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ANDREW LAIRD

The Ars Poetica

The title ‘Ars Poetica’ (‘The art of poetry’) was very possibly attached to Horace’s verse letter to the Pisones before we find it used by Quintilian at the end of the 1st century AD.
 That title hints at the universal status of this didactic poem as a pre-eminent, authoritative, and, in every sense, ‘classical’ manual on the composition of poetry. The Ars provided an object of imitation, as well as a code of practice, for renaissance poets and playwrights; it continued to be the paradigm for Neoclassical literature and aesthetics; and even some modernist writers of the 20th century responded, or else owed something, to its prescriptions.
 There is no doubt that this single composition by Horace – at 476 hexameters his longest – has exercised far more influence than any of his other individual poems, and more even than his collections of poems. The later reception of  Ars Poetica, like that of Plato’s Republic, is of far more consequence than its significance for the period in which it was originally produced.

At the same time, the recent tendency to consider Horace’s poem on poetics as a ‘literary epistle’ points to the way in which it can be imagined in an original context: as a poem in the oeuvre of a major Augustan writer, who refined and built on a longstanding tradition of Aristotelian and later Hellenistic poetic theory.
 The placing of the Ars Poetica after the Epistles in modern editions is not based on its position in the manuscripts (where it frequently comes after the Odes), but rather on its date of composition, generally agreed to be around 10 BC.
 The contents of this exceptional work can be understood in terms of learning and tastes which belonged, not merely to Rome towards the end of the 1st century BC, but to Horace himself. Horace’s confident grasp of both Greek and Roman literary history led him to express views, about tragedy, epic and some other forms of poetry, which could be idiosyncratic and playful. Moreover those views may have been further conditioned by the specialised interests of the orginal addressees of the poem.
   

Thus the Ars Poetica cannot escape being regarded bifocally: as a provocative and vital source for a range of ancient theories, and also as a kind of literary ‘Magna Carta’ for norms and principles that were earnestly applied to literature, drama, and other artforms well into the 18th century. The Ars is a difficult text to introduce in its own right, and it is frequently presented to new readers in relation to something else – to Horace’s own poetic practice and his views on poetry expressed in other works (e.g. Satires 1.4, 1.10, Epistles 1.2, 2.1, 2.2); to Roman epic and drama; to Aristotle’s or Callimachus’ poetic theories; to Augustan mores; or to conceptions of art and literature in later times that have been determined by Horace’s precepts. 

In fact most introductions present the Ars in relation to the ideas of a lost Hellenistic writer of the 3rd century BC, Neoptolemus of Parium, who is widely supposed to have shaped Horace’s outlook on poetry in this text.
 That supposition rests on a remark by Pomponius Porphyrio, an ancient commentator on Horace in the early 200s AD:

In quem librum congessit praecepta Neoptolemi  de arte poetica, non quidem omnia, sed eminentissima. Primum praeceptum est ss.

In this book [the Ars Poetica] Horace has put together precepts of Neoptolemus of Parium concerning the art of poetry, by no means all, but the most outstanding. The first precept is Concerning the natural succession [of words or ideas].

Although Porphyrio shows detailed knowledge of a wide range of recherché Greek texts, this is the only occasion on which he mentions Neoptolemus in his commentary on Horace’s complete works. The mention is made à propos of the opening verse of the Ars Poetica. 

Some of Neoptolemus’ precepts are preserved in a fragmentary treatise, On Poets, by a later Greek author, Philodemus. Philodemus of Gadara, who was possibly Virgil’s teacher, had come to Rome in the 70s BC. There is in fact an independent link between Philodemus and the Ars Poetica. Cicero’s famous speech Against Piso indicates that L. Calpurnius Piso, a young man (adulescens) in the 70s BC, was Philodemus’ patron.
 That man’s son, L. Calpurnius Piso Caesoninus, was appointed as Praefectus Vrbi by the emperor Tiberius. It seems to be this Piso whom Horace’s commentator Porphyrio identifies as the primary addressee of the Ars Poetica. Such an identification may be right or wrong but it is certainly significant that this identification is made immediately before Porphyrio’s mention of Neoptolemus quoted above.

The publication of the fragments of Philodemus’ On Poets in 1918 led to further evidence about Neoptolemus (along with a good deal of conjecture!) being brought to bear on the Ars Poetica. From Philodemus, it appears that Neoptolemus commended unity and coherence, as does Horace (Ars 1-23, 152). From Philodemus, it appears that Neoptolemus conjoined skill (techne) and power (dynamis) as properties of the poet, as does Horace: ars (‘skill’) and ingenium (‘natural talent’) are famously discussed together in 408-11. And from Philodemus it also appears that Neoptolemus held that the poet should provide combine charm with moral instruction, as does Horace (99-100, 333-4, 343-4). it should be emphasised that none of these tenets were particularly unique to Neoptolemus, and that the theory and practice of Roman authors, including Lucilius, Lucretius, and Varro, had already accommodated comparable ideas from Greek sources. 

However it is further argued that Horace deliberately applied to the Ars Poetica a tripartite structure attributed, via Philodemus, to Neoptolemus’ treatise. Neoptolemus’ actual discrimination between ‘poem’ (poiema: equivalent to diction or style), ‘poetry’ (poiesis: a conception of content, plot and character), and ‘poet’ (poietes: attention to the rôle and moral responsibility of the poet) fused the Hellenistic interest in verbal style with an emphasis on the grander composition which was more Aristotelian.
 Not a single Alexandrian poet or theorist is actually named by Horace though, and there has been disagreement about the way in which this tripartite schema might be reflected in the Ars Poetica: whilst the poietes is obviously the subject of verses 295-476, the situation of the distinction between poiema and poiesis in verses 1-294 has been much debated – and one might doubt whether it should be applied at all.
 The perilous role of guesswork in the construction of scholarly edifices is highlighted by Umberto Eco’s scenario of papyrologists in a future epoch who conclude that ‘Singing in the Rain’ must have been composed as a fertility ode to be sung by a chorus of young girls.
 The imposition of the now celebrated poem/poetry/poet schema on the Ars Poetica could, after all, reflect an inclination that is quite modern –  to knock the uncooperative contents of this composition into a shape that orderly minds find more justifiable or appealing.

Commentators and translators of the Ars Poetica divide up the texts of their editions or renderings into constituent units, irrespective of the degree to which they invoke Neoptolemus. Different systems of thematic division point to different ideas about the ‘overarching’ or ‘underlying’ structure for the poem. All agree that Horace’s argument moves from a consideration of artistic content and technique (ars) in 1-294, to an account of the poet (artifex) which runs from 295 until the end of the poem. The view that poiema – matters of poetic style as opposed to content – can be isolated as Horace’s main concern in verses 45-118 is prevalent, though not universal.
 Otherwise, breakdowns of the poem’s contents have varied considerably on matters of detail: a useful reminder that a text’s structure is never an intrinsic property waiting to be discovered, but something that readers attach to it themselves.
 As long as this is understood, a clear overview of the Ars Poetica is bound to be useful for anyone who is new to this enigmatic work:

1-23

Unity and consistency

24-58

Skill needed to avoid faults 

59-72 

Fashions in words 

73-98 

Metre and subject

99-118 
Emotion and character

119-78 
Choice and handling of myth

179-201
Some rules for dramatists

202-19

Development of tragedy

220-50

Satyr-plays

251-68 
The need for technical perfection in metre

269-74 
Greek models

275-84 
Inventiveness of the Greeks in drama

285-94

Inventiveness of the Romans

295-322
The poet

323-90

Greek and Roman attitudes

391-407
Poetry and its social uses and value

408-52

Art and nature 

453-76 The mad poet

These are the section headings which Donald Russell used in his 1972 translation.
 The synopsis they provide is no more authoritative than any other, but it is helpful because, by giving less emphasis to the idea of an overall structure, it shows reasonably well how each subject leads comfortably into the one that follows, by an association of idea and theme. Indeed Horace’s associative connections are made so effectively that people do not always agree on which specific verses mark the transitions in the poem’s argument. 
This system of associative connection could be a far more important respect in which the influence of Neoptolemus is at work – through the principle of akolouthia: the ‘natural succession’ or ‘consistency’ that Porphyrio identified as the explicit concern of the poem’s opening.
 On this level Horace practices what he preaches about unity and consistency (1-23) in the Ars Poetica to a remarkable degree.  By way of demonstration it can be shown here that the poem’s end can even be united and made consistent with its beginning.  

The Ars Poetica ends with a derisive caricature of the mad poet. He is presented as akin to an invalid suffering from various sicknesses (‘accursed scabies, jaundice, fanaticism, or Diana’s wrath’ 453-4). A few lines later, this figure is compared to a caged bear (472-4), which mutates without warning into a blood-sucking leech (475-6). The sudden change has disturbed commentators: for Brink it is ‘startling’ and Rudd deems it ‘disconcerting’. Yet that rapid conjunction of ideas and images involving sickness and hybridisation of the human with the bestial does recall the humorous supposition at the beginning of the Ars Poetica. There, Horace’s addressees are asked to imagine  (1-4) ‘a painter who wanted to join a horse’s neck to a human head, and then clothe an assemblage of limbs with various feathers, so that what started out at the top as a beautiful woman ended in a hideously ugly fish’. Horace points out that such a pictorial hybrid would prompt derisive laughter (5) and that if it were to appear in a poetry book, it would be symptomatic of an invalid’s delirious dreams (6-9). This subtly themed ring-composition makes it clear enough that the products of an undisciplined mind are as sick and grotesque as the poet who produces them. 

Verses 6-9 perhaps have a further reflexive significance. They call attention to the mock application of such bad practice to the very poetry book we are now reading:

credite, Pisones, isti tabulae fore librum

persimilem cuius, velut aegri somnia, vanae

fingentur species, ut nec pes nec caput uni

reddatur formae.

Credit, dear Pisones, that a book whose features are conceived fantastically like a sick man’s dreams would be similar to that picture in such a way that neither the foot nor the head of the shape give its due as a unity.

The financial connotations of words credite (‘Credit’) and reddatur (‘give its due’) suggest that the poet is playfully seeking an advance which will not be redeemed at the end (pes ‘foot’) of this book, or here at the beginning (caput ‘head’). At its start and finish, Horace could be warning us, the Ars Poetica itself is going to look like the sort of chimaera he has been describing – the ploy of using such a device to characterise discourse in a reflexive manner actually goes back to Plato, a debt that Brink’s detailed commentary does not identify.
  


Later on there is a more adventurous use of the word pes (also a metrical ‘foot’ in Greek and Latin verse) to which Alessandro Barchiesi has recently drawn attention. Horace is giving an account of the origin of iambic poetry (79-80):


Archilochum proprio rabies armavit iambo


hunc socci cepere pedem grandesque coturni

Rage armed Archilochus with its very own iambus: this foot was clad in the shoes of comedy and the grand boots of tragedy. 

The innovation here is that is that the normally metaphorical metrical ‘foot’ has become the primary object of reference: the ‘human foot’ on the other hand has turned into an illustrative vehicle of comparison.
 

The Ars Poetica is full of mischievous wordplay, sophisticated conceit, and surprising transitions. It should never be forgotten that the initial verses of the poem lead the first-time reader to believe that they herald a didactic poem about painting: later Latin writers were inspired to write Horatian didactic poems on that subject.
 Horace’s own interest in the visual field is however maintained beyond these initial verses. His formulation of the famous tags  pictoribus atque poetis (10) and ut pictura poesis (361) accumulated an afterlife all of their own in art historical and iconological theory.
 What is more, the opening discussion of unity and consistency in the Ars is centred on ekphrasis (or visual description) and the role of the ‘purple patch’ (14-19) – yet another Horatian coinage which has become common currency:

inceptis gravibus plerumque et magna professis

purpureus, late qui splendeat, unus et alter

adsuitur pannus, cum lucus et ara Dianae

et properantis aquae per amoenos ambitus agros

aut flumen Rhenum aut pluvius describitur arcus.

sed non erat his locus.

Serious and ambitious designs often have a purple patch or two sewn on to them just to make a good show at a distance – a description of a grove and altar of Diana, the meanderings of a stream running through pleasant fields, the River Rhine, a rainbow: but now there is no place for them.

This apparently uncontroversial assertion that description is a form of detachable digression was quoted by Servius and endorsed by many other ancient authors.
 Here again though, Horace is playing with the text we are reading. The passage presents what is at once a list of poetic topoi, and a sequence of brief impressions of the scenes in themselves, which constitute ‘virtually the only ecphrases in the whole of Horace’s oeuvre.’
 The meta-literary game is signalled at the end of this quotation. Descriptions of places in Latin poetry are commonly heralded by the expression est locus (‘There is a place’). Here, in talking about the place of descriptions of place in poetry, Horace amusingly negates the cliché est locus  with non erat… locus (‘there is no place’). 
 As with the word pes in 79-80, there is a slippage between the literal and the metaphorical, and between sign and signified, in the application of a routine technical term.  

Whilst the Ars Poetica is clearly far more than a versified technical treatise, it would be wrong to give the impression that its main appeal lies in an abundance of clever flourishes. C.O. Brink shrewdly characterised the Ars as ‘a work of the imagination that makes a poetic symbol out of literary theory’ and enjoins readers of the work to make sense of that theory.
 The poem contains much astute observation that can be appreciated by today’s readers for insight not only on ancient thinking but also on ideas about literary expression which have broader significance. For example at 93-7, having made a prescriptive distinction between the comic and tragic styles (‘everything must keep appropriately to the place it is alloted’ 92), Horace concedes that characters in comedy may sometimes speak with more elevated eloquence and, conversely, that characters in a tragedy can occasionally move the spectator more directly by using the prosaic language of everyday life. This flexibility makes sense in terms of modern thinking (and even some postmodern thinking) about genre: its ‘rules’ are certainly there, but those rules are there to be broken.

Horace’s recognition that poetry can copy real-life diction involves the clarification of another theoretical issue in the Ars Poetica. The ancient rhetorical  notion of imitatio (or mimesis) – as the adoption of the style of an  earlier author – is generally regarded as categorically distinct from the semantic conception of imitatio – as the linguistic representation of objects – which is found in Plato and Aristotle.
 But Ars Poetica 317-18 nicely show how the imitation of models and imitation-as-representation come together: 

respicere exemplar vitae morumque iubebo

doctum imitatorem et vivas hinc ducere voces. 

I will order the learned imitator to look to the model of life and morals, and draw his utterances living from there.

The phrase doctum imitatorem (‘learned imitator’) presupposes both the priority of imitating models and the necessity of the imitator being well versed in those models. In telling the imitator to look at the exemplar of life and to draw living voices from there, Horace is actually suggesting that the imitation of life in poetry comes down to the imitation of real life utterances. This provides the link between the two ancient conceptions of imitatio.
 Literary language may imitate life, but it must imitate everyday language in order to do so. 


The fact that a Renaissance Latin commentary on the Ars Poetica by the renowned Florentine humanist Cristoforo Landino was illustrated throughout by examples of Virgil’s poetry shows how Horace’s work can inspire literary criticism as well as literary theory.
 And there may indeed be some specific appraisals of Virgil and other authors lurking in the Ars Poetica itself, which remain to be uncovered. Even if the composition of the Ars were to go back to the early 20s BC (see note 4 above), it is not inconceivable that Horace was already familiar with parts of the Aeneid as a ‘work in progress’. This could be suggested by the well known discussion of epic beginnings in relation to epic verisimilitude in the Ars Poetica (147-52) – even though Horace is ostensibly talking about Homer:

nec gemino bellum Troianum orditur ab ovo:

semper ad eventum festinat et in medias res 

non secus ac notas auditorem rapit, et quae

desperat tractata nitescere posse relinquit,

atque ita mentitur, sic veris falsa remiscet,

primo ne medium, medio ne discrepet imum.
He does not begin the Trojan war from the twin egg; he is always making good speed towards the end of the story, and carries his hearer right into the midst of it as though it were already known. He leaves out anything which he thinks cannot be polished up satisfactorily by treatment, and thus tells lies, and mixes truth with falsehood, in such a way that the middle squares with the beginning and the end with the middle.

The main point of this passage is made in the last verse quoted (152): plausibility of a story is intimately bound up with the mechanics of plot construction.
 Rostagni and Brink saw that verses 151-2 pick up the way Horace opened this discussion of the use of myth in poetry at 119:


aut famam sequere aut sibi convenientia finge
Either follow hearsay (fama) or make up a consistent story.

What did not interest those commentators is the remarkable similarity between Horace’s description of the ‘lying’ epic poet in 151-2 and Virgil’s personification of Fama (‘Rumour’) in Aeneid 4.188-90:

tam ficti pravique tenax quam nuntia veri… 

… pariter facta atque infecta canebat
clinging on to her fiction and slander as often as she tells the truth… she was singing things done and not done in equal measure. 

Horace’s apparent evocation of the Virgilian figure of Fama, occurring as it does in a discussion of plot construction, yields a significant critical insight on the Aeneid which has eluded its subsequent devotees: Fama actually contributes to the formal structuring of Virgil’s poem, by effecting, and rendering plausible, some crucial transitions in the poem’s narrative.
 In this respect at least, the fabrications of the singing figure of Rumour may be aligned to those of the epic singer himself. 


The Ars Poetica is far more of a guide to inform the judgement of readers and audiences than the manual for practising writers it pretends to be. The antiquarian forays into the origins of Greek literary genres (73-85, 202-84) show this well enough – the portrayal of the poet (295-476) also emerges from an assessment that is based more on reception and reading than it is on literary production.  Evaluation, as well as being prominent in ancient writing on rhetoric and oratory, was very much part of the original Hellenistic notion of ‘criticism’: ​the judgment (krisis) of poems was a fundamental activity for grammarians. Through the Ars Poetica, Horace transmits the canons of Hellenistic evaluation to later literary traditions in Europe and beyond. 

Two general ways in which the Ars can be viewed were pointed out at the beginning of this discussion. If it is historicised, it appears to be descriptive and also iconoclastic: Horace concentrates on Greek literature (202-67) at the expense of Roman achievements in epic, love elegy and lyric; he explains away the myth of the inspired poet (391-407); and he attaches more importance to hard work than natural talent (408-52). If on the other hand the Ars Poetica is conceived as the basis of Renaissance and early modern aesthetic theory, it becomes prescriptive and classical, as its emphases on unity (1-23), refinement and verbal elegance (24-72), decorum (73-201), and the imitation of good models (268-74) are foregrounded. The scholarly fascination with the original innovation of the work is bound to compete with the enduring appeal of its classicism.
 In a poem entitled ‘Arté Poética’, a modernist tribute to Horace’s verse epistle, Jorge Luis Borges sums up these two sources of the work´s appeal in terms of the feeling that overwhelmed Ulysses - who here seems to stand as a reader (or

even as an arbiter) of classical literature - on his return home::

They say that Ulysses, sated with marvels,

Wept tears of love at the sight of his Ithaca,

Green and humble. Art is that Ithaca

Of green eternity, not of marvels.

In the end the´marvels´ of the Ars´ quality in its ancient context mean little in relation to its permanent value for all time - a value which is tantamount to that of art itself.

FURTHER READING

Translations are to be found in Russell in Russell and Winterbottom (1972), 279-91 and (1989); Rudd (1979),   Dorsch and Murray (2000), 98-112; and Kilpatrick (1990). Of editions of the Latin text with commentary, Rudd (1989) is the most accessible and reassuringly pragmatic in its approach. The commentary of Brink (1971), which follows Brink (1963) a volume of ‘Prolegomena’ on Horace’s literary epistles is admirably detailed, and will have more appeal to readers once they are familiar with the poem and the issues it raises. The Italian edition of Rostagni (1946) is still valuable. Of general accounts, Russell (1973) = (2005), is an excellent survey, which takes the importance of reception into account. Williams (1968), 329-57, Innes (1989), and Grube (1995), 238-52 also offer very useful overviews. Fischer (1991) is an analytical but controversial investigation of the title, dating, and genre of Ars. On specific aspects and the reception of the Ars Poetica: Dilke (1958) on dating; Wiseman (1988) on satyr-drama; Jocelyn (1995) on Horace and Plautus; Herrick (1946) on Horace and Aristotle in the renaissance; Lee (1967) and Gage (1973) on legacies of ut pictura poesis. Vida’s De Arte Poetica first published in 1527 (ed. Williams 1976) and Dufresnoy’s De arte graphica printed in Paris in 1668 (ed. Allen, Haskell and Muecke 2005) are early modern Latin verse treatises modelled on Horace’s Ars, which have been highly influential in their own right. The extensive bibliography of primary works from 1650-1800 in Murray (1974) demonstrates the enormity of Horace’s influence on later Neoclassical poetics. For further bibliography on the Ars see Brink (1963), 273-86 and (1971), 524-7; Kilpatrick (1990), 111-16, and the general bibliographies mentioned in the introduction to this volume.

� Quintilian who also calls it the liber de arte poetica ‘book on the art of poetry’ (Institutio Oratoria 8.3.60) quotes this single poem on eight occasions (cf. Index of Russell’s Loeb Quintilian iv) – more frequently than any other single poem of Horace, and almost as many times as he quotes from all four books of the Odes. The stature of the Ars Poetica for Quintilian is affirmed by the prominent reference to the work in his Preface (2), where Quintilian claims to have applied Horace’s recommendation to his own prose treatise. For detailed discussion of the poem’s title in antiquity, see Fischer (1991), 5-16. 


� The manifestos of the Imagist movement, penned by Ezra Pound in the early 1900s and reprinted in Jones (2001), bear comparison to some sentiments in the Ars. Willett (1964), 270 records Brecht’s unsurprisingly negative verdict on the account of how poetry should arouse emotion in Ars 99-103: ‘I must say there is only one word for such an operation: barbaric’. For medieval and renaissance reception and imitation, see the Further Reading recommended at the end of this chapter.


� For Fraenkel (1957), 125 n. 3 ‘the Epistula ad Pisones [is] misnamed De arte poetica’! Brink (1963), 154 n. 1, in response to this remark, noted a ‘tendency to underestimate its theoretical purpose and character.’ Armstrong (1989), 154 and Rudd in his Penguin translation (1979) have no qualms about calling the poem ‘Epistles 2.3’ in volumes which are aimed at general readers. 


� Following Dilke (1958): compare Rudd (1989), 19-21 and Syme (1986) 379-81.  


. On a largely stylometric basis, Fischer (1991) concurs with those scholars who seek to put back the date of the Ars to 23-20 BC, although it is hard to see the  Ars as chronologically prior to Epistles 2 in thematic terms.


� For discussions of the identity of the Pisones, see n. 9 below.


� Brink (1963), Innes (1989), Russell (1973), Rudd (1989), Kilpatrick (1989).


� For the text see Holder (1979), 162. Porphyrio’s Latin commentary on the Ars Poetica is not hard to read, and is more succinct than its modern counterparts, as it runs to only 16 pages.


�  Cicero In Pisonem 68-72, 74. Nisbet (1961) offers commentary on these passages and his Appendices III ‘Piso and Philodemus’ and IV ‘Piso and the Villa of the Papryri’ at 183-8 are relevant. See also Janko (2000), 1-10. 


� Porphyrio’s commentary (n. 7 above) begins as follows: Hunc librum, qui inscribitur de arte poetica, ad Lucium Pisonem, qui postea urbis custos fuit, eiusque lib<e>ros misit; nam et ipse Piso poeta fuit, et studiorum liberalium antistes. In quem librum congessit praecepta Neoptolemi. [This book, which is inscribed ‘On the art of poetry’ he sent to Lucius Piso – who afterwards was made guardian of the city – and to his children. For Piso was also a poet himself and a doyen of liberal studies. In this book Horace has put together precepts of Neoptolemus]. Brink (1963), and more accessibly, Rudd (1989), 19-21. Fischer (1991), 52-9 considers this testimony for the recipient of the Ars in depth to reach a different conclusion.


� Brink (1963), 55. 


� Innes (1989), 259-60 is moderately sceptical. Although I resist referring to the Ars Poetica as a treatise, the comparisons made in Innes (1995)=(2005) to Longinus should be noted.


� Umberto Eco’s 1959 essay ‘Fragments’ is translated in Eco (1993), 21. 


� Brink (1963), 31 tabulates the analyses of Norden (1905), Jensen (1918), Rostagni (1930) and Immisch (1932). These can be compared to the the tabulation in Rudd (1989), 21-3, and to the synopsis of headings from Russell and Winterbottom (1972), 279-91 above.


� Laird (2000), pp. This remains so even in the case of ancient authors who had a firm conception of the contents of their treatise – as Horace no doubt would have done: cf. Brink (1963), 3-14 on technologia.


� Russell and Winterbottom (1972), 279-91.


� The Greek word akolouthia (‘a following on’) also seems to be a critical term (Dionysius of Halicarnassus On Composition 22, Longinus 22.1) which denotes a natural sequence of words, ideas or argument. 


� Brink (1971), 86 notes that the placing of six words before the word si (‘if’) in the first verse of the Ars is a ‘violation of the law of unity’.  


� Plato plays such a figurative game with the notion of a eikon (‘likness’) in Republic 487e-488a. Socrates explains to Adeimantus that the question he is asking requires an eikon by way of reply. ‘I don’t think you’re accustomed to use eikones in what you say’ is Adeimantus’ sarcastic reaction. Socrates’ does more than reply with his habitual iconic analogy – he uses another eikon to characterise the one he says he is compelled to produce: a image of painters who make goat-stags and other hybrid animals which is vengefully meta-iconic in itself. The original chimaera is described Homer Iliad 6.181. Plato’s illustration of Pan in Cratylus is comparable – with a connection to Virgil’s Fama: Laird (1999), 301-5. 


� Barchiesi (2001), 144-7. On Horace’s iambus, see Lindsay Watson in this volume. 


� Barchiesi (1994), is also vital for any footnote on this subject, 135-8.  


� Charles Du Fresnoy’s  De Arte Graphica (‘On Graphic Art’) is one outstanding and highly influential example, now translated and annotated in Allen, Haskell, and Muecke (2005). See David Money in this volume on Latin imitations of Horace in the 17th and 18th centuries. 


� Lee (1967), Gage (1973), Hardie (1993). 


� Servius on Aeneid 10.653; Quintilian  Institutio Oratoria 4.3.12-13; Demetrius  On Style  108; Lucian How to write history 57. Passages about  descriptio are treated in a discussion of narrative transition in Barchiesi (1987), 13-111. For modern theoretical accounts see Genette (1982), 127-46; Fowler (1991)=(2000),  


� Hardie (1993), 122.


� A lengthier discussion of this condensed and complicated passage with further bibliography is in Laird (1996), 91-4, which also considers its significance for visual art at 91-2. Hinds (2002), 125-30 applies some of those observations to the locus amoenus in Ovid. Barchiesi (1987), 29 considers the est locus/ loco é /luogho é motif. 


� Brink (1971), viii. 


�Compare the opening of Derrida (1981), a famous essay on ‘The Law of Genre’. Rudd (1989), 34 is not so happy with Horace’s position here, but the fact of the matter is that generic mixing or ‘inclusion’ (Cairns (1972), 89-90, 158-9) is a hallmark of most, if not all, literary texts including the Ars Poetica: see there is an interesting discussion of its genre in Fischer (1994), 87-100. 


� The  Oxford Classical Dictionary article on imitatio makes no attempt to connect these divergent usages.


�The important treatment of imitatio in Russell (1979), 3-5 would appear to corroborate this interpretation of the passage. On Ars Poetica 133 nec desilies imitator in artum  (‘nor will you jump down as you imitate, into a hole’), Russell comments (at 4): ‘it is difficult to believe that  Horace did not mean us to have both senses [of mimesis] in mind.’ Laird (1999), 310-18 reviews some theoretical implications of this. 


� See Pigman (1990).


� Laird (2005b) considers this passage in relation to Aristotle, Poetics 1460a.


� Aeneid 4.666; 7.104; 9.474; 11.139. 


� Classicists have been surprisingly reluctant to explore the idea of ‘classicism’ which ultimately derives from a socio-economic catergory (Aulus Gellius, Attic Nights 19.8.15). Fleischmann (1974) is a useful general account; Jim Porter’s forthcoming book, Classical Pasts, represents an important new departure.


�Originally from El Hacedor (1960), translated by W.S. Merwin in Borges (2000), 137.
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