
This is a valuable collection, including several pieces (Hankinson, Holmes, Konstan) that will
stand as landmarks in their respective domains. I identied few signicant errors. Hankinson’s
citations of numbered texts appear to have gone awry at 78, 81 and 85.
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H.-C. GÜNTHER (ED.), BRILL’S COMPANION TO HORACE. Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2013.
Pp. xv + 630. ISBN 9789004223622. €180.00/US$258.00.

This provocatively old-fashioned book certainly makes a change from the usual run of companions
(including G. Davis, Companion to Horace (Wiley-Blackwell, 2010) and Stephen Harrison,
Cambridge Companion to Horace (CUP, 2007)). As Hans-Christian Günther remarks in the
opening page of the volume under review, those prior works left him ‘much more at ease with my
decision to opt for the rather unusual form of this companion, a kind of paraphrastic
interpretation of Horace’s works’. There is indeed a good deal of paraphrase here, much more
than most Anglophone scholars of Latin literature will be used to: although each chapter is
organized at least to some degree around thematic groupings of the poems under consideration
(such as ‘Personal Religion in the Odes’, section 3.2 of the chapter on Carmina I–III), the great
bulk of the book is taken up with careful analyses of a single poem at a time. The weaker
examples slip too easily into narrative or summary — the sort of thing better served by the
opening comments in a commentary — but the best are sensitive and compelling, offering a host
of telling observations. A very full Index Locorum, with the main discussion in each case helpfully
indicated by bold type, makes locating observations on a given poem or passage straightforward.

G. has not written the entire volume, but he has contributed most of it: a substantial opening
chapter on ‘Horace’s Life and Work’, as well as the chapters on the Epodes, Odes I–III (by a
considerable margin the longest of the book), the Carmen Saeculare and Epistles II, in addition to
a brief preface. His collaborators Edward Courtney and Elaine Fantham contribute two chapters
each (Courtney on Satires I and II, discussed in a single long chapter, and a short nal piece on
the transmission of the text; Fantham on Epistles I and Odes IV). A judicious chapter on the Ars
Poetica is contributed by Tobias Reinhardt, and Peter E. Knox covers ‘Language, Style and Meter
in Horace’. As such, the volume is an odd hybrid: in large part, one man’s interpretation of
Horace — and as one would expect, G.’s various chapters relate fairly closely to one another, and
share emphases — plus a handful of other voices, that nevertheless do not add up to the kind of
varied perspectives on a given author that we nd, for instance, in Davis’s Blackwell companion.

G.’s written style — and to a lesser extent that of the volume as a whole — is straightforward and
expansive, and he is not afraid to repeat himself or to reiterate key ideas, such as his strong emphasis
upon the interpretive signicance of Horace’s poetic autobiography and ‘self-interpretation’ of his
own work, or his rather sweeping disdain for ‘modern theory’ tout court. This makes for a clear
sense of the volume’s central aims and ideas, but it is a shame that the English prose is so
workmanlike, prone to local repetition and awkward phrases, with a handful of outright errors
and many overlong sentences. This otherwise handsome (and extremely expensive) volume is also
marred by a surprisingly large number of typographical and formatting errors.

I found the target audience of the book hard to determine. It claims to be ‘aimed at students and
scholars of classical and modern literature who seek comprehensive orientation on all aspects of
Horace’s work’. It also claims that ‘all quotations from Latin and Greek are translated’ but in fact
this is not the case — I found several Latin quotations in footnotes without a translation, and this
tendency sometimes creeps into the main text as well. In Knox’s discussion of style in the Satires
(533), for instance, none of the list of obscenities are translated (although several are fairly
unusual words), and further down a list of brief quotations from Satires 1.2 also have no
translation. Much more problematic is that the frequent quotation of German is never translated,
even in the case of quite long and argumentatively signicant passages, such as Gottfried Benn’s
poem Der Dunkle (482), and two substantial quotations from Schopenhauer (324–5). In an
English work apparently intended to offer an accessible overview of Horace to students and
scholars who are not necessarily specialists in Latin literature, it is a mystifying decision not to
translate substantial quotations from German.
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Although G.’s range of cultural reference is attractively broad and engagingly presented, the
volume pays no formal attention to Horatian reception. This is in contrast to the great majority of
recent companions (including the editor’s own Brill’s Companion to Propertius (2006)). This lack
of engagement with an increasingly prominent area of classical scholarship reects G.’s forceful —
even aggressive — repudiation of what he terms ‘modern theory’: ‘Sufce it to say that modern
theory is nothing but a misapplication of half-understood philosophies (or sometimes
pseudophilosophies) to literary criticism, a misapplication that substitutes the texts as objects of
research by theory itself; that the advance in knowledge or understanding gained by such a
procedure is virtually nil, is no wonder’ (x). In fact, the book rejects not just theory but,
apparently, any criticism considered tainted by theoretical concerns, and almost any suggestion of
metapoetic interpretation (not a single mention, in text or bibliography, of Lowrie’s Horace’s
Narrative Odes or even of Michael Putnam’s Artices of Eternity, to cite just two particularly
egregious instances among very many possible examples). The well-informed specialist will
appreciate and may even (depending on their sympathies) enjoy the pointed disregard — an
almost audible silence — that surrounds a very large number of recent commentators on Horace,
but this decision effectively disables the book as a useful introduction. For all G.’s earnest — and
plainly sincere — admiration for Horatian versatility and range, the ‘Horace’ that emerges from
the volume is accordingly attened and reduced.
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E. GOWERS (ED.), HORACE: SATIRES BOOK I. Cambridge/New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2012. Pp. xii+ 370. ISBN 9780521458511. £23.99/US$40.00.

Since Zetzel’s landmark article of 1980 (‘Horace’s Liber Sermonum: the structure of ambiguity’,
Arethusa 13), some of the biggest transformations in the way we think about what happens in a
book of Latin poetry have emerged from studies of Horace’s rst book of Sermones. Despite the
intense critical attention that these poems have received, commentaries of a matching high calibre
have failed to materialize, and the best of the old ones (Bentley, Lejay, Orelli, Heinze et al.) are by
now very old, and have long since ceased to tell us what scholars are actually saying. Emily
Gowers’ new Green and Yellow commentary does far more than bring things up to date. It
innovates, and opens pathways for fresh interrogation. By combining the best of the solid
philological and historical gains made by the great nineteenth- and twentieth-century
commentaries in French, German and Italian, with the best of recent cultural and literary-critical
scholarship (primarily in English), G. has managed to produce something that the eld has not, in
fact, ever seen: an impressively full and thought-provoking commentary in English on the rst
book of Horace’s Sermones (Bentley’s brilliant commentary of 1712 was in Latin).

Commentators have to be choosy in selecting what to emphasize and what to let readers pick up
on for themselves. G.’s points of emphasis are well chosen and well balanced, with the main point of
focus centering on the process of the poet’s self-fashioning in the course of the book, and the relation
of the self that we are made to notionalize and keep track of in the many shifting historical, cultural
and stylistic contexts that we are made to consider. What G. seems to ‘get’ in all of this that no other
commentator seems to have gotten nearly as well is how ideas tumble forward in Horace’s hexameter
poems from things (logically) unsaid, but (metaphorically and tangentially) implied. Playing with the
ways of off-hand talk, Horace’s ‘Conversations’ trip along from thought to thought, often landing us
far from where we began, and having taken many unexpected turns along the way. And yet
underneath their affable meandering is a web of implication (the traces of a loaded metaphor’s
being gradually unpacked, or of it secretly implying, then giving way to, the next metaphor down
the line) that connects not just one thought to the next, but rst to last and all thoughts in-between.

A particular highlight in teasing out how this works in the actual ‘talking’ of the poems is to be
found in the way that G. tracks the ow of ideas from line to line in S. 1.4, showing how the
poem’s opening discussion about Old Comic freedom gives way to a quasi Old Comical/censorial
scolding of Lucilius’ over-free style (‘an “Aristophanic” synkrisis between himself and his Roman
satirical “father” Lucilius’, 149), and from there to the question of whether satire, given its stylistic
proximity to New Comedy and everyday speech, belongs in the lofty (senatorial?) company of high
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