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Ausonius from Bordeaux is one of the best known writers of his time. He was the scion of a Gallo Roman family, that belonged to the bourgeoisie and receiued rthe highest honours during his long and rich public life., which makes him quite unique.

Indeed his career which spanned almost over the century, has liitle equivalent in Latin World. His life cannot be separated from his poetry and what strikes us in the work he has left, is his diversity and variety. Ausonius has celebrated the whole range of human deelings but has also forsaken classical epic poetry in favour of genres that were in the shadow and has made them his own particulary. As J. Fontaine, so aptly, wrote, his work is "a true miniature poetic garden". Unified in spite of his fragmentation, his work has often been criticized for being artificial without any proper regard given to the subtlety that pervades it. Its originality has also beeb questionned by several critics because of its topical aspect and the prevailing part rhetoric plays in it.

Posterity has kept The Mosella of course but also the De Rosis Nascentibus or the Cento Nuptialis while neglecting the shorter works. Yet, from his epigramms to his idylls, from the epitaphs to the Ordo, it is the same poetic voice one keeps hearing, no stumbling poet ! Different texts are harmoniously interwoven to a point rarely ever reached and works keep echoing each other, as if to match that physical phenomenon so beloved by Ausonius.

My focus today will be the epigrams and more specially the poems describing real or fictive works of art. Indeed, by reactivating the original meaning of ekphrasis (related, firts of all, to some degree of vivacity-enargeia for the Greeks, then euidentia for Romans, supposed tio turn the reader into witnesses, yhe epigrams are the work in which voicing, polyphony and the emergence of uox poetae are at their most striking.

What I mean by uox poetae, is the voice of the poet as an entity the text gives itself and which is used as the authority responsible for the work? In that case, th eprimary recipient is the reader. It is not through the use of the first person singular or through textual indications of emotion that the uox poetae can be heard but notably through intetextual echoes-be they reverberations or differences. These echoes are what determines the position of the texte in relation to its models. The uox poetae must also be considered as the structure that asserts from wiyhin a specific aesthetic conception of the epigram.

What I plan to show is that the polyphonic choice is a poetic choice that reveals a specific conception of writing. Yet every cas of ekphrastic epigram is an invitation for an intertextual revelry on a level equal to that of the interventive tradition.

Before moving on to the study of Ausonian epigrams, I'd like to stress 3 points:

-Any epigramthat describes a work of art necessarily plays with the authenticity or fictional character of that work, and therefore with its own status as a verbal representation of the visual representation .

-What can a voice be when it comes to describing an object that is by definition voiceless and mute ?

-Given that the epigram is originally an epigraph and an epitaph, the initial and original voice of the epigram is in a way the signature the work its describes. That signature changes from mere statement (for instance Phidias painted me) it acquires the status of historical comment. Besides, in the oldest verified inscriptions, anonymous poets have statues, monuments, graves and the deceased themselves speak. Such verbal tricks charecterize this genre : by writing the descriptive epigram of a work of art, the poet in his turl creates an artistic object that comes to be perceived as an artificial one from which illusion originates. such strategies make it possible to elaborate a specific rhetoric which allows the multiplication within the poem of both fictionnal voices and visualization devices.

Ausonius seems especially interested in one particular aspect of the writing of epigramsespecially when these epigrams deal with work of art : the epigraphic form ans its manipulation. Greek epigram wtiters have been fully aware of the sciptural originof that poetic genre and L. Floridi even pointed out that epigram can be interpretated as a progressive detachment from their epigraphic origins. However, that phenomenon is not as obvious in Latin epigrams and seems not to have interested epigramatists as much, except in the case of Ausonius, who diverts epigraphic conventions both to generate reflection on these conventionsand to produce ironical speech.

Indeed, in the 20 or so epigrams whose topic is work of art, what the reader mostly hears is the critical voice of the traditionnal satirical Latin epigram which delivers, as fictionnal reader, a message that is sometimes one of praise, sometimes one of blame, such as the epigram 75 about Crispa or the series about Rufus or Eunus.

The voice of the reader/ fictional spectator, can also be heard in the epigrams that deal with the sigificance anfd the aetiology of the works of art. In that case, its role is to decipher and interpret for the actual reader what he sees or reads. In that case, Ausonius uses dialogue, or at least kind of recomposed dialogue, as for instance in epigram 12 on the statue of Occasio et Paenitentia :

- Voices of Hellenistics poets surface in that poem. One can hear the echo of the epigram written by Possidippus about the statue of Lysippus which was a real and celebrated statue in Ancient Greece. Posidippe's poeme starts with questions related to the identification of the statue, followed by questions the surprise of the spectator confronted with the unusual guise of the god and concludes with explanations as to the sculptor's intentions. Ausoniius uses a second source besides this one: an epigram written by Callimachus that celebrated the gods Kairos and Metanoia. Ausonius keeps the questioning that is the poetic architecture of the two poems, retains most of the attributes of the gods and chooses, just like Callimachus, to meticulously introduce Metanoia through questions on her identity and to make her the figurer toward which the whole epigram converges.

However, he changes the intent of the epigram whose subject has become fictional and substantially alters the meaning of the Callimachan Metanoia. In Callimachus'poems, the goddess was seen as the possibility for a second chance and hence as a means of rehabilitation while in the Ausonian poem the divinity becomes much more radical : thre is no leniency in sight, Repentance validates Opportunity's Judgements. As for Posidippus, he is outperformed when he comes to the point of the epigram thanks to the passage from an actual original object to a purely fictional work of art. For the Greek poet, the lesson given by the Kairos was addressed to the spectator but remained just a lesson while Augusonius actually puts it into practice the warning of the Lisyppean Kairos : he performs a "vocal" reversal between the beginning and the end of the poem : while the spectator was speaking to the statue at the beginning, what can be heard is the voice of the stone divinity including the spectator in he rpreroaches and warnings.

I could use others examples to point out how Ausonius who knows the Anthologia Latina very well lets the voices of his predecessors come to the surface only to let his own 1 The English translations are from Deborah Warren better emerge, to show how he uses the material he has been given and how original he can be when dealing with formulaic topics.

I have chosen to follow another path however, I will focus on epigrams that describe a work of art dealing with the motif and the semantic of metmorphosis and the moment that transformation from ueteres formas to noua corpora takes place, as to quote Ovide. What I will examine, is the way voice operates wiyhnh that process, starting with a single epigram ( epigr 5) which is devoted to a statue that is in the midst of being completed, that of Valentinian. In that distich, the voice that can be heard is not that of the statue itself but the voice taht dedicated the statue :

Nunc te marmoreum pro sumptu fecimus at cum

Augustus frater remeauerit, aureus esto.

This epigram echoes Virgilius's Buc 7 in which Thyrsis promised Priap a gold statue in echange for his heard's good health and in which the imperial dedicatee was humourously associated to the guardian of gardens, but here more than the mere intertextual dimension is at stake : a dedication traditionally vouches for the identity of the work and the reason for its existence, but by announcing in the dedication the replacement of the marble statue by a gold one, Auson,ius first and foremost highlights a creative process which shows off how writing can transform the world and even in some way go beyond what really exists . Turning the marble into gold and raw material into completed work, such is Ausonius's poetic project. At the same time the nunc te marmoreum refers to the statue's base but also to the poetic monumentum, which, according to Ausonius, can be nothing but gold. The epigrams representing to the reader something that is completed and something taht is not yet so echo that poem. This is the case, for example, of the epigram dedicated to Nemesis : Some critics ( Combeaud) may have considered this was a mere translation of the Grekk epigram AP, 16, 263; but I tend to consider this as a reductive appreciation. It is certainly certainly true that Ausonius sticks very closely to the structure of the original, which is both dual and mirror-like. The repetition at the same place of the words Nemesis, tropaeum and Persae, the alternation of past and present (quondam/nunc), the grammatical and lexical restraint which forbids the use of any superfluous adjective contribute to highlighting the word uaniloquos which Ausonius deliberately added. However, Ausonius'priority in this epigram is not to illustrate the etiologic testimony that the statue embodies. This talking statue, claims the iconography, reflects his birth. What interests Ausonius is precisely the statue's future, its turning from a marble block into a polished statue and from a polished statue into a speaking one, as expressed by the change from fierem to sum. Here, in the literary reference to Seneca's Medea, which the reader is supposed to be familiar with, is wher the uox poetae emerges. Just like Nemesis, goddess of righteous anger, Medea decides to carry out her revenge against the one that has committed perjury. The intertextual allusion is carried out through the mention of the divinity's journey : the epigram gives an abridged and shortened version of it (from the Persians to the Greeks and from the Greeks to the Romans) and also evokes, besides the geographical journey, the transformation of Medea from fratricide to infanticide, from Medea fiam to Medea nunc sum which refers to nunc ego sum Nemesis But another voice appears within the space of metamorphosis : Nemesis, now a statue punishes (punio) the insolent Persians (uaniloquos)and thus mock others people's flaw which is precisely one of the very aim of satirical epigrams. Acquirring logos makes thus possible the pasage from submissivness to domination.

Ausonius reverses in the epigram devoted to Niobe. Niobe's myth is well-known :guilty of boasting too much about her children, Niobe sees all them dying under her very eyes, killed by Artemis and Apollo. Grief-sticken, she withdraws into crushing silence and is turned in a ever weeping rock. That figure of mourning has inspired Greek poets Theodoritas first, then Meleager, whose very specific approach of the description of Niobe's fate was centered on poetic tension. The voice taht appears in the epigramm of the Greek poet from Gadara was not that of the contamplating spectator but that of tragic messenger who showed Niobethe slaughter of her children in a narration wher her daugthers were the spectators of their own deaths. The transformation of a now silenced Niobe into stone simiulary occuured under the eyes of the messenger . In this regard, Meleagre reversed the principle of ekphrasis in his epigram: traditionnally, the work of art comes to life thanks to the poetic description while there Niobe, who was very much alive at the start of the epigram, became stone; In Ausoniu's poems (epigr .57), the subject of the work and its material merge since the heroin is precisely turning into stone while repeating in an adverted echo Nemesis 'phrase Viuebam sum facta silex. The artist's hand seizes that metamorphosis, which is the punishment dealt by fate and give it a voice again :

Viuebam ; sum facta silex, qua deinde polita Praxiteli manibus uiuo iterum Niobe. Reddidit artificis manus omnia, sed sine sensu : hunc ego, cum laesi numina, non habui.

I once lived here, I was made stone and then, polished by the hand of Praxiteles, I, Niobe, live again; The artist's hand restored everythi,g but sense : which, when I offended the gods, I didn't have.

The epigram goes further than Meleagre's because Ausonius manipulates the fiction which is the statue's voice: the statue becomes self-critical. However talented its maker Praxiteles , may be, he will note manage to pass off astatue for a living cretaure beacause what differentiates what is true from what seems true is the mens, the sensus, that quality a speaker cannot do whithout as Ausonius underlines several times (Prof. 5, 1 and 8). Only Ausonius's voice, which comes to replace Praxiteles's art is able to give it back that vitalm capacity without which there is no possible salvation. That metatextual allusion teaches us an unvaluable lesson : for Ausonius imitation is the equal of realityor of the original workas lon as it is by the ingenium that gives its meaning.

Playing with the conventions relating to the speaking object is also what Ausonius does in the epigrams dedicated to a picture of Echo (11 and 110). These two poems play on the readers( referencesand expectations. Unlike the Ovidian tradition which tells the story of both Echo and Narcissus, Ausonius 2 poems focus only on the nymph and seem to be set in a time which follows the episode from Metamorphosis. Ovid ended his narrative with the physical wasting away and bodily diseappearence of the nymph who was still the helpless witness however from deep down in the woods and cavesto the death of Naecissus Ausonius chooses to depict the final and fatal scene: the voice sine mente has become an echo that canstill be seen and heard while it should have disappeared :

Vane quid affectas faciem mihi ponere pictor Ignotamque oculis sollicitare deam ? Aeris et linguae sum filia, mater inanis Indicii, uocem quae sine mente gero.

Extremos pereunte modos a fine reducens

Ludificata sequor uerba aliena meis.

Auribus in uestris habito penetrabilis Echo:

Et si uis similem pingere, pinge sonum.

Fool painter, why try to paint my likeness, to stir up a goddessinvisible to the eye? Iam the daughter of Air and Speech, as a mother of the invisible, I bear a voice withoit a mind. From their fading end, returning the final sounds, I copy mocking words made mine. I, Echo, I live in your inner ears : if you want to paint my picture, then, paint sound.

The subject and object of the epigram, Echo, does not adress here the sculptor that was adressed in the series dedicated to Myron, for example, but an eventual painter in order to higlight the limits of his art and the representation and also to question the notion of figurability : the painter is unable to represent either breath or sound or evanescent matter. Ausonius touches on a complex issue: Echo is at the same time an incarnated creature, being a nymph, and the image of a sound or more precisely the image of the doubling of another's voice and of anthers'sound since she can repeat only a few syllabes.

The epigram gauges the painter's capability is limited to rendering Echo's bodily appearance, not her acoistic one, while the poet can tuen what can be seen into what can be heard or said. His whole art consists indeed in giving a specific identity to what is actaully only the partial reproduction of an articulated language. Echo really comes to life under Ausonius'pen but the epigramm also offers a word beyond the ekphrastic convention, snce its presents itself as a painting that does not exist and whose subject is a body without materiality, a pure sound. Echo's voice which urges the painter to follow that direction unbids the traditionnal link between the work of art and the epigrammatic speech. Doing so, it alters its own status : it turns from the conventionnal fiction of the speaking object into the voice of creation and asserts its autonomy .

In that manner, Ausonius reasserts the superirity of poetry and manages to make of immateriality a form which encapsulates all the characteristics of poetic language while at the same time humourously suggesting that the painter should use the material specificto the poet, that is to say the carmen and the sound, if he wants to succeeds.

The polyphony which traditionally characterizes epigrams made it possible for Martial to grasp a changing and moveable reamity. In Ausonius's case, the multiplication of voices does not aim at any "political" denunciation ; it is a manifestation of poetic art which is especially obvious in the poems dealing with metamorphosis of some kind. The voices are many just as are many the cretaive abilities of the spirit that only language can render.

  Ne tenear fugiens. -Quae tibi iuncta comes ? -Dicat tibi. -Dic, rogo, quae sis. -Sum dea, cui nomen nec Cicero ipse dedit. Sum dea quae facti non factique exigo poenas nempe ut paenitat. Sic Metanoea uocor. -Tu modo dic, quid agat tecum. -Quandoque uolaui, haec manet ; hanc retinent, quos ego praeterii. Tu quoque dum rogitas, dum percontando moraris, elapsam dices me tibi de manibus. Whose work are you ? / Phidias's who made Pallas's statueand Joves's; I'am his third triumph, tha goddess Opportunity, known to few/ Why do you stand on a wheel ? / I cannot satnd in one place. / Why have you winged sandals ? / I fly I deliver Mercury's gifts as I choose. / You hide your face with tyour hair. / I do not want to be recognized. / But the back of your head is bald. / Lest, fleeing, I be caught. / Who is your companion ? / Let her tell you . / Tell, I beg, Wwho are you ?/ A goddess whom C icero huimself didn't name. I am the goddess demanding regret for deeds both done and not done; of course one must reprent : So I ama called Metanoia. / But tell how she works with you. / When I have flown away, she remains; those to whom I have passed over, she sticks with. Ans while you stay, I have slipped out of yours hands 1 .

	Cuius opus ? -Phidiae : qui signum Pallados, eius
	quique Iouem fecit ; tertia palma ego sum.
	Sum dea quae rara et paucis Occasio nota.
	-Quid rotulae insistis ? -Stare loco nequeo.
	-Quid talaria habes ? -Volucris sum. Mercurius quae
	fortunare solet, trado ego cum uolui.

-Crine tegis faciem. -Cognosci nolo. -Sed heus tu occipiti caluo es ? -