vitr 77pr10 ‘ego non
alienislindicibusvmutatis (sc ut plagiarius) interpoéito nomine meo‘id
profero corpus’, and Mart 3.2.11 ’'cocco rﬁbeat superbus ihdex’{ ef

alsp Cic De Or 2.14.61, Ov Pont 1.1.5, Liv 38.56 'indexiérgtionis

_ hébet P Scipionis nomen M Naeuii hébet’, and Birt 1882:223,“328.

Secondly;' it sometimes means a summafy or epitome of the work it

‘heédsf 'suﬁma‘argumenti, épitome uberioris scripturae’, és_in Pliny HN

30.4 ’Hermippqs...uersus'Zoroastris indicibus. ..uoluminum eiusvpositis.
explanauit’; Suét AﬁgulQl.A';indicem refum a se'gestafum’; Gaius Inst

3.54 fhactenus omnia iura quasi per indicem tetigisse satis e;t’. The

third sense, linked to the first, is thaﬁ of a catalogue, eg Sen Dial

9.9.4 'bybliothecas, quarum dominus uix totaiuita indiceS’perlegit’;

‘G-e,ll 3.3.1 ’indicibus f‘_abulvarum‘ Plautinarum’, cf Quint 10.1.57 (TLL

7.1A.1140.13-1144.10; L-S sv). Martial and Statius do not use this
wﬁrd in cdnnecfion wiﬁh litera;u;e,_bﬁt it*migh;’have béen used to

indicate the Statian prefaces with théirv’inventory"aspéct.

The w0fh parallels the'Greek‘a/}Abﬂoé, which'ﬁeansvavparChmént-
1ébe1 appended ﬁo'the out;ide of a book: Cic Att Aqha;l"[librariolis]
imperesvut gumant membranulﬁm ex qua indices fiant,lquos uos Graeci,
ut 6pinor, U/Aguﬂogappellatis,&cf’ib 4.5.3 (Liddell-Scott-Jones sv

I1).
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Libellus l

Diminutive of liber (sée belowj. It could be used of a small work
_writted for publicétion, a volume or a book: eg Pliny Ep 9.6.1 'inter
pugillares ac libellos’ and Juv 1.86 'nostri,farrago‘libelli'. When'
Martial uses libellus in this context, ie as a synonym. for libe?, it
usually has apologétic ‘overtones: eg Mart 5.2.5-6 'lasciucs legé
quattuor libelleos:/ quintus éum domino liber ;ocatur'v(cf‘Sage 1919:68
and Coleman.1988:226). In poetry the'substitution_of jibellus for -
liber was sometimes motivated metri gratia (Tanner 1984:3039},
Otherwise libellus was used of a single poem: eg Stat Silu 1pré,_16,
27, 2pf15; 3pr2, 11, 23 (White 1974:45; Céleman‘1988:226), éf Cic Arch
25, Prop 1.11.19 (TLL 7.1268.70-1269.4), The word could also
reﬁresent. a notebook ~or registef, or official communication or

documentation (a libellis). See also TLL 7.1262.51-1270.74,

Liber

Apart frqm its senses as a proper noun and an adjective, this was one
of the standard words for 'book’. In this context ﬁﬁe wérd originally
indicated the 1nner bark of a tree:VCurt 8.9.15 ;1ibri arborum teneri
haud secus quam chartae litterarum notas capiunt’; cf Virg den 11.554
and Stat Theb 1.584 (TLL 7.2.1271.12-1272.283. It is uncertain, and
imposSible to'determine, whether this is because liber was uséd as the
equivalent for the Greek A{wogbecéuse it already indicated a now lost
type of ‘book’ written on bark, or because bark was the native
substance most closély resembling papyfus (Kénney 1982:15). In the
event,v liber came to designaté a book written for publication, a

volume or roll: Cic Att 2.6.1 '1ibris'me'de1ecto'; cf Sen Controu
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l.3.il€ Juv 3;41; Tac Ann 3.58. On a number of occasions the wﬁrd is
used of a single volume from a 1ong work:'Cic QFr 3.5.1 'sermo...in
nouem. . .libros distributusf; Quint Inst 6.3.86 'de librd'Ehni annali
sexto’. ‘Statius refers to his seéond book of Siluae as 'liber meus'’
(2pr4). Specialist connotations of liber were a§ applied to sacred
books containing prophecies consul;ed at times of‘brodigies (ef Cic
‘Div 1.72; Liﬁy’3.10.7), and to any lengthy-document Sucb as record-
books or ledgers (Cic Verr 3.167; Sen Ben 7.10.5; Juv 9.84) (TLL

7.2.1272.29-1280.12; OLD sv 4).

Librarius

Used éf both (1) a scribé, copyist or secrétary or (2) a‘bookseller
. (OLD sv 3). Cicero’'s lettérs to Atticus mention l;brarii.in the first
sense on a number of occasions: eg_Cic‘Att 4.16.1 'épistula librarii
manu est’; Att 12.14.3 ‘quem vlibrum ad te mittam si descripserint
libparii'.. See also eg Mart72.1.5 ‘quod haec una peragit librarius
hora’ and CIL 1.594.1.3.14; Livy 38.55.8 (TLL 6.2.1347.14-51). A
different meaning of ﬁhe word is that of a bookseller or a dealer in
books: eg Cat 14.17-18 .’‘ad librariorum/ cufram scrinia’; Sen Ben 7.6.1
‘libros dicimus ésse Ciceronis: eosdem Dorus .librarius suos uocat’
(TLL 6,2.1352-61). The diminqtive librariolus is also found: Cic Acc

15.7; 4.4a.1 (TLL 6.2.1346.76-84).
Membrana
The term for the skin of sheep and goats used for the preparation of

writing matefials, particularly parchment: eg Cat 22.7; Hor Sat 2.3.2
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'Sic raro scribis, ut toto mon quater anno/ membranam poscas’; Pliny

HN 13.70; Martial 14.186 (TLL 8.630.50-631.32).

AY

Pagina ' <

Corresponding to the Gréek aekk,.is applied to the column of writing,
which at times could be so wide as ﬁo extend over two or three sheets
(Turner 1968:5). Later, the term was “used of complete éheets of
writing. Thus Isidore (Orig 6.14.6), wriﬁipg at a time when 'the
parchmenﬁ codex had become the norm: 'partes libri paginae dicuntur,

eo quod sibi inuicem compingantur’.

Pugillares

A set of writing tablets, small enough to be held in.the hand: eg Seﬁ
Ep 15.6; Plin'HN 16.68; Mart 14.7 'Pugillares membranei’; flin Ep
1;22.11 *libellos et phgilléres'; 7.9.16 ’pugillares resumis’; 9.36.6
(OLD sv). Pugillalarius was used as a noﬁn of agent, meaning a maker

of or dealer in small writing tablets (CIL 6.9841).

Titulus

‘Originally used of a flat piece of wood, or other material inscribed
with a notice supplying information, often identification. A frequent
use in this regard was as a tablet or inscription descfibing a
person’'s career; cf Ov Ars Am 2.265 'mocturnis tituios imponimus

actis’, also Rem Am 302; Tib 2.4.54; Prop 4.5.51. The specific use of
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this term in the context of Roman literature was as a heading for a ‘
: : !

book or chapter, eg Ov Tr 1.1.7; Pont 1.1.17; Pliny HN pr 26; Mart
13.3.7 'addita per titulos sua nomina rebus hébebis’ (OLD sv); This
.was often in Fhe form of ‘a piece of papyrus or vellum projecting from
the roll as it lay on a éhelf (Kenyon and Robefts OCD 1970:174).

The word lemma (a subject for cdnéideration, ; Aéppa) is used by
Marfial as a synonym for titulus: flemméta si. quaeris cur sint
adscriﬁta docebo:/ ut, si maiueris, lemmata sola legas’ (see L-S sv
2b) In this context it refers to the titles of the Xenia and

Apophoreta.

Umbilicus

Originally indicates the navel or umbilical_cord of humans or other
animals. In time iﬁ acquired méanings' as applied to objects
resembling the navel in position or shape, cf 8p¢al6g. This‘protrusion
was the boss at the end of the roller afound which the papyrus was
wound (OLD sv), rather than the roller itself (péce Birt 1913:329-30).

The expression 'usque ad umbilicum’ (or ‘umbilicos’) thus came to mean

reaching the end of a roll, and it is used with that connotation at

Hor Epod 14.8 .and Mértial 4.89.2 ('iam peruenimus usque ad
Umbilicos'). They served as handles when the rolls were stored in a
bookseller’s pigeon-hole or a capsa. 'Coffee-table’ editions, those

intended primarily for display, often boasted two bosses: Stat Silu

4.9.8. 'binis decoratus umbilicus’; Mart 3.2.9 ‘pictis luxurieris

umbilicis’ (Coleman 1988:225-26).
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Volumen

Derivihg from uoluere, this wofd essehﬁially means anything rolled.
It séonvcame to take on the specialised'meaning of a roll of papyrus
forming a book or part of a book, and later even a bqokvof any form:
Ulp Dig 32.52 ’librorum appellatione>continentur omnia uolumina, siue
in charta'siue in ﬁémbrana sint siue in quauis alia materia’. It was
used also in Qery different contéxts to designéte,a‘twist, wreath or
fqld. In its most common use, howeve?, the Qord indicétes a papyrus
roll: eg Gic Brut 122 ’in hac turba nouorum uoluminum’; Cic QF;‘1}2.8
'uolumina selectarﬁm epistularuﬁ'; Hor Epist: 2.1.26 ’péntificum
libros, -annosa uolumina uatum’; ‘Mart 7.63.1 ' numquam moritﬁra
uoluﬁina’ (OLD sv; Birt 1882:14-16).'_This Hecéme a specificalyy Roman
wora for a book, there 'being no Greek analogue for it (Kenney

1982:15).
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