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Introduction: “Seem to Emulate, and Hope to Overgo”: A Critical History
Quales sunt apud nos Homero, Maroni, & Ovidio merito aequiparandi, Edmvndvs Spencer, Samvel Daniel, & Michael Drayton: aliiq, ingenio & arte florentes, (quorum haec aetas uberima est).
                                                                 (Charles Butler, Rhetoricae libri duo, 1598)

[Those amongst our poets most deserving of comparison with Homer, Vergil, and Ovid, are Edmund Spenser, Samuel Daniel, and Michael Drayton, and others, full of native talent and artistic skill (in both of which this age is fertile).] 

Butler appears to invite his readers to compare the great writers of his own time with the best of classical antiquity, a common form of early modern literary nationalism.
  Yet his very generality, troublesome perhaps, suggests that such analogies not be pressed too hard.  He might tell us that no systematic and “complete” study of every phase of similitude between the moderns and ancients could possibly be created.  Yet this has not deterred scholars of the last three centuries from making learned comparisons between authors such as Ovid and Spenser. Advancements in the study of Renaissance imitation theory might now make possible an intertextual compendium of echoes, interpenetrations, and imitations sacramental, heuristic, and dialectical, should someone desire to undertake such an old-fashioned project.  Charles Grosvenor Osgood’s tabulation of allusions in the monumental The Works of Edmund Spenser, A Variorum Edition (1932-57), representative of this old philology, now appears out of date, given the current poststructuralist bent in early modern studies.  It may well be a “paradise of patriarchal pleasantries,” as Harry Berger amusingly characterizes it.
 
Most work concerning Spenser’s Ovid reflects this epochal divide between the approaches epitomizing the middle and end of the twentieth century. One confines itself to the level of simple allusion while the other compares the authors to further a theoretical agenda.  This methodological dichotomy may be the result of a difference in academic orientation. Those with moderate to extensive classical training rarely see things in the same way as those who think of themselves primarily as scholars of English literature, with small Latin and less Greek, although the proverbial gap has certainly closed.  The former have often worked from a philological perspective, concentrating on strictly textual issues:  e.g., the edition of the Latin Ovid that Spenser may have used; direct echoes from or allusions to the corpus in sonnet sequences by Daniel or Sidney.  The latter have tended to see broader patterns of similarity in analyzing sixteenth and seventeenth-century English literature, and apply modern theory to poetry centuries old.
  They generally limit their discussion to the Metamorphoses as intertext, often without distinguishing between Renaissance Latin editions of the ancient author, such as the Thomas Vautrollier and Richard Field reprint (1589) of the Aldine edition (1502) used widely in England, and Arthur Golding’s English translation (1567), both of which could have informed the Ovidian leanings of any early modern English author.
 

Although both traditional methods have their utility, neither seems entirely satisfactory.  Stephen Hinds provides a notable exception to this bifurcated approach from a classicist’s point of view. In studying allusion and intertext in Latin poetry, he pursues “a sustained exploration of dynamics between poems, and among poets and readers,” definitely (and happily) “pluralist,” a strategy similar to my own.
 Yet some commentators on English literature accuse classicists of dryness and a lack of imagination.  They reason that since simple echoes from the Latin language or mythology in an early modern author could have resulted from a number of lines of transmission, a paradigm must be constructed to explain how and why this occurred.  Some Latinists grow impatient with literary theorists for concepts that may seem anachronistic when applied to authors such as Lucan or Ovid.
 They argue that poststructuralist analogies between Foucauldian conceptions of the sexualized body and ancient and Renaissance authors can make it difficult to discern exactly what kind of debt that, for instance, Thomas Carew may owe to Ovid, and in which language, or at what level. Can we be so certain that early modern writers kept a copy of Galen at their writing tables and believed everything he wrote?  Or that such authors were as obsessed with the carnivalesque as some moderns are, replete with allusions to the lower bodily strata and orifices, as some now assume Rabelais was, by way of Bakhtin? In historicizing the text by assuming that its lines of transmission reflect or even influence cultural or political discourses, is it possible to assume too much, too readily, in order to serve or validate a tacit ideological or theoretical agenda? Does an Elizabethan text reflect classical allusions, analogues, imitation, or simple etiological patterning?  Or are such questions naïve, jejune?  Petrarch’s insistent fashioning of himself as Apollo and Laura as Daphne, and his subtle punning on her name and “l’aura” (breeze), “l’oro” (gold), and “laurea” (laurel) reflects these four uses of Metamorphoses 1.452-567, but perhaps cannot be explained definitively by either the concrete philological or abstract theoretical method.
  And, of course, Spenser’s co-opting of this extremely vital and enduring myth in a number of instances, most notably Amoretti 28 (“The laurell leafe, which you this day doe weare”) can be traced to Ovid, to Petrarch, and even to Pierre de Ronsard, whose Sonnets et madrigals pour Astrée 11, “Quand tu portais l’autre jour sur ta tête / Un vert Laurier,” reworks the story and was available for English perusal, albeit in French.
  Early modern imitative poetics are multi-epochal and polyvocal as writers attempt to “overgo” each other.
I

Spenser’s earliest critics note echoes or borrowings from Roman poets, but do not often mention Ovid.  E.K., who may well be the first commentator, discusses the ancient author in his commentary on line 60 for the “Januarye” eclogue in The Shepheardes Calender—but names Vergil in his very first note to this poem, thus giving him precedence.
  Ben Jonson’s notorious statement about his predecessor seems to dismiss his attempts at classical imitatio altogether: “Spencer, in affecting the Ancients writ no Language: Yet I would have him read for his matter; but as Virgil read Ennius.”
 R. M. Cummings makes the interesting argument that as seventeenth-century criticism becomes more neoclassical, English readers compare Spenser with ancient authors less, but with Ariosto, Boiardo, and Tasso more, sometimes disparagingly.
 George Sewell (1724) is unusual in noting the Ovidian origin of sprites in The Faerie Queene: “Spenser, in particular, is remarkable for imitating the Exuberance of our Poet in all his Creatures of Fancy.”
 John Hughes’s seminal edition (1715) elevates Spenser to the status of auctor (authoritative model from antiquity). It establishes the text handsomely, includes a glossary for its Augustan readers, and provides essays on allegory and Spenser’s life. Yet he provides no detailed commentary and does not mention Ovid.
 Not until later in the eighteenth century can the Spenser-Ovid site be said to develop, mostly because of the philological work of John Jortin (1734).  He is the source of an astonishing number of Osgood’s tabulations in the Variorum, some of the intertextual echoes realized with great subtlety.  He disputes Hughes’s contention that Spenser’s use of abstractions is heavy-handed and clumsy, and has no grounding in the classical epic tradition:
In a poem which is built upon a Jewish or Christian plan, a mixture of true religion and fable, good and bad Angels in one place, and Jupiter and Juno in another, is perhaps justly liable to censure, though some great poets have not avoided it. . . . But to allow a poet to introduce Mars and Minerva, and to forbid him to make use of Sleep, and Death, and Fear, and Discord, &c. as actors, seems to be injudicious, founded upon a weak prejudice, that the latter have not in our imagination as good a right to be Persons as the former. The Heathen theology is to be taken from the heathen writers, and whatever is a deity in Homer and Hesiod, has a perpetual and incontestable right to be a poetical God.

Jortin obviously does not think Spenser’s methods censurable whatsoever, as the humor of the last sentence implies, and Ovid’s name should be added to those of the two authors within, his models for creating poetical deities with their perpetual and incontestable rights. His little book may represent the first example in Faerie Queene criticism of the attempt to situate the author in his literary-historical context. He refuses to apply somewhat rigid neoclassical aesthetics to an early modern poem that conspicuously clothes itself in medieval poetical traditions. His successor in some respects, Thomas Warton (1754), includes much more material from classical, medieval, and continental texts that Spenser may have read, but his analysis is slight. He sets untranslated passages from ancient Greek authors next to stanzas from The Faerie Queene and tends to decry Spenser’s “inaccuracies,” without analysis, and mentions Ovid only twice in a chapter devoted to ancient source material.
 Although this pioneering philological tradition should not be entirely discounted, it seems to have ensured that Spenser-Ovid comparisons would not move beyond simple parallelism for the next two centuries.  
An exception is John Upton’s lovingly annotated edition of The Faerie Queene (1758), which seems to have utilized much of Hughes’s and Jortin’s work, and happily notes a number of additional Ovidian allusions.
 Upton also attempts to analyze and contextualize some of them—why Spenser would imitate or parody lines from the Metamorphoses or Ex Ponto. His rich yet restrained commentary on specific passages of Spenser’s epic, the first of its kind (2:331-665), made the work of his successors possible.  This childless bachelor (1707-60), son of James Upton, a celebrated schoolmaster of Taunton and editor of Greek texts, was bred to be a scholar by his father just as Mozart was reared to be a musician by his. The son matriculated at Merton College, Oxford (1724) and proceeded to his M.A. at Exeter (1732) before undertaking his rectorship.  His range of reference regarding classical authors, Anglo-Saxon roots, prosody and onomatopoeia, and literary theory is truly encyclopedic. His brief essays that end each book of The Faerie Queene are also singular and stand up very well in their third century.  Like Jortin, he shakes his lance at anachronistic analysis, or faulty parallelism with Homer, whose “extensive plan,” like Spenser’s, “required his different heroes to be shown in their different characters and attitudes. What therefore you allow to the old Grecian, be not so ungracious as to deny to your own countryman” (1:xxiii).
  He also defends Spenser’s style on similar grounds against objections such as Jonson’s above, since Homer’s dialect was, relatively speaking, also deliberately old and rustic: “Spenser and Milton chose many Saxon and obsolete words and spellings, to give their poems the venerable cast of antiquity. . . . as Vergil often imitated Ennius, so did Spenser Chaucer” (xxxiii).  He recognizes the struggle to emulate Boccaccio and Ariosto even at the formal level by noting that Spenser’s nine-line English stanzas represent the most basic attempt to best the Italian ottava rima (xxxiv). Upton demonstrates his knowledge of all of these authors with germane quotations from their work in the original languages. He provides early modern translations of them for the reader’s convenience, and succinct analysis that sometimes includes aphoristic speech germane to the present study: “Chaucer seems to have Ovid in his eye” (2:398); “No metamorphosis in Ovid is worked up, from beginning to end, with finer imagery, or with a better moral allusion” (570), concludes Upton about Malbecco’s transformation (FQ 3.10).  
The early twentieth century provides the development of the site in earnest.  W.P. Cumming (1930, 1931), Josephine Waters Bennett (1932), and Brents Stirling (1933, 1934, 1935) find connections between Spenser and his ancient predecessor through the Golding translation.  Their work is intricate and microcosmic.
 Douglas Bush and Henry Gibbons Lotspeich (1932) tend to be more expansive and less detailed. Concerning Muiopotmos, Bush says, “There is no better proof of Spenser’s liking for the Metamorphoses than his habit of introducing invented myths on the Ovidian pattern, and no better proof of his Elizabethan character than the fact that he often gives them an allegorical application.”  On the same poem, Lotspeich also sees Spenser as an improver and edifier: “the note of flippant irreverence in Ovid’s version is supplanted by a spirit of emulation and pride in the creation of beautiful art.”
  Osgood’s work in the Variorum (1932-57) provides the most complete and systematic list of allusions and echoes between the authors to that time (V 9: 82-84). As one might expect, the Metamorphoses accounts for the majority of references, perhaps because of the Golding translation, which made this Ovidian text more accessible to early modern English poets. 
  Anthony Brian Taylor explores such connections in the Cummings-Stirling style (1985, 1986, 1987, 1988).
  In important articles and books devoted to other matters besides the present one occupying us, S. K. Heninger (1959), Donald Cheney (1966), and Paul Alpers (1967) employ both the microcosmic and expansive methods from their predecessors from thirty years earlier.  They employ bits of Ovid to make large assertions about Spenser, generally intimating that the modern author improves the matter and manner of his Latin forebear, in what René Wellek would describe as the “creditor and debtor calculus in matters of poetry.”
 

The later twentieth century features a more theoretical and much less unified approach to Spenser’s use of Ovid.  Angus Fletcher (1971) meditates on the influence of the ancient writer to his early modern successor as an example of poet as prophet, a maker of puns, and for the idea of metamorphosis. He is a matrix from which to draw themes, ideas, and phrases:  “The chief process by which Spenser unifies the diverse matrices of his myths of Faerieland is the Ovidian typology.”
 In his speculative readings of narrative structure, Harry Berger (1971) is perhaps the first critic to explore Spenser’s method of Ovidian imitation: namely, the inspection and critique of every mode of representation worth imitating, just as Michael Holahan (1976) argues that Spenser competes with Ovid in the Mutability Cantos.  Berger extends the work of Stirling and his fellows, helps enable some of the analogous mythological linkages of Kenneth Gross (1985) and Theresa M. Krier (1990), and anticipates Colin Burrow’s observation about Spenser’s distillations of classical myth and story as intertextual combat (2001), although they differ in many ways, as well.
 Leonard Barkan’s The Gods Made Flesh (1986), devoted primarily to the use of the Metamorphoses in European culture, makes similar claims about Spenser.
  Lauren Silberman (1995) presses the Salmacis and Hermaphroditus story for Spenserian linkages.
 To Thomas M. Greene (1990) Spenser is intuitive and assimilative as he perceives Ovid’s poetical world “eccentrically, fragmentarily, ethnocentrically,” an important source for “an alternative vocabulary, with alternate myths, structures, values, images, channels of feeling, all of which produced a polyvocality that thickens the texture of his poetry and complicates its meanings.”
 
Commentators of the last thirty years profitably analyze the tension between Ovid and Vergil in Spenser. S. Clark Hulse (1981) devotes a chapter of his book-length study to “Spenser’s Ovidian Epics” (242-83), and labels him the “quintessential Ovidian poet of Elizabethan England” (242), with the bracing claim that Ovid was more influential than Vergil in the composition of The Faerie Queene. Theresa Krier (1990) explores this question in earnest in her book on the theory of the gaze in Spenser.
 Some writers such as Richard Helgerson (1983) and Patrick Cheney (1989, 1993) theorize about Vergil and Ovid as career models for Spenser the burgeoning poet, Helgerson claiming that Ovid serves as the paradigm of the literary amateur for Renaissance writers, Cheney that Spenser deliberately models his career on this Ovidian pattern.
 Burrow (2001) stresses the importance of pseudo-Vergiliana, such as the Ciris, for Spenser’s understanding of this poet as well as of Ovid, and supposes that Vergil and Ovid were twinned rather than opposed in the minds of Renaissance readers.
 This is a particularly judicious point. Helgerson and Cheney, I think, overemphasize the gravitas versus ludus dichotomy thought to govern the reception of the two Roman poets, although Ovid’s clever redaction of the Aeneid (see Met. 13.623-14.608) would certainly have suggested as much to Renaissance readers.
 That Spenser also compresses Vergil’s epic into three stanzas (FQ 3.9.41-43) may constitute his nod to Ovid’s act of “overgoing,” or even signify one of his own over both poets. And, apart from the Dido and Aeneas episode in Aeneid 4, Vergil certainly did not serve as the model of the love poet to Spenser—this had to have been Ovid’s function, as Syrithe Pugh argues in her excellent study (2005).

To the foregoing, I would add these general comments.  By their own practice and imitation, early modern English writers demonstrate an understanding that Ovid was a multiplex poet who was as comfortable as they were with apparent contradictions and ambiguities.  In the humanist tradition, Sir Thomas Elyot (1530) encodes this heuristical concept into his pedagogical advice for his ideal ruler, anticipating Roger Ascham and Richard Mulcaster:

I wolde set nexte vnto hym two bokes of Ouid the one called Metamorphosios whiche is as moche to saye as chaungynge of men in to other figure or fourme: the other is intitled De fastis: where the ceremonies of the gentiles and specially the Romanes be expressed: bothe right necessary for the vnderstandynge of other poetes.
  

So Ovid’s complexity serves as “right necessary” training for the mind.  A more extensive example of this concept might be stated in the following way. Although each of  Ovid’s works reflects a new voice and direction, appropriate for an author whose favorite god is Proteus and whose magnum opus is devoted to mutability and mutation, his verse form diverges from the elegiac couplet only with the epic hexameters for the Metamorphoses.  Therefore, this prosodically monochromatic poet nonetheless varies his voice remarkably: a naïve lover and overconfident seducer (Amores); a maker of dramatic monologues who ventriloquizes as several notable women from myth and history (Heroides); a satirical instructor about erotic matters (Ars amatoria); a calendar maker and historian (Fasti); a writer of epic as well as subversive parodist of the genre (Metamorphoses); an autobiographer who ruminates on political exile yet who cannot quite accept any true responsibility for his plight (Tristia, Ex Ponto).
  
Arguably, Spenser’s most careful readers can be found in the intertwined editorial and philological traditions, especially when we examine their work on allusions to Latin authors such as Ovid. To contemporary theorists, the parallel-passage method that Hughes, Jortin, Upton, and Henry Lotspeich used may seem not just old-fashioned but counterproductive, inhibitive of deeper analysis. Yet their training as textual scholars and as classicists is simply unparalleled today. As they reread, studied, and analyzed virtually all of Ovid and Spenser in their editorial work, they developed linguistic sensitivity and powers of memory that should dazzle rather than give cause for scorn.  Although their method of comparative analysis now seems naïve, most contemporary scholars, it should be said, simply do not have the training to engage in such activity without the aid of sophisticated computer programs, as well as the concordances, critical editions, and scholarly dictionaries that the philologists themselves created. Perhaps we cannot even understand their achievement as we first encounter it without specialized education.  So the 538 Ovidian allusions that the Variorum editors tabulate suggest that, in the manner of his contemporaries, the author of The Faerie Queene read widely and deeply in the ancient author’s corpus just as his predecessors did.  If John Gower can allude to the entire range of the canon, from the Heroides to the Ex Ponto, in the ten thousand lines of the Vox clamantis in the pre-Gutenberg age, it is not difficult to imagine Spenser doing the same thing in the era of the printed book.

Again, however, the simple taxonomy of apparent echoes fails to account for Spenser’s methods, “hauing the sound of those auncient Poetes still ringing in his eares” (V 7: 7-8), as E. K. puts it.  He is never content to engage in simple reproduction but actively appropriates Ovid’s erotic poetics and competes with him in oblique ways. For example, two lines from the Amoretti, “drizling drops that often doe redound, / the firmest flint doth in continuance weare” (18.3-4) cannot be adequately explained by a simple parallel reference to the Ars amatoria, although Jortin thinks it obvious that this line from Ovid generated it: “Dura tamen molli saxa cavantur aqua” (1.476); [yet soft water hollows out hard rock].
 Spenser may also remember another use of this simile in a more grossly physical sense in the Ars: “Conteritur ferrum, silices tenuantur ab usu: / Sufficit et damni pars caret illa metu” (3.91-92); [Iron is worn away, and flints are diminished by use; that part endures, and has no fear of loss]. Just as Petrarch reworks the Daphne story, Spenser is obviously doing something with the auctor, but what?  Ovid’s cynical praeceptor Amoris advises his acolytes that all women can be had, and then encourages the women themselves to be had, so to speak, as often as possible, because of the remarkably regenerative nature of their physiology, as opposed to perishable material objects, hence the metaphor of kindling a fire.  Spenser’s speaker, expressing his frustration with the apparent indifference of his betrothed, Elizabeth Boyle, without overt sexual reference, demonstrates that the progress of erosion is no less glacial and no more successful a millennium and a half later. He alludes to the Ovidian canards and reprocesses them in order to underscore their fatuousness. All women cannot be had, nor do they often accept meretricious arguments to encourage them in that direction.  Here, Spenser may be said to be imitating Ovid, but competing with, even criticizing or ethically correcting him, as Burrow would have it.
 
The relationship between the poets is close and kinetic. Allesandro Schiesaro has remarked on the fluidity of language, sign, and signification in the Ars, Amores, and Metamorphoses, such semantic indeterminacy “central” to Ovid’s concerns: “In matters of love, words can be forever bent and rearranged, and superficially true statements readily conceal unspeakable situations.”
 Lynn Enterline views “the embodied ego in Ovidian poetry to be an unstable, composite linguistic effect subject to recurrent failure.”
 Since both of these statements also describe Spenser as well as his Ovidianism, one would do well to remember them in analyzing how he learned to write love poetry from reading this auctor.  In this matrix, or even vortex, of influence, it is the nature of the ligature, the divergence, the interpenetration, that this study proposes to explore in an expansive fashion.  
II

As scholarship over the last quarter-century has shown, Renaissance writers such as Spenser read and imitated their classical predecessors according to fairly well-defined methods. Modern scholars create their own theories to account for this process. Thomas M. Greene’s heuristic and dialectical imitation; George W. Pigman’s similar claims for aemulatio; Martin L. McLaughlin’s basic “rhetorical imitation”; the application of similar principles to classical writers by Gian Biago Conte and Stephen Hinds.
  Jonathan Bate, Colin Burrow, and Lynn Enterline analyze the importance of Ovid’s role in such pedagogical practices in English schools, linking the concept of intertextuality to specific historic conditions of classical transmission.
  It is wise to draw on all approaches to account for Spenser’s use of Ovid, obviously formative for his poetics—not just the etiological matter of the Metamorphoses surfacing in The Faerie Queene but the entire Ovidian corpus seeping through Spenser’s poetry as a whole, and in very complex ways.  
For example, two episodes at the beginning of Spenser’s epic emblematize his attitude toward imitatio and aemulatio, activities both perilous and necessary for an author.  The regurgitating dragon Error, whose “vomit full of bookes and papers was” (FQ 1.1.20) primarily signifies the militantly Protestant speaker’s anger at the machinations of propagandists for the Roman religion.  Yet it also suggests, as Jennifer Vaught argues, that “the ingestion and creative regurgitation of the words of others are often aggressive.”
 I would add that Spenser shows here that imitation and its permutations can never be eradicated, like the concept of error itself, whose eternity the author symbolizes in the baby dragons that continue to suckle and drink the blood and vomit of their wounded mother. The interlude of Archimago and the Sprites that begins later in this canto provides another tableau on the subject.  The wizard bedevils Redcrosse by teaching one of his sprites “to imitate that Lady trew” (46), Una, and another to take on “the person . . . / Of that good knight” himself” (1.2.11) to torment her.  Imitation, occasionally a demonic activity perpetrated by Falsehood, can delude Everyman into straying from Truth and even steal his identity with its infinite, metamorphic powers of reproduction and permutation.  Yet, strangely, this is what authors who build their art out of the foundations of their predecessors tend to do, which implies a kinship between the maker, his Ovidian archmagician, and even his suckling dragons. 
Spenser, the originator of such episodes, is the ultimate orchestrating Archimago, or Busirane, a paradigm we might apply to broader patterns of imitation. When Paridell seduces Hellenore in Faerie Queene 3.10, the authorial arch-magus would seem to parody the Ovidian courtly tradition dating from the time of the troubadours rather than simply invoking it or criticizing it on moral grounds.  And when he shows us the contemptible and wretched Malbecco in the next canto watching his unfaithful spouse as she exuberantly cavorts with a troupe of satyrs, he invites his audience to laugh at the deserved emasculation of the cuckold and sympathize with the fair Hellenore’s need for liberation.  Simultaneously, however, he evokes a kind of sexual horror for the scorned husband, who forces himself, somewhat manfully, to witness these happy copulations. With a type of empathy that Ovid rarely exhibits, Spenser implies that this man cannot escape being himself. In adopting at least four points of view here, Spenser demonstrates an ultra-Ovidian trait, a type of  anamorphic “perspectivism” in which no view remains unexamined for long. 
 
Given so many distinct Renaissance theories about imitation (Aristotle, Cicero, Petrarch, Vives, Erasmus, Ricci, Ascham), no single view can be said to represent the whole, or Spenser’s.  However, one can say that sixteenth-century humanists used it as part of the exercise series translatio, paraphrasis, imitatio, allusio, as a method to teach schoolboys to comprehend and master their Latin and Greek auctores by translation and reproductive imitation, with the subtext that Vergil, Horace, or Cicero had learned to write in precisely this way (i.e., by copying Homer, Pindar, or Demosthenes). 
 Accordingly, imitatio helped comprise a poetics that these same schoolboys formed in adulthood.  Since Spenser and his fellows likely saw that Vergil does not reproduce Homer so much as rewrite him, they often imitated their classical and medieval sources in a dialectical fashion, as well. Both tribute and violation, then, imitatio becomes a more predatory writerly activity like aemulatio.
Spenser understood the theory of his time well enough to know the difference between imitatio and aemulatio.  A book he knew, Thomas Cooper’s Thesaurus Linguae Romanae et Britanniae (1565), defines aemulor: “With a certayne enuy and ambition to indeuour to passe & excell an other man: to folowe, or study to be like an other: to imitate or counterfaite.”
 He was almost certainly acquainted with Roger Ascham’s lucid and comprehensive treatment of imitation in The scholemaster (1570), since several references to this text and its author appear in his correspondence with Gabriel Harvey, the shepherd Hobbinol of the Calender.
 In the section of the treatise that deals with the matter labelled “Imitatio” (45v-64v), Ascham allows for competitive as well as sacramental imitations of ancient authors. 
  In enunciating his pedagogy, he accounts for virtually all imitation theory from antiquity up to his own time.  Spenser obviously overlooked and forgave Ascham for his disdain of romance and rhyme and instead appreciated his zeal for reading authors such as Cicero and his belief that one who does so will be “both learned, wise, and also an honest man, if he ioyned with all the trewe doctrine of Gods holie Bible” (47).
  In an early letter to Harvey, Spenser discusses his experiments with quantitative meters and indicates his debt to The scholemaster:

I am, of late, more in loue wyth my Englishe Versifying, than with Ryming: whyche I should haue done long since, if I would then haue followed your councell. Sed te solum iam tum suspicabar cum Aschamo sapere: nunc Aulam video egregios alere Poëtas Anglicos. [But then I thought that you alone were wise with Ascham; now I see that the Court fosters excellent English poets.]

                                                                                                                                    (V 10:6, 252)
He also knew this humanist as the beloved teacher of the monarch to whom he dedicated his epic, who subtly endorses his own methods by reporting his conversation with the doomed prodigy Lady Jane Grey, who praises his colleague John Aylmer (1521-94), later Bishop of London, her tutor:  
One of the greatest benefites, that euer God gaue me, is, that he sent me so sharpe and seuere Parentes, and so ientle a scholemaster. . . . I thinke my selfe in hell, till tyme cum, that I must go to M. Elmer, who teacheth me so ientlie, so pleasantlie, with soch faire allurementes to learning, that I thinke all the tyme nothing, whiles I am with him. And when I am called from him, I fall on weeping, because, what soeuer I do els, but leaning, is ful of griefe, trouble, feare, and whole misliking vnto me. (11v-12)  
Imitatio worked well enough for her to read the Phaedo in Greek, “with as moch delite, as som ientleman wold read a merie tale in Bocase,” Ascham reports. This intellectual activity provided her some relief from the manipulative, vacuous, and abusive parents whose machinations would lead directly to her death. Although The scholemaster defines imitatio as “a facultie to expresse liuelie and perfitelie that example which ye go about to folow” (45v), one may also work variations:  “This he altereth and changeth, either in propertie of wordes, in forme of sentence, in substance of the matter, on in one or other conuenient circumstance of the authors present purpose” (47v).  Warrant is given for these approaches from the ancient authors themselves:

This Imitatio is dissimilis materiei similis tractatio; and also, similis materiei dissimilis tractatio, as Virgill folowed Homer: but the Argument to the one was Vlysses, to the other Æneas.  Tullie persecuted Antonie with the same wepons of eloquence that Demosthenes vsed before against Philippe. (47).
Ascham gives an apprentice poet almost complete license to do as he may with a maker from antiquity, as long as he perpetrates no rhyming or romancing.  Dissimilar in material, similar in treatment, or similar in material and dissimilar in treatment—the recommendation is to be respectfully competitive, advice which Spenser took to heart, evident from the following examples.  As early as 1579, before The Faerie Queene was even well planned, Harvey admonishes its prospective author, who has Ariosto’s Orlando furioso (1532) set before him, “which notwithstanding, you wil needes seeme to emulate, and hope to ouergo, as you flatly professed your self in one of your last Letters” (V 10:471). In the same year, Spenser’s ubiquitous alter-ego, Colin Clout, reflects on the lessons learned from “A good olde shephearde, Wrenock,” who made him “by arte more cunning” in such competitions as an aemulor:

Fro thence I durst in derring doe compare

With shepheards swayne, what euer fedde in field:

And if that Hobbinol right iudgement bare,

To Pan his owne selfe pype I neede not yield.

For if the flocking Nymphes did folow Pan,

The wiser Muses after Colin ranne.

                                (SC, “Dec,” 41-48)

Also, as late as 1595, the same surrogate remarks of the Shepherd of the Ocean, the Raleigh figure, that “aemuling my pipe, he tooke in hond / My pipe before that aemuled of many” (CCCHA, 72-73).  Although he suggests a mutuality in poetic admiration, “each making other mery, / Neither envying other, nor envied” (77-78), one must remember that he creates the poem in a competitive spirit to say that he himself is worth “aemuling,” “competing with” as well as “imitating,” by the illustrious courtier himself, whose access to the desired monarch was so much more profoundly realized than Spenser’s own.  Similarly, the envoi to the eclogues that E. K. supplies may appear to disavow comparisons with Chaucer and Langland: “Dare not to match thy pype with Tityrus hys style, / Nor with the Pilgrim that the Ploughman playde a while” (V 7:120). Yet his very broaching of the subject actually invites the reader to include the author of the “lyttle Calender” in the illustrious company of his predecessors. 
The spirit of aemulatio, then, informs both ends of Spenser’s career. The Calender suggests that he meditated on these matters from the beginning, since E. K. implies that this twelve-part work serves as both imitation and emulation of certain illustrious predecessors: 
So flew Theocritus, as you may perceiue he was all ready full fledged.  So flew Virgile, as not yet well feeling his winges.  So flew Mantuane, as being not full somd.  So Petrarque.  So Boccace; So Marot, Sanazarus, and also diuers other excellent both Italian and French Poetes, whose foting this Author euery where followeth, yet so as few, but they be wel sented can trace him out. So finally flyeth this our new Poete, as a bird, whose principals be scarce growen out, but yet as that in time shall be hable to keepe wing with the best. (V 7:10)

By including Spenser in such distinguished company, E. K. makes him seem to be the culmination of the tradition that Theocritus and his fellows represent as well as its overthrow.  He performs a similar function by comparing Spenser to Chaucer and Vergil in his use of his curiously rustic language and, to English eyes, his use of an unfamiliar genre: “having the sound of those auncient Poetes still ringing in his eares, he mought needes in singing hit out some of theyre tunes” (7-8).  Two centuries before Upton, the commentator and champion explains that this is how all great poets begin their careers: “to prove theyr tender wyngs, before they make a greater flyght” (10).  George Puttenham’s praise of the Calender by situating it along with its still-anonymous author in a community of poets suggests the the success of Spenser’s campaign: “For Eglogue and pastorall Poesie, Sir Philip Sydney and Maister Challenner, and that other Gentleman who wrate the late shepheardes Callender.”
  
That other gentleman, entirely befitting a poet who represents both the culmination and overthrow of convention, stocks his “Callender” with images of aemulatio, self-contained yet anamorphic episodes that both moralize and demonstrate the futility of such easy homiletic judgements.  Thenot’s tale of the Goodly Oak and the Bragging Briar in “Februarie” (102-238) pays tribute to and rewrites Aesop.  The Briar’s desire not to be overshadowed by his benevolent elder suggests the danger of abandoning antiquity, since it results in his own ruin:  “So the old man checketh the rashheaded boy, for despysing his gray and frostye heares” (V 7:26), cautions E. K., reinforcing the last lines of the poem: “Such was thend of this Ambitious brere, / For scorning Eld” (“Feb,” 237-38). Yet in virtually all ways Spenser himself displays such rash-headedness, like the Briar “a certaine Icon or Hypotyposis of disdainfull younkers” (V 7: 27).  His Calender by its very existence attempts to eradicate his predecessors as competition—he would not otherwise write it. Rash-headed boys in the text heap a scandalous amount of scorn on their elders. Willye and Thomalin attempt to outdo each other in “March,” as do Pallinode and Piers in “Maye.”  That Hobbinol sings Colin’s song and praises it in “Aprill” (37-153) constitutes an allegory of imitatio.  Yet his aside about the jealousy of Calliope at his friend’s piping in “June” (57-64) explains aemulatio:  “They drewe abacke, as halfe with shame confound, / Shepheard to see, them in theyr art outgoe” (63-64). The woodcut preceding “Julye”  provides a tableau of this less collegial type of relationship, which clearly pictures Morrell sitting on a hill towering above the envious Thomalin, to whom he says, “thys hyll thou hast such doubt to climbe” (232-32).  “August” names Vergil and Theocritus in its prose preface; the eclogue’s triple stichomythia attempts to rewrite them; its three speakers compete; two emblems speak for Spenser’s emulation of his predecessors as well as his shepherds’s competition with one another:  “Vicenti gloria victi” [the glory of the vanquished goes to the vanquisher]; “Vinto non vitto” [defeated but not conquered] (V 7:83). E. K. makes similar claims in the most theoretically “poetical” of the eclogues, “October,” when he says that the discussion about the nature and social place of poetry between Piers and Cuddie reflects “The style hereof as also that in Theocritus, is more loftye than the rest, and applied to the heighte of Poeticall witte” (99). Yet his most declarative statement about Spenserian emulation of auctores may well be in the preface to “November,” the poem not only imitative of Marot “But farre passing his reache” (104).  The veneration of and respect for eminent predecessors declines by twelve degrees, eclogue by eclogue, from January to December.
Two of the best with whom Spenser attempts to keep pace receive mention at the end of the collection.  E. K. glosses Colin’s missing emblem at the end of “December” with the famous expostulations on poetic immortality by Horace, “Exegi monumentum” (Carmina 3.30.1), and Ovid, “Iamque opus exegi” (Met. 15.871), albeit misquoting the latter (V 7:119-20). Of a piece with the previously mentioned disavowals of comparison with Chaucer and Lydgate, the very quoting of the material invites us to read Spenser against his classical predecessors—especially Ovid, present as an imitative model from the first.  

III
Several studies over the last century trace Ovid’s pan-European reception from late antiquity to the Enlightenment, most often as a sacramental auctor to be copied or a predecessor to be outdone. Spenser surfaces in many of these. Most concern the Metamorphoses, to the (unfortunate, ahistorical) exclusion of other parts of the corpus, and do not often account for specific lines of transmission to early modern authors.
  One must have been the humanist schoolroom, whose methods and materials some commentators, such as Bate, Enterline, and Burrow, have only recently begun to analyze as influences, expanding the work of T. W. Baldwin on Shakespeare’s likely education.
  Certain types of Erasmian pedagogy outlined above may have informed the multiplex reading and polyphonic writing strategies for which Spenser is justly celebrated. His translation of Plato’s Axiochus and his verse letter in Latin hexameters to Harvey serve as evidence that he learned very well indeed. Ovid was doubtless part of his educational experience.

Spenser’s tutor, Richard Mulcaster, the headmaster of the Merchant Taylors’ School, almost certainly helped him form his imitative poetics for ancient authors such as Ovid. His pedagogy seems paradoxically worldly and provincial, like Ascham’s.  He was a Continental humanist who stressed wide reading in many authors and who believed in double translation—teaching boys to render passages from a classical author into English and then translating this rendition back into the original language, paraphrased—but who remained strongly nationalistic and even somewhat xenophobic about his native tongue.  In Positions (1581) and The First Part of the Elementarie (1582), Mulcaster stressed that learning Latin should be a basic activity for English schoolboys learning to write words in their own language.
 Education should be graphically bilingual: 
I ioyn the latin letter with the English, bycause the time to learn the latin tung is next in order after the Elementarie, and the childes hand is thĕ to be acquainted with the latin charact, which nothing so cumbersome as the English charact is, if it be not far more easie. And tho we vse to learne som other tungs afterward, as well as latin, which haue their peculiar characts, as the greke and hebrew, yet he that can write English and latin well, will learne those hands both soon, and of himself. (Elementarie, 56-57)
  
Such pedagogy was naturally conducive to double translation, even to handwriting and penmanship, the roman (“latin charact”) less “cumbersome” than the gothic (“English”).  Mulcaster’s is above all practical, a champion in all things of  the “far more easie.” He also urges the inculcation of self-reliance in a student, who should teach himself to excel by doing his own writing. His attitude to the classical past is reverential and suspicious. Good humanist that Mulcaster is, he stresses the importance of classical culture as foundational for learning moral virtues and, more important, for creating one’s own national literature:
For is it not in dede a meruellous bondage, to becom seruants to one tung for learning sake, the most of our time, with losse of most time, whereas we maie haue the verie same treasur in our own tung, with the gain of most time? our own bearing the ioyfull title of our libertie and fredom, the Latin tung remembring vs, of our thraldom & bondage? I loue Rome, but London better, I fauour Italie, but England more, I honor the Latin, but I worship the English. (254)
 
With Mulcaster’s nativist sentiment underlying his pedagogy, it would have been natural for Spenser, steeped in authors such as Ovid, to feel encouraged to make poetry “in our own tung,” English: “I am seruant to my cuntrie. For hir sake I trauell, hir circumstances I must consider, and whatsoever I shall pen, I will se it executed by the grace of God, mine own self, to persuade other the better by a tried prouf” (253). Nationalism, then, informs the abstract idea of overgoing the models of the ancient past in a peculiarly English humanist way.  
Other Erasmian pedagogical practices in the schools may have contributed to Spenser’s poetics, such as his multiplex compositional technique.  Richard Rambuss analyzes the importance of translation as apprentice work, which complements early modern notions of authorship and signifies the reemphasis on the trivium, with its stress on Latin authors, which emanated from Cambridge in the 1570’s.
  To aid the memory and expand analytical ability, masters such as Ascham and Mulcaster encouraged their charges to compile commonplace books, journals with choice quotations from ancient authors on particular subjects. On one page, for example, the young Spenser may have copied over, doubly translated, and annotated passages from Ovid, Horace, and Vergil concerning a theme or their similar use of a Latin word.  Hence an Amoretti sonnet or a Faerie Queene stanza that draws together seemingly disparate elements may instead reflect a compositional habit inculcated in Spenser’s youth.  As Burrow hypothesizes, the author’s “tendency to allude to multiple sources at once, and to make what appear to be deliberately incongruous juxtapositions between earlier and later treatments of a classical topos, is not the product of uncritical eclecticism.”
 Similarly, Richard Frushell observes that the humanist educational program included the idea of copia, or abundance, to enlarge the original idea of a model predecessor.
 Spenser’s own densely allusive poetics, then, can be easily explained, especially if he noticed that Ovid himself tends to practice the same techniques: satirizing Propertius, Gallus, and Tibullus in the Amores; competing against Vergil and Homer by distilling their epics into one book of the Metamorphoses.
A remarkable example of English Ovidianism from the second decade of the sixteenth century hints at the progressive pedagogy that may have benefited not only Spenser but also his masters in their own schooling.  Its title explains its methodology, and foretells to some extent the type of double translation that Ascham and Mulcaster recommend in their treatises:  The flores of Ouide de arte amandi with theyr englysshe afore them: and two alphabete tablys. The fyrst begynneth with the englysshe hauyng the laten wordes folowynge. the other with the laten hauyng ye englysse wordes folowynge (1513).
  Although the book’s frontispiece features a naïve woodcut of a magister wielding his birch rods before three pupilli, its contents and implied pedagogy belie such intimidation.  The flores of Ouide contains eighty-five distichs from the Ars amatoria preceded by brief but helpfully idiomatic English translations, and then an extensive glossary of virtually every Latin word in the text. In a tradition traceable to the cathedral schools of the twelfth century, it seeks to make Ovid accessible to schoolboys.
 Yet these same readers must also have learned eventually that the poem itself sent its author into exile because his emperor failed to understand its inherent humor and satire.  Among other things, the Ars advertises itself as a foolproof guide for men to seduce women and enjoy the satisfaction of cuckolding their doltish husbands by telling the most effective lies imaginable for the purpose. It also presumes to advise women on how to assume the most flattering sexual positions during intercourse so that they may look their absolute best.  The text was controversial even in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries for its misogyny, misanthropy, and pessimistic view of love.  The author of The flores of Ouide certainly does not trumpet the notoriety of the Ars or include anything from the sexual-positions-passage (AA 3.769-808), but he does not reduce the poem to homiletic bromides, either. In keeping with one form of humanist tradition, the reader is expected to create his own context, and surprisingly little editorial distortion occurs. An adolescent schoolboy or a twenty-two-year-old Henry VIII would hardly struggle to find its themes that champion rogue male behavior. The twenty-fourth distichon, for example, translates “audentem Forsque Venusque iuvat” (AA 1.609), “bothe fortune & the goddes of loue helpe a bolde man”; the twenty-sixth renders “Blanditiis animum furtim deprendere nunc sit” (1.619), “It is lauful to gete a bodyis mynde priuely by flatteryngis” (The flores of Ouide, Aiiiv). The text includes Ovid’s amoral advice to young men to be Protean in their sexual dealings with women (AA 1.755-70): “Therby as many maner condicions in menys brestys / or hartis: as ther be dyuers figuris in the worlde. therefore he that is wyse shal be apte: or mete applyiynge hym selfe to those vnnumerable maners” (The flores of Ouide, Aiiiv).
 Since women falsely and maliciously entice men, they deserve equal treatment. “Fallite fallentes” (Ars 1.645) becomes “Begyle the begylers” (The flores of Ouide, Aiiiv). As I demonstrate in Chapter 5, Spenser possessed a detailed knowledge of the Ars, one that may have emanated from such a school text. Yet his savage portrayals of seducers such as Paridell and Acrasia who embody the amorality of the lines above, his sabotage of his amorous speaker who pursues Elizabeth Boyle in the Amoretti, and his sympathy for Britomart and Amoret implies that he understood Ovid’s satiric intent and did not misread the poem as an endorsement of antifeminism or sexual amorality.
  He may well have garnered such sophistication at school from a gentle schoolmaster with fair enticements to learning.
IV
Along with the humanist concepts of double translation, imitatio-aemulatio, and copia, the maligned and misunderstood practice of moralization informed Spenser’s reading of Ovid and his reprocessing of the ancient author’s works in forging his own.  This medieval tradition surfaces in general ways in the canon. The split fourteeners that serve as proems to each canto of The Faerie Queene in effect moralize by guiding readers in their interpretations, as do the arguments that precede each eclogue of The Shepheardes Calender and the commentaries of E. K. that follow.  More specifically, each “ethical correction” of Ovid in Spenser inherently moralizes and then interrogates the activity itself. The interlude in Faerie Queene 3.9-10, featuring that comic triad of cuckoldry, Paridell, Hellenore, and Malbecco, satirizes medieval fabliaux, exalted troubadour lyrics, and busy trouvère romances championing fin’ Amors. Such parodies suggest that one condemn the corresponding classical source texts, the Ars and the Amores, which condone or recommend adultery.  However, the subtleties of Spenser’s narrative undermine such easy correspondences. Hellenore and Malbecco behave in ways that evoke scorn and empathy in nearly equal measure.  
One could argue that Spenser’s polyphonic authorial perspective developed from his earlier training in imitatio with his experience of moralized Ovidian texts, or perhaps even the sort of sixteenth-century European and English commentaries that Andrew Wallace has analyzed so profitably.  Indeed, it would have been unusual for an early modern person to experience the Latin Metamorphoses without guidance of any kind.
  The format of the Golding translation provides evidence for this argument, since its prefatory materials advise the prospective reader how to process the ensuing poem: 
                                                 Ne let them more offend

At vices in this present woork in lyvely colours pend,

Than if that in a chrystall glasse fowle images they found,

Resembling folkes fowle visages that stand about it round.

For sure theis fables are not put in wryghting to thentent

Too further or allure too vyce: but rather this is ment,

That men beholding what they bee when vyce dooth reigne in stead

Of vertue, should not let their lewd affections have the head. 

                                                                       (XVB Ep. 557-64)

Golding’s statement may appear conventionally dour and rigid unless one considers that he also seems somewhat desperate to explain why the “vices” in “theis fables” should be “in lyvely colours pend.” And they are, no less so than Spenser’s aforementioned fabliau. Such criticism of ancient authors has always been a contentious issue. As Don Cameron Allen explained over thirty years ago, the hermeneutics of moralization can be traced to the dawn of reading in the Christian west.  It began as the simple allegorizing of classical ideas and texts in response to hard-line, exclusionary Christian thinking such as that of Tertullian (c. 160-230).  It may have also arisen from the typological impulse as begun by Justin Martyr (c. 105-165). Both claimed that demons invented the pagan gods and a mythological apparatus to blind humankind to the truths of Christianity, their etiology perversely emanating from a reading of Genesis and some of the prophetic books.  Surely all diluvian stories were poor imitations of the trials of Noah. Greek writers, claimed Tertullian, simply plagiarized from the narratives in Exodus and the prophetic writings of Jeremiah.  For every Celsus (fl. 175-80) who argued that Christianity is merely bad Platonism, its concept of the Virgin Birth no less ridiculous than the Twelve Labors of Hercules, there was an Origen (c. 240) to attack him in fulsome polemical language. Moralization was necessary to preserve classical culture and therefore became the dominant reading strategy for over a thousand years.  We would probably have no Greco-Roman literature without it, the sarcastic asides of Luther and Rabelais on the matter notwithstanding.  Moralizers helped make ancient authors fit the canons of the time, a contextualizing interpretive activity that Spenser knew well, especially for writers as open to misreading as Ovid.
 

Since the Metamorphoses was the best-known compendium of ancient stories and taught the west its classical mythology, it was most frequently attacked and was thereby most amenable to moralization, a process that humanism and the advent of printing accelerated rather than halted.
  The Narrationes of Lactantius (c. 240-320) may reflect the earliest welcome reception of the matter of Ovid’s poem, although one might also categorize this text as a mythological hodgepodge, as some do with the works of the First and Second Vatican Mythographers, which could have been produced as early as the Merovingian and Carolingian periods, respectively.  Dracontius (fl. 490) and Fulgentius’s Mythologiarum libri tres (c. 600) reflect clearer appropriations of Ovidian materials, the latter the first example of true moralization and, in some respects, perhaps parodic of Christian exegesis that would discount the vibrant paganism of the Metamorphoses.
  Arnulph de Orleans expands on Fulgentius’s work and technique in his twelfth-century Allegoriae super Ovidii Metamorphosin, as do the thirteenth-century texts such as John of Garland’s Integumenta Ovidii, Giovanni del Virgilio’s Allegorie librorum Ovidii, and the work of the Third Vatican Mythographer, who may have been an Englishman named either Master Alberic or Alexander Neckham.
 

Dante, Petrarch, and Boccaccio read their Metamorphoses through the lenses of such guiding texts that accompanied the Latin poem.   The enormous and anonymous Ovide Moralisé in their century attempted to combine a text and commentary in tens of thousands of French octosyllabic couplets.  The Ovidius moralizatus or Metamorphosis Ovidiana Moraliter of Pierre Bersuire (Petrus Berchorius), whose fifteenth book comprises a Latin prose redaction of Ovid’s poem in its entirety and demonstrates a familiarity with the Moralisé itself, was known to Petrarch.  Bersuire’s project was, in turn, attributed to a Thomas Walleys in the sixteenth century, translated into French, and printed in 1509, 1511, and 1513.  Each fable is analyzed according to the four modes of Scriptural reading (literal, allegorical, tropological, anagogical). This technique creates some bizarre confluences: Actaeon is a usurer and Christ, Danae both a sexualized being and a type of the Virgin.  William Caxton translated this shorter compilation into English before 1480 but did not publish it.  His version of the enterprise seems to have been known to at least some of his countrymen although the “Walleys” version of Bersuire appears to have won out.  Continental versions of a moralized prose Metamorphoses appeared with some frequency:  Raffaello Regio’s important commentary on the poem (1493), printed twelve times before 1510, incorporates Lactantius and divides Ovid’s epic into encyclopedic entries that gloss historical allusions.  Complementary projects include Giovanni Bonsignori’s Methamorphoseos vulgare (1497), a similar work by Petrus Lavinius (1510), and George Schuler’s Fabularum Ovidii interpretatio tradita in Academia Regiomontana (1555). Lodovico Dolce’s Italian translation, Le transformationi (1555), moralizes in political terms.
 In Spenser’s momentous last decade, Abraham Fraunce’s The Third Part of the Countesse of Pembrokes Yuychurch (1592) features sixteen tales from the Metamorphoses moralized. The tradition continues well into the seventeenth century. Nicolas Renouard’s Les Metamorphoses d’Ovide traduites in prose francoise (1619), and, important for English readers, George Sandys’ Ovids Metamorphosis Englished (1632), which displaces Golding’s translation and moralizes fulsomely.  Milton’s Paradise Lost (1667, 1674) revivifies the demonizing of mythology from the early Christian centuries.  His etiological account of the pagan gods as prelapsarian rebel angels (1.356-75) colorfully dramatizes Tertullian’s thesis that the Devil invented such demons to confuse mankind. His own Ovidianism is in some respects predicated by his observation of Spenser’s reading of the ancient author in the midst of an early modern English aetas Ovidiana.
V
Previous studies tend not to contextualize Spenser’s work in this larger dimension of early modern Ovidianism, which during the quarter-century of his writing career (1569-96) and beyond featured a remarkable number of imitations, subversions, and recastings of Ovid: e.g., Donne’s Elegies; Marlowe’s Hero and Leander; Shakespeare’s Sonnets and Venus and Adonis.  Few scholars analyze the frenetic translation industry that also springs up while the Amoretti and Faerie Queene are conceived and born and continues into the reign of James I, and fewer still read Spenser as a member of this community of writers. Virtually the entire Ovidian corpus receives English poetical treatment: Golding’s and Sandys’s Metamorphoses; George Turberville’s Heroides (1567); Thomas Underdown’s Ibis (1569); Thomas Churchyard’s Tristia (1573, 1580); Marlowe’s Amores (1599); Thomas Heywood’s Ars amatoria and probable Remedia Amoris (c. 1599-1613); Wye Saltonstall’s Tristia (1633) and Ex Ponto (1638).
 With few exceptions, such as Bersuire or The flores of Ouide, readers out of their teens expected metrically regular and rhymed renditions of any Roman poet into their vernacular languages.
Obviously the immensely learned author of The Faerie Queene needed no translation to help him navigate his great predecessor once he had mastered the lessons of Mulcaster.  Yet there is evidence unearthed as early as the eighteenth century that he was personally acquainted with Golding, Churchyard, and Turberville, knew their work, and echoed it.
 More significant, perhaps, is that these English productions provide an important corollary to Spenser’s corpus.  He writes Ovidian-infused poetry while his less talented contemporaries make English verse based on their readings of the ancient author, which provides some evidence of how his works sounded to early modern readers as circulating literary energy. Read together in this fashion, Spenser and his translating contemporaries illuminate each other.  They make cultural capital for themselves out of the ancient writer whom they appropriate, revise, cannibalize, seem to emulate, and hope to overgo. In this milieu it seems reductive to use only the Latin Ovid or English prose renditions for comparative purposes. Therefore, each of my chapters uses at least one contemporaneous translation to explore Spenser’s emulation of his ancient predecessor, since each of these practically functions as a commentary on the work so rendered, and provides at least some idea of how the Metamorphoses, Tristia, Ars amatoria, Amores, and Heroides sounded in early modern English verse.
My first chapter concentrates on Spenser’s reading of the Tristia, since he seems to have identified with the auctor as an exile to some extent. He also appears to have read Thomas Churchyard’s The Three First Bookes of Ouid de Tristibus Translated into English (1572, 1580). Both men were acquainted well enough to praise each other in their poetry. More important, two decades before Spenser’s permanent relocation to Ireland, Churchyard (1520?-1604) experienced similar events as a New Englishman in that country who witnessed atrocities and glibly defended imperial English policy there. The Three First Bookes allows us to witness at least one way that the Tristia was read or was heard as English verse. It may well have served as a primer for Spenser about how to be a poet. It helps account for the many images of exile and alienation in the Spenserian corpus from the Calendar to Fowre Hymnes and Colin Clouts come home againe.

My second chapter examines Spenser’s use of the Heroides, that classical nexus of of desire, writing, and feminine self-fashioning in poetical form, glancing at the poetry of Isabella Whitney (fl. 1567-69).  Churchyard’s contemporary, George Turberville, serves as medium between Spenser and Ovid. His The Heroycall Epistles of the Learned Poet Publius Ouidius Naso, In Englishe Verse (1567) helps his celebrated contemporary construct women’s voices in such early modern versions of l’écriture féminine. These translations and Whitney’s epistles exemplify different poetical forms and meters for women’s voices utilized in The Shepheardes Calender and The Faerie Queene, even to the extent of surmised feminine prolixity and capriciousness garnered from the Heroides itself.  Along with Turberville’s ventriloquized Ovidian characters, Whitney exemplified a Tudor herois, analogous to Spenser’s conception of Britomart, Amoret, and Una.
My next two chapters concern the diffuse and enormous subject of the effect of the Metamorphoses on the Spenserian canon.  I narrow it by examining the Arthur Golding rendition, The xv. Bookes of P.Ouidius Naso, entytuled Metamorphosis (1567), as well as the Latin text when necessary. This helps contextualize The Faerie Queene within the larger phenomenon of early modern English Ovidianism, especially the tendency of its practitioners to think of poetic composition as a bilingual enterprise and as part of the humanist program of imitatio and aemulatio.  Commentators as early as Jortin remark on Spenser’s knowledge of this version and its author, and relatively much is known about Golding—translator of John Calvin, Theodore Beza, Heinrich Bullinger, Pomponius Mela, and Caesar—compared to the dearth of information regarding Churchyard and Turberville. In the sixteenth century, Puttenham compares his work favorably to Thomas Phaer’s Vergil, Seuen first books of the Eneidos (1558): “Maister Arthure Golding, who with no lesse commendation turned into English meetre the Metamorphosis of Ouide.”
 Yet few critics discuss specific effects or solid evidence of intertextuality, the actual presence of The xv. Bookes in The Faerie Queene, or ways in which this English text exemplified the type of anamorphic and metamorphic patterning found in Spenser’s epic.

The concluding sections of my book concern the effects of the Ars amatoria and the Amores on The Faerie Queene and the ways in which Spenser informs his own erotic poetry with the lessons of the magister Amoris: Amoretti and Epithalamion and Fowre Hymnes. He appears to interrogate and demonize the Ars by analogy in the episodes of his epic featuring Paridell and Hellenore, Malecasta, Acrasia, or Phaedria, or in the description of such abstractions as Lechery and Lust.  Yet his constant allusion to this satirical treatise and guidebook may constitute a tribute to his predecessor, one effected with great subtlety and humor, as if Spenser were attempting to reconcile the erotic with the sacred in his poetry yet aware that he was bound to fail. To this end, he happily and sometimes subversively deploys the Amores and  Ars as an intertext to inform his poetry throughout his career, from the Calender to the Hymnes. Even his paragon of chastity, Britomart, indirectly partakes of the precepts of the magister. Such a paradoxical association suggests that Spenser does not always see Ovid’s “teachings” as lessons in depravity. Instead he demonstrates the same type of capacious tolerance toward them that the contemporaneous English translations, Christopher Marlowe’s All Ouids Elegies (c. 1595-99) and Thomas Heywood’s Loues Schoole (c. 1600-13) exhibit in their worldly bonhomie, and suggests how receptive late sixteenth-century readership may have been to Ovidian ars.

As another way of exploring such multiplex receptions, and as a segue into my first chapter on Spenser and the Tristia, I conclude with a brief examination of the prefatory epigrams that Thomas Vautrollier appends to his edition of the Fasti and the exile poetry (1583), Angelo Poliziano’s elegiacs on the death of Ovid and Julius Caesar Scaliger’s considerably sharper statement on the same subject. Since Wye Saltonstall renders this material into Caroline English and includes it with his Tristia, coupling it with the early modern humanists’ Latin seems appropriate, given my emphasis on translation in the present volume.
 Poliziano and Scaliger envision the auctor as the ludic love poet who suffered an exile’s fate, the twofold identity he was understood to possess in the Middle Ages and Renaissance, not dissimilar to some twenty-first-century portrayals of Spenser among the Gaelic Scythians: the exploiter and champion of this foreign people in whose country he found himself part of a privileged minority, the stooge and apologist for a disastrous policy there, simultaneously its victim and beneficiary. 

Just as Spenser gathers divergent yet complementary voices in the same poem, Vautrollier may well have presented the humanists’ Ovidian epigrams together for a similar reason, considerably divergent in tone and subject. Both rely heavily on his autobiographical apologia, the second book of the Tristia. Poliziano idealizes his subject as a paragon of modesty, whereas Scaliger compels this same poet to speak somewhat boastfully for himself and to reject idealism of any kind. Poliziano’s composition, written in the third person, portrays Ovid as the benevolent victim of politics, ironically valued more by the barbarians he dwelt among than his cultured audience back in the City: “Nec te Roma pudet: quæ tanto immitis alumno. / Pectora habes ipsis barbarioria Getis?” [And wert not asham’d to be (O Rome) / More cruell than the Getes to such a sonne?]. The harsh Pontic landscape itself reacts to his death as the underworld does to the grieving Orpheus: “Extinctum & montes flebant, & sylua, feræque, / Et flesse in mediis dicitur Ister aquis” [Woods, mountaines, beasts, a mourning day did keepe, / And Isters pearly streame they say did weepe].  “Vos quoque Pierides vati libastis adempto / Carmina, sed nostro non referenda sono” [The Muses brought their Poet many a verse, / Which I am farre unworthy to rehearse]. Scaliger is unsentimental and uses the first person so that his ventriloquized Ovid may accuse his emperor of hypocrisy with the requisite bitterness: “exsul abi, / Impia flagitus squalent penetralia dires” [condemne thy selfe to banishment, / For such foule deedes thy private roomes doe staine].  In a type of iamque opus exegi utterance, this Naso knows his worth and ends by trumpeting his achievements: “Lactea molliuit veteres mea vena poetas; / Et rerum docuit pondera certa nouos” [My straine hath made the ancient Poets soft, / And to the new the waight of things hath rought]. 
Spenser, as we will see, identified with some aspects of these Ovidian selves in his attempts to develop a feasible erotic poetics during his career in Ireland, by creating an identity that partakes of an idealism analogous to Poliziano’s and an assertiveness similar to Scaliger’s. Three examples of this phenomenon come immediately to mind. He channels the spirit of both epigrams in the poem named after his surrogate Colin Clout (1596), who portrays himself as a true love poet come home only to be repelled by a decadent court rife with fornication and false amor, a man misunderstood by his monarch and her minions, yet careful not to criticize her too directly or to castigate any of these courtiers by name. Also, Spenser’s Nature is just as phenomenological, animistic, and anthropomorphic as the environment that Poliziano imagines for his Naso-as-Orpheus, a landscape that constantly advertises his own brilliance as New Poet in the Calender and elsewhere, in a fashion similar to Scaliger’s terse, cynical figure. In other instances, the threefold poet of epic, romance, and allegory imagines himself as the Ovidian vates who, with modest pride and humble arrogance, asserts the transcendence of his work in The Faerie Queene, just as he does in The Shepheardes Calender and Epithalamion. Both epigrams define Ovid primarily as a love poet in exile, Poliziano explicitly: “Qui iacet, hic teneri doctor amoris erat” [He that did teach the Art of love lyes here]; Scaliger implicitly: “mea te mouit tetricum lasciua iuuentus” [my wanton youth did move thy discontent]. This resemblance to the early modern English writer creates a spatial and temporal conundrum.  Across a millennium and a half, the end of one career appears to inform the beginning of another. As Holahan says, “Spenser knew Ovid so intimately that to write poetry was to use him.”
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