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MICHAEL MCGANN

The Reception of Horace in the Renaissance
Introduction: Petrarch to Jonson

Nothing prepares us for Petrarch’s conversation with Horace. It is not just a matter of quotations, adaptations or echoes. He creates a Horatian self-portrait – of a man with few needs and a gift for friendship, who does not seek social advancement, finds the city unpleasant and enjoys a life of withdrawal, but unlike Horace is a christian and a tormented lover. And nothing in Horace anticipates Petrarch’s drastic comparison of reading Horace (and other favoured writers) with the process of digestion or with roots penetrating his marrow (Familiares 22.2.12-13).

 
One of the constants in the reception of Horace had been, and would long continue to be, the importance of the Ars Poetica, which during the sixteenth century was joined as a canonical text by Aristotle’s Poetics.
 Milestones marking developments in that reception are few between Petrarch’s death in 1374 and the 1460s. Perotti’s treatise on the metres of Horace and Boethius was written in 1453, and during the following decade there were courses of lectures in Florence, Rome and Verona. Horace was first printed around 1470, as was Perotti’s handbook. The ancient commentaries followed and, in 1482, a contemporary one by Landino. Also in the 80s Politian lectured on Horace in Florence. 

Apart from scholarship, Horace is mainly present in quattrocento Italy through the composition by poets such as Filelfo, Pontano, Politian, Marullus and Crinitus of Latin lyrics that are Horatian in metre, language or theme.
 Flaminio and Torquato Tasso continued this tradition into the sixteenth century, which was also an age of translation.
 Vernacular experiments in classical lyric were few in Italy (though Torquato’s father Bernardo should be mentioned), being discouraged by the dominance of Petrarch. In France a complete printed text first appeared in 1501, Lambinus published his great edition in 1561 and Montaigne made constant and creative use of Horace in quotation. Both the Latin poetry of Macrin and others and the French of the Pléiade, above all of Ronsard and Du Bellay, register the lively presence of Horace. The Pléiade looked back to Pindar also, and towards the end of the century Chiabrera in Italian and the German Paulus Melissus in Latin derive from it Pindaric as well as Horatian inspiration. In Germany, where there were lectures on Horace from the 1450s and a complete edition was published in 1492, Conrad Celtis wrote a Latin carmen saeculare for 1500, which with four books of Odes and a book of Epodes was posthumously published in 1513. The vernaculars were dominant in Portugal and Spain, and in the sixteenth century Horace was present there in the work of Sá de Miranda, Antonio Ferreira and Garcilaso. And in Poland, where Celtis had studied and taught in 1489-91 and had located the first of the four love affairs narrated in his Amores (published in 1502),
 Jan Kochanowski later wrote lyrics in both Latin and Polish that show the pervasive influence of Horace.   

In England and Scotland the reception of Horace took place in a context of literature rather than scholarship, and creative imitators, at pains sometimes to obscure their relation to a classical text, could make it difficult to establish the nature and extent of its reception.
 How Horace, Henryson the Scottish schoolmaster and Wyatt the Tudor diplomat relate to one another in their versions of the fable of the two mice has been viewed very differently.
 Skelton’s polyglot parrot is more forthright about his reading: after proclaiming loyalty to Henry and Catherine, he weaves Horace’s vis consili expers mole ruit sua (‘force without counsel collapses under its own weight’, Odes 3.4.65) verbatim into his speech, warning the royal couple and probably criticizing Wolsey (Speke, Parrot, 40-42).
 In Medicinable Morall (1566) Horace’s earliest English translator Thomas Drant interestingly juxtaposed translations of Jeremiah and the Satires, which as a pagan work he said he approached with the ruthlessness shown by the ancient Hebrews to beautiful foreign captives.
 Another coming together of Horace and the Bible took place in the same year, when the Scot Buchanan published his paraphrases of the Psalms.
 In The Faerie Queen Spenser, exceptionally, introduced to a northern fairyland divinities more at home in the world of the Odes
 (The well-disposed and amused tolerance of Horace’s Sabine neighbours [Epistles 1.14.37-39] was very different from the view of the incomer taken by the Irish who destroyed Spenser’s castle in 1598.)
 It is unclear how wide or deep Shakespeare’s reading of Horace was.
 There may be some connection between Cleopatra’s final serenity in Anthony and Cleopatra (5.2.233-37; 275-85) and Odes 1.37.21-32.
 More telling is the similarity between Jessica’s being told in The Merchant of Venice not to listen to ‘the wry-necked fyfe’ nor to ‘thrust [her] head into the public street’ (2.5.30; 32) and Odes 3.7.29-31, where Asterie is warned against ‘the song of the plaintive pipe’ and forbidden ‘to look down into the streets’.
 With Jonson, to whom with Drayton may be credited the beginnings of the English classical ode,
 there is no problem of ‘small Latin’ when in 1601 he convincingly puts Horace and other Augustans on stage in Poetaster (see below).

Petrarch: Lalage and Laura

Three of Petrarch’s sonnets are noteworthy for their close, and complementary, links with Horace, Odes 1.22.
 This begins with the assertion that no matter where the upright man goes (outlandish places are mentioned) he need carry no weapons to defend himself (1-8). The poem gives an example: a monstrous wolf has fled before the speaker (let us call him Horace) as he wandered in a Sabine wood without weapons or cares, singing of Lalage (9-16). The personal note is continued in the remaining eight lines of the poem, where Horace returns to the no-matter-where theme of the beginning (5-8). Using imperatives, ‘put me (pone me) …where…, put (pone) me beneath…’ (5-8; 17-21), he declares that whether in a cold wasteland or in an uninhabitable sun-scorched region, he will continue to love the ‘sweetly laughing, sweetly speaking Lalage’ (23-24).

 
The three sonnets draw on different parts of the ode. In Canzone 145 pone me is reproduced almost letter for letter as ponmi, which is used to structure the whole sonnet (1,3,5,7,9,12) just as pone (me) structured the last two stanzas of the ode. Petrarch offers a much wider range of alternatives, of which the most striking is at line 11: libero spirto od a’ suoi membri affisso (‘with my spirit free or attached to its limbs’), which seems to envisage an out-of-the-body experience, for which Horace offers no precedent. The last pair display a Petrarchan concern with reputation: ‘with fame obscure or glorious’ (12). Laura is not referred to in this sonnet, but her effect on Petrarch is brought out in the concluding two lines, which correspond to, and contrast with, Horace’s declaration of continuing love for Lalage: Petrarch says ‘I shall be as I have been, I shall live as I have lived, prolonging my fifteen years of sighs’ (continuando il mio sospir trilustre, 13-14). Nothing here of sweet laughter or talk. 

 
They are reserved for Canzone 159 as indeed is the name Laura: in selve mai qual dea / chiome d’oro sí fino a L’AURA sciolse? (‘What goddess in the woods ever loosed hair of gold so fine to the breeze?’ 5-6). But all her beauty is, shockingly, ‘guilty of his death’ (la somma è di mea morte rea, 8). He does not dwell on this thought, but immediately turns to a more distanced mode in the sestet, where a seeker after ‘divine beauty’ is introduced. His quest will be in vain if he does not see the sweetness of ‘her’ sidelong glance (9-11). Distance is maintained in the final tercet, but the darkness of line 8 returns as killing is associated with sighs and Horatian sweet talk and laughter: ‘he who does not know how sweetly she sighs and how sweetly speaks and sweetly laughs does not know how Love heals and slays.’(12-14) 
 

 
There are three elements in the ode which do not appear in these two sonnets: the solemn opening with its virtuous traveller, the dangerous wood, and the carefree, singing poet. Only the first of these is absent from Canzone 176, which opens with ‘inhospitable and savage woods’, where there is the dangerous presence of armed men (1-2); Petrarch travels free from care (vo securo io, 3) and later sings of ‘her’ (5-6). Her name almost appears at line 9, L’ÒRE (‘the breezes’), the form perhaps determined, ominously, by the need to rime with orrore, 12.). While apparently dangerous, neither wolf nor armed men worry the poet-lovers. Horace is completely carefree and happy; not so Petrarch. One thing undermines his sense of security, ‘the Sun with its rays of living Love’ (3-4). That Sun is Laura. As he speaks of his song about her, he interjects a cry, ‘oh my thoughts without sense!’ (o penser’ miei non saggi!): he is not facing the reality of his relationship with her (5-6). The rest of the sonnet is concerned with the fact that physical separation from Laura does not remove the threat she poses to his equanimity (6). He thinks he sees her among ‘ladies and damsels’, but it is only a clump of trees (7-8). The hallucination is auditory too as he hears her in the sounds of the countryside - the rustle of leaves in the breezes that embody her name, the sough of the wind on the hilltops and the murmur of a stream (9-11). This open landscape however pleases him less than the relief from Laura’s oppressive nearness to be found in the spookiness of a dark wood (12-13). But the complexity of his feelings about Laura does not allow him to find unalloyed pleasure there. He is cut off from the physical sun, the light of which is the medium of his daytime visions of her, and this is welcome, but it also causes him (and here the ambiguity of his position in regard to Laura becomes clear) to lose too much of his Sun (dal mio Sol troppo si perde) (14), that Sun which he has said can alone frighten him (3-4).


It may seem strange that Petrarch, for whom love is overwhelmingly an unhappy experience, should have found the Lalage ode so congenial. A few points can be made.  Horace actually represents himself here as being, like Petrarch, a practitioner of love poetry (10). dulce ridentem … dulce loquentem (‘sweetly laughing … sweetly speaking’, 23-24), seems to anticipate the sound of vernacular poetry even if Petrarch’s ride (‘laughs’) rimes with the ominous ancide (‘slays’). Lastly there is the part played by the sun in the last stanza of the ode. In 21-22 it is ‘too close’, forbidding civilised human life (in terra domibus negata). Those lines cannot have failed to speak to Petrarch, for whom the sun both in itself and as Laura is destructive as well as life-giving. In these sonnets the balance inclines largely to the side of the harmful, excessively close sun. At the beginning of 145 it ‘slays (occide) flowers and grass’ (1) just as in 149 Love is capable of ‘slaying’ (ancide, 12) his victims. Love and the sun (or better the Sun, who is Laura) come together in 176, where the poet’s sense of security is threatened only by that Sun with its (her) ‘rays of living Love’ (3-4). Finally the balance shifts a little in the sun’s (or rather his Sun’s) favour as he confesses that too much success in avoiding that threat may be achieved at the price of losing too much in his relationship with Laura (14). Hardly as forthright as Horace’s Lalagen amabo (23), but still an acknowledgment, however grudging, that he cannot live without her.

Ariosto: Maecenas and Ippolito d’Este

The surviving satires of Ludovico Ariosto, which formally are epistles, belong to his maturity, corresponding to the Epistles in Horace’s career.
 Ariosto could look back over a life very different from Horace’s. His nine siblings, widowed mother and well-connected but probably impecunious father,
 who drove him to the study of law (6.154-59) at an age more appropriate to the writing of poetry, contrast strongly with Horace’s humble origins and indebtedness to his father (the only member of his family he mentions) for his liberal education. Ariosto’s devotion to a simple life (e.g. 2.13-27) seems, unlike Horace’s, to be hard won as he acknowledges his ‘vast greed for ownership’, which only a realisation of the vanity of human desires can overcome (3.187-207). Again, unlike so many of Horace’s poems, these satires are not suffused with thoughts of friendship, whether affectionate, critical or gently teasing. 7.127-38 is exceptional: if he went to Rome, he would have cultured men to talk to (he names eight) and someone to escort him over the seven hills, guide-book in hand. The passage recalls Horace, Satires 1.10.81-88, which incorporates honoris causa the names of fifteen ‘scholars and friends’. If Satire 7 was written to be the last in Ariosto’s collection, the parallel is even more striking since the passage in Horace concludes his first book. Both men had patrons: Maecenas and Ippolito and Alfonso d’Este. In contrast to the overwhelmingly favourable view which Horace gives of his relations with his patron Maecenas, Ariosto portrays both d’Este as difficult - demanding and not punctilious about supporting their man (1.88-93; 97-108; 238-43; 4.175-201). None of the satires is addressed to either brother whereas Horace directs three epistles and two satires to Maecenas. Nevertheless it is in Horace that Ariosto finds a template for dealing with the clash between Ippolito and himself about his unwillingness to be with him in Hungary (Satires 1).

               Horace’s seventh epistle is about the relationship between friends of unequal status. He had told Maecenas that he would spend a few days in the country, but has been proved a liar. He has been missing all August, in the autumn he intends to avoid unhealthy Rome, in the winter he will be beside the sea, and only in the spring will he revisit his friend (1-13). It is not clear whether the epistle is to be thought of as being in response to, or a pre-emption of, a protest from Maecenas. It deals with gifts, gratitude and the obligations which gifts may be thought to create. The gist of his explanation is that he is afraid of falling ill, and if he is never to leave his friend’s side, Maecenas must do the impossible by giving him back the constitution, looks and disposition of youth. If Maecenas is going to use his gifts to control him, they must be given back (25-36). Almost three-quarters of the epistle is not direct statement or argument, but is in the form of what Ariosto calls essempi, an animal fable (29-33), a little speech taken from the Odyssey (40-43) and two anecdotes, one timeless (14-19) and the other attached to a historical person (46-95). 

                                         Ariosto also deals with a difficult situation between men of unequal rank. Cardinal Ippolito has asked the poet to accompany him to his see in Hungary, and he has refused. He writes not to Ippolito, but to his own brother Alessandro and a friend, who are with the cardinal. The ostensible purpose of the poem is to enquire how Ariosto’s stock stands with the cardinal and his court. However having claimed that he dealt truthfully with Ippolito (unlike ‘lying’ Horace), he proceeds to repeat the reasons that he gave, any one of which should have sufficed. Like Horace, he begins with his health, but as might be expected in a work more than two and a half times as long, he goes beyond climatic problems to mention wine, food and its preparation. If he were to make his own arrangements, it would cost money, and (the first mention of gift or salary) he has not had enough from the cardinal to pay for self-catering. The argument modulates into a discussion of how far his poetry is valued by Ippolito. Anything he has received has come to him not because of his verses, which he might just as well consign to the privy, but for being a hard-riding courier (19-114). 

                                             He raises the delicate question of gifts and liberty in the context of an address to Marone, another client of Ippolito’s, who, he warns, will lose his freedom as soon as he receives a benefit. If Marone wishes to dissolve the connection, the best he can hope for is that the cardinal will take his gifts back while preserving good relations (con amore e pace, 115-26). Now that he has raised in connection with someone else the question of recovery of gifts by the donor (not restitution by the recipient as in Horace), he can more easily speak of its happening to himself. That possibility however displeases him less than the prospect of losing Ippolito’s love (a rare hint of past affection) and being hated by him. Fear of this is why he has never, from the time that he was refused permission to stay in Italy, appeared before him (127-38). 

                                             The atmosphere lightens (the effect is comparable with Horace introducing an episode from Homer into the epistle) as he conjures up from his own Orlando Furioso the figure of Ruggiero, ancestor of the d’Este, recalls how little his celebration of his deeds has been appreciated at court and declares himself unfit for the duties of a courtier. These may bring wealth, but at a cost. His studies would suffer, and it is these he must thank for feeding his mind, saving him from feelings of envy and teaching him satisfaction with a simple life (139-89). 

                                            Conscious that he has wandered off the point, he calls himself back, a Horatian touch (190-92; cf. Satires 1.1.108). There is a second reason: his family is vulnerable and needs him at home. And he himself is old - forty-four and bald. His brother who is with the cardinal may offer Ludovico’s literary services, but there will be no travelling to the Danube. On the other hand (and here Horace’s demand that Maecenas do the impossible is recalled) if he could have back the fifteen years he has spent in the service of Ippolito, he would even cross the Don. But if the undependable payment of seventy-five scudi a year is thought to give the cardinal the right to treat him like a slave, he must learn that the poet would rather live patiently in poverty. 

                                            There follows immediately an essempio, based on Horace’s animal fable, expanded from five to fifteen lines (247-61). Horace tells of a fox creeping through a crack in a corn bin, devouring the corn so that she was too fat to escape and being told by a weasel that she must leave the bin as thin as she was when she entered. The lesson for Horace is that if challenged with this story he should pay everything back (29-34). Ariosto’s version is truer to the facts of natural history, with donkey and mouse replacing fox and weasel. The crack in the bin becomes a hole in a wall. Horace’s ‘thin’ little fox becomes a donkey ‘whose thinness showed every bone and sinew’, and the fox’s ‘full body’ becomes the donkey’s ‘belly  larger than a great barrel’. Unlike Horace, Ariosto supplies a motive for his donkey’s struggle to escape: ‘fearing that his bones might be smashed’, by the owner of the corn presumably. Horace’s weasel simply says that the fox must get thin to get out; Ariosto’s mouse is more specific: ‘You need to begin vomiting up what you’ve got in your body and come back thin’ (che ritorni macro 260; cf. Horace’s macra …repetes). Vomiting violently represents the act of discarding with which both poets are concerned. Calling Ippolito sacro, ‘sacred’, an adjective regularly applied to the College of Cardinals, used here perhaps with an eye also to the meaning ‘cursed’, which Latin sacer can have, Ariosto says that if Ippolito believes that he has bought him, it would not be painful for him to give his gifts back (262-65). The conclusion is harsh, but the break is serious: they have not met since his unsuccessful request to be allowed to stay in Italy. Horace is more emollient. After telling a disturbing story of a great man whose help, given perhaps with a degree of malicious anticipation, sets a friend on a road leading from contented and moderate busyness to driven ruin so that he begs to return to his former state, he refrains in the concluding lines from explicitly aligning the story with Maecenas and himself, but simply states that if a former state of affairs is superior to the present, there should be a return to what has been abandoned. In the end it is a matter of insight.


          There are differences between the poets’ situations. Horace admits that he was deceitful and makes no reference to any reaction of Maecenas while Ariosto has been frank and recognises that Ippolito may call him faithless and seek to recover his gifts (4; 127-35). Each poem advances two reasons or clusters of reasons for the writer’s decision. For Horace it is a matter of health (3-9) and a feeling that he has grown old (25-28). These are supplemented by the observation, deriving from two of the essempi, that there is a lack of fit between himself and life with Maecenas (44-45; 96-98). Ariosto’s reasons are health or more generally life-style (25-93) and family responsibilities (196-216). Interwoven with these are allusions to his role at the court of Ippolito: he is fit for nothing there except composing unappreciated celebratory poetry (85-108; 139-42; cf. 226-231); he is useless as a personal servant, and it is no longer appropriate that he should be an unwilling courier (142-56; non si convien più, 156). Amusingly, he is physically too large to help Ippolito with his boots and spurs (perch’ io son grande) whereas Horace implies that he is ‘small’ and says that ‘small things’ (not ‘royal Rome’, where Maecenas belongs) are appropriate to him (44-45). He makes no mention of duties owed to Maecenas (except implicitly that of joining him), and in particular says nothing about writing poetry for him. (Of course he is in a phase of not writing ‘real poetry’, Epistles 1.1.10.) Maecenas indeed is shown as singularly passive in the epistle, his reactions not being even surmised. The epistle gives no clue to the nature of life in the great man’s company while the satire is richly informative about the personnel and workings of a princely court. The difference may be connected with generic expectation, but it is likely that Horatian discretion also played a part. 

Jonson: Horace on stage

When at the age of 28, in 1601, Ben Jonson staged Poetaster, he had passed through experiences reflecting Horace’s life at many points.
 Neither was socially advantaged, Horace’s father having been a freedman, while Jonson was the posthumous son of a minister and the stepson of a master bricklayer. Horace was educated above his station, and Jonson’s education went beyond the needs of his stepfather’s business. In his early twenties Horace fought as an officer at Philippi while the youthful Jonson soldiered in the Low Countries. Horace portrays himself as a redoubtable fighter with the pen as his weapon (Satires 2.1.34-46). Jonson’s pugnacity, evidenced in war, also landed him in prison after a fatal duel. But he fought with the pen also, and in Poetaster, set in Augustan Rome and performed by the Children of the Chapel, he delivered an attack on his enemies, lawyers and players as well as fellow-dramatists, in which Horace himself, with Virgil and Augustus, states the timeless principles on which moral poetry may be written in a moral community.
     

               The play is remarkable for the amount of translated material that it contains. Ovid, Am 1.15 (1.1.39-80, largely a translation by Marlowe), Horace, Satires 1.9 (3.1.1-3.7) and 2.1 (3.5.1-140, probably composed for the folio edition of 1640) and Virgil, Aen 4.160-88 (5.2.56-97) are only the most substantial passages. The characters Virgil and Ovid speak translations of lines which ‘they’ as poets have composed, and Satires 2.1, being in dialogue form, simply becomes a scene between Horace and Trebatius. Satires 1.9 needed a more thorough adaptation.
 Most of the original is in dialogue, but it has a narrative thread, which had to be dispensed with in the play. Jonson’s version more than compensates for these minor excisions, for at 286 lines, many of them prose, it is considerably longer than its model with 78 lines.

              Some of this expansion can be seen as assisting the audience. The scene begins with a new character who declares confidently that he will begin an ode to Maecenas. (This corresponds to Horace’s modest ‘… totally absorbed in some trifle or other I was pondering’ (2) though no one in the audience would at first hearing be likely to realise this.) Crispinus, who has the role of Horace’s unnamed persecutor in the satire and represents John Marston, enters with words spoken aside that identify the other character as Horace, ‘an excellent poet’, and make clear what lies behind the encounter: since Maecenas loves Horace, Crispinus will self-promotingly ‘fall into his acquaintance’ (3-6). Nothing corresponds to this speech in the satire, which does not reveal the other man’s agenda until 43-48. Jonson continues to expand the beginning of the satire as he introduces the opening of the ode, a vaguely Horatian drinking song which assimilates writing to drinking, ‘I drink as I would write, / In flowing measure, filled with flame, and spright’ (8-12).
 Later, in another addition, Crispinus plays the connoisseur of architecture and praises the street as ‘polite and terse’, another assimilation, of buildings to literary style (32-33).

             Towards the end of the encounter, where there has been a great deal of talk about coiffure and clothes (not in Horace) (45-56; 67-76), Horace’s friend Fuscus enters, but refuses to take the hint that he should rescue him (3.2.1-22). In Jonson he says limply that he does not want to interrupt his conversation (20-22). In the satire Fuscus’s response is mischievously imaginative: ‘I’ll talk to you at a better time. To-day’s the thirtieth Sabbath. Do you want to offend the circumcised Jews?’ ‘I’ve no religious hang-ups’ says Horace. ‘But I do’ says Fuscus. ‘There are lots of us weaker vessels. Please forgive me. Another time.’ (68-72). Why did Jonson omit this vivid passage? It may be worth recalling that seven years previously the Jewish doctor Roderigo Lopez had been executed on a charge of plotting, on behalf of Spain, to poison the queen.
 Was a light-hearted mention of a Jewish festival, even an invented one, too risky?  

            Perhaps the most interesting scene involving Horace is where Augustus asks about Virgil (5.1.75-141).
 His question, which is very explicit about social position, gives offence to Horace: Maecenas, Tibullus and Gallus are ‘gentlemen’, ranking higher than Virgil, whose profession they share; Horace is ‘the poorest’ and therefore liable to feel envy (75-78).
 Horace’s reply, as Augustus later acknowledges, shows a ‘free and wholesome sharpness’ (94): Augustus is speaking ‘after common men’ when he assumes that poverty has as baneful an effect on a ‘knowing spirit’ as riches on ‘an ignorant soul’ (79-83). Horace claims that his soul is ‘as free as Caesar’s’ and that his knowledge will enable him to give ‘virtuous merit’ its due (88-93). Accepting the rebuke, Augustus abandons the distinction and asks ‘loved Horace’ for his ‘true thought of Virgil’ (94-99). Horace uses the image of distillation to give a moral appraisal of Virgil’s pure spirit (100-07). Gallus sees a fastidious purity in his verses also (108-15), and Tibullus, returning to the image of distillation, acknowledges his relevance to ‘all the needful uses of our lives’ so that when a man recalls any serious lines of his, he is able to breathe forth Virgil’s spirit (116-23). Turning back to Horace, now called, in contrast to Virgil, ‘material’ (his work has substance), Augustus asks about Virgil’s learning. It is not a matter of recondite words or recherché information, says Horace, but a summation of human knowledge, ‘a direct, and analytic sum / Of all the worth and first effect of arts’. His poetry, ‘so rammed with life’, ‘shall gather strength of life’ and with time win ever more admiration (129-38).

             This is a discussion of subtlety, linguistic power and moral seriousness. It is opened and closed by Horace, who having spoken with a frankness even more striking than that displayed in ‘his’ seventh epistle, characterises Virgil in terms that do justice not only to his spiritual qualities, humane learning and poetic vitality, but also to his own independence of spirit, moral earnestness and critical insight.

Epilogue

In 1610 George Sandys, son of an Archbishop of York, poet and future Treasurer of Virginia, travelled to the Holy Land.
 In A Relation of a journey he tells how he arrived in Lesbos, speaks of its produce and quotes in translation Odes 1.17.21-22:

                                                 Here underneath some shadie vine,

                                                 Full cups of hurtlesse Lesbian wine

                                                 Will we quaffe freely: nor yet shall

                                                 Thyonian Liber with Mars brawle.

In adding to his narrative a ‘continuous flow of literary allusions’ Sandys was a pioneer of travel literature.
 Although the passage attests to the harmlessness of Lesbian wine (‘not so headie as the ordinarie’) and is not strictly an evocation of the island, it is tempting to see in Sandys a forerunner of eighteenth-century tourists recalling ancient texts at classical sites, where ‘our memory’, as Horace Walpole put it, ‘sees more than our eyes’.
               

FURTHER READING

Sowerby (1994) is a useful study of the reception of the classics in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century English poetry. A somewhat earlier terminus a quo would have been welcome, but a certain view of the periodization of English literature may have discouraged this. (The title, which refers simply to ‘Renaissance poetry’, is misleading.) The book is helpful to the general reader in including accounts of ancient genres and an outline of the classical world.

For book-length studies of Horace in European literature it is necessary to go back to the opening decades of the twentieth century, which saw two ambitious surveys by Stemplinger (1906; 1921). The former, which contains a great deal of material about Ariosto, Du Bellay and Ronsard, delivers more than its title seems to promise, and the latter is noteworthy in taking a thematic rather than geographical or chronological approach. Ludwig (1993) is an up-to-date, substantial and focused discussion of the subject, and Martindale and Hopkins (also 1993) contains a number of useful papers. 

The extensive sections on the reception of Horace from the medieval to the modern period and in different countries in the Enciclopedia Oraziana (3.81-612) also contain much useful and up-to-date materaial.

Curcio (1913) gives a long and detailed chronological account of Horace’s presence in Italian literature over six hundred years; for Petrarch there is Petrie (1983). Menendez Pelayo (1951) is a massive resource for writing in Spain and Portugal. Miłosz (1969) provides a way into Polish literature, and Glomski (1987) contains detailed discussion of Kochanowski. English satire, to which ancient, medieval and contemporary European traditions contribute, has been studied by Peter (1956) and Hester (1982).

 
There has been much important work on the presence of Horace in the Latin poetry of the period, particularly by scholars writing in German (Schäfer [1970, 1976]; Gruber [1997]; Auhagen [2000]) and French (Schmitz [1994], which is a significant supplement to Lebègue [1936]; Galland-Hallyn [2001]) Stillers (1988), which includes an excellent bibliography, makes an important contribution to the study of literary theory in Italy during the Renaissance.

� In Robortello (1548) a commentary on the Poetics was juxtaposed with a prose paraphrase in Latin of Ars      Poetica. See Stillers (1988) 107-24; 142-43 and in general Herrick (1946), Weinberg (1961) and Norton (1999). On the medieval reception of the Ars Poetica see Friis-Jensen, Chapter 21 above.


� McGann (1995; 2004); Mastrogianni (2002); Filelfo’s Odes and a first volume of Pontano’s Lyric Poetry, edited respectively by Diana Robin and Rodney Dennis, have been announced by the I Tatti Renaissance Library.


� In Germany however Horace is not translated until well into the seventeenth century. Stemplinger (1921) 113.


� Rupprich (1970) 523-24; 609-10.


� Burrow (1993) 40.


� Thomas (1964) 264; Gray (1979) 133; Powell (1983) 119-20; Burrow (1993) 40.  
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