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Die im vorliegenden Band gesammelten Untersuchungen haben zur Grundlage
eines Gesprachs gedient, das sich mit dem Wandel des Verstandnisses poeti-
scher Texte befafite. Es wollte der Frage nachgehen, mit welchem leitenden In-
teresse, mit welchen Erwartungen und mit welchen Mitteln man in neuerer
Zeit dem Wortlaut von Dichtung begegnet sei. Angesichts der Unendlichkeit
des Feldes wurde die Untersuchung — immer noch weit genug —auf Pindar und
Horaz eingeschrinkt, deren Werke seit der Renaissance zu immer erneuter Be-
schaftigung herausgefordert haben. Die Beitrage haben also nicht » Wirkungs-
geschichte« im Blick, sondern das einfachere und damit unendlich schwieri-
gere Problem, wie man eigentlich gelesen habe. Sie spiegeln eine Vielfalt von
Ansidtzen und Antworten, wie es das grof3e Thema erhoffen lief3. W. K.



CHARLES O. BRINK

Horatian Poetry.
Thoughts on the Development
of Textual Criticism and Interpretation-

Those responsible for our Symposium have suggested that we should consider
the methodology of interpreting Horace, and do it through a consideration of
its history: Zur Geschichte des Textverstindnisses am Beispiel von Pindar und
Horaz. This is right, because the history of scholarship teaches that, although
there have always been methods and procedures, these have differed consid-
erably over the centuries and even at the same period. Nor have the prac-
titioners, who after all have been trying to solve specific and particular prob-
lems, made it clear to themselves and others what their procedures were in
general terms. Finally, >the understanding of a text« — Textverstindnis — sug-
gests critical scholarship rather than literary understanding. Hence I propose
to talk largely about important contributions to Horatian scholarship. I shall
concentrate on the great contributors — the neo-Horatians of the Renaissance,
Lambinus, Bentley, and a few in the 19th and 20th centuries. Nevertheless, we
recall that Horace, like Homer, Virgil, and to a lesser degree, Pindar, was one
of the most potent influences on the poetry and, generally, literature in many
different countries of the West. Inevitably therefore men like Petrarch, Ron-

sard, Montaigne, Dryden, Pope, Wieland, also had their understanding of the
text, which is part of the larger picture, though not entirely within my terms
of reference. I shall however cast an oblique glance, occasionally, across from
the technical scholars to the poets and writers.

Horace came out of the Middle Ages into the Italian Renaissance not so much
as the individual poet Quintus Horatius Flaccus but as three quite distinct Ho-
races — Horatius lyricus, ethicus,and criticus: the poet of the Odes, at the time
the least influential, the moralist of the hexameter poems (the scoffer ormocker,
Dante calls him), and the literary critic (magister, Dante says) of especially
the Ars Poetica. The most important by far was the last of them. This is borne
out by the sudden appearance of a whole line of 16th century commentators,
the neo-Horatian literary critics. These Renaissance commentators created
precisely what was needed — a framework of literary theory which had a reaso-
nable measure of consistency and strength, enough to convey the experience
in their latinized form of the two great Western literatures that had preceded
the Middle Ages. What they could not achieve, did not even try to achieve, was
to convey the poetic essence of the great poem in which Horace had poetically
demonstrated what such an experience was like. About that it will be in order
tosay a word or two later. Here it will be sufficient to bring out the reason why



it could scarcely be otherwise, and why nevertheless the achievement of these
literary critics was considerable.

The reason why the Renaissance critics could not get at the poetry of this
poem — cognitive, but poem for all that — was that they did not look for the
amalgam of content and form which makes poetry poetic. Those were not their
terms of reference — and that fact is negative. They abstracted from the form
without which the content was not sayable. This they did because they needed
the content — they and their time and the poets and their readers in Italy, in
France, in England, in Germany and in the other European countries. And that
was something positive.

But Horace is highly unsystematic and cannot be systematized without ex-
traneous help. Paradoxically that help was provided by the rediscovery of the
literary theories which, as far as we can tell, resembled those that Horace him-
self had used, and completely transformed, in his great poem. The theories that
were rediscovered were of course those of Aristole’s Poetics and Rhetoric.
There the Renaissance people found the conceptual coherence which they re-
quired. But if that was so why did they trouble to cling to Horace? Why did
they not throw away Horace and rush to cleave to Aristotle?

Some answers to these questions are on the surface of things, and yet are not
entirely unimportant. One answer, doubtless, is that Horace puts things so well
and concretely, is so memorably quotable. Unlike Aristotle, he does not grind
things down to concepts, abstractions, and definitions. Another answer closely
connected with this is that Horace wrote in Latin, Latin verse at that, and Latin
was closer to their sense of language than Aristotle’s Greek either in the orig-
inal or in a Latin, and later Italian, translation.

More important however than either is an answer that delves more beneath
the surface. What appealed to them was something that Aristotle could not of-
fer, although he seems to talk about very similar things. Horace offered an ex-
perience of a workmanlike kind set in a Roman context with which they could
sympathize. Aristotle offered nothing of the kind. Horace was that rare bird
—apoet who could think, whereas Aristotle was a philosopher who was so pre-
ternaturally clearheaded that he could talk sense, and deep sense, even about
poetry, as he could talk sense about anything.

So they conceived of the idea that they could turn to Horace and get him to
convey to them the essence of the great poetic models that had once existed in
their country, so that great poetry might arise again. And they turned to Aris-
totle and got him to instil some order into what to them seemed an artless pour-
ing out of poeticrules — ars sine arte tradita, as one of them, the Elder Scaliger,
said. Not an unreasonable procedure. For they saw much more clearly than
critics of later centuries that the Ars Poetica is, in some way or other, derived
from Aristotle’s Poetics, although they did not, and at that time could not,
know enough literary and critical history to understand quite how it might
have happened. More than a century later (in 1668, >Essays<ed. W.P. Ker, p. 38)



Dryden can still speak in the same vein, >Of that book which Aristotle has left
us, mepi ¢ Momrwkns, Horace his Art of Poetry is an excellent comment<. There
is a lot in that — only it is not quite so simple.

So the famous neo-Horatian movement of the Renaissance came into being.
Famous it may have been, but its importance had been largely forgotten until
two American scholars, neither of them classical scholars, explained it again
after the second World War: M. T. Herrick, >The fusion of Horatian and Aristo-
telian Literary Criticism, 1531-1555« (published 1946) and the somewhat
daunting two volumes by B. Weinberg, »A history of literary criticism in the
Italian Renaissance« (published 1961). The neo-Horatians produced a cong-
lomerate of Horace cum Aristotle. The movement started in 1531 with the com-
mentary by Parrhasius of Naples and it ended in 1554 with the commentary
by Luisinus of Venice, altogether half a dozen of them in about 20 years: Will-
ichius 1539, Pedimontius 1546, Grifolus 1552, De Nores 1553. In between came
the most important work of the lot — Robortello’s Paraphrasis of both the Ars
and the Poetics, in 1548, and likewise Madius’s commentary of 1550. The im-
mediate gainers were the general literary theorists, of great fame and influence,
Minturno on poetics 1559 and 1564, Castelvetro on Aristotle’s Poetics in Italian

1516, and the most influential of them all, the Elder Scaliger, Julius Caesar,
who, through his >Poetice, first of 1561, became the arbiter of European taste

at its most Latin.

The effect of the neo-Horatians was very great, in literary theory and in its
impact on literary and poetic practice. One might even say, allowing for all ap-
propriate changes, that the essence of the Horatian-Aristotelian outlook re-
mained intact for 250-300 years. It lost its efficacy in the 19th century, when
the romantic movement coalesced with other revolutionary forces, and estab-
lished the aesthetic point of view. By that I mean that the Romantics cut the
link between poetry and art on the one hand and morality and reality on the
other. Until then, if I may overstate the case just a little, men had been asking
the question, > How capable is this poet to make us see ourselves and the world
justly by moving and instructing us?«. Now they started to ask, >Is this poem
inspired, whatever it makes us into? Imagination is what matters¢; or else -How
powerful is the spontaneous overflow of feelings in this poem? Expression is
what matters«. The neo-Horatians therefore had seized the basic Horatian and
Aristotelian principle — that poetic art was not pour ’art — and in that respect
it was of the greatest importance.

In other ways however these critics had their limitations. Their procedures
were largely normative. They clutched their principle and thus fortified they
moved from that centre outwards to procedures and to rules. It is not hard to
see why much of what Horace the poet and craftsman had been able to put in
the Ars, and the rest of his poetry, fell by the wayside. No analytic or ex-
planatory criticism could come out of these procedures. It is therefore instruc-



tive to learn that the first really major commentary on Horace was only in-
directly connected with the neo-Horatian movement.

I am of course referring to Dionysius Lambinus, Denys Lambin, the great
French scholar, who published his text of Horace with commentary first in
1561, to be followed soon by equally major editions of Lucretius, Cicero and
others. He was engaged on an edition of Plautus when he died in 1572. H.A.J.
Munro, no mean judge, wrote more than a century ago >his knowledge of Cicero
and the older Latin writers as well as the Augustan poets has never been sur-
passed and rarely equalled:. The date of his Horace suggests that the neo-Ho-
ratian movement was over; its places of publication, Lyon and later Paris, sug-
gest that the new interest in Horace had started not in Italy but in France and
in close connexion with the new historical and exegetic philology which that
country was then developing. The new philological learning was suspect; lam-
biner became an offensive by-word for being diffuse and pedantic.

Lambinus was without doubt the most productive Latin scholar of the mid-
16th century. He had read widely in Latin and Greek, and had a most felicitous
touch in grasping the characteristic allusion whether in matter or wording. He
sensed that there was such a thing as Latin poetic language. He attempted to
perceive the poetic usage and vocabulary which Horace’s work presupposed.
He used manuscripts — as many as ten, not a usual thing at the time when one
or two, if any, were regarded as sufficient. He was a good though not, in com-
parison with the greatest, an outstanding textual critic. His judgement and
sense of probability in deciding questions of interpretation make it still worth-
while to consult Lambinus when one is in doubt, and often when one is not,
just in order to see how he put the problem. Since he published more than four
centuries ago, that is no mean feat.

It is reasonable therefore to say that Lambinus produced the first modern
and philological (in its wider sense) commentary on Horace. This he could not
have done without a narrowing of his vista, which was still a narrowing, how-
ever fruitful. He cut the close link between classical scholarship and literature
which the neo-Horatians had established. Though relying on them for the Ars
Poetica, he did not really use what they had to offer. In future, if one looked
for Horatianism, one had to look in different places. Horatius criticus conti-
nued to stimulate the literary critics and the poets, but scarcely the best clas-
sical scholars. Horatius lyricus had influenced Petrarch two centuries earlier,
the sonnetteers of the Italian Renaissancse, and now the lyricists of the French
Pléiade. But although Pierre de Ronsard, Du Bellay, and the rest were his con-
temporaries (Ronsard even a friend to whom he dedicated one of his Lucretian
commentaries), their productions diverged from each other in spirit. Horatius
ethicus, and much of Horace’s ethos, reappeared in Montaigne’s Essais, not
long after Lambinus. But if the more or less scholarly reader wanted to pen-
etrate beyond the first superficial layer of words and associations, he had to
go to the scholars, who attempted to build further on the Lambinian founda-
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tion. Real progress came in the separate fields, literary or scholarly, not from
well-meaning mixtures like Dacier’s Horace, and the most decisive came, in the
latter field, just after 1700.

Forit so happens that the exemplary work of European textual criticism was
an edition of Horace. Richard Bentley demonstrated the new criticism by edit-
ing that poet. Accident, one is tempted to say. And so in a sense it was, because
the critic’s uncanny second sight could have been, and indeed was, applied with
equal success to other texts. For almost any other stood as much in need of the
radical operations which no one had ever performed as he did. But is was not
an accident that he chose the Latin poet who was perhaps the most beloved and
most widely read of all. The determination to change the face of that poet as
oi. moAAoL saw it into something that he could recognize and love — this must
have been at least one of the potent stimuli during a time of great professional
and personal preoccupations. To say as much is also to note his desire to fly
in the face of mental inertia and blind prejudice that characterizes all his
work, and accounts for much of the admiration but also of the opposition which
he encountered.

Of course many other motives combined to account for the work, and some
were clearer to him than others. Bishop Monk, his biographer, tells us that >he
formed the resolution of devoting his literary powers to prepare editions of
classical books for the use of the students of his college and of selecting those
authors which were most likely to prove a relief to his mind when fatigued with
cares and business« etc. >Accordingly he determined to commence his scheme
with an edition of Horace; a choice which peculiarly accorded with his views;
since such are the charms of this poet that none can be a more agreeable solace
of vacant hours; and so delightful are his writings both to the young and the
old, the serious and the gay, that no classical book is so universally read and
remembered.« (J. H. Monk, >The Life of Richard Bentley, D.D.¢, 2nd ed., 1833,
vol. 1, pp. 1571.) That was in 1702, when at last Bentley could start again to
think about his classics, having succeeded to the mastership of Trinity College,
Cambridge, two years earlier, at the beginning of the century. The students of
his college cannot have been much in his mind when he came to write. Not only
was there no explanation where they would have needed it, but there was to
be none except those which helped to explain textual cruces. For so he says in
his preface. He was to concern himself only with those matters >quae ad sani-
tatem sinceritatemque Lectionis pertinerent«. All the rest would be regarded
as something already done — the fateful step that cut off textual criticism from
an all-round explanation of the work to be explained. It was not that he could
see nothing else — some of his other books show the astonishing width of his
vista —, but that this was the creative limitation demanded for the task.

In a poet as popular and as frequently edited as Horace it was inevitable that
there should arise what is known as a Vulgate. By Vulgate I mean a text more
or less common to all editors, which will be as good as the weakest of them,
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not as the best, for bad editions, like bad money, have a tendency to drive out
good. A Vulgate is likely always to be damaging to the quality of a text, but
was doubly so at that time, because no systematic study of manuscripts and
their affiliations had yet been made. Indeed editors did not work from man-
uscripts — after all the only sources of a text — but from the Vulgate and they
were lucky if they could rely on a manuscript or two, of which they would speak
as liber, liber meus, liber optimus, and the like. This state of affairs was in-
variable and it did not change until men like Sauppe, Madvig, and especially
Lachmann, in the 19th century, came to study manuscripts and the principles
that govern the transmission of a text through manuscripts.

Certainly Bentley did not change this state of affairs — at least not in the case
of Horace; the New Testament is a different matter. Although he searched for,
and found, a considerable number of useful manuscripts, some unused before,
he was, with one exception, unable to find the best manuscripts of the poet,
which were not made available until the 19th century. I am tempted to say
however that he did something more important and difficult. He completely

swept away the Vulgate of the time and indeed of earlier times. This may be
described in terms of quantity or quality.

As for quantity, the text of Horace is not very bulky, say 250 pages of a small
octavo volume. Once you think of it that way, you can gauge the extraordinary
change he brought about. For his text differed from the Vulgate in between 700
and 800 places, an average of 3 to 4 per page. It is easily seen what that means
in a text which educated people then knew very largely by heart.

But the quality is even more important. For the first time in the intellectual
history of Europe a text of a great ancient poet was wholly transformed partly
by recourse to better manuscript sources but even more importantly by the use
of reason. The celebrated remarks in his preface show how well aware he had
become of what he was doing: terms like iudicium, sagacitas, dyxowa, divi-
nandi quaedam peritia et pavixy tell the story. He claims that important
though manuscripts are, better results are often obtained by the use of reason.
It is in emending texts that >pure reason, the light cast by sense and necessity,
prevails¢, sola ratio ac sententiarum lux necessitasque ipsa dominantur. Hence
noli... librarios solos venerari, sed per te sapere aude. This is the self-reliance
and optimism of 18th century rationalism and from it in due course a new sci-

ence, textual criticism, was born, like other sciences with its own drawbacks
as well as essential virtues.

It is sometimes said (thus by E.T. Kenney in his very instructive book, >The
Classical Text<, 1974, 72) that so long as you throw most of his conjectures away
Bentley’s great achievement was to produce a text very much like a modern
text, which is built on a much better knowledge of good manuscripts and the
manuscript tradition. This assessment suffers from several serious mis-
judgements.
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Firstly, the distinction between changes made on the basis of manuscripts
(some 300) and those made by conjecture (more than 400) is only partly justi-
fied. His text appeared as early as 1706. Although he could draw on some man-
uscripts and early editions when he consituted it, most of the manuscript study
was done later when he wrote the commentary which was published more than
five years laterin December 1711, thus completing a decade from the inception
of the work in 1702. Consequently many of the corrections which are classed
as changes on the basis of manuscripts were in fact conjectures, largely his own,
later found by him in manuscripts. And even so modern editors pay insufficient
attention to his choice of variants where the manuscripts differ.

Secondly, what one finds at the bottom of the first edition of his text is not
something like a modern apparatus criticus, which consists of manuscript
readings and modern conjectures, but in each case one other reading differing
from what he has in the text and the single word >Vulgo«. Like all earlier editors
Bentley worked with the Vulgate of his time, but unlike them he worked syste-
matically against it where it did not ring true. From this again it follows that
it is not easy to make a clean separation between manuscript readings and con-
jectures.

Thirdly, when people talk about removing Bentley’s conjectures, this is not

always borne out by the facts. Modern editions of Horace suffer from great
faults and one of them is a marked determination not to depart from the man-

uscripts. But the last word about Bentley’s conjectures has by no means been
spoken. I therefore end my remarks about Bentley with two examples of mod-
ern texts failing where Bentley did not fail. I stress they are exempli gratia. I
could give many more. (It is of course easy as well to find some very rash things
where Bentley flicked his wrist once too often. He was always in a tearing
hurry. But such lapses are not difficult to eliminate.)

My first case comes from the Epistles, 1,17,43, and Housman called it >the
passage which best separates the sheep from the goats« (>Classical Papers,
1972,772): coram rege suo de paupertate tacentes, >being silent concerning po-
verty in front of their rich patron«. »Quid ergos, said Bentley, -why should they
not talk about the subject of poverty, or of other people’s poverty?« Etc. >I have
seen that this has to be changed by conjecture to sua,their own poverty, which
is a good and sensible precept; and having conjectured it, I found it afterwards
in the cod. Petrensis without any sign of correction.« Unfortunately when you
look at recent so-called critical texts of Horace you will find their editors to
be goats rather than sheep. At the same time I would say that there are dozens
of cases which show up what one might call the same breed of goats as this.

My second case has a particular interest. Bentley’s sense of style told him
that there was an ambiguity in the text of the Satire known as >The Boars, 1.9.30.
He removed the ambiguity (as the Dutch Renaisscance scholar Cruquius had
suggested much earlier) by a slight change of word order, for quod puero cecinit
divina motd anus urnd (wWhere the ablative mota is hidden in the short syllable
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elision), he wrote quod puero cecinit mota divina anus urna. He did not even
notice that thereby he removed a metrical anomaly — the elision mota anus,
which in the place of the line where it is supposed to occur seems to be unex-
ampled in classical verse between Lucilius and Ausonius. It is surprising to find
that no recent editor takes any notice whatever. The only person to pay atten-
tion was a specialist in metre, who drew the right conclusion. (N.-O. Nilsson,
>Metrische Stildifferenzen in den Satiren des Horaz¢, 1952, p. 18f.)

What had happened to critical Horatian scholarship through Lambinus’s
activities now happened through Bentley’s — and the more so the greater Bent-
ley’s genius was than Lambinus’s. But in principle it was the same. The literary
critics and the poets moving on their lines of attack perceived real features in
Horace which the textual critics did not deign to notice, if they were not down-
right inimical to noticing them. Boileau and Voltaire in France, Cowley,
Dryden, Pope writing Horatian poetry, and Dennis and Hurd writing literary
criticism, in England by their writing and thinking raised valuable points
about Horace the poet of civility. In Germany Wieland was in his own small-
town 18th century setting what Montaigne in his larger 16th century setting
had been — the Horatian spirit somehow had entered them, an essential ing-
redient in a real understanding of Horatian poetry. Wieland was an even better
amateur scholar than Montaigne and his translations of the Satires and
Epistles, with notes, have independent and condiderable value. About these
men, and scores of others I have not even mentioned, those who know more
about them than I do can inform us accordingly.

Meanwhile I return to the professional scholars, and ask what happened af-
ter the Bentleian revolution. First let us take textual criticism, where Horace
is a convenient example, because, for the reasons mentioned earlier, his work
was for Bentley the test case of the new textual criticism.

In Germany, where Bentley made a deeper impression than at home, a new
school of adherents arose. These men not only practised textual criticism on
Bentleian lines, but also achieved what Bentley had only started — a historical
understanding of manuscript traditions. This is the method called a fortiori

Lachmannian although we know now that Lachmann was not the only found-
ing scholarin that field. This exercise later turned into Textgeschichte,a some-

what different matter. At the same time manuscripts were studied systemat-
ically and palaeography was greatly developed. For the text of Horace the
outcome was highly beneficial. Not only were many manuscripts discovered
which were better than those known to Lambinus and Bentley, but also a clea-
rer view of the affiliations of these manuscripts was gained. The tidying up of
the Horatian transmission — a large and demanding task because of the huge
number of manuscripts — was undertaken and, to a large extent, successfully
completed by Otto Keller and Alfred Holder, indefatigable workers both, but
neither much of a critic or clear thinker. It was shown inter alia that several
hundreds of Bentley’s conjectures were in fact, though unknown to him, part
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of the manuscript tradition. This result led, on the one hand, to greater security,
on the other to a misjudgement of the position — because now people grew over-
confident and method turned into creed. It was thought (wrongly as I have
pointed out) that Bentley’s conjectures were no longer needed because editors
now had good manuscripts and knew how to judge them. Hence what need for
textual criticism? This was, rationally, a retrogression. Such was the position
which Housman fought, although he himself, apart from some of his earliest
papers, did not work in the Horatian field.

Another originally Bentleian inspiration was also pursued more in Germany
than in England, in the 19th and early 20th centuries, and it was the stronger
because it received nourishment from the historicizing notions which derived
from the German romantic movement. I am referring to historical criticism and
literary history. The effect of work in these fields was very great and the debt
modern classical scholarship owes to it is second to none. Nevertheless the
achievements were not without inherent contradictions and strains. I pick out
one important feature only. There are others which I have not time even to
mention. The marked romanticizing feeling for literature, especially poetry, of
the time accorded badly with the classical works to which it was applied, an-
imated by a different spirit and reflected in different theories.

The scholars and critics of the 16th century, and again those of the 18th, hap-
pened to be better off in concerning themselves with a poet like Horace. They
had what we lack, a minimum of common assumptions, explicit or at any rate
implicit, in dealing with poetry and ancient poetry in particular. We have al-
ready seen that some of these assumptions were in fact derived from Horace
and Aristotle. One would not perhaps be far off the mark in seeing in 19th cen-
tury classics a dissociation of sensibility from the ancient literatures that they
pronounced on, rather than an affinity with them.

Even the most important works of classical literary scholarship of that time
seem to me somehow tarred with that brush. It applies in various ways even
to Wilamowitz’s magnificent Herakles of Euripides, to Norden’s great com-
mentary on Virgil’s Aeneid Book VI, with its odd Wagnerian translation, and,
at an admittedly lower level of achievement, to Kiessling and Heinze’s com-
mentary on Horace, with its unsatisfying mixture of romantic enthusiasms and
stodgy introductions. There were, during that period, similar shortcomings in

other countries though nothing like the same achievements. The last-named of
these, Kiessling and Heinze’s work is still the standard commentary on Horace.

Since I have myself laboured, and am still doing so, to replace it in at any rate
for the literary poems, as others are attempting to do in the Odes, this is perhaps
the point at which, by way of conclusion, I should try to say how I see some
present topics and tasks that arise from my historical survey.

Since I have talked a good deal about textual criticism I will say no more

save that I do not think there exists today a fully critical edition of Horace’s
poems. This lack inevitably affects the view that is reasonably taken of the
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poet’s style and his very remarkable vocabulary, because the one affects the
other. One important topic is the so-called prosaic element in the Odes as well
as in the hexameter poems, raised by Bertil Axelson’s important book on Un-
poetische Worter energetically but, I believe, not quite convincingly. These
things are much more in the minds of commentators than they used to be, and
that is all to the good. But vocabulary is one thing, style (in the sense of »c’est
’homme) is another and here I particularly refer to the undervalued book by
a young Swiss scholar, Thomas Halter, »Virgil und Horaz< (1970). The scope of
the book is larger than its unduly abstract sub-title »JAntinomie der Erlebens-
form« suggests. There are many and quite central topics that still await the cu-
riosa felicitas of the genuine philologus.

Horatius lyricus presents the greatest difficulties at any rate in the political
poems. The reason is that there is so little in the poet’s political stance we can
take for granted, because to the liberal, or the democratic, consciousness they
present obstacles rather than attractions. Hence the quite consistent stance of
an intelligent Italian scholar, Antonio La Penna, in his able book >Orazio e
I’'ideologia del principato« (2nd ed. 1963). He writes off the political, especially
the Roman, Odes as governmental rhetoric—the contemporary way of referring
to what used to be named Hofpoesie. He places the centre of Horace’s lyricism
in the melancholic wistfulness of man’s transitory state. Against that Eduard
Fraenkel was, in my view, right in making some political Odes central to Ho-
race’s poetic ceuvre, but hardly right in his naive and unpolitical approach to
something which is neither naive nor unpolitical. Here if anywhere we requirea
historical approach to a phenomenon of which we have (luckily) no first-hand
experience.

To take another example: some critics refer to Horace’s love poems as >love
poems so-called«. One might raise the question whether they are neither the one
nor the other, but real poems in which the emotional turmoil of love is quite
sincerely set down but viewed as a general human and moral problem, and thus
intimately connected with the poet’s very fine moral perception in the hexame-
ter poems —the >poetic therapy of the passionsy, as it has been described by H.B.
Jaffee (Chicago 1944). The same applies to other types of Odes. Horace called
them lyrics but an ancient lyric is something very different from one belonging
to the 16th to 20th centuries. It meant something different again to Horace’s
models — Alcaeus, Sappho, Anacreon —, but he stands together with them vis-
a-vis the moderns. This is a subject much debated in recent literary-historical
discussion to good purpose. Yet one should not forget that in spite of these
apparently forbidding differences there must be something near the root of
Horace’s lyric poetry that could stimulate Petrarch, the Renaissance sonnet-
teers, next Du Bellay, Ronsard and so forth.

Having written at length on one of the Epistles, the Ars Poetica, to be fol-

lowed with, I hope, not too much delay by a book on Epistles Book II, I am not
a good person to repeat opinions which I have expressed over many (too many)
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hundreds of pages. As for the Sermones and the other Epistles, I have made
frequent reference to them in the earlier part of this paper. But I will at least

add that all of these, but especially Epistles Book I (again moral consciousness
in action at its most perceptive and poetic, as C. W. Macleod has well observed in

Classical Quarterly 1977) need much fuller and deeper treatment than they
have yet received.
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ERNST A. SCHMIDT

Das Interesse am horazischen Einzelgedicht

. Erklarung des Themas: Untersuchung von Aufkommen und Entwicklung der
Metaphern und Begriffe zur Erfassung der einzelnen horazischen Ode als eines
€v Kal ONOV  in der deutschen Horazerkliarung zwischen 1700 und 1850. — Art
und Umfang der zugrundegelegten Quellentexte. Charakter und Anspruch des
Arbeitsberichts.

. Vier neue Interpretationskategorien innerhalb der Horazkommentierung bei
Magister Jani 1778: nexus, totum, Eigenart, progressus jeder einzelnen Ode.
. Lessing 1759: schoner versteckter Plan, sonderbares Ganzes.

. Herder 1803: geistige Situation, Grazie und Anmut, Tanz, Umweg, lebendige
Organisation.

. Synkrisis der alteren und neueren Horazkommentierung. Selbstverstindnis
der Neueren von Jani an: die einzelne Ode, ein Ganzes. Eigenes Gesamturteil
uber jedes Einzelgedicht geht Kommentarstudium voraus. Neuheitspathos
und Erstheitsanspruch. Altere Kommentatoren: Horaz im Gedichtnis, stabile
Kommentierungstradition. Lambinus/Minelli gegeniiber Lessing. Rhetorische
Literarkritik. Schonheit und Schonheiten. Schonheitsgefiihl (sensus pulchri).
Entdeckung des Poetischen und Lyrischen; sensus poeticus, sensus lyricus.
» Poetisch« und »lyrisch« als steigerungsfiahige Werturteile.

. Die Metaphorik des gegliederten und vollendeten Ganzen. Verstandnis der ho-
razischen Ode als eines selbstdndigen Kunstwerks. Klassische Kategorien der
Dichtungsinterpretation auf das lyrische Einzelstiick tlibertragen.

. Interpretationskategorien zur Pradikation von Eigenart und Andersheit jeder
einzelnen Ode, deren Gebrauch Einheit und Ganzheit des Gedichts voraussetzt
bzw. von denen selbst (und damit vom Gedicht) Einheit ausgesagt wird. — »Ob-
jektive asthetische Kritik«: Form und Inhalt. Vorstufen dieses Begriffspaars;
Mitscherlich: leve argumentum; specialis idea.

. Die Metaphorik des Zusammenhangs. Klotz (1762), De felici Horatii audacia,
Enthusiasmustheorie und Logik lyrischer Rede. Problematik des lyrischen Zu-
sammenhangs; »natirlicher« Zusammenhang, »innerer« Zusammenhang;
»schone Unordnung« (beau désordre). Boileau, Longin, Batteux.

. Die Metaphorik der Bewegung. Zuriickdrangung der Enthusiasmustheorie als
Erklarungsprinzip wegen Differenz gegeniiber Pindar, verschiedenen Cha-
rakters der horazischen Oden untereinander und Abhangigkeit von griechi-
scher Lyrik. Herders Tanz der Grazie und sanfter Umweg. Vorlaufer.
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Seit dem es Kunstrichter von Geschmacke giebt, |[...]

Sanadon zuerst [...]
Herder, Kritische Walder (1769)

[...] ce n'est guere qu’en Allemagne qu'Horace a été
parfaitement connu.

Ch. Vanderbourg (ed.), Les Odes d’Horace (Paris
1812) ”

Vanderbourg hat wenigstens Geschmack
W. Monich, Die Horazische Lyra (Berlin 1841)

Die Frage, die ich mir gestellt habe, ist: seit wann interessiert man sich wissen-
schaftlich, d. h. explizit und begrifflich, fiir die einzelne horazische Ode als ein
selbstandiges Kunstwerk? Es ergab sich als sinnvoll, dazu die hierin produk-
tivste Horazerklarung, namlich die in Deutschland, zu betrachten und aus ihr
wiederum die anderthalb Jahrhunderte von 1700 bis 1850 herauszugreifen. Fiir
die Frage, wann in Deutschland das Interesse am einzelnen Horazgedicht auf-
gekommen ist und wie es sich geduflert hat, dokumentiere und bespreche ich
die Begriffe und Metaphern, die die Horazerklarung beim Sprechen von der
Einheit und Ganzheit einer Ode gebraucht, und verfolge ihre Entwicklung.
Die zugrundegelegten Quellentexte (1) sind Kommentare, Vorreden und An-
merkungen von Ubersetzungen, Vorlesungen und Abhandlungen. Aus den 150
Jahren, die sich als notwendiger und hinreichender Zeitraum fiir die Frage
herausstellten, habe ich an Literatur innerhalb der deutschen Horazerklarung
24 Kommentare bzw. kommentierte Ubersetzungen (2), 6 Ubersetzungen (ohne
ausfiihrliche Anmerkungen) (3), 3 Vorlesungen (4) und 13 Abhandlungen (5)
untersucht. Dieses Material ist einerseits um altere Titel, nicht nur aus
Deutschland, von 1490 an, andererseits um gleichzeitige Horazliteratur aus
dem Ausland, also Titel zwischen 1700 und 1850, erganzt worden; naher ange-
sehen habe ich 22 Werke (6). Wenn ich noch die signifikanten Zitate hinzu-
nehme, insgesamt 10 (7) — die meisten von ihnen aus den Stimmen der Meister
iiber den Meister in Klamer Schmidts Ubersetzungsband (1820) — Zitate aus
Biichern, die ich nicht selbst in der Hand gehabt habe, so besteht meine Beob-

achtungsbasis aus 78 Titeln.
Ich weill sehr wohl, daB3 diese Zahl von Dokumenten nur einen Bruchteil der

Horazliteratur ihrer Zeit darstellt und daher das Bild, das ich geben werde, nur
auf einem Ausschnitt des Quellenmaterials beruht (7a). Bei allen folgenden
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Feststellungen, die ich nichtsdestoweniger machen werde, ist also die etwas zu
schmale Basis und meine eigene Bereitschaft zur Korrektur durch weiteres
Material mit dazuzudenken. Ich habe allerdings schon unter dem Arbeiten die
Zuversicht gewonnen, dal} die grolen Umrisse sich kaum mehr zu andern
brauchen; denn in das schon bald nach Arbeitsbeginn entworfene Gesamtbild
fligte sich alles weiter Gelesene, wenn nicht ohne Uberraschung, so doch ohne
Schreck, schon ein. In Details dagegen bin ich auf jede Korrektur gefafit und
jede Prazisierung angewiesen.

Das hier Vorgelegte ist ein Arbeitsbericht, dessen Charakter in seiner Vor-
laufigkeit oberflachlich genannt werden mufl. Was ich gebe, ist Oberflache:
Beschreibung und Verkniipfung des Beschriebenen. Deutung, d. h. Verbin-
dung einerseits mit analogen Sachverhalten, andererseits mit grundsatzliche-
ren Aspekten der Geistesgeschichte, wird hier nur ansatzweise geleistet (8).

Genau in der Mitte des gesetzten Beobachtungszeitraums 1700-1850, namlich

in den 70er Jahren des 18. Jhs., werden in der Praefatio zu Magister Janis Ho-
razkommentar und in einer den Einzelkommentierungen vorangestellten Ab-

handlung De Poesi Lyrica, inprimis Horatiana vier miteinander verbundene
Interpretationsprogramme zu Horazens Oden aufgestellt, die es vorher in
Odenkommentaren nicht gegeben hat.

1. Jani (1778) fordert programmatisch den Nachweis des »nexus« in den
Oden (9), welcher Forderung er auch selbst in einzelnen Oden-Argumenta ex-
plizit nachkommt (10).

Mit dem Augenmerk auf dem »nexus« ist offenbar die horazische Ode als
eine in sich zusammenhingende Einheit zum Gegenstand des Interesses ge-
worden. Den Begriff »nexus«, den die antike Literarkritik nicht kannte und
der die Gedankenverbindung und den Zusammenhang in einem literarischen
Kunstwerk meint, habe ich, von einer Ausnahme abgesehen (11), vor Jani
(1778) in der Horazliteratur nicht gefunden. Nach ihm begegnet er bei Mit-
scherlich (1800) (12), Doering (1803) (13), Franke (1839) (14) und in vielfdltiger
Gestalt inlateinischer und deutscher Sprache kontinuierlich bis zum Ende des
betrachteten Zeitabschnitts.

Der Begriff kommt wohl aus der philosophischen Asthetik und letztlich aus
der Logik. Ich verweise auf Baumgartens Meditationes philosophicae de non-
nullis ad poema pertinentibus (Halle 1735) (15), insbes. §§ 1.2.5.6.10.65-76.
Baumgarten versteht unter dem »nexus poeticus« bzw. »nexus repraesenta-
tionumc« (» Verkniipfung der poetischen Vorstellungen«) die Determiniertheit
der einzelnen »ideae sensuales et phantasmata« eines Gedichts durch dessen
Thema (16). Aus dieser Determiniertheit ergibt sich die Verbindung (»connec-
tuntur«) sowohl mit dem Thema als auch untereinander. Diese Verbindung der
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einzelnen »repraesentationes« wird als eine Folge (»successio«) betrachtet, auf
welcher der »ordo poeticus« und die »methodus poetica« beruhen. Die Einheit
des Themas und Verkniipfung alles dessen, was nicht selbst Thema ist, mit die-
sem, sei die Voraussetzung der horazischen Forderung an das Gedicht, »sim-
plex et unum« zu sein (A.P., v. 23; zitiert von Baumgarten in § 67). Weil der
Dichter ein Schopfer ist, miisse sein Gedicht gleichsam eine Welt sein (»mun-

dus«), so dafl von ihm die philosophischen Aussagen tiber die Welt analog gel-
ten (§ 638).

2. Entschiedener noch und umfassender ist das auf das Einzelgedicht gerich-
tete Erkenntnisinteresse Janis in einer anderen Absichtserklarung ausge-
driickt, wobei er zugleich deutlich macht, dal sich damit ein neues Anliegen
melde. In seiner Praefatio sagt er, es fehle bisher eine Ausgabe, in der Horaz
nicht allein durch fortlaufenden Kommentar beleuchtet werde, sondern wo,
neben anderem, die Jugend auch gerade darin unterwiesen werde, »in quovis
carmine non tantum intelligere singula, sed etiam totum, et singularum par-
tium ad illud rationem recte tutoque contueri« (17). Jani behauptet also, die
bisherigen Erklarer hdtten nur Einzelheiten in fortlaufender Kommentierung
erklart. Er dagegen wolle »das Ganze« jeder einzelnen Ode zu erfassen suchen
und dariiber hinaus die Beziehung der Teile zu diesem Ganzen. Wahrend der
»nexus« — zu erganzen ist: »sententiarume, »idearume« oder »imaginum« — bei
ihm noch etwas Oberflachenhaftes, Lineares, Additives an sich hatte, ist erst
mit der »partium ad totum ratio« eine Tiefenstruktur erreicht, die die Teile
nicht so sehr aneinander, als an ein sie iibersteigendes oder ihnen zugrundelie-
gendes Ganzes anbindet und die von Baumgarten schon mit dem Begriff »ne-
xus« gemeint war. Diesen Ganzheitscharakter nennt Jani einmal »virtus ac
forma universa carminis«, einmal »carminis universi idea« (18). All dies ist,
von einer bezeichnenden Ausnahme abgesehen, auf die ich kommen werde, in-
nerhalb der Horazerklarung neu; weder »totum« noch »totum carmen«, weder
scarmen universum« noch »virtus universa« oder »forma universa carminis«
148t sich in fritheren Kommentaren nachweisen, wahrend die ganze Folgezeit

bei der so bezeichneten Interpretationsaufgabe bleibt und, zumal in der
deutschsprachigen Kommentierung, im Zusammenhang mit der Vorstellung

des Ganzen und der Einheit sich dazu ein reiches Arsenal an Metaphern und
Begriffen schafft.

3. Der Kommentator, der seinen neuen Weg, den er zu beschreiben versuche,
als schliipfrig und gefahrlich bezeichnet (19), hat die eigenstéandige Einheit je-
des Gedichtes in diesem Zusammenhang noch auf eine besonders originelle
und produktive Weise ausgedriickt und damit erneut die Blindheit der bisheri-
gen Kommentierung fiir seine Frage auf negativem Wege bezeichnet: »Aliud
difficultatis genus in eo inest, quod, cum in aliorum poetarum longioribus car-
minibus uno tenore rem suam peragere interpres possit, in Horatio singulum
carmen aliam speciem, alium spiritum, aliam elocutionem habet; ut interpre-

22



tem continuo oporteat transformare quasi animum suum, |[...] si[...] In culus-
que carminis argumentum se penitus, ut par est, immergere velit« (20).

Das ist nun ganz vorziglich und fruchtbar, wie ich iiberhaupt dazu gekom-
men bin, diesen Heyneschiiler ungemein zu schatzen. Jani sagt hier nicht mehr
und nicht weniger — und das mit Recht —, als dal} die bisherigen Horazerklarer,
so sehr sie auch den einzelnen Gedichten » Argumenta« voranstellten, die hora-
zischen Oden kontinuierlich, einer Folge von Kapiteln oder Paragraphen oder
auch dem Nacheinander der einzelnen Gesange eines Epos vergleichbar, lasen
und erklarten, wahrend er jedes Gedicht als in jeder Hinsicht verschieden von
den andern versteht, so dafl der Interpret — dies gesehen und so gesagt zu haben,
verdient Bewunderung — »continuo oporteat transformare animum suumc.
Wer in das jeweilige Gedicht »tief eintauchen« will, mul} gewissermallen — um
eine Wendung Mitscherlichs (21) zu gebrauchen — erst seinem Geist die dem
Gedicht angemessene Leseweise »einformen«. Solchen Interpretationskatego-
rien zur Pradikation von Eigenart und Andersheit jeder einzelnen Ode wie Ja-
nis »species«, »spiritus« und »elocutio«, in denen die Einheit und Ganzheit der
jeweiligen Ode vorausgesetzt ist, werde ich nachzugehen haben.

4. Die vierte sich bei Jani findende Vorstellung ist die der horazischen Ode
als eines Ganges, eines Fortschreitens von Horazens Ingenium. Die lateini-
schen Ausdriicke bei ihm sind »ingressus« und »progressus ingenii Horatiani«.
Sie stehen einmal im Programm der eigenen Interpretation im Kontext von
»totum« und »virtus ac forma universa« (22), ein zweites Mal in der Kritik bis-
heriger Horazerklarung: »Incredibile est, quam absurdas et abhorrentes inter-
pretationesilli, inopia ingenii poetici, obtruserint summi viri; quotiens acumen
frigidum pro nisu poetico, delicatulas subtilitates pro ingressu ingenii, artem
rhetoricam et grammaticam pro poetica intulerint« (23) und schlie8lich in sei-
ner kleinen Abhandlung De Poesi lyrica, inprimis Horatiana, wo er bemerkt,
dafl jede lyrische Gattung ihren eigenen ihr eigentiimlichen »ingressus« habe
(24). Die beiden Metaphern »ingressus« und »progressus« sind in der Horaz-
kommentierung neu. Ihre in der deutschen Horazerklarung nur kurze Vorge-
schichte ist die zundchst mehr rezeptive Anfangsphase einer fruchtbaren In-
terpretationstatigkeit und Auseinandersetzung. Im Bereich der Bewegungs-
metaphorik beobachten wir Vielfalt der Bilder und Veranderungen der
Bildersprache.

Nachdem ich mit Jani einen Angelpunkt in der Geschichte der deutschen
Horazkommentierung von 1700 bis 1850 namhaft gemacht habe, lasse ich nun
einen Uberblick iiber mein weiteres Vorgehen folgen. Zuerst stelle ich Janis
Kommentar in die Mitte zwischen die beiden schonsten und heute ebenso drin-
genden Interpretationsprogramme der Zeit — beide sind, nach verschiedenen
Richtungen, weniger als eine Generation von ihm entfernt —, namlich eine eher
beilaufige Bemerkung Lessings aus dem Jahre 1759 und Herders Briefe tiber
das Lesen des Horaz von 1803 (§§ 3 und 4). Damit habe ich dann einerseits
schon einen ersten Gesamteindruck der neuen Interpretationsweise vermittelt,
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andererseits eine erste Vorstellung von der Entwicklung innerhalb dieses
neuen Lesestils gegeben. Die darauffolgende Einfihrung in das Programm und
Selbstverstandnis der neuen Kommentatoren In Hinsicht auf die leitende
Frage dieses Berichts steht als Tell einer pauschalen Synkrisis von Friher und
Spater IN der deutschen Horazerklarung, wobei ich als Grenzzone die Jahr-
zehnte von 1750-1780 betrachte und darin als Manner des neuen Programms
Lessing, Herder, Klotz und Jani ansiedle ($ 5). Es folgt, entsprechend den Kate-
gorien Janis, jedoch In anderer Anordnung, wie sie sich namlich aus dem Sach-
zusammenhang nach Lessing, Herder und Klotz ergibt, zunachst ein Uberblick
Uber die Ganzheitsidee und die mit Ihr verbundenen Vorstellungen und Meta-
phern ($ 6), dann Uber die Interpretationskategorien zur Pradikation von El-
genart und Andersheit jeder einzelnen Ode ($ 7); daran reiht sich eine Ge-
schichte der nexus-Vorstellung, d. h. ithre Vorgeschichte bis zu Jani und ihre
weitere Entwicklung ($ 8), und zum Abschlul3 teile ich die Beobachtungen zur
Bewegungsmetaphorik mit ($ 9).

Bei Lessing bin ich auf die folgende Bemerkung gestoRen. Er spricht in seinem
51. Literaturbrief vom 16. 8. 1759 (25) von dem »schone[n] versteckte[n] Plan,
der auch die kleinste Ode des Pindars und Horaz zu einem so sonderbaren [Les-
sings Kursive] Ganzen macht«. Lessing Kritisiert hier Oden von Cramer: »Herr
Cramer ist der vortrefflichste Versificateur (26); daftir erkennen WIr ihn beide.
Daf aber sein poetisches Genie, wenn man Ihm tberhaupt noch ein poetisches
Genie zugestehen kann, sehr einférmig ist, das haben WIr oft beide betauert.
Wer eine oder zwei von seinen so genannten Oden gelesen hat, der hat sie ziem-
lich alle gelesen. In allen findet sich viel poetische Sprache, und die beneidens-
wirdigste Leichtigkeit zu reimen; aber auch allen mangelt der schone ver-
steckte Plan, der auch die kleinste Ode des Pindars und Horaz zu einem so
sonderbaren Ganzen macht.«

Diese AuRRerung erschien mir sogleich beim ersten Lesen neu und originell,
und dieser Eindruck istdurch alle anschlieRende Lektiire nicht widerlegt wor-
den. Doch was Ist eigentlich an diesen Satzen auffallend?

Lessing sagt, Cramers poetisches Genie, wenn man ihm dies iberhaupt zu-
gestehen durfe, sei einformig, d. h. mit einer oder zwei Oden kenne man alle.
Der hofliche Vorbehalt an Cramers poetischem Genie kommt von dessen EIn-
formigkeit, woraus man schlieBen kann, daR flr Lessing zu »poetischem Ge-
nie« Vielformigkeit, Mannigfaltigkeit, Abwechslung, Formenreichtum, zu-
mindest In einem Odenbuch, gehoéren, daB Ihm der »unus tenor« einer
Lyriksammlung unpoetisch erscheint. Cramers Einformigkeit hat nach Les-
sing zur Folge, nicht daf? man sich beim Lesen eines Gedichtes langwellt, aber
beim Lesen des zweiten und dritten. Poetisches Genie aulRert sich also darin,
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