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Horace and the Greek Lyric Poets'

Denis Feeney

HERE WERE NINE poets in the canon: Alcman, Alcaeus, Sappho, Stesichorus,

Pindar, Bacchylides, Ibycus, Anacreon, Simonides. The list had been estab-
lished in the Library of Alexandria some hundred and fifty years before Horace
began writing his Odes in the late 30s BC, for these were the nine selected out of the
herd by the great scholar Aristophanes of Byzantium for editing and systematic
organisation in book form.? The list was closed, fixed for ever, as proclaimed in an
epigram which was probably written around 100 BC, where the nine are named in
nine lines and hailed as the ones who constitute ‘the beginning and final boundary
(répac) of the whole of lyric’ (Anth. Graec. 9.184.9-10).

How extraordinary, then, that this list should ever be thought capable ot'
extension, with the addition of a tenth name. And yet this is what happened, years
after Horace’s death, when the poetess Corinna was inserted o become number ten.
How much more extraordinary that Horace, without even this precedent, and a
Roman, writing in Latin, could have voiced the hope, at the end of his first ode, that
the reader of his collection would insert him into the canon of the Greek lyric bards.
Using the lyric form of priamel (‘some might like this, some might like that, but as
for me...”), he surveys other life-styles for almost thirty lines before finally reaching
his own poetic ambitions with the postponed me...me (29-30); line 34 appears to
round off the poem with the closural device of an adjective and noun bracketing the
line (Lesboum refugit tendere barbiton). But with quodsi, ‘but if’, we move to
another, and unexpected, climax (with a repetition, this time final, of the closural
pattern):

quodsi me lyricis uatibus inseres
sublimi feriam sidera uertice.

But if you insert me among the lyric bards, I shall strike the stars with the
exalted crown of my head.

The audacity is marvellous. Greek works and Latin works may be catalogued separ-

ately in every library in the Roman world, but Horace will vault across that divide to
become number ten in a Greek-list of poets organised by the criteria of Greek
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scholarship: that Greek word iyrici (sitting beside the Latin uates) is very specifi-
cally the term used ‘in references to editions of texts’, almost certainly made
canonical for that use by the arch-editor, Aristophanes, in preference to the older
word melici.* Horace will achieve this in the teeth of the invincible chauvinism of
the Greeks, virtually every one of whom had a practically pathological inability to
appreciate the other literary culture. He will do it despite the sheer technical intracta-
bility of the manifold lyric metres of a foreign tongue, which were difficult even for
post-classical speakers of Greek, so that the leamed Alexandrian poets themselves
‘were no longer perfectly at ease with [their] complexities’:* when he speaks from
hindsight of his achievement in the Odes, his pride focuses on his triumph in this
formidible artistic challenge (C. 3.30.13-14).° If he succeeds in his ambition to
become one of the &yxpiévtec, one of those included in the canon, he will be
commented upon and studied; should he fail to make the cut, thea the fate of the
eKKpLOEVTeG, the unselected, awaits him, neglected in the ignominious company of
Eumelus, Terpander, Xanthus, Apollodorus, Lasus, Tynnichus, Pratinas, Cydias. ...’

What was involved in such an ambition? We must note, first of all, the
monumental scale of the body of work he had o contend with. We have lost Greek
lyric almost in its entirety, with only four Pindaric books preserved in the manu-
script tradition, and everything else surviving only in papyrus finds or in quotations
from other ancient writers. But Horace had it all, roll upon roll of it, catalogued —
commentaries and all — in Pollio’s library in the temple of Libertas, or, after 28 BC,
in the porticoes of Augustus’ Apollo Palatinus. The four rolls of Pindaric epinicians
(Olympians, Pythians, Nemeans, Isthmians), which are the only Greek lyric books to
have survived in the manuscript tradition, make up 180 pages in the Oxford Classi-
cal Text, a fair-sized volume. Horace would also have had encomia, hymns, paeans,
dirges (one roll each, say another OCT); dithyrambs, hyporchemata, prosodia (two
rolls each, at least one more OCT); and three rolls of partheneia (yet another).® At
the very roughest calculation, then, Horace had four times as much Pindar as we
have got, and Pindar is the author for whom, by a very long way, we are best placed.
Of Ibycus, we have something like 100 lines plus scraps and testimonia; Horace
would have had seven books (two OCTggminimum overall); we have perhaps 2 or 3
per cent of this original total in the form of 350 (often mutilated) lines, of which
many are single lines or doublets, plus scraps and testimonia.

Not only bulk, but variety: maiden songs, victory songs for the athletic festi-
vals, hymns, love songs, drinking songs, funeral dirges, narratives of myth — a mass
of poems which ranged in size from just a snatch of song to the 1,500 lines (at least)
of Stesichorus’ Geryoneis. There were songs sung by individuals and songs sung by
choruses — and Horace acknowledges both types (1.1.32-4) when he refers to the
Lesbian lyre (that is, the lyre of Alcacus and Sappho), the barbitos, which
accompanied solo song, and to the 1ibia, the pipe, which accompanied the chorus®
(note the characteristic Horatian chiasmus of thought by which the solo performer’s
instrument is to be tuned by the Muse Polyhymnia). A basic kind of order had been
imposed upon this protean mass by Aristophanes’ book arrangements, building upon
the cataloguing of Callimachus; but the criteria of arrangement were bewilderingly
multiple, of necessity, since the manifestations of song in archaic and classical
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culture were too various for any pattern of grouping to be inherent: ‘the whole
classification of lyric poems was determined by the needs of the editor, not by any
older traditions of poetical theory or artistic practice’.'® We find, then, books of lyric
arranged by metre, addressee (human or divine), performer (maidens), by occasion
(wedding, funeral), by location of athletic victory, as with Pindar (Olympia or
Delphi), or by type of athletic victory, as with Bacchylides and Simonides (foot-race
or chariot-race) — and this is far from being an exhaustive list.

What was Horace to make of this large and variegated corpus, and who was he
to make it mean something for his own poetry? How was he to find his way into it,

- and how may we best follow him? To organise the enquiry, some might choose to

use the category of which poets are used as models, looking at the places where
Horace exploits Alcaeus, or Sappho, or Pindar, or Simonides. Some might use the
category of which forms or genres are on display, exploiting the very useful book of
Firber (1936), with examples of hymn, encomium, or symposiastic poem. Some
might deploy the category of the various features of lyric which Horace takes over,
or the range of metres he uses, or the Iyric themes which he makes his own — love,
death, transience. But my approach will be to organise discussion around the rela-
tionship which Horace establishes between himself and Greek lyric as he develops
his own vision of what being a lyric poet means in the place and time in which he
found himself - in a selfconsciously modem age, in the metropolis of a Roman
world empire. I speak of a ‘relationship’ out of dissatisfaction with the language of
‘influence’ and ‘imitation’ which we classicists are prone to employ. ‘Influence’
makes Horace into a passive object who is moulded, while ‘imitation’ preserves this
passivity but foists it upon the Greek poets instead. The question is not just how we
read Horace but how we read the Greeks, and how Horace makes us read the Greeks
as he involves us in reading him. Any judgment of Horace’s lyric is, as we shall see,
inevitably bound up with a judgment of Greek lyric.

If we think of Horace, then, in his self-consciously modemn age, in the metro-
polis of a Roman world empire, we must at the outset be struck, as he no doubxt was,
by a sense of the tremendous guif which divided him from his Greek lyric exem-
plars. When he began writing lyric poetry in the 30s Bc, after all, there was a gap of
over 600 years between himself and the earliest of the Greek lyricists, Alcman — the
same gap as there is between us and Chaucer. The Greek lyricist who was closest to
him in time, Pindar, had still died over 400 years earlier (438 BC) — as far from
Horace as Sidney or Marlowe from us. To capture the disparity in culture which was
superimposed upon the disparity in time, we should perhaps recast these compari-
sons and say that Horace was as far removed from Alcman as we are from Petrarch,
and as far removed from Pindar as we are from Tasso.

The disparity in culture is particularly striking, for, as Fraenkel says, the
source of Pindar’s music ‘is something established in the customs and the cults of a
society to which both the poet and those for whom he wrote belonged’, while ‘for
Horace, there exist no singers, no festival ceremonies, no tradition which he can
follow”.!"! We will need to express some reservations later on about the more general
ways of reading Greek lyric which are implied here, but the basic point is well
taken: the forms of Greek lyric had, at least initially, a purchase in the institutions of
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their society (cult, athletic festival, the symposium), and Horace cannot have been
ignorant of the contrast with his own modem and Roman world, which offered no
niche for the performance of the lyric singer.

QOur initial apprehension of this tremendous gulf needs to be followed by the
recognition that between Horace and this remote world was interposed yet another
culture, that of Hellenistic Greece, of Alexandria -~ at first sight another barier, but
also a corridor, for Hellenistic Greece was, as we have seen, the only medium
through which he had access to the earlier archaic and classical culture. The Alexan-
drians’ sense of distance from their own cultural past was also very profound, and
Horace was therefore heir to an intellectual culture which had itself struggled with
the problems of living as epigoni, without the social status of earlier poets.'? From
Alexandria he had inherited artistic patterns of response to this social displacement,
in particular the ‘interbreeding of genres’ (the blending of one kind of poetry with
another — a most distinctive feature of Horace's verse)."”” The very act of composing
in books is a feature of Hellenistic culture, for pre-Hellenistic poets composed
poems, not books; Horace, like Callimachus, both composes poems and organises
his own editorial format for them. In particular, the avant-garde poets of Horace's
own generation and of the generation before had responded enthusiastically to the
dry and challenging aesthetics of this master-poet, Callimachus, who had laid it
down that the modem poet must not show bad faith by fudging the issue of belated-
ness. Anyone who wished to pretend that the old certainties still obtained would not
be able to claim a hearing in the circles which mattered to Horace."*

Horace’s twin inheritance has often been polarised, so that he finds himself
painted into an archaic or a Callimachean comer.”® This was going on even in
Horace’s day, when the issues were already clichés, and it irritated the poet in-
tensely, as he reveals in £. 2.2 91-101, where the labels ‘Alcaeus’ and ‘Callimachus’
are bandied about between himself and an unidentified elegist.'® The polarisation
between the ‘Alcaeus’ and ‘Callimachus’ of this little exchange, and between the
traditions those straw men represent, is one which we should treat with great cau-
tion, for a number of reasons. It can, for a start, blur important continuities, of which
one particularly striking example is the powerful presence of Pindar in Callima-
chean literary criticism and aesthetics;'’ for Horace, at a stylistic level at least,
homage to Callimachus may look oddly like homage to Pindar. Again, if we set up
these two traditions as polar antitheses, we run the risk of overlooking the (by now
familiar) fact that Horace could not know the culture of archaic Greece through any
medium other than that provided by the culture of Hellenistic Greece. Al this level,
at any rate, there can be no question of ‘either/or’. It is not just that Horace's tastes
and reading practices were inevitably those of a post-Alexandrian man. More fun-
damentally, it was the Alexandrian scholarship of Aristophanes of Byzantium and
his fellows which made the Greek lyricists readable t0 Horace. Horace's use of
‘mottoes’ at the head of some of his poems is only one example of his double
allegiance. When he begins a poem by giving a near-translation of an opening line
of Greek lyric, before veering away, this is a mark of homage both to his poetic
models and to the scholars who had catalogued them under the incipit.’® And it is a
self-referential anticipation of how he himself will one day be cited, once his own
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carmina have been catalogued in the world’s libraries (and so he still is ofien cited
by the incipit, despite the introduction of a new numbering system of citation).

The real threat in this polarised way of respecting Horace's traditions nowa-
days, however, comes from those who would push the Alexandrian allegiance to
dominate centre-stage, since the urge to construct an essentially Alexandrian Horace
‘misses’, as Don Fowler well puts it, ‘the classicism of Augustan poetry, and its
“postmodern” attempt 1o move beyond Hellenistic modemism’.'® Speaking of Hor-
ace’s classicism is not a matter of glossing over discontinuities in Horace’s past or
presen, or of committing ourselves to the absurdity of claiming that any of his odes
could be translated into Greek and passed off as a pre-Hellenistic document.®
Horace’s modemism was very precious to him, and he could be scathing in his
contempt for those who underrated it in their hankering after older models (E. 2.1).
What is at issue is the significance of Horace’s attempt to join long-dead master-
poets in a list which had been definitively closed. The very urge to reach back five
and six hundred years for inspiration and a standard of judgment is itself a classicis-
ing urge. Like all successful classicising initiatives, it looks wholly natural after the
event, but it cannot have seemed so at the time. For someone of Horace's back-
ground and training, the search for the classical was not something tame and
predictable, but something fraught with hazard.

Horace needed to undertake this search because the legacy of Callimachus was
now only a necessary, not a sufficient, condition for poetic excellence. Alexandrian-
ism had been liberating and enabling for the generation of Catullus, but for the next
generation it threatened to become disabling and cramping. Horace wanted, as the
dichotomy of the day had it, both ingenium and ars (naturally inspired genius and
perfection of technique). For Horace (as for Virgil), this was most emphatically not a
problem of aesthetics fout court, as it is often repeesented. Horace had huge ambitions
in his Odes, of which many could be accommodated to the aesthetics of Alexandria,
but among his ambitions were — to be blunt — sublimity and the right to speak to his
contemporaries about their public lives. This he could not get from Callimachus.®
The poetry (especially the sympotic poetry) of archaic and classical Greece, however,
had ranged over a medley of experience, subsuming the ‘serious-political’ and the
‘convivial-erotic’, in Giangrande's terms.” During the Hellenistic period the ‘serious-
political’ had been displaced from personal poetry,® but archaic lyric offered Horace
a way of recapturing it. To achieve this he would not follow the Alexandrian path of
inflating a minor form, but he would tackle the major form directly. Somewhere in
the various world of Greek lyric Horace might find the voice, or voices, he needed, a
voice that might be ironic but would not be perpetually hamstrung by irony, that
might astonish, not just startle, a voice that would live as theirs had.

Given Horace’s elusiveness, and his stated aim of responding to the protean
nature of the lyric corpus, any way in to these large issues is going to be selective, at
best. Our main focus is Horace's rewriting of lyric tradition with himself as number
ten, so let us begin by seeing how he tracks down the Lesbian tradition, the only one
he explicitly names as his model in his first ode (1.1.34); in the process, we will see
an increasingly clear concentration on his own posthumous fate, for his claim to
immortality depends upon joining that tradition; and we will note Horace's concern
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not to enlist in the camp of the smulri by sullying his Callimachean source. Our
progress in this initial stage will be sequential, following what strikes me as being a
process of revelation,

After the introductory ode, the first time that Horace refers openly again to his
literary tradition is in 1.26, where he tells his Muse that it is appropriate for her and
her sisters to ‘hallow (Lamia) with the Lesbian plectrum’ (hunc Lesbio sacrare
plectro, 11); the unique metrical movement of this line throws the epithet Lesbio
into very high relief.” What will Horace's Muses actually do to Lamia? sacrare,
‘hallow’, is ‘vague and grandiose’, say Nisbet-Hubbard ad loc., ‘and may include
the notion of conferring immortality by song’. This vagueness is very studied, and
recalls the studied vagueness in the language Horace had used at the end of the
introductory ode (‘strike the stars with the exalted crown of my head’). Increasing
precision on the topic of immortality in song will only come as Horace explicates
his place in the lyric tradition.

The next odes to engage with these topics come as a pair, 1.31 and 32, poems
which are linked by prayer, by Apollo and his lyre, and by references to the future of
Horace and his poetry. And in the second of these odes we meet for the first time
Alcaeus, as yet anonymous. 1.31 introduces a degree of slippage between Horace's
public and private masks. Although the bard (uates, 2) is praying to the l‘)cwly
dedicated Apollo Palatinus, home of the new Greek and Latin libraries, he is not
present on the public day of celebration which attended the dedication itself (9th
October 28 BC), but is alone, two days later, on the day of Meditrinalia, with a
libation as modest as the lifestyle he advocates.®® The preoccupation with public and
private is picked up in the next poem, 1.32, where the first explicit reflection upon
his lyric prototypes enables him to open up some new areas of possibility:

Poscimus, si quid uacui sub umbra

lusimus tecum, quod et hunc in annum

uiuat et pluris, age dic Latinum,
barbite, carmen,

Lesbio primum modulate ciui,
qui ferox bello, tamen inter arma
siue iactatam religarat udo

litore nauim,

Liberum et Musas Veneremque et illi

semper haerentem puerum canebat

et Lycum nigris oculis nigroque
crine decorum.

o decus Phoebi et dapibus supremi

grata testudo louis, o laborum

dulce lenimen medicumque, salue
rite uocanti.
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I pray — if I have, at leisure under the shade, produced with you any idle
composition which may live for this year, and for more ~ come, pronounce a
Latin ode, lyre, first tuned by the citizen of Lesbos, who, though brave in war,
still, in intervals between fighting, or if he had tied up his ship on the wet
shore, would sing of Dionysus and the Muses and Venus and the boy always
clinging to her, and Lycus, handsome with his black eyes and black hair. O
glory of Phoebus, tortoise-shell lyre welcome at the feasts of Jupiter on high, o
sweet and healing solace of toils, accept the greeting of one who invokes you
with due rite,®

At the end of his introductory ode, Horace had expressed the hope that Poly-
hymnia would tune for him the barbiros, the lyre, of the Lesbian poets, Sappho and
Alcaeus (1.1.32-4). Now the barbitos is his, and he may address it, commanding it
to produce a Latin poem, a poem which centres on the first person to play the
instrument in regulated and harmonious fashion: the splendid oxymoronic effect of
Latinum, barbite, carmen has been often noted. The line in which Alcaeus is intro-
duced (but not named) begins with the same epithet Lesbio which we saw carrying
such weight in 1.26.11, but the epithet is not bere a collective one in which the other
poet of Lesbos, Sappho, may have a share, for emphatically at the end of the line is
ciui, ‘citizen’, This is a function which Sappho could not discharge, and it is also,
very importantly, a function which Callimachus and his fellows could not dis-
charge;” Horace is here glancing at an emerging preference in the possibilities of his
own lyric, allowing an alignment which will empower his voice as a citizen.

It is only a glance. The disposition of Alcaeus’ range in stanzas two and three
should not be overlooked. His public and his private poetry receive a stanza each,
but not with equal weight, for most of the stanza occupied by his public poetry
(citizen, warrior, sailor stand for poetry of those respective roles) is formally in
parenthesis, while his private poetry (wine, Muses, erotica) takes up a self-sufficient
and climactic stanza. This ranking will not stay stable, however, for the formally
self-sufficient third stanza of love and wine is itself parenthetical ‘biographically’,
retailing the subjects which engaged Alcaeus in the intervals between his public
activities (and compositions). This elegant reluctance to assign clear priority to one
sphere or the other catches at the equivocations which must always accompany
attempts to bracket Horace in one sphere or the other, as he follows the model of a
life in poetry which his master offered him.

At the end of the first of these paired odes, Horace for the first time in the
collection looks ahead, not to the end of his life as such, but to the old age which
will precede that end (1.31.19); in the first stanza of the second of the pair, he
alludes for the first time to the future fate of his poetry (‘which may live for this
year, and for more’, 1.32.2-3). Both these passages will have come to the contem-
porary reader with a particularly Callimachean aura, as befits the relative modesty of
both poems.” The studied vagueness about the fate of his poetry which we remarked
in 1.26 and 1.1 is now coming into sharper focus, bat the diffidence of the claim in
the first stanza of 1.32 needs to be registered. ‘This year, and more’ is far more
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tentative even than Callimachus’ ‘many a year’ or Catullus’ ‘more than one gener-
ation’,

The sixth ode of the next book shows us Horace for the first time looking to
his own death. May Tibur, he says, be the fixed abode for my old age, the limit for
me, fagged out from sea and land voyages and military service (Tibur../sit meae
sedes utinam senectae Jsit modus lasso maris et uiarum/militiaeque, 2.6.5-8). The
language here looks back to Alcaeus the warrior and seaman of 1.32, and may even
be based on some Alcaean prototype; we will see such language being used of
Alcacus himself again, in the next poem we look at. At the end of the poem (with
Tarentum now the proposed joint retirement home for himself and his addressee), he
tells Septimius ibi tu calentem/debita sparges lacrima fauillam/uatis amici (‘there
you will sprinkle with the due tear the warm ash of your bard friend’, 2.6.22-4).

The first intimation that he will not simply die and have a funeral like Sept-
imius comes seven poems further on, in 2.13, when he alludes to the posthumous
fate of his Lesbian models, Sappho and Alcaeus, naming them for the first time. The
progression we have been tracing so far makes sense of the fact that, as soon as he
touches for the first time upon his own fate after death, his Lesbian tradition imme-
diately becomes the topic. The ode begins with hilarious invective against the
unknown man who almost provided Horace with his passport to the underworld by
planting the tree which narrowly missed falling on his head (2.13.1-12). As Horace
reflects upon how close he came 10 seeing the realm of the Queen of the dead, we
are introduced to the underworld topic of judgment (fudicantem.. Aeacum, 22), a
topic which veers in an unexpected direction, as we see the two Lesbian poets
singing to their ghosty audience, and submitting to another form of judgment, a
literary oUryxprong,®® Here is the second half of the poem:

quam paene furuac regna Proserpinae
et iudicantem uidimus Aeacum.
sedesque descriptas piorum et
Aeoliis fidibus querentem

Sappho puellis de popularibus,
et te sonantem plenius aureo,
Alcaee, plectro dura nauis,
dura fugae mala, dura belli!

utrumque sacro digna silentio
mirantur umbrae dicere; sed magis
pugnas et exactos tyrannos
densum umeris bibit aure uulgus.

quid mirum, ubi illis carminibus stupens
demittit atras belua centiceps
auris et intorti capillis
Eumenidum recreantur angues?
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quin et Prometheus et Pelopis parens
dulci laborem decipitur sono,
nec curat Orion leones
aul timidos agitare lyncas.

How close I came to seeing the realms of dusky Proserpina, and Aeacus sitting
in judgment, and the assigned abodes of the blessed, and Sappho, complaining
on her Aeolian lyre about the girls of her city, and you, Alcaeus, making a
more resonant sound with your golden plectrum, your subject the harsh evils
of ship-board, the harsh evils of exile, and of war. The shades are enthralled
that each of them says things worthy of holy silence; but bartles and ejected
lyrants are what the mob drinks in more with its ear, packed in thick, shoulder
to shoulder. What wonder, when under the influence of those songs the
hundred-headed beast is dumbstruck and lets his black ears droop, and the
snakes entwined in the hair of the Eumenides are relaxed? Indeed, even
Prometheus and the father of Pelops are beguiled of their toil by the sweet
sound, nor does Orion care to harry the lions or the timid lynxes. (2.13.21-40)

Sappho had been displaced from the collective epithet Lesbio in 1.32 (Lesbio pri-
mum modulate ciui, 5); she here appears for the first time, but as the vicim of
another displacement, for she is now saddled with the persona of a wholly private
poet, while Alcaeus is left as the grander exponent of martial and political themes,
his own erotic and private verses (which had taken up a stanza in 1.32) now
eclipsed.® Sappho is laden with the shortcomings of the slighter form of neoteric
attainment™ (very unfairly, it need hardly be said, but poets have no obligation to be
fair in matters so important to them). This stark polarisation of the Lesbian tradition
is partly Horace's way of continuing from 1.32 his process of homing in on Alcaeus
as the model for the more engaged and resonant voice he wants to be able to claim —
such is the point of redeploying the language of hardships at sea and in war which he
had earlier used of Alcacus and of himself, But the polarisation is also a recognition
of the reductive way in which reception of a tradition works amongst posterity. For
we must remember that this scene shows the judgment of the audience of the
underworld. Their humorously described preference for the mightier work of this
(deliberately unrepresentative) Alcaeus is Horace's way of organising his anxieties
about grander poetry, and of anticipating the anxieties about that poetry which will
be felt by the ironic and cultivated reader. A man who had grown up with Callima-
chean awtachments, and who had proclaimed in his first ode that his poetic
allegiances isolate him from the people (secernunt populo, 1.1.32) — such a man
cannot, without causing some fluster in his audience, speak approvingly about how
the packed mob prefers more resonant poems about battles and tyrants. ‘The
danger’, as Ross puts it (speaking not of this poem, but of the Roman Odes), ‘was
clearly that the acceptance of important themes...might appear to be a betrayal or
disavowal of Callimachean poetics..."* One of Horace's aims here is to ensure that
any readers of the Roman Odes who wish to raise such objections may be reminded
that Horace had wamned them (and himself) of the risks well in advance.
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The last two stanzas of 2.13 represent a very decided escalation even from battles
and tyrants, for Alcaeus’ mighty poetry, so we are told, may charm the barbarous
and soothe the afflicted. The power of poetry to soothe looks back to the minor
statement of this theme in the last stanza of 1.32, where Alcaeus’ and Horace'’s lyre
is hailed as o laborum/dulce lenimen medicumque (‘o sweet and healing solace of
toils’, 14-15). Now Alcaeus’ poetry is being associated openly with the more Orphic
tradition which Horace had referred to in his Pindarising 1.12, where the voice of
Orpheus moves and enthrals the world of nature (7-12).

After what we have seen in the Lesbian poems so far, it is important to
acknowledge the ellipses in Horace’s approach to the topic of immortality in 2.13.
Nisbet and Hubbard are certainly right in sensing ‘an unspoken thought' here: ‘if he
escapes the meaningless accidents of fortune (cf. Milton, Lycidas 73 ff.), perhaps he
himself may have the same capacity to enthral, to console, and to survive’.*> The
thought is, strictly, unspoken: as Commager puts it, ‘Horace was not yet prepared to
celebrate the poet’s immortality explicitly, or not, at least, in his own name’*
Horace's alignment of himself and Alcaeus as veterans of voyaging and warfare
comes into play here. In 2.6 he had said that Tibur would provide a limit for his sea
and land voyages and military service (7-8); in the underworld we see that there is
no limit for Alcaeus” songs on these subjects (2.13.27- 8), for they still go on, The
wry humour of that earlier identification is replayed here as well, for the event that
so nearly placed Horace amongst the audience of shades was no shipwreck or arrow
wound, but the absurd collapse of a rotten tree. This ludicrous event, and its ludi-
crous elaboration in Horace's poetry, will (so goes the unspoken thought) endure
alongside the dramatic vicissitudes of Alcaeus. The immortality of poetry is linked
to the quirky, freakish individuality of one man’s quotidian life.>*

Horace’s own immortality will only be announced at the end of this book,
when he will soar aloft on a wing of un-Callimachean grandeur: non usitata nec
tenui feraripenna (‘1 shall be borne aloft on no familiar or slender wing’, 2.20,1-2),%
That poem will be a culmination of the process by which his penetration to the heart
of the redefined Lesbian tradition entitles him to be inscribed within that tradition,
and it will provide a (decidedly bizarre) point of departure for his onslaught on his
new grand style in the opening poems of the next book. Before that, many of the
disparate themes of 2.13 need to be addressed again, and Horace moves into them
via Bacchus, in the penultimate ode of the book, for it is the two-formed, mediating
power of Bacchus which will transform Horace into the biformis uates, the two-
formed bard, of the last poem.

There is no space here for an analysis of 2.19 that will do any kind of justice to
this remarkable poem.”” Let us concentrate ruthlessly on the themes which presented
themselves in 2.13, and look at the second half of the poem, when Horace begins his
hymn to the god:

tu flectis amnis, tu mare barbarum,
tu separatis uuidus in iugis
nodo coerces uiperino
Bistonidum sine fraude crinis:
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tu, cum parentis regna per arduum
cohors Gigantum scanderet impia,
Rhoetum retorsisti leonis
unguibus horribilique mala,

quamquam choreis aptior et iocis
ludoque dictus non sat idoneus
pugnae ferebaris: sed idem
pacis eras mediusque belli.

te uidit insons Cerberus aureo
cornu decorum leniter atterens

caudam et recedentis trilingui
ore pedes tetigitque crura.

You deflect rivers, you deflect the barbarous sea, you, drenched on the ridges
held apart, confine the hair of the Bistonides in a knot of vipers without their
suffering hurt. You, when the impious cohort of Giants was scaling your
father’s realm through the steep sky, flung back Rhoetus, dreadful with the
claws and jaw of a lion, although (being said to be more suited 1o dances and
fun and games) you were reported to be not properly fit for war: but you, one
and the same personality, were a mediator of peace and in the middle of the
fight. You, handsome with your golden hom, Cerberus saw without causing
harm, gently rubbing his tail against you, and, as you departed, touched your
feet with his triple tongue, and your legs. (2.19.17-32)®

The last stanza shows the beast of hell being tamed by Bacchus, as it hagbeen tamed o
by Alcaeus’ song in 2.13.33-5. The beginning of the hymn section catches his same
taming power over barbarous nature (tu flectis amnis, tu mare barbarum, 17);
Horace then concentrates on the radical ambivalence in Bacchus’ nature which is
the source of that power, focusing on ‘the god’s double aspect” in the weird plays on
the binding power of the loosening god in 18 and 19.” The god’s double aspect
comes most dramatically into its own in the next two stanzas, where we learn that
the normally unbellicose deity was able to transform himself in order to take part in
the Gigantomachy, becoming a beast in order 10 fight monsters: the same person-
ality mediated between the polar realms of war and peace. Commager well observes
that ‘the balance struck’ here ‘approximates that in Horace’s praise of Alcacus’
(C. 1.32.6 ff.). Both passages suggest the double capacity in which Horace himself
served, poet both of convivial themes and of such gigantic historical dramas as the
fourth Roman Ode.™ Although we have had some preparation for this elevation in
the images of Alcaeus in the underworld in 2.13, the surprise with which we appre-
hend Bacchus at his Gigantomachic heights is a genuine one, reinforced by the
penultimate stanza’s reminder that such loftiness is not normally associated with this
personality*! The surprise we feel at Bacchus® leap out of the sphere normally
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assigned to him is parallel to our surprise at Horace’s own leap from the realm of
dances and fun and games.*?

It is the discovery of twin-formed Bacchus as idem pacls.. medlusque belli,
prepared for by the hunt for Alcacus, that sets up the metamorphosis into an immor-
tal swan of song, a biformis uates, which crowns the second book; the mediating
god, so much involved with transgression of boundaries, helps to set up both the end
of the second book and the beginning of the third, for his ode is the first of a series
of eight Alcaics which bridge the book divisions.*® At the beginning of 2.20 Horace
declines confinement to the Callimachean realm of ‘slightness’ in the first line with
nec tenui, but the ever self-conscious bard remains biformis, and disarms criticism
of hysterical afflatus with the breathtaking third stanza, in which the details of his
allegorical transformation are remorselessly and hilariously actualised:

iam iam residunt cruribus asperae
pelles, et album mutor in alitem
supeme, nascunturque leues
per digitos umerosque plumae,

Nownmy skin is going rough and shrinking on my legs, I am changing into a
white swan in my top part, and light feathers are sprouting over my fingers
and shoulders. (2.20.9-12)

These lines have evoked revulsion and derision, but it may be that they owe
their imagistic zeal to an unexpected source. The Bacchus ode is an account of
inspiration, and 2.20 narrates its effects. The first philosopher to talk about inspira-
tion at length was Plato, and there may be more Plato lurking here than one at first
expects. Plato’s kindest account of poetic inspiration comes in his discussion of the
blessings of madness in the Phaedrus, a discourse which is introduced as if it were
that of Stesichorus, the lyric poet (Phdr. 244a). Here poetic madness, which comes
from the Muses, is linked with prophetic madness (from Apollo), mystic madness
(from Dionysus), and erotic madness, the best sort (from Aphrodite and Eros; 244a-
245a; 265b). Plato is concermned to show that devotees of erotic madness are best
placed to escape the cycle of reincamation. Every soul is immortal, and winged, but
souls fall back into the corporeal realm, to be incamated in a better or worse
category of human according to the degree of truth which they have glimpsed in
their ascent; it is tempting to see Horace identifying with the first category, that of
the lover of wisdom and beauty, the musical and erotic man, rather than with the
sixth, the poetic or otherwise mimnetic man (248d-e). This category of person, ‘since
he separates himself from human interests and turns his attention toward the di-
vine,...is rebuked by the vulgar, who consider him mad and do not know that he is
inspired’ (249d, Loeb translation); and when he comes under the impulse of the
beautiful, the wings of his soul may grow again (251a-c).

There may be enough here to set us thinking, but what strikes me as particu-
larly relevant to Horace's metamorphosis is Plato’s bizame concentration on the
physical detail of the business;
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The effluence [of beauty} moistens the germ of the feathers, and as he gIOws
warm, the parts from which the feathers grow, which were before hard and
choked, and prevented the feathers from sprouting, become soft, and as the
nourishment streams upon him, the quills of the feathers swell and begin to
grow from the roots over all the form of the soul; for it was once all feathered.
Now in this process the whole soul throbs and palpitates.... Phdr. 251b (Loeb
trans.)

This is precisely the kind of passage which the author of On the Sublime had in mind
when he discussed Plato’s use of metaphors, reporting criticisms which are uncan-
nily akin to the modem criticisms of Horace's imagery in 2.20. He first quotes with
approval a lengthy Platonic section on the body (one with more than a passing
stylistic resemblance to our feathers passage; Laws 773¢-d), and then remarks:

The passage contains similar examples; but these are enough to make my
point, namely that tropes are naturally grand, that metaphors conduce to
sublimity, and that passages involving emotion and description are the most
suitable field for them. At the same time, it is plain without my saying that the
use of tropes, like all good things in literature, always tempts one to go too far.
This is what people ridicule most in Plato, who is often carried away by a sort
of literary madness into crude, harsh metaphors or allegorical fustian. 32.6-7
(trans. Russell)

It remains only to observe that Horace appears to have taken over the larger stylistic
trope which C.J. Rowe has described in the Phaedrus as a whole, whereby ‘some-
thing which is otherwise treated as deadly serious is now simultaneously located on
a different and less serious plane’.*
ThisodcmUwendofthesooondbookmarksthecuhnmaumofthesuangc
redefinition of Alcaeus, but Alcaeus himself becomes a stepping-stone, as we find
when we reach the Roman odes of Book 3. Here Horace's Pindar, after two carly
forays (1.2 and 12), comes into his own as the prototype for inspired social song; we
remember that the first ode in the collection closed with Horace hoping to play the
Lesbian lyre and the choral pipe (i.., Pindar’s).** The complexity of this process has
been variously analysed by Fraenkel and Ross, and I may direct the reader to them.*
Fraenkel in particular, as we have seen, concentrates on the profound cultural
gap between Horace and Pindar.” The abiding distinction is that between, on the
one hand, the publicly sanctioned speech offered to kings and aristocrats by Pindar,
and, on the other, the speech of the freedman’s son, without any recognised social
tradition of public poetry. Horace is acutely aware of this distinction. One sign of his
self-awareness may be seen in the fact that he can assert his own immortality by the
end of the second book, in a manner characteristic of Roman poets but very rare in
extant Greek lyric, while only coming late, in Book 4, ten years later, to a status
from which he may claim to immortalise others in the way so commonly claimed by
his Greek predecessors.® The same dilemmas are at least pantly responsible for the
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remarkable fact that, although Horace claims the right to speak abour Augustus, he
never speaks fo him in the first three books, but only in the fourth. Given the literary
and social norms of the day, the problem of how to address Augustus is a problem of
how to praise him, and in the first three books Horace walks around this problem but
never lays both hands on it.*

He comes deceptively close early on. In the very last line of the second ode of
Book 1, Horace’s address to Mercury swerves obliquely into a near-address to
Octavian/Mercury: te duce, Caesar (‘with you as commander, Caesar’). The mighty
phrase te duce recurs in ode 1.6, four lines in, introducing a further obliquity, for the
‘commander’ addressed here turns out in the next line t0 be not Octavian, but his
right-hand man Agrippa. This is a double shock, for in the first line, when we still do
not know who the addressee is, we are told that he will be written up by Varius, and
Varius was the author of a Panegyricus Augusti.* The refusal (recusatio) to write in
lofty praise of Agrippa masks a more urgent refusal to write in praise of Octavian,
One of the reasons for the refusal emerges as the ode goes on and Horace botches
one epic topic after another, speaking of Achilles’ *belly-aching’ (stomachum) in-
stead of his ‘wrath’, and of ‘tricky’ (duplicis), instead of ‘resourceful’, Ulysses
(5-6); Agrippa (and Octavian) should not wish to be praised by a poet so ill-fitted for
the higher genres.* In this connection, it certainly looks as if Horace had read a very
puzzling poem by Ibycus 282a in a helpful way. Ibycus retails mighty epic themes
which he will not treat, trailing on for stanza after stanza, and many modern readers
have been repelied by what strikes them as his garrulousness and incompetence.*?
Horace's tricks in 1.6 make it difficult not to read Ibycus as his imagined forerunner
in this droll technique.

Augustus is not in fact addressed in Horace's lyric until the fifth ode of Book
4. Even there, he is absent from Rome, and the way this is put by Horace becomes a
self-referential comment upon Augustus’ absence from the list of addressees of his
poetry until this point: abes iam nimium diu, he says, ‘you have been absent now for
far too long’ (4.5.2). The book is almost at an end before Augustus is spoken to once
more, actually addressed as present, with his propor title: Augusre (4.14.3; note
praesens, 43). And even this poem veers into a celebration of the young Tiberius, a
Pindarising epinicion to match the Pindarising epinicion offered to his brother
Drusus in 4.4. The difficulties in praising the princeps are persistent, even when
Horace might be thought to have done more than enough to claim the right to don
Pindar’s mantle. An extraordinary resolution for the biformis uates is sought in the
recusatio of the last poem, when Callimachus’ famous opening of the Aeria is used
as an exit from Horace’s dilemmas and book. Apollo stops Horace singing of
warlike themes (4.15.1-2), as he had stopped Callimachus (Aetia fr. 1.21- 4), with
the twist that it is now not just poetically, but politically, inappropriate to sing of
war, for peace reigns. As in the lofty 3.25, Horace ends up promising song (canemus
is the last word here; compare dicam, loquar, 3.25.7, 18). The gap between himself
and Pindar persists, testimony to the sweet peril of attempting the sublime in a
weary and ironic culture.** Margaret Hubbard describes Pindar as setting Horace a
standard: ‘that was how a poet of conscious power had been able to talk to the world
and particularly to the great’.*® Horace had magnificently succeeded in talking to the
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world and to the great; talking to the greatest remained at the very limits of the
tractable until the end.

The peril at the extreme bounds of his attempts should not blind us to the
boldness with which Horace so often does close the gaps between himself and the
Greek lyric tradition in the pursuit of his classicising ambition, Here his difference
from the Alexandrians is most noteworthy. In a fascinating study of the Hellenistic
reception of earlier poetry, Bing describes the ‘sense of rift’ under which they
laboured, a symptom of ‘a perceived epigonality and artistic disjunction’.® Callima-
chus, for example, brought Hipponax back to life in his first Jambos, but Hipponax's
revival is a ‘conditional revival, one qualified by a strong awareness of difference in
tastes and aims, of fracture in time and space’.”” The Hellenistic poets repeatedly
remind their audience that their works are written, not performed; their Muse has
become bookish. It might seem entirely natural for Horace to exploit such stances,
using the Hellenistic poets as a paradigm for his own belatedness, but his classicism
is actually in dramatic contrast to this sensibility; the very fact that Greek culture is
not his culture may remove him from the oedipal mesh of anxiety which necessarily
entangled Callimachus and his peers. Sappho and Alcaeus in Horace's underworld
are not an evocation of a past from which Horace is irredeemably cut off, but an
image of a past-in-present which he may join. In contrast to his persistent habit
elsewhere in his poetry, in the first three books of his Odes he never refers to his
lyric poetry as written, but maintains the archaic and classical aura. He refers to
books of philosophy (1.29.13-14); his iambs are written objects to be burnt (1.16.1-
3); he mentions written inscriptions on tombs (3.11.51-2) and statues (3.24.27-8);
epics may be composed in writing (scriberis, scripserit, 1.6.1, 14). But his own
work is song (canfamus in that same ode, line 19), even into the future: the fons
Bandusiae will live in Horace's speech, not book (me dicenre, 3.13.14). Only in the
fourth book does Horace speak of his own written texts (8.21, 9.30-1y, pointedly
inserting his written chartae into the oral terminology of his Pindaric model, Nem.
7.11-16); this is not an adoption of the Hellenistic trope, but a recognition of the fact
that he has turned himsclf into a public monument and will be catalogued in the
library of Apollo Palatinus.

If Horace invites his readers to read him as one of the lyric bards, most of
them clearly find it quite easy to decline the invitation, for the reading practices
brought to bear on the Greek lyric poets tend to be very different from those brought
to bear on Horace. Horace suffers here by being compared on grounds which are
even more disadvantageous to him than the grounds on which he is compared to
Propertius or Catullus. Horace has been crippled by being set off against the ‘sin-
cerity’ and ‘spontaneity’ of these two; when it comes to the Greek lyricists, the dice
are even more loaded against our poet, for the Greeks have not only spontaneity and
sincerity on their side, but a phalanx of yet more formidable allies — an organic
social setting for their poetry, and the perennial allure of the original, the natural,
and (perhaps most formidable of all) the oral.

It is striking that the most robustly anti-Romantic readers of Horace are re-
markably Romantic in their reading of Greek lyric: the two reading techniques
construct and reinforce each other. Nisbet and Hubbard observe (with a telling
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qualification) that *Alcaeus’s verses, even if less spontaneous than they pretend, at
least reflect the loves and hates of a forthright aristocrat; they were capable of being
sung on social occasions, whether a symposium or a religious festival..."; they goon
to contrast Horace's ‘imaginary, or at any rate stylized’ situations, setting his ‘liter-
ary sophistication’ against the ‘simplicities of archaic Greek lyric’.*® Such Romantic
readings of Greek lyric are very powerful and widespread, not just among readers of
Horace.” By the Romantic account, Greek lyric, or at any rate monody, presents us
with direct access to the ‘I' of the man or woman singing, while the immediacy of
that access, and the authenticity of the experience, are further guaranteed by the
organic social setting for the spontaneous song. I may refer the reader to Burnett’s
Three Archaic Poets for a history of such interpretations, and for a trenchant expo-
sure of their inadequacies (how, for example, were such poems preserved if they
were never repeated, and what does repetition imply for the integrity of the speaking
‘I and its authenticating original setting?).*

Most modern readers of Greek lyric are more cautious about using the lan-
guage of ‘sincerity’.®" The search continues, however, for a validating social
occasion for speech. Thus Gentili seeks to explain the ‘unusual features of the
prayer’ in Sappho’s ode to Aphrodite (1) by saying that ‘they are not simply derived
from real episodes in the life of the thiasos [religious guild of Sappho’s compan-
ions]’, but ‘must also mirror a precise ceremonial’.** Yet even Romantic readers
have long been sceptical about whether Sappho and Alcaeus composed their hymns
for a cult occasion. Page's remark on the Lesbian hymns might be taken to be a
comment on Horace’s hymns: ‘they appear rather to be literary exercises...than
devotional cult-song’.*> And even those who might dissent from Burnett's question-
ing of the social authentication of Lesbian song may still push back into the sixth
century the moment when ‘the devices of poetry’ were freed ‘from their organic
contexts in society and its institutions’.**

As we have seen throughout this essay, any polarised account is going to be
reductive. The last thing I am aiming to do is to turn the Greek lyricists into
proto-Alexandrians, or (by implication) strip Horace of his cherished literarity and
turm him into some dashing improviser of the sort which he so loathed. The point is
that a polarised account of some kind is inevitable, since we need to say (or even
imply) something about Greek lyric in order to address Horace.** My remarks here
are only a plea that we should try saying things about Greek lyric which will be
enabling for Horace, rather than emasculating. We might begin by joining Burnett in
secing Greek lyric as ‘more artful and less passionate, more conventional and less
individual’ than many readers do;* the Hellenistic filter has been particularly dis-
torting here, since a lot of the talk about the Hellenistic poets’ craftmanship and
atiention 0 minute detail can end up making a Stesichorus or a Bacchylides look
like some kind of idiot savant. We might begin by reading the Greek lyricists
through Horace’s eyes. Although we cannot read the whole of them and of their
commentaries, as he could, we must remember that Alcacus, for example, repre-
sented to Horace the ancient equivalent of at least three volumes of Oxford Classical
Text, and that he was, for non-epic poetry, the father of that most ‘unnatural’ and
‘unspontaneous’ form of speech, allegory. Such a perspective might help us see how
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Horace regarded these voluminous poets as being, like himself, accomplished expo-
nents of the most demanding metrical forms, as imitators and adapters of each other
in a tradition which he is continuing (E. 1.19.23-31), as self-conscious and versatile
literary artists. '

If we may use Horace to bring the two parties closer together, the pendulum
must always be allowed to swing, and I will finish by focusing once more on the
differences between Horace and the other nine of the canon. This time, instead of
finding the differences to be hurdles which Horace has to surmount more or less
successfully, we shall see him turning the centuries-long and miles-wide rift into the
source of his most potent and characteristic lyric strengths. Let us consider, briefly,
place and time.

Horace loves to celebrate places which have no resonance in his tradition
because they have no presence there. The names of Horace’s girls may slip in and
out of the memory, but no one who has read the Odes ever forgets Tibur, Lucretilis,
Soracte, Bandusia; these names are often set off against famous Greek places,
nowhere more memorably than in 1.7 (Laudabunt alif). He may well have found an
aid in Sappho for the kind of evocation of place he achieves in 1.17 (Velox amoe-
num),” but the urge to do it does not come from her or from anyone else; it must
have been the very absence of all these locales from Greek tradition which espe-
cially impelled him to fix them in his poetry and in our memories, and to introduce
‘a new way of thinking to European literature’.® His confidence in his utterly
unsupported efforts is so secure that he claims to immortalise a place (Fons Bandu-
sige, 3.13.13-14) before he ever claims o immortalise a person. His boldest
endeavour of all is his elevation of Tibur into a self-sufficient metaphor for a frame
of mind and a mode of poetry;* from the start, he speaks of the place as if it were
numinous, as if we ought o know what it stands for, as if it had been part of a poetic
tradition for centuries before him.

The centuries between himself and his models were intimidating in many
ways, but it must have been partly the very sense of that great distance which made
Horace such a great poet of time. Time, of course, is a perennial lyric preoccupation,
and the Greek poets were well stocked for virtually anything Horace wanted 10 say
on transience, ageing, or memory. And he wanted 1o say a lot: his poems on the
passing of time are among his most cherished (1.4, 4.7); especially in the fourth
book, when many of the people who meant most to him are dead, and when he is
addressing a generation of epigoni, he creates an unforgettable atmosphere of nos-
talgia and loss. But Horace had ways of apprehending time which simply had not
been available to his Greek models, and he is able to turn them to remarkable effect.
Here is the beginning of 3.30:

Exegi monumentum aere perennius
regalique situ pyramidum altius,

quod non imber ¢dax, non Aquilo impotens
possit diruere aut innumerabilis

annorum series et fuga temporum.
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pile of the pyramids, which neither gnawing min nor the wild north wind could
destroy, nor the uncountable sequence of years and the flight of ages. (3.30.1-5)

Fracnkel remarks: “The magnificent opening period. ..revives thoughts famil-
iar from Greek poetry, especially choral lyrics; in it there is nothing that might not
have been said by a Greek poet’.”® We need to qualify this observation by concen-
trating on the phrase innumerabilis annorum series (4-5). Horace is able to conceive
of future time as a continuous linked sequence of years (the hyperbole consists in
the claim that his immortality will be so protracted that it will escape any attempt to
number that series). No Greek lyric poet could have thought in terms remotely like
this. To our way of thinking (which is fundamentaily a Roman, specifically Julian,
way of thinking), their apprehension of the year was extraordinarily plastic, without
agreed fixed points, each state having ‘its own mode of time reckoning as it had its
own month names and numerals’.”! No Greek could have thought in terms even
close to Horace’s until the time of Hippias, the first Greek to publish a list of
Olympic victors (late fifth century, after the death of Pindar), providing ‘a method of
dating which would be understandable everywhere’.”> Roman literature found the
patterning of time a rich theme from early on (one thinks immediately of Ennius’
Annales, and of annalistic history itself, the distinctive Roman contribution to histor-
iography). But a decisive shift occurs in Horace’s own lifetime, with Caesar’s
transformation of the Roman calendar, Julian and natural time are now one,” and
this is the mode of thought which we still inhabit - with the spectacular addition of a
fixed point around which the numbered years go back into BC and forward into AD,

In Horace's case we are talking about more than just a sense of history (though no
Greek lyric poet could have had anything remotely like the sense of history which we
recognise in Horace and his contemporaries). We are dealing with a mode of apprehend-
ing time as an organised grid through which namral time flows, or flies; he articulates
this mode of apprehension for us in Book 4, in words of tremendous resonance:

nec Coae referunt iam tibi purpurae
nec cari lapides tempora quae semel
notis condita fastis
inclusit uolucris dies.

Neither your Coan purples nor your precious stones now bring back to you
time, which winged day has locked up once and for all, preserved in the public
record of the calendar. (4.13.13-16)

No Greek lyric poet could have thought or written in such a manner. Everything
hangs on that semel:™ it focuses the clash between the impersonal grid of the state’s
time and the uncatchable winged unit of Lyce’s natural time (a winged unit which
performs, not suffers, the locking up); it organises the collision between the marble
of the abiding Fasti and the perishable pebbles of Lyce’s jewellery (not to mention
her garments).
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This Roman mentality provides him with quite novel possibilities for his Iyric.
The elapse of time is marked by a dating system which carries with it great historical
or sentimental charge: ex Metello consule, the formation of the ‘first triumvirate’
and origin of the civil war (2.1.1); consule Planco, the year Horace fought at
Philippi (3.14.28); consule Manlio, the year of Horace’s birth (3.21.1); consule
Tullo, the year of Maecenas’ birth?"* (3.8.12); Bibuli consulis, the year of Julius
Caesar's first consulship — and Bibulus® (3.28.8); Martiis Kalendis, the day Horace
almost went to join his lyric ancestors in the underworld (3.8.1), pleno.. annof...cum
tibi Nonae redeunt Decembres, the Faunalia (3.18.5, 10); dedicatum Apollinem,
Apollo Palatinus’ birthday (1.31.1); the Ides of April, Maccenas’ birthday (4.11.14-16).

The birthday in particular shows up his new power and his distance from his
models. In the time of the Greek lyric poets people did not observe birthdays, and
we do not know any of the poets’ birthdays.” Horace is able to use birthdays to
create new ways of organising the ancient lyric pathos about the fugitive nature of
our life. Here is his description of the date of Maecenas’ birthday:

Idus tibi sunt agendae,
qui dies mensem Veneris marinae
findit Aprilem,

iure sollemnis mihi sanctiorque

paene natali proprio, quod ex hac

luce Maecenas meus adfluentis
ordinat annos.

You must observe the Ides, the day which splits April, the month of Venus of
the sea, a day rightly celebrated by me, almost more sacred to me than my
own birthday, because from this light of day my Maecenas arranges in order
the flow of his years. (4.11.14-20)

The title of the Roman demarcation, /dus, is a redescription of [ux, ‘light of day’, the
original unit of time as given in nature. The precision of the Roman calendar, which
sets up the years in an order, and which splits the month just here, is in tension with
the watery immeasurability of the natural flow of years, adfluentis.” T.S. Eliot
catches something rather akin to this sensibility in The Dry Salvages:

The tolling bell [on the buoy]

Measures time not our time, rung by the unhurried
Ground swell, a time

Older than the time of chronometers...

And the ground swell, that is and was from the beginning,
Clangs

The bell.

Again, in 3.17, the wide sweeping panorama of remote mythical periods is
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interrupted by the intense cras, ‘tomorrow’ (9), fixed as the day of the birthday (cras
Genlum, 14); there is a very similar movement two poems further on, in 3.19, where
the question of the difference in time between remote kings is set against the
increasing precision of mid-winter, new moon, and, finally, midnight, the (implied)
eve of Murena's new tenure of the office of augur.

Horace knew all about the power of anniversaries. If we went to the under-
world, and interrupted the joint singing of Sappho, Alcaeus, and Horace to inform
them that we were observing the bimillennium of Horace's arrival in that place,
Sappho and Alcaeus would have no conception of what we were talking about.
Horace would understand at once.

Notes

1. My main debts are to Niall Rudd and Charles Martindale, to Terry McKier-
nan, for his thoughts on Horace and on Bacchylides, to Zetzel (1983), and, above all,
to the students in my class on Horace in Madison, Fall 1988 (S. Anderson, V. Burns,
D. Curley, A. Johnson, J. Manthey, T. McKiernan, P. O’Loughlin, M. Peterson, P.
Roney).

2. Pfeiffer (1968) 203-6.

3. Furber (1936) 1.26.

4. Pfeiffer (1968) 182-3.

5. Bing (1988) 23.

6. Wilkinson (1945) 11; Woodman (1974) 126. Non-poets may find it difficult to
intuit how intoxicating technique is to them. Catullus wrote a poem about it, describ-
ing the quasi-sexual charge he derived from metrical experimentation with his friend
Calvus (50); but this was no shared experience for Horace, he was on his own.

7. Only the first eight of Page’s thirty-five poetae melici minores: Page (1962)
360. Of course, a Latin poet could never join the Greek canon in the strict sense.
This is a desperately serious joke.

8. All these figures on the lyric poets’ books come from the appendices to
Volume I of CHCL.

9. West (1967) 80; the metre of this poem is one used by Alcaeus (c.g., 34b,
112).

10. Pfeiffer (1968) 183; cf. Johnson (1982) 87.

11. Fraenkel (1957) 283-4, discussing Pindar’s first Pythian and C. 3.4; cf.
Syndikus (1972) 3-4.

12. Bing (1988).

13. Kroli (1924) 202-44, on the ‘Kreuzung der Gattungen’; Zetzel (1983) 100-1.

14, Reitzenstein (1963); Newman (1967); Syndikus (1972) 8-10.

15. A history of the debate in McDermott (1981).

16. Brink (1982) 325: ‘H. is ridiculing a convention’.

17. Newman (1967) 45-8; Richardson (1985) 391-8.

18. Callimachus introduced this cataloguing principle in his Pinakes: Pfeiffer
(1968) 129.

ol

Horace and the (Greek Lyric Poets

19. Fowler (1989) 236, reviewing Thomas (1988); cf. Zetzel (1983) 83. Already
in 1920 Pasquali had stressed how important it is to see Horace as part of a classicis-
ing epoch: Pasquali (1920) 13740,

20. Here I may refer to the picture given by Zanker (1988) of the larger Augus-
tan classicising movement of which the Odes are a part, and to the difficulties of
periodisation within this large picture, picked out by Wallace-Hadrill (1989), in his
review of Zanker; generally, on periodisation, Martindale (1992) 9-10.

21. On Callimachus’ generically arch responses to the need to encompass his
monarchs in his poetry, see Zetzel (1983) 100,

22. Giangrande (1968) 119.

23. Giangrande, loc. cit.; Murray, below, 96.

24. This line ‘is unique in the 317 lines of this type in Horace in having a break
after the fourth syllable when this is not a monosyllable’, Wilkinson (1945) 11 n.1.

25. N-H (1970) on 3: ‘The prayer with libation is a simple one, not involving a
complicated or expensive uotum’,

26. Following N-H (1970) ad loc., for text and interpretation of medicumque
salue rite uocanti,

27. Hubbard (1973) 12.

28. N-H (1970) ad loc., referring to Aetia fr. 1.7-8 (old age); fr. 7.14 (‘that [my
elegies] may live for many a year’), and Cat. 1.10 (‘may last for more than one
generation’).

29. La Penna (1972).

30. For an interpretation which harmonises the opposition, see Davis (1991) 85-6.

31. La Penna (1972) 209-10.

32. Ross (1975) 141.

33. N-H (1978) 205.

34. Commager (1962) 316 (for him, a question of date of composition).

35. Cf.C.3.4.26-8,

36. On the programmatic force of renuls, see Ross (1975), index s.v. When
Callimachus had prayed to be a winged creature, it had been a *dainty’ one, a cicada
(Aetia fr. 1.32),

37. For discussion of the metaphorical power of Bacchus, see Commager (1962)
337-41; Griffin (1985) 72-8. To provide a context for 2.19 one would need to begin
by looking, with the help of Lissarrague (1987), at how Horace follows, e.g., Al-
caeus (346) and Anacreon (356, 409, fr. eleg. 2), in using the mixture and limiting
be-wine (and in his case, types of wine) as metaphors for behaviour in poetry and
society (1.9, 13; C. 1.7, 17, 18, 20, 27, 36; 3.8, 19, 21, 28).

38. Following N-H (1978) on the main difficulties of interpretation.

39. N-H (1978) 316; see their commentary on 18 for the oxymoron of separ-
atis. . iugis.

40. Commager (1962) 339. -

41. ‘A surprising feat for this particular god’, Fraenkel (1957) 200. procliis

“audax in C. 1.12.21 refers to Pallas, not Bacchus.

42. On Horace’s use of Bacchus for his self-consciousness about the perils of
grand composition, with reference also to C. 3.25, see Williams (1968) 70-1; Rudd
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(1982) 401; Griffin (1985) 72-3.

43. Silk (1956) 258-62.

44. Rowe (1987) 95.

45. West (1967) 80. ,

46. Fraenkel (1957) 273-85; Ross (1975) 139-52.

47. Even the most fundamental categories are not the same for the two. When
Pindar begins Olympian 2, he asks ‘What god, what hero, what man ghall I cel-
ebrate?’, and answers ‘Zeus, Heracles and Theron’ in three lines, but when Horace
asks the *same’ question at the beginning of C. 1.12, the compartments prove 1o be
far less watertight: in particular, by the end of the poem it is by no means certain in
which category Augustus belongs.

48. Fraenkel (1957) 423; N-H (1978) 336. On Greek claims to bestow immor-
tality, see Campbell (1983) 262. On their claims for their own immortality, see
CHCL 1.185. This seems to be a special theme of Sappho’s (65, 147, 193), Horace
and Sappho are the only lyric bards in the canon who are not Greek males; is it their
self-consciousness about this marginalisation which makes them concentrate on
their power to immortalise themselves, rather than others?

49. On the difficulties for both parties in these negotiations, see Griffin (1985)
200-6, especially 2034, with reference to E. 2.1.

50. N-H (1970) 81. The effect is reinforced by the stuttering addition of ef tuas
after laudes egregii Caesaris in line 11.

51. Commager (1962) 71 n. 25; now, in detail, Ahern (1991).

52. Full account of the debate over this poem in Woodbury (1985).

53. And Virgil (Ecl. 6.3-5). Horace's ode moves from the Eclogues here at the
beginning, via the Georgics (5) to the Aeneid at the end (31-2).

54. Williams (1968) 70-1, on the dulce periculum of 3.25.18. I end up quite
close to Newman (1967a) 50, though not wishing to say that ‘in the last analysis
Horace is on [Callimachus’] side’.

55. Hubbard (1973) 23.

56. Bing (1988) 74-5.

57. Op. cit, 66-7.

58. N-H (1970} xii.

59. See Genette (1992) 38-44, for the Romantic evolution of ‘subjective’ lyric.

60. Bumett (1983), esp. 1-7; cf. Bowie (1986), on occasionalist readings of early
Greek elegy.

61. Even if they might not all join me in agreeing with Burnett's formulation:
‘the archaic poets, like poets everywhere, invented both ego and occasion when they
composed their songs’, Burnett (1983) 6; cf. Emily Dickinson, quoted in Johnson
(1982) 83: ‘When I state myself as the Representative of the Verse ~ it does not
mean me, but a supposed person’.

62. Gentili (1988) 79-80; contrast Burnett (1983) 229.

63. Page (1955) 244; cf. N-H (1970) 3434, on Sappho 2: ‘Sappho has already
broken away from the old-world piety of the cult-hymn’.

64. Woodbury (1985) 206, on Ibycus 282a.

65. For the issues, see Martindale (1992) esp. 734.
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66. Bumnett (1983) 2.

67. Jenkyns (1982) 38, on Sappho’s description of a temple in fr. 2, and its
capturing of the ‘sentiment of place’.

68. N-H (1970) xxi, on the Sabine farm.

69. Davis (1991) 1934, on 1.7, 3.4.23, 4229-32, 4.3.10-13 (this last poem
answering to 1.7).

70. Fraenkel (1957) 302.

71. Bickerman (1980) 33.

72. Bickerman (1980) 75.

73. Wallace-Hadrill (1987) 224; cf. Bickerman (1980) 47.

74. From Catullus 5.5, cum semel occidit breuis lux; cf. C. 4.721 (looking to
simu! in line 10).

75. N-H (1978) 202. Or else Maecenas was bomn, like Horace, consule Manlio:
Nisbet (1987) 186.

76. Fraenkel (1957) 23. Pindar comes closest (fr. 193), when he says that he was
born on the first day of the Pythian festival; but this is not a birthday proper, because
Pindar cannot tell us the year.

77. There is a nod towards the Etruscan ancestry of Maecenas in the use of findit,
*splits’, for by one account the Ides derived their name from iduare, the Etruscan
word for diuidere (Macr. Sat. 1.15.17). adfluentis seems to look back to the incom-
parable image of the flow of time in the last ode addressed to Maecenas, fluminis
ritu... (3.29.33 f£.).
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Translation of Laudes Horatianae

IN PRAISE OF HORACE

On Horace Phoebus has conferred the happiness of heaven: for two thousand years
the poems of the renowned bard have lived; they will 80 on living as long as the
Latin tongue gives forth sound.

Whether, Horace, you sing with golden quill of the battles fought by girls in
the night or of most copious cups of fiery Falemian wine and young men drinking
freely, or whether you relate the fable of the two mice, or whether the theme of your
song is the pair of witches, Canidia and Sagana, striking terror into the living and the
shades, true indeed is the delight of those who hear your witty poems.

Yet in graver measures your lyre sings of the plan and direction of the happy
life. When chance is unkindly and gloomy Fate issues her threats, you can by your
pleasing counsel shift the storm-cloud from the mind.

How excellently you teach us, you who so merit our praise,what poetry really
is! It is far from simple to follow the model of a prince of poets. More swiftly
gallops a charger than an unskilful nag.

Notes (references are to the lines of the Latin poem):

1. C.4.8.29

4. 5.1443

5-6. C. 1.6.17 and 2.13.26-7

9. 8.2.6.79-117

10-12. 7.3.7-8;1.5;1.17; §. 1.8.23-50; S. 2.8.94-5
16. Lucretius DRN. 3.95

20. C.447

22, C.4247
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